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1 PREFACE 

The following Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) was prepared to 
address proposed changes to the Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South 
Reclamation Plans, as well as inclusion of mining an additional 5.6 acres on the 
Vineyard I site.  Although the three mining sites are three separate projects, the three 
projects so are closely related that they have been incorporated together as the 
proposed Project.  The existing Reclamation Plans were the subject of a previously 
certified Final Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIR/EIS) titled Morrison Creek Mining Reach (South) of Jackson Highway (Control 
Numbers: 94-UPB-0484, 91-CZB-UPB-01118, 90-CZB-UPB-1607 and 94-CZB-UPB-
0671) (State Clearinghouse Number:  95102057).  The prior FEIR/EIS considered the 
reach of Morrison Creek that included four mining and reclamation proposals (known as 
Vineyard I, Aspen III South, Aspen IV South and Aspen V South), as well as an on-site 
processing plant.  The Aspen V South mining project is not included in this Project.   

On October 20, 1999, the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors certified the 
FEIR/EIS.  The Board approved the mining projects on December 15, 1999. This SEIR 
addresses environmental impacts and mitigation measures associated with the 
proposed revised Reclamation Plans, either resulting from the proposed changes to the 
Plan or new impacts and/or mitigation measures that result from changed 
circumstances.  In addition, this SEIR addresses environmental impacts and mitigation 
measures associated with the request for mining the 5.6 acres for Vineyard I (referred to 
as the Vineyard I expansion mining site throughout this document).   

Impacts that were identified in the prior FEIR/EIS as significant and unavoidable remain 
so for the proposed Project.  Impacts identified as significant and reduced to less than 
significant for the proposed Project, due to either completed mitigations or changed 
circumstances, are stated as such.  Impacts identified as less than significant, remain 
so.  Mitigation measures of the FEIR/EIS that remain applicable to the proposed Project 
are summarized in the Executive Summary of this SEIR.  A copy of the prior FEIR/EIS 
is attached to this SEIR in CD format (back cover) and is available online as Appendix A 
at 
http://www.dera.saccounty.net/PublicNotices/SQLView/ProjectDetails/tabid/71/Default.a
spx?ProjectID=33759)  
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2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

The subject of this Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is comprised of 
three separate projects that have been incorporated into the proposed Project known as 
Vineyard I Community Plan Amendment, Rezone, Use Permit, Reclamation Plan 
Amendment, and Zoning Agreement Amendments (Control Number:  05-CZB-UPB-
REB-ZGB-0062); Aspen III South Reclamation Plan and Use Permit Amendments 
(Control Number:  PLNP2008-REB-UPB-00016); and Aspen IV South Reclamation 
Plan, Use Permit, and Zoning Agreement Amendments (Control Number:  PLNP2008-
REB-UPB-ZGB-00017).   

The Project is located in the Vineyard community in the unincorporated area of 
Sacramento County.  The Vineyard I project parcels are located at the northeast corner 
of Hedge Road and Elder Creek Road.  The Aspen III South project parcels are located 
in the southwest corner of Fruitridge Road and Mayhew Road.  The Aspen IV South 
project parcels are located at the northeast corner of Mayhew Road and Elder Creek 
Road. 

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The location 
of a retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site has been determined for the proposed 
project and the volume of a retention basin on the Aspen IV South mining site has been 
determined.   

The following environmental impact and mitigation summary table describes the project 
impacts and the recommended mitigation measures to eliminate or reduce the impacts.  
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The residual impact after mitigation is also identified.  Detailed discussions of each of 
the identified impacts and mitigation measures, including pertinent support data, can be 
found in the specific topic sections in the remainder of this report. 

This report identifies significant and unavoidable impacts related to land use (conflict 
with nearby land uses), air quality (exhaust emissions) and geology (permanent 
alteration of the landform).  

This report has identified project-related impacts associated with land use, groundwater 
hydrology and quality, geology and slope stability, public safety, airport compatibility, 
cultural resources, aesthetics; biological resources and traffic and circulation as 
potentially significant, which could be reduced to a less than significant level through 
inclusion of recommended mitigation measures. 

Other impacts associated with surface water hydrology and drainage, groundwater 
hydrology and water quality, cultural resources, biological resources, aesthetics, climate 
change, air quality, geology and slope stability, traffic and circulation, land use, public 
safety and public services are considered less than significant. 
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Table 2-1 
Executive Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 

Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE    

In the Post-Reclamation condition, there would be a 
decrease in the upstream flows between the baseline 
condition and the Post-Reclamation condition.  The Post-
Reclamation floodplain upstream would be reduced. 

LS None Required LS 

In the Post-Reclamation condition, the flows downstream of 
the project site will not increase as a result of the project. 

LS None Required LS 

The proposed project would not result in on-site flooding in 
the Post-Reclamation condition as peak flows will be 
contained within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  

LS None Required LS 

The embankments of the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and the Raised Bank Channel are not likely to fail, 
but in the unlikely event they did, the applicants have an 
evacuation and safety plan and there would not be a 
potential for off-site flooding, or drying up of the creek 
channel downstream.  

LS None Required LS 

The proposed project will not result in damage to the 
Jackson Highway Bridge due to high Morrison Creek flows. 

LS None Required LS 

GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY AND QUALITY    

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that gravel extraction may 
alter drainage and groundwater flow and quality which 
could affect surrounding properties and domestic septic 
leachfield systems on adjacent surrounding properties.  
This was found to be a significant impact that could be 
reduced to less than significant with mitigation 

S 

This mitigation is from the prior FEIR/EIS and remains applicable to 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site of the proposed project:  

GW-1:  The proponents shall store contaminants in the gravel 
operation area in a manner that will contain any spills (i.e., 
containment berms).  Any spills occurring in operational areas 
should be cleaned up immediately. 

LS 

                                            

1 PS = Potentially Significant S = Significant SU = Significant and Unavoidable LS = Less Than Significant 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

The prior FEIR/EIS determined that mining operations 
could alter or disrupt any future monitoring of the 
contamination plume from Mather Field.  The contamination 
plum has not migrated and the inclusion of 5.6 acres to the 
Vineyard I mining site will not affect future monitoring efforts 
of contamination plumes from Mather Field.  This impact is 
now considered less than significant. 

LS None Required LS 

CULTURAL RESOURCES    

There are no significant cultural or historical resources on 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site.  Mining of the 
additional 5.6 acres will not impact known cultural 
resources 

LS None Required LS 

Mining of the 5.6-acre Vineyard I mining expansion site 
could uncover subsurface archaeological materials. 

PS 

CR-1:  If subsurface deposits believed to be cultural or human in 
origin are discovered during construction, then all work must halt 
within a 200-foot radius of the discovery.  A qualified professional 
archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards for prehistoric and historic archaeology, 
shall be retained at the Applicant’s expense to evaluate the 
significance of the find.  If it is determined due to the types of 
deposits discovered, that a Native American monitor is required, 
the Guidelines for Monitors/Consultants of Native American 
Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites as established by the Native 
American Heritage Commission shall be followed, and the monitor 
shall be retained at the Applicant’s expense.  

Work cannot continue within the 200-foot radius of the discovery 
site until the archaeologist conducts sufficient research and data 
collection to make a determination that the resource is either 1) not 
cultural in origin; or 2) not potentially eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places or California Register of 
Historical Resources. 

If a potentially-eligible resource is encountered, then the 
archaeologist, DERA, and project proponent shall arrange for either 
1) total avoidance of the resource, if possible; or 2) test excavations 
or total data recovery as mitigation.  The determination shall be 

LS 
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formally documented in writing and submitted to DERA as 
verification that the provisions of CEQA for managing unanticipated 
discoveries have been met.  

CR-2:  Pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources 
Code and Section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code, in 
the event of the discovery of human remains, all work is to stop and 
the County Coroner shall be immediately notified.  If the remains 
are determined to be Native American, guidelines of the Native 
American Heritage Commission shall be adhered to in the 
treatment and disposition of the remains. 

 

AIR QUALITY    

The proposed project will result in a significant increase of 
exhaust emissions due to the continued use of heavy off-
road equipment for an additional 3-6 months time frame for 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site.  This impact is 
significant and unavoidable.  

S 

AQ-1:  Category 1:  Reducing NOx emissions from off-road diesel 
powered equipment.  

The proponent shall provide a plan, for approval of the lead agency 
and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
(SMAQMD), demonstrating that the heavy-duty (50 horsepower or 
more) off-road vehicles to be used in the project, including owned 
or leased and subcontracted vehicles, will achieve a project wide 
fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate 
reduction2 compared to the most recent California Air Resource 
Board (ARB) fleet average at time of each annual report; and 

The proponent shall submit to the lead agency and SMAQMD a 
comprehensive inventory of all off-road equipment, equal to or 
greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used an aggregate of 40 or 
more hours per year during any portion of the project.  The 
inventory shall include the horsepower rating, engine production 
year, and project hours of use or fuel throughput for each piece of 
equipment.  The inventory shall be updated and submitted annually 

SU 

                                            

2 Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-emissions diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, 
after-treatment products and/or other options as they become available. 
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throughout the duration of the project.  The proponent shall provide 
SMAQMD with the name and phone number of the project manager 
and/or on-site foreman. 

Due to the long term nature of this project, the requirement for the 
emission reduction plan referenced herein will sunset on 
Month/date/year3 due to existing SMAQMD and ARB rules that will 
affect ARB fleet averages at that time.  

And:  

Category 2:  Controlling visible diesel emissions from off-road 
diesel powered equipment. 

Emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the 
project site shall not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three 
minutes in any one-hour.  Any equipment found to exceed 40 
percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately, 
and the lead agency and the lead agency and SMAQMD shall be 
notified within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant 
equipment.  The SMAQMD and/or other officials may conduct 
periodic site inspections to determine compliance.  Nothing in this 
mitigation measure shall supersede other SMAQMD or State rules 
or regulations.   

AQ-2:  All vehicles shall be maintained in accordance with the 
manufacturers’ recommendations, and all stationary equipment 
maintained in compliance with emissions limitations established by 
a permit issued by the SMAQMD.  Granite Construction shall 
maintain records of equipment maintenance activities and records 
shall be provided to the County upon request.  

AQ-3:  Particulate filters and catalysts should be used where 
technically feasible to reduce NOx emissions from off-road heavy 
duty equipment.  Granite Construction should contact SMAQMD 
and/or ARB for assistance in determining appropriate emission 

                                            

3 Project proponent should contact SMAQMD staff to determine appropriate sunset period. 
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reducing technologies. 

The prior project was found to have a significant dust 
(particulate matter) emission impact.  During mining of the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site, all Basic Construction 
Emission Control Practices will be implemented and the 
maximum daily disturbed area will not exceed 15 acres.  
This impact is now considered less than significant. 

LS None Required LS 

GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY    

The prior project was found to have a significant and 
unavoidable impact due to the permanent alteration of the 
project site’s landform.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion 
site will increase the amount of land permanently altered by 
mining.  The project does not lessen the prior impact. 

S None Available SU 

The prior project concluded that the project’s reclaimed 
slopes would be subject to slope instability.  The proposed 
project does not change this prior significant impact.  
Mitigation from the prior FEIR/EIS remains applicable to the 
proposed project and will reduce the level of significance.  

S 

The following mitigation is from the prior FEIR/EIS and remains 
applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion site of the proposed 
project.  

GS-1:  For the Vineyard I mining expansion site, the proponent 
shall limit the finished side slopes to 1.5:1 (horizontal:vertical) to 
ensure stability for existing soil conditions.  Soils shall be placed 
and compacted to 90 percent of the maximum dry density, at or 
near optimum moisture conditions, in all finished slopes.  Since 
local stability of the slope is critically dependent upon proper 
compaction of the overburden soils, a qualified soils engineer shall 
be regularly present throughout grading operations to determine 
compliance with job specifications.  

GS-2:  Prior to allowing re-directed stream flows to the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel, Granite Construction shall submit a 
report prepared by a California registered professional engineer 
certifying the channel and embankment engineering and foundation 
soils of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  The engineer’s 
report shall address slope stability, soil compaction rates, 
foundation soils, potential failure mechanisms and contingencies for 
repairing failures.  The report shall be submitted to the Community 
Planning and Development Department and the Division of 

LS 
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Environmental Review and Assessment for approval.  No flows 
shall be directed to the new channel until approval is granted by 
both entities.   

GS-3:  For the embankments of the Raised Bank Channel and the 
mining slopes on the Aspen IV South mining site, Teichert 
Aggregates shall follow the recommendations contained in the 
GEOCON Consulting, Inc report (September, 2011).  At the 
completion of the construction of the Raised Bank Channel, a 
report, signed by a California registered professional engineer, shall 
be submitted to DERA indicating completion of the 
recommendations from the GEOCON report.  During mining, a 
report, prepared and signed by a California registered professional 
engineer, shall be submitted indicating completion of the 
recommendations regarding the mining pit slopes. 

GS-4:  Prior to mining within 25 feet of the Mayhew Road right-of-
way, Teichert Aggregates shall submit a report, prepared by a 
geotechnical engineer or engineering geologist, on the soils 
observed at 25 feet from the right-of-way and whether or not the 
soils observed are consistent with those anticipated.  If the soils 
observed differ significantly from what was anticipated, the 
engineer shall increase the proposed 12-foot setback accordingly.  
This report shall be submitted to DERA and the Community 
Planning and Development Department for review and approval 
prior to commencement of mining within 25 feet of the Mayhew 
Road right-of-way. 

The slopes of the mining pit and recreated channel of the 
proposed project would be subject to erosion and slope 
instability if not properly vegetated and maintained.   

S 

GS-5:  The proponents shall ensure that the side slopes of the pit 
are vegetated following final slope placement to prevent excessive 
erosion and enhance slope stability.  The side slopes shall be 
revegetated with an erosion control mix as specified in an Erosion 
Control Plan.  The Erosion Control Plan shall be prepared by the 
applicant and submitted to the County prior to issuance of the work 
authorization permit.  The species chosen for the erosion control 
mix shall be comprised of native stock and shall not contain any 
species considered to be invasive or noxious weeds.  The Erosion 
Control Plan shall include performance standards that can be used 
to determine the success of erosion control measures and the 

LS 
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revegetation effort, and shall discuss monitoring requirements.  The 
plan shall include remedial measures to be implemented if 
revegetation is not successful.  

GS-6:  The applicant shall submit to the Division of Environmental 
Review and Assessment (DERA), a ten-year monitoring plan that 
outlines monitoring requirements and identifies mitigating steps for 
any significant erosion that may occur at a specific location in the 
flow channel.  If significant erosion is identified during monitoring, 
the applicant shall contact DERA and submit proof of corrective 
actions.  Appropriate mitigation includes, but is not limited to; 
strengthening of the channel, re-grading the channel, widening the 
channel to reduce scour velocities, or any other revision as 
approved by County staff to mitigate significant erosion.  

The loss of mineral resource availability is not an impact of 
the proposed project.  

LS None Required LS 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES    

Vegetation  

The loss of existing natural vegetation communities was 
found to be a significant impact under the prior project.  
Mitigation included a mitigation corridor which has been 
revised as the proposed Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor 
which has been approved by the regulatory agencies.  
Mitigation has been included to ensure success of the 
Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor and impacts will be 
considered less than significant.  

S 

BR-1:  Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit, submit 
to the County Department of Environmental Review and 
Assessment the recorded Conservation Easements for the project 
sites.  

BR-2: Implement the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan (refer to Appendix D1).  Submit to the 
County Division of Environmental Review and Assessment annual 
monitoring reports.  The reports shall present the status of the 
creek, wetlands, drainage, oak woodland and riparian habitats, 
including individual wetland data, photo-documentation, status of 
the riparian and oak woodland plantings, and any recommended 
remediation.  The report shall also include an assessment of the 
monitoring results against the success criteria described in the 
Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan.   

A monitoring report will be prepared and submitted to the County 
(and Corps and CDFG) for each of the monitoring years by 
December 31st of each monitoring year.  The report shall include:  

LS 
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a. A map showing the Preserve including wetland locations, 
location of various monitoring activities and photo points;  

b. Hydrology, vegetation, and photographic monitoring results as 
described in the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan; 

c. An assessment of the monitoring results against the 
established success criteria;  

d. A description of the overall site conditions and any 
management actions taken during that year; and  

e. Any recommended management or remediation actions to be 
conducted (if necessary, a contingency plan, as described in 
Section 8.2 of the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan will be prepared).  

If any revisions to the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel occur 
during the first ten years, a letter indicating proposed changes shall 
be submitted to DERA.  If changes require approval by either the 
Corps or CDFG an approval letter from the respective agency shall 
be submitted to DERA.  

At the end of the ten-year monitoring period, monitoring will cease if 
the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is found by the County, 
Corps and CDFG to be in substantial compliance with the 
established success criteria.  Monitoring will be extended beyond 
the ten-year period for those habitats that are not meeting success 
criteria.   

Native Trees  

Mining of the Vineyard I site resulted in removal of 3,562 
inches dbh of native oak and walnut trees.  The tree 
plantings within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
adequately compensate (out-of-kind, inch-for inch) for this 
impact.   

Mining the Vineyard I Expansion Site will result in removal 
of 40 inches dbh of native trees.    

S 

BR-3: Implement Mitigation Measure BR-1 (submittal of recorded 
conservation easements) and BR-2 (implement the Wetland, Oak 
Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan for Vineyard I 
[refer to Appendix D1] and the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan for Aspen IV South [refer to Appendix D2]).  

BR-4: The removal of 40 inches by Granite for the Vineyard I 
expansion site shall be compensated by planting native oak trees 
(either valley oak/Quercus lobata, blue oak/ Quercus douglasii 

LS 
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Mining the Aspen IV South site will result in 566 inches dbh 
of tree impacts.  Perimeter and landscape tree plantings 
(140 oak tree plantings) will compensate for 140 inches of 
impacts.  The remaining 426 inches dbh will be adequately 
mitigated through tree plantings within the Morrison Creek 
Preserve Corridor.   

Connection of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel will result in impacts to trees located 
within the Mayhew Road right-of-way.  Granite will be 
responsible for trees located on the western half of the 
right-of-way for a total of 273 inches.  Teichert will be 
responsible for the trees located on the eastern half of the 
right-of-way for 74 inches.  Planting within the Morrison 
Creek Raised Bank Channel for Aspen IV South will 
sufficiently compensate for 875 inches of impacts for 
Teichert.  Granite impacts of 273 inches and 40 inches (for 
expansion site) will be mitigated consistent with the County 
tree ordinance.   

and/or interior live oak/ Quercus wislizenii) equivalent to the dbh 
inches lost, based on the ratios listed below, at locations that are 
authorized by the Division of Environmental Review and 
Assessment.  On-site preservation of native oak trees that are less 
than 6 inches (<6 inches) dbh, may also be used to meet this 
compensation requirement.  A total of 40 inches for Granite will 
require compensation.  

Equivalent compensation based on the following ratio is required: 

 One preserved native oak tree < 6 inches dbh on-site = I inch 
dbh 

 One D-pot seedling (40 cubic inches or larger) = 1 inch dbh 
 One 15-gallon tree = 1 inch dbh 
 One 24-inch box tree = 2 inches dbh 
 One 36-inch box tree = 3 inches dbh 

Replacement tree plantings shall be completed prior to tree 
removal or a bond shall be posted by the applicant in order to 
provide funding for purchase, planting, irrigation, and 3-year 
maintenance period, should the applicant default on replacement 
tree mitigation.  The bond shall be in an amount equal to the 
prevailing rate of the County Tree Preservation Fund and will be 
due within one year of posting the bond.  

Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit for the 
Vineyard I expansion site, a Replacement Oak Tree Planting Plan 
shall be prepared by a certified arborist or licensed landscape 
architect and shall be submitted to the Environmental Coordinator 
for approval.  The Replacement Oak Tree Planting Plan(s) shall 
include the following minimum elements:  

1. Species, size and locations of all replacement plantings and < 6 
inch dbh trees to be preserved;  

2. Method of irrigation;  

3. If planting in soils with a hardpan/duripan or clayplan layer, 
include the Sacramento County Standard Tree Planting Detail 
L-1, including the 10-foot deep boring hole to provide for 
adequate drainage;  

4. Planting, irrigation and maintenance schedules;  
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5. Identification of the maintenance entity and a written agreement 
with that entity to provide care and irrigation of the trees for a 3-
year establishment period, and to replace any of the 
replacement oak trees which do not survive during that period; 
and  

6. Designation of a 20-foot root zone radius and landscaping to 
occur within the radius of oak trees < 6 inches dbh to be 
preserved on-site.  

No replacement tree shall be planted within 15 feet of the driplines 
of existing oak trees or landmark size trees that are retained on-
site.  The minimum spacing for replacement oak trees shall be 20 
feet on-center.   

If oak tree replacement plantings are demonstrated to the 
satisfaction of the Environmental Coordinator to be infeasible for 
any or all trees removed, then compensation shall be through 
payment into the County Tree Preservation Fund.  Payment shall 
be made at a rate of $325.00 per dbh inch removed but not 
otherwise compensated, or at the prevailing rate at the time 
payment into the fund is made.   

Wetlands 

The prior project found that the prior project would impact 
19 acres of waters of the U.S.  Mitigation required the 
applicants to obtain the necessary permits; these permits 
have been secured.  Impacts to wetlands and waters of the 
U.S. on the Aspen IV South site have decreased under the 
proposed reclamation plan amendment as there will be no 
mining within Morrison Creek on Aspen IV South.  

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will mitigate for 
impacts to wetlands associated with the Vineyard I mining 
site; however to ensure that the corridor will adequately 
mitigate for impacts to wetlands, mitigation to submit 
recorded conservation easements and the mitigation plan 
has been included.   

S 

BR-5:  

Implement Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-2 

LS 
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Wildlife 

It was determined that the prior project would result in the 
loss of most existing wildlife habitat and wildlife 
displacement.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site does 
not change the prior conclusion that mining activities would 
result in habitat loss and wildlife displacement.   Mitigation 
Measures BR-1 and BR-2 have been recommended to 
ensure the recreated habitats function adequately.  A 
wildlife survey has been included within the Wetland, Oak 
Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan. 

S 

BR-6: 

Implement Mitigation Measure BR-1 and BR-2 

LS 

Invertebrates 

The proposed project will not impact general invertebrate 
populations (non-special status species populations).  

LS None Required LS 

Fisheries 

The proposed project will not result in the loss of existing 
warm water fisheries habitat within approximately two miles 
of the Morrison Creek channel, nor would the project result 
in a disruption of fish migration as a result of the loss of two 
miles of the Morrison Creek stream channel. 

LS None Required LS 

American Badger 

Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would not adversely 
impact the American badger.  It is also likely that the 
American badger has fled the project site.  The recreated 
Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor may provide suitable 
habitat for the badger at completion of mining activities.  
The project will only result in temporarily displacing the 
American badger. 

LS None Required LS 
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Palled bat, Townsend’s western big eared bat and other 
bats 

The Vineyard I expansion site would remove an abandoned 
building that is potential roosting habitat for bats in the 
area.  Removal of the building is not a significant loss of 
roosting habitat for bats, such as the pallid bat, Townsend’s 
western big-eared bat and other bats.  This loss is 
considered temporary since the riparian habitat proposed 
along the Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor will provide 
future roosting habitat for bats at the completion of mining 
activities.   

LS None Required LS 

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 

The Vineyard I expansion mining site does not contain any 
elderberry bushes; mining the site will not result in impacts 
to the valley elderberry longhorn beetle.  Mitigation for the 
removal of nine elderberry bushes has been completed.  
This impact is now considered less than significant.   

LS None Required – prior mitigation completed LS 

Special Status Vernal Pool Invertebrates 

The Vineyard I expansion mining site does not contain any 
wetlands; therefore vernal pool invertebrates are not 
utilizing the site.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site will 
not impact vernal pool invertebrates.   

The prior project had a significant impact to the loss of 
vernal pool invertebrates and consulted with the USFWS 
and purchased necessary vernal pool preservation and 
creation credits at an approved mitigation bank.  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will replace wetland 
habitats; mitigation has been recommended to ensure 
appropriate wetland habitat functions. 

S 

BR-7:  

Implement Mitigation Measure BR-1 and BR-2 

LS 

Swainson’s hawk and Other Special Status Birds 
(Burrowing owl and Tricolored blackbird) 

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would result 
in the temporary loss of approximately 880 acres of 

PS 

BR-8: Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit, if 
mining the Vineyard I expansion site is to occur between March 1 
and September 15, a focused survey for Swainson’s hawk nests on 
the site and on nearby trees shall take place within ½ mile for rural 

LS 
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potential foraging habitat, with potential nesting sites for 
Swainson’s hawk.  The proposed Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel does not change the overall post-
reclamation use of the site and as such, the prior 
conclusion does not change.  The project was found to 
result in temporary loss of potential nesting sites for both 
the burrowing owl and tricolored blackbird.  The Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will replace this habitat upon 
completion of mining.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site 
could have potentially significant impacts to Swainson’s 
hawk, burrowing owl or other special status birds if they are 
utilizing the site.  This is considered a potentially significant 
impact.    

sites and ¼ mile for urban sites, and shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist within 14 days prior to the start of construction 
work (including clearing and grubbing).  If active nests are found, 
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) shall be 
contacted to determine appropriate protective measures.  If no 
active nests are found during the focused survey, no further 
mitigation will be required. 

BR-9: Burrowing Owl Survey:  Prior to mining activities, a focused 
survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist for burrowing 
owls where suitable habitat is present in the project area.  Suitable 
habitat includes agricultural field margins, drainage ditches and 
fallow fields.  Surveys shall be conducted no less than 14 days and 
no more than 30 days prior to commencement of construction 
activities.  Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with CDFG 
protocol (CDFG, 1995).  

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

b. If an occupied burrow is found, the applicant shall contact 
DERA and consult with the CDFG, prior to construction or 
mining activities, to determine if avoidance is possible or if 
burrow relocation will be required. 

c. If owls are to remain on-site, a minimum of 6.5 acres of 
foraging habitat for each occupied burrow needs to be 
permanently preserved according to CDFG guidelines.  

d. In order to avoid direct impacts to owls, no activity shall take 
place within 160 feet of an active burrow from September 1 to 
January 31 (wintering season) or 250 feet from February 1 
through August 31 (breeding season).   Protective fencing shall 
be placed, at the distances above, around the active burrows 
and no activity shall occur within the protected buffer areas.  

e. Any impact to active owl burrows, relocation of owls or 
mitigation for habitat loss shall be done in accordance with 
CDFG guidelines.  Written evidence from CDFG staff shall be 
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provided to DERA attesting to the permission to remove 
burrows, relocated owls, mitigate for lost habitat and provide a 
method for preservation habitat in perpetuity. 

BR-10:  Survey for Tricolored blackbirds:  If mining activities occur 
between March 1 and July 31, a pre-construction survey for nesting 
tricolored blackbird shall be performed by a qualified biologist.  
Surveys shall include the project site and aeras of appropriate 
habitat within 300 feet of the site.  Surveys shall be conducted no 
less than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to 
commencement of mining activities.  The biologist shall supply a 
brief written report (including date, time of survey, survey method, 
name of surveyor and survey results) to the Department of 
Environmental Review and Assessment (DERA) prior to ground 
disturbing activities.  If no tricolored blackbirds are found during the 
pre-construction survey, no further mitigation will be required.  If an 
active tricolored blackbird colony is found on-site or within 300 feet 
of the project site, the project proponent shall do the following:  

a. Consult with CDFG to determine if project activity will impact 
the tricolored blackbird colony(s).  Provide DERA with written 
evidence of the consult or a contact name and number from 
CDFG. 

b. With CDFG permission, the applicant may avoid impacts to 
tricolored blackbirds by establishing a 300-foot temporary 
setback with fencing that prevents any project activity within 
300 feet of the colony.  A qualified biologist shall verify that 
setbacks and fencing are adequate and will determine when 
the colonies are no longer dependent on the nesting habitat 
(i.e., nesting have fledged and are no longer using habitat).  
The breeding season typically ends in July. 

c. If the tricolored blackbird habitat is permanently destroyed, 
follow CDFG procedure to mitigate for habitat loss. 
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Special Status Plants 

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would not 
significantly impact any special status plants since none 
were known to occur within the project site.  There are no 
wetlands or vernal pools on the Vineyard I expansion site; 
the proposed project will not impact special status plants.  

LS None Required LS 

Giant Garter Snake 

The USFWS presumed the presence of the giant garter 
snake in the project area in the issued Biological Opinion 
for the Aspen IV South site.  Impacts are considered 
potentially significant.  Minimization and avoidance 
measures were included in the issued Biological Opinion 
and have been carried forward as mitigation.   

LS 

None Required 

LS 

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION    

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the additional haul 
trucks on the roadway system would degrade the existing 
level of service and that this was identified as a significant 
impact.  Removal of overburden from the Vineyard I 
expansion site would not result in additional haul trucks on 
the roadway system and would not result in a significant 
increase in worker trips.  Mitigation has been included to 
ensure impacts are less than significant.   

PS 

TC-1:  The proponents shall transport mined aggregate material to 
the processing plants only by conveyor and not by trucks.  

TC-2:  If overburden from the Vineyard I mining expansion site is to 
be removed from the site, overburden transport shall be by 
conveyor and internal vehicles only and not by on-road haul trucks. 

LS 

The prior project resulted in significant impacts to traffic 
safety due to increased truck traffic on roads not designed 
to accommodate truck traffic and at access points to heavily 
traveled roads.  The proposed project will not result in an 
increase in haul trucks.  Prior mitigation for this impact has 
been completed.  Impacts are now considered less than 
significant.   

LS None Required  

The proposed project will not result in the introduction of 
new trucks on the roadway system which will not result in 
deterioration of pavement and damage to roadway 
structural sections.  

LS None Required  
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

The cumulative condition of the prior FEIR/EIS was 
identified as year 2010 and significant impacts to the level 
of service (LOS) were reduced with mitigation.  The 
mitigations from the prior project have been completed and 
as the proposed project will not result in an increase in 
truck traffic, the level of service on area roadways in the 
existing and cumulative conditions are now considered less 
than significant.   

LS None Required  

NOISE     

The Vineyard I mining expansion site will not expose 
sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of noise 
standards.  The Reclamation Plan amendment will not 
generate noise in excess of the standard.  The prior 
mitigation has been completed; impacts are considered 
less than significant.  

LS None Required LS 

The conveyor system was found to not violate the Zoning 
Code Noise Standard and the Vineyard I mining expansion 
site would utilize the existing conveyor system.   

LS None Required LS 

The proposed project will not have a potential for noise 
impacts associated with heavy truck traffic.   

LS None Required LS 

LAND USE    

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the mining area would 
potentially conflict with on-site and nearby land uses and 
this was considered a significant and unavoidable impact.  
Although the Vineyard I mining expansion does not result in 
a significant impact, since the Vineyard I mining expansion 
will be a part of the prior approved Vineyard I mining site, 
the prior conclusion remains.    

S 

LU-1: In order to mitigate potential impacts to surrounding land 
uses, the proponents shall be required to comply fully with 
mitigation measures identified in the Noise; Traffic and Circulation; 
Air Quality; and Visual Resources sections of this SEIR.  These 
mitigation measures employ appropriate state-of-the-art techniques 
for erosion control, reclamation, nuisance prevention, and 
environmental impact mitigation relative to surface mining and 
processing operations.  

SU 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

The prior project was found to disturb 31 acres of Prime 
Farmland, 435 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance 
and 419 acres of Farmland of Local Importance.  The 
proposed Vineyard I expansion site will disturb an 
additional 5.6 acres of Prime Farmland and Farmland of 
Statewide Importance.   

S 

LU-2: In order to mitigate potential impacts to agricultural uses, 
prior to the issuance of the work authorization permit, Granite shall 
revise/prepare a plan, that includes the additional 5.6 acres, for the 
preservation and salvage of topsoil resources suitable for 
sustaining economically viable agricultural uses, consistent with the 
performance standards set forth in Sections 3708 and 3711 of the 
State Mining and Geology Board Reclamation Regulations.  

LS 

The prior project was found to have a significant impact as 
the post-project development of the site was limited and 
lacked open space/recreational uses of the site.  The 
proposed project includes a recreational opportunity (trail) 
that was not a part of the prior project.  This proposed 
component reduces the prior significant impact to less than 
significant.  

LS 

LU-3:  Prior to redirecting Morrison Creek to the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, the applicants shall provide copies to DERA 
and the Planning Division of executed trail easements dedicated to 
the Southgate Recreation and Park District. 

LS 

AIRPORT COMPATIBILITY    

The proposed project is consistent with the Mather Airport 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP).  A Bird Airstrike 
Hazard (BASH) Analysis has been completed and the 
potential for bird airstrikes over the project site is low. 

PS 

LU-4:  The retention basins on Vineyard I and Aspen IV South  
shall include the following design criteria to the maximum extent 
practicable, while still adhering to the federal agency regulations:  

a. The basin shall incorporate steep side slopes (3:1 or 
greater) 

b. The basin shall be designed to remain clear of vegetation 
that may provide nesting, roosting or foraging opportunities 
for birds.  Only herbaceous vegetation necessary for 
erosion control purposes will be allowed.  

 

LS 

PUBLIC SAFETY    

The use of heavy equipment, creation of a 25± foot deep, 
steep-sided pit and inadvertent public entry to the mining 
site could create a public safety hazard.  Mitigation 
requiring perimeter fencing until post-reclamation 
development or future use of the site occurs would reduce 
the level of significance.  

S 
PS-1:  All perimeter fencing shall be retained until post-reclamation 
development/ future use of the project site occurs.  

LS 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

The proposed project will not create hazardous conditions 
post reclamation.  

LS None Required LS 

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES     

The project will not result in degradation of the visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings.  
Mitigation from the prior project that required visual 
screening of the mining activities has been completed and 
is currently in place.  Impacts are now considered less than 
significant. 

LS None Required LS 

The prior project was found to have a significant impact as 
a result of creating a new source of substantial light or glare 
affecting nighttime views in the area.  The proposed project 
does not create any new impacts to nighttime lighting or 
glare.  Mitigation from the prior project remains applicable 
to the proposed project. 

S 

With minor changes, the mitigation measure from the prior 
FEIR/EIS below is applicable to the proposed project:  

AV-1:  Any lighting shall be arranged and controlled so as not to 
illuminate public rights-of-way or adjacent properties.  In order to 
reduce direct and reflected light pollution, lighting at the project site 
shall be equipped with shields that concentrate the illumination 
downward such that no direct light is cast off the site.  Energy 
efficient lights shall be used, similar to the types used as residential 
outdoor security lights.  The candle power of the illumination at 
ground level shall not exceed what is required by any safety or 
security regulations of any government agency with regulatory 
oversight of the mining operation.  

LS 

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES    

Energy Supply (Electric & Gas)    

The proposed project will not require additional electric 
facility use over what was originally permitted.   

LS None Required LS 

The proposed project will not require the use of natural gas; 
new natural gas facilities will not be required as part of the 
proposed project.   

LS None Required LS 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

Emergency Services    

The proposed project will provide public use of the 
mitigation corridor.  In addition, the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Fire District provides fire protection services to 
the project area and provided conditions of approval.  The 
project will not adversely affect the provision of fire 
services. 

LS None Required LS 

Parks and Recreation    

The proposed project provides for a trail easement through 
the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel.  This trail will provide recreational opportunities 
and will not result in an adverse impact to the provision of 
park services. 

LS None Required LS 

Water Supply    

The proposed project will not have a significant impact as a 
result of well water use or removal of onsite water wells.  

LS None Required LS 

Removal of water wells in compliance with EMD regulations 
and Building Department guidelines will be required.   

LS None Required LS 

Sewer Service    

The proposed project will not have an impact to SRCSD 
and/or SASD (formally CSD-1) sewage lines.  

LS None Required LS 

The Vineyard I expansion mining site will not have an 
adverse impact to existing septic systems.   

LS None Required LS 

CLIMATE CHANGE    

The proposed project will not result in a cumulative build up 
of greenhouse emissions.   

LS  None Required LS 
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TERMINOLOGY USED IN THIS EIR 

This Draft EIR uses the following terminology to describe environmental effects of the project. 

 Significance Criteria. A set of criteria used by the lead agency to determine at what level, or “threshold,” an impact would be 
considered significant. Significance criteria used in this EIR include those that are set forth in the CEQA Guidelines, or can be 
discerned from the CEQA Guidelines; criteria based on factual or scientific information; criteria based on regulatory standards of 
local, state, and federal agencies; and criteria based on goals and policies identified in the Sacramento County General Plan. 

 Less-than-Significant Impact. A project impact is considered less than significant when it does not reach the standard of 
significance and would therefore cause no substantial change in the environment. No mitigation is required for less-than-
significant impacts. 

 Potentially Significant Impact. A potentially significant impact is a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the 
environment. Physical conditions which exist within the area will be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed project. 
Impacts may also be short-term or long-term. A project impact is considered significant if it reaches the threshold of significance 
identified in the EIR. Mitigation measures may reduce a potentially significant impact to less than significant. 

 Significant Unavoidable Impact. A project impact is considered significant and unavoidable if it is significant and cannot be 
avoided or mitigated to a less-than-significant level once the project is implemented. 

 Cumulative Significant Impact. A cumulative impact can result when a change in the environment results from the incremental 
impact of a project when added to other related past, present or reasonably foreseeable future projects. Significant cumulative 
impacts may result from individually minor but collectively significant projects. 

 Mitigation. Mitigation measures are revisions to the project that would minimize, avoid, or reduce a significant effect on the 
environment. CEQA Guidelines §15370 identifies 5 types of mitigation: 

a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 

b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation. 

c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment. 

d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action. 

e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Comply with the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for this project 
as follows: 

1. It shall be the responsibility of the project applicant to reimburse the County for 
all expenses incurred in the implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), including any necessary enforcement actions.  
Each Applicant (Granite and Teichert) shall pay an initial deposit of $5,000.00 
each.  Over the course of the project, DERA will regularly conduct cost 
accountings and submit invoices to the applicant when the County monitoring 
costs exceed the initial deposit. 

2. Until the MMRP has been recorded and initial deposit paid, no work authorization 
permit, grading permit or encroachment permit from Sacramento County shall be 
approved.  
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3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

INTRODUCTION 

On July 9, 1999, Sacramento County published a Final Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIR/EIS) for the Morrison Creek Mining Reach 
Downstream (South) of Jackson Highway [(Control Numbers:  94-UPB-0484; 90-CZB-
UPB-1607; and 94-CZB-UPB-0671) (State Clearinghouse Number:  95102057) (Public 
Notice Number:  199400102)].   

The Sacramento County Board of Supervisors certified the Final Environmental Impact 
Report on October 20, 1999, and approved the project and adopted Findings of Fact 
and Statement of Overriding Considerations on December 15, 1999.   

The project evaluated in the prior FEIR/EIS was a request for the necessary land use 
entitlements to surface mine sand and gravel on the proposed Vineyard I, Aspen III 
South, Aspen IV South and Aspen V South sites and divert Morrison Creek around the 
mining area.  The prior project included a request to reclaim 881.7 acres of a 966.3 acre 
project site.  The Federal action was a Section 404 permit to be issued by the Army 
Corps of Engineers to allow work to occur in waters of the United States.  

The current proposed project consists of three separate projects, known as Vineyard I 
project, Aspen III South project and Aspen IV South project.  Since these three projects 
are interrelated, they have been incorporated as the proposed project.   

Drainage Mitigation Plan 

The drainage mitigation plan included in the project was part of a larger plan (Morrison 
Creek Mining Reach Drainage Mitigation Plan – Part A) and the overall impacts of the 
project on the drainage mitigation plan were addressed in the Morrison Creek Upstream 
(North) Mining Reach EIR/EIS.  The intent of the drainage mitigation plan was to 
mitigate the drainage impacts resulting from mining within the Morrison Creek 100-year 
floodplain.  The drainage mitigation plan included the construction of an unlined 
trapezoidal bypass channel.  The channel was to be constructed at the existing ground 
surface elevation around the perimeter of the mining area to convey the bulk of the 
flows of Morrison Creek around the aggregate mining pits.  The channel would 
begin/meet the natural Morrison Creek drainage on the Aspen IV South site between 
Mayhew Road and Bradshaw Road.  Construction of the bypass channel was to occur 
during years 7 and 8, of the anticipated 12 year duration of mining activities.  Morrison 
Creek would not have been affected until year 9, at which time the flows would be 
diverted from the creek to the bypass channel.   

When the drainage volume from Morrison Creek exceeded the capacity of the bypass 
channel, the excess was to be diverted into one of the pit floor detention areas via 
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weir/outfall structures in the bypass channel.  A small and variable speed pump station 
would be located adjacent to the northeast portion of the project site where the bypass 
channel proposed in the upstream portion of the mining reach terminates and where the 
existing drainage channel of Morrison Creek continues to the project site (on the Aspen 
V South site, not a component of the current proposed project).   

Wetland Mitigation Plan/ Reclamation Plan 

It was determined in the prior FEIR/EIS that the proposed combined mining activities 
would impact approximately 19.83 acres of Waters of the United States, which are 
under jurisdiction of the United States Army Corps of Engineers.  The estimated 
acreage included impacts to seasonal wetlands, portions of Morrison Creek, and 
irrigated seasonal wetlands.  The proponents developed a wetland mitigation plan that 
outlined how the loss of acreage and function of wetlands impacted by the project would 
be compensated.  The plan included developing a 600-foot wide riparian corridor along 
a re-created low flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the same 
location as the existing creek.  The corridor would contain a creek channel, perennial 
marsh, riparian woodlands, seasonal marsh and valley oak woodlands in a series of 
terraces. 

Granite obtained a Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers that 
reflected the approved reclamation plan on Vineyard I and Aspen III South.  However, 
since the issued Section 404 permit, Granite and Teichert proposed changes to the 
previously approved reclamation plan to form a Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor that 
would re-create Morrison Creek at or near original grade, just north of the existing 
Morrison Creek location.  Granite has received amended Section 404 (federal) and 401 
(State) permits that reflect the proposed reclamation change to Vineyard I and Aspen III 
South.  Teichert has received federal and State permits that reflect the proposed 
reclamation changes for Aspen IV South. 

The proposed project requests to amend existing approved reclamation plans to be 
consistent with the applicants’ amended federal stream restoration and mitigation plans. 
Additionally the Vineyard I project requests new entitlements to mine two additional 
small parcels totaling 5.61 acres.   

This chapter discusses the three mining sites that together comprise the proposed 
project; Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South.  This chapter will provide the 
requested entitlements, project features and project objectives of the proposed project. 
Teichert Aggregates is the project proponent for the Aspen III South and Aspen IV 
South sites and Granite Construction Company is the project proponent for the Vineyard 
I site.   
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PROJECT LOCATION 

The proposed project is located within the Vineyard Community Plan Area in the 
unincorporated area of Sacramento County.  The Vineyard I project parcels are located 
at the northeast corner of Hedge Road and Elder Creek Road.  The Aspen III South 
project parcels are located in the southwest corner of Fruitridge Road and Mayhew 
Road.  The Aspen IV South project parcels are located at the northeast corner of 
Mayhew Road and Elder Creek Road.  Plate PD-1 presents the regional location and 
Plate PD-2 presents an aerial photograph of the project site, captured in 2011.  Plate 
PD-3 presents an overview of the proposed Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor.   

PROJECT PROPONENTS 

APPLICANTS 
Teichert Aggregates 
Attn:  John Lane 

Granite Construction Company 
Attn:  Yasha Saber 

 

OWNERS 
Teichert Land Co. 
 

Granite Construction Company 
 

 

ENGINEER 
G.C. Wallace of CA, Inc. 
 

Cunningham Engineering 
Attn:  Steve Greenfield 

 

PLANNING CONSULTANT 
Jeff Gamel, Senior Planner, Sacramento County Planning and Community 
Development Department 
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Plate PD-1:  Regional Location Map 

 

 

Approximate Project Location
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Plate PD-2:  Aerial of the Project Site 
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Plate PD-3:  Overview of Project Plans 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South mining sites are within the 
Vineyard Community Planning Area in unincorporated Sacramento County.  The project 
parcels are part of a larger aggregate mining area.  Most of the site is disturbed from 
mining activities. 

The project is proposing a stream corridor (referenced as the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel throughout this document) in an area where mining activities have been 
completed.  A portion of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been vegetated 
with grasses, with tree saplings planted throughout.  A drainage channel has been cut, 
in a meandering fashion, through this corridor.  The stream corridor has been elevated 
back to nearly the original grade prior to mining consistent with the requested 
reclamation plan amendment.  

PROJECT PROPOSAL 

PROJECT FEATURES 
The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved Reclamation Plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The revised reclamation plan eliminates the previously approved 600-foot 
wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel at the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the mining pits and constructs an at-grade mitigation corridor (referred 
to as the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South 
mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to 
contain the 100-year flows and be a self-sustaining stream corridor, and will be 
constructed to mimic a natural meandering stream with varied slopes ranging from 3:1 
to 7:1 (horizontal:vertical).  In addition, a low flow channel with varying widths and 
depths (not less than 10 feet wide), and a native riparian/upland buffer area with varying 
widths will be constructed.  The area north of the corridor will be brought back to within 
five feet of original grade over time and the area south of the corridor will be reclaimed 
with available overburden and include a retention pond for stormwater drainage from 
the surrounding areas.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect upstream 
with the existing Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV South property and downstream at 
Hedge Road (on the Vineyard I property) at the boundary of the City of Sacramento and 
Sacramento County.   

On the Aspen IV South site, Morrison Creek will not be impacted by mining activities 
and will now be preserved.  Raised bank flood control berms (referred to as the Raised 
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Bank Channel throughout this document) are proposed to be constructed outside of the 
floodway of Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV South mining site.  Furthermore, a 
recreation trail is proposed through the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised 
Bank Channel.   

A recreation trail is proposed through the Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV 
South properties.  

REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS 
The proposed Project seeks to amend existing approved mining and reclamation plans 
to be consistent with the applicants’ amended federal stream restoration and mitigation 
plans.  Additionally the Vineyard I project seeks new entitlements to mine two additional 
small parcels totaling 5.61 acres (referred to as the Vineyard I mining expansion site).  

VINEYARD I  
The Vineyard I mining expansion site consists of two parcels, requests a rezone, 
community plan amendment and a use permit to allow surface mining.  The two parcels 
are identified as assessor parcel numbers (APNs) 063-0090-009 and 063-0090-018.   

In addition to the rezone and surface mining use permit for the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site, all of the project parcels within the Vineyard I project are the subject of a 
reclamation plan revision.  The parcels are APNs 063-0080-010 through 013, 063-0090-
001 through 003, 063-0090-006, 063-0090-009 through 011, 063-0090-015 through 
019, 063-0110-001 through 006, 063-0110-012, 063-0110-028, and 063-0110-029.  The 
Vineyard I proposed rezone and community plan amendment is shown on Plate PD-4.  
The previously approved reclamation plan within Vineyard I is shown on Plate PD-5 and 
the proposed (revised) reclamation plan within Vineyard I is shown on Plate PD-6.   
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Plate PD-4:  Proposed Vineyard I Community Plan Amendment and Rezone 

 



3 - Project Description 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South SEIR 3-10 2005-0062, PLNP2008- 00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

Plate PD-5:  Approved Reclamation Plan (section within Vineyard I) 
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Plate PD-6:  Revised (Proposed) Reclamation Plan (Vineyard I) 
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The following are the requested entitlements for the Vineyard I project site: 

1. A Community Plan Amendment and corresponding Rezone to change the 
designations from Industrial Reserve with Surface Mining Combining (IR (SM)) 
and Industrial Reserve with Flood combining (IR (F)) to Industrial Reserve with 
Surface Mining/Flood Combining (IR (SM)(F)) for 5.61 acres (i.e., APN: 063-
0090-009 and -018) of the project site.  

2. A Use Permit Amendment for an aggregate mining operation known as 
Vineyard I, approved in 2000 (Control Number:  91-CZB-UPB-0118) to allow 
aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres, and to incorporate this new area 
into the previously approved mining plan.   

3. A Reclamation Plan Amendment to the Vineyard I approval to allow:  

a. The additional 5.61 acre area proposed for mining to be incorporated 
into the previously approved reclamation plan.  

b. A revision to the drainage and wetland mitigation plans for the project 
site that will include the construction of a new Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel (mining of the creek bed was approved in 2000) that will be 
approximately 300 feet in width at or near original grade, and will include 
adjacent buffer lands for a total width of 650 feet.  This new Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will accommodate 100-year flood flows and 
incorporate wetland/riparian habitat mitigation elements. 

c. The previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek, 
and the 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor would be superseded 
with the construction of the new Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as 
described above.  

d. Fill (overburden) will be added to portions of the pit floor to bring the 
areas north of the creek to within 5 feet of original grade.  

e. A stormwater retention basin designed to accommodate 297-acre feet of 
water will be added to a portion of the pit floor.  

4. A Use Permit Amendment and Zoning Agreement Amendment to the 
Vineyard I approval to allow:  

a. Amendments to several of the conditions of the original approval that 
reference an approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek and 
a 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor, and instead reference the new 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as described above.  

b. An update of several conditions to reflect the 2011 Morrison Creek 
Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis prepared for the project.  
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c. An update of several conditions to reflect new wetland and oak 
woodland mitigation consistent with recent approvals by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers.  

d. A revision to conditions requiring the dedication of a public trail 
easement corresponding to the alignment of Morrison Creek.  

5. A Release from the prior Zoning Ordinance, adopted by Ordinance No. SZC 
2000-0001, to be replaced by an amended Zoning Ordinance.  

Temporary Diversion Channel:  

In order to construct the connections of existing Morrison Creek (offsite) with the 
recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (on Vineyard I property), temporary 
Morrison Creek diversions to convey dry season (summer) creek flows have been 
proposed at  Hedge Avenue and at Mayhew Road, as shown on Plate PD-7.  The 
temporary Morrison Creek diversion at Hedge Avenue is expected to occur in 2010 and 
will divert a portion of Morrison Creek flows south of the proposed Hedge Connection 
Segment (as shown on Plate PD-3).  The diversion at Mayhew Road is expected to 
occur in 2012 or 2013 and an earth berm or other diversion structure will be placed 
within Morrison Creek and dry season creek flows will be piped north and then west, 
into the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  This diversion is necessary so 
that the Mayhew Connection Segment (as shown on Plate PD-3) can be mined and 
reclaimed consistent with the proposed realigned Morrison Creek. 
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Plate PD-7:  Temporary Channel Diversion Plans for Vineyard I 

 

N 
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ASPEN III SOUTH 
The project parcels within Aspen III South are the subject of a use permit and 
reclamation plan amendment.  The project parcels are APNs 063-0080-016, 063-0080-
028 through -032, 063-0090-007, and 063-0090-012.  Plate PD-8 and Plate PD-9 shows 
the revised reclamation plan (section within Aspen III South) and Plate PD-10 shows the 
conceptual riparian and oak woodland planting plan for Aspen III South. 

The following are the requested entitlements for the Aspen III South project:  

1. A Reclamation Plan Amendment for an aggregate mining operation known as 
Aspen III South approved in 1999 (Control Number:  94-UPB-0484) to allow:  

a. A revision to the drainage and wetland mitigations plans for the project site 
that will include the construction of a new Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel (mining of the creek bed was approved in 1999) that will be 
approximately 300 feet in width at or near original grade, and will include 
adjacent buffer lands for a total width of 650 feet.  This new Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will accommodate 100-year flood flows and 
incorporate wetland/riparian habitat mitigation elements.  

b. The previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek and 
the 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor would be superseded with the 
construction of the new Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as described 
above.  

c. Selected pit floor elevations may be raised to within 2 feet of the original 
grade over the term of the use permit (i.e., 22 years) using the “drying 
bed” method (i.e., the accumulation of silt like material obtained from 
aggregate washings or direct import).  

2. A Use Permit Amendment to amend the Aspen III South approval to allow:  

a. Amendments to several of the conditions of the original approval that 
reference the approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek and a 
600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor, and instead reference the new 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as described above.  

b. An update of several conditions to reflect the 2011 Morrison Creek 
Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis prepared for the project.  

c. An update of several conditions to reflect landscape plans approved for 
the project in 2002 (Control No 01-PAB-0686).  

d. An update of several conditions to reflect new wetland and oak woodland 
mitigation consistent with recent approvals by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.   
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Plate PD-8:  Revised Reclamation Plan (Section within Aspen III South) 
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Plate PD-9:  Revised Reclamation Plan (Section within Aspen III South) (page 2) 
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Plate PD-10:  Conceptual Riparian & Oak Woodland Planting Plan (Aspen III South) 
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ASPEN IV SOUTH 
The project parcels within the Aspen IV South project are the subject of a use permit 
and reclamation plan amendment.  The project parcels are APNs 063-0100-011, -014 
through -016, 063-0100-019, 063-0130-001, -002, -009, -010 and -011.  Plate PD-11 
and Plate PD -12 show the revised reclamation plan within Aspen IV South.  Plate 
PD-13 represents the conceptual riparian and oak woodland planting plan for this site.   

The following are the requested entitlements for the Aspen III South project:  

1. A Reclamation Plan Amendment for an aggregate mining operation known as 
Aspen IV South approved in 1999 (Control Number:  90-CZB-UPB-1607) to 
allow:  

a. A revision to the drainage and wetland mitigations plans for the project site 
that consists of completely avoiding Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV 
South property and constructing a “Raised Bank Channel”.  Teichert will 
mine up to the southern edge of the floodway of Morrison Creek, and will 
construct berms outside of the floodway on the north and south sides of 
the creek to create a Raised Bank Channel.  

b. The previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek, 
and the 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor would be superseded with 
the construction of the Raised Bank Channel, as described above.  

c. Selected pit floor elevations may be raised to within 2 feet of the original 
grade over the term of the use permit (i.e., 22 years) using the “drying 
bed” method (i.e., the accumulation of silt like material obtained from 
aggregate washings or direct import).   

d. Two options for on-site retention of stormwater:  (a) drain to the adjacent 
Vineyard I mining site (this option was approved in 1999), or (b) retain on 
site in an engineered retention basin. 

2. A Use Permit Amendment and Zoning Agreement Amendment to the Aspen 
IV South approval to allow:  

a. Amendments to several of the conditions of the original approval that 
reference the previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison 
Creek and a 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor, and instead reference 
the new Raised Bank Channel, as described above.  

b. An update of several conditions to reflect the 2011 Morrison Creek 
Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis prepared for the project.  

c. An update of several conditions to reflect landscape plans approved for 
the project in 2002 (Control No 01-PAB-0686).  
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Plate PD-11:  Revised Reclamation Plan for Aspen IV South (north portion) 
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Plate PD -12:  Revised Reclamation Plan for Aspen IV South (south portion) 
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Plate PD-13:  Conceptual Oak Tree Planting Plan (Aspen IV South) 
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d. An update of several conditions to reflect new wetland and oak woodland 
mitigation consistent with recent approvals by the U. S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.  

e. A revision to conditions requiring the dedication of a public trail easement 
corresponding to the alignment of Morrison Creek.  

3. A Release from the prior Zoning Ordinance, adopted by Ordinance No. SZC 99-
0068, to be replaced by an amended Zoning Ordinance.  

PROJECT OBJECTIVE 
The applicants have provided a project justification statement and the following are 
portions of the statement which serve to outline the project objectives: 

 Granite Construction Company: Vineyard I 
o The proposed entitlements would allow the applicant to consolidate the 

currently approved pit floor mitigation corridor and enhanced bypass 
channel from the Vineyard I project into a single recreated creek channel 
that more closely mirrors Morrison Creek’s natural condition. 

o Maximizes the production of vital aggregate resources 
 
 Teichert Aggregates: Aspen III South and Aspen IV South 

o The proposed mitigation corridor better mirrors the natural creek 
condition, while eliminating the need for a mechanical pump system. 

o The at-grade, single channel design avoids the separation of creek 
function and habitat. 

o The revised reclamation plan allows Teichert to mine aggregates with 
fewer operational constraints while minimizing impacts to the 
environment. 

o Mining on Aspen IV South will avoid Morrison Creek which eliminates 
direct impacts to the creek and related habitat. 

o There is currently great demand for aggregates in Sacramento County 
and surrounding areas and this demand continues to increase as the 
population of the region grows. 

INTENDED USE OF THE EIR 
The Project Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors will use the information 
contained in the SEIR in evaluating the proposed project and rendering a decision to 
approve or deny the requested entitlements.  The SEIR will serve as an informational 
document for the general public as well.  Responsible agencies may also use the SEIR 
for subsequent discretionary actions. 
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4 ALTERNATIVES  

INTRODUCTION 

The proposed project is an amalgamation of the alternatives that were analyzed in the 
Prior FEIR/EIS.   

The proposed project is a result of revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The prior approved reclamation plan was not favored by the State and 
federal agencies from a biological standpoint.  The applicants (Granite Construction and 
Teichert Aggregates) worked with the regulatory agencies in designing the proposed 
project so that it would have fewer biological impacts.  This chapter will present the 
previously analyzed alternatives and compare the proposed project to those alternatives 
and the prior approved project.  

BACKGROUND 

In 1989 it was recommended that a comprehensive drainage mitigation plan for 
Morrison Creek be prepared prior to approval by the County of any mining project within 
the Morrison Creek floodplain. The purpose of this recommendation was to prepare a 
plan that would accurately assess the cumulative effects of mining projects within the 
100-year floodplain.  The intent of the drainage mitigation plan is to mitigate the 
drainage impacts of mining on the Morrison Creek 100-year floodplain, as required by 
the County floodplain management policies.  As a result, proposed mining projects at 
the time were placed on hold while the County prepared the Morrison Creek Mining 
Reach Drainage Mitigation Plan.  The boundary of the drainage plan is the portion of 
Morrison Creek located between Mather Airport and Hedge Avenue (referred to as the 
“Morrison Creek Mining Reach”).   

The miner’s preferred alternative of the Morrison Creek Mining Reach Drainage 
Mitigation Plan was referred to as Part A which consisted of the construction of an 
unlined trapezoidal bypass channel.  The bypass channel would be at-grade and 
convey the bulk of the flows of Morrison Creek through the reclaimed aggregate mining 
areas and lower pit.  The bypass channel would begin/meet the natural Morrison Creek 
drainage on the Aspen IV South site.  The bypass channel would be located along the 
alignment shown in Plate ALT -1.   
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Plate ALT -1:  Drainage Mitigation Plan of Prior Project – Bypass Channel and Mitigation Corridor 
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The bypass channel would be sized to contain the 100-year peak flows which would 
allow the majority of Morrison Creek to continue downstream through the project site 
with minimal disruption. When the drainage exceeded the capacity of the bypass 
channel, the excess flows would be diverted into one of the pit floor detention areas via 
a weir or outfall structure constructed in the bypass channel.  The lower pit was 
proposed to provide 306 ac-ft of detention/storage volume.  The upper pit (located at the 
upstream portion of the mining reach) would be substantially larger, providing 1,469 ac-
ft of detention/storage volume.  A small variable speed pump station was also proposed 
to be located on the Aspen V South mining site.  The purpose of the pump station is to 
evacuate water that does not percolate, evaporate, or transpire from the 
ponding/detention area located north of Jackson Highway (the upstream portion of the 
mining reach).  The bypass channel, pit floor detention and small pump station was to 
be fully financed and constructed by the mining companies which would relieve the 
County of any involvement in the operation and maintenance of the bypass channel.  
The drainage mitigation plan Part A was a component of the project proposal in the prior 
FEIR/EIS.  The following alternatives were analyzed in the prior FEIR/EIS (Pages 4-1 
through 4-16 of FEIR/EIS): 

 Proposed Project Without the Vineyard I Processing Plant 

o The Proposed Project Without the Vineyard I Processing Plant Alternative 
was included to allow for flexibility in land use decisions during the 
application review process and following the potential approval of 
entitlements.  This alternative does not include processing facilities on the 
Vineyard I mining site; it was assumed that Granite would use a conveyor 
to transfer mined material from the site to an existing processing facility 
located off site.  Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR/EIS, Granite 
obtained conveyor access, thus this alternative became a part of the 
proposed project.   

 Proposed Project with County Drainage Alternatives (Part B Options) 

o The Proposed Project with County Drainage Alternative (Part B Options) 
was developed as part of the Sacramento County Water Resources 
Division’s 1994 Morrison Creek Mining Reach Drainage Mitigation Plan 
which was developed to go beyond the minimum requirements for 
drainage mitigation, in order to provide additional flood control and 
stormwater detention benefits.  However, it was stated in the FEIR/EIS 
that following additional consideration and evaluation of the County 
Drainage Alternatives (Part B) subsequent to the release of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, the County of Sacramento determined that the incremental 
downstream flood control benefits would be minimal and decided to forego 
additional consideration of this alternative at the time of writing the 
FEIR/EIS. 
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 100-Year Floodplain Protection Alternative  

o The Floodplain and Creek Protection Alternative was considered so as to 
minimize the cumulative effects of mining inside the 100-year floodplain.  
Under this alternative, the 100-year floodplain protection alternative, the 
natural character of the 100-year floodplain for the creek would be 
maintained by avoiding aggregate extraction within the floodplain. 

 Creek Buffer Alternative 

o The Creek Buffer Alternative was included in the FEIR/EIS since during 
the comment period on the Draft EIR/EIS there were several comments 
requesting that a modified floodplain protection alternative be considered 
in the EIR/EIS.  This alternative was to include a 150-foot buffer area on 
either side of Morrison Creek similar to the condition of approval placed on 
the north project by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  As a result of 
these comments, the “Creek Buffer Alternative” was incorporated into the 
FEIR/EIS.  Under this alternative, the natural creek channel and 
associated riparian vegetation would be preserved by precluding mining 
activities within 150 feet of the lateral extent of Corps jurisdiction 
associated with the main stem of Morrison Creek.  Mining and reclamation 
would occur up to the edge of the 150-foot buffer and the perimeter would 
be back filled with 2:1 slopes.  The Morrison Creek channel would be 
retained at existing grade throughout the project site.  Under this 
alternative, a 350-foot corridor of land, including the creek, would be 
preserved and surrounded on both sides by the proposed mining and 
reclamation areas.   

 No project Alternative 

o The No Project Alternative assumed that the project sites would not be 
mined for aggregate and that the sites would have remained in their 
present condition or be used consistent with existing zoning, which was 
general agricultural.   

The FEIR/EIS also considered the following alternatives, but the alternatives were 
rejected due to not meeting the project objective or because they were infeasible: 

 Recycling Alternative 

 Off-site Alternative 

 Mather Field Alternative 
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IDENTIFICATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE  
The FEIR/EIS identified the following as the Environmentally Superior Alternative: (page 
6-8 of FEIR/EIS): 

Based on the alternatives analysis in the individual sections in Chapter 5 
(Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences), the 100-Year 
Floodplain Protection Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.  
Under this alternative, the natural character of the 100-year floodplain for 
Morrison Creek would be maintained by avoiding aggregate extraction within the 
floodplain.  Unlike the other mining alternatives, this alternative would not require 
reconstruction of the floodplain, would not alter flows downstream, and would not 
result in hydrologic and landform changes to the existing floodplain.  Thus, 
impacts to biological resources, open space, and aesthetic values inherently 
associated with the streambed, floodplain and uplands under natural conditions 
would be avoided. 

None of the alternatives were chosen over the proposed project; accordingly, the 
project, as proposed, was approved.  Approval of the prior project allowed for mining 
operations through Morrison Creek and the construction of the at-grade trapezoidal 
bypass channel, pump station and a riparian/low-flow corridor at the bottom of the 
mining pit.   

PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed project eliminates the previously approved bypass channel around the 
perimeter of the Aspen IV South, Aspen III South and Vineyard I mining sites.  The 
previously approved 600-foot wide riparian corridor/ low-flow channel at the bottom of 
the mining pit has been revised to be an at-grade Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
on the Aspen III South and Vineyard I mining sites.  As the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel does not require a pump station, it will maintain the hydroconnectivity of 
Morrison Creek, compared to an at pit-bottom channel.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has also been designed to contain the 100-year flows of Morrison Creek, and 
will mirror a meandering creek; therefore, biological functions of this design are superior 
to the prior approved bypass channel and pit-bottom creek corridor (refer to the 
Biological Resources chapter).  

Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV South site will not be impacted under the proposed 
project.  A flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) will be constructed outside the 
effective floodway of Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV South site.  The Raised Bank 
Channel on Aspen IV South portion of the proposed project is very similar to the 100-
year Floodplain Protection Alternative and the Creek Buffer Alternative, both previously 
proposed in the prior FEIR/EIS.  This component of the proposed project will not mine 
through the existing Morrison Creek (similar to the Creek Buffer Alternative) and will not 
mine through the Morrison Creek floodplain since the Raised Bank Channel will be 
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constructed outside the floodplain which will preclude mining within the channel (similar 
to the 100-year floodplain protection alternative).  This portion of the project is mostly 
consistent with the identified environmentally superior alternative of the prior FEIR/EIS.  
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5 SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE 

INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the surface water hydrology and drainage of the project site, 
including issues relating to the Morrison Creek channel, flood protection and channel 
stability.  The analysis contained in this chapter is based on the Aspen IIIS, IVS and 
Granite Vineyard I Post Reclamation Plan Hydrology & Hydraulic Analysis, prepared by 
Wood Rodgers, dated June 2011 (hereinafter referred to as 2011 H&H Analysis) and 
the technical memo for the Granite Vineyard I/ Aspen VI Weir Sensitivity Analysis, dated 
July 6, 2011.  Both documents are provided in Appendix B1.  The Sacramento County 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) reviewed the 2011 H&H Analysis report and 
deemed it to be technically adequate for CEQA review on August 3, 2011.  

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen 
IV South.  The previously approved reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-
foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in 
generally the same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel around the perimeter of the mining sites.  The proposed project revises the 
previously approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal 
bypass channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian 
corridor/low-flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel) on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flows within the flood 
control channel.  On the Aspen IV South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel 
will be preserved and a raised bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is 
proposed to be constructed outside of the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the existing Morrison Creek channel on 
Aspen IV South.  The connection of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel to the 
Raised Bank Channel will require grading within the Mayhew Road right-of-way to 
contour the levees of the creek in order to maintain the flood protection banks across 
Mayhew Road.  

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining of an additional 5.6 acres on the Vineyard I 
mining site (Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard mining expansion 
will be incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, with revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The 
proposed project also includes an option for a retention basin on the Aspen IV South 
mining site (a retention basin was approved in 1999 as part of the prior project).  
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Impacts associated with groundwater quality and use of groundwater supplies are 
addressed in the Groundwater Hydrology and Quality Chapter (Chapter 6 of this SEIR).  

SETTING 

The prior FEIR/EIS provided the following hydrological setting:   

The project site is located in the upper Morrison Creek watershed in the reach 
between Jackson Highway and Hedge Road.  Morrison Creek flows from the low 
foothills of eastern Sacramento County to the Sacramento River Delta at 
Snodgrass Slough.  Elevations range between 170 feet above mean sea level 
(MSL) in the headwaters to below MSL at Snodgrass Slough.  The watershed 
terrain is characterized by low rolling hills with an annual grassland cover, 
agricultural and urban development, vernal pools and seasonal wetland swales.  
The Morrison Creek corridor occupies a shallow valley with sparse riparian 
vegetation.  The lower water is highly urbanized and Morrison Creek has been 
channelized.  A good portion of the site is located within a federally designated 
floodplain, as shown on FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, panel number 
060262-0215D, dated November 15, 1989.   

The project site experiences a Mediterranean climate with periods of precipitation 
in mild winter months (November through April) and hot, dry summers (May 
through October).  Morrison Creek is presently classified as an intermittent 
stream where winter rains generate storm runoff and recharge moisture in 
shallow soils and alluvium.  Although flow and soil moisture are unmeasured, 
visual observations indicate that residual winter runoff or baseflow dissipates in 
the early summer.  Summer conditions are dry except for an unknown but 
important volume of urban and agricultural-irrigation tailwater flow. Fine-grained 
soils on the valley floor along Morrison Creek retain moisture into late spring.  

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM) used in the prior FEIR/EIS was dated 1989; however, the current FEMA Flood 
Insurance Rate Map is dated 1998 and the majority of the project site is still located 
within a federally designated floodplain.  Refer to Plate HY-1.   

The majority of the Granite Vineyard I mining site is located south of the existing 
Morrison Creek.  This area has been partially mined and the area north of Morrison 
Creek has been mostly mined under existing entitlements and is proposed to be filled 
and reclaimed after mining is complete.  The Teichert Aspen III South site is located 
north of Morrison Creek and mining on this site is almost completed, under existing 
entitlements.  Mining on the Teichert Aspen IV South site is permitted under existing 
entitlements, but mining has not started.   
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Plate HY-1:  Existing FEMA Flood Zone Designations in Project Area 
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Downstream of the project site, Morrison Creek flows westerly through the City of 
Sacramento before entering the Beach-Stone Lakes area at the Sacramento River.  The 
proposed Reclamation Plan will recreate a natural low-flow channel on Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South mining sites and construct raised channel banks outside the effective 
FEMA floodway on all three mining sites.  

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

STATE REGULATIONS 

THE OFFICE OF MINE RECLAMATION AND THE SURFACE MINING AND RECLAMATION 
ACT OF 1975 (SMARA) 
The Office of Mine Reclamation (OMR) was created in 1991 to administer the Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA).  OMR provides assistance to cities, 
counties, state agencies and mine operators for reclamation planning.  Successful 
reclamation includes maintaining water and air quality, minimizing flooding, erosion and 
damage to wildlife and aquatic habitats caused by surface mining.  The goals of OMR is 
to have successful reclamation as it relates to environmental quality, as well as reclaim 
mined lands to a beneficial end-use through the implementation of SMARA and to 
minimize residual hazards to public health and safety through the Abandoned Mine 
Lands program.    

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 
The State Water Resources Control Board was created by the State Legislature in 1967 
and has jurisdiction throughout California and aims to protect water quality by setting 
statewide policy, coordinating and supporting the Regional Water Board efforts and 
reviewing petitions that contest Regional Board activities.  There are nine regional water 
quality control boards that were created as a result of the State Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Act of 1970.  The regional water quality control boards regulate surface and 
ground water and established the requirements for waste discharges.     

The federal Clean Water Act prohibits discharge of pollutants to waters of the United 
States from any point source unless the discharge is in compliance with a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  Stormwater associated with 
industrial activities that discharge either directly to surface waters or indirectly through 
municipal storm sewers must be regulated by an NPDES permit.  To obtain the NPDES 
General Permit, the facility operator must submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the State 
Water Resources Control Board.  The General Permit generally requires facility 
operators to (1) eliminate unauthorized non-storm water discharges; (2) develop and 
implement a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP); and (3) perform 
monitoring of storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.  The 
State Water Resources Control Board issues the NPDES general permit.   
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LOCAL REGULATIONS 

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
Sacramento County has a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Municipal Stormwater Permit issued by the Regional Board.  The Municipal Stormwater 
Permit requires the County to reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the 
maximum extent practicable. The County complies with this permit in part by developing 
and enforcing ordinances and requirements to reduce the discharge of sediments and 
other pollutants in runoff.  

The County has established a Stormwater Ordinance (Sacramento County Code 
15.12).  The Stormwater Ordinance prohibits the discharge of unauthorized non-
stormwater to the County’s stormwater conveyance system and local creeks.  It applies 
to all private and public projects in the County, regardless of size or land use type.  In 
addition, the Land Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance (Sacramento County Code 
16.44) requires private construction sites disturbing one or more acres or moving 350 
cubic yards or more of earthen material to obtain a grading permit.  To obtain a grading 
permit, project proponents must prepare and submit for approval an Erosion and 
Sediment Control (ESC) Plan describing erosion and sediment control best 
management practices (BMPs) that will be implemented during construction to prevent 
sediment from leaving the site and entering the County’s storm drain system or local 
receiving waters.  Construction projects not subject to the Land Grading and Erosion 
Control Ordinance (SCC 16.44) are subject to the Stormwater Ordinance (SCC 15.12) 
described above.  

Other County documents which contain standards and specifications for the regulation 
of water quality include:  

• The County Stormwater Quality Improvement Standards;  

• Standard Construction Specifications;  

• Stormwater Quality Design Manual (May 2007);  

• Sacramento County Industrial BMP Manual; and  

• Sacramento County Stormwater Sampling Guidance.  

SACRAMENTO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 
The Sacramento County General Plan has been updated and was approved and 
adopted on November 9, 2011 by the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors.  The 
planning horizon of the previous General Plan was from 1990 to 2010.  The updated 
General Plan has a planning horizon to the year 2030.  Section I of the Conservation 
Element of the General Plan addresses Water Resources.  Policies pertain to optimal 
use of surface water, sustainable yield of groundwater, efficient use of urban and 
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agricultural water, protection of ecosystems, managing runoff and the efficient use of 
municipal and industrial water.  Updates to the policies in the General Plan that are 
applicable to the proposed project are as follows:       

CO-24:  Comply with the Sacramento Areawide National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Municipal Stormwater Permit (NPDES Municipal Permit) or 
subsequent permits issued by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (Regional Board) to the County, and the Cities of Sacramento, 
Elk Grove, Citrus Heights, Folsom, Rancho Cordova, and Galt (collectively 
known as the Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership [SSQP]).  

CO-25: Support the preservation, restoration and creation of riparian corridors, 
wetlands and buffer zones. 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY ZONING CODE  
The Sacramento County Zoning Code includes Mining-Related regulations which outline 
permitted surface mining operations, requirements for a Work Authorization Permit, and 
mining application data, standards and guidelines.  

SACRAMENTO COUNTY FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT ORDINANCE 
Sacramento County has participated in the National Flood Insurance Program since 
1979.  A County Floodplain Management Ordinance is required to meet or exceed the 
minimum standards of FEMA for participation in the National Flood Insurance Program. 
The Floodplain Management Ordinance specifically describes what types of 
development activities are allowed and how proposed development may be permitted.  
The purpose of floodplain management is to realize the extent of flood hazards and to 
manage the flooding in a manner so as to reduce damage to structures and 
infrastructure and to minimize the risk of human casualties.   

All proposed development activity in a floodplain (those areas designated by FEMA on 
the Flood Insurance Rate Map for Sacramento County) and other areas subject to 
flooding, must be reviewed and permitted by the County’s Floodplain Administrator 
(Water Resources) prior to construction.  Per the Floodplain Management Ordinance, a 
Floodplain Management Permit must be obtained from the Floodplain Administrator 
before any new construction, substantial improvements or other development, including 
alteration of land, begins within any special flood hazard area or local flood hazard area 
established in Section 903-02 of the ordinance.   

In addition, Section 905-06 provides that the Floodplain Administrator may impose 
conditions necessary to ensure compliance with the Floodplain Management Ordinance, 
other County ordinances, or state or federal laws.  The Floodplain Administrator may 
also require that the owner of the property, the permit applicant, or both, enter into a 
written agreement with the County holding the County of Sacramento and the 
Sacramento County Water Agency free from liability for any harm that may occur to any 
real or personal property or person by flooding.   
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The Sacramento County Department of Water Resources has reviewed the proposed 
project and has submitted various comment letters pertaining to the project.  The 
following memorandums have been submitted by DWR for the proposed project:  

 July 15, 2008 (For Vineyard I) 

 July 15, 2008 (For Aspen III South) 

 August 3, 2011 (For Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South) 

 December 23, 2011 (For Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South) 

The memorandums have been included as Appendix B2.   

The conditions of approval from the memorandums include for the provision of drainage 
easements, installation of drainage facilities, and floodplain easements pursuant to the 
Sacramento County Floodplain Management Ordinance.  DWR also requests for a long 
term maintenance agreement between the miners and DWR to address funding and 
long term maintenance of drainage facilities.    

HYDROLOGIC AND HYDRAULIC CONDITIONS 

BASELINE CONDITIONS 
Wood Rodgers used the 1998 Effective FEMA Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for 
Sacramento County Unincorporated Areas (revised February 14, 1998) and the Revised 
2000 FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for peak flow and water surface 
elevations to develop the baseline floodplain analysis for the Pre-Reclamation condition, 
which is used for comparison to the Post-Reclamation Channel Model.   

Granite and Teichert constructed a weir, associated bypass channel and detention 
basin upstream of Jackson Highway in approximately 2001-2003 to mitigate flows in 
Morrison Creek (refer to Plate HY-2) pursuant to 1999 mining project approvals of 
Granite’s Granite I and Teichert’s Aspen VI mining projects.  The Vineyard I, Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South Post-Reclamation condition assumes that the weir on the 
Granite I property is in place and functioning.  The function of the weir is to divert peak 
flood-related flow out of Morrison Creek and into the Granite I and Aspen VI mining pits 
for offline retention and detention.  The current operation of the weir is considered the 
“As-Built Condition” and Teichert and Granite will be responsible to continue the 
ongoing operation and maintenance of the weir and basin on the Aspen VI and Granite I 
mining sites.  Establishing the baseline condition allowed Wood Rodgers to analyze the 
impact of the proposed project on the hydrology and hydraulic conditions of Morrison 
Creek.  
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Plate HY-2:  Morrison Creek in the Post Reclamation Condition (Including Upstream and Downstream of Project Site) 
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STUDY METHODOLOGY 
Wood Rodgers has previously developed a HEC-RAS Model for Morrison Creek 
upstream of Jackson Highway for other projects.  HEC-RAS is a computer program 
developed by the Hydrologic Engineering Center (HEC) of the Army Corps of 
Engineers.  The HEC developed the River Analysis System (RAS) to aid hydraulic 
engineers in analyzing channel flows and identifying the extents of floodplains; the 
computer program models the hydraulics of water flow through natural rivers and other 
channels.  

In order to determine the hydrological impacts of the proposed Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, Wood Rodgers developed a Post-Reclamation Channel model.  
The Post-Reclamation Channel model was developed by extending the HEC-RAS 
model downstream of Jackson Highway to South Watt Avenue by utilizing existing data 
from the FEMA FIRM and HEC-2 model cross sections (HEC-2 is an older hydraulic 
program).  Utilizing these two data sets (FEMA FIRM and HEC-2) allowed Wood 
Rodgers to establish the existing conditions.  For the HEC-RAS model upstream of 
project area, (from Mayhew Road to Jackson Highway), Wood Rodgers used the cross 
sections of the HEC-2 model and supplemented the HEC-2 data with current 
topography from Sacramento County LiDAR1 data.   

In developing the HEC-RAS model for the Post-Reclamation Channel Model, Wood 
Rodgers also used the grading contours (prepared by GC Wallace) of the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel between Mayhew Road and Hedge Avenue.    

In the 2011 H&H Analysis, the Post-Reclamation condition assumes that the mining 
operations on Aspen III South and Vineyard I properties are completed and significant 
portions of the Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South properties are mined 
below existing grade.  The Post-Reclamation condition also assumes that the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites) 
is constructed and connected to the constructed berms (Raised Bank Channel) on the 
Aspen IV South mining site where the natural Morrison Creek low flow channel and 
floodway has been preserved.   

In the prior FEIR/EIS, a permanent retention basin was proposed (and later approved) 
to be located on the Vineyard I mining site, which would retain runoff from the three 
mining properties - Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South.  Aspen IV South 
has the alternative (approved in 1999) to not convey stormwater runoff into the Vineyard 
I retention basin and instead retain stormwater runoff on-site in a 14-acre retention 
basin.  The 2011 H&H Analysis analyzed the hydrological impacts of retaining Aspen IV 
South stormwater runoff on-site, in a 14-acre retention basin on the Aspen IV South 
property.  The retention basin will be evacuated solely by infiltration into the soil and 
                                            

1 LiDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) is an optical remote sensing technology that uses pulses from a 
laser to measure the distance to a target or other features of the target.  In geography, LiDAR data is used 
to determine contours of the land.   
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evaporation off the basin water surface.  The 2011 H&H Analysis determined that the 
retention basin on Aspen IV South could store 30 ac-ft of local runoff and that the 
permanent retention basin on Vineyard I could store 267 ac-ft of local runoff from 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South properties.  The two retention basins could store a 
combined total runoff of 297 ac-ft.  The prior FEIR/EIS identified that there would need 
to be a total of 309 ac-ft of storage for the mining sites.  

For additional information on the methodology used, please refer to Appendix B1.   

MODELING RESULTS 
The resulting HEC-RAS flow in the Post-Reclamation condition is shown in Table HY-1 
below.  The results are divided into three categories:  upstream, on-site and 
downstream.  

Table HY-1:  Morrison Creek Flows (cubic feet per second) 

  100 Year 24 hour 

FEMA FIS* Post- Reclamation 

Upstream  
(off site) 

Jackson Hwy. 2,755 1,032 

Bradshaw Rd. 2,755* 1,331 

On-site Mayhew Rd.  2,755* 1,494 

Hedge Ave. 2,755* 1,507 

Downstream  

(off site) 

S. Watt Ave. 2,755* 1,550 

CCTC RR 2,855 1,678 

* FEMA FIS Flows are only reported at Jackson Hwy and the CCTC RR Crossing with an increase of only 
100 cfs over 3.8 miles of channel.  The lowest flow is assumed for the most conservative benchmark flow. 

Source:  Wood Rodgers, 2011

 

As shown on Table HY-1, there is a decrease in the upstream, on-site and downstream 
flows between the FEMA FIS baseline condition and the Post-Reclamation condition.     

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to hydrology 
and water quality as it relates to surface water, a project will normally have a significant 
effect on the environment if it will: 

 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 
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 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

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

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

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 

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

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

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

 Expose people or structures to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

IMPACT:  INCREASE MORRISON CREEK FLOODPLAIN UPSTREAM IN THE 

POST-RECLAMATION CONDITION 
In the Post-Reclamation condition, there would be a decrease in the upstream 
flows between the baseline condition and the Post-Reclamation condition as a 
result; the overall Post-Reclamation floodplain upstream is reduced.  

The HEC-RAS modeling shows a decrease in the Morrison Creek upstream flows 
between the baseline condition and the Post-Reclamation condition (refer to Table 
HY-1).  This decrease in upstream flows is due to the existing weir at Granite I which 
diverts peak flows out of Morrison Creek and into the Granite I/ Aspen VI 
detention/retention basin.  As a result of this decrease of the upstream flows, the Post-
Reclamation 100 year 24-hour floodplain is reduced when compared to the current 
Flood Zone AE floodplain, as shown on Plate HY-3.   
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Plate HY-3:  Aspen IV South and Upstream Post-Reclamation Floodplain 

 

The white arrows 
represent locations 
where the Post-
Reclamation 
Floodplain extent is 
greater than the 
Effective FEMA 
Zone AE Baseline 
floodplain.  

 

The patterned 
arrows represent 
locations where the 
Effective FEMA 
Zone AE Baseline 
floodplain is 
reduced:   

 

 

  By 25% 

 

 

  By 84% 

It should be noted that the differences in 
floodplain extents shown is due to the 
accuracy of the contour data available at the 
time of the studies and not due to Project 
related activities. 

Please note that the colors in the legend are not accurately presented when this graphic is printed in black and white.  This graphic can be found in color online at 
http://www.dera.saccounty.net/PublicNotices/SQLView/ProjectDetails/tabid/71/Default.aspx?ProjectID=33759   
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As shown on Plate HY-3 there are two locations (APN:  063-0200-010 and 063-0070-
011) where the water surface elevation increases in the Post-Reclamation condition 
when compared to the Effective FEMA Zone AE Baseline water surface elevation.  
Although the water surface elevation slightly increases on a portion of the two 
properties, the water surface elevation is substantially reduced on other properties (refer 
to Plate HY-3).  As described by Wood Rodgers in the 2011 H&H Analysis, when the 
Effective FEMA Zone AE Baseline Floodplain is compared to the Post-Reclamation 
floodplain, the area of inundated floodplain on the upstream property APNs 063-0070-
011 and 063-0100-018 are reduced by 25% under the Post-Reclamation condition and 
the area of inundated floodplain on the upstream property APN 063-0100-020 is 
reduced by 84%.  Wood Rodgers has noted that the difference in the floodplain extent is 
due to the differences in the accuracy of the contour data available at the time of the 
studies and not due to the proposed project structures (i.e., Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel, Raised Bank Channel and retention basins).  

The 2011 H&H Analysis assumed that the existing weir on Granite I would be operated 
and maintained in the “As-Built Condition”, which results in the impacts of the proposed 
project to upstream flows of Morrison Creek to be considered less than significant.  
However, if the weir were not operated and maintained in its existing “As-Built 
Condition”, there would be a potential that the water surface elevation upstream could 
be significantly affected.  Therefore, DWR has recommended as a condition of approval 
to the proposed project, that the weir be maintained in the “As-Built Condition” by the 
mining companies and that any proposed changes to the weir must be substantiated 
with a hydrology and hydraulic analysis and must obtain approval from Sacramento 
County (refer to Appendix B2 for the December 2011 memorandum detailing the 
condition of approval).  Implementation of this recommended condition of approval will 
ensure that impacts remain less than significant, consistent with what has been 
analyzed by this environmental document.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACT:  INCREASE MORRISON CREEK DOWNSTREAM FLOWS IN THE POST-
RECLAMATION CONDITION 

In the Post-Reclamation condition, the flows downstream of the project site will 
not increase as a result of implementation of the proposed project.  

The peak flows downstream of the site would not increase in the Post-Reclamation 
condition due to the existing weir on Granite I operating in the “As-Built Condition”.  The 
recommended condition of approval from DWR requiring that the mining companies 
maintain the weir on Granite I operating in the “As-Built Condition” will ensure that the 
weir functions and operates as it is supposed to, which is to divert peak flood-related 
flow out of Morrison Creek and into Granite I and Aspen VI pits for offline detention and 
retention.  Therefore, the 100-year storm flows leaving the project site would be less 
than the flows in the FEMA FIS Baseline study (refer to Table HY-1).  The project will 
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not result in an increase in the peak flows downstream of the project site; impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACT:  RESULT IN ON-SITE FLOODING IN THE POST-RECLAMATION 

CONDITION    
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that unchanneled flow from the Jackson Highway 
bridge to the bypass channel inlet at Aspen IV South could spill into the gravel 
pits proposed within the Aspen III, IV and V South and Vineyard parcels.   

The proposed project eliminates the previously proposed bypass channel and instead 
constructs a Morrison Creek Realigned Channel on Vineyard I and Aspen III South 
properties and constructs a Raised Bank Channel, preserving the existing Morrison 
Creek channel, on Aspen IV South.  The 100-year storm flows will be contained within 
the flood control banks of the both the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised 
Bank Channel, as shown on Plate HY-4.  An analysis of the impact of embankment 
failure is analyzed separately. 

The 2011 H&H Analysis determined the Morrison Creek flows in the Post-Reclamation 
Condition.  This analysis assumes that the weir on Granite I will be operating in the “As-
Built Condition”.  The result is that due to the existing weir on Granite I, upstream peak 
flows are diverted into the Granite I / Aspen VI retention basin.   

In the Post-Reclamation condition, Morrison Creek on-site peak flows will be entirely 
contained within the banks and channel of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel; therefore, on-site flooding due to peak flows overtopping the 
banks of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel or the Raised Bank Channel is not 
expected.  Based on modeling performed by Wood Rodgers for the 2011 H&H Analysis, 
the floodplain area in the Post-Reclamation Condition would be reduced from the FEMA 
Baseline Floodplain area by 81 percent (refer to Table HY-1).   

On-site local runoff (100-year 10-day storm event) of 267 ac-ft for the Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South properties will be retained within a retention basin located on the 
Vineyard I property.  For the Aspen IV South site, on-site local runoff (100 year 10-day 
storm event) of 30 ac-ft may either be retained on-site (as previously approved) within a 
potential 14-acre retention basin, or be conveyed to the Vineyard I retention basin.  
There will be a combined retention volume of 297 ac-ft of total runoff.  The prior 
FEIR/EIS identified that there would need to be 309 ac-ft of storage for the three mining 
properties.   
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Plate HY-4:  On-site Post Reclamation Floodplain 
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Although the combined retention basin volume of 297 ac-ft is less than the prior 
FEIR/EIS volume of 309 ac-ft, Wood Rodgers has indicated that the 297 ac-ft storage is 
sufficient due to differences in the models, topographic data and assumption used 
between the prior FEIR/EIS and the 2011 H&H Analysis.  The current model takes into 
account the revised configuration of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised 
Bank Channel, the proposed grading contours, and current topography data.  The 
differences between the current retention volume of 297 ac-ft and the prior FEIR/EIS 
determination of 309 ac-ft is within 4%, which is within the expected accuracy of the 
modeling and assumptions used; therefore, the current retention volume of 297 ac-ft is 
considered consistent with the prior FEIR/EIS of 309 ac-ft.  The two retention basins will 
not have a pump (pump was previously proposed for only the Vineyard I retention 
basin); the basins will be evacuated solely by infiltration into the soil and evaporation off 
the basin water surface.   

To determine the rate of evacuation out of the basins, Wood Rodgers conducted a 
Mean Annual Precipitation water balance analysis (100-year 10-day) for both the 
Vineyard I and Aspen IV South retention basins; it was concluded that the Vineyard I 
retention basin would infiltrate and evaporate the 100-year 10-day volume within 16 
days and the Aspen IV South retention basin would infiltrate and evaporate the 100-
year 10-day volume within 8 days.  The result of the water balance analyses is that 
there will not be excess flows stored on site.  However, the retention of local runoff 
volume for more than 48 hours has the potential to attract wildlife and pose a hazard to 
aircraft; this is further discussed in the Land Use Chapter (chapter 12) in the 
Consistency with Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan impact discussion.    

The floodplain would not increase since excess on-site water will be retained in the 
retention basins and peak flows will be contained within the banks of the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised Bank Channel.  These results are based on 
the existing “As-Built Conditions” of the weir on Granite I property.  This impact is 
considered less than significant. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACT:  EMBANKMENT/LEVEE FAILURE  
The embankments of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised 
Bank Channel have the potential to fail, which could result in on-site flooding, off-
site flooding or reduced downstream flows and may result in a safety impact to 
employees and visitors of the mining site.   

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank channel will be constructed 
on an engineered fill embankment.  The slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel are proposed to be 2:1.  Mitigation in the Geology 
and Slope Stability Chapter requires that the engineered channel and embankment and 
foundation soils be certified by a California registered professional engineer 
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accompanied with the engineer’s report addressing slope stability, soil compaction 
rates, foundation soils, potential failure mechanisms and contingencies for repairing 
failures (Mitigation Measure GS-2).  In addition, the slopes of the recreated channel will 
be vegetated to reduce erosion and slope instability impacts.  With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure GS-2 it is unlikely that the embankments would fail; however, in the 
extreme unlikely event that the embankments were to fail, there is a potential to create 
impacts on-site or downstream of the breach.   

Wood Rodgers conducted an analysis of the effect to downstream flows and on-site 
impacts due to an embankment failure along Morrison Creek in the Post-Reclamation 
channel.  For this analysis, a 100-year 10-day storm event was used and Wood 
Rodgers determined that the total volume of the 100-year 10-day storm event would be 
7,140 ac-ft.   

It is assumed that if the embankment were to fail, it would be near the peak Morrison 
Creek water surface elevation; therefore it is assumed that half of the storm flows would 
have passed downstream, past the breach location.  The other half of the total storm 
volume would flow into the mined areas, as the mined areas would operate as offline 
storage retention basins until the embankment was rebuilt.  

Wood Rodgers determined the available storage volume for the three mining sites, 
which is provided in Table HY-2 below.  

Table HY-2:  Morrison Creek Embankment Failure  

Embankment 
Location 

Estimated Available 
Storage*    

(ac-ft) 

50% of 100-year 10-
day Storm Volume  

(ac-ft) 

Max Water Depth  
(ft) 

Aspen IV South 4,410 3,570 30 

Aspen III South 2,400 3,570 40+** 

Vineyard I 7,890 3,570 17 

*Based on 40 foot depth from existing ground and 2:1 slide slopes as shown in the Reclamation Plans 
** Excess Volume is equalized between the mined area and the channel at the elevation of the 
downstream cross section adjacent to the mined areas 
Source:  Wood Rodgers, 2011 

 

As shown in Table HY-2, if an embankment failure were to occur on the Aspen IV South 
or the Vineyard I property, the available storage volume of these two properties is 
greater than half of the 100-year 10-day storm volume; therefore, the storm volume 
would be contained within the mined area.  The available storage volume was based on 
the cross sections in the Reclamation plan which portrayed a mining pit depth of 40 feet 
below existing ground surface with 2:1 side slopes.  An embankment failure on Aspen 
IV South would result in a maximum water depth of 30 feet and on the Vineyard I 
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property the maximum water depth would be 17 feet.  Since the mining pits would have 
a depth of 40 feet, the storm water volume would be contained within the mined area on 
these two properties.   

Aspen III South has a storage capacity less than the half of the 100-year 10-day storm 
volume.  Aspen III South and Vineyard I properties will be connected by culverts which 
would combine the available storage volume.  This combined available storage volume 
exceeds the 100-year 10-day storm volume; therefore, it is unlikely that the combined 
mined area storage would be exceeded due to an embankment failure.  If the these two 
mined areas were not connected by culverts and if there were an embankment failure 
on the Aspen III South property, the storm water would fill up the mined areas where it 
will eventually equalize with the water surface elevation within the channel and flows 
would resume to flow downstream at the same rate as the upstream flows; accordingly, 
under this condition, there would not be a significant impact of overland flow off the 
mining properties. 

An embankment failure during a worst case scenario would be when more than half of 
the 100-year 10-day storm volume fills up the mined areas.  Under this scenario, the 
mined areas would fill up until the capacity was exceeded, at which the water surface 
elevation in the mined area would then equalize with the water surface elevation in the 
channel and flows would resume downstream at the same rate as the upstream flows, 
and would not overtop the mining property boundaries.  In addition, Wood Rodgers 
noted that due to the low velocity of flows in the creek, there would not be a total 
diversion of flows out of the creek.  For the above reasons, an embankment failure on 
the project site would not increase off-site flooding potential or result in drying up of the 
creek channel downstream of the breach.    

Safety and Evacuation Plan 

Granite and Teichert have proposed a safety and evacuation plan in the unlikely event 
of embankment failure.  These plans consist of preventative safety measures to alert 
employees and visitors of potential hazards associated with work areas; employees and 
visitors will be informed of evacuation and site access/exit routes; and during high flow 
events, those in proximity to the embankments will be informed of the risk of 
embankment failure and proper emergency procedures.  In addition, embankments will 
be patrolled periodically during high water or heavy rainfall events to assess levee 
conditions and identify potential areas of concern.  In the event of a failure or 
overtopping, all personnel and mobile equipment will be relocated away from the 
channel and to higher ground and if necessary, evacuated from the site.  Emergency 
exit routes will take personnel to Fruitridge Road on the north and Mayhew Road on the 
east, which both connect to other arterial and major roadways in the area.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 
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IMPACT:  DAMAGE TO THE JACKSON HIGHWAY BRIDGE DUE TO HIGH 

MORRISON CREEK FLOWS 
In the Post-Reclamation Condition, there would be a decrease in the upstream 
flows between the baseline condition and the Post-Reclamation Condition.    

The 2011 H&H analysis determined that the 100-year 24-hour water surface elevation 
at the Jackson Highway/ Morrison Creek crossing, upstream of the project site, is 
lowered by 1.9 feet in the Post-Reclamation Condition when compared to the FEMA FIS 
Baseline water surface elevation.  This result is based on the operation of the Granite I 
weir in the existing “As-Built Condition”.  The weir was designed to mitigate flows in 
Morrison Creek upstream of Jackson Highway consistent with the conditions present 
prior to mining the Aspen VI and Granite I mining sites.  This impact is considered less 
than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant  

Mitigation Measures:   None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACT 
The design of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised Bank Channel, as 
well as the weir on Granite I operating and functioning the in the “As-Built Condition”, 
results in no adverse drainage or surface water hydrological impacts.  The project does 
not result in an increase of flows in Morrison Creek and therefore would not contribute 
incrementally to any flow related impacts.  Cumulative impacts are considered less 
than significant.   
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6 GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the proposed Project’s potential impact on groundwater 
hydrology and groundwater quality from water usage and potential contamination. 

The proposed Project consists of a request for a rezone and use permit amendment to 
allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.6 acres (two parcels) to the Vineyard I mining 
site (referred as Vineyard I mining expansion).  The proposed Project also includes 
revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, consistent with permits received 
from the County, State and federal regulatory agencies.  The mining sites in this project 
include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South.  The previously approved 
reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow 
channel and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel.  The proposed project revises the 
previously approved reclamation plan by constructing an at-grade mitigation corridor 
(Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining 
properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to contain the 
100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV South property, the existing Morrison Creek 
channel will be preserved and a raised bank flood control channel (Raised Bank 
Channel) is proposed to be constructed outside of the effective FEMA floodway.  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the existing Morrison Creek 
channel on Aspen IV South.  Impacts associated with channel failure and flooding 
potential are addressed in the Surface Water Hydrology and Quality Chapter (Chapter 5 
of this SEIR).     

SETTING 

The prior FEIR/EIS provided the following groundwater setting:  

The project site is underlain by a portion of the Sacramento Valley Ground Water 
Basin (SVGWB) aquifer, a regionally important groundwater supply covering 
about 6,000 square miles.  The aquifer is contained within Quaternary Central 
Valley sediments and provides domestic and agricultural water supply to a great 
portion of the southern Sacramento County.  Groundwater flow is from east to 
west.  Overdrafting over the past 11 years has lowered the groundwater table 
approximately ten feet.  

As of Spring of 1995, the groundwater table was measured 80 to over 100 feet 
below the present land surface within the project site.  The proposed maximum 
depth of aggregate extraction is 45 feet, therefore the post-mining groundwater 
depth would be 35 to 55 feet below the pit floor. The groundwater appears semi-
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confined by fine grained layers in the project site area with less confinement to 
the east and greater confinement to the west as finer basin deposits occur.  The 
presence of impermeable surface hardpan soils and relatively fine grained soils 
in the 15-foot surface overburden precludes percolation and recharge from the 
project site to the aquifer.  Groundwater flow in the aggregate-producing zone is 
generally unsaturated flow.  However, there may be seasonally perched pockets 
of shallower groundwater during the winter rainy season.  Subsurface 
investigations by the project proponent indicate that the floor of the finished 
extraction pits is less permeable than the aggregate production zone but greater 
than the infiltration rates found in the hardpan soils and overburden.  Precise 
infiltration rates are not known.  

The prior FEIR/EIS also described groundwater contamination from Mather Field, 
formerly Mather Air Force Base (located approximately 3 miles northeast of the current 
project site). This contamination was a result of dumping of waste chemicals associated 
with past Air Force operations.   

The Mather Air Force Base, Final Second Five-Year Review of Remedial Actions 
Conducted Under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (September 24, 2004, Air Force Real Property Agency, Administrative 
Record #2157) is the second five-year review report that documents the assessment of 
whether each of the ongoing cleanup actions at the former Mather Air Force Base are 
protective of human health and the environment, pursuant to the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).  An Installation 
Restoration Program (IRP) began in 1982 to identify locations at Mather where 
hazardous substances or other pollutants might have been released to the environment. 
 Mather was proposed for listing on the Superfund (CERCLA) National Priorities List 
(NPL) in July 1989 and was placed on the NPL in November 1989.  IRP site WP-07 
(Waste Pit Area Disposal Site) required a statutory review in this second five-year 
review report.  Site WP-07 is located south of the Mather runway and was a gravel pit 
used for disposal of construction rubble as well as petroleum oil, and lubricant wastes 
during the time period from 1953 to 1966.  WP-07 is the source of the groundwater 
plume (WP-07 Plume) that extends off the former base to the south/southwest for about 
half a mile (refer to Plate GW-1).  The plume extends past Kiefer Boulevard, but not 
past Jackson Road.  The plume is located under a portion of the Granite I mining site 
and near the Aspen V site.  These mining sites are not a part of the proposed project.  
The proposed project is located further to the southwest and is not expected to 
encounter a Mather Air Force Base contaminated groundwater plume.   



6 - Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South SEIR 6-3 2005-0062, PLNP2008- 00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

Plate GW-1:  Mather Contaminant Plume 

 

Site 7 Groundwater Plume 

Site WP-07 (Waste Pit Area Disposal Site)

Kiefer Blvd 

Jackson Road 

Project site is located 
approximately one mile to 
the southwest of Jackson 
Road  
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STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to hydrology 
and water quality as it pertains to groundwater, a project will normally have a significant 
effect on the environment if it will: 

 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or 
a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level that would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted); 

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

IMPACT:  ALTER DRAINAGE AND GROUNDWATER FLOW AND AFFECT 

GROUNDWATER QUALITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that gravel extraction may alter drainage and 
groundwater flow and quality which could affect surrounding properties and 
domestic septic leachfield systems on adjacent surrounding properties.  This was 
found to be a significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with 
mitigation.   

The proponents of the prior project were required to obtain all necessary permits from 
the Sacramento County Environmental Management Department (EMD) for the 
construction or removal/abandonment of any water wells and septic systems.  The 
proponents were also required to revise the Mining Plan to specifically identify all 
sewage disposal systems within 300 feet of the proposed mining area.  Mining setbacks 
from these sewage disposal systems were required.  These mitigation measures were 
satisfied as part of the prior project.   

The applicant submitted an exhibit that depicts the approximate location of wells/septic 
on the Vineyard I site.  The exhibit does not specify if each location is a well or a septic. 
 Based on the exhibit, there is one well/septic located within the 5.6-acre Vineyard I 
expansion site and two located south of the expansion site.  

Staff (C. Hawkins) of EMD submitted comments (letter dated January 3, 2008) for the 
proposed use permit for the Vineyard I mining expansion and requested that any 
existing well that will not be operational be destroyed under permit from EMD.  The 
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well/septic on the Vineyard I mining expansion site will have to be destroyed under 
permit from EMD.  Compliance with EMD regulations will ensure that impacts to water 
wells and septic systems as a result of mining the additional 5.6 acre site are expected 
to be less than significant.  

Mining of the additional 5.6 acres would reduce the depth to groundwater (measured 
from the bottom of the pit) in that area.  The prior FEIR/EIS discussed similar impacts 
for the other mined areas and included mitigation that required the proponents to store 
contaminants in the gravel operation area in a manner that would contain any spills (i.e., 
containment berms) to reduce the potential to contaminate groundwater.  This mitigation 
measure remains applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion site.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

GW-1 The proponents shall store contaminants in the gravel operation area in a 
manner that will contain any spills (i.e., containment berms).  Any spills 
occurring in operational areas should be cleaned up immediately.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

IMPACT:  DISRUPT OR ALTER MATHER FIELD GROUNDWATER 

CONTAMINATION MONITORING 
The prior FEIR/EIS determined that the proposed mining operations could alter or 
disrupt any future monitoring of the contamination plume from Mather Field.  This 
was found to be a significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant 
with mitigation.   

As stated in the Setting section above, the contamination plume from Site WP-07 has 
not been detected to have migrated beyond Jackson Road, as of the last five year 
review (September 2004).  As the proposed project’s mining sites (Vineyard I, Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South) are located approximately 1 mile southwest of Jackson 
Highway (as shown on Plate GW-1), the inclusion of 5.6 acres to the Vineyard I mining 
site would not affect the future monitoring efforts of contamination plumes from Mather 
Field.  This impact is considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Mining the Vineyard I mining expansion site would reduce the depth to the groundwater 
in that area.  This reduction, in combination with the prior project’s four mining sites and 
other mining sites in the vicinity of the project site would not result in a cumulatively 
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considerable incremental contribution to a cumulatively significant groundwater 
hydrology or groundwater quality impact.  Additionally, since the contamination plume 
identified in the prior FEIR/EIS has not migrated beyond Jackson Road and Mather 
Field is located north of Jackson Road whereas the project site is located southwest of 
Jackson Road, the project does not contribute to a cumulatively adverse impact to the 
monitoring efforts of contamination at Mather Field.  Impacts associated with 
groundwater hydrology and quality in the cumulative condition are considered less than 
significant.   
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7 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

Under CEQA, lead agencies must consider the effects of their projects on cultural 
resources.  This chapter describes the potential impacts to cultural resources that could 
occur as a result of proposed project, which includes revisions to the previously 
approved reclamation plan and the inclusion of an additional 5.6 acres to the existing 
Vineyard I mining site.  Cultural resources may include historic buildings and structures, 
historic districts, historic sites, culturally sacred sites, prehistoric and historic 
archaeological sites, and other prehistoric and historic objects and artifacts. 

Overall, cultural resources that are known to exist and those that may be present in the 
project area could include the categories described in Table CR-1 below, identified 
pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 4852. 

The following analysis provides an overview of known cultural resources within the 
project area and identifies any potential adverse impacts to them associated with the 
project.  Potential unknown resources are also addressed.  The analysis also 
recommends mitigation measures to reduce impacts to cultural resources within the 
project area. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES BACKGROUND 

A cultural resources investigation was undertaken for the prior project located on the 
project site entitled “Morrison Creek Mining Reach Downstream (South) of Jackson 
Highway”.  As part of the EIR/EIS process an extensive cultural resources survey was 
conducted to identify potential resources present within the project area and to provide 
recommendations to protect any resources.  These surveys were conducted in 
accordance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act Statutes and 
Guidelines and with provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966.   

The prior survey identified 22 resources on the project site, as follows: 1) eight historic 
resources, consisting of eight complexes of standing structures; 2) thirteen historic 
archaeological sites, consisting of one deposit of historic domestic debris and the 
remains of twelve destroyed farmsteads; and 3) identification of a modern trash deposit. 
According to the EIR/EIS, none of these resources were considered to be “important” or 
“significant” per CEQA Guidelines and the regulations of Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (36 CFR 
Part 60.4: Criteria for Evaluation).   
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Table CR-1 
Categories of Cultural Resources 

Category Description Example 

Building 

Structures created principally to shelter or assist in 
carrying out any form of human activity. May also 
refer to a historically and functionally related unit 
(e.g., courthouse and jail). 

Houses, barns, churches, factories, 
and hotels 

Site 

A site is the location of a significant event, a 
prehistoric or historic occupation or activity, or a 
building or structure, whether standing, ruined, or 
vanished, where the location itself possesses 
historical, cultural, or archeological value regardless 
of the value of any existing building, structure, or 
object. A site need not be marked by physical 
remains if it is the location of a prehistoric event, and 
if no buildings, structures, or objects marked it at that 
time. 

Trails, designed landscapes, 
battlefields, habitation sites, 
Native American ceremonial 
areas, petroglyphs, and 
pictographs 

Structure 
The term "structure" is used to describe a 
construction made for a functional purpose rather 
than creating human shelter. 

Mines, bridges, and tunnels 

Object 

The term "object" is used to describe those 
constructions that are primarily artistic in nature or 
are relatively small in scale and simply constructed, 
as opposed to a building or a structure. Although it 
may be moveable by nature or design, an object is 
associated with a specific setting or environment. 
Objects should be in a setting appropriate to their 
significant historic use, role, or character. Objects 
that are relocated to a museum are not eligible for 
listing in the California Register. 

Fountains, monuments, maritime 
resources, sculptures, and 
boundary markers 

Historic District 

Unified geographic entities which contain a 
concentration of historic buildings, structures, 
objects, or sites united historically, culturally, or 
architecturally. Historic districts are defined by 
precise geographic boundaries. Therefore, districts 
with unusual boundaries require a description of what 
lies immediately outside the area, in order to define 
the edge of the district and to explain the exclusion of 
adjoining areas.  

--- 
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Given that the 22 resources were not considered “important” or “significant”, the prior 
EIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would have a less than significant impact 
on the identified resources.  The prior project did identify a potentially significant impact 
to subsurface resources and provided mitigation to reduce the impact to less than 
significant.   

Since the publication of the EIR/EIS, the project area identified in the environmental 
document has been mined for aggregate resources.  All 22 resources were impacted 
during/prior to the subsequent mining efforts.  Given that the project area has been 
mined well below grade, the proposed project would not result in further impacts to any 
of the previously identified resources.  Additionally, it is not expected that the current 
proposal of amendments to the reclamation plan would have any impact on cultural 
resources.  Essentially the existing proposal would have no measurable impact with the 
exception of the additional 5.6 acres that will be added to the existing Vineyard I mining 
site.  Also, although unlikely, there may be potential impacts associated with subsurface 
resources with the excavation of the stormwater detention basin.  These two potential 
impacts are the subject of the following discussions.   

The Department of Environmental Review and Assessment retained PAR 
Environmental Services, INC (PAR), to conduct a cultural resources inventory for the 
additional 5.6 acres of un-mined land on the Vineyard I site (Cultural Resources 
Inventory of Vineyard I Reclamation Plan Amendment, Rezone and New Mining Use 
Permit for Adjacent Property, Sacramento County, California, June 2009).  The following 
chapter is based on and contains portions of the inventory study. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES SETTING: VINEYARD I 

PREHISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGY 
One of the earliest clearly dated contexts for human occupation in north central 
California is from site CA-SHA-475 located north of Redding on Squaw Creek, where a 
charcoal based C-14 date suggests initial Native American presence within this area 
around 6,500 years ago. Continuous use of the region is indicated on the basis of 
evidence from this and other regional sites, particularly within the Farmington area and 
along the Truckee River drainage east of Sacramento within the Sierra Nevada. Most of 
the artifactual material dating to this early time period suggests cultural affiliation with 
the Borax Lake area—the presence of large wide-stemmed projectile points and manos 
and metates being the most prominent and distinctive artifact types represented. The 
possibility exists that this early culture represents Hokan-speaking peoples who were 
also ancestral to those who subsequently expanded into the southern Cascade, the 
southern Klamath, the North Coast Range, and the lower reaches of the Sierra Nevada 
near Folsom and Sacramento. 

Sometime around AD 200-400, the first major disruption of this early California culture is 
believed to have occurred. Arriving ultimately from Southern Oregon and the Columbia 
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and Modoc Plateau region and proceeding down the major drainage systems (including 
the Feather, Yuba and American Rivers), Penutian-speaking peoples began arriving in 
the area and soon occupied much of the Sacramento Valley floor and the margins of the 
Sacramento River. Presumably introduced by these later arrivals were more extensive 
use of bulbs and other plant foods, animal and fishing products more intensively 
processed with mortars and pestles, and perhaps the bow and arrow and associated 
small stemmed- and corner-notched projectile points. In the northernmost Sacramento 
Valley, the so-called Shasta (archaeological) Complex represents the material culture 
record of the local Penutian speakers. Generally similar archaeological expressions also 
define the Penutian-speaking occupants of the northern Sierra Nevada around Grass 
Valley and Nevada City, and the Nisenan ancestors who occupied the area in the 
foothills above and valley margins around, Sacramento, Folsom, Orangevale and Citrus 
Heights. 

ETHNOLOGY 
Ethnography is the written record of a culture.  Archaeology can be combined with 
ethnography to identify groups more specifically.  Ethnographic records (from missions 
and other documents) show that the groups that inhabited Sacramento County are the 
Nisenan, or Southern Maidu, and the Plains Miwok, a subgroup of the Eastern Miwok.  
The Plains Miwok traditional territory included the lower reaches of the Cosumnes and 
Mokelumne Rivers and extended west to the Sacramento River from Rio Vista north to 
Freeport (Levy 1978).  Ethnographers generally agree that Nisenan territory included 
the drainages of the Bear, American, Yuba, and southern Feather Rivers and extended 
from the Sacramento River east to the crest of the Sierra Nevada (Beals 1933, Faye 
1923, Gifford 1927, Kroeber 1925, Powers 1976, Wilson and Towne 1978).  Thus, the 
proposed project is located within the territory commonly attributed to the ethnographic 
Nisenan.   

NISENAN   
The Nisenan built their villages on low, natural rises along streams and rivers or on 
gentle slopes with a southern exposure, usually in places protected from flooding.  
Village populations ranged from 15 to 500 people, with one village usually playing a 
dominant role in the sociopolitical organization of a particular area.  The ethnographic 
village of Pusune or Pushuni (CA-SAC-26), located at the confluence of the American 
and Sacramento Rivers, served as the head village for the area (Wilson and Towne 
1978). 

Nisenan settlements varied from three to as many as 50 houses.  Structures were 
dome-shaped; 10-15 feet in diameter; and covered with earth, tule mats, or grass.  A 
variety of other structures, including sweat houses, dance houses, and acorn granaries, 
were also constructed (Kroeber 1925, Wilson and Towne 1978).  Ethnographic village 
sites located along the American River area in Nisenan territory include Ekwo (on 
Sunrise Boulevard), Shiba (on Hazel Avenue), and Yodok (at Folsom) (Wilson and 
Towne 1978). 
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The Sacramento Valley and lower foothills were rich in natural resources, and the 
Nisenan took advantage of the wide variety of food sources.  Waterfowl, fish, and 
freshwater mussels and clams were readily available in the rivers.  Acorns were 
important to their diet and were supplemented with seeds, nuts, berries, herbs, and fruit. 
 Except for lizards, snakes, and grizzly bears, virtually every animal was a food source, 
including tule elk, deer, and antelope.  The Nisenan moved with the seasons, following 
game and collecting plants.  Manzanita berries, pine nuts, block oak acorns, skins, 
bows and bow wood were traded to the valley people in exchange for fish, roots, 
grasses, shells, beads, salt, and feathers (Kroeber 1925, Wilson and Towne 1978). 

Because early contact with the Spaniards was limited to the southern edge of their 
territory, the Nisenan were not affected by Spanish soldiers searching for mission 
converts in the late 1700s, although they often sheltered Plains Miwok who had 
escaped from the missions (Wilson and Towne 1978).  In 1808, Gabriel Moraga crossed 
Nisenan territory, but it was not until the Hudson’s Bay Company trappers journeyed 
through the region in the 1820s and 1830s that the first impacts on the native residents 
were felt.  The fur trappers introduced malaria into the Central Valley, leading to an 
epidemic that decimated the local population in 1833.  The Valley Nisenan were 
particularly affected by the disease, with entire villages wiped out (Wilson and Towne 
1978).  Cook (1955a) estimates that 75% of the Valley Nisenan population died during 
this epidemic. 

John Sutter initiated further disruption when he introduced Plains Miwok into the region 
in the early 1840s and persuaded or forced the local Nisenan village people to either 
work for him or live peaceably with him.  The Nisenan that had survived the epidemic 
and Sutter’s working conditions had little chance against the gold miners that poured 
into the valley and foothills in the later 1840s.  Most of the Nisenan population was 
completely eliminated by the mid-1850s (Wilson and Towne 1978).  The survivors eked 
out a living working in agricultural activities, ranching activities, logging and/or in the 
domestic sphere (Wilson and Towne 1978). 

HISTORICAL CONTEXT 
The project area is located about one mile southwest of the intersection of Bradshaw 
Road and the Jackson Highway, which historically was the site of the small farming 
community of Walsh Station.  Walsh Station was established in the latter half of the 
nineteenth century.  The Enterprise Grange Hall was constructed by 1873 and J.M. 
Walsh settled there between 1874 and 1877.  Gudde notes that the post office was 
established there in 1875 and named by the Postal Service for J.M. Walsh, the local 
storekeeper and first postmaster.  Census and other evidence indicate that the area 
was never densely populated, with the grange having a peak membership of around 
100 people in the 1880s. 

Nineteenth-century land use focused on large scale grain farms.  During the first half of 
the twentieth century dry farming declined and residents began leaving the vicinity.  The 
area experienced a small growth spurt immediately following World War II.  In the late 
1940s and early 1950s large farms were divided into small 10 to 20-acre parcels, 
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occupied primarily by people who worked in Sacramento but chose to live in “the 
country.”  The house that once stood in the project site was built in 1947, during this 
population boom.  By 1950, Walsh Station had only five structures, a change that 
reflects the increase use of supermarkets and strip malls in the County.  This trend of 
scattered small residences surrounded by open space continued to define the project 
region into the 1990s, when suburban growth reached the area.   

CULTURAL RESOURCES REGULATORY SETTING 

FEDERAL REGULATIONS 
Cultural resources are considered during federal undertakings chiefly under Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (as amended) through one of 
its implementing regulations, 36 CFR 800 (Protection of Historic Properties), as well as 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Properties of traditional religious and 
cultural importance to Native Americans are considered under Section 101(d)(6)(A) of 
NHPA.  Other federal laws pertinent to cultural resources include the Archaeological 
Data Preservation Act of 1974, the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) of 
1978, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979, the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1989, among others.  
Below is a more detailed description of applicable federal regulations. 

ANTIQUITIES ACT 
The federal Antiquities Act of 1906 was created with the intent to protect cultural 
resources in the United States.  The Act prohibits appropriation, excavation, injury, and 
destruction of “any historic or prehistoric ruin or monument, or any object of antiquity” 
located on lands owned or controlled by the federal government, without permission of 
the secretary of the federal department with jurisdiction.  Accordingly, the Act provided 
early framework to protect cultural resources within the United States. 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 
NEPA requires that federal agencies assess whether federal actions would result in 
significant effects on the human environment.  The Council on Environmental Quality’s 
(CEQ’s) NEPA regulations further stipulate that identification of significant effects should 
incorporate “the degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, 
highways, structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register for 
Historic Places or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or 
historic resources” (40 CFR 1508.27[b][8]). 
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NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT 
Section 106 of NHPA (16 USC 470f) requires federal agencies to take into account the 
effects of their undertakings on any district, site, building, structure or object that is 
included in or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and to afford the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment on such 
undertakings (36 CFR 800.1).  Under Section 106, the significance of any adversely 
affected cultural resource is assessed and mitigation measures are proposed to reduce 
any impacts to an acceptable level.  Significant cultural resources are those resources 
that are listed, or are eligible for listing, on the NRHP per the criteria listed at 36 CFR 
60.4 (Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 2000) below. 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering 
and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess 
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association 
and that: 

a. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of our history; or 

b. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

c. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
installation, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high 
artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity 
whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

d. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory 
or history. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA REGULATIONS 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
CEQA requires a lead agency to determine whether a project may have a significant 
effect on historical resources.  If it can be demonstrated that a project will cause 
damage to a unique archaeological resource, the lead agency may require reasonable 
efforts to be made to permit any or all of these resources to be preserved in place or left 
in an undisturbed state.  To the extent that they cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation 
measures are required (Section 21083.2 (a), (b), and (c)). Section 21083.2(g) describes 
a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact, object, or site about 
which it can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding to the current body of 
knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria: 

(1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions 
and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that information. 
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(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the 
best available example of its type. 

(3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or 
historic event or person. 

A historical resource is a resource listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) (Section 21084.1); a resource 
included in a local register of historical resources (Section 15064.5(a)(2)); or any object, 
building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency 
determines to be historically significant (Section 15064.5 (a)(3)).  Sacramento County 
does not currently have a local register. 

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1, Section 15064.5 of the Guidelines, and 
Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1 of the Statutes of CEQA were used as the basic 
guidelines for the cultural resources study.  PRC Section 5024.1 requires evaluation of 
historical resources to determine their eligibility for listing on the CRHR.  The purpose of 
the register is to maintain listings of the State's historical resources and to indicate 
which properties are to be protected from substantial adverse change.  The criteria for 
listing resources on the California Register were expressly developed to be in 
accordance with previously established criteria developed for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

NATIVE AMERICAN BURIALS AND ACCIDENTAL DISCOVERIES 
California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains and associated grave 
goods regardless of their antiquity and provides for the sensitive treatment and 
disposition of those remains (Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code and Public 
Resources Code 5097.9). 

When human remains are discovered, the protocol to be followed is specified in 
California Health and Safety Code, which states: 

In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location 
other than a dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or 
disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie 
adjacent remains until the coroner of the county in which the human remains are 
discovered has determined, in accordance with Chapter 10 (commencing with 
Section 27460) of Part 3 of Division 2 of Title 3 of the Government Code, that the 
remains are not subject to the provisions of Section 27492 of the Government 
Code or any other related provisions of law concerning investigation of the 
circumstances, manner and cause of death, and the recommendations 
concerning treatment and disposition of the human remains have been made to 
the person responsible for the excavation, or to his or her authorized 
representative, in the manner provided in Section 5097.98 of the Public 
Resources Code. 
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State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, subdivision (e), requires that excavation 
activities be stopped whenever human remains are uncovered and that the county 
coroner be called in to assess the remains.  If the county coroner determines that the 
remains are those of Native Americans, the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) must be contacted within 24 hours.  At that time, the lead agency must consult 
with the appropriate Native Americans, if any, as timely identified by the NAHC. Section 
15064.5 directs the lead agency (or applicant), under certain circumstances, to develop 
an agreement with the Native Americans for the treatment and disposition of the 
remains. 

In addition to the mitigation provisions pertaining to accidental discovery of human 
remains, the State CEQA Guidelines also require that a lead agency make provisions 
for the accidental discovery of historical or archaeological resources. Pursuant to 
Section 15064.5, subdivision (f), these provisions should include “an immediate 
evaluation of the find by a qualified archaeologist.  If the find is determined to be an 
historical or unique archaeological resource, contingency funding and a time allotment 
sufficient to allow for implementation of avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation 
should be available.  Work could continue on other parts of the building site while 
historical or unique archaeological resource mitigation takes place.” 

LOCAL REGULATIONS 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 
The Sacramento County General Plan Conservation Element (adopted November 2011 
with a planning horizon out to 2030), states under Section VI, Cultural Resources, the 
following goal:  

GOAL Promote the inventory, protection and interpretation of the cultural heritage 
of Sacramento County, including historical and archaeological settings, 
sites, buildings, features, artifacts and/or areas of ethnic historical, 
religious or socio-economical importance. 

Also, the Cultural Resources section of the Conservation Element has specific 
objectives related to the protection of archaeological sites during development, historic 
structure preservation, and destruction of cultural resources sites.  Following are the 
applicable General Plan Conservation Element cultural resources objectives that would 
be applicable to the proposed project: 

OBJECTIVE: Attention and care during project review and construction to ensure 
that cultural resource sites, either previously known or discovered 
on the project site, are properly protected with sensitivity to cultural 
and ethnic values of all affected. 

OBJECTIVE: Preserve structures such as buildings, bridges, or other permanent 
structures with architectural or historical importance to maintain 
contributing design elements. 
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OBJECTIVE: Protect any known cultural resources from vandalism unauthorized 
excavation, or accidental destruction. 

OBJECTIVE: Increase public education, awareness and appreciation of both 
visible and intangible cultural resources. 

The following policies may apply to the project: 

CO-155 Native American burial sites encountered during preapproved survey 
or during construction shall, whenever possible, remain in situ. 
Excavation and reburial shall occur when in situ preservation is not 
possible or when the archeological significance of the site merits 
excavation and recording procedure.  On-site reinterment shall have 
priority.  The project developer shall provide the burden of proof that off 
site reinterment is the only feasible alternative.  Reinterment shall be 
the responsibility of local tribal representatives.  

CO-156 The cost of all excavation conducted prior to completion of the project 
shall be the responsibility of the project developer.  

CO-157 Monitor projects during construction to ensure crews follow proper 
reporting, safeguards, and procedures.  

CO-158 As a condition of approval of discretionary permits, a procedure shall 
be included to cover the potential discovery of archaeological 
resources during development or construction.  

CO-164 Structures having historical and architectural importance shall be 
preserved and protected.  

CO-171 Design and implement interpretive programs about known 
archeological or historical sites on public lands or in public facilities. 
Interpretation near or upon known sites should be undertaken only 
when adequate security is available to protect the site and its 
resources.  

CO-172 Provide historic and cultural interpretive displays, trails, programs, 
living history presentations, and public access to the preserved 
artifacts recovered from excavations.  

DISCLOSURE OF CULTURAL RESOURCES INFORMATION 
Public disclosure of site specific cultural resources information is expressly exempt from 
the California Public Records Act, Government Code Sections 6250-6270.  
Furthermore, information obtained during Native American consultation or through 
consultation with the local and state agencies, including the North Central Information 
Center (NCIC), should remain confidential and is exempt from public disclosure under 
Senate Bill 922.  Additionally Sacramento County staff has signed an “Agreement to 
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Confidentiality” with the NCIC that states that site specific information will not be 
distributed or released to the public or unauthorized individuals.  An authorized 
individual is a professional archaeologist or historian that qualifies under the Secretary 
of Interior’s standards to view confidential cultural resources materials.  

METHODOLOGY 

Archival research, consultation, and fieldwork were conducted to establish what cultural 
resources may be present within the 5.6-acre Vineyard I project area and, furthermore, 
may be impacted as a result of implementation of the proposed Vineyard I mining 
expansion project.  

PRE-FIELD RESEARCH: VINEYARD I 

INFORMATION CENTER RECORD SEARCH 
Data maintained by the North Central Information Center (NCIC) of the California 
Historical Resources Information System (CSU-Sacramento) including State and federal 
listings of significant cultural resources and associated data bases was conducted by 
DERA on May 26, 2009.  Standard references and lists consulted include the following: 

 National Register of Historic Places (United States Department of the Interior 
[USDI] 1979, computerized updates through May 2009); 

 California Register of Historic Resources (California Department of Parks and 
Recreation [DPR] 1998, computerized updates through May 2009); 

 California Historical Landmarks (California DPR 1996, computerized updates 
through May 2009); 

 California Inventory of Historic Resources (California DPR 1976, obsolete); 

 Historic Properties Directory (California DPR, computerized updates through May 
2009); 

 California Points of Historical Interest (California DPR 1992, computerized 
updates through May 2009); 

 Archaeological Site Records – computerized updates through May 2009, and  

 NCIC, California Historic Resource Information System historic resource records 
and maps – May 2009. 

The record search at the NCIC identified four previous cultural resources studies that 
include portions of the project area or directly adjacent to the project area.  Two 
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resources were identified within the search radius by the NCIC.  One of the resources 
was characterized as Asian ceramics (CA-SAC-790-H), while the other resource was a 
1947 residence.  Neither of these resources are located within the 5.6 acre Vineyard I 
expansion area.  Historic GLO maps from the mid-nineteenth century illustrate 
residences and a road within the project vicinity  

In addition to the background research conducted at the NCIC, PAR sent inquiries to 
the following individuals/agencies requesting any background information about the 
project area: 

 Wayne Donaldson, State Historic Preservation Officer, State Office of Historic 
Preservation 

 Jim Henley, President, Sacramento County Historical Society 

 Dwight Dutschke, State Office of Historic Preservation 

 Debbie Pilas-Treadway, Native American Heritage Commission 

No responses have been received from any of the above individuals/agencies to date. 

FIELD ASSESSMENT: VINEYARD I  

PEDESTRIAN SURVEY 
DERA requested that PAR conduct an intensive pedestrian survey on the 5.6 acre 
Vineyard I expansion site to identify any sensitive cultural resources that may exist on 
the project site.  PAR Senior Archaeologist, John Dougherty, undertook the survey on 
June 4, 2009.  Mr. Dougherty conducted a thorough reconnaissance of the site using 
transect intervals no greater than ten meters apart.  The maximum physical footprint, 
the area of potential ground-disturbing activities, was surveyed.  Ground surfaces and 
any cuts were carefully inspected for evidence of historical use such as fragments of 
ceramics, metal, and glass, and for indications of prehistoric use such as chipped stone 
artifacts and debitage, ground stone artifacts, bone fragments, and soil color changes.  
Boot scuffs and trowel scrapes were also employed to expose soil where possible. 

PEDESTRIAN SURVEY RESULTS 
After a thorough reconnaissance, PAR determined that there was no evidence of 
historic or prehistoric sites on the 5.6 acre Vineyard I expansion area.  PAR did note 
that the 1947 house that was located on the northern portion of the project site had 
been bull-dozed into an unidentifiable pile and moved approximately 300 feet to the 
southern edge of the project site.  The only identifiable remnants of the structure 
included milled lumber, plywood and asphalt roofing.  In addition, PAR documented that 
a trailer, measuring 60 feet in length and dating to the 1970s, was located in the 
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southwest corner of the project site.  PAR noted that the trailer was abandoned and 
damaged by vandalism.   

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

In order for a cultural resource to be considered a “historic property” under NRHP 
criteria (i.e., eligible for inclusion on the NRHP), it must be demonstrated that the 
resource possesses integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling and association, and must meet at least one of the following four criteria 
delineated by Section 106 (Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 2000), as listed in 
36 CFR 60.4: 

(a) That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to 
the broad patterns of our history; or 

(b) That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

(c) That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of 
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction; or 

(d) That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history. 

The criteria for listing resources on the CRHR were expressly developed to be in 
accordance with previously established criteria developed for listing on the NRHP, 
enumerated above, and require similar protection to what NHPA Section 106 mandates 
for historic properties. According to PRC Section 5024.1(c)(1-4), a resource is 
considered historically significant if it meets at least one of the following criteria: 

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage; 

(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

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

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history. 

Under CEQA, if an archeological site is not a significant “historical resource” but meets 
the definition of a “unique archeological resource” as defined in PRC Section 21083.2, 
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then it should be treated in accordance with the provisions of that section. A unique 
archaeological resource is defined as follows: 

An archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly 
demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there 
is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria: 

(1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research 
questions and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that 
information. 

(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type 
or the best available example of its type. 

(3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important 
prehistoric or historic event or person. 

Resources that neither meet any of these criteria for listing on the NRHP or CRHR nor 
qualify as a “unique archaeological resource” under CEQA PRC Section 21083.2 are 
viewed as not significant. Under CEQA, “A nonunique archaeological resource need be 
given no further consideration, other than the simple recording of its existence by the 
lead agency if it so elects” (PRC Section 21083.2(h)). 

Impacts to significant cultural resources (“historic properties” under NHPA and 
“historical resources” under CEQA) that affect the characteristics of any resource that 
qualify it for the NRHP or adversely alter the significance of a resource listed on or 
eligible for listing on the CRHR are considered a significant effect on the environment 
(CEQA guidelines 15065(a)(1)). Impacts to significant cultural resources from the 
proposed project are thus considered significant if the project physically destroys or 
damages all or part of a resource, changes the character of the use of the resource or 
physical feature within the setting of the resource which contribute to its significance or 
introduces visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of 
significant features of the resource. 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

IMPACT:  IMPACT TO KNOWN CULTURAL OR HISTORIC RESOURCES ON THE 

VINEYARD I EXPANSION SITE 
There are no significant cultural or historic resources on the 5.6 acre site.  Mining 
of the additional 5.6 acre Vineyard I expansion area will not impact known 
cultural resources.     

The 5.6 acre Vineyard I expansion area was surveyed to determine if sensitive cultural 
are present on the project site and would be impacted by the proposed project.  The 
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results of the survey indicated the only cultural materials located on the project site 
consist of the remains of a 1947 home and a modern, 1970s, trailer.  PAR evaluated the 
cultural features and determined that they are not considered significant cultural 
resources and that no further cultural resources management is recommended for these 
features.  They do not qualify as historical resources under CEQA Guidelines 15064.5 
and impacts to these features would result in less than significant impact on the 
environment. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACT:  IMPACT TO BURIED RESOURCES ON THE VINEYARD I EXPANSION 

SITE 
Mining of the 5.6 acre expansion site could uncover subsurface archaeological 
materials.   

Although no additional cultural resources management is recommended at this time for 
the Vineyard I expansion site, there is a possibility of uncovering subsurface 
archaeological materials during the implementation phases of the project.  Buried 
resources may consist of historic remains such as structural features (foundations, 
cellars, etc.) or buried trash deposits containing glass, ceramics and metal, or the 
resources may be of prehistoric origin containing chipped stone, shell, bone and other 
remains.  If such subsurface resources are encountered, work should halt in the vicinity 
of the discovery until its significance can be evaluated by a professional archaeologist.  
An impact to any subsurface resources is considered a potentially significant impact.  
Mitigation to reduce this impact is recommended below.   

In unlikely circumstance that a human burial was encountered during implementation of 
the proposed project, this impact would be considered potentially significant.  Section 
5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 7050 of the California Health and 
Safety Code protect Native American burials, skeletal remains and grave goods, 
regardless of age and provide method and means for the appropriate handling of such 
remains.  If human remains are encountered, work should halt in that vicinity and the 
County coroner should be notified immediately.  At the same time, an archaeologist 
should be contacted to evaluate the situation.  If the human remains are of Native 
American origin, the coroner must notify the Native American Heritage Commission 
within 24 hours of such identification.  Strict adherence to mitigation as outlined below 
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Potentially Significant  

Mitigation Measures:  

CR-1 If subsurface deposits believed to be cultural or human in origin are discovered 
during construction, then all work must halt within a 200-foot radius of the 
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discovery.  A qualified professional archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for prehistoric and historic 
archaeology, shall be retained at the Applicant’s expense to evaluate the 
significance of the find.  If it is determined due to the types of deposits discovered 
that a Native American monitor is required, the Guidelines for 
Monitors/Consultants of Native American Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites as 
established by the Native American Heritage Commission shall be followed, and 
the monitor shall be retained at the Applicant’s expense. 

Work cannot continue within the 200-foot radius of the discovery site until the 
archaeologist conducts sufficient research and data collection to make a 
determination that the resource is either 1) not cultural in origin; or 2) not 
potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places or 
California Register of Historical Resources. 

If a potentially-eligible resource is encountered, then the archaeologist, DERA, 
and project proponent shall arrange for either 1) total avoidance of the resource, 
if possible; or 2) test excavations or total data recovery as mitigation.  The 
determination shall be formally documented in writing and submitted to DERA as 
verification that the provisions of CEQA for managing unanticipated discoveries 
have been met.   

CR-2 Pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code and Section 
7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code, in the event of the discovery of 
human remains, all work is to stop and the County Coroner shall be immediately 
notified. If the remains are determined to be Native American, guidelines of the 
Native American Heritage Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Significant impacts to cultural resources are considered cumulative impacts since each 
impact contributes to the overall loss of the cultural and historic setting.  However, the 
proposed project does not result in an impact to known significant cultural resources; 
thus the proposed project does not contribute to the degradation of the overall cultural 
landscape.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable incremental contribution to cultural resources.  

 



 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South SEIR 8-1 2005-0062, PLNP2008- 00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

8 AIR QUALITY 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter will provide the current setting and evaluate the air quality impacts of the 
proposed project, specifically the request by Granite Construction for a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.6 acres, and to incorporate 
this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred as Vineyard 
I mining expansion).  Analysis of air quality impacts will include emissions associated 
with the operation of the mining equipment necessary to excavate the site and 
placement of mined material onto the existing conveyor (which will take the material to 
the existing plant and processing facility).  In addition, air quality effects associated with 
soil disturbance from fugitive dust from trucks and equipment will be analyzed.  What is 
not included in this analysis are the air quality impacts of the continued operation of the 
plant or processing facility since this was previously analyzed and the proposed project 
does not include an extension of the permitted timeline or increase in production.  
Furthermore, the analysis does not focus on air quality impacts of the aggregate haul 
trucks to and from the facility as those impacts were previously analyzed in the prior 
FEIR/EIS and the proposed project does not result in an increase in haul traffic (refer to 
the Traffic and Circulation chapter).  

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan for 
Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South, consistent with permits received from 
the County, State and federal regulatory agencies.  The previous reclamation plan 
consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the 
bottom of the mining pit in generally the same location as the existing creek and an at-
grade trapezoidal bypass channel around the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The 
proposed Project revises the previously approved reclamation plan by completely 
eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel component and changing the below 
grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor 
(Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining 
properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to contain the 
100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV South property, the existing Morrison Creek 
channel will now be preserved and a raised bank flood control channel (Raised Bank 
Channel) is proposed to be constructed outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the preserved Morrison Creek 
channel on Aspen IV South. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The Vineyard I mining expansion site is located between the Vineyard I mining site and 
Aspen III South mining site.  The site totals 5.6 acres and is surrounded by mining 
activities; the site is not currently being mined.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
is located north of the existing Morrison Creek and is currently in the process of being 
constructed.  The existing Morrison Creek channel has not been mined.   

ATMOSPHERIC CONDITIONS 
Air quality is a function of both the rate and location of pollutant emissions under the 
influence of meteorological conditions and topographic features that influence pollutant 
dispersal.  Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, atmospheric 
stability, and air temperature gradients interact with the physical features of the 
landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of air pollutants, and consequently 
affect air quality. 

Sacramento County is located at the southern end of the Sacramento Valley, which is 
bounded by the Coast and Diablo Ranges on the west and the Sierra Nevada on the 
east.  Sacramento County is 55 miles northeast of the Carquinez Strait, a sea-level gap 
between the Coast Range and the Diablo Range; the intervening terrain is flat.  These 
mountain ranges channel winds through the Sacramento Valley but also inhibit 
dispersion of pollutant emissions. 

The climate of the Sacramento Valley is Mediterranean in character, with mild, rainy 
winter weather from November through March, and warm to hot dry weather from April 
through October.  The prevailing wind is from the south, primarily because of marine 
breezes through the Carquinez Strait, although during winter, the sea breezes diminish 
and winds from the north occur more frequently.  There is no other source of significant 
marine air into the Sacramento Valley because the Carquinez Strait is the only break 
that exists in the Coastal Mountains.  Occasionally a strong north or northeasterly 
pressure gradient develops, forcing air south and west from the plateau of the Great 
Basin, over the Sierra Nevada Range and into the Valley.  This air is warmed by 
compression as it descends reaching the valley floor as a hot dry north wind.  These 
winds are generally followed by afternoon cool southwest delta breezes. 

The vertical and horizontal movement of air is an important atmospheric component 
involved in the dispersion and subsequent dilution of air pollutants.  Without movement, 
air pollutants can collect and concentrate in a single area, increasing associated health 
hazards.  For instance, in the winter months, Sacramento Valley typically experiences 
calm atmospheric conditions.  These calm conditions result in stagnation of air and 
increased air pollution.  Persistent inversions occur frequently in Sacramento Valley, 
especially during late fall and early spring and act to restrict vertical dispersion of 
pollutants released near ground level. 
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EXISTING AIR QUALITY 
The amount of pollutants released and the atmosphere’s ability to transport and dilute 
the pollutants affect a given pollutant’s concentration in the atmosphere.  Factors 
affecting transport and dilution include terrain, wind, atmospheric stability, and, for 
photochemical pollutants, sunlight.  Sacramento’s poor air quality can largely be 
attributed to emissions, geography, and meteorology. 

In Sacramento, air pollutants of greatest concern are ozone precursors [reactive organic 
gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOX)], carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter 
(PM10 and PM2.5).  The largest single source of air pollutants in the Sacramento area is 
automobile exhaust; ozone and carbon monoxide pollution are largely attributable to 
automobile use.  Other sources, such as agriculture and construction/demolition 
activities (including mining), also contribute to high levels of suspended particulates.   

Table AQ-1 identifies the attainment status for Sacramento County for various air 
pollutants.  In the prior FEIR/EIS, Sacramento County was in nonattainment for ozone, 
PM10 and carbon monoxide.  Sacramento County is currently in nonattainment for 
ozone, PM10 and PM2.5.  Sacramento County is now in attainment for the 1-hour and 8-
hour standard for carbon monoxide. 

The Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area (SFNA) for ozone is comprised of five air 
districts in the southern portion of the Sacramento air basin.  The SFNA air districts 
include all of Sacramento and Yolo Counties, and portions of El Dorado, Placer, Sutter 
and Solano Counties.  With two exceptions, this area is in attainment for all State and 
national AAQS.  However, the SFNA is designated a “serious” nonattainment area for 
federal eight hour AAQS for ozone, and is also a “serious” nonattainment area for the 
State one hour ozone standard.  As a part of the SFNA, Sacramento County is out of 
compliance with the State and federal ozone standards.    

OZONE 
Ozone is not a directly emitted pollutant, but is formed by a chemical reaction between 
oxides of nitrogen (NOX) and reactive organic gases (ROG) in the presence of heat and 
sunlight over time.  Ozone is primarily a summer air pollution problem.  The time 
required for ozone formation allows the reacting compounds to spread over a large 
area, producing a regional pollution concern.  The principal sources of ozone precursors 
(ROG and NOX) are the combustion of fuels and the evaporation of solvents, paints, 
and fuels. 

Ozone is a respiratory irritant and an oxidant that increases susceptibility to respiratory 
infections.  Even at very low levels, ground-level ozone can trigger a variety of health 
problems including aggravated asthma, reduced lung capacity, and increased 
susceptibility to respiratory illnesses like pneumonia and bronchitis.  Children and others 
who are physically active outdoors in the summertime are particularly susceptible to the 
effects of ozone.  
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Table AQ-1:  Attainment Status for Sacramento County 

Parameter California Standard Federal Standard 

Ozone Non-Attainment 

Classification = Serious (1 hour and 
8 hour Standards) 

Non-Attainment* 

Classification = Serious (8 hour 
Standard) 

Particulate Matter       

10 Micron (PM10) 

Non-Attainment 

(24 hour Standard and Annual Mean) 

Non-Attainment** 

Classification = Moderate (24 hour 
Standard) 

Particulate Matter 

2.5 Micron (PM2.5) 

Non-Attainment 

(Annual Standard) 

Non-Attainment 

(24 hour Standard and Annual Mean) 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment 

(1 hour and 8 hour Standard) 

Attainment 

(1 hour and 8 hour Standard) 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment  

(1 hour Standard) 

Attainment 

(Annual Standard) 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment  

(1 hour and 24 hour Standards) 

Attainment  

(3 hour, 24 hour and Annual 
Standards) 

Lead  Attainment 

(30 Day Standard) 

Attainment 

(Calendar Quarter) 

Visibility Reducing Particles Unclassified  

(8 hour Standard) 

No Federal Standard 

Sulfates Attainment  

(24 hour Standard) 

No Federal Standard 

Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified 

(1 hour Standard) 

No Federal Standard 

* A formal request for voluntary reclassification from “serious” to “severe” for the 8-hour ozone nonattainment area 
with an associated attainment deadline of June 15, 2019, was submitted from the Air Resources Board to EPA on 
February 14, 2008.  EPA action to approve the reclassification request is pending. 

** Air Quality meets Federal PM10 Standards.  The AQMD must request redesignation to attainment and submit a 
maintenance plan to be formally designated to attainment. 

California Area Designation based on AQ Data collected during 2001-2003 

Source:  SMAQMD website  www.airquality.org: http://www.airquality.org/aqdata/attainmentstat.shtml  
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CARBON MONOXIDE  
Carbon Monoxide (CO) is a public health concern because it combines readily with 
hemoglobin and thus reduces the amount of oxygen transported in the bloodstream.  
Individuals with cardiovascular limitations are sensitive to CO at low levels.  At higher 
concentration levels anyone can experience visual problems, dizziness, and difficulty 
learning or performing complex tasks.   

In the Sacramento area, high CO levels develop primarily during winter when winds are 
calm and a ground level temperature inversion is in place, resulting in reduced 
dispersion of vehicle emissions.  Motor vehicles also exhibit increased CO emission 
rates at low air temperatures.  CO is a directly emitted pollutant, with concentrations 
typically highest near major thoroughfares and heavily congested urban streets. 

PARTICULATE MATTER 
Health concerns associated with suspended particulate matter focus on particulate 
matter that is less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), since those particulates are small 
enough to reach the lungs when inhaled.  Scientific studies have linked these particles 
with aggravated asthma, increases in respiratory symptoms like coughing and difficult or 
painful breathing, chronic bronchitis, decreased lung function, and premature death.   

Particulate matter conditions in Sacramento County are a result of a mix of urban and 
rural sources, including vehicle exhaust emissions, dust suspended by vehicle traffic 
and construction activities, wood burning fireplaces, agricultural activities, industrial 
emissions, and secondary aerosols formed by reactions in the atmosphere. 

REGULATORY CONTEXT 

Air quality in Sacramento County is regulated by several agencies, which include the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Resources Board (ARB), 
and Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD).  Each of 
these agencies develops rules and/or regulations to attain the goals or directives 
imposed upon them through legislation.  Although EPA regulations may not be 
superseded, both State and local regulations may be more stringent.  In general, air 
quality is evaluated based upon standards developed by federal and State agencies.  
Mobile sources of air pollutants are largely controlled by federal and State agencies, 
while local air pollution control districts (APCD) or air quality management districts 
(AQMD) regulate stationary sources. 

Ambient air quality standards (AAQS) define clean air.  The federal and state AAQS 
establish the concentration above which a pollutant is known to cause adverse health 
effects to sensitive groups within the population, such as children and the elderly.  
Because AAQS have been established for specific pollutants using health-based 
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criteria, the pollutants for which standards have been set are known as “criteria” 
pollutants.  For some of the criteria pollutants, the State standards are more stringent 
than the federal standards.  The differences in the standards are due to variations in 
health studies and interpretations involved in the standard-setting process.   

The EPA is responsible for establishing NAAQS, enforcing the federal Clean Air Act, 
and regulating aircraft, shipping, and certain locomotive emission sources.   

The ARB is responsible for establishing CAAQS and implementing the California Clean 
Air Act, meeting state requirements of the federal Clean Air Act, and setting California 
vehicle emission standards.   

Table AQ-2 summarizes the federal (NAAQS) and state (CAAQS) ambient air quality 
standards. 

State standards for ozone have been set for a 1-hour averaging time and an 8-hour 
averaging time.  The state 1-hour and 8-hour ozone standards are 0.09 parts per million 
(ppm) and 0.07 ppm, respectively, and are not to be exceeded.  Federal standards have 
been set for the 8-hour averaging time and are 0.075 ppm.  These standards are not to 
be met or exceeded more than three times during a 3-year period. 

State and federal carbon monoxide (CO) standards have been set for both 1-hour and 
8-hour averaging times.  The state 1-hour standard is 20 ppm by volume, and the 
federal 1-hour standard is 35 ppm.  Both State and federal standards are 9 ppm for the 
8-hour averaging period. 

There are both State and federal standards that apply to PM10 (particulate matter that is 
less than 10 microns in diameter) and PM2.5 (particulate matter that is less than 2.5 
microns in diameter.  The state PM10 standards are 50 micrograms per cubic meter as a 
24-hour average and 20 micrograms per cubic meter as an annual arithmetic mean.  
The federal PM10 standards are 150 micrograms per cubic meter as a 24-hour average. 
The federal PM2.5 standards are 35 micrograms per cubic meter as a 24-hour average 
and 15 micrograms per cubic meter as an annual arithmetic mean.  The state PM2.5 
standard is 12 micrograms per cubic meter as an annual arithmetic mean; there is no 
separate state 24-hour average standard. 

The federal Clean Air Act requires states that exceed the NAAQS to prepare air quality 
plans (State Implementation Plans or SIPs) that show how the federal standards will be 
met.  The California Clean Air Act generally requires regions that exceed the CAAQS to 
reduce harmful pollutants by five percent or more per year, or implement all feasible 
measures to meet the State air quality standards as expeditiously as possible.  Regional 
air quality management districts are required to prepare air quality plans specifying how 
the federal and State AAQS will be met. 
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Table AQ-2:  California and National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time CAAQSa NAAQSb 

Ozone (O3) 

1 hour 

8 hour 

0.09 ppmc 

0.07 ppm 

NA 

0.075 ppm 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm 

8 hour 9.0 ppm 9 ppm 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 

1 hour 0.18 ppm NA 

Annual 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

1 hour 0.25 ppm NA 

3 hour NA 0.5 ppm 

24 hour 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm 

Annual NA 0.03 ppm 

Inhalable Particulate Matter (PM10) 

24 hour 50 µg/m3c 150 µg/m3 

Annual 20 µg/m3 NA 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

24 hour NA 35 µg/m3 

Annual 12 µg/m3 15 µg/m3 

Sulfates 24 hour 25 µg/m3 NA 

Lead (Pb) 

30 day 1.5 µg/m3 NA 

Calendar quarter NA 1.5 µg/m3 

Hydrogen Sulfide 1 hour 0.03 ppm NA 

Vinyl Chloride 24 hour 0.010 ppm NA 

a    The California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) for O3, CO, SO2 (1-hour and 24-hour), NO2, PM10 and PM2.5 are 
values not to be exceeded.  All other California standards shown are values not to be equaled or exceeded. 

b   The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), other than O3 and those based on annual averages, are not to be 
exceeded more than once a year.  The O3 standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with 
maximum hourly average concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one. 

 c   ppm = parts per million by volume; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 

NA = not applicable. 

California ARB (http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf), 2010 
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The ARB requires local air quality management districts to develop their own strategies 
for achieving compliance with the State and federal air quality standards, but maintains 
regulatory authority over those strategies.  The SMAQMD is responsible for 
administering federal and state air quality laws, regulations, and policies within 
Sacramento County.  SMAQMD monitors regional air quality conditions; prepares 
regional air quality plans and programs for the attainment of federal and State ambient 
air quality standards; and adopts and enforces Rules and Regulations for the 
management of stationary and area source emissions.  SMAQMD also sets thresholds 
to determine when a proposed project may have a significant adverse effect on air 
quality. 

The federal Clean Air Act required states exceeding NAAQS to prepare air quality plans 
showing how the standards would be met by 1987.  Sacramento is one of many urban 
areas that failed to attain the NAAQS by 1987 and, as a result, the EPA disapproved the 
Sacramento Air Quality Plan in 1988.  The Clean Air Act was amended in 1990 to 
extend the deadline for compliance with the NAAQS, and to require states to prepare 
revised SIPs for attainment of standards.   

The 1990 federal Clean Air Act amendments established new requirements for many 
areas, like Sacramento, that had not attained the NAAQS.  Non-attainment area 
classifications were set according to the severity of an area’s air pollution problem.  The 
EPA classified the Sacramento metropolitan area, which includes all of Sacramento and 
Yolo Counties and parts of El Dorado, Placer, Solano and Sutter Counties, as a 
“severe” non-attainment area for ozone.  All of Sacramento County was classified as a 
“moderate” non-attainment area for PM10.  The Sacramento urbanized area was 
classified as a “moderate” non-attainment area for carbon monoxide. 

Prior to the 1990 amendments, non-attainment areas were only required to make 
“reasonable further progress” toward meeting the standards.  The 1990 amendments 
were more stringent and defined each area’s responsibilities in more detail.  In the case 
of ozone, for example, non-attainment areas were to reduce volatile organic compound 
(VOC) emissions by 15 percent within six years.  To ensure that an area would 
implement the necessary measures to achieve these emission reductions, the 
amendments established a number of specific requirements that were to be met over 
several years.   

In response to the federal Clean Air Act Amendment requirements, the ARB submitted a 
State Implementation Plan (SIP) to the EPA in November 1994.  The SIP strived for 
compliance with the federal ozone standard by 2005 through provisions that would (1) 
establish a buy-back program for older, polluting cars; (2) require minimum percentage 
requirements for low- and zero-emission vehicles in new car fleets; and (3) incorporate 
regional attainment plans from throughout the State into the SIP.  In November 1994, 
the Sacramento Regional Ozone Attainment Plan (ROAP) was submitted to the ARB for 
inclusion in the State Implementation Plan.  The ROAP was cooperatively prepared by 
five APCDs or AQMDs: the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD, the Yolo-Solano APCD, 
the Feather River AQMD, the El Dorado County APCD, and the Placer County APCD.  
The ROAP focuses on reducing emissions of ozone precursors through stationary 
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source controls, motor vehicle emission controls, and transportation system 
improvement measures.  

Sacramento County has been free of federal CO violations since 1993.  The CARB 
found Sacramento to be in compliance with the state CO standards in November 1996 
and forwarded a request to the EPA to be reclassified as an attainment area for federal 
standards.  The EPA officially approved CO attainment status for the Sacramento 
region in March 1998.  

Data from air monitoring stations in Sacramento County indicates that there have been 
no violations of the federal PM10 standards since 1995.  Based on this, the SMAQMD 
has requested that the U.S. EPA amend the designation for PM10 to attainment.  For the 
time being, however, Sacramento remains designated as a non-attainment area for the 
federal PM10 standards.  In regards to PM2.5, the U.S. EPA Administrator signed the 
final PM2.5 nonattainment designation for Sacramento on October 8, 2009.    

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY RULES AND REGULATIONS 
As indicated previously, SMAQMD regulates air quality in Sacramento County through 
its permit authority over stationary sources of emissions, through its vehicle and fuels 
management program, and through planning and review activities.   

All projects are subject to SMAQMD Rules and Regulations in effect at the time of 
construction.  Several SMAQMD Rules pertinent to the project include: 

RULE 201:  GENERAL PERMIT REQUIREMENTS  
Any project that includes the use of equipment capable of releasing emissions to the 
atmosphere may require permit(s) from SMAQMD prior to equipment operation.  The 
applicant, developer or operator of a project that includes an emergency generator, 
boiler, or heater should contact the District early to determine if a permit is required, and 
to begin the permit application process.  Portable construction equipment (e.g. 
generator, compressors, pile drivers, lighting equipment, etc.) with an internal 
combustion engine over 50 horsepower are required to have a SMAQMD permit or a 
California Air Resources Board portable equipment registration. 

RULE 402:  NUISANCES 

A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air 
contaminants or other materials which cause injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance 
to any considerable number of person or the public, or which endanger the comfort, 
repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause or have 
natural tendency to cause injury or damage to Business or property. (California Health & 
Safety Code, Section 41700) 
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RULE 403:  FUGITIVE DUST 
A person shall take every reasonable precaution not to cause or allow the emissions of 
fugitive dust from being airborne beyond the property line, from which the emission 
originates, from any construction, handling or storage activity, or any wrecking, 
excavation, grading, clearing of land or solid waste disposal operation.  Reasonable 
precautions shall include, but are not limited to:  

 Use, where possible, of water or chemicals for control of dust in the demolition of 
existing buildings or structures, construction operations, the construction of 
roadways or the clearing of land.  

 Application of asphalt, oil, water, or suitable chemicals on dirt roads, materials 
stockpiles, and other surfaces which can give rise to airborne dusts; 

 Other means approved by the Air Pollution Control Officer.  

ZONING CODE POLICIES 
The Sacramento County Zoning Code contains the following regulations relevant to the 
mining expansion:  

235-48. Air Pollution Control Plan 

Applicant shall give proof of submission of an air pollution control plan to 
the Air Pollution Control District (APCD). The plan shall provide at least for 
dust control measure proposed for: 

(a) Moving aggregate from mine area(s) to processing plant(s) on the 
subject property. 

(b) Roads and other graded surfaces on the subject property. 

(c) Removal of aggregate from off-site public streets or roads used by 
trucks for a distance of 1500 feet along the public right-of-way from the 
point of ingress and egress to the subject property. 

The plan must be approved by the APCD before a work authorization is 
issued as provided in Section 235-75. 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to air quality, a 
project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will: 
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 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

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

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

 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; 

 Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people 

In addition, the SMAQMD has adopted significance thresholds for CEQA projects within 
the District.  These thresholds are used to determine the significance of project-related 
air quality impacts.  The thresholds are defined as follows:  

 85 pounds per day (lbs/day) of NOx for short-term construction emissions;  

 65 lbs/day of NOx and 65 lbs/day of ROG for long-term operational emissions;  

 Emissions exceed a CAAQS or contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
violation of a CAAQS.  An emission is considered to be a substantial contribution 
if it equals or exceeds 5% of the CAAQS.  The CAAQS are shown in Table AQ-2 
above.   

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

The reclamation plan amendment portion of the project consists of a revised Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites and a 
Raised Bank Channel on the Aspen IV South mining site.  There are no new air quality 
impacts associated with this mitigation corridor, since it is being constructed in phases 
and is occurring at the same time as the previously approved mining and reclamation 
activities and is consistent with the mass grading expected with the previously approved 
project.   

The Vineyard I mining expansion would have air quality impacts associated with the use 
of heavy equipment on the new 5.6-acre site associated with overburden removal and 
gravel extraction.   

INCREASE OF EXHAUST EMISSIONS 
The prior FEIR/EIS determined that the initial removal of overburden would affect 
emissions of pollutants along roadways because the haul trucks would access 
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the roadway network to remove the overburden.  The overburden from the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site would remain in the mining area and would not 
be distributed via the roadway network.  The addition of 5.6 acres to the mining 
site would increase NOx emissions in association with the use of heavy 
equipment.    

In the prior FEIR/EIS it was determined that the mining projects would not generate 
additional auto or truck trips during operations, but would generate new truck trips 
during initial removal of 430,000 cubic yards of overburden.  This was found to be a 
significant impact that would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.   

Information from Granite Construction indicates that mining of the Vineyard I expansion 
site would require three workers, each with a pickup truck, for up to six months time.  
Granite Construction estimates removal of approximately 120,833 cubic yards of 
overburden for the Vineyard I mining expansion site.  The overburden and mined 
material of the Vineyard I mining expansion site will be hauled around onsite and then 
sent to processing facilities via the existing conveyor system.  Overburden removal on 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site will not cause an increase in truck traffic; therefore, 
there would not be an increase in exhaust emissions associated with overburden 
removal within the air basin.  This impact is now considered less than significant.  

Operational Emissions Impact (ROG and NOx emissions) 

The SMAQMD thresholds identify short-term construction and long-term operational air 
quality emissions standards of significance for ROG and NOx.  In the prior EIR/EIS the 
construction thresholds were used; however, in the 10+ years since the release of the 
prior FEIR/EIS, the methodologies for assessing emissions associated with mining 
activities have changed. In consultation with SMAQMD staff, it has been determined 
more appropriate to apply the long-term operational emission thresholds to ongoing 
mining operations due to the long term nature of mining.  This means that instead of an 
85 lbs/day threshold for NOx and no threshold for ROG, the project will be analyzed 
based on the operational thresholds of 65 lbs/day of ROG and 65 lbs/day of NOx.   

Granite Construction has provided an equipment list for the Vineyard I mining expansion 
site.  The equipment is grouped into phases of mining (clearing/grubbing activities; 
overburden stripping activities; gravel extraction activities; and move feeder/conveyor), 
with number of days corresponding to each phase.  Based on this information, it has 
been estimated by Granite Construction that mining the 5.6 acres would take 
approximately 62 working days.  However, Granite has verbally indicated that mining 
could take up to 6 months time.  The equipment list provides the total number of hours 
equipment would run for each day, under each phase.  In order to determine the 
operational emissions, URBEMIS version 9.2.4 was used.  URBEMIS is an emissions 
model that calculates construction, area source and operational (vehicle) emissions.   

Since mining is not a land use option in URBEMIS, mining was added to the blank land 
use category, and 5.6 acres was entered as the total area in acres.  The construction 
tab allows the user to define phases, input date ranges and number/ type of heavy 
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equipment used during each phase.  Based on the equipment list provided by Granite 
Construction, the clearing/grubbing phase would take two days, the overburden 
stripping phase would take 13 days, gravel extraction phase 45 days and use of the 
move feeder and conveyor would be a total of 2 days, for a total of 62 working days.  
The estimated project emissions are summarized in Table AQ-3 below.   

Table AQ-3:  URBEMIS Results – Estimated Emissions for Vineyard I Mining 

Pollutant Emission  Significance Threshold – 
Operational Emissions 

ROG 12.18 lbs/day 65 lbs/day 

NOx 110.05 lbs/day 65 lbs/day 

 

The standard of significance for operational emissions is 65 lbs/day of both NOx and 
ROG emissions.  Based on the emissions estimate from URBEMIS, mining activities 
associated with the Vineyard I mining expansion site would result in 110 lbs/day of NOx 
emissions and 12 lbs/day of ROG emissions.  Since ROG emissions are within the 
significance threshold, the project would not have a significant contribution of ROG 
emissions to the air basin.  However, the project would exceed the threshold for NOx 
emissions.   

The prior FEIR/EIS reported that the NOx emissions for the Vineyard I, Aspen III South, 
Aspen IV South and Aspen V South sites would result in 404 lbs/day of NOx exhaust 
emissions.  ROG daily exhaust emissions were estimated at 32 lbs/day.  The prior 
FEIR/EIS concluded:  

…equipment used on the mining sites would be transferred from active mining 
areas when these areas are depleted.  Therefore, the emissions from activities 
within the project site, though substantial, would be replacing emissions 
currently occurring in other mining areas.  No net change in regional emissions 
would occur, so project impacts on regional air quality would be less than 
significant.  

Although mining the Vineyard I mining expansion site would utilize the same heavy off-
road equipment that is currently in use at the Vineyard I mining site and would be a 
continuation of mining activities for up to an additional six months time, as previously 
stated, since the release of the prior FEIR/EIS, the methodologies for assessing air 
quality impacts have changed; no longer are emission impacts considered to have a no 
net change if the emissions are a result of the continuation of an existing activity on a 
new site not previously included in the prior assessment.  Therefore, as the Vineyard I 
mining expansion site is a new site not previously analyzed, air quality impacts will be 
assessed based on current methodologies. 

Mining on the Vineyard I mining expansion site would result in 110 lbs/day of NOx 
emissions.  Although mining of the site is subject to operational thresholds, the 
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SMAQMD has developed standard on-site construction mitigation that would be 
appropriate to apply to the proposed project.  The standard on-site construction 
mitigation results in a project wide fleet average of 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 
percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent ARB (California Air 
Resources Board) fleet average at time of construction (or in this specific case, mining). 
Compliance with this standard mitigation for construction emissions would help reduce 
project NOx emissions by 20 percent.  A 20 percent reduction in NOx would result in 
NOx emissions of 88 lbs/day.  This is still above the threshold of 65 lbs/day.  The project 
would be in excess of the standard by 23 lbs/day.  The project will have a significant 
and unavoidable impact to air quality.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation: Significant 

Mitigation Measures:   

AQ-1 Category 1:  Reducing NOx emissions from off-road diesel powered equipment.  

The proponent shall provide a plan, for approval of the lead agency and the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD), 
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (50 horsepower or more) off-road vehicles to 
be used in the project, including owned or leased and subcontracted vehicles, 
will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 
percent particulate reduction1 compared to the most recent California Air 
Resource Board (ARB) fleet average at time of each annual report; and 

The proponent shall submit to the lead agency and SMAQMD a comprehensive 
inventory of all off-road equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that 
will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours per year during any portion of 
the project.  The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, engine 
production year, and project hours of use or fuel throughput for each piece of 
equipment.  The inventory shall be updated and submitted annually throughout 
the duration of the project.  The proponent shall provide SMAQMD with the 
name and phone number of the project manager and/or on-site foreman. 

Due to the long term nature of this project, the requirement for the emission 
reduction plan referenced herein will sunset on Month/date/year2 due to existing 
SMAQMD and ARB rules that will affect ARB fleet averages at that time.  

And:  

                                            

1 Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-emissions diesel 
products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products and/or other options as 
they become available. 

2 Project proponent should contact SMAQMD staff to determine appropriate sunset period. 
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Category 2:  Controlling visible diesel emissions from off-road diesel powered 
equipment. 

Emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the project site 
shall not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three minutes in any one-
hour.  Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) 
shall be repaired immediately, and the lead agency and the lead agency and 
SMAQMD shall be notified within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant 
equipment.  The SMAQMD and/or other officials may conduct periodic site 
inspections to determine compliance.  Nothing in this mitigation measure shall 
supersede other SMAQMD or State rules or regulations.   

AQ-2 All vehicles shall be maintained in accordance with the manufacturers’ 
recommendations, and all stationary equipment maintained in compliance with 
emissions limitations established by a permit issued by the SMAQMD.  Granite 
Construction shall maintain records of equipment maintenance activities and 
records shall be provided to the County upon request. 

AQ-3 Particulate filters and catalysts should be used where technically feasible to 
reduce NOx emissions from off-road heavy duty equipment.  Granite 
Construction should contact SMAQMD and/or ARB for assistance in 
determining appropriate emission reducing technologies. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Significant and Unavoidable 

PARTICULATE MATTER (PM10) DUST EMISSIONS 
Mining of the Vineyard I mining expansion site would not change the prior 
conclusion that trucks could track dirt or mud onto surface streets, thus 
increasing dust emissions in the area. This was found to be a significant impact, 
but with mitigation it was found to be less than significant.  In addition, the use of 
heavy equipment has the potential to increase dust generation onsite.     

The prior FEIR/EIS determined that mining operations would create new sources 
of air pollutants.  Specific to fugitive particulate emissions were activities 
associated with material loading and unloading; scraper travel over unpaved 
roads; and conveying of raw materials to the processing plant.   

The proposed project would mine an additional 5.6 acres on the Vineyard I 
mining site.  The use of heavy equipment for the above mentioned activities 
would result in dust generation on the project site, which would increase 
particulate emissions.   

The SMAQMD “Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County” 
(December 2009, revised May 2011, and referred hereinafter as the SMAQMD 
Guide) contains thresholds for air pollutants and particulate matter emissions 
(PM10 and PM2.5) in a volume concentration (microgram per cubic meter), which 
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the available URBEMIS model does not provide (URBEMIS provides particulate 
matter emissions as pounds per day).  However, the SMAQMD Guide does 
provide information for lead agencies analyzing PM10 emission from construction 
activities.  On page 3-12 of the SMAQMD Guide, it states that the Air District 
recommends lead agencies do a PM10 model to determine the emission 
concentrations; however, projects can be screened out of performing a PM10 
model if the following conditions are met:  

 The project would implement all Basic Construction Emission Control 
Practices, and  

 The maximum daily disturbed area would not exceed 15 acres 

Projects that meet the above two conditions are considered by the District to not 
have the potential to exceed the District’s concentration-based threshold of 
significance for PM10 (and therefore PM2.5) at an off-site location.   

Dust abatement practices are required pursuant to SMAQMD Rule 403 and 
California Code of Regulations, Title 13, sections 2449(d)(3) and 2485; the 
SMAQMD Guide simply lays out the basic practices needed to comply.  Since 
these are already required by existing rules and regulations, it is not necessary to 
include them as mitigation.  The Basic Construction Emission Control Practices 
are consistent with the District Rule 403 and California regulations limit idling 
from both on-road and off-road diesel powered equipment.  Therefore, those 
conditions of approval and mitigation measures from the prior FEIR/EIS that are 
consistent with SMAQMD Rule 403 (fugitive dust) and Rule 402 are not repeated 
as mitigation, but remain applicable to the proposed project.  Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2 above is one of the listed Basic Construction Emission Control Practices.   

In addition, Granite Construction submitted an Air Pollution Control Plan to the 
SMAQMD in February 2001 for the Vineyard I mining site.  The SMAQMD 
reviewed the Air Pollution Control Plan and found that the plan fulfilled the 
requirements of SMAQMD’s Rule 403.  Granite will have to submit a revised Air 
Pollution Control Plan to SMAQMD for review for the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site.   Compliance with existing rules and regulations and Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2 above would ensure that mining of the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site would not result in significant increases in particulate matter dust 
emissions.  Impacts associated with particulate matter dust emissions are 
considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
In the Cumulative No Project condition, mining of the three approved mining sites would 
be completed and the mining properties would be in the Post-Reclamation phase; the 
site would be returned to agricultural uses.  The Reclamation Plan amendment portion 
of the proposed project (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel) 
would not contribute to any cumulative air quality impacts.  There is no long term air 
quality impact associated with this portion of the proposed project.   

Currently, mining activities on the Vineyard I mining site are coming to an end.  The 
Vineyard I mining expansion site would result in the continuation of mining activities for 
three months up to six months time after completion of the approved portion of Vineyard 
I property.  The continuation of mining for the additional three to six months was found 
to have a significant exhaust emission impact.  However, there is not a long term 
operational impact of mining the Vineyard I mining expansion site since in the 
cumulative condition (e.g., 2020), mining activities on the Vineyard I mining expansion 
site would be complete and the project site would return to agricultural activities.  The 
approval of the use permit for the Vineyard I mining expansion would not result in a 
cumulatively incremental increase in emissions to the Sacramento Valley air basin; 
therefore, the cumulative air quality impacts are considered less than significant.   
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9 GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the existing soils and geology of the project site.  It provides an 
analysis of slope stability, landform alteration and erosion impacts.  Where appropriate, 
mitigation is included to reduce or eliminate impacts. 

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previously approved reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-
foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in 
generally the same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel around the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises 
the previously approved reclamation plan by eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside of the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the existing Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.  Impacts 
associated with channel failure and flooding potential are addressed in the Surface 
Water Hydrology and Quality Chapter (Chapter 5 of this SEIR).  The project also 
consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit amendment to allow aggregate 
mining on an additional 5.61 acres and to incorporate this new area into the previously 
approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred as Vineyard I mining expansion).   The 
impacts to slope stability, erosion and landform alteration on the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site is analyzed in this chapter.  

GEOCON Consultants, Inc performed a Slope Stability Evaluation (September, 2011) 
for the Raised Bank Channel and their report is included as Appendix C.   

PHYSICAL CONDITIONS 

The Vineyard I mining expansion site totals approximately 5.6 acres and is surrounded 
by active mining operations.  This area is similar in character to the area approved to be 
mined in the 1999 use permit.  As stated in the prior FEIR/EIS the project site is located 
within two sections of the Victor Plain: the Riverbank Formation (lower member) and the 
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Laguna Formation.  The project site is not indicated to be located across a mapped 
trace of any earthquake fault (FEIR/EIS, page 5-27).   

The current project proposes amendments to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
including fill (overburden) to be added to portions of the pit floor to bring those areas to 
within 5 feet of original grade (for the Vineyard I properties) and raising selected pit floor 
elevations to within 2 feet of the original grade over the term of the use permit (i.e. 22 
years) using the “drying bed” method (e.g., the accumulation, drying and compacting of 
silt-like material obtained from aggregate washings or direct import) for the Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South properties.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site is included 
within the proposed reclamation plan amendment.  

The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is located on the Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South mining sites, north of the existing Morrison Creek, in an area where 
mining activity has been completed.  This area has already been back filled and brought 
up to within 5 feet of original grade.  Ultimately, the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
will be constructed at grade and contain a meandering stream channel with native trees 
and grasses.  The Raised Bank Channel consists of modifying the natural floodplain of 
Morrison Creek by constructing earthen embankments (i.e., levees) on either side of 
Morrison Creek to contain the 100-year floodplain and the height of the levee 
embankments will generally vary from approximately 4 to 6 feet (with some isolated 
areas approaching 8 feet) in order to provide a minimum free board of 3 feet above 
adjacent floodplain elevation.      

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to geology and 
soils and mineral resources, a project will normally have a significant effect on the 
environment if it will: 

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

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

o Strong seismic ground shaking 

o Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction 

o landslides; 

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

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

 Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water;  

 Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of the state;  

 Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery 
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

PERMANENTLY ALTER THE LANDFORM 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would result in the permanent 
alteration of the project site’s landform and identified this as a significant and 
unavoidable impact.  The additional 5.6 acres of mining does not substantially 
change this impact.  The recreated at-grade Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
will better mirror a natural meandering creek, as opposed to the previously 
approved pit bottom riparian corridor and at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel.   

The Vineyard I mining expansion site will increase the amount of land permanently 
altered by mining.  The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the permanent alteration to the 
land as a result of mining is a significant and unavoidable impact.  This conclusion 
remains applicable to this project as there are no mitigation measures available to 
reduce impacts to less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Available 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Significant and Unavoidable 

SLOPE STABILITY  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project’s reclaimed slopes (ranging from 
1.5:1 to 2:1) would potentially be subject to slope instability, including potential 



9 - Geology and Slope Stability 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South SEIR 9-4 2005-0062, PLNP2008- 00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

instability induced by earthquakes and/or ground shaking. This was considered a 
significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.    

The prior FEIR/EIS stated that the mining operations would utilize an unlined trapezoidal 
bypass channel at the existing (unmined), elevation around the mined pits.  The bypass 
channel was to be constructed on top of a 35- to 40-foot high engineered fill 
embankment using the overburden materials.  The slopes of the proposed 
embankments were indicated as 2:1.   

The prior FEIR/EIS also stated that the foundation soils would experience a net 
unloading after construction of the embankments; therefore, settlement would be 
minimal from the standpoint of consolidation or compression of the foundation soils.  It 
was noted that even a properly constructed embankment would experience some 
settlement of the engineered fill.  Uniform and adequate compaction of the embankment 
soils would mitigate, but not eliminate, future differential settlement.  These settlements 
are generally minor, and are not expected to affect the overall stability of the 
embankment.  It was concluded that periodic inspection and maintenance of the 
channel, including repair of any minor cracks resulting from shifting of the embankment 
would be sufficient to allow the continued performance of the embankment.  

On the Vineyard I mining site, the areas immediately to the east, west and south of the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site have not been mined to date.  The additional 5.6 acres 
would be mined after completion of mining the surrounding Vineyard I mining areas; 
mitigation regarding slope stability from the prior FEIR/EIS remains applicable to the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site.  

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel would be constructed on an engineered fill 
embankment.  The Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
prepared for the Granite Vineyard I site by ECORP (revised July 20, 2007) (provided as 
Appendix C) provides contingency measures that state that the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel would be engineered to a minimum of 90% compaction and would 
be constructed to federal and local standards.  Compaction testing will be performed 
throughout the course of construction to ensure adequate compaction is obtained 
(Section 8.2.2).  This design and construction ensures that failure associated with the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel would not be likely.  Phased construction of the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel on Vineyard I and Aspen III South has occurred and 
is nearing completion.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will contain a low flow 
channel that mirrors a meandering stream, which will be vegetated throughout.  The 
slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel are proposed to be 2:1.  Mitigation has 
been included that requires Granite Construction to submit a soils and engineering 
report identifying and certifying the compaction rates of the engineered fill embankment 
and ensuring stability prior to redirecting the flows of the existing Morrison Creek to the 
recreated Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor.  

The Raised Bank Channel on Aspen IV South will be an earthen levee.  GEOCON 
Consulting has performed an analysis of the stability of the slopes using seepage 
conditions that were modeled based on conservative low-flow and high-flow conditions 
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within the creek and constrained floodplain, respectively.  The result of this analysis is 
that potential seepage conditions would not adversely impact slope stability.  
Furthermore, the proposed Raised Bank Channel and reclamation slopes for the 
proposed project, from a static and seismic viewpoint, would have a less than significant 
impact when the recommendations contained in the report are incorporated into the 
design and construction of the Raised Bank Channel and mining slopes.  Therefore, 
mitigation is recommended that Teichert Aggregates implements the recommendations 
made by GEOCON.   

In addition, Teichert is requesting to mine closer than the recommended 25 feet from 
the Mayhew Road right-of-way on the Aspen IV South site.  GEOCON conducted a 
geotechnical investigation to evaluate the long-term seepage and slope stability 
conditions during mining of the site.  Based on the results of their study, the proposed 
reclamation slopes of the subsurface materials on the Aspen IV South site are 
anticipated to be stable under long-term static and seismic conditions.  GEOCON 
concluded that based on their investigation, slope stability is expected to be adequate to 
allow mining up to 12 feet of the right-of-way assuming the soils encountered are 
consistent with conditions encountered in the investigation.  GEOCON recommends 
that soil testing be conducted when mining approaches the 25-foot setback from the 
right-of-way to verify that conditions are consistent with what was anticipated from the 
investigation.  GEOCON indicated that if the soils differ significantly from what was 
observed and/or anticipated, the mining setback will need to be modified accordingly.  
Mitigation requiring the preparation and submittal of a soil report and slope stability 
analysis within the 25-foot setback has been recommended to ensure impacts 
associated with slope stability within the Sacramento County right-of-way are less than 
significant.         

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

The following mitigation is from the prior FEIR/EIS and remains applicable to the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site of proposed project.  With mitigation, this impact will 
be considered less than significant. 

GS-1 For the Vineyard I mining expansion site, the proponent shall limit finished side 
slopes to 1.5:1 (horizontal:vertical) to ensure stability for existing soil conditions.  
Soils shall be placed and compacted to 90 percent of the maximum dry density, 
at or near optimum moisture conditions, in all finished slopes.  Since local 
stability of the slope is critically dependent upon proper compaction of the 
overburden soils, a qualified soils engineer shall be regularly present throughout 
grading operations to determine compliance with job specifications.  

GS-2 Prior to allowing re-directed stream flows to the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel, Granite Construction shall submit a report prepared by a California 
registered professional engineer certifying the channel and embankment 
engineering and foundation soils of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  The 



9 - Geology and Slope Stability 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South SEIR 9-6 2005-0062, PLNP2008- 00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

engineer’s report shall address slope stability, soil compaction rates, foundation 
soils, potential failure mechanisms and contingences for repairing failures.  The 
report shall be submitted to the Community Planning and Development 
Department and the Division of Environmental Review and Assessment (DERA) 
for approval.  No flows shall be directed to the new channel until approval is 
granted by both entities.  

GS-3 For the embankments of the Raised Bank Channel and the mining slopes on the 
Aspen IV South mining site, Teichert Aggregates shall follow the 
recommendations contained in the GEOCON Consulting, Inc report (September, 
2011).  At the completion of the construction of the Raised Bank Channel, a 
report, signed by a California registered professional engineer, shall be submitted 
to DERA indicating completion of the recommendations from the GEOCON 
report.  During mining, a report, prepared and signed by a California registered 
professional engineer, shall be submitted indicating completion of the 
recommendations regarding the mining pit slopes.         

GS-4 Prior to mining within 25 feet of the Mayhew Road right-of-way, Teichert 
Aggregates shall submit a report, prepared by a geotechnical engineer or 
engineering geologist, on the soils observed at 25 feet from the right-of-way and 
whether or not the soils observed are consistent with those anticipated.  If the 
soils observed differ significantly from what was anticipated, the engineer shall 
increase the proposed 12-foot setback accordingly.  This report shall be 
submitted to DERA and the Community Planning and Development Department 
for review and approval prior to commencement of mining within 25 feet of the 
Mayhew Road right-of-way.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

EROSION IMPACTS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project’s reclaimed slopes would be 
subject to erosion if not adequately constructed and vegetated.  It was 
determined that this was a significant impact that could be reduced to less than 
significant with mitigation.  The proposed project will result in similar reclaimed 
slopes.   

The slopes of the mining pit and recreated channel would be subject to erosion and 
slope instability if not properly vegetated and maintained.   

South of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel there is an open pit, with 2:1 slopes 
down to the pit floor.  At completion of reclamation, a drainage channel with mitigation 
plantings will be located at the pit floor.  Portions of this pit have been vegetated.   
Mitigation from the prior FEIR/EIS remains applicable to the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site and has been included to ensure that once the remaining area is mined, 
the slopes of the pit walls will be vegetated to reduce erosion impacts.   
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The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is located at grade and is a 300-foot 
wide stream corridor, with varied slopes no steeper than 3:1 and as gentle as 7:1.  The 
300-foot corridor contains the meandering low flow channel (recreated creek) and 
raised benches of varying heights and widths.  Information from G.C. Wallace 
(consultant for Granite Construction) states that some movement of this low flow 
channel is expected and has been included within the design.  G.C. Wallace has 
indicated that a ten-year monitoring plan has been established.  This ten-year 
monitoring plan outlines actions that are to be implemented if significant erosion were to 
occur during the monitoring period at a specific meander in the flow channel.  Measures 
include strengthening of the channel, re-grading the channel, widening the channel to 
reduce scour velocities, or any other revision as approved by County staff to mitigate 
erosion.  G.C. Wallace concluded that at the end of the monitoring period, the 
vegetation should be well established and thus minimize the chance for further 
meandering to occur.  Mitigation requiring submittal and implementation of the ten-year 
monitoring plan has been included.   With mitigation, impacts are considered less than 
significant.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

GS-5 The proponents shall ensure that the side slopes of the pit are vegetated 
following final slope placement to prevent excessive erosion and enhance slope 
stability.  The side slopes shall be revegetated with an erosion control mix as 
specified in an Erosion Control Plan.  The Erosion Control Plan shall be prepared 
by the applicant and submitted to the County prior to issuance of the work 
authorization permit.  The species chosen for the erosion control mix shall be 
comprised of native stock and shall not contain any species considered to be 
invasive or noxious weeds.  The Erosion Control Plan shall include performance 
standards that can be used to determine the success of erosion control 
measures and the revegetation effort, and shall discuss monitoring requirements. 
The plan shall include remedial measures to be implemented if revegetation is 
not successful.  

GS-6 The applicant shall submit to the Division of Environmental Review and 
Assessment (DERA), a ten-year monitoring plan that outlines monitoring 
requirements and identifies mitigating steps for any significant erosion that may 
occur at a specific location in the flow channel.  If significant erosion is identified 
during monitoring, the applicant shall contact DERA and submit proof of 
corrective actions.  Appropriate mitigation includes, but is not limited to; 
strengthening of the channel, re-grading the channel, widening the channel to 
reduce scour velocities, or any other revision as approved by County staff to 
mitigate significant erosion. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 
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LOSS OF AVAILABILITY OF MINERAL RESOURCES 
 Loss of mineral resource availability is not an impact of the project.  

The proposed project is a post-mining reclamation plan amendment and request to 
expand the Vineyard I mining site to include an additional 5.6 acres.  The project 
provides for the continued extraction of mineral resources.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
At the completion of mining, the three mining sites will be in reclamation.  In the Post-
Reclamation condition, the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel would be completed and functioning.  The project also proposes the use of the 
drying bed method for reclamation for the Aspen III South and Aspen IV South 
properties.  The drying bed method has been approved by the County via a use permit 
associated with County Control Number 04-UPB-0230, which involves the accumulation 
of silt-like material obtained from washing aggregate and subsequent placement of this 
material on mined out areas to facilitate reclamation.  Depending on the amount of silt-
like material available, the pits could be raised to within 2 feet of the original adjacent 
grade.  If there is enough silt-like material to bring elevations to within 2 feet of original 
adjacent grade, there would not be any long-term cumulative impact as it relates to 
slope stability.  If the elevations of the pits are not raised to near existing grade, then the 
mitigations that have been recommended regarding slope stability would ensure no 
adverse long-term impact.  In addition, the pits would not be accessible by the public; 
therefore, in the unlikely event that the slopes do fail, there would not be a safety hazard 
to people.    

The mitigation measures recommended in this chapter will ensure that slope stability 
and erosion impacts remain less than significant.  The project would not have a 
cumulative impact as it relates to soil stability or erosion.     



 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South SEIR 10-1 2005-0062, PLNP2008- 00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

10 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the biological resources that occur in the project area and 
analyzes the impact of the proposed project on biological resources and recommends 
mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate significant impacts. 

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen 
IV South.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.  The 
connection of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel to the Raised Bank Channel will 
require grading within the Mayhew Road right-of-way to contour the levees of the creek 
in order to maintain the flood protection banks across Mayhew Road. 

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The location 
of a retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site has been determined for the proposed 
project, as well an option for a retention basin on the Aspen IV South mining site.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site consists of an active mining site.  Morrison Creek traverses the mining 
properties (located on Vineyard I and Aspen IV South sites; Aspen III South does not 
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contain any portion of the existing Morrison Creek).  The creek has not been mined.  
The applicants have begun construction of the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel, which spans across Vineyard I and Aspen III South, and is located generally 
north of the existing Morrison Creek.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will align 
and connect with the existing Morrison Creek located on Aspen IV South site, as 
Morrison Creek will now remain undisturbed when mining commences on Aspen IV 
South.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel varies between 200 and 500 feet wide 
and contains a meandering stream channel, surrounded by native trees and grasses.  
There is a large open pit south of the corridor on the Vineyard I mining site which will 
contain an ephemeral drainage and will be vegetated with trees.  This same pit will 
function as a stormwater retention basin.  The trees planted within the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, and within the bottom of the pit along the ephemeral drainage will 
be mitigation tree plantings for impacts of the prior project.  The trees planted within the 
Raised Bank Channel on Aspen IV South will be mitigation tree plantings for impacts of 
the prior project as well as impacts of the current proposed project.  

The proposed project also consists of a 5.6 acre expansion to the Vineyard I mining 
site.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site consists of two parcels, which have not been 
mined and are surrounded by active mining.  

Granite obtained Foothill Associates to prepare a tree inventory of the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site (May 2006).  The report identified two native trees on this site.  Foothill 
Associates identified a valley oak (Quercus lobata) tree (tree #224) and a Northern 
California black walnut (Juglans hindsii) tree (tree #225).  The other trees on the site are 
limited to red gum eucalyptus with valley oak and walnut saplings.  Other vegetation on 
the site is comprised of annual grasses, Himalayan blackberry, giant reed and coyote 
brush.    

The Vineyard I mining expansion site does not contain any vernal pools.  A portion of 
Morrison Creek is located within the expansion site and although the expansion site was 
not included within the use permit for mining activities for Granite’s Vineyard I, the two 
properties were included when determining impacts to biological resources associated 
with the prior project.    

In addition, the applicants have applied for, and have been issued, a Section 404 permit 
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel is consistent with the issued Section 404 permit.  

BACKGROUND 
The project approved in 1999 consisted of 966.3 acres of undeveloped or sparsely 
developed land within the urban policy area of unincorporated Sacramento County.  The 
prior FEIR/EIS identified the following habitat types within the 966.3 acre area:  

 Riparian forest/riparian scrub 

 Valley oak woodland 
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 Ruderal habitat 

 Pasture 

 Cultivated areas 

 Disked areas 

 Developed areas 

 Wetlands 

o Drainages and streams 

o Seasonal wetlands 

o Irrigated seasonal wetlands 

o Vernal Pools 

The prior FEIR/EIS identified various wildlife species that utilize the project site.  The 
following excerpt is from the prior FEIR/EIS and describes the general wildlife of the 
project area, prior to mining activities:  

The project site contains a variety of habitats for wildlife.  As described above, 
the dominant habitat types are riparian forests/riparian scrub, pasture, ruderal 
habitats (including disced areas) and various wetland habitats.  Morrison Creek 
(including the oxbow channel on the Vineyard I parcel) provides aquatic and 
wetland habitat for waterfowl, amphibians, and aquatic invertebrates during 
winter and spring.  During the summer and fall months, when flows become 
reduced, persistent or even perennial pools may form in the creek channel and 
become small pockets of habitat.  The creek bed and banks are also important to 
wildlife when dry as they offer loose, sandy loam for burrowing animals and 
movement corridors for mammalian predators and other species.  The various 
tributary streams, drainage ditches, and other wetlands within the project site 
also provide seasonal aquatic habitats.  The riparian forest and scrub habitats 
along Morrison Creek, as well as the oak woodlands and scattered trees, provide 
nesting habitat for raptors and other birds.  The grasslands and ruderal areas 
offer foraging habitat for raptors, mammals and reptiles.  Currently, much of the 
Aspen III South, IV South and V South parcels are used for cattle and horse 
grazing.  A list of wildlife species observed at the project site is provided in 
Appendix B (Appendix B of the prior FEIR/EIS which is provided on the CD).  The 
field surveys conducted for most animal species were limited to brief 
reconnaissance surveys with slightly more intensive surveys conducted for 
special status reptiles and amphibians (page 5-43).   

The prior FEIR/EIS also identified special status plant species that may occur within the 
project site and special status wildlife species observed or potentially occurring on the 
site.  The following special status plants were identified as having the potential to occur 
within the project site:  

 San Joaquin spearscale (Atriplex joaquiniana) 
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 Dwarf downingia (Downingia pusilla) 

 Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop (Gratiola heterosepala) 

 Rose-mallow (Hibiscus lasiocarpus) 

 Ahart’s dwarf rush (Juncus leiospermus var. ahartii) 

 Legenere (Legenere limosa) 

 Hoary navarretia (Navarretia eriocephala) 

 Pincushion navarretia (Navarretia myersii) 

 Slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis) 

 Sacramento Orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida) 

 Sandford’s arrowhead (Sagittaria sandfordii) 

It was stated in the prior FEIR/EIS that none of the special status plants were observed 
on the site during surveys conducted by the project proponents.  Vernal pools and 
seasonal wetlands are known to support the majority of the special status plant species 
identified above.   

Three special status invertebrate species potentially occur within the project site:  valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle (Democerus californicus dimorphus), vernal pool fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta lynchi) and tadpole fairy shrimp (Lepidurus packardi).  The valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) was documented to be using the Vineyard I site; 
three of the seven elderberry bushes on the Vineyard I parcel were observed to contain 
beetle emergence holes typical of the VELB.   

Plate BR-1, Plate BR-2, and Plate BR-3 shows the previously approved reclamation 
plan for Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South, respectively.  The reclamation 
plan mitigated for impacts to Morrison Creek and other waters of the U.S. by (1) 
construction of an at-grade bypass channel and (2) construction of a below-grade, 600-
foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel.  A riparian corridor would have been 
located within the mining pit, and would have included a low-flow channel, perennial 
marsh, riparian woodlands, seasonal marsh and valley oak woodlands in a series of 
terraces.  Plate BR-4 and Plate BR-5 shows the previous wetland mitigation plans for 
Vineyard I and Aspen IV South.  There were no wetlands or waters of the U.S. located 
on the Aspen III South site.     
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Plate BR-1:  Vineyard I Approved Reclamation Plan Details 
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Plate BR-2:  Aspen III South Approved Reclamation Plan Details 
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Plate BR-3:  Aspen IV South Approved Reclamation Plan Details 
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Plate BR-4:  Prior Wetland Mitigation Plan for Vineyard I 
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Plate BR-5:  Prior Wetland Mitigation Plan for Aspen IV South 
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A pumping mechanism from the bypass channel would have been required in order to 
maintain sufficient water flows to support the various riparian habitats.  This pumping 
requirement produced an operation dilemma for the two applicants, due to stricter water 
quality standards since project approval.  The flaws in the approved reclamation plan 
brought the two mining companies together and they jointly collaborated in creating a 
new design.  

The applicants obtained ECORP Consulting, Inc., to develop an at-grade mitigation 
corridor extending across the three mining sites (Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen 
IV South), which reflects the proposed reclamation plans.  However, subsequent to the 
project’s submittal to the County, Teichert Aggregates decided rather than construct the 
recreated Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South property, Teichert will instead 
preserve the existing Morrison Creek channel on the Aspen IV South property and 
construct a Raised Bank Channel outside the floodplain.  The proposed Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel across Vineyard I and Aspen III South is shown on Plate BR-6 and 
Plate BR-7.  The preserved Morrison Creek and Raised Bank Channel on the Aspen IV 
South site is shown on Plate BR-8.   

ECORP determined that in order to ensure a feasible and functional creek corridor, a 
300-foot wide corridor would be necessary.  The prior reclamation plan required a 600-
foot wide mitigation corridor located at the bottom of the mining pit.  The applicants state 
that the proposed 300-foot wide restored creek corridor will contain the necessary 
mitigation to satisfy requirements of the various resource agencies.  The agencies have 
indicated that from a biological standpoint, an at-grade creek with riparian habitat will 
have much higher functional values, compared to an isolated pit bottom habitat area 
(per Granite response to County initial review letter, dated June 26, 2006).   

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued a Section 404 Individual Permit to Granite 
Construction Company for the Vineyard I mining site on July 25, 2007 (Permit Number:  
199400102) and to Teichert Aggregates for the Aspen IV South and Aspen V South 
mining sites on May 13, 2009 (Permit Numbers:  199400503 and 199400693).  The 
issued permits are herein incorporated by reference and are available for viewing at the 
Division of Environmental Review and Assessment office, 827 7th Street, Room 220, 
Sacramento, CA 95814.  Teichert’s permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will 
be amended (under the same permit number) to reflect the current proposed changes of 
now preserving Morrison Creek on Aspen IV South.    
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Plate BR-6:  Proposed Reclamation Plan for Vineyard I (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) 
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Plate BR-7:  Proposed Reclamation Plan for Aspen III South (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel)  
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Plate BR-8:  Proposed Reclamation Plan for Aspen IV South (Morrison Creek Raised Bank Channel) 
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STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the 
Sacramento County General Plan provide guidance for assessing the significance of 
potential environmental impacts.  Relative to biological resources, a project will normally 
have a significant effect on the environment if it will:  

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

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

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

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

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

In the following sections, the impacts as identified in the prior FEIR/EIS are presented 
and an analysis of the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel in mitigating those 
impacts, as well as new impacts as a result of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
and mining of the Vineyard I expansion site follows.  
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Table BR-1 below, is a summary of the comparison between the approved bypass 
channel/pit-bottom mitigation corridor (at 600 feet wide) and the proposed 300-foot wide 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.   

Table BR-1:  Comparison of the Approved and Revised Mitigation Corridor 

Approved Bypass Channel/ Pit Bottom 
Mitigation Corridor 

Proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel * 

(Vineyard I and Aspen III South sites) 

127-foot perimeter bypass channel N/A 

600-foot wide pit-bottom mitigation corridor 
contains :  

300-foot wide at-grade mitigation corridor 
contains:    

    12.24 acres of Morrison Creek     13.33 acres of Morrison Creek 

    11.74 acres of seasonal marsh     1.11 acres of seasonal marsh/wetland 

N/A 300-foot wide Ephemeral Drainage 
corridor includes:  

N/A     1.65 acres ephemeral drainage 

8.76 riparian woodland     10 acres riparian woodland and marsh 

16.12 acres Oak Savannah 30 acres of Valley Oak woodland 

 36 acres grassland 

Total mitigation:  49.24 acres Total mitigation:  89 acres 

* 3.79 acres of seasonal wetland/marsh and 0.53 acres of vernal pool credits were also 
purchased offsite. 

 

As shown in Table BR-1, the revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel increases the 
acreage of recreated Morrison Creek, wetlands, and riparian/ oak plantings.   

 

VEGETATION 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would result in the 
systematic loss of all existing natural vegetation communities of 881.7 acres (or 
91%) of the 966.3-acre project site.  Plant communities adversely affected by the 
proposed project would include:  most of the riparian forest/riparian scrub habitat 
(approximately 14 acres); wetland habitat and waters of the U.S. (19.83 acres); 
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ruderal habitats; pastures; and cultivated areas.  This was found to be a 
significant Impact.  

Mitigation from the prior FEIR/EIS required that the project proponents implement a 
wetland mitigation plan.  It was through this wetland mitigation plan, in consultation with 
the USFWS, the Corps, CDFG and the County, that it was determined that the flows 
were to be regulated and maintained within the mitigation corridor (now the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel).  The channel was required to be sufficient in size 
to support the mosaic of habitats proposed for the corridor.   

The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel effectively accomplishes the prior 
mitigation.  The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel was created at the 
request of the regulatory agencies, as well as various environmental groups since the 
prior reclamation proposal of a bypass channel and a channel at the bottom of the 
mining pit was not favorable to either group.  The project proponents then consulted 
with ECORP to create a better mitigation corridor.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to provide increased and more diverse habitat value 
compared what was present prior to project impacts.   

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will vary in width between 200 and 500 feet 
wide, will accommodate 100-year flood flows of Morrison Creek and is consistent with 
the issued Section 404 permit.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel contains tree 
plantings which mitigates the riparian and oak woodlands lost by the prior project 
(further discussed below in the Native Trees section).   

ECORP has prepared a Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan for the both the Granite Vineyard I mining site (revised date July 20, 2007) and 
Teichert Aspen IV South and Aspen V South mining sites (revised date May 8, 2009).  
The Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plans for the two 
mining sites have been approved by the Corps and are included as Appendix D1.  In 
this plan, under Chapter 2.2 (Characteristics, functions and values of habitat prior to 
impact) is the following description:   

[t]he functional capabilities of Morrison Creek at the Vineyard I site were 
assessed.  Using the Hydrogeomorphic methodology, the reach of Morrison 
Creek that intersects the project site was considered a ‘moderate value riparian 
wetland’ scoring a 0.55 out of a possible 1.0.  According to Zentner and Zentner, 
Morrison Creek at the project site has been partially channelized, reducing the 
creek systems capability to provide geomorphologic and hydrologic functions.  In 
addition, the site has been historically farmed or otherwise disturbed up to the 
edge of the channel, eliminating native riparian trees and decreasing the native 
biological functions of the site.   

In Chapter 2.3, (Characteristics, Functions and Values of Habitat to be Created/ 
Enhanced) the following is provided:  
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Morrison Creek will be enhanced from its current state.  As mentioned above, 
Morrison Creek prior to mining was partially channelized, with mostly sparse non-
native riparian habitat.  To create improved wildlife, creek and wetland habitat 
(i.e., increased functions and values) and a more aesthetic feature, the creek will 
be re-contoured and planted with native trees and shrubs both as mitigation for 
the removal of native oak and black walnut trees, and to enhance the overall 
habitat quality of the riparian system.  

In addition, an ephemeral drainage will be constructed south of the restored 
creek corridor and planted with riparian species.  The constructed ephemeral 
drainage is to provide additional functions and values (i.e., additional length) for 
the loss of channel length.  

Impacts and mitigation efforts related to wetlands and the creek are discussed 
separately, in the Wetlands impact discussion below.  

Although mining activities of the project will result in permanent impacts to various 
habitats at the site, the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will effectively 
replace the riparian and wetland habitats onsite.  The overall goal of the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel is no net loss of wetland, riparian and oak woodland functions and 
values as a result of the project.  The monitoring plan in the Wetland, Oak Woodland 
and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan outlines monitoring requirements over a ten-
year period and has determined the final success criteria for the creek, wetland habitats, 
vegetation and trees.  The maintenance schedule states that there will be annual 
maintenance inspections of the mitigation site occurring concurrently with other 
monitoring activities for the first ten years or until mitigation monitoring obligations have 
been met.  The prior mitigation required monitoring efforts for the riparian woodland, 
riparian scrub and Valley oak savanna habitats be performed for a period of ten years to 
ensure success of the plantings and development of the habitats anticipated; therefore, 
submittal of the annual monitoring reports to the Division of Environmental Review and 
Assessment (DERA) will be required as mitigation. 

In addition, the prior FEIR/EIS included mitigation that required that after the five year 
monitoring period, written determination was to be made as to the success or failure of 
the wetland and habitat mitigation.  The Mitigation Monitoring Plan contains success 
criteria and satisfies this prior mitigation.  The prior mitigation does not have to be 
reiterated.  

Granite and Teichert will be responsible for the maintenance activities within the 
mitigation project area and the Corps-approved easement holder will be responsible for 
those items/inspections outlined in the Operations and Management Plan (OMP).  Once 
the success monitoring is completed, the Corps-approved easement holder will take 
over all maintenance activities.  In addition, through the OMP, monitoring/ maintenance 
will occur in perpetuity.  Submittal of the recorded Conservation Easements has been 
included as mitigation. 
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The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been approved by the regulatory agencies. 
The Raised Bank Channel portion of the project is currently undergoing slight revisions 
to the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan and will be 
reviewed by the Corps; Teichert desires to receive an amended Section 404 permit from 
the Corps at the completion of review.  Implementation of the Wetland, Oak Woodland 
and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan and recommended mitigation for submittal of 
annual reports will ensure that the loss of vegetative communities on the project site is 
adequately compensated.  With mitigation, impacts are considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

BR-1 Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit, submit to the County 
Division of Environmental Review and Assessment (DERA) the recorded 
Conservation Easements for the project sites.   

BR-2 Implement the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
(refer to Appendix D1).  Submit to the County DERA annual monitoring reports. 
The reports shall present the status of the creek, wetlands, drainage, oak 
woodland and riparian habitats, including individual wetland data, photo-
documentation, status of the riparian and oak woodland plantings, and any 
recommended remediation.  The report shall also include an assessment of the 
monitoring results against the success criteria described in the Wetland, Oak 
Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan.    

A monitoring report will be prepared and submitted to the County (and Corps 
and CDFG) for each of the monitoring years by December 31st of each 
monitoring year.  The report shall include:  

a. A map showing the Preserve including wetland locations, location of 
various monitoring activities, and photo points;  

b. Hydrology, vegetation, and photographic monitoring results as described 
in the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan;  

c. An assessment of the monitoring results against the established success 
criteria;  

d. A description of the overall site conditions and any management actions 
taken during that year; and  

e. Any recommended management or remediation actions to be conducted 
(if necessary, a contingency plan, as described in Section 8.2 of the 
Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan will be 
prepared).  
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If any revisions to the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel occur during the first 
ten years, a letter indicating proposed changes shall be submitted to DERA.  If 
changes require approval by either the Corps or CDFG an approval letter from 
the respective agency shall be submitted to DERA.   

At the end of the ten-year monitoring period, monitoring will cease if the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is found by the County, Corps and CDFG to 
be in substantial compliance with the established success criteria.  Monitoring 
will be extended beyond the ten-year period only for those habitats that are not 
meeting success criteria.    

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

NATIVE TREES 
The prior FEIR/EIS did not indicate how many oak trees would be impacted as a 
result of the project.  However, the prior FEIR/EIS included mitigation for 
compensation of trees to be removed and included preservation/ protection of 
oak trees that were to remain on the project site.     

The prior FEIR/EIS included a mitigation measure for the proposed project (Part A), for 
impacts to native trees.  Mitigation Measure 5 required that the project proponents 
comply with the County’s standard tree preservation ordinance for all oak trees on the 
site to be preserved and protected from mining operations.  This mitigation measure 
also required in-kind, inch-for-inch compensation for any oak tree greater than four 
inches dbh and all landmark size (19 inches dbh or greater) native trees (except 
cottonwoods and willows) proposed for removal.    

NATIVE OAK TREES BACKGROUND 
Over the years, a significant number of trees have been removed throughout 
Sacramento County to facilitate urban development, to accommodate agriculture, to 
provide fuel wood, or to be milled into building materials.  It is clear that with continued 
urban and rural development, the County’s woodlands and the variety of species they 
support will disappear unless concerted efforts are pursued to protect this valuable 
resource.  Sacramento County has identified the value of its native and landmark trees 
and has adopted measures in its General Plan to provide for their preservation.  The 
Tree Ordinance (Chapter 19.04 of the County Code) Section 19.04.030 (6) provides the 
following definition:  “Landmark tree” means an especially prominent or stately tree on 
any land in Sacramento County, including privately owned land.”  Heritage trees are 
native oak trees that are 19” diameter at breast height (dbh) or larger.  All native oak 
trees are protected under the Conservation Element of the County of Sacramento 
General Plan.  When development requires removal of native oaks, replacement 
mitigation is required pursuant to County policy.  The Conservation Element also 
requires the preservation of landmark trees, as well as non-oak natives, such as 
California black walnuts and California sycamores, wherever possible.  It should be 
noted that to be considered a tree, as opposed to a seedling or sapling, the tree must 
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have a diameter at breast height (dbh) of at least 6 inches or, if it has multiple trunks of 
less than 6 inches each, a combined dbh of 10 inches. 

Native oaks, when young trees, are very tolerant of their environment and make 
excellent and adaptable landscape assets.  The mature native oak is an invaluable part 
of our environment, but any substantial change in its environment will weaken a healthy 
specimen and may eventually kill it.  Native oak trees have adapted to the long dry 
summers of the Sacramento Valley, primarily through the development of their root 
system.  The initial root is a taproot extending deep for more dependable moisture.  As 
the oak grows, the taproot is outgrown by an extensive lateral root system that spreads 
horizontally out from the trunk to, and well beyond, the dripline.  For a mature oak, this 
horizontal root system is the primary supporter of the tree for the rest of its life.  It 
includes the important feeder roots, which absorb moisture and nutrients.  Nearly all of 
the lateral root system occurs within the top five feet of the soil surface.  In shallower 
soils, the root system is concentrated in even a shallower zone, typically 1 to 2 feet 
below the surface.  As oak trees mature, particularly in the summer-dry Sacramento 
Valley, deep growing vertical roots form off the laterals, usually within ten feet of the 
trunk.  These are called “sinker” roots and they exploit deeper soil moisture and add 
stability to an increasingly massive tree.  By the time the mature tree has established an 
elaborate root system designed for its environment and particular site conditions, it has 
lost the vigor of youth.  It is less tolerant to change and/or damage and can less easily 
support its massive living structure.   

The amount of soil that can be removed from beneath an oak before permanent root 
damage occurs varies depending on several factors including the individual tree size, 
species, location, and health.  Although small amounts of soils may sometimes be 
removed without permanently damaging an oak, it is generally recommended that no 
soil be removed and the area beneath the tree remains undisturbed.  The addition of fill 
and the operation of heavy equipment beneath an oak tree which compacts the surface 
soils, prohibits the natural exchange of gases between the feeder roots and the 
atmosphere, and also restricts water percolation to the root zone.   

Experience has found that encroachment of greater than 20 percent of an oak’s dripline 
can be expected to adversely affect the tree’s health and longevity; as such it is County 
policy to require partial mitigation when encroachment exceeds 20 percent, but less 
than 50 percent.  More than 50 percent encroachment usually leads to the death of an 
oak tree, thus more than 50 percent encroachment requires full compensation.   

Granite Construction Company received their Army Corps of Engineers Individual 
Permit (Permit Number:  199400102) on July 25, 2007.   Teichert Aggregates received 
their Army Corps of Engineers Individual Permit (Permit Number:  199400503) on May 
13, 2009.  An amended Permit will be issued by the Corps for the now proposed Raised 
Bank Channel on Aspen IV South.   

This section will separately analyze the impacts of the two mining companies.  Based 
on the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) file for the Aspen III South 
site, it has been documented that that there were no trees located on the Aspen III 
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South site.  This section analyzes the impacts to native trees on the Vineyard I and 
Aspen IV South properties.  Impacts on the Vineyard I (Granite) mining site will be 
presented first, followed by impacts to the Aspen IV South site (Teichert).   

Per the Section 404 Individual Permit Special Conditions requirements, Granite and 
Teichert were required to prepare Mitigation and Monitoring Plans.  ECORP prepared a 
Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Granite’s 
Vineyard I mining site, revised date July 20, 2007.  ECORP prepared a Wetland, Oak 
Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Teichert’s Aspen IV South 
and Aspen V South mining sites, revised date June 1, 2009.  These documents outline 
the required mitigation of each company and describe the methods by which this 
mitigation will be accomplished and define how the success of the creation/restoration 
of the mitigation corridor will be monitored and judged.  These documents are hereby 
incorporated by reference and are available for viewing at 827 7th Street, Room 220, 
Sacramento, CA, 95814.  ECORP also prepared an Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan for Aspen IV South (November 18, 2011, revision date January 24, 2012) that 
identifies impacted trees and outlines mitigation and monitoring.  This document is 
included as Appendix D2.   

VINEYARD I IMPACTS 
Granite submitted an arborist survey conducted by Foothill Associates in February 
2001.  Based on the arborist report, there were 117 valley oak trees (four inches dbh or 
greater) and 106 California black walnuts (19 inches dbh or greater) on the Vineyard I 
site.  It was determined that there would be 809 inches dbh of valley oak trees and 
2,753 inches dbh of California black walnuts impacted by mining activities, for a total 
impact of 3,562 inches dbh of native trees removed.   

In the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) file of the Vineyard I 
portion of the prior project is a document titled “Oak Tree Replacement Proposal” 
submitted by Granite Construction.  In this document, it was determined that many of 
the California black walnuts on the site were non-native (e.g., planted); thus it was 
agreed that compensation for the California black walnuts could be made on an out-of-
kind (rather than in-kind), inch-for-inch basis.  Thus, plantings of other native trees (such 
as California sycamore or Fremont cottonwood) would count towards mitigating impacts 
to California black walnuts.  In addition, it was stated in the letter of understanding that 
the 15-gallon trees (which would equal 1-inch dbh) for tree compensation could be 
replaced with 5-gallon size planter trees provided that the trees have grown to the 
equivalent size of a 15-gallon tree prior to impacts occurring.  An establishment rate of 
100% during the first three years after planting would be expected by DERA in return for 
allowing Granite to plant the smaller trees.   

The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and ephemeral drainage constructed 
on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites includes riparian and oak woodland 
plantings that serve as mitigation for the original impacts of mining the Vineyard I site 
(refer to Plate BR -9).  Based on the planting plan outlined in the Wetland, Oak 
Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, there will be a total of 2,515 
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trees planted within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 1,055 trees planted in 
the ephemeral drainage, for a total of 3,570 trees (refer to Table BR-2 for the type and 
number of trees to be planted).  There would be a total of 2,685 oak trees and 215 black 
walnuts planted within the mitigation corridors.  The remaining 770 trees are riparian 
trees (box elder, California sycamore, Fremont cottonwoods, and black willow trees).  
Based on these numbers, the planting plan (which as been approved by the U.S. Corps 
of Engineers), satisfies the required mitigations for Vineyard I mining impacts.   

 

Table BR-2:  Vineyard I Mitigation Planting Plan within the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel and Ephemeral Drainage 

Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor 

Total compensation required:  3,562 inches  

Riparian Tree Type Number of Plantings 

Box Elder (Acer negundo) 75 

Black Walnut (Juglans hindsii) 115 

California Sycamore (Platanus racemosa) 75 

Fremont Cottonwood (Populus fremontii) 230 

Black Willow (Salix Gooddingii) 240 

Oak Tree Type  

Blue Oak (Quercus douglasii) 675 

Valley Oak (Quercus lobata) 530 

Interior Live Oak (Quercus wislizenii) 575 

Ephemeral Drainage 

Riparian Tree Type  

Black Walnut (Juglans hindsii) 100 

California Sycamore (Platanus racemosa) 50 

Oak Tree Type  

Blue Oak (Quercus douglasii) 350 

Valley Oak (Quercus lobata) 200 

Interior Live Oak (Quercus wislizenii) 355 

Total Planted 3,570 

Source:  Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the Granite Vineyard I Project, 
Sacramento County, California  (revised date July 20, 2007) by ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
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Plate BR -9:  Conceptual Riparian and Oak Woodland Planting Plan for Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
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The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as proposed, will adequately mitigate the 
original tree impacts due to mining the Vineyard I site.   

Construction of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will result in tree impacts located 
within the Mayhew Road right-of-way.  Correspondence between Granite and Teichert 
indicate that Granite will mitigate for their share of the Mayhew Road right-of-way tree 
impacts on the Teichert Aspen IV South preserve within the Raised Bank Channel.  This 
will be addressed in the Aspen IV South Impacts discussion to follow.  

Mining the Vineyard I expansion site will result in additional tree impacts.  Based on the 
Foothill Associates tree inventory (May 2006) of the Vineyard I expansion site, two 
native trees, greater than 6 inches dbh would be removed as a result of project 
approval.  Tree #224 is a multi-trunk valley oak tree with an aggregate dbh of 13 inches 
and tree #225 is a multi-trunk Northern California black walnut with an aggregate dbh of 
27 inches.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would result in removal of 40 inches 
dbh of native trees.  Mitigation for native tree compensation has been included for 40 
inches dbh of native oak and black walnut trees.    

ASPEN IV SOUTH IMPACTS 
In the Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, it states 
that according to Teichert biologists, Teichert has planted 45 valley oaks and 95 interior 
oaks as perimeter plantings at the site.  Plate BR-10 shows the locations of these 140 
oak trees.  These 140 oak tree plantings will count as mitigation towards impacts on the 
Aspen IV South mining site.   

An arborist survey was conducted for the Aspen IV South property in 2005 by ECORP.  
ECORP and GC Wallace surveyed trees located in the Mayhew Road right-of-way 
during the winter of 2007.  In November 2011, Teichert biologist (B. Baba) re-surveyed 
the trees on the Aspen IV South property, as well as the trees located in the Mayhew 
Road right-of-way and updated the respective arborist surveys to account for growth 
over the past four to six years.  All trees grew and some trees that were not included in 
the prior arborist report because they were saplings (less than 6 inches dbh) in 2005 
and 2007 have been recorded since they now meet the County’s criteria as a County-
regulated oak tree.  A total of 875 additional inches dbh was recorded from updating the 
ECORP 2005 survey of native oak trees.  The 2011 arborist survey conducted by 
Teichert addresses additional oak trees that would be impacted by mining activities 
associated with changes to the original project footprint  
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Plate BR-10:  Teichert Aspen IV South Landscape and Perimeter Plantings  
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Based on the revised mining footprint on Aspen IV South, Teichert has provided a list of 
the trees expected to be impacted from mining activities and from construction of the 
Raised Bank Channel.  Table BR-3 provides a list of the trees to be impacted on the 
Aspen IV South property.   

 

Table BR-3:  Aspen IV South Tree Impacts 

Tree Number 
(From Updated 
Tree Survey, 2011) 

2011 DBH Inches 
(Rounded to whole 
number) 

801 15
802 16
803 12
804 38
805* 0
806 11
807 17
808 10
809 16
810 23
811 15
812 12
813 21
814 15
815 18
816 8
817 22
818 12
819 10
820 18
821 9
822 13
823 14
824 12
825* 0
826* 0
827 18

*Tree previously mitigated under Aspen IV South Tunnel Project 
(County Control Number:  90-1607) 

Tree Number 
(From Updated 
Tree Survey, 2011) 

2011 DBH Inches 
(Rounded to whole 
number) 

828 13
829 24
830 16
831 55
832 32
833 26
834 13
843 12
846 11
847 10
2011-01 15
2011-02 7
2011-03 9
2011-04 7
2011-05 8
2011-06 7
2011-22 9
2011-23 7
2011-24 8
2011-25 8
2011-26 7
2011-29 9
2011-41 11
2011-42 13
2011-50 30
2011-51 29
2011-52 30

Total (51 Trees) 801
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The list of impacted trees was based on the tree impact graphic and arborist data table 
provided by Teichert.  The tree impact graphic of the Aspen IV South site is provided as 
Plate BR-11.  The trees included in Plate BR-11 include trees that are expected to be 
directly impacted (i.e., removed), as well as trees that are expected to be indirectly 
impacted (e.g., cuts and fills within the dripline of the tree).  For the purpose of this 
analysis, all trees are expected to have a direct impact since it is unknown how much fill 
or cut will occur within the dripline of the trees.  As stated in the Background section 
above, impacts to 50 percent or more of the dripline of a tree could be detrimental to the 
health and survival ability of the tree.  Since it is unknown if indirect impacts will result in 
less than 20 percent dripline encroachment (no mitigation would be required), or 
impacts between 20 percent and 50 percent encroachment (partial mitigation would be 
required), or greater than 50 percent encroachment (full mitigation required), it is 
assumed that indirect impacts are greater than 50 percent encroachment and full 
mitigation is required.  However, at the time of grading for the construction of the Raised 
Bank Channel and Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, if grading plans indicate less 
than 50 percent dripline encroachment, then adjustments for mitigation requirements 
can be made at that time between staff of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) section and the applicant.  A total of 51 trees would be impacted, 
resulting in a total of 801 inches dbh of native oak tree impacts. 

To determine impacts within the Mayhew Road right-of-way, a centerline was drawn 
down the center of the right-of-way and trees located on the west side are considered to 
be a part of Granite’s property and the trees located on the east side are considered to 
be a part of Teichert’s property.  An impact area was drawn within the right-of-way that 
corresponds to grading activities due to construction and connection of the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel (shown on Plate BR-12).  The 
impacts within the Mayhew Road right-of-way have been defined as either a Vineyard I 
(Granite) or Aspen IV South (Teichert) impact; however, as stated in the Vineyard I 
impact discussion prior, the tree impacts occurring within the Mayhew Road right-of-way 
will be mitigated within the preserve of the Raised Bank Channel on the Aspen IV South 
property.   
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Plate BR-11:  Trees on the Aspen IV South Property 
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Plate BR-12:  Trees Impacted in the Mayhew Road Right-of-Way 
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As shown on Table BR-4 below, within the Mayhew Road right-of-way impact area, 
Vineyard I tree impacts consist of 13 trees, for a total of 273 inches and Aspen IV South 
tree impacts consist of five trees for 74 total inches.    

 

Table BR-4:  Mayhew Road Right-of-Way Tree Impacts 

Aspen IV South 

Tree Number 
(From Updated 
Tree Survey, 2011) 

2011 DBH Inches 
(Rounded to whole 
number) 

T-3 16
T-4 10
T-5 20
EC-5 20
2011-53 8
Dead 0
TOTAL 74

 

Vineyard I  

Tree Number 
(From Updated 
Tree Survey, 2011)

2011 DBH Inches 
(Rounded to whole 
number) 

2011-54 8
2011-57 6
1 19
207 50
208 66
209 24
210 13
211 15
212 18
213 13
EC-3 19
EC-4 13
EC-6 9
Total 273
 

Total trees impacted in Mayhew Road Right-of-Way:   
18 trees, aggregate 347 inches dbh – 347 inches to be mitigated on Aspen IV South property. 

 

 

Based on the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South (revised 
January 24, 2012), the conceptual oak tree planting plan includes 1,071 deepot valley 
oak plantings, as well as an additional five (5) 15-gallon valley oak trees within the 
preserve corridor of the Raised Bank Channel (refer to Plate BR-13).  The planting plan 
also provides for contingency plantings, resulting in a total of 1,077 oak tree plantings.   

Total impacts within the Mayhew Road right-of-way (273 inches dbh) and on Aspen IV 
South (875 inches dbh) total 1,148 inches dbh.  As previously stated, Teichert has 
already provided 140 native oak tree plantings that will apply towards satisfying 
mitigation requirements on Aspen IV South.  Total impacts are now 1,008 inches dbh; 
the preserve will have 1,077 oak tree plantings which is sufficient to mitigate for tree 
impacts on Aspen IV South and within the Mayhew Road right-of-way.   
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Plate BR-13:  Aspen IV South Conceptual Oak Tree Planting Plan 
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CONCLUSION 
The revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel provides for a mitigation preserve for 
native oak tree impacts due to mining activities on the Granite Vineyard I mining site.  
The proposed Raised Bank Channel will contain a mitigation preserve for native oak 
tree impacts associated with Teichert’s Aspen IV South mining impacts and impacts 
within the Mayhew Road right-of-way (both Granite and Teichert impacts).  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised Bank Channel adequately 
compensates for the loss of the riparian areas and oak woodlands that were on the 
project site prior to mining activities.  Mitigation for impacts to vegetation communities 
requires that the applicant submit annual reports for ten years of monitoring (Mitigation 
Measure BR-3).  This report will include success criteria and ensures no net loss of oak 
trees.  Trees mitigated within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel will be subject to this monitoring period.   

The perimeter and landscape oak tree plantings that have been completed prior to 
mining the Aspen IV South mining site mitigates up to 140 inches dbh of oak tree 
impacts.  Of the 1,148 inches expected to be impacted on the Aspen IV South mining 
site, 140 inches have therefore been compensated within the perimeter plantings.  The 
remaining 1,008 inches dbh of oak trees will be adequately mitigated for within the 
Morrison Creek Raised Bank Channel preserve.  No additional tree compensation will 
be required of Teichert for the Aspen IV South site. 

Impacts to 3,562 inches dbh of native trees on the Vineyard I mining site will be 
adequately compensated within the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  The 
proposed reclamation plan amendment will add an additional 273 inches dbh of oak tree 
impacts within the Mayhew Road right-of-way, which will be mitigated on Aspen IV 
South.  Mining of the Vineyard I expansion site will result in additional 40 inches dbh of 
native tree impacts.  Granite will be required to compensate for 40 inches of new tree 
impacts consistent with the County tree ordinance.  It should be noted that 
compensation mitigation for impacts to the additional 40 inches of oak trees by Granite, 
requires a three-year monitoring plan.  The ten-year monitoring plan will apply to trees 
planted within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel.   

Upon compliance with the recommended mitigation, impacts will be reduced to less 
than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:   

BR-3 Implement Mitigation Measure BR-1 (submittal of recorded conservation 
easements) and BR-2 (implement the Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Vineyard I [refer to Appendix D1] and the 
Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South [refer to Appendix 
D2]).  
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BR-4 The removal of 40 inches by Granite for the Vineyard I expansion site shall be 
compensated by planting native oak trees (either valley oak/Quercus lobata, 
blue oak/ Quercus douglasii and/or interior live oak/Quercus wislizenii) 
equivalent to the dbh inches lost, based on the ratios listed below, at locations 
that are authorized by the Department of Environmental Review and 
Assessment.  On-site preservation of native oak trees that are less than 6 
inches (<6 inches) dbh, may also be used to meet this compensation 
requirement.  A total of 40 inches for Granite will require compensation.  

Equivalent compensation based on the following ratio is required: 

 One preserved native oak tree < 6 inches dbh on-site = 1 inch dbh 

 One D-pot seedling (40 cubic inches or larger) = 1 inch dbh 

 One 15-gallon tree = 1 inch dbh 

 One 24-inch box tree = 2 inches dbh 

 One 36-inch box tree = 3 inches dbh 

Replacement tree planting shall be completed prior to tree removal or a bond 
shall be posted by the applicant in order to provide funding for purchase, 
planting, irrigation, and 3-year maintenance period, should the applicant default 
on replacement tree mitigation.  The bond shall be in an amount equal to the 
prevailing rate of the County Tree Preservation Fund and will be due within one 
year of posting the bond.  

Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit for the Vineyard I 
expansion site, a Replacement Oak Tree Planting Plan shall be prepared by a 
certified arborist or licensed landscape architect and shall be submitted to the 
Environmental Coordinator for approval. The Replacement Oak Tree Planting 
Plan(s) shall include the following minimum elements: 

1. Species, size and locations of all replacement plantings and < 6-inch dbh 
trees to be preserved; 

2. Method of irrigation; 

3. If planting in soils with a hardpan/duripan or claypan layer, include the 
Sacramento County Standard Tree Planting Detail L-1, including the 10-
foot deep boring hole to provide for adequate drainage; 

4. Planting, irrigation, and maintenance schedules; 

5. Identification of the maintenance entity and a written agreement with that 
entity to provide care and irrigation of the trees for a 3-year establishment 
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period, and to replace any of the replacement oak trees which do not 
survive during that period; and  

6. Designation of 20 foot root zone radius and landscaping to occur within 
the radius of oak trees < 6-inches dbh to be preserved on-site. 

No replacement tree shall be planted within 15 feet of the driplines of existing 
oak trees or landmark size trees that are retained on-site. The minimum 
spacing for replacement oak trees shall be 20 feet on-center.    

If oak tree replacement plantings are demonstrated to the satisfaction of the 
Environmental Coordinator to be infeasible for any or all trees removed, then 
compensation shall be through payment into the County Tree Preservation 
Fund.  Payment shall be made at a rate of $325.00 per dbh inch removed but 
not otherwise compensated, or at the prevailing rate at the time payment into 
the fund is made. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant   

WETLANDS 
 The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would result in the phased 
destruction of all waters/wetlands on the Vineyard I and Aspen IV South sites.  
This was considered a Significant Impact. 

The proposed project is a reclamation amendment for impacts to Vineyard I, Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South mining sites.  Table BR-5 below summarizes the impacts to 
waters of the U.S. associated with the three mining projects.  The Aspen III South site 
does not contain waters of the U.S.  Impacts as reported in the prior document to waters 
of the U.S. from Vineyard I and Aspen IV South sites total 19.0 acres.   

Table BR-5:  Impact on Waters of the U.S. (from the FEIR/EIS) 

Type Vineyard I Aspen IV South* 

Riparian (Morrison Creek) 12.24 1.09 

Tributary 3.84 0.44 

Seasonal Wetlands 1.14 0.25 

Total 17.22 1.78 

*Updated Aspen IV South wetland impacts are provided in Table BR-6. 
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The revisions to the Aspen IV South site results in an overall decrease in impacts to 
waters of the U.S.  An updated wetland delineation was provided by Teichert 
Aggregates and is provided on Plate BR-14.  The wetland delineation shows the 
preservation area around Morrison Creek, which corresponds to the Morrison Creek 
floodplain.  Table BR-6 provides the current acreages of water features on the Aspen IV 
South site and provides the impacts to waters of the U.S. of the prior project compared 
to impacts associated with the proposed project.  Although impacts to the creek are 
eliminated, impacts to wetlands and drainage features have increased under the 
proposed project.  This difference could be attributed to updated acreages of features 
since the last wetland delineation over 10 years ago.  The impact to waters of the U.S. 
on the Aspen IV South site has decreased by 0.436 acres.   

Table BR-6:  Comparison of Impact to Waters of the U.S. on Aspen IV South of 
Prior Project and Proposed Project 

Type Existing 
Acreage 
(current 

acreages) 

Prior Impact 
(in acres) 

Proposed 
Impact  

(in acres) 

Difference in 
Impact of 
Proposed 

Project 

Vernal Pool/ 
Seasonal 
Wetland 

0.942 0.25 0.835 +0.585 

Ephemeral/ 
Intermittent 
Drainage 

1.145 0.44 0.509 +0.069 

Creek 2.290 1.09 0 -1.09 

Total 3.812 1.78 1.344 -0.436 

 

 

To mitigate impacts to waters of the U.S. the prior FEIR/EIS required that the project 
proponents secure a Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG and obtain a Section 
404 permit pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act.  Information from the project 
proponents indicate that a Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG, a Section 404 
permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board have all been secured.  It 
should be noted that due to the revisions for Aspen IV South, Teichert is in the process 
of applying for a revision to their issued Section 404 permit. 
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Plate BR-14:  Aspen IV South Wetland Delineation Map 
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The proposed project is a reclamation plan amendment to change the previously 
approved corridor and bypass channel to what is now proposed as the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel on Vineyard I and Aspen III South and the Morrison Creek Raised 
Bank Channel on Aspen IV South.  The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
eliminates the bypass channel around the mining site and places the recreated stream 
corridor “at-grade” rather than at the bottom of the mining pit (as previously proposed).  
The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been approved by the Corps of 
Engineers as adequate compensation for impacts to waters of the U.S.  In addition, the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to meet the requirements 
outlined in the issued Biological Opinion from the USFWS.   

Special Condition #2 of the issued Section 404 permit for Vineyard I mining site 
identified that the there would be a loss of 17.22 acres of waters of the U.S.  This 
condition required that as mitigation for the loss of 17.22 acres of waters of the U.S. the 
applicant shall construct at minimum 13.33-acre Morrison Creek replacement channel 
(the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel), including an ox-bow diversion 
channel, a 1.65-acre ephemeral drainage and 1.11 acres of in-channel and/or emergent 
seasonal and perennial wetland habitats within an approximately 89-acre and 650-foot 
wide onsite corridor.  This is in addition to the 3.79 acres of seasonal wetland/marsh 
and 0.53 acres of vernal pool habitat credits already purchased.  The off-site mitigation 
credits were purchased at the Laguna Creek Mitigation Bank in August of 2002. 

The issued Section 404 permit for Aspen IV South will be updated to reflect to the 
current project’s avoidance of Morrison Creek.  Impacts are now 1.344 acres of direct 
impacts to waters of the U.S.   

In the wetland delineation prepared by Zentner and Zentner (1997) for the prior project, 
there were no wetlands identified on the Vineyard I expansion site, therefore, the 
current proposal to mine the Vineyard I expansion site will not have any impacts to 
wetlands/waters of the U.S.   

To ensure that the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel adequately mitigates 
for impacts to waters of the U.S., mitigation measures BR-1 (submittal of recorded 
conservation easement) and BR-2 (implementation of ten-year monitoring plan) will be 
required.  Implementation of the recommended mitigation measures will ensure impacts 
to waters are less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:   

BR-5 Implement Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-2. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 
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WILDLIFE 
The project site is habitat to various wildlife species.  The prior FEIR/EIS made 
the following conclusions regarding impacts to wildlife:   

1. The proposed project would result in the loss of most existing wildlife habitat 
and some individual animals within the project site (Significant Impact). 

2. The loss of approximately two miles of the existing natural stream channel of 
Morrison Creek would disrupt the wildlife movement corridor across the 
project site (Less than Significant Impact). 

3. Post mining/post reclamation activities such as agricultural practices and 
operation of the processing plant would likely increase human presence within 
the project site which may disrupt wildlife feeding and breeding (Less than 
Significant).  

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining the properties would result in habitat loss and 
wildlife displacement.  Habitat destruction and disturbance would displace species into 
adjacent areas, which may result in increased mortality due to competition for limited 
resources.   

As mitigation, the applicants were required to implement their proposed reclamation 
plan as presented in their application for surface mining, including the wetland mitigation 
plans (Zentner and Zentner, 1994; Sugnet and Associates, 1994b and 1994c) to 
mitigate for impacts to the riparian forest/riparian scrub communities, wetlands and 
wildlife habitats within the project site.  Included in the mitigation was the requirement 
for monitoring of the riparian woodland, riparian scrub, and Valley oak savanna habitats 
for ten years to ensure success of the plantings and development of the habitats 
anticipated.   With mitigation, this impact was found to be less than significant.   

Mining the Vineyard I expansion site will not change the prior conclusion that mining 
activities would result in habitat loss and wildlife displacement.  The proposed Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will replace lost habitats.  Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-
2 have been recommended to ensure the recreated habitats function adequately.  In the 
Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plans, a wildlife survey 
will occur once per year and will be conducted in conjunction with vegetation monitoring. 
 Upon compliance, impacts to wildlife will be considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:   

BR-6 Implement Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-2 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 
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INVERTEBRATES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that there would be no significant impacts to 
general invertebrate populations (i.e., non-special status species populations).  
This impact was considered less than significant.   

The proposed project is a reclamation plan amendment that places the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel at grade, rather than at the bottom of the mining pit, and eliminates 
the need for a bypass channel, since the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel will accept up to 100-year flood flows.  This amendment to the 
reclamation plan does not change the prior conclusion that there would be no significant 
impacts to general invertebrate populations.  

Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would also not result in significant impacts to 
general invertebrate populations (non-special status species; for an analysis of impacts 
to special status species, please refer to the Special Status Species section below).  
The prior conclusion remains applicable to the proposed project; impacts to invertebrate 
populations are considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

FISHERIES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded the following: 

1. The proposed project would result in the loss of existing, warmwater fisheries 
habitat within approximately two miles of Morrison Creek, including oxbow 
channel, and some individual fish within the project site (Significant Impact).  

2. Loss of approximately two miles of the existing stream channel of Morrison 
Creek would disrupt fish migration (Significant Impact). 

The prior FEIR/EIS determined that habitat destruction and disturbance as a result of 
mining activities would displace fish species into upstream and downstream areas, 
which may result in increased mortality due to competition for limited resources.  It was 
acknowledged that fish may become established in the wetland mitigation/restored 
creek corridor, but some of these fish may be lost if they are entrained in the pump that 
will be located at the sump pond at the downstream end of the corridor on Vineyard I 
project site.   

The prior FEIR/EIS included mitigation that required the bypass channel to be designed 
to incorporate suitable habitat features, which were to be developed in consultation with 
the USFWS, CDFG, Corps and County and which were to provide opportunities for the 
native Sacramento blackfish as well as other species of aquatic wildlife, including 
special status amphibians and reptiles.    
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The revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to mimic a natural 
stream (meandering channel), will have riparian vegetation planted throughout, and will 
connect upstream on the Aspen IV South mining site and to the downstream portion of 
existing Morrison Creek.   

The prior project included a pump on the Vineyard I mining site since the recreated 
creek channel was to be located at the bottom of the mining pit.  The pump was 
necessary to connect the recreated creek channel to the existing Morrison Creek 
channel at the western boundary of the Vineyard I mining site.  However, the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is now located “at-grade”, rather than at the bottom 
of the mining pit, which eliminates the need for the pump on the Vineyard I mining site.  
In addition, Morrison Creek will not be impacted on the Aspen IV South mining site; 
therefore, the prior significant impact relating to the loss of two miles of existing warm 
water fishery habitats within Morrison Creek has been lessened.   

This proposed change to the reclamation plan would not result in a loss of existing 
stream channel since existing Morrison Creek will not be diverted into the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel until it is constructed and vegetated.  The Wetland, 
Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan contains a section on 
Sacramento blackfish and finds that  

The realignment of the Morrison Creek channel on the Project site will not pose a 
threat to the Sacramento blackfish.  As noted by Moyle and others, the ability of 
the Sacramento blackfish to survive in warm, turbid waters allows them to 
persevere despite changes in their environment.  Given the relatively short period 
of stream alteration, coupled with the blackfish’s physiological adaptability to 
extreme environments, construction of the new and temporary channel should 
not disrupt the propagation of the Sacramento blackfish. 

As proposed, the project will not have a significant impact to fish and aquatic species; 
impacts are now considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

AMERICAN BADGER 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would result in the loss 
of approximately 880 acres of existing suitable American badger habitat and may 
result in the loss of existing potential badger den sites.  This impact was 
determined to be less than significant.  

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that American badgers, which may utilize the site, would 
be forced to immigrate to adjacent areas during mining activities, which may result in 
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increased mortality due to competition; however, it is unlikely that individuals would be 
killed during mining.  

The proposed project includes mining an additional 5.6 acres on the Vineyard I mining 
site, which is surrounded by active mining activities.  Since the site is actively being 
mined, the American badger has likely fled the project site; therefore, mining on the 
Vineyard I expansion site will not impact the American badger.  In addition, the 
recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel will provide 
suitable habitat for the badger at completion of mining.  Since the project will only result 
in temporarily displacing the American badger, impacts to the American badger are 
considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

PALLID BAT AND TOWNSEND’S WESTERN BIG-EARED BAT  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would result in the temporary loss 
of potential roosting habitat for the Pallid bat and Townsend’s western big-eared 
bat due to impacts to riparian habitat.  The project was also found to result in the 
loss of other potential bat roosting sites due to demolition of abandoned 
structures on the site.  

The proposed project does not change the conclusion of the prior FEIR/EIS regarding 
loss of roosting habitat for bats.  The loss of roosting habitat was considered to be 
temporary for the pallid bat and Townsend’s western big-eared bat; however, as the 
riparian habitat will be replaced via the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised 
Bank Channel, it is expected that the pallid bat and Townsend western big-eared bat 
would return to the site at completion of mining.   

The Vineyard I mining site contains an abandoned building which will have to be 
removed prior to mining.  The building is potential roosting habitat for bats in the area; 
removal of the building would be a loss of potential roosting habitat for bats.  However, 
this is not considered a significant impact.  Impacts to the pallid bat, Townsend’s 
western big-eared bat and other bats are considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

VALLEY ELDERBERRY LONGHORN BEETLE (VELB) 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the prior project would result in the loss of 
nine elderberry bushes, including at least three bushes that were observed to be 
used by the VELB and thus would result in the loss of individual beetles.   
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The prior FEIR/EIS stated that there would be seven elderberry bushes removed from 
the Vineyard I parcel.  Three of these were observed to contain emergence holes typical 
of the VELB.  These seven elderberry bushes contained 448 stems with diameters of 
one inch or greater.  Two elderberry bushes on the Aspen IV South site were to be 
removed due to mining activities.  Mitigation required elderberry bushes to be planted 
within the mitigation corridor on the Aspen IV South parcel following USFWS Mitigation 
Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (September 19, 1996).   

The proponents for the Aspen IV South mining site were issued a Biological Opinion 
from the USFWS in May 2009, completing their informal (Section 7) endangered 
species consultation for impacts to special status species.  ECORP conducted surveys 
on May 3 and June 16, 2006 and B. Baba, a biologist for Teichert Aggregates, 
conducted a survey on April 27, 2009.  Neither survey identified elderberry shrubs on 
the Aspen IV South mining site.  Therefore, the Service concurred with the applicant 
(Teichert) that mining the Aspen IV South site would not affect the VELB.   

The proponents for the Vineyard I mining site completed their Section 7 consultation 
with the USFWS for their impact to the VELB.  The service issued a Biological Opinion 
on March 18, 2002.  The Biological Opinion stated that the proposed project may 
adversely affect the VELB through the destruction of its habitat, as suitable habitat and 
evidence of the species was identified on the Vineyard I mining site.   

The Service had determined that it was appropriate to append the Granite Construction 
Vineyard I Aggregate Mining project to the Service’s September 19, 1996, 
Programmatic Formal Consultation Permitting Projects with Relatively Small Effects on 
the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Within the Jurisdiction of the Sacramento Field 
Office, California (Programmatic Consultation) (Corps File # 199600065).  In the issued 
Biological Opinion for the Vineyard I mining site, the USFWS determined that the 
riparian habitat associated with Morrison Creek contained elderberry shrubs, the 
necessary habitat for the federally threatened valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB). 
The Service made the determination that the proposed project will adversely affect the 
beetle by removing seven elderberry shrubs with stems greater than one inch diameter 
at ground level from the project site.  The USFWS required Granite Construction to 
either:  (1) purchase beetle credits at a Service-approved conservation bank equivalent 
to compensate for 410 elderberry plantings and 782 associated native plant plantings or 
(2) establish a Service-approved beetle conservation area that contains at least 410 
elderberry plantings and 782 associated native plant plantings within at least 4.93 acres. 
  Granite purchased 120 VELB units representing 410 elderberry bush seedlings and 
782 associated native plants.   

Although the prior FEIR/EIS stated that impacts to VELB were significant and 
unavoidable, incidental take permits from the USFWS are only issued when the Service 
considers that the impacts of the project will not adversely affect the continued 
existence of the species, consistent with the Endangered Species Act.  Since Granite 
received their incidental take permit for VELB from the Service for the Vineyard I mining 
site, and Granite completed compensatory mitigation via purchase of VELB credits at a 
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Service-approved conservation bank, impacts to VELB are now considered less than 
significant.    

The Vineyard I expansion site does not contain any elderberry bushes.  Inclusion of this 
site for mining activities will not result in the loss of elderberry bushes and will not affect 
the VELB.  Mitigation from the prior project has been completed.  No additional 
mitigation measures are required; impacts to VELB and their habitats are now 
considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required – prior mitigation has been completed 

SPECIAL STATUS VERNAL POOL INVERTEBRATES  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would eliminate some of 
the existing potential habitat for the federally listed threatened and endangered 
fairy shrimp and tadpole shrimp and may result in the loss of individuals of these 
species.  This was considered a significant impact. 

In the issued Biological Opinion for Granite Construction’s Vineyard I mining site, the 
USFWS determined that the project would adversely affect the vernal pool fairy shrimp 
by destroying a 0.53 acre wetland (identified as Wetland #6).  Consistent with the 
Crustacean Programmatic Consultation, Granite was required to purchase 1.06 acre of 
vernal pool preservation credits and 0.53 acre of vernal pool creation credits from a 
Service-approved conservation bank.  Granite purchased 1.06 acres of vernal pool 
preservation credits and 0.53 acres of vernal pool creation credits at the Sunrise-
Douglas Mitigation Bank in Sacramento County to mitigate for this impact.    

For Teichert Aggregate’s Aspen IV South mining site, surveys were conducted and no 
federally-listed vernal pool crustaceans were found to occupy any of the pools on the 
Aspen IV South site.  In the issued Biological Opinion the Service did not concur that 
mining the Aspen IV South site would not effect vernal pool crustaceans, but instead 
concluded that the project is not likely to adversely affect vernal pool crustaceans.       

In the wetland delineation prepared by Zentner and Zentner (1997) for the prior project, 
there were no wetlands on the proposed Vineyard I expansion site, therefore, mining 
the Vineyard I expansion site will not have any impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp or 
tadpole shrimp not previously identified.  The proposed project will not have an impact 
to special status vernal pool invertebrates.  Although the proposed project does not 
result in a significant impact to vernal pool invertebrates, the prior conclusion remains 
applicable.   

The project proponents have consulted with the USFWS and have purchased 
necessary vernal pool preservation and creation credits at an approved mitigation bank. 
The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will replace wetland habitats, and the 
Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan contains 
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monitoring efforts to ensure that the mitigation corridor provides the necessary wetland 
habitats; therefore, implementation of mitigation measures BR-2 has been 
recommended.  In addition, Mitigation Measure BR-1 (submittal of the recorded 
conservation easement prior to the issuance of a work authorization permit) has been 
included.  These measures will ensure that impacts to vernal pool invertebrates are less 
than significant. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

BR-7 Implement Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-2. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

SWAINSON’S HAWK AND OTHER SPECIAL STATUS BIRDS (BURROWING OWL AND 
TRICOLORED BLACKBIRD) 

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would result in the 
temporary loss of approximately 880 acres of potential foraging habitat, with 
potential nesting sites, for Swainson’s hawk (State threatened species) in those 
areas that would be reclaimed to agriculture and wetlands.  This would also 
relate to losses in suitable foraging and nesting habitat for other special status 
birds, including burrowing owls and tricolored blackbirds.  This was determined to 
be a significant impact. 

The loss of habitat for the special status birds was considered temporary since the post-
reclamation use of the project site would include a wetland/habitat mitigation corridor 
with areas of riparian, marsh and oak savannah restoration and agriculture.  The 
revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel does not change 
the overall post-reclamation use of the site and as such, the prior conclusion does not 
change.  The prior FEIR/EIS further stated that because mining would be phased, only 
75 to 150 acres of the 966-acre project site would be disturbed at any one time.  It was 
anticipated that the post-reclamation mining areas would provide potential nesting and 
foraging habitat for the Swainson’s hawk and other raptors, assuming the crops planted 
are suitable for Swainson’s hawk foraging (such as alfalfa, dry-land irrigated pasture, 
cereal grains, beet, tomato or other low-growing row or field crop).     

The prior FEIR/EIS indicated that burrowing owls may also nest within the post-
reclamation project site, within the mitigation corridor, the banks of the bypass channel 
and the side slopes of the individual mined sites, assuming that the rodents and small 
mammals remain to create potential den sites.   

For impacts to tricolored blackbirds, it was determined that the project would result in a 
temporary loss of potential nesting habitat along the Morrison Creek corridor.  Tricolored 
blackbirds utilizing the site would be forced to migrate to adjacent areas during the 
mining activities which may result in mortality due to competition.  The post-reclamation 
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mitigation corridor is expected to provide suitable tricolored blackbird nesting habitat in 
the marsh and riparian habitats.   

The Vineyard I expansion site is surrounded by mining activities.  A portion of Morrison 
Creek is located along the eastern boundary of the Vineyard I expansion site (on APN:  
063-0090-009).  Riparian habitat along Morrison Creek provides potential habitat for the 
tricolored blackbird.  This portion of Morrison Creek will eventually be mined; however, 
not until the recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is in place.  The Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel is currently being constructed and will contain riparian, marsh 
and wetland habitats, which is suitable nesting habitat for the tricolored blackbird.     

The proposed reclamation plan amendment eliminates the bypass channel and places 
the recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel at-grade, rather than at the bottom of 
the mining pit.  However, the corridor retains the originally proposed riparian, marsh and 
wetland habitats as previously proposed.  Therefore, the proposed reclamation plan 
amendment does not adversely affect the Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl or tricolored 
blackbird.   

Mitigation to minimize the potential impacts to Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl and 
other special status birds was required.  Mitigation included pre-construction surveys 
and avoidance measures remain applicable to the Vineyard I expansion site and has 
been included below; upon compliance, impacts to Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl and 
other bird species will be considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Potentially Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

BR-8 Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit, if mining the Vineyard I 
expansion site is to occur between March 1 and September 15, a focused 
survey for Swainson’s hawk nests on the site and on nearby trees shall take 
place within ½ mile for rural sites and ¼ mile for urban sites, and shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist within 14 days prior to the start of 
construction work (including clearing and grubbing).  If active nests are found, 
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) shall be contacted to 
determine appropriate protective measures.  If no active nests are found during 
the focused survey, no further mitigation will be required. 

BR-9 Burrowing Owl Survey:  Prior to mining activities, a focused survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist for burrowing owls where suitable habitat is 
present in the project area.  Suitable habitat includes agricultural field margins, 
drainage ditches and fallow fields.  Surveys shall be conducted no less than 14 
days and no more than 30 days prior to commencement of construction 
activities.  Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with CDFG protocol 
(CDFG, 1995).  



10 - Biological Resources 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South SEIR 10-46 2005-0062, PLNP2008- 00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

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

b. If an occupied burrow is found, the applicant shall contact DERA and 
consult with CDFG, prior to construction or mining activities, to determine 
if avoidance is possible or if burrow relocation will be required. 

c. If owls are to remain on-site, a minimum of 6.5 acres of foraging habitat for 
each occupied burrow needs to be permanently preserved according to 
CDFG guidelines.  

d. In order to avoid direct impacts to owls, no activity shall take place within 
160 feet of an active burrow from September 1 to January 31 (wintering 
season) or 250 feet from February 1 through August 31 (breeding 
season).  Protective fencing shall be placed, at the distances above, 
around the active burrows and no activity shall occur within the protected 
buffer areas.  

e. Any impact to active owl burrows, relocation of owls or mitigation for 
habitat loss shall be done in accordance with CDFG guidelines.  Written 
evidence from CDFG staff shall be provided to DERA attesting to the 
permission to remove burrows, relocated owls, mitigate for lost habitat and 
provide a method for preservation habitat in perpetuity.  

BR-10 Survey for Tricolored Blackbirds:  If mining activities occur between March 1 
and July 31, a pre-construction survey for nesting tricolored blackbird shall be 
performed by a qualified biologist.  Surveys shall include the project site and 
areas of appropriate habitat within 300 feet of the site.  Surveys shall be 
conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to 
commencement of mining activities.  The biologist shall supply a brief written 
report (including date, time of survey, survey method, name of surveyor and 
survey results) to the Department of Environmental Review and Assessment 
(DERA) prior to ground disturbing activity.  If no tricolored blackbirds are found 
during the pre-construction survey, no further mitigation will be required.  If an 
active tricolored blackbird colony is found on-site or within 300 feet of the 
project site, the project proponent shall do the following:  

a. Consult with the CDFG to determine if project activity will impact the 
tricolored blackbird colony(s).  Provide DERA with written evidence of the 
consult or a contact name and number from CDFG.  

b. With CDFG permission, the applicant may avoid impacts to tricolored 
blackbirds by establishing a 300-foot temporary setback with fencing that 
prevents any project activity within 300 feet of the colony.  A qualified 
biologist shall verify that setbacks and fencing are adequate and will 
determine when the colonies are no longer dependent on the nesting 
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habitat (i.e., nestling have fledged and are no longer using habitat).  The 
breeding season typically ends in July.  

c. If the tricolored blackbird habitat is permanently destroyed, follow CDFG 
procedure to mitigate for habitat loss.       

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant   

SPECIAL STATUS PLANTS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would not significantly impact any 
special status plants since none were known to occur within the project site.   

The prior FEIR/EIS stated that there were eleven special status plant species that had 
the potential to occur within the project site, but none were observed during surveys 
conducted by the project proponents.  Vernal pools and wetlands that were on the site 
were considered suitable habitat for these special status plants.  The proposed project 
replaces some of the wetland acreage that was lost as a result of mining the site; the 
proposed project will not impact wetlands or vernal pools since there are no wetlands or 
vernal pools on the Vineyard I expansion site.  The proposed project will not impact 
special status plants; impacts are considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required  

GIANT GARTER SNAKE 
The prior FEIR/EIS stated that the giant garter snake is not expected to use 
Morrison Creek in the project area;  however, in the Aspen IV South issued 
Biological Opinion, the USFWS presumed the presence of the giant garter snake 
in the project area.  Impacts to the giant garter snake are expected to be less 
than significant.  

The prior FEIR/EIS stated that the giant garter snake is not expected to use Morrison 
Creek in this area (page 5-51 of FEIR/EIS).  The giant garter snake is a federally 
threatened species.  The issued Biological Opinion for the Aspen IV South site included 
the following discussion:  

In your initiation letter you did not include the snake in your consultation.  
However, due to a hydrologic connection between the proposed action area and 
the closest known occurrence approximately 7 miles away, the Service has 
determined the proposed project may affect the snake.  Morrison Creek which 
lies within the action area may provide dispersal habitat for the snake; however 
the project proponent has proposed minimization and avoidance measures which 
will reduce the effects of the proposed project down to a level of insignificance.  
Therefore, the Service has determined the proposed project is not likely to 
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adversely affect the snake.  The minimization and avoidance measures proposed 
by the applicant are:  

o Prior to the start of construction for each year mining will occur 
within the creek, exclusion fencing will be installed along the 
western boundary of the project, extending 50 feet to the south and 
north of the creek.  This fencing will consist of silt fencing trenched 
in such that snakes will be unable to gain access under the fence.  
The fencing will be removed at the end of each construction 
season.  

o Prior to the start of construction for each year mining will occur 
within the creek, a pre-construction survey of the area to be mined 
will be conducted by a qualified biologist.  If giant garter snakes are 
located, the Service will be contacted.  

o Prior to the start of construction for each year mining will occur 
within the creek, worker awareness training will be conducted to 
educate workers regarding giant garter snake identification and 
procedures if a giant garter snake is located.  

Revisions to the Aspen IV South mining site will not result in mining activities through or 
near Morrison Creek.  The construction of the Raised Bank Channel will not impact the 
creek and in most locations will be constructed greater than 50 feet from the creek; 
therefore, the minimization and avoidance measures provided in the issued Biological 
Opinion are no longer applicable to this portion of the project on Aspen IV South.   

The issued Biological Opinion for the Vineyard I mining site does not address the giant 
garter snake; therefore, it is assumed that there are no impacts to the giant garter snake 
on the Vineyard I mining site.   

The proposed project will not have adverse impacts to the giant garter snake; impacts 
are considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The overall loss of a segment of Morrison Creek across Vineyard I does not result in a 
cumulative impact since the proposed recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
replaces the creek by recreating the lost habitats and has been designed to mirror 
(function as) a natural creek.  At the completion of mining, in the post reclamation 
condition, wildlife will return to the site since the habitats will be replaced and mining 
activities will have stopped.  The loss of native oak trees would be replaced and fully 
mitigated.  It has been determined through the federal permit process that pursuant to 
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the Endangered Species Act, the continued existence of special status species would 
not be adversely affected.  For these reasons, cumulative biological resources impacts 
are considered less than significant.   
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11 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the project’s potential to impact traffic and circulation in the 
project area.    

The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed Project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed Project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed Project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The Vineyard 
I mining expansion would be the only aspect of the proposed project that could affect 
traffic as the reclamation plan amendment will not have an impact on traffic.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The mining sites (Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South) are located in central 
Sacramento County, south of Jackson Highway (SR 16) and east of Bradshaw Road.  
Other major roadways in the vicinity of the project include Watt Avenue (2.5 miles to the 
west), Kiefer Boulevard (1 mile to the north) and Elder Creek Road (1.1 mile to the 
south).  Highway 50 is 2.5 miles to the north. 
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Currently, surface mining is occurring on the Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen V 
South sites.  Aspen IV South is not currently being mined and is not expected to be 
mined until after mining is completed at Aspen V South.   

REGULATORY SETTING 

STATE 
Jackson Highway (SR 16) is in the project area.  The standard for Caltrans’ (California 
Department of Transportation) SR 16 (Jackson Highway) is detailed in the SR 16 Route 
Concept Report.  The minimum acceptable operating condition for SR 16 is LOS E.  

REGIONAL AND LOCAL 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR 2035 
The Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 2035 is a long range planning document 
for identifying and programming roadway improvements throughout the Sacramento 
region (Sacramento Area Council of Governments [SACOG] 2008).  The MTP has a 
history of being able to fund and deliver Tier 1 projects through State and local funding.  
In 2002, SACOG adopted the MTP 2035 that involved funding programs, connector 
projects, and expansion of public transit.  SACOG has developed a 2050 Blueprint 
Preferred Land-Use Alternative to develop a 2030 land use base for the next generation 
MTP.  

METHODOLOGIES 

LEVELS OF SERVICE 
Roadway operating conditions are described in terms of levels of service (LOS).  Level 
of service is a qualitative measure of the effect of a number of factors, which include 
speed and travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort 
and convenience and operating costs.  LOS is represented by a letter designation, 
ranging from LOS A to LOS F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions 
and LOS F as the worst.  The LOS definitions are provided in Table TC-1.   
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Table TC-1:  Level of Service (LOS) Definitions 

LOS A LOS A describes primarily free-flow operations at average travel 
speeds, usually 90 percent of the free-flow speed for the given street 
class.  Vehicles are completely unimpeded in their ability to 
maneuver within the traffic stream.  Control delay at signalized 
intersections is minimal. 

LOS B LOS B describes reasonably free-flow operations at average travel 
speeds, usually 70 percent of the free-flow speed for the given street 
class.  The ability to maneuver within the traffic stream is only slightly 
restricted and control delay at signalized intersections are not 
significant.  

LOS C LOS C describes stable operations; however, ability to maneuver 
and change lanes in midblock locations may be more restricted than 
at LOS B and longer queues, adverse signal coordination, or both 
may contribute to lower average travel speeds of about 50 percent of 
the free-flow speed for the street class.   

LOS D LOS D borders on a range in which small increases in flow may 
cause substantial increases in delay and decreases in travel speed.  
LOS D may be due to adverse signal progression, inappropriate 
signal timing, high volumes, or a combination of these factors.  
Average travel speeds are about 40 percent of the free-flow speed.  

LOS E LOS E is characterized by significant delays and average travel 
speeds of 33 percent or less of the free-flow speed.  Such operations 
are caused by a combination of adverse progression, high signal 
delay, high volumes, extensive delays at critical intersections and 
inappropriate signal timing.  

LOS F LOS F is characterized by urban street flow at extremely low speeds, 
typically one-third to one-fourth of the free-flow speed.  Intersection 
congestion is likely at critical signalized locations, with high delays, 
high volumes and extensive queuing.   

Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Special Report No. 209, 
Washington, D.C., 2000. 

 

Sacramento County identifies LOS E as the minimum acceptable standard for 
intersection and roadway operations within the Urban Service Boundary (USB), and 
LOS D outside the USB.  The project site is located within the USB; LOS E will be the 
minimum acceptable standard for the proposed project.  
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STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to traffic and 
circulation, a project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will: 

 Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in substantial increase in either 
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion 
at intersections); 

 Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads 
or highways;  

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

 Result in inadequate emergency access; or 

 Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks).  

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

Following the review of the prior Draft EIR/EIS, project proponents were able to reach 
agreement on the easements necessary to allow the conveyor access proposed in the 
“Proposed Project Without Vineyard Processing Plant”.  In addition, new conditions of 
approval were recommended.  The traffic model that was used in assessing the 
project’s impacts was re-run for the preferred project (“Proposed Project Without 
Vineyard Processing Plant”), assuming the recommended conditions were in place.  
This analysis was included in the FEIR/EIS as “scenario 4a”.  Scenario 4a had its own 
mitigation measures and it is those measures that will be addressed in this analysis 
section.   

ADDITIONAL HAUL TRUCKS ON THE ROADWAY SYSTEM 
The prior FEIR/EIS determined that the existing LOS would deteriorate due to 
trips generated by removal of overburden material and by employees and 
maintenance vehicle activity.  This was found to be a significant impact which 
could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.  

It has been estimated by Granite that mining the expansion site would take 
approximately 6 months time and that removal of overburden would not require the use 
of on-road haul trucks, as the overburden would be moved around the Vineyard I mining 
site by mining equipment and transportation of the mined aggregate to the processing 
plant would be via the existing conveyor.  There will be no new haul trucks on the local 



11 - Traffic and Circulation 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South SEIR 11-5 2005-0062, PLNP2008- 00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

roadway as a result of the proposed project.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would 
not result in an increase in workers.     

Caltrans submitted a comment letter during the NOP comment period for the proposed 
project and requested a Traffic Impact Study (TIS); however, it is the opinion of the 
preparers of this supplemental EIR that a TIS is not necessary since there will be no 
additional haul trucks on the local roadways as a result of project approval.   

Sacramento County Department of Transportation (SacDOT) provides maintenance, 
planning and design services.  Staff (T. Urquhart) of the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation (DOT) reviewed the proposed project and submitted 
conditions of approval for the three mining sites (letters dated July 11, 2008 for Vineyard 
I, July 25, 2008 for Aspen III South and July 28, 2008 for Aspen IV South).  DOT 
submitted the standard conditions of approval, such as right-of-way, public street 
improvements and driveway standards.  These will be addressed in the Planning 
Department’s staff report and they do not result in any significant environmental 
impacts.     

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that as a result of additional haul trucks on the roadway 
system, impacts would be considered significant.  Mitigation was proposed to reduce 
this impact to less than significant.  One of the recommended mitigation measures from 
the FEIR/EIS remains applicable to the proposed project.  This measure required that 
transportation of mined aggregate material to the processing plants was to be by 
conveyor only.  A new mitigation measure has been included for the proposed project to 
ensure that there are no additional trucks are added to the roadway system.  This 
mitigation states that if overburden must be removed from the Vineyard I mining site, 
overburden must be transported by conveyor or internal vehicles only. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Potentially Significant  

Mitigation Measures:  

TC-1 The proponents shall transport mined aggregate material to the processing 
plants only by conveyor and not by trucks.  

TC-2 If overburden from the Vineyard I mining expansion site is to be removed from 
the site, overburden transport shall be by conveyor and internal vehicles only 
and not by on-road haul trucks.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

IMPACTS ON TRAFFIC SAFETY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the introduction of truck traffic on (1) roads not 
designed to accommodate truck traffic and (2) at access points to heavily 
traveled roads, would have a significant adverse impact on traffic safety.  With 
mitigation, this impact was reduced to less than significant.    



11 - Traffic and Circulation 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South SEIR 11-6 2005-0062, PLNP2008- 00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

The proposed project will not result in an increase in haul trucks.  Two mitigation 
measures were recommended in the FEIR/EIS that would reduce this impact to less 
than significant; both measures have already been completed by the mining 
proponents.  Impacts on traffic safety as a result of project approval are now considered 
to be less than significant.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

DETERIORATION OF PAVEMENT AND DAMAGE TO ROADWAY STRUCTURAL 

SECTIONS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the increased truck traffic of the project may 
contribute to additional deterioration of the pavement on roadways near the 
project site entrances, and have the potential to damage the roadway structural 
section.  This was found to be a significant impact that could be reduced to less 
than significant with mitigation.   

The proposed project will not result in the introduction of new trucks on the roadway 
system.  Trucks that are currently traveling to and from the project sites will not increase 
as a result of the proposed project.    

Mitigation from the prior FEIR/EIS required that the proponents repair any damages to 
structural paving material along sections of project site roadway segments upon which 
loaded trucks are routed; to the extent such damage is caused by traffic which occurs 
during the period of hauling operations.  The mitigation measure required an agreement 
between DOT and the mining proponents to be formalized prior to the issuance of work 
authorization.  This measure would reduce impacts to less than significant.  This 
agreement went before the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors in December 
2001 and was approved as a consent item.  With the agreement in place, impacts are 
now considered less than significant. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required  

EXCEED LOS STANDARD  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that under scenario 4a, there would not be a 
significant impact to the level of service for the area roadways.  Under cumulative 
conditions, it was found that under scenario 4a, significant impacts could be 
reduced to less than significant.    

Since the proposed project will not result in an increase in truck traffic, the level of 
service for area roadways would not be impacted.  The cumulative condition in the prior 
FEIR/EIS was considered to be the year 2010.  Mitigation that could reduce significant 
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impacts to less than significant in the cumulative condition has been completed.  Since 
the mitigation is in place, and there is not an increase in truck traffic as a result of 
project approval, impacts to the level of service on area roadways in the existing and 
cumulative conditions are considered less than significant.     

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACT 
The proposed project would not introduce new haul trucks to the local roadway network 
since the existing conveyor will be utilized to transport the mined material from the site 
to the processing plant located offsite.  In addition, roadway improvements that were 
required through the prior FEIR/EIS have been completed; thus, there are no additional 
impacts as a result of the proposed project.  The proposed project does not result in any 
significant traffic related impacts and the project will not generate any traffic in the 
cumulative condition as mining will be complete.  Therefore, there are no cumulative 
traffic and circulation impacts as a result of project approval; cumulative traffic impacts 
are considered less than significant.   
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12 LAND USE 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the existing land uses within the vicinity of the project site and 
analyzes the potential land use impacts of the proposed project as well as the project’s 
consistency with the Mather Field Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP).  Where 
appropriate, mitigation is included to reduce or eliminate land use impacts.   

The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flows.  On the Aspen IV South 
property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised bank 
flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed outside the 
effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the 
preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The location 
of a retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site has been determined for the proposed 
project, as well an option for a retention basin on the Aspen IV South mining site.   

LOCATION 

The proposed project is located within the Vineyard Community Plan Area in the 
unincorporated area of Sacramento County.  The Vineyard I project parcels are located 
at the northeast corner of Hedge Road and Elder Creek Road.  The Aspen III South 
project parcels are located in the southwest corner of Fruitridge Road and Mayhew 
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Road.  The Aspen IV South project parcels are located at the northeast corner of 
Mayhew Road and Elder Creek Road.  Plate LU-1 presents the regional location and 
Plate LU-2 presents the location of the project parcels and existing zoning. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project parcels are part of a larger aggregate mining area.  The project parcels are 
all zoned Industrial Reserve (IR) with a surface mining land use overlay, with the 
exception of one of the Vineyard I parcels with an assessor’s parcel number, 063-0090-
009.  This is one of the two parcels that are the subject of a requested rezone and 
mining use permit request. 

The Vineyard I mining expansion site is currently surrounded by active mining on the 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites.  Mining on the Aspen IV South property 
has not yet commenced.  The perimeter of Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining 
properties are enclosed by fencing and have vegetated screens in place.     

REGULATORY SETTING 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN (GP)  
The current General Plan Land Use Diagram (adopted November 2011) designates the 
project area as Agricultural-Urban Reserve with an Aggregate Resource Area 
combining land use.   

The Sacramento County General Plan provides the following descriptions of these land 
use designations:  

Agricultural – Urban Reserve:  This land use designation identifies areas for urban 
expansion after the 20-year planning period.  One large area given this designation is 
reserved for aggregate resource mining.  These areas will be evaluated for their 
development potential when the level of growth in the planned urban areas justifies their 
need, mining is completed, and the area is restored.  Because most of this land is 
intended for mining it will receive no additional urban services (e.g. water and sewer 
systems) above the level existing when the land was first designated.  Further, land 
divisions incompatible with orderly and well planned future urban development are not 
permitted. 
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Plate LU-1: Regional Project Location 

 

Approximate Project Location 
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Plate LU-2: Project Location and Zoning Map 
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Combining Land Use Designations 

According to the General Plan Land Use Element, the Combining Land Use 
designations recognize the underlying zoning as the guide to land uses which are 
permitted on any particular piece of property.  This approach preserves selected natural 
resources without imposing unnecessary restrictions on the use of the land.  

Aggregate Resource Area:  The purpose of the Aggregate Resource Area 
combining designation is to identify areas with valuable mineral resources and 
protect those resources as open space until the area is mined.  While surface 
mining is an industrial activity, its locational requirements are dependent upon 
the physical location of aggregate resources.  Specific policies apply to these 
areas that encourage the conservation and efficient use of mineral resources, 
while ensuring the maximum feasible protection of the environment.  This land 
use designation is combined with designations such as Industrial Extensive, 
Agricultural-Urban Reserve, Agricultural Cropland, and General Agriculture (20 
and 80 acres).  These areas may be ultimately reclaimed for residential, 
industrial or other uses. 

COMMUNITY PLAN 
The Vineyard Community Plan designates the approved Vineyard I, Aspen III South and 
Aspen IV South aggregate mining sites as Industrial Reserve (IR), with a combining 
zone designation of surface mining (SM).  Granite has requested a Community Plan 
Amendment and corresponding rezone to designate the Vineyard I mining expansion 
properties as IR (SM) (F).   

ZONING 
The Vineyard I mining expansion parcels include APN 063-0090-018, previously known 
as the Cook property and APN 063-0090-009, previously known as the Smith property. 
The Cook parcel is currently zoned industrial reserve (IR) with a surface mining (SM) 
land use overlay and the Smith parcel is currently zoned industrial reserve (IR) with a 
tributary (T) combining land use.  The project parcels of the Vineyard I, Aspen III South 
and Aspen IV South sites are all zoned Industrial Reserve (IR) with a surface mining 
(SM) land use overlay.  In addition, a majority of the parcels have an additional flood 
combining zone, designated as (F), due to proximity to Morrison Creek.   

THE SURFACE MINING COMBINING LAND USE ZONE 
The Surface Mining (SM) combining land use zone is provided in Article 4 of Title II of 
the Zoning Code; Section 235-40 outlines the purpose of the SM Combining Zone as 
the following:  the SM Combining Zone is designed to protect the natural resources of 
Sacramento County from incompatible land use; to manage these mineral resources; to 
assure the County of an adequate supply of these resources with due consideration for 
the environment; and to provide for the restoration of mined lands for future use.  
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Section 235-43 provides a list of the mining operations permitted in the SM Combining 
Zone subject to approval of a conditional use permit by the Board after recommendation 
by the Project Planning Commission and Section 235-45 outlines the requirements for 
the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit.  In addition, aggregate mining application 
data, standards and guidelines are provided in Section 235-51 of the Zoning Code.  
These requirements address what information shall be contained in a mining application 
as they pertain to the following:  mining plan; reclamation plan; soils, geologic and 
hydrologic data; traffic; air pollution control measures; noise data; waste data; drainage 
plan; hazardous materials; landscaping plan; lighting plan; and a regional analysis of 
ancillary uses.   

The Zoning Code also provides operating standards for aggregate mining operations 
such as operating and haul out hours, fences, posting of warning and complaint 
information signs, visual screens, setbacks, noise standards, roadway repairs on loaded 
truck routes and standards for backfilling, regrading and slope stability.    

COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN (CLUP) AND MATHER AIRPORT POLICY 
The project site is located within the Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
(CLUP).  The CLUP contains restrictions on land uses for properties adjacent to Mather 
Airport in three major areas:  safety, noise and height restrictions.  Refer to the Impacts 
and Analysis section below for a discussion regarding consistency with the Mather 
Airport CLUP. 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to land use, a 
project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will: 

 Physically divide an established community; 

 Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect;  

 Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan; or 

 Be incompatible with existing land use or planned growth in the vicinity of the 
project. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

CONFLICT WITH NEARBY LAND USES 
The Morrison Creek Mining Reach Downstream (South) of Jackson Highway 
prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining in the area would potentially conflict with 
on-site and nearby land uses.  The addition of the 5.6 acres of mining land 
associated with the proposed project does not substantially change the prior 
conclusion.  

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the “proposed mining operations would potentially 
conflict with on-site and nearby land uses, especially residences located on agricultural 
parcels surrounded by the project site, and the adjacent residences, religious temple 
and health club” (page 5-84 of FEIR/S).  It was concluded that the adjacent uses would 
be directly exposed to several nuisances throughout the life of the project including:  
increased noise associated with aggregate mining and processing; increased heavy 
truck traffic and traffic noise during initial overburden removal and throughout the life of 
the project; windblown dust from mining operations and access roads; and adverse 
visual or aesthetic impacts resulting from changes in the adjacent landform.  The 
FEIR/EIS concluded that this would be a significant and unavoidable impact.  

The proposed project includes a request to add an additional 5.6 acres of mining to the 
previously approved Vineyard I mining site.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site is 
entirely surrounded by active mining and there are no adjacent residences to these two 
parcels.  Therefore, based on the existing land use setting, mining of the Vineyard I 
expansion site does not result in a conflict with nearby land uses and is not considered 
a significant impact.  Although, the Vineyard I mining expansion site does not conflict 
with nearby land uses, it will become part of the previously approved mining project, 
which was found to have significant and unavoidable impacts related to conflicts with 
nearby land uses.  Therefore, the conclusion of the prior FEIR/EIS still applies and 
impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.   

Level of Significance before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

The following mitigation measure from the prior FEIR/EIS remains applicable to the 
proposed project:  

LU-1 In order to mitigate potential impacts to surrounding land uses, the proponents 
shall be required to comply fully with mitigation measures identified in the Noise; 
Traffic and Circulation; Air Quality; and Visual Resources sections of this SEIR.  
These mitigation measures employ appropriate state-of-the-art techniques for 
erosion control, reclamation, nuisance prevention, and environmental impact 
mitigation relative to surface mining and processing operations.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Significant and Unavoidable 
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CONVERSION OF PRIME FARMLAND, FARMLAND OF STATEWIDE IMPORTANCE 

AND FARMLAND OF LOCAL IMPORTANCE 
The prior FEIR/EIS identified that the proposed project would disturb 31 acres of 
Prime Farmland, 435 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance and 419 acres 
of Farmland of Local Importance.  The FEIR/EIS concluded that this would be a 
significant impact which could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation. 
The current project would disturb an additional 2.0 acres of Prime Farmland and 
3.6 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance.   

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that all of the farmland located within the project site 
would only be temporarily disturbed during mining operations, since the proposed post-
reclamation use of the project site would be primarily agriculture.  The current proposed 
project will not change the post-reclamation use of the project site.  The Vineyard I 
mining expansion site totals 5.6 acres and is currently surrounded by active mining and 
is not currently in agricultural production.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site consists 
of three different soils:  Columbia sandy loam, drained 0-2 percent slopes, occasionally 
flooded; Hedge loam, 0-2 percent slopes and San Joaquin-Xerarents complex, leveled, 
0-1 percent slopes.  The Columbia sandy loam is classified as Prime Farmland, and 
Hedge loam and San Joaquin-Xerarents complex are both classified as Farmland of 
Statewide Importance. Mining on the Vineyard I expansion site would disturb 
approximately 2 acres of Prime Farmland and 3.6 acres of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance.   

The revised reclamation plan will locate the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel to the 
north of the existing Morrison Creek channel, the Vineyard I expansion site will not be a 
part of the recreated creek channel and consistent with the reclamation plan, the 
Vineyard I expansion site will be reclaimed to agricultural uses.    

The prior FEIR/EIS included mitigation that the proponent prepare and implement an 
Agricultural Management Plan as part of the required work authorization.  The plan was 
intended to describe the methods used to accomplish successful post-reclamation 
agricultural use of the project site.  With the aforementioned mitigation the prior 
FEIR/EIS concluded that impacts would be reduced to less than significant.  The 
mitigation remains applicable to the current proposed project.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

LU-2 In order to mitigate potential impacts to agricultural uses, prior to issuance of the 
work authorization permit, Granite shall revise/prepare a plan, that includes the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site (5.6 acres), for the preservation and salvage of 
topsoil resources suitable for sustaining economically viable agricultural uses, 
consistent with the performance standards set forth in Sections 3708 and 3711 of 
the State Mining and Geology Board Reclamation Regulations.   
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Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

POST PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 
The prior FEIR/EIS found that the proposed mining activities would restrict the 
possibility of utilizing the project site for future (post-project) development 
including recreational open space uses and recommended mitigation to reduce 
the impact to less than significant levels.    

The prior FEIR/EIS identified that the post-reclamation use of the project site would be 
restricted to agriculture, flood control, and/or open space, because the mining pits would 
be within the 100-year floodplain.  The project site would be primarily used for 
agricultural practices, with limited areas along the bottom of the pit used for stormwater 
retention ponds, wetlands and other natural habitats, including upland vegetation.  No 
park facilities would be provided, and access to open space areas along the realigned 
Morrison Creek channel would not occur.  

The proposed project includes a revision to the previous realigned Morrison Creek 
channel.  The proposed reclamation plan includes the construction of a new Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel that will be approximately 300 feet in width, at or near original 
grade (rather than at the bottom of the mining pit) and will include adjacent buffer lands 
for a total width of 650 feet (compared to the previously approved 600-foot wide pit floor 
riparian corridor).  The requested reclamation plan amendment improves on the 
previously approved reclamation plan and the new design better mirrors natural creek 
conditions and will not require the need of a pump system.   

A mitigation measure of the prior FEIR/EIS required that the project proponents 
dedicate to the County of Sacramento, a 600-foot wide open space easement that 
identified the limits of agricultural activity so as to guarantee sufficient area to allow for 
regeneration of the riparian corridor and allow for the subsequent establishment of a 
public trail system when deemed appropriate by the County.  This mitigation reduced 
the identified significant impact to less than significant.   

The County is no longer requesting an open space easement since the proposed 
project includes provision of a trail along the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel. This 
trail requirement was part of the permit received from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.  Southgate Recreation and Park District reviewed the proposed project and 
submitted a comment letter to the Vineyard I portion of the proposed project (comment 
letter dated October 19, 2011).  The Southgate Park District commented that the District 
has met with the project applicant and County staff regarding the open space and 
bicycle/pedestrian trail conditions.  Southgate Park District is coordinating with Teichert 
for the Aspen III South and Aspen IV South properties in order to provide a continuous 
bicycle/pedestrian trail though the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel.   

Southgate Park District submitted conditions of approval relating to the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, the bicycle/pedestrian trail, improvements to the trail and perpetual 
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funding for the trail.  The Southgate Park District states that the District will accept 
easements for the U.S. Army Corps authorized 14-foot wide trail crossing through the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and a 20-foot wide trail corridor easement along the 
entire northern property line and along the southern property line from Mayhew Road to 
the western most crossing, outside of the preserve, to allow for a 10-12 foot-wide paved 
trail.  The final trail surfaces, width and public access points to the trail will be mutually 
determined by the Applicant and Southgate Park District.  The Southgate Park District 
has not to date submitted final conditions of approval for the Teichert properties, Aspen 
III South and Aspen IV South.  However, final conditions of approval from Southgate 
Park District are likely to be similar to the conditions submitted for Vineyard I; therefore, 
the final conditions regarding the trail easements, location, surface material and access 
points do not result in any significant environmental impacts.  The final conditions of 
approval from Southgate Park District will be addressed in the Planning Department’s 
staff report.   

The prior FEIR/EIS had considered the lack of open space/recreational uses of the prior 
project a significant impact.  Mitigation creating open space dedicated to the County 
was included in the prior FEIR/EIS.  However as the post-reclamation use of the three 
mining sites now contains a recreational component (trail), this impact is no longer 
considered a significant impact.  It should be noted that the preserve areas of the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel are not intended to be 
accessible to the public.  Impacts regarding post-project development are now 
considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

LU-3 Prior to redirecting Morrison Creek to the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, the 
applicants shall provide copies to DERA and the Planning Division of executed 
trail easements dedicated to the Southgate Recreation and Park District.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

CONSISTENCY WITH THE MATHER AIRPORT COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE 

PLAN (CLUP) 
The proposed project is consistent with the Mather Airport Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan (CLUP).  A Bird Airstrike Hazard (BASH) Analysis has been completed 
and with inclusion of mitigation, the potential for bird airstrikes over the project 
site is low.   

The project site is partially located within the 60-65 and 65-70 CNEL noise contours, as 
shown on Plate LU-3.  The prior FEIR/EIS found that mining and quarry activities, 
including the proposed post-reclamation use of the site for agriculture, open space and 
potential trail use as being compatible within these noise contours.  The proposed 
project will not introduce activities incompatible with the Mather CLUP noise contours. 
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A very small portion of the Aspen IV South site is located within the Overflight Zone 
(refer to Plate LU-3) of Mather Airport.  

The Mather Airport CLUP defines mining and quarry activities as being compatible 
within the Overflight Zone subject to the following condition:  

(b) Uses compatible only if they do not result in a possibility that a water area 
may cause ground fog or result in a water hazard.   

Sacramento County Airport System (Airports) reviewed the proposed project and 
submitted comments (G. Rickelton, letter dated August 15, 2008).  Airports commented 
that the project site is located within 5 miles of Mather Airport and specific project 
components could potentially increase the exposure of aircraft operating at Mather 
Airport to bird strike hazards.  Airports recommended the following: (1) BASH (Bird 
Airstrike Hazard) Analysis should be conducted to address the wildlife attractions and 
potential of bird-wildlife aircraft strike hazards; and (2) Agriculture activities that include 
irrigation are considered to pose a greater hazardous wildlife threat to aircraft 
operations.  The Airport system recommended that only non-irrigated agricultural 
activities be accepted following reclamation.   

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that “the newly created wetland and open water habitat 
resulting from the proposed project could potentially attract additional birds in the project 
site.  However, because the wetlands would be distant from the Mather Field runway 
and would not be located in critical airspace, the potential for bird hazards to aircraft 
utilizing Mather Field is low” (page 5-124 of FEIR/EIS).  

The proposed project is substantially the same as the prior project.  The proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel places a riparian/wetland corridor at-grade, as 
opposed to the prior approved reclamation plan that placed the riparian/wetland corridor 
at the bottom of the mining pit.  The existing Morrison Creek channel on the Aspen IV 
South mining site would be preserved and a Raised Bank Channel would be 
constructed outside the floodplain.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will have 
essentially the same biological functions as the existing Morrison Creek corridor.  And 
the existing Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South would remain untouched; 
therefore, the BASH potential of the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel do not increase as a result of project implementation.  It is 
expected that the use of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel post-mining by birds or 
other mammals will be similar to pre-mining conditions.   

The prior project included a permanent retention basin (somewhere on Vineyard I, but 
the exact location unknown) with a capacity of 309 acre-feet (ac-ft) that would contain 
runoff from all of the proposed mining sites.  Approvals of the prior project allowed for 
runoff from the Aspen IV South mining property to be conveyed to this basin.   
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Plate LU-3: Mather CLUP 

 

Project Location 

Overflight zone 
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Under the proposed project, the permanent retention basin is located south of the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel on the Vineyard I mining site.  The 2011 Hydrology 
& Hydraulics Analysis (2011 H & H Analysis) prepared by Wood Rodgers (refer to 
Appendix B1) evaluated an alternative to the original 309 ac-ft basin.  The alternative in 
the 2011 H&H Analysis is to not convey runoff from Aspen IV South to the Vineyard I 
basin, but rather retain the runoff on the Aspen IV South property in a retention basin, 
with a volume of 30 ac-ft.  The retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site will retain 
the onsite isolated local runoff volume of 267 acre-feet (for a 100-year 10-day storm 
event) from solely the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The proposed 
combined 297 ac-ft retention basins will not increase in total overall surface area over 
the previously approved 309 acre-foot detention basin; therefore, this component of the 
project has not changed.   

The mean annual precipitation water balance conducted in the 2011 H&H Analysis finds 
that the two retention basins will be evacuated within 16 days for the Vineyard I basin 
and 8 days for the Aspen IV South basin.  Since the basins will not completely evacuate 
within 48 hours, and the project site is located within five miles of Mather Airport, there 
is a potential for bird airstrike hazards (BASH).  The retention basins are not 
substantially different than what was previously approved, and the function of the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will not be substantially different than the existing 
Morrison Creek corridor; therefore, the same determination that was made in the prior 
FEIR/EIS that bird air strike hazards are low remains applicable to the proposed project.  

However, due to comments received by Airport staff, the following is a brief analysis of 
bird strike hazards at the project site as a result of the stormwater retention basins.    

The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, Raised Bank Channel, and proposed 
retention basins, will be located approximately 2.5 to 3 miles southwest of the Airport 
Operations Area (AOA) of Mather Airport.  According to the Hazardous Wildlife 
Attractants on or Near Airports (Air Circular No: 150/5200-33B, August 28, 2007), “the 
FAA recommends a distance of 5 statute miles between the farthest edge of the 
airport’s AOA and the hazardous wildlife attractant if the attractant could cause 
hazardous wildlife movement into or across the approach or departure airspace”.  See 
Plate LU-4.   

Based on the FAA’s circular, the project’s retention basins could potentially attract 
wildlife hazardous to aircraft operations.  In addition to the obvious safety concerns 
involving the risk of aircraft accidents resulting from wildlife strikes, Mather Airport is an 
FAA grant assured airport.  Any airport that receives grant money from the FAA is 
required to comply with all guidance documents such as Cert Alerts and Advisory 
Circulars (ACs) in addition to adopted rules and regulations.  Airport staff considers the 
“project” to fall within the regulation of the FAA; therefore compliance with the AC No. 
150/5200-33B stated above will be required.  Accordingly, Airport staff has required the 
applicant to prepare a Wildlife Hazard Assessment (WHA) to analyze the Bird Air Strike 
Hazard (BASH) associated with the proposed project. 
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Plate LU-4:  10,000-foot and 5-mile Radius from Mather Airport Runway 
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The Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports (Air Circular No:  150/5200-33B, 
August 28, 2007) outlines requirements for new stormwater management facilities.  This 
report states that off-airport stormwater management systems located within 5 miles of 
the AOA should be designed and operated so as not to create above ground standing 
water.  Stormwater detention basins should be designed, engineered, constructed and 
maintained for a maximum 48-hour detention period after the design storm and should 
remain completely dry between storms.   

The proposed stormwater retention basins will store localized runoff.  The 2011 H & H 
Analysis states that the basins will be evacuated solely by infiltration into the soil and 
evaporation off the basin water surface.  During a 100-year 10-day storm event, Wood 
Rodgers determined that it would take 16 days for the retention basin on Vineyard I to 
evacuate and it would take 8 days for the retention basin on Aspen IV South to 
evacuate.  Pumping or draining water out of the stormwater retention basin in order to 
not hold water for more than 48 hours would not be feasible, as Morrison Creek will not 
be able to accept the water without having adverse effects downstream.  Without the 
proposed stormwater retention basins there would be localized flooding, which could 
take at least 30 days to percolate and/or drain off the sites.   

The FAA and United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) report titled Wildlife 
Strikes to Civil Aircraft in the United States 1990-2008 (September 2009), finds that 
wildlife strikes between 1990 and 2008 totaled 89,727.  The report finds that about 59 
percent of the bird strikes occurred when the aircraft was at a height of 100 feet or less 
above ground level; 72 percent occurred at 500 feet or less above ground level and 92 
percent occurred at or below 3,000 feet above ground level.  The majority of bird strikes 
(59 percent) are occurring at heights of 100 feet or less above ground level, and only 20 
percent of the bird strikes are occurring between 500 and 3,000 feet above ground 
level.  The report also finds that most bird strikes (51 percent) occurred between July 
and October and that 60 percent occurred during the landing (descent, approach or land 
roll) phase of flight and 37 percent occurred during takeoff and climb.   

Information regarding flight track patterns over the project site was obtained from the 
Aircraft Noise Information Office of the Sacramento County Airport System.  The data 
sets provided flight data for departures, arrivals, touch-and-go and overflights for the 
month of August 2009 (since most bird strikes occur between July and October).  A 
penetration gate was orientated over the project site, in the general location of the larger 
stormwater retention basin (on Vineyard I) and the recreated Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel.  The penetration gate was located on parcel APN:  063-0090-001, which is a 
part of the Vineyard I mining site.  The penetration gate spanned horizontally for 2 
nautical miles and was orientated to capture the majority of the flights that directly 
overfly the parcel (refer to Plate LU-5).   
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Plate LU-5:  Penetration Gate for Flight Path Data (from SCAS) 
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Based on the provided data, there were 1,253 departures from Mather Airport.  Of 
these, 188 flew within a one-nautical mile radius of the parcel and 143 penetrated the 
gate.  These flights typically passed over the site at altitudes between 1,000 and 3,000 
feet.  For arrival flights, of the 1,225 flights arriving at Mather during August 2009, 73 
penetrated the gate over the parcel and passed at altitudes between 500 and 2,500 
feet.  For touch-and-go flights, the penetration gate was re-orientated to capture the 
relative proximity of the flight tracks to the parcel center and there were 326 touch-and-
go flights, of which 45 penetrated the gate over the parcel.  These flights were at 
altitudes between 1,000 and 3,500 feet.    

The flights that are passing over the parcel (through the penetration gate) are between 
500 and 3,500 feet above ground level.  As previously stated, based on the FAA/USDA 
report Wildlife Strikes to Civil Aircraft in the United States 1990-2008 (September 2009), 
only 20 percent of bird strikes are occurring between 500 and 3,000 feet above ground 
level, compared to 59 percent occurring at 100 feet or less above ground level.  
Because the flights that are passing over the site are at higher altitudes where the 
percentage of bird airstrikes is low, the potential for bird airstrikes over the project site is 
therefore low.    

Current mining activities are likely preventing birds from utilizing portions of the site as 
habitat (e.g., nesting, breeding. roosting).  However, at completion of mining, it is 
recognized the site would provide potential bird habitat, similar to how the conditions 
were prior to mining (the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel will function similar to how the existing Morrison Creek channel functioned prior 
to mining activities).   

To facilitate the control of hazardous wildlife, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
recommends the use of steep-sided, rip-rap lined, narrow, linearly shaped water 
detention basins.  In addition, the FAA recommends that all vegetation in or around 
detention basins that provide food or cover for hazardous wildlife should be eliminated. 
These design modifications to the proposed retention basins are feasible measures to 
reduce the use of the retention basins by birds and has been included as mitigation, to 
the extent practicable.  With mitigation, the BASH risk remains low. 

The same conclusion was made for a similar project, titled Aspen IV Special Planning 
Area (SPA) (County Control No. 2006-0396), which is located within 0.8 and 1.5 miles 
of airport property.  A Wildlife Hazard Assessment (WHA) was conducted and prepared 
by D. Airola of Airola Environmental Consulting (dated August 2, 2007).  The Aspen IV 
SPA site is located closer to the airport than the proposed project site.  For the BASH 
analysis, data from Sacramento County Airports System was collected and it was found 
that most flights occurred at heights 500-2,000 feet above the Aspen IV SPA project 
site.  The analysis concluded that the overall BASH potential for the site under the 
proposed project would remain low.  The primary factor responsible for keeping BASH 
risk low is the high altitudes (500+ feet) at which aircraft crosses the site.  Therefore, 
with inclusion of mitigation, the conclusion that the potential for bird airstrikes over the 
project site is low is a reasonable conclusion.   
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Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Potentially Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

LU-4 The retention basins on Vineyard I and Aspen IV South shall include the following 
design criteria to the maximum extent practicable, while still adhering to the 
federal agency regulations:  

a. The basin shall incorporate steep side slopes (3:1 or greater) 

b. The basin shall be designed to remain clear of vegetation that may 
provide nesting, roosting or foraging opportunities for birds.  Only 
herbaceous vegetation necessary for erosion control purposes will be 
allowed.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
At the completion of mining activities on the three mining sites, portions of the pit floors 
are expected to be near original grade due to the “drying bed” method (Teichert 
Aggregates) on Aspen III South and Aspen IV South and the use of overburden as fill 
on the Vineyard I mining site to bring portions of the pit floor to within five feet of original 
grade.  At the completion of mining, the site will be returned to agricultural production 
and the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel will be a riparian 
corridor with a trail easement.    

In the 2010 Bikeway Master Plan, there are Class II bike lanes proposed for Elder 
Creek Road and Fruitridge Road, located south and north of the project site.  In the draft 
2025 Sacramento County Bikeway System, Class II bike lanes are proposed for Hedge 
Avenue and Mayhew Road.  A trail system along the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel would eventually connect to a larger system of trails in the vicinity of the project 
site.  This is beneficial for future recreational uses of the site and is a positive outcome 
of the proposed project.   

Since the project site will return to agricultural uses (the land use prior to mining 
activities) and there will be beneficial recreational opportunities in the future, there are 
no adverse significant impacts in the cumulative condition.  The cumulative land use 
impacts of the proposed project are considered less than significant.     
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13 NOISE 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the existing noise environment at the project site and analyzes 
the noise generating potential of the project and its potential impacts to surrounding 
land uses.  Where appropriate, mitigation is included to reduce or eliminate noise 
impacts.   

The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flows.  On the Aspen IV South 
property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised bank 
flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed outside the 
effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the 
preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The location 
of a retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site has been determined for the proposed 
project, as well an option for a retention basin on the Aspen IV South mining site.   

SETTING 

The project site is generally located south of Fruitridge Road, west of Bradshaw Road, 
east of Hedge Avenue, and north of Elder Creek Road.  Mayhew Road is between 
Vineyard I and Aspen IV South mining sites.  Jackson Highway is located approximately 
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1 mile north of the Vineyard I expansion site and Bradshaw Road is located 
approximately 4,165 feet (0.7 mile) east of the Vineyard I expansion site.  

The project mining sites are actively mined and there are barriers (consistent with the 
previous project’s mitigation measures for noise and aesthetics) in place around the 
perimeter of the mining properties to shield mining operation noise from sensitive 
receptors.   

When Mather Air Force Base was in operation, the average ambient noise levels within 
the project as a result of aircraft overflights historically ranged from 70-80+ CNEL (daily 
average), with single event noise levels when aircraft flew over the project site much 
higher than this average.  Since the closure of the Air Force Base and conversion of the 
airport to civilian uses, noise levels have substantially reduced.   

Another source of noise in the project area is from nearby roadways, such as Jackson 
Highway and Bradshaw Road.   

REGULATORY SETTING 

COUNTY GENERAL PLAN NOISE ELEMENT 
The Noise Element of the Sacramento General Plan establishes noise exposure criteria 
to aid in determining land use compatibility.  The goal of the Noise Element is to:   

“…protect the citizens of the county from exposure to excessive noise.”   Further, 
the Noise Element must protect the economy of the county by preventing 
encroachment of noise sensitive land uses upon noise producing developments. 
 Both of these tasks are accomplished through policies that limit the noise levels 
received in residential or other noise sensitive areas, and describe a process for 
regulating noise.”    

The policies in the Noise Element of the General Plan define the limits of noise 
exposure for sensitive land uses.  The policies of the Noise Element are organized 
based on:  traffic and railroad noise sources, aircraft noise sources, non-transportation 
noise sources, construction noise, noise from transportation projects, and general noise 
policies.     

The following policy for non-transportation noise sources from the Noise Element of the 
General Plan applies to the project:  

NO-6 Where a project would consist of or include non-transportation noise 
sources, the noise generation of those sources shall be mitigated so as 
not exceed the interior and exterior noise level standards of Table 2 at 
existing noise-sensitive areas in the project vicinity. 
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Table 2 

Non-Transportation Noise Standards 
Sacramento County Noise Element 
Median (L50) / Maximum (Lmax)1  

 

 

Outdoor Area2 Interior3   

Receiving Land Use 

 

Daytime Nighttime Day & Night Notes 
 
All Residential 

 
55 / 75 50 / 70 35 / 55   

 
Transient Lodging 

 
55 / 75 --- 35 / 55 4 

 
Hospitals & Nursing Homes 

 
55 / 75 --- 35 / 55 5, 6 

 
Theaters & Auditoriums 

 
--- --- 30 / 50 6 

 
Churches, Meeting Halls, 
Schools, Libraries, etc. 

 
55 / 75 --- 35 / 60  6 

 
Office Buildings 

 
60 / 75 --- 45 / 65 6 

 
Commercial Buildings 

 
--- --- 45 / 65 6 

 
Playgrounds, Parks, etc. 

 
65 / 75 --- --- 6 

 
Industry 

 
60 / 80 --- 50 / 70 6 

Notes: 
1. The Table 2 standards shall be reduced by 5 dB for sounds consisting primarily of speech or music, and for 

recurring impulsive sounds.  If the existing ambient noise level exceeds the standards of Table 2, then the 
noise level standards shall be increased at 5 dB increments to encompass the ambient. 

2. Sensitive areas are defined in the acoustic terminology section. 

3. Interior noise level standards are applied within noise-sensitive areas of the various land uses, with windows 
and doors in the closed positions. 

4. Outdoor activity areas of transient lodging facilities are not commonly used during nighttime hours. 

5. Hospitals are often noise-generating uses. The exterior noise level standards for hospitals are applicable only 
at clearly identified areas designated for outdoor relaxation by either hospital staff or patients. 

6. The outdoor activity areas of these uses (if any), are not typically utilized during nighttime hours. 

7. Where median (L50) noise level data is not available for a particular noise source, average (Leq) values may 
be substituted for the standards of this table provided the noise source in question operates for at least 30 
minutes of an hour.  If the source in question operates less than 30 minutes per hour, then the maximum 
noise level standards shown would apply.  
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SACRAMENTO COUNTY ZONING CODE  
Section 235-52 of the Sacramento County Zoning Code outlines standards for 
aggregate mining operations (including sand and gravel mines, hard rock quarries and 
dredger tailing mining operations).  Section 235-52(f) pertains to noise standards and 
states the following:  

Noise Standards.  Unless otherwise provided by the Sacramento County Code 
the sound level created by the mining use at the boundary line of the authorized 
mining area shall not exceed 70 dBA except along a boundary contiguous to 
another area authorized to mine for sand or aggregates.  A violation of the noise 
standard will occur if the noise level at the property line exceeds:  

(1) The noise limit for a cumulative period of more than thirty (30) minutes in 
any hour, or;  

(2) The noise limit plus 5 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 1 minute 
in any hour, or the noise limit plus 20 dBA for any period of time.  

MATHER AIRPORT COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN AND MATHER AIRPORT 

POLICY AREA 
The project site is located approximately 2 miles southwest of the southwest end of 
Mather Airport’s runway, a primary source of noise in the project area.   

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to noise, a 
project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will:  

 Exposes persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the Sacramento County General Plan and Zoning Code,  

 Exposes persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels,  

 Results in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project 
vicinity above levels existing without the Project, or 

 Results in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in 
the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the aggregate processing plant would increase noise 
levels at the project site boundary line and found that this would be considered a 
significant impact.  Mitigation was proposed for this impact; however the mitigation 
measure did not apply to the Proposed Project Without the Vineyard I Processing Plant 
Alternative.  The prior project did not construct the processing plant on the Vineyard I 
site; therefore, this impact no longer exists and the mitigation measure is no longer 
applicable to the proposed project.   

NOISE LEVELS IN EXCESS OF THE NOISE STANDARDS OF THE ZONING CODE 

AND NOISE ELEMENT  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that noise levels in excess of 75 dBA may occur at 
nearby residences and other sensitive off-site receivers due to scrapers and 
other mobile mining equipment, and that the noise standard could be exceeded 
when mining equipment is operating close to the mining site boundary.  This was 
considered a significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with 
mitigation measures.  The proposed project includes two properties for mining, 
which are located within the previously approved mining site and are not located 
adjacent to sensitive receptors.    

The prior FEIR/EIS identified a mitigation measure that required noise barriers along the 
residential/project property lines, that would reduce significant noise impacts to less 
than significant.  The barriers are in place for the Vineyard I mining site; therefore the 
inclusion of 5.6 acres for mining on the Vineyard I site would not cause noise levels in 
excess of standards for sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the project site.  The 
Reclamation Plan amendment portion of the proposed project will not generate noise in 
excess of the standard.  The prior mitigation measure is no longer applicable to the 
proposed project, since it has been completed through the prior project.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required – Prior Mitigation has been completed through the 
prior project. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATION OF THE ZONING CODE NOISE STANDARD DUE TO THE 

CONVEYOR SYSTEM  
The prior FEIR/EIS found that the noise impact from the conveyor system would 
be a less than significant impact.  The proposed project would utilize the existing 
conveyor system.  

The prior FEIR/EIS stated that the conveyor system was proposed to be located at least 
250 feet from the nearest residential property line and over 500 feet from the nearest 
residence.  Worst case conveyor system noise level at the nearest residential property 
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line was determined to be 57 dB, and at the nearest residence the noise level was 
determined to be 51 dB.  It was concluded that the temporal nature of this aspect of the 
project’s operation, coupled with the comparatively low amounts of anticipated noise, 
makes this a less than significant impact.   

The proposed project does not change this conclusion, as there are no changes to the 
uses or location of the conveyor system.  Impacts remain less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required 

HEAVY TRUCK TRAFFIC AND OPERATION OF PROCESSING PLANT MAY 

CONSTITUTE A NOISE SOURCE  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project’s increased truck traffic along area 
roadways is not expected to result in significant noise impacts.  The proposed 
project does not involve heavy trucks on roadways (all trucks will remain onsite) 
and there is not a processing plant associated with the mining project.   

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that there would be approximately 28,600 truckloads 
associated with overburden removal and operation of the processing plant would 
produce an average rate of 600 trips per day and a peak rate of 800 trips per day, 
generally occurring from 6:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.  The short term increase in noise levels 
on Jackson Highway is estimated to be less than 2 dB during the peak hour.  Typically, 
a 3-5 dB change in Ldn is needed before the change in noise level becomes noticeable. 
In addition, the General Plan Noise Element indicates that residential uses in 
agricultural areas such as the project vicinity are considered compatible with noise 
levels of up to 65 dB Ldn.   

The processing plant was never built as part of the prior project; there is no longer a 
potential for noise impacts as a result of the processing plant.  

The proposed project includes a reclamation plan amendment and inclusion of 5.6 
acres to the previously approved Vineyard I mining site.  The reclamation plan 
amendment does not result in the potential for heavy truck traffic or operational noise 
impacts.    

Since the additional 5.6 acres for mining will not require any truck trips on local 
roadways (all mined material will be sent to an offsite processing plant via the conveyor 
system) there is no potential for noise impacts associated with heavy truck traffic; 
impacts remain less than significant.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The proposed project will not contribute to any significant noise impact.  The project, in 
combination with other projects in the area will not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the noise environment.  In addition, in the post reclamation condition of 
the project site, the project will not contribute to noise in excess of standards.  
Accordingly, the proposed project will not result in a cumulative noise impact; 
cumulative impacts are considered less than significant.   
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14 PUBLIC SAFETY 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses the public safety impacts associated with the project.  The 
primary public safety issues for the project include slope stability and hazards posed by 
mining operations should a member of the public inadvertently enter the project site 
during mining operations.  Slope stability is further discussed in the Geology and Slope 
Stability Chapter of this SEIR.   

The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above. 

SETTING 

The project site consists of three active mining sites, Vineyard I, Aspen III South and 
Aspen IV South.  These three mining sites were previously approved for mining in 1999. 
The Vineyard I mining expansion site is located within the Vineyard I mining site and is 
surrounded by active mining.  The existing Morrison Creek channel has not been mined 
to date.    
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The revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been constructed in phases on the 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites and consists of a meandering channel and 
is vegetated with native grasses and trees.   

The prior FEIR/EIS identified that public safety would be an issue if there were no 
fencing to keep the public out of the mining sites.  The prior FEIR/EIS reiterated the 
Zoning Code regulation regarding fences and warning signs.   

Mitigation for the project required that there be perimeter fencing in place at the project 
site until a post-reclamation /future use of the project site occurred.   

REGULATORY CONTEXT 

The Sacramento County Zoning Code and the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 
(SMARA) contain regulations pertaining to surface mining.  Many of these regulations 
focus on the safe operation of the mine.  For example Sections 235-54 of the Zoning 
Code addresses fences and requires that they be at least six feet in height, meet the 
ground within four inches and be kept in good repair with gates installed to fence height 
at all entrances.  Other requirements are for a reclamation plan and financial bonding 
mechanism to ensure the future reclamation of the site back to a safe and stable 
landform.   

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of CEQA provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts.  Appendix G does not contain specific public safety standards; 
however, impacts to public safety would be similar to those impacts found for 
geology/slope stability, hazardous materials and hydrology (drainage and flooding).  
These impacts are analyzed in the respective chapters of this environmental document. 
In addition, there are many local, State and federal safety regulations pertaining to mine 
safety that must be in place for mining operations.  Therefore, for this chapter, a 
significant impact to public safety would result if the proposed project did not protect the 
public from inadvertent entry into the active mining sites.    

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS DURING MINING OPERATIONS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining operations at the project site had the 
potential to create hazardous conditions.  This was found to be a significant 
impact that could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.   
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The prior FEIR/EIS stated that due to the use of heavy equipment such as bulldozers, 
scrapers, and front-end loaders, and the creation of a 25± foot deep, steep-sided pit, 
inadvertent public entry to the mining site could create a public safety hazard.  The 
inclusion of mitigation that requires retention of perimeter fencing until post-reclamation 
development or future use of the site occurs, was found to reduce this impact to public 
safety to less than significant.   

The project was required to install fences and warning/trespass signs that comply with 
Section 235-54 and 235-55 of the Zoning Code.  The Smith-Cook properties are located 
within the boundaries of the existing Vineyard I mining site.  Appropriate fencing and 
warning signs are already in place that prevents the inadvertent entry of the public into 
the mining areas.  

If the Vineyard I expansion site is approved for inclusion to the Vineyard I site for 
mining, the project would be required to comply with all local, State and federal 
regulations pertaining to mine safety.  Since this is an area of alluvial and not hard rock 
deposits, no blasting or storage of explosives is expected.  The Geology and Slope 
Stability chapter provides analysis of the slope stability of the active and reclaimed pit 
walls and stability of the embankment of the revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
and Raised Bank Channel.  Mitigation would ensure that stable slopes are achieved; 
therefore, no public safety impacts are expected from slope instability.  Compliance with 
existing local, State and federal regulations will ensure that no significant public safety 
impacts are generated by the proposed project.   

The proposed project does not change the prior conclusion that this impact is 
significant.  The prior mitigation remains applicable to the proposed project and has 
been included below.  This mitigation was found to reduce impacts to less than 
significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

PS-1 All perimeter fencing shall be retained until post-reclamation development/ 
future use of the project site occurs.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS POST-RECLAMATION 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded under the Part B Alternative, a different ultimate 
land use potential could be considered, including park areas.  Public facilities 
within the mining pits after the completion of mining would require more stringent 
construction standards to protect public health, safety, or general welfare.  This 
was found to be a less than significant impact.   
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The proposed project consists of a revised reclamation plan that creates an open space 
recreation area opportunity (trail) within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel.  As proposed, there will be public access and use of the trail 
after mining operations cease.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is constructed 
at grade; however, just south of the corridor is an open mine pit.  At the bottom of this 
pit, it has been proposed that there would be an ephemeral drainage with a riparian 
vegetation community.  As discussed in the Land Use chapter, Southgate Recreation 
and Park District requests that a trail easement be dedicated to Southgate for public 
recreational uses.  Slopes of the Morrison Creek Realignment Channel, Raised Bank 
Channel and mining pits will not have slopes steeper than 2:1 (horizontal:vertical).  
Slope stability has been analyzed in the Geology and Slope Stability Chapter of this 
EIR.  Furthermore, the Post-Reclamation use of the site would be limited to public 
recreational uses along the trail and agricultural activities.  There are no hazardous 
conditions post-reclamation.  Impacts are considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The proposed project in combination with other mining projects in the area does not 
result in a significant public safety impact due to the controls in place to assure that the 
general public is protected from inadvertent entry into active mining sites.  Additionally, 
the requirement that all mines have a reclamation plan and financial bond assures a 
stable safe landform after the conclusion of mining.  Cumulative public safety impacts 
are considered less than significant.  
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15 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the visual characteristics of the project site and vicinity and 
analyzes the impact of the project on visual resources.  Visual resource impacts include 
changes to the visual character of the area, the degree of screening by vegetation, and 
introduction of new sources of light or glare.  Mitigation, where appropriate, is included 
to reduce or eliminate visual resources impacts.   

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen 
IV South. The previously approved reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-
foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit, in 
generally the same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel around the perimeter of the three mining sites.   The proposed project revises 
the previously approved reclamation plan by eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed Project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  These two sites are located between Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South mining sites.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site consists of the previously approved mining sites known as Vineyard I, 
Aspen III South and Aspen IV South.  These three mining sites are bordered by 
Jackson Highway and Fruitridge Road to the north, Bradshaw Road to the east, Elder 
Creek Road to the south, and Hedge Avenue to the west.  The mining sites are inset 
within a rural setting.    
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The prior FEIR/EIS provided the following discussion of aesthetic and visual resources 
in the project vicinity. 

Landscape characteristics of the project area consist of gently sloping rangeland 
in a rural setting.  Single family residences, a religious temple, and commercial 
properties, including a former health club (now a church and school), are located 
on properties adjacent to the project site, and would be subjected to views of the 
mining operations, and eventually the reclaimed pit areas, unless screening 
occurs.   Travelers along Jackson Highway, Bradshaw Road, Eider Creek Road, 
Hedge Avenue, and Fruitridge Road would also have a view of the operations.  
Less sensitive receptors, including adjacent surface mining operations and 
industrial uses also surround the property. 

The following policies in the Conservation Element of the Sacramento County 
General Plan provide for orderly extraction of minerals and subsequent 
reclamation of mined areas with minimal adverse impacts on surrounding 
residential uses and scenic values: 

CO-44. Surface mining shall maintain substantial minimum set backs from 
adjoining rural residential land uses. 

CO-45. Surface mining shall not be allowed without adequate plans for 
reclamation of mined areas. 

These policies are largely implemented through existing Zoning Code provisions 
and CEQA.  The Zoning Code outlines standards for sand and gravel mines that 
provide minimal buffering for adjacent properties.  Unless otherwise provided by 
condition of the use permit, the Zoning Code requires standard chain link fencing 
(Section 235-54), a 25-foot minimum setback from unmined land adjacent to 
public roadways, and a 25-foot setback (Section 235-59) along all other property 
lines around the mining site (the first five feet to consist of unmined land and the 
remainder to be reclaimed to original grade within one year of mining).  The 
Board of Supervisors is also allowed to require, as a condition of the use permit, 
visual screening through the use of berms, screen fences, landscaping, 
setbacks, or combinations thereof (Section 235-56). 

The prior FEIR/EIS described the following possible reactions by the observer: 

The aesthetic value assigned to changed landforms resulting from mining 
activities is very subjective.  To some viewers from the perimeter rim roads, the 
reclaimed pits would be seen as an interesting mosaic of cropland, uplands, 
wetlands, ponds, and riparian canopy.  The visual contrast of water with irregular 
shoreline, undulating topography, and corresponding variable patterns of natural 
and agricultural vegetation would create an aesthetically pleasing viewshed from 
all sides of the pit perimeter. Inclusion of forest canopy throughout the basin 
would screen and soften the artificially steep sides of the pit.  To others, 
especially those few properties that would remain within the noncontiguous site 
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area, the changed landforms resulting from the proposed projects mining 
activities, pits, and bypass channel may be visually objectionable. 

The mining sites are fenced from the public and visual screening is provided either by 
these screen fences or through vegetation.   

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to aesthetics 
and visual resources, a project will normally have a significant effect on the environment 
if it will:   

 Have a substantial affect on a scenic vista;  

 Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway;  

 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings; or  

 Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which could adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area.  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

DEGRADATION OF THE VISUAL CHARACTER OR QUALITY OF THE SITE AND 

ITS SURROUNDINGS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that unless visual screening is adequate there 
would be a significant impact associated with the views of the mining operations. 
The inclusion of the Vineyard I mining expansion site to the Vineyard I mining site 
does not change this impact. The mitigation from the prior project is in place.   

The prior FEIR/EIS noted that the value assigned to changed landforms resulting from 
mining activities is very subjective.  It was noted that the mining project could create an 
aesthetically pleasing viewshed from all sides of the pit perimeter due to visual contrasts 
and undulating topography.  On the other hand, it was recognized that the mining 
activities, pits, and bypass channel may be visually objectionable.   

The proposed Project revises the previously approved Reclamation Plan, which 
eliminates the bypass channel and creates a new Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties, which will be constructed at-
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grade, with a meandering low flow channel, creating a more natural creek corridor 
compared to its previously approved location at the bottom of the mined pit area.  The 
creek will meander similar to how a natural creek would.  In addition, the new Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will be planted to recreate a riparian and oak woodland 
habitat.  There will be trail crossings over the main preserve and maintenance will occur 
in perpetuity.  The proposed project will increase the habitat value of the Morrison Creek 
corridor which could be seen by most people as aesthetically positive.  In addition, on 
the Aspen IV South site, the existing Morrison Creek will be preserved and a Raised 
Bank Channel will be constructed outside of the floodway.  The Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel will connect with the existing Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV 
South.  As Teichert Aggregates will not be mining through the existing Morrison Creek 
channel on the Aspen IV South, there are no adverse aesthetic impacts to this portion of 
the Morrison Creek channel.   

Mining activities on the Vineyard I mining expansion site do not substantially change the 
prior FEIR/EIS conclusion.  There are no homes or roadways adjacent to these two 
properties that could be affected by the additional mining.   

Mitigation was included in the prior document that required the proponents to screen 
mining operations from public roadways, private property and other sensitive receptors 
by providing a combination of visual screens.  These screens were to include 25-foot 
minimum buffers, chain link fencing, berming and landscaping with fast-growing, closely 
spaced shrubs.  In addition, landscaping was to be initiated at least one year prior to 
commencement of mining operations to allow plant establishment and sufficient 
screening growth.  The landscaping plan for Vineyard I (where the additional mining 
activities are to take place) was signed off as complete and acceptable in January 2001. 
  

The two small parcels proposed for inclusion into the Vineyard I mining site will be 
screened from the public view by the existing visual screenings installed by the 
proponents; impacts are considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Required – Prior Measures have been completed 

CREATE A NEW SOURCE OF SUBSTANTIAL LIGHT OR GLARE AFFECTING 

NIGHTTIME VIEWS IN THE AREA 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the nighttime landscape in the vicinity of the 
project would be changed.  Urban type lighting will exist on the project site which 
has not existed in the past and will be visible to existing residents and travelers 
passing by.  This was found to be a significant impact.  Mitigation reduced the 
impact to less than significant.  The proposed project does not substantially 
change this conclusion and impacts can be mitigated to less than significant. 
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The prior FEIR/EIS stated that most of the lighting would be located in the vicinity of the 
proposed processing plant.  The light within the mining area would vary in setback and 
height relative to adjacent uses, depending upon which area of the site is actively being 
mined at any particular time and the depth to which the mining of that particular area 
has proceeded.  The processing plant was not constructed as part of the prior project.  
The lighting associated with the mining is the only nighttime lighting impact associated 
with the project.   

The reclamation amendment of the proposed project will not require any lighting and the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site will be located on the existing Vineyard I mining site, 
which is currently being mined.  There are lights currently associated with the mining 
activities; therefore, there are no new impacts associated with the inclusion of the 5.6 
acres for mining.  

Mitigation measures included below were proposed in the prior FEIR/EIS and remain 
applicable to the proposed project.  With mitigation, impacts will be considered less than 
significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

With minor changes, the mitigation measure from the FEIR/EIS below is applicable to 
the proposed Project.   

AV-1 Any lighting shall be arranged and controlled so as not to illuminate public rights-
of-way or adjacent properties.  In order to reduce direct and reflected light 
pollution, lighting at the project site shall be equipped with shields that 
concentrate the illumination downward such that no direct light is cast off the site. 
Energy efficient lights shall be used, similar to the types used as residential 
outdoor security lights.  The candle power of the illumination at ground level shall 
not exceed what is required by any safety or security regulations of any 
government agency with regulatory oversight of the mining operation.   

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The project, in combination with other projects in the vicinity of the project site, would 
not create an adverse aesthetic impact.  At the completion of mining, the three mining 
sites (Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South) would return to agricultural 
production, which is the approved Post-Reclamation use of the site.   

At the completion of mining, the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel on Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South would be completed and planted with riparian and oak vegetation.  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel would connect to the preserved Morrison Creek and 
proposed Raised Bank Channel on Aspen IV South.  Vegetation and oak tree mitigation 
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plantings would be within this Raised Bank Channel.  The proposed Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel would have a higher aesthetic value 
compared to the No Project condition since the new channel will mirror a natural creek 
more than the previously approved bypass channel and pit bottom riparian corridor/low-
flow channel.  In addition, a pedestrian trail is proposed within the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel, which ultimately is planned to connect a 
larger network on recreational trails in the area.  This also increases the aesthetic value 
of the proposed project.   
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16 PUBLIC SERVICES 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses the public services available at the project site and identifies any 
impact associated with the provision of public services.   

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow 
channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on the 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project also includes a request for Granite to incorporate two small 
properties, totaling 5.6 acres, to their Vineyard I site for mining activities.  The Vineyard I 
mining expansion site is located within the Vineyard I mining site and is surrounded by 
mining activities.  

SETTING 

The project site is located within the Sacramento County Urban Services Boundary 
(USB) and is within the active service area of a variety of public utility and service 
districts.  Service providers were provided an opportunity to review and comment on the 
proposed project through the NOP process and through application distribution by the 
Planning Department.  The following agencies commented on the proposed project and 
have been addressed below:  

 Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District (letter dated July 8, 2008) 

 Southgate Recreation and Park District (letter dated October 19, 2011) 

 Sacramento Area Sewer District (letter dated July 7, 2008) 
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 Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (letter dated June 20, 
2008) 

 Environmental Management Department (letter dated January 3, 2008) 

FIRE PROTECTION 
The project site is serviced by the Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District.  Staff (M. 
Keehn) submitted comments and recommended conditions of approval for the Vineyard 
I portion of the proposed project.  These requested appropriate Fire District access to all 
unimproved and recreational areas, firebreaks and fencing for wetland, open space and 
unimproved and recreational areas as wells as a recommendation that fencing be 
constructed on non-combustible materials.  All conditions of approval will be included 
within the staff report prepared by the Planning Department.     

PARKS AND RECREATION 
Staff of the Southgate Recreation and Park District (M. Casey) reviewed the proposed 
Project and submitted comments and conditions of approval (letter dated October 19, 
2011) for the Vineyard I portion of the project.   The Southgate Park District commented 
that the District has met with the project applicant and County staff regarding the open 
space and bicycle/pedestrian trail conditions.  Southgate Park District is coordinating 
with Teichert for the Aspen III South and Aspen IV South properties in order to provide a 
continuous bicycle/pedestrian trail though the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel.   

Southgate Park District submitted conditions of approval relating to the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, the bicycle/pedestrian trail, improvements to the trail and perpetual 
funding for the trail.  The Southgate Park District states that the District will accept 
easements for the U.S. Army Corps authorized 14-foot wide trail crossing through the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and a 20-foot wide trail corridor easement along the 
entire northern property line and along the southern property line from Mayhew Road to 
the western most crossing, outside of the preserve, to allow for a 10-12 foot-wide paved 
trail.  The final trail surfaces, width and public access points to the trail will be mutually 
determined by the Applicant and Southgate Park District.  The Southgate Park District 
has not to date submitted final conditions of approval for the Teichert properties, Aspen 
III South and Aspen IV South.  However, final conditions of approval from Southgate 
Park District is likely to be similar to the conditions submitted for Vineyard I; therefore, 
the final conditions regarding the trail easements, location, surface material and access 
points do not result in any significant environmental impacts.  The final conditions of 
approval from Southgate Park District will be addressed in the Planning Department’s 
staff report.   

The Land Use chapter includes mitigation that requires that the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel be dedicated to a third party entity and that funding be provided for 
the maintenance and monitoring in perpetuity.   
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SOLID WASTE SERVICE 
Public sewer service within Sacramento County is provided by the Sacramento 
Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) and the Sacramento Area Sewer District 
(SASD), formally County Sanitation District No. 1 (CSD-1).  The project site lies within 
the existing boundaries of both service districts.  Each of the districts provides a distinct 
service. 

SASD operates, maintains and constructs sewage trunks and collection lines that carry 
between 1 and 10 million gallons per day.  SASD provides collection and transport of 
sanitary sewage and industrial wastes from its facilities to the major transmission, 
treatment, and disposal facilities operated by SRCSD. 

The SRCSD provides sewage transport via interceptor lines with capacities exceeding 
10 million gallons per day.  Sewage collected locally by the SASD (along with other 
public agencies) is transported by SRCSD via one of four interceptor sewers to the 
Regional Treatment Plant near the town of Freeport.  The Regional Plant provides 
secondary sewage treatment through a pure oxygen activated sludge process and then 
discharges treated effluent into the Sacramento River downstream from domestic water 
supply intake facilities. 

Both agencies, SASD and SRCSD, reviewed the proposed Vineyard I expansion of the 
proposed project and submitted comments and conditions which are included in the 
Impacts and Analysis section below.   

ENERGY SERVICE 
Existing electrical service is provided from the Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
(SMUD).  No comment letter has been received to date from SMUD.    

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The criteria used to evaluate the significance of public services and utility impacts 
resulting from the proposed project were developed based on CEQA Guidelines and on 
professional standards.  Impacts of the proposed project on public service and utilities 
were considered significant if implementation of the project would:  

 Result in inadequate wastewater treatment and disposal facilities for full 
buildout of the project;  

 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of electric or natural gas service;  
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 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of emergency services such as to substantially increase emergency response 
times;  

 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of park and recreation services 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

IMPACTS TO SRCSD AND SASD (FORMALLY CSD-1) SEWAGE LINES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed mining operations would 
eliminate possible routes for gravity sewers being considered by SRCSD and 
CSD-1, which was considered a significant impact that could be reduced to less 
than significant with mitigation.  

The prior FEIR/EIS noted that SRCSD and CSD-1 completed a Sewerage Expansion 
Study and a 1994 Update Expansion Study, in part to investigate the most feasible trunk 
and interceptor alignment to serve areas within the USB.  The 1994 Update provided for 
an interceptor alignment through the project site.  This was identified as the Bradshaw 
Interceptor alignment, which was proposed adjacent to Bradshaw Road.  The Bradshaw 
Interceptor was proposed to be constructed through the area by 2005.  It was noted in 
the prior FEIR/EIS that the mining operations would most likely not be started prior to 
the construction of the planned sewer lines.  Therefore, it was concluded that 
excavation activities associated with mining would have the potential to effect and/or 
eliminate possible routes for gravity sewers being considered by SRCSD and CSD-1.   

The Bradshaw Interceptor has been installed and completed in the project area.  The 
proposed project would not have an impact to this sewer facility.   

In 2002, CSD-1 prepared a Master Plan (approved in 2004), and in 2006 CSD-1 
conducted a Master Plan Update to the 2002 Master Plan.  The Master Plan Update 
sought to establish the future capital needs of the CSD-1 trunk sewer system, 
addressing capacity relief projects for the existing system, as well as expansion projects 
to serve newly developed areas.  Based on the 2006 Master Plan Update, a trunk 
expansion is proposed at the intersection of Elder Creek Road and South Watt Avenue, 
where it travels east along Elder Creek Road and appears to travel north up Mayhew 
Road.  This trunk expansion is proposed for the years 2011 to 2020.   

Elder Creek is the southern limit of the project site.  The CSD-1 Master Plan and Master 
Plan Update have identified future trunk and interceptor locations.  Based on the Master 
Plan Update, the proposed project will not adversely impact any planned sewer 
facilities.   
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SRCSD Staff (R. Armstrong) reviewed the proposed project and commented (letter 
dated June 20, 2008) that the SRCSD Northwest Interceptor, Section 1, which is an 84-
inch line located on the north side of Fruitridge Road, is located within the proposed 
project boundaries.  SRCSD further commented that improvements associated with the 
proposed project do not appear to conflict with this facility.   

Staff (S. Khan) of SASD commented (letter dated July 7, 2008) that the subject property 
is outside the boundaries of SASD and would be subject to the Environmental 
Management Department (EMD) approval for on-site waste disposal facilities.  The 
proposed project would not require an on-site waste disposal facility.  

As there are no new sewer facilities planned through the project site and new facilities 
are located along existing roadways, mining and excavation of the project sites will not 
affect planned sewer facilities.  This impact is now considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Required 

IMPACTS TO EXISTING SEPTIC SYSTEMS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that seepage from septic systems could cause 
adverse impacts when excavation occurs near a septic system site, especially in 
areas with gravelly soils.  This was found to be a significant impact that could be 
reduced to less than significant.  In addition, the prior FEIR/EIS determined that 
proposed mining operations would require the removal of onsite septic systems, 
which was found to be a less than significant impact.  

The prior FEIR/EIS identified the locations of known septic systems on the project site.  
It was concluded that excavation near an existing septic system site could have adverse 
impacts (especially where excavation occurs in areas of gravelly soils) and this was 
considered a significant impact.  However, compliance with the Zoning Code regarding 
mining setbacks for sewerage systems was found to reduce this impact to less than 
significant.   

Mining setbacks for sewerage systems are provided in the Sacramento County Zoning 
Code, Section 235-52(e)(5) [old Zoning Code Section 235-59(d), as stated in the prior 
FEIR/EIS], which states:  

In the event there are individual sewage disposal systems near or within the 
mining site, the mining setbacks shall conform to the provisions of the 
Sacramento County Code, Chapter 6.32 and shall be subject to the approval of 
the Sacramento County Environmental Management Department and the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Approval of these agencies must be 
obtained on the minimum mining setbacks before a Work Authorization Permit 
can be obtained, per Section 235-45(a)(2).  If setbacks of the mining use permit 
are established which exceed the setbacks prescribed in this Section, the Board 
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shall specify in writing reasons for requiring the additional setback and the 
setbacks shall become conditions of the use permit.    

The applicant for Vineyard I mining site has submitted an exhibit that shows the location 
of dust control wells, landscape irrigation wells and the approximate location of other 
wells/septic.  The proposed Vineyard I expansion site contain a dust control well and a 
well/septic.  There are no septic systems located near the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel.   

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the mining operations would require the removal of 
onsite septic systems in compliance with Sacramento County EMD and Building 
Department guidelines.  This was found to be a less than significant impact.  Conditions 
from the prior FEIR/EIS required that the proponents submit a site plan for review to the 
Sacramento County EMD showing the exact locations of existing wells and septic 
systems within 300 feet of the project site.  Wells proposed to be used during mining 
operations, wells and/or septic systems proposed for abandonment and any proposed 
well(s) must be indicated on the plans.  Furthermore, the project proponents were 
required to abandon any existing septic systems according to EMD procedures and 
standards.   

Compliance with the Sacramento County Code and Zoning Code will ensure that mining 
and excavation activities would not have an adverse impact to septic systems.  Impacts 
on septic systems as a result the Vineyard I expansion mining site are considered less 
than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

USE OF ONSITE WATER 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining activities would require water to be 
used for dust control and landscaping.  The rate of use would depend upon dust 
control and plant needs.  Aggregate processing incorporates both well water from 
new wells constructed within the project site and recycled settling pond water.  
This was found to be a less than significant impact.   

The prior FEIR/EIS included a condition that required the proponents to submit for 
review by EMD, a site plan showing the exact location of existing wells and septic 
systems within 300 feet of the project site.  The plan is to also indicate the wells 
proposed for use during the mining operation, wells and/or septic systems proposed for 
abandonment and the proposed location of any new wells.   

Although it was determined that this impact was less than significant, mitigation was 
included that required all new wells constructed within the project site be located and 
designed to minimize interference with existing wells within and outside the project site, 
to the satisfaction of EMD.   
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The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that there are no plans to provide public water to the 
project site or surrounding area during or following mining operations.  The proposed 
project does not change the prior conclusion.  Impacts remain less than significant. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required 

REMOVAL OF WATER WELLS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining operations would require the removal 
of water wells.  However, since removal of wells would have to be in compliance 
with regulations of EMD and the Building Department guidelines, this was found 
to be a less than significant impact.  

There is one dust control water well located within the Vineyard I expansion site.  There 
are also existing wells located on Aspen III South and Aspen IV South mining sites.   

Staff (C. Hawkins) of EMD reviewed the proposed project and submitted a comment 
letter (letter dated January 3, 2008) requesting that “any existing well that will not be 
operational must be destroyed under permit from EMD” be included as a condition for 
the proposed project.  Removal of water wells prior to excavation would be in 
compliance with EMD regulations, which will ensure impacts associated with removal of 
water wells are less than significant.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

ELECTRIC FACILITIES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that electrical facilities would need to be installed 
to serve the proposed project, including those for the aggregate processing 
facility.  This was considered a less than significant impact.   

The processing facility was not included as part of the prior project.  The mined material 
was to be sent to existing processing facilities via the conveyor system.  It was 
determined in the prior FEIR/EIS that electricity needed for the project site would be 
supplied from SMUD’s Sunrise/Jackson substation.  Even with the inclusion of the 
processing facility, it was determined that the electric power demand would not 
constitute a significant increase in demand.   

Although this impact was considered less than significant, there were two mitigation 
measures included for this impact.  One mitigation measure pertained to the proposed 
processing facility on the Vineyard I mining site.  That mitigation measure is not 
applicable to the project.  The other mitigation measure required that any existing 
overhead power lines shall remain, and if necessary be relocated at the proponents’ 
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expense as the operation proceeds.  The Vineyard I expansion site does not have any 
overhead power lines located on the site. This mitigation measure is not applicable to 
the proposed project.   

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, Raised Bank Channel and the Vineyard I 
expansion site will not require additional electric facility use over what was originally 
permitted.  This impact remains less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

NATURAL GAS FACILITIES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the installation of natural gas facilities would 
need to be installed to serve the proposed project, including the hot asphalt plant. 
 This was considered to be a less than significant impact.   

The processing plant that was previously proposed for Vineyard I was not built as part 
of the previous project, since Granite was able to obtain the necessary easements for a 
conveyor system to their existing off-site plant.  The proposed project will not require the 
use of natural gas; therefore, natural gas facilities will not need to be installed.  This is 
no longer an impact.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

PARK SERVICES 
The project site is within the boundaries of Southgate Recreation and Park 
District.  The proposed project will provide trails through the mitigation corridor for 
public use. 

The revised reclamation plan creates a wetland/riparian stream corridor and includes 
trails for public use/ open space.  Southgate Recreation and Park District reviewed the 
proposed project and submitted comments and recommended conditions of approval.  
The District requests for a trail easement within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
and Raised Bank Channel.   

The provision of trails and open space on the project site is addressed in the Land Use 
Chapter.  The use of the project site as open space was found to not have a significant 
impact on the post development and use of the project site.  The provision of park 
services to the project site is considered a less than significant impact.  Although 
impacts are considered less than significant, mitigation consistent with the Land Use 
Chapter has been included.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 
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Mitigation Measures:  Implement Mitigation Measure LU-3 

EMERGENCY SERVICES 
The proposed project will provide public use of the mitigation corridor.  The 
Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District provides fire protection service to the 
project area and provided conditions of approval.  The project will not adversely 
affect the provision of fire services.   

The project proposes to have trails through the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel.  These trails will eventually connect to future bike 
trails, as shown on the 2010 Bikeway Master Plan.  The trails will be considered open 
space, to be used by the general public.  The Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District 
reviewed the proposed project and submitted comments and recommended conditions 
of approval.  Upon compliance with recommendations of the Fire District, the project as 
proposed is not expected to adversely affect the provision of fire services.  Impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Service providers were given the opportunity to comment on the proposed project and 
none identified existing deficiencies in capacity or ability to provide service to which the 
proposed project would contribute.  Based on this information, the proposed project 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a public 
service impact; cumulative impacts are considered less than significant.  
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17 CLIMATE CHANGE 

INTRODUCTION TO CLIMATE CHANGE AND GLOBAL WARMING 

The average surface temperature of the Earth has risen by about 1 degree Fahrenheit 
in the past century, with most of that occurring during the past two decades (World 
Meteorological Organization, 2005).  To the layperson, this apparently small amount of 
warming may appear insignificant.  Correspondingly, the probable increases in average 
temperatures of between 3 to 8 degrees Fahrenheit (Cayan, et al., 2006a) may appear 
noticeable, but still insignificant.  The word average is of critical importance to 
understanding climate change and global warming.  In July, the average high 
temperature in Sacramento is 94 degrees Fahrenheit (The Weather Channel website, 
2007).  This number is created by averaging temperatures over decades, not just for 
one particular year.  Although the average is 94 degrees Fahrenheit, residents know 
that the individual days and weeks making up that average are as much as 20 degrees 
warmer or cooler in the extreme cases and up to 10 degrees warmer or cooler on a 
more regular basis.  Therefore, applying an average increase of 8 degrees in a strictly 
linear way (omitting forcing effects) would mean that the average July temperature in 
Sacramento would be 102 degrees, and that temperatures could get as hot as 122 
degrees in an extreme event (the current record is 114) and could regularly reach 112 
degrees.  This kind of temperature shift would have significant consequences to citizens 
and the environment alike. 

The principal greenhouse gases (GHGs) that enter the atmosphere because of human 
activities are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and fluorinated 
gases.  From 1750 to 2004, concentrations of CO2, CH4, and N2O have increased 
globally by 35, 143, and 18 percent, respectively.  Other greenhouse gases, such as 
fluorinated gases, are created and emitted solely through human activities. (EPA 2006) 
Carbon dioxide is the gas that is most commonly referenced when discussing climate 
change because it is the most commonly emitted gas.  While some of the less common 
gases do make up less of the total greenhouse gases emitted to the atmosphere, some 
have a greater climate-forcing effect per molecule and/or are more toxic than carbon 
dioxide. 

“In order to stabilize the concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere, emissions would 
need to peak and decline thereafter.  The lower the stabilization level, the more quickly 
this peak and decline would need to occur.  Mitigation efforts over the next two to three 
decades will have a large impact on opportunities to achieve lower stabilization levels.”  
(IPCC 2007c) 
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CARBON DIOXIDE 
Carbon dioxide emissions are mainly associated with combustion of carbon-bearing 
fossil fuels such as gasoline, diesel, and natural gas used in mobile sources and 
energy-generation-related activities.  The U.S. EPA estimates that CO2 emissions 
accounted for 84.6% of greenhouse gas emissions in the United States in 2004 (EPA 
2006).  The California Energy Commission (CEC) estimates that CO2 emissions 
account for 84% of California’s anthropogenic (manmade) greenhouse gas emissions, 
nearly all of which is associated with fossil fuel combustion (CEC 2005).  Total CO2 
emissions in the United States increased by 20% from 1990 to 2004 (EPA 2006). 

METHANE 
CH4 has both natural and anthropogenic sources.  Landfills, natural gas distribution 
systems, agricultural activities, fireplaces and wood stoves, stationary and mobile fuel 
combustion, and gas and oil production fields categories are the major sources of these 
emissions.  The U.S. EPA estimates that CH4 emissions accounted for 7.9% of total 
greenhouse gas emissions in the United States in 2004.  (EPA 2006)  The CEC 
estimates that CH4 emissions from various sources represent 6.2% of California’s total 
greenhouse gas emissions (CEC 2005).  Total CH4 emissions in the United States 
decreased by 10% from 1990 to 2004 (EPA 2006). 

NITROUS OXIDE 
N2O is produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including those reactions 
which occur in fertilizers that contain nitrogen.  Global concentration for N2O in 1998 
was 314 ppb, and in addition to agricultural sources for the gas, some industrial 
processes (fossil fuel fired power plants, nylon production, nitric acid production, and 
vehicle emissions) also contribute to its atmospheric load.  (EPA 2006) 

The U.S. EPA estimates that N2O emissions accounted for 5.5% of total greenhouse 
gas emissions in the United States in 2004 (EPA 2006).  The CEC estimates that 
nitrous oxide emissions from various sources represent 6.6% of California’s total 
greenhouse gas emissions (CEC 2005).  Total N2O emissions in the United States 
decreased by 2% from 1990 to 2004 (EPA 2006). 

FLUORINATED GASES (HFCS, PFCS, AND SF6) 
Fluorinated gases, such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs) and 
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), are powerful greenhouse gases that are emitted from a variety 
of industrial processes.  The primary sources of fluorinated gas emissions in the United 
States include the production of HCFC-22, electrical transmission and distribution 
systems, semiconductor manufacturing, aluminum production, magnesium production 
and processing, and substitution for ozone-depleting substances.  The U.S. EPA 
estimates that fluorinated gas (HFC, PFC, and SF6) emissions accounted for 2.0% of 
total greenhouse gas emissions in the United States in 2004.  (EPA 2006)  The CEC 
estimates that fluorinated gas emissions from various sources represent 3.4% of 
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California’s total greenhouse gas emissions (CEC 2005).  Total fluorinated gas 
emissions in the United States increased by 58% from 1990 to 2004 (EPA 2006). 

WORLDWIDE, NATIONAL AND STATEWIDE EMISSIONS 

Table CC-1 presents estimated GHG emissions from California, the United States, and 
from worldwide sources.  The results are presented in units of million metric tons per 
year of CO2 equivalents (MMTCO2Eq). 

Table CC-1: 
Greenhouse Gases Emissions Worldwide, United States, and California  

 

Geographic Region 

CO2 CH4 N2O 

MMTCO2Eqa MMTCO2Eqb MMTCO2Eqc

Worldwide GHG Emissions for calendar 
year 20001 

38,000 5,434 3,002

United States GHG Emissions for 
calendar year 20042 

5,973.0 639.5 353.7

California GHG Emissions for calendar 
year 20043 

427.4 25.9 15.1

Notes:  
aMMTCO2Eq means million metric tons per year of CO2 equivalent, using Global Warming Potential (GWP) values 
provided by IPCC in its Fourth Assessment Report (TAR) (IPCC 2007a). The GWP for CO2 is 1. 
bThe GWP from IPCC’s TAR for CH4 is 21. 
cThe GWP from IPCC’s TAR for N2O is 310. 

CO2 = carbon dioxide; N2O = Nitrous oxide; CH4 = Methane. 
1 Worldwide GHG emissions taken from Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 4th Assessment Report, Climate 
Change 2007: Synthesis Report, page 36. 
2United States GHG emissions taken from Emissions of Greenhouse Gases in the United States 2004, Energy 
Information Administration, U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, DC, December 2005. 
3California GHG emissions taken from Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to 2004, 
California Air Resources Board, November 2007. 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY EMISSIONS 

The ICLEI (Local Governments for Sustainability) Clean Air and Climate Protection 
Model (CACP) was used to estimate unincorporated Sacramento County emissions, 
along with the emissions of all of the incorporated cities in the County.  This complete 
inventory was done to provide a regional picture, but the County does not have control 
over incorporated city emissions 
(http://www.sustainability.saccounty.net/ReportsPublications/default.htm, click on the 
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Reports and Publications link to download the full Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 
for Sacramento County).  The baseline year 2005 was chosen based on availability of 
information.  In cases where 2005 data was unavailable, 2006 or other recent-year data 
was substituted.  The software inventories community GHG emissions for all operations, 
with a separate government analysis tab that determines GHG emissions of local 
government operations as a subset of the community analysis.  The community analysis 
divides GHG emissions among residential (energy usage), commercial and industrial 
(energy usage), transportation (exhaust emissions), off-road vehicle use (exhaust 
emissions), waste (landfill emissions), wastewater treatment (energy usage), agriculture 
(fertilizers, enteric fermentation, etc), High GWP (high global warming potential, such 
are refrigerants), and airport (emissions from County buildings and fleets – does not 
include fleet owned by airlines) sectors.  The government analysis divides emissions 
among buildings, vehicle fleet, employee commute, streetlights, water/sewage, and 
waste sectors. 

For the community analysis, energy use was obtained for the Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District (SMUD) and the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E).  Community 
waste generation for Sacramento County was collected through the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) web site and through consultation with 
staff of Sacramento County Municipal Services Agency.  The SMUD reported its 2005 
GHG emissions and an emissions factor for all electricity sold to customers that was 
verified and certified by the California Climate Action Registry.  This emissions factor 
was input into the model as a replacement for the statewide emissions factor for 
electricity consumption to generate more accurate GHG emissions estimates for 
Sacramento County electricity consumption.  The analysis also uses localized vehicle 
miles traveled information using the outputs from the Sacramento Regional Travel 
Demand Model (SACMET) and the emissions factors from the Emission Factors Model 
2007 (EMFAC 2007).  The software default emissions factors for other GHGs, which are 
based on statewide averages, were used in all other instances. 

As shown in Table CC-2, the County 2005 emission baseline is approximately 5.2 MMT 
per year, with the transportation sector as the largest contributor at 40% of the total.  
The emissions per sector drop precipitously from there, with the residential sector 
emitting only half of the transportation sector total.  However, the residential and 
commercial sectors can be combined to give a more overarching view, because though 
these sectors operate differently, the source of emissions are the same: private building 
and interior equipment energy usage.  Combining these sectors, transportation 
accounts for 40% of emissions, and operation of residential, commercial, and industrial 
buildings accounts for 35% of emissions.  The off-road vehicle, waste, wastewater, 
agriculture, and high global warming potential greenhouse gases (High GWP GHG) 
sectors combined are responsible for only 21% of the County emissions, with the airport 
as an additional 4%. 
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Table CC-2: 2005 Community Emissions by Sector 

Sector CO2e (metric tons) Percent 

Residential 1,033,142 19.9 

Commercial and Industrial 772,129 14.8 

Transportation 2,046,617 39.3 

Off-Road Vehicle Use 236,466 4.5 

Waste 435,348 8.3 

Wastewater Treatment 70,662 1.4 

Agriculture 197,132 3.8 

High GWP GHGs 203,528 3.9 

Airport 200,404 3.9 

Total 5,201,313 100 

EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed 
several emission trajectories of carbon dioxide needed to stabilize global temperatures 
and climate change impacts.  It concluded that a stabilization of greenhouse gases at 
400 – 450 ppm carbon dioxide-equivalent concentration is required to keep global mean 
warming below 2°C, which in turn is assumed to be necessary to avoid dangerous 
climate change (IPCC 2007a).  The California Climate Change Center (CCCC) at UC 
Berkeley has determined that an 11 percent reduction of greenhouse gases from 2005 
levels is required by year 2010, a 25 percent reduction is required by 2020, and an 80 
reduction by 2050 in order to stabilize greenhouse gases at 400 – 450 ppm carbon 
dioxide-equivalent concentrations and avoid potentially dangerous climate change 
impacts (CCCC 2006).  The California Legislature required these reduction levels by 
enacting Assembly Bill 32. 

Though reduction rates were established in California law (AB 32), as of the writing of 
this document there are no established statewide CEQA thresholds for greenhouse 
gases.  AB 32 requires ARB to adopt a statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit 
equivalent to the statewide greenhouse gas emissions levels in 1990 to be achieved by 
2020, as specified. 

AB 1493 – GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION STANDARDS FOR AUTOMOBILES 
California Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 in 2002 required the California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) to develop and adopt the nation’s first GHG emission standards for automobiles. 
The legislature declared in AB 1493 that global warming was a matter of increasing 
concern for public health and environment in the state.  It cited several risks that 
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California faces from climate change, including reduction in the state’s water supply, 
increased air pollution creation by higher temperatures, harm to agriculture, and 
increase in wildfires, damage to the coastline, and economic losses caused by higher 
food, water energy, and insurance prices.  Further the legislature stated that 
technological solutions to reduce GHG emissions would stimulate California economy 
and provide jobs. 

The State of California in 2004 submitted a request for a waiver from federal clean air 
regulations (as the State is authorized to do under the Clean Air Act) to allow the State 
to require reduced tailpipe emissions of CO2.  In late 2007, the EPA denied California’s 
waiver request and declined to promulgate adequate federal regulations limiting GHG 
emissions.  In early 2008, the State brought suit against EPA related to this denial. 

A recent ARB study (ARB 2008a) showed that in calendar year 2016, AB 1493 (also 
referred to as the Pavley standard or the Pavley rules) would reduce California’s GHG 
annual emissions by 16.4 million metric tons (MMT) of carbon dioxide equivalents 
(CO2e). This is almost 50% more than the 11.1 MMT reduction produced by currently 
proposed federal fleet average standards for model years 2011 – 2015. 

Further, by 2020, California is committed to implement revised, more stringent GHG 
emission limits, the Pavley Phase 2 rules (See discussion of scoping plan below). 
California’s requirements would reduce California GHG emissions by 31.7 MMTCO2e in 
calendar year 2020, 45 percent more than the 21.9 MMTs reductions under the 
proposed federal rules in that year. Since the California rules are significantly more 
effective at reducing GHGs than the federal CAFE (fuel economy) program, they also 
result in better fuel efficiency – roughly 43 miles per gallon (mpg) in 2020 for the 
California vehicle fleet as compared to the new CAFE standard of 35 mpg. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER S-3-05 
Executive Order S-3-05 was the precursor to Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32 is described in 
the next section) and was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in June 2005.  This 
Executive Order was significant because of its clear declarative statements that climate 
change poses a threat to the State of California.  The Executive Order states that 
California is “particularly vulnerable” to the impacts of climate change, and that climate 
change has the potential to reduce Sierra snowpack (a primary source of drinking 
water), exacerbate existing air quality problems, adversely impact human health, 
threaten coastal real estate and habitat by causing sea level rise, and impact crop 
production.  The Executive Order also states that “mitigation efforts will be necessary to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions”. 

To address the issues described above, the Executive Order established emission 
reduction targets for the state: reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels by 2010, to 1990 
levels by 2020 and to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.  The Secretary of the California 
Environmental Protection Agency was named as coordinator for this effort, and the 
Executive Order required a progress report by January 2006 and biannually thereafter.  
As a result, the Climate Act Team was created by the California Environmental 
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Protection Agency.  The first report from the Climate Act Team was released in March 
of 2006, which proposed to meet the emissions targets through voluntary compliance 
and state incentive and regulatory programs. 

Currently only the 2020 target has been adopted by the state through legislation (see 
Assembly Bill 32, below).  As a result, all of the impact discussions, mitigation, and 
strategies are based on meeting the 2020 target, not the longer-term 2050 target. 

ASSEMBLY BILL 32 
In September 2006, Assembly Bill (AB) 32 was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger of 
California.  AB 32 requires that California GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 
the year 2020, just like Executive Order S-3-05.  However, AB 32 is a comprehensive 
bill that requires ARB to adopt regulations requiring the reporting and verification of 
statewide greenhouse gas emissions, and it establishes a schedule of action measures. 
AB 32 also requires that a list of emission reduction strategies be published to achieve 
emissions reduction goals. 

As of this writing, the first six critical path items have occurred.  AB 32 is in effect and 
the list of early action measures was adopted by the ARB on June 21, 2007 (Resolution 
07-25), and many other measures were added at a hearing on October 25, 2007.  The 
Scoping Plan was adopted on December 11, 2008.  Regulations to implement various 
early action measures have been adopted (such as the Low Carbon Fuel Standard). 

SENATE BILL 375 
On September 30, 2008, Senate Bill (SB) 375 was signed by Governor 
Schwarzenegger of California.  SB 375 combines regional transportation planning with 
sustainability strategies in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in California’s 
urbanized areas.  Existing law requires each regional transportation planning agency, 
which in Sacramento County’s case is the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG), to adopt a Metropolitan Transportation Plan.  SB 375 required the California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) to set performance targets for reduction of passenger 
vehicle emissions per capita in each of 16 Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) 
in the state for 2020 and 2035.  For the SACOG MPO, these targets were set at 7% 
below 2005 per capita emissions for 2020 and 16% below 2005 per capita emissions for 
2035.  MPOs are not required to meet the greenhouse gas emission targets established 
by ARB, but if they conclude it is not feasible to do so, they must prepare an Alternative 
Planning Scenario to demonstrate what further land use and/or transportation actions 
would be required to meet the targets.  SB 375 also requires that the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan for each MPO include a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 
that integrates the land use and transportation components, and amends CEQA to 
provide incentives for housing and mixed use projects that help to implement an 
MTP/SCS that meets the ARB targets. 
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SENATE BILL 97 CHAPTER 185, STATUTES OF 2007 
Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) requires that the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) prepare 
guidelines to submit to the California Resources Agency regarding feasible mitigation of 
greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of GHG emissions as required by CEQA.  The 
California Resources Agency is required to certify and adopt these revisions to the State 
CEQA Guidelines by January 1, 2010.  The Natural Resources Agency adopted the 
amendments on December 30, 2009.  On February 16, 2010, the Office of 
Administrative Law approved the Amendments, and filed them with the Secretary of 
State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations.  The Amendments became 
effective on March 18, 2010. 

ENDANGERMENT FINDING 
On December 7, 2009, the U.S. EPA made an Endangerment Finding and a Cause or 
Contribute Finding related to greenhouse gases.  The U.S. EPA Administrator found 
that the current and projected concentrations of the six key well-mixed greenhouse 
gases – carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons 
(HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) – in the atmosphere 
threaten the public health and welfare of current and future generations 
(endangerment).  The Administrator also found that the combined emissions of these 
well-mixed greenhouse gases from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines 
contribute to the greenhouse gas pollution which threatens public health and welfare 
(Cause or Contribute). 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA EMISSION REDUCTION/ADAPTATION STRATEGIES 

Several strategies to reduce vehicle emissions have been identified by the California 
Environmental Protection Agency’s Climate Action Team.  These include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 

VEHICLE CLIMATE CHANGE STANDARDS 
With the passage of AB 1493, Pavley, Chapter 200, Statutes of 2002, California moved 
to the forefront of reducing vehicle climate change emissions.  This bill required the 
state to develop and adopt regulations that achieve the maximum feasible and cost-
effective reduction of climate change emissions emitted by passenger vehicles and light 
duty trucks.  Regulations were adopted by the ARB in September 2004.  The ARB 
analysis of this regulation indicates emissions savings of 1 million tons CO2 equivalent 
(MMTCO2e) by 2010 and 30 million tons CO2 equivalent by 2020. 
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DIESEL ANTI-IDLING 
Reduced idling times and the electrification of truck stops can reduce diesel use in 
trucks by about 4 percent, with major air quality benefits.  In July 2004 the ARB adopted 
a measure to limit diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicle idling.  AB 32 analysis 
indicates that anti-idling measures could reduce climate change emissions by 1.2 
MMTCO2e in 2020.   

OTHER NEW LIGHT DUTY VEHICLE TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENTS 
In September 2004 the California Air Resources Board approved regulations to reduce 
climate change emissions from new motor vehicles.  The regulations apply to new 
passenger vehicles and light duty trucks beginning with the 2009 model year.  The 
standards adopted by the Board phase in during the 2009 through 2016 model years. 
When fully phased in, the near term (2009 – 2012) standards will result in about a 22 
percent reduction as compared to the 2002 fleet, and the mid-term (2013 – 2016) 
standards will result in about a 30 percent reduction. 

New standards would be adopted to phase in beginning in the 2017 model year 
(following up on the existing mid-term standards that reach maximum stringency in 
2016).  Assuming that the new standards call for about a 50 percent reduction, phased 
in beginning in 2017, this measure would achieve about a 4 MMT reduction in 2020. 
The reduction achieved by this measure would significantly increase in subsequent 
years as clean new vehicles replace older vehicles in the fleet – staff estimates a 2030 
reduction of about 27 MMT. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER S-01-07 
This Executive Order was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger on January 18, 2007 
and directed the Climate Action Team to determine whether the items in the Order could 
be established as an early action measure pursuant to AB 32 – which the Climate 
Action Team has now done.  The Executive Order states that the State of California 
relies on petroleum-based fuels for 96% of its transportation needs, there were more 
than 24 million motor vehicles registered in California, and statewide gasoline 
consumption was almost 16 billion gallons in 2005.  To address the carbon emitted by 
this use of fuel, the Executive Order states that a statewide goal must be established to 
reduce the “carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels” by at least 10% by the 
year 2020 and that a Low Carbon Fuel Standard for transportation fuels be established. 
The Low Carbon Fuel Standard applies to all “refiners, blenders, producers or importers 
of transportation fuels in California”. 

CALIFORNIA CLIMATE ADAPTATION STRATEGY 
In December 2009, the California Resources Agency, in coordination and partnership 
with multiple other state agencies, released their California Climate Adaptation Strategy. 
 This document summarizes the best known science on climate change impacts in 
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seven specific sectors, including: public health, biodiversity-habitat, ocean & coastal 
resources, water management, agriculture, forestry, and transportation and energy 
infrastructure.  The strategy provides recommendations on how to manage against 
threats to these sectors.  The strategy is in direct response to Gov. Schwarzenegger's 
November 2008 Executive Order S-13-08 that specifically asked the Natural Resources 
Agency to identify how state agencies can respond to rising temperatures, changing 
precipitation patterns, sea level rise, and extreme natural events. 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY EMISSION REDUCTION EFFORTS 

CLIMATE ACTION PLAN 
In May of 2009 Sacramento County published a Phase I Draft Climate Action Plan 
(Phase I CAP).  The Phase I CAP provides a framework and overall policy strategy for 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions and managing our resources in order to comply 
with AB 32.  It also highlights actions already taken to become more efficient, and 
targets future mitigation and adaptation strategies.  This document is available at 
http://www.sustainability.saccounty.net/ClimateActionPlan/default.htm.  The draft Phase 
I CAP contains policies/goals related to agriculture, energy, transportation/land use, 
waste, and water. 

Goals in the section on agriculture focus on promoting the consumption of locally-grown 
produce, protection of local farmlands, educating the community about the intersection 
of agriculture and climate change, educating the community about the importance of 
open space, pursuing sequestration opportunities, and promoting water conservation in 
agriculture.  Actions related to these goals cover topics related to urban forest 
management, water conservation programs, open space planning, and sustainable 
agriculture programs. 

Goals in the section on energy focus on increasing energy efficiency and increasing the 
usage of renewable sources.  Actions include implementing green building ordinances 
and programs, community outreach, renewable energy policies, and partnerships with 
local energy producers. 

Goals in the section on transportation/land use cover a wide range of topics but are 
principally related to reductions in vehicle miles traveled, usage of alternative fuel types, 
and increases in vehicle efficiency.  Actions include programs to increase the efficiency 
of the County vehicle fleet, and an emphasis on mixed use and higher density 
development, implementation of technologies and planning strategies that improve non-
vehicular mobility. 

Goals in the section on waste include reductions in waste generation, maximizing waste 
diversion, and reducing methane emissions at Kiefer landfill.  Actions include solid 
waste reduction and recycling programs, a regional composting facility, changes in the 
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waste vehicle fleet to use non-petroleum fuels, carbon sequestration at the landfill, and 
methane capture at the landfill. 

Goals in the section on water include reducing water consumption, emphasizing water 
efficiency, reducing uncertainties in water supply by increasing the flexibility of the water 
allocation/distribution system, and emphasizing the importance of floodplain and open 
space protection as a means of providing groundwater recharge.  Actions include 
metering, water recycling programs, water use efficiency policy, water efficiency audits, 
greywater programs/policies, river-friendly landscape demonstration gardens, 
participation in the water forum, and many other related measures. 

Publication of a Phase II CAP is anticipated to occur one year from the adoption of the 
2030 Sacramento County General Plan.  This Phase II CAP is intended to flesh out the 
strategies involved in the Phase I CAP, and will include economic analysis, intensive 
vetting with all internal departments, community outreach/information sharing, timelines, 
and detailed performance measures. 

CHICAGO CLIMATE EXCHANGE 
In February 2007, the County joined the Chicago Climate Exchange. The Chicago 
Climate Exchange is the world’s first and North America’s only voluntary, legally binding 
rules-based greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction and trading system.  Chicago 
Climate Exchange Phase I members commit to reduce GHG emissions 1% per year 
over the years 2003 through 2006 relative to a 1998 through 2001 average baseline.  
Members agree to reduce GHG emissions by a total of 4% below the baseline by 2006. 
 Chicago Climate Exchange Phase II members commit to reduce GHG emissions from 
1¼% to ½% per year through the years 2007 through 2010 for grand total of 6% below 
the baseline. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION/ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAM 
The Board of Supervisors approved an Energy Conservation/Energy Efficiency Program 
in 2001.  The essence of the program is to reduce electrical energy usage during peak 
periods of the day.  The program contains ten measures such as participating in 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s Voluntary Emergency Curtailment Program, 
setting building temperatures to 78° F to decrease cooling demand and dual switching 
of lights.  The preliminary baseline for direct and indirect emissions for the County is 
226,700 metric tons of CO2. 

CALIFORNIA CLIMATE ACTION REGISTRY 
The County joined the California Climate Action Registry (Registry) in December 2006. 
The Registry is a non-profit public/private partnership that serves as a voluntary GHG 
registry to protect, encourage and promote early actions to reduce GHG emissions. 
Registry participants agree to calculate, certify and publicly report GHG emissions.  The 
Registry provides a reporting tool, standards and protocol for reporting GHG emissions. 
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AB32 recognizes participation in the Registry in a number of ways.  First, AB 32 
requires the ARB to incorporate the standards and protocols developed by the Registry 
in the rulemaking process.  Second, AB 32 provides that entities that join the Registry 
prior to December 31, 2006 and report their emissions according to the Registry 
protocols will not be required to significantly alter their reporting program. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS FOR SUSTAINABILITY (ICLEI) 
The Local Governments for Sustainability is administered under the International 
Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI), which the County joined in 2007.  
Cities for Climate ProtectionTM (CCP) is ICLEI's flagship campaign.  The program is 
designed to educate and empower local governments worldwide to take action on 
climate change.  CCP is a performance-oriented campaign that offers a framework for 
local governments to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve livability within 
their municipalities.  This campaign would give Sacramento County a framework and 
tools to develop a plan for greenhouse emissions. The basic framework is called the 5 
Milestones and consists of the following steps: completion of a baseline emissions 
inventory and forecast, adoption of an emissions reduction target, development of a 
Local Action Plan, implementation of policies and measures, and monitoring and 
verification of results. 

The County has completed the emissions inventory and it is available on the 
Department of Environmental Review and Assessment website at 
www.dera.saccounty.net (see the home page under special studies). 

GREEN FLEETS 
The City and County of Sacramento have adopted a heavy-duty low-emission vehicle 
(LEV) acquisition policy.  The policy goal is to reduce oxides of nitrogen (NOx) 
emissions from heavy-duty fleet vehicles to meet the year 2005 standard for ozone in 
the Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-attainment area.  The efforts will focus on the 
conversion of the on-road, heavy-duty equipment fleets to certified low-emission 
vehicles as these vehicles are replaced as part of regular systematic replacement 
programs.  As of 2004 the County has committed to replace 50% off the fleet to low-
emission vehicles. 

COOL COUNTIES INITIATIVE 
On July 16, 2007 at the National Association of Counties Annual Conference in 
Richmond, Virginia, 12 pioneering counties representing 17 million people launched 
“Cool Counties.” The Cool Counties initiative seeks to marshal the resources of all 
3,066 counties across the nation to address the challenges climate change poses to our 
communities.  On May 27, 2008 the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors approved 
a resolution to become a Cool County and participate in the initiative. 
 
Participating counties commit to four smart actions:  
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1. reducing our own contributions to climate change through our internal operations;  

2. demonstrating regional leadership to achieve climate stabilization and protect our 
communities;  

3. helping our community become climate resilient;  

4. urging the federal government to support our efforts.  

These actions are consistent with the state requirements under Assembly Bill (AB) 32 
and Executive Order S-3-05, including: 

  Assessing local operations that impact greenhouse gas emissions; 

   Working to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 80% below current levels by 2050; 

 Identifying local vulnerabilities to climate change and creating a plan to address 
them; 

 Working with counties nationally to urge the federal government to adopt 
legislation to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 80% below current levels by 2050. 

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

CEQA Guidelines section 16064.4 states that an agency should make a “good faith 
effort . . . to describe, calculate, or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions 
resulting from a project”.  It is left to the lead agency’s discretion to use a quantitative or 
qualitative approach.  Factors that should be considered when determining significance 
are: 

1. The extent to which the project may increase or decrease greenhouse gas 
emissions compared to the baseline; 

2. whether the project exceeds any applicable significance threshold; and 

3. the extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted 
to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

The guidelines do not include a numeric significance threshold, but instead defer to the 
lead agency to determine whether there are thresholds which apply to the project.  With 
regard to the third item, statewide plans include AB 32 and SB 375, as described in the 
Regulatory setting.  The underlying strategy and assumptions of the AB 32 Scoping 
Plan were used to develop County thresholds.  AB 32 requires emissions be reduced to 
1990 levels by the year 2020, which is estimated in the AB 32 Scoping Plan to be 15% 
below existing (2005) emissions.  The text is emphasized to note that the goal is not 
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15% below what is known as “business-as-usual” conditions or unmitigated project 
emissions; it is 15% below the emissions which were existing in California as of the year 
2005. 

As previously discussed, Sacramento County prepared a GHG emissions inventory for 
the County, and as an offshoot of that process has published a Draft Climate Action 
Plan.  Thresholds have been developed based on the County inventory (see Table 
CC-3).  As shown below, separate thresholds have been included for each sector.  The 
purpose of this division is to provide additional information about the source of 
emissions.  When making a final determination of significance, these thresholds can be 
combined to generate a total emissions threshold; it is this total threshold that will 
ultimately determine whether impacts are found to be significant. 

Table CC-3: Greenhouse Gas Significance Thresholds, in Metric Tons 

Sector 
2005 

Baseline 
2020 

Target 
Thresholds 

Residential Energy 1,033,142 877,883 1.33 per capita 

Commercial & 
Industrial Energy 

772,129 656,660 7.87 per Kft2 

Transportation 2,046,617 1,740,000 2.64 per capita 

Trucks 488,806 415,218 0.10 per 100 VMT 

Also note that the transportation sector is expressed in per capita, which is not 
applicable to non-residential projects.  The determination was made that, in general, 
non-residential projects redistribute existing trips made by passenger vehicles – they do 
not generate new trips.  The majority of trips to and from a commercial project are 
generated by residential uses.  Residential projects are already being required to 
account for transportation emissions, so including them for commercial projects as well 
would result in double-counting.  Therefore, only the truck-trips generated by a 
commercial project itself will be subject to analysis.  An exception to this rule is any 
commercial project which is a regional draw or unique draw, and thus may cause the 
redistribution of existing trips in a manner that will increase total existing VMT. 

Thresholds applicable to construction activities have not been developed.  Emissions 
resulting from the usage of off-road vehicles is only 4.5% of the total inventoried 
emissions in Sacramento County, which includes recreational and other vehicles, not 
just construction fleets.  Furthermore, while emissions from the actual use of newly 
constructed buildings adds to existing building stock and thus results in a cumulative 
year-on-year increase in emissions, the amount of construction in a region does not 
result in cumulative additions.  Though construction may increase or decrease in a 
given year due to market demand, the average amount of construction undertaken does 



17 - Climate Change 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South SEIR 17-15 2005-0062, PLNP2008- 00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

not tend to increase over time.  For this reason, even without mitigation the amount of 
annual emissions resulting from construction is expected to decrease over time as a 
result of the implementation of existing regulations (such as the low carbon fuel 
standard) and fleet turnover.  An analysis of the data for construction equipment within 
the EMFAC (Emissions Factor Model) 2011 indicates that construction fleet emissions 
will reduce by approximately 11% between 2005 and 2020.  Standard mitigation applied 
for the purpose of reducing other air pollutants (see the Air Quality chapter) will further 
reduce emissions.  For the foregoing reasons, it was determined that construction 
emissions would not contribute to a significant climate change impact, and no threshold 
is necessary. 

METHODOLOGY 

The applicant provided estimated fuel usage over the life of the Project.  Carbon dioxide 
emissions were directly calculated from the fuel data by using Environmental Protection 
Agency estimates of CO2 emissions per unit of fuel consumed.  According to “Direct 
Emissions from Mobile Pollutant Sources” (May 2008)1, a total of 22.38 pounds of CO2  
is emitted for each gallon of diesel fuel consumed. 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

According to data provided by the applicant, the project will result in the consumption of 
19,628.62 gallons of diesel fuel for the mining of 5.6 additional acres.  Multiplied by the 
emissions factor of 22.38, this results in approximately 199 metric tons of CO2 
emissions.  Though these emissions result from the operation of a quasi-industrial 
enterprise, the emissions will only occur over a time period of six months and will then 
cease.  The purpose of the significance thresholds is to reduce the cumulative effect of 
a year-on-year buildup of emissions, which is not what the Project will cause.  Project 
emissions are more alike to construction emissions in this way, which result in only a 
temporary source of emissions.  Given that the project will not cause an increase in year 
2020 emissions – the emissions will have ceased long before then – no mitigation or 
further analysis is necessary.  Project impacts are short-term, like construction impacts, 
and will not impede the ability of the County or the State to achieve 2020 target year 
emissions; impacts are less than significant.   

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
As stated above, since mining of the Vineyard I mining expansion site is short-term in 
nature and will not impede the ability of the County or the State to achieve 2020 target 

                                            

1 http://www.epa.gov/climateleaders/documents/resources/mobilesource_guidance.pdf  
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year emissions, the project will not have a cumulative greenhouse gas emission impact; 
the cumulative greenhouse gas emission impacts are considered less than significant. 
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18 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND THEIR DISPOSITION 

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED 

Approval of the project will result in significant effects in the areas of air quality, geology 
and slope stability and land use that cannot be avoided.  These effects are as follows:  

AIR QUALITY 
Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would not increase exhaust emissions as a result 
of overburden removal.  However, the use of heavy equipment would increase NOx 
emissions above established thresholds.  Mitigation has been recommended to reduce 
impacts; however, not below significant levels.  

GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY 
The prior project was found to have a significant and unavoidable impact due to the 
permanent alteration of the project site’s landform.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site 
would increase the amount of land permanently altered by mining.  The proposed 
project does not lessen the prior impact.  There is no feasible mitigation to reduce this 
impact.  

LAND USE 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that that mining area would potentially conflict with onsite 
and nearby land uses and this was considered a significant and unavoidable impact.  
The Vineyard I expansion request does not result in a conflict with onsite and nearby 
land uses since the expansion site is currently surrounded by mining operations; 
however, as the Vineyard I mining expansion site will be included to the approved 
Vineyard I mining site, the prior conclusion remains.  Although mitigation was 
recommended in the prior FEIR/EIS and is applicable to the proposed project; the 
mitigation measure does not reduce impacts to less than significant.  

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS WHICH COULD BE AVOIDED  
WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

Approval of the project would result in the following significant effects in the areas of 
aesthetics and visual resources, airport compatibility, cultural resources, groundwater 
hydrology and quality, land use, public safety and traffic and circulation, which could be 
avoided with implementation of mitigation measures:  
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AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 
The project was found to have a significant impact as a result of creating a new source 
of substantial light or glare affecting nighttime views in the area.  The proposed project 
does not create any new impacts to nighttime lighting or glare; however this impact 
remains significant.  Mitigation from the prior project remains applicable and includes 
controlling the lighting so as not to create unnecessary light pollution.   

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The project would have a significant effect as a result of the loss of natural vegetative 
communities on the site from prior mining activities.  Mining of the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site does not change this conclusion.  Mitigation requiring implementation of 
the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan will ensure the 
success of replacement habitats and will reduce this impact.  

Prior approval of mining the Vineyard I site resulted in the loss of 3,562 inches of native 
oak and black walnut trees.  This impact is fully mitigated with the incorporation of the 
oak tree planting plan within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel across the 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site 
would result in an additional 40 inches of native oak and black walnut trees to be 
removed.  Mitigation requiring planting of oak trees on an inch-for-inch basis has been 
included and reduces this impact.   

The revision to the Aspen IV South site results in the loss of 801 inches of native oak 
trees.  Impacts due to the connection and construction of the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel within the Mayhew Road right-of-way would result in 
74 inches of oak tree impacts on Aspen IV South and 273 inches on Vineyard I.  The 
total 875 inches of impacts on the Aspen IV South mining site and the 273 inches on the 
Vineyard I site will be mitigated within the preserve of the Raised Bank Channel located 
on Aspen IV South.   

The project will result in the loss of Morrison Creek on the Vineyard I mining site; 
however, the reclamation plan revision to recreate a Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
mitigates for the loss of Morrison Creek.  Mining will not occur through Morrison Creek 
on the Aspen IV South site; the project revision eliminates prior impacts to the creek.  

The prior project resulted in the loss of wildlife habitat due to mining activities.  The 
proposed project does not change this impact; however, with the reclamation plan 
amendment to construct the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, impacts will be 
reduced to less than significant.  

The prior project was found to have a significant impact to vernal pool invertebrates.  
Although the Vineyard I expansion site does not contain any wetlands and there are no 
impacts to vernal pool invertebrates under the proposed project; the prior conclusion 
remains applicable.  However, vernal pool preservation credits have been purchased, 
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and the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will replace lost vernal pool habitats.  
Impacts are reduced to less than significant.   

Impacts to Swainson’s Hawk and other special status birds (burrowing owl and 
tricolored blackbird) were found to be a potentially significant impact under the prior 
project.  The proposed project does not change this impact; however, the recreated 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will recreate suitable habitats for these birds/raptors 
in the post reclamation condition and will therefore not result in an adverse impact to 
these birds/raptors.  Mitigation requiring pre-construction surveys remain applicable to 
the proposed project and impacts are reduced to less than significant.   

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Mining the Vineyard I expansion site could uncover subsurface archaeological 
materials.  This was found to be a potentially significant impact.  Mitigation has been 
included that requires construction work to stop and notification to a professional 
archeologist if a subsurface deposit believed to be cultural or human in origin is 
discovered during construction.  An additional mitigation measure is recommended that 
requires the applicant to contact the County Coroner in the event human remains are 
discovered.  These measures reduce the cultural resources impacts to less than 
significant.    

GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY AND QUALITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that gravel extraction may alter drainage and 
groundwater flow and quality which could affect surrounding properties and domestic 
septic leachfield systems on adjacent surrounding properties.  Mitigation from the prior 
FEIR/EIS remains applicable that requires the storing of contaminants in a manner that 
will contain any spills and that any spills in the operating areas should be cleaned up 
immediately.   

GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project’s reclaimed slopes would be subject to 
slope instability.  The proposed project does not change this prior significant impact.  
Mitigation has been included requiring side slopes at a minimum of 1.5:1 and proper soil 
compaction.  In addition, mining on Aspen IV South will be within 25 feet of the Mayhew 
Road right-of-way and it is anticipated that the subsurface materials on the Aspen IV 
South site are stable under long-term static and seismic conditions.  However, soil 
testing is recommended for this potentially significant impact to ensure that mining 
within the right-of-way does not result in a significant impact.  Implementation of the 
recommended mitigation measures will reduce the level of significance. 

The slopes of the mining pit and recreated channel of the proposed project would be 
subject to erosion and slope instability if not properly vegetated and maintained. 
Mitigation to ensure that the slopes of the pit are vegetated to reduce excessive erosion 
and enhance slope stability has been recommended.  An additional measure, requiring 
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a ten-year monitoring plan that outlines monitoring requirements and identifies 
mitigating steps for any significant erosion should it occur in a specific location along the 
flow channel, has also been recommended.  Implementation of the recommended 
mitigation measures will reduce impacts to less than significant. 

LAND USE 
The prior project was found to disturb 31 acres of Prime Farmland, 435 acres of 
Farmland of Statewide Importance and 419 acres of Farmland of Local Importance.  
The proposed Vineyard I expansion site will disturb an additional 5.6 acres of Prime 
Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance.  Mitigation to prepare/revise a plan 
for the preservation and salvage of topsoil resources suitable for sustaining 
economically viable agricultural uses has been recommended, consistent with the State 
Mining and Geology Board’s Reclamation Regulations.  This mitigation will reduce 
impacts to less than significant. 

AIRPORT COMPATIBILITY 
The proposed project is consistent with the Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan (CLUP).  A Bird Airstrike Hazard (BASH) Analysis has been completed for the 
proposed project and the potential for bird airstrikes over the project site is low.  Impacts 
were found to be potentially significant.  Mitigation that outlines design standards for the 
stormwater detention basin has been recommended to reduce this impact to less than 
significant.  

PUBLIC SAFETY 
The use of heavy equipment, the creation of a 25± foot deep, steep-sided pit and 
inadvertent public entry to the mining site could create a public safety hazard.  
Mitigation from the prior project requiring fences and warning/trespass signs around the 
perimeter of the mining sites has been completed.  Mitigation requiring perimeter 
fencing until post-reclamation development or future use of the site occurs remain 
applicable to the proposed project and would reduce this impact to less than significant.  

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION   
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the additional haul trucks on the roadway system 
would significantly degrade the existing level of service.  Removal of the overburden 
from the Vineyard I expansion site would not result in additional haul trucks on the 
roadway system and would not result in a significant increase in worker trips.  In order 
to ensure that there is not an increase in haul trucks on the roadways related to 
overburden removal and mined aggregate material, mitigation is recommended 
requiring that the mined material be transported to the processing plant by conveyor 
only.  With implementation, this impact will be reduced to less than significant.    
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EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that unless there is adequate visual screening, the 
mining project would have a significant impact associated with views of the mining 
operations.  The prior required mitigation for visual screening is in place and mining of 
the Vineyard I expansion site does not change this conclusion.   

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The prior project was found to not have significant impacts to general invertebrate 
populations, fisheries and special status species such as the American Badger, Pallid 
bat, Townsend’s Western big-eared bat, giant garter snake and special status plants.  
This conclusion remains applicable under the proposed project.  

The prior project was found to have a significant impact to the valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle (VELB) due to removal of seven elderberry bushes on the Vineyard I 
mining site.  Mitigation requiring consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for 
impacts to VELB has been completed and compensatory mitigation has been 
purchased for this impact.  In addition, there are no elderberry bushes located on the 
Vineyard I expansion site.  Impacts to VELB are now less than significant.   

SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE  
The proposed revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan would not result in 
increasing the Morrison Creek floodplain upstream of the site; will not result in an 
increase in the peak flows downstream of the site; will not result in flooding onsite; and 
will not result in damage to the Jackson Highway bridge due to high Morrison Creek 
flows.  In addition, the embankments/levees of the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel are not likely to fail; however, in the extreme unlikely 
event that the embankments/levees do fail, the downstream flows would not be reduced 
significantly and there would not be offsite flooding.  A safety and evacuation plan will 
address embankment failure and will be in effect during mining operations to ensure 
safety to workers and visitors.  

GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS determined that mining operations could alter or disrupt future 
monitoring of contamination plumes at Mather Airport.  This was found to be a 
significant impact that could be reduced with mitigation.  The contamination plume of 
question has not migrated beyond Jackson Road.  As the project site is located 
approximately one mile south of Jackson Road, mining operations on the Vineyard I 
mining expansion site will not affect future monitoring efforts at Mather Airport.  This 
impact is now considered less than significant.  
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 
There are no significant or historical resources on the Vineyard I mining expansion site.  
Impacts to known cultural resources are less than significant.’ 

AIR QUALITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining operations would create new sources of air 
pollutants.  The use of heavy equipment would result in dust generation on the project 
site, which would increase particulate emissions. However, Basic Construction Emission 
Control Practices will be implemented and the mining activities on the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site would not exceed 15 acres which, according to the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, the project will not have the potential to 
exceed the District’s concentration-based threshold of significance for PM10 (and PM2.5) 
at an offsite location.  

CLIMATE CHANGE 
The purpose of the significance threshold for greenhouse gas emissions is to reduce 
the cumulative effect of a year-on-year buildup of emissions, which is not what the 
proposed project will create since the duration of mining the Vineyard I expansion site 
will take up to six months timeframe.  The emissions associated with the project are 
considered temporary and does not impede the ability of the County or State to achieve 
2020 target year emissions.    

GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY 
The loss of the availability of a mineral resource is not an impact of the proposed project 
since the project is provides for the continued extraction of mineral resources.  

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 
The prior FEIR/EIS found significant impacts to traffic safety due to increased truck 
traffic on roads not designed to accommodate truck traffic.  The proposed project will 
not result in an increase in haul trucks.  Prior mitigation for this impact has been 
completed; this impact is now considered less than significant.   

The proposed project will not result in the introduction of new trucks on the roadway 
system and will not result in the deterioration of pavement or damage to roadway 
structural sections.  

The level of service (LOS) in the prior FEIR/EIS was found to be significant and reduced 
to less than significant with mitigation.  The proposed project will not result in a 
degradation of the LOS since the improvements to roadways from the prior project have 
been constructed and there is not an increase in truck traffic associated with the 
proposed project.  This impact is now considered less than significant.  
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LAND USE 
The prior project was found to have a significant impact as the post-project development 
of the site was limited and lacked open space/ recreational uses of the site.  The 
proposed project now includes for a trail to be used by the public; this impact is now 
considered less than significant. 

PUBLIC SAFETY 
The prior project was found to not create hazardous conditions post reclamation.  The 
proposed project does result in hazardous conditions post reclamation and the prior 
conclusion remains.   

PUBLIC SERVICES 
The proposed project will not have a significant impact to the following public services:  

 Sewer services 

 Existing septic systems 

 Water supply (use of onsite well water and removal of water wells) 

 Electric facilities 

 Natural gas facilities 

 Park services 

 Emergency services 

IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

An irretrievable commitment of natural resources, including aggregate harvested for 
urban uses, the use of petrochemicals during mining and the overall change of the 
landform are considered irreversible changes. 

GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 

The project site is located in close proximity to urban growth areas and resources 
harvested from the Vineyard I expansion site would be used to supply development 
consistent with adopted land use plans and policies within Sacramento County, adjacent 
cities and possibly beyond.  The contribution of growth to the region resulting from the 
project is considered minimal and since extension of urban infrastructure would not be 
necessary to facilitate the project, growth-inducing impacts would be considered less 
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than significant.  In addition, there would not be a growth-inducing impact associated 
with the Reclamation Plan amendment component of the proposed project.   

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Title 14, CCR § 15355 defines cumulative impacts as the following:  

“Cumulative impacts” refers to two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environmental impacts.  

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

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

Cumulative impacts are discussed in each respective individual chapter and there were 
no significant cumulative impacts identified.  A summary of the cumulative impact 
discussion from each chapter is provided below.   

 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

o The project, in combination with other projects in the vicinity of the project 
site, would not create an adverse aesthetic impact.  During mining 
operations, the mining site is screened from the public and at the 
completion of mining, the three mining sites will be returned to agricultural 
production.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will be planted with 
riparian and oak trees (as part of mitigation) and the Raised Bank Channel 
will contain oak tree mitigation plantings.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel will have a higher aesthetic value 
compared to the prior approved reclamation plan (approved bypass 
channel and pit bottom riparian corridor/ low-flow channel).    

 Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage 

o The design of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised 
Bank Channel, as well as the weir on Granite I operating and functioning 
in the “As-Built Condition” results in no adverse drainage or surface water 
hydrological impacts.  The proposed project does not contribute 
incrementally to any flow related impacts; therefore the proposed project 
does not have a cumulative hydrological impact.   



18 - Summary Of Impacts And Their Disposition 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South SEIR 18-9 2005-0062, PLNP2008- 00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

 Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality  

o Mining the Vineyard I expansion site will reduce the depth to the 
groundwater in the project area.  This reduction, in combination with the 
prior project’s four mining sites and other mining sites in the vicinity of the 
project site would not result in a cumulatively considerable incremental 
contribution to a cumulatively significant groundwater hydrology or 
groundwater quality impact.  

 Cultural Resources  

o The proposed project does not result in an impact to known significant 
cultural resources; therefore the project does not contribute to the 
degradation of the overall cultural landscape.  The proposed project would 
not result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to 
cultural resources. 

 Geology and Slope Stability  

o The proposed project will not have a long-term adverse impact due to 
slope stability.  The mining pits, if not brought back to within two feet of 
original grade at the completion of mining, would not be accessible by the 
public.  The project will not have a cumulative impact as it relates to soil 
stability or erosion. 

 Biological Resources 

o The overall loss of a segment of Morrison Creek across Vineyard I does 
not result in a cumulative impact since the proposed created Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel replaces the creek by recreating the lost 
habitats and has been designed to mirror, and function as, a natural creek.  
At the completion of mining, in the post-reclamation condition, wildlife will 
return to the site since the habitats will be replaced and mining would have 
ceased.  The loss of native oak trees would be replaced and fully 
mitigated.  It has been determined through the federal permit process that 
pursuant to the Endangered Species Act, the continued existence of 
special status species would not be adversely affected.  For these 
reasons, the identified biological resources impacts of the proposed 
project do not contribute to a cumulatively significant biological resource 
impact.  

 Traffic and Circulation 

o The proposed project does not result in an increase of truck traffic or other 
significant traffic related impacts.  The project will not generate any traffic 
in the cumulative condition as mining will be complete.  The proposed 
project will not have cumulative traffic and circulation impacts.  
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 Air Quality 

o The Vineyard I mining expansion site would result in the continuation of 
mining activities for three months, up to six months time after completion 
of the approved portion of the Vineyard I property.  Although the 
continuation of mining for an additional six months time was found to have 
a significant exhaust emissions impact, there is not a long term 
operational impact of mining the Vineyard I mining expansion site since 
the cumulative condition (e.g., 2020), mining activities on the Vineyard I 
expansion site will be complete and the site would be returned to 
agricultural activities.  In addition, the reclamation plan amendment 
component of the proposed project would not contribute emissions.  The 
approval for the use permit for the Vineyard I mining expansion site and 
reclamation plan amendment would not result in a cumulatively 
incremental increase in emissions to the Sacramento Valley air basin.  

 Land Use 

o The project site will be returned to agricultural uses (the land use prior to 
mining activities) and the proposed trail will provide for beneficial 
recreational opportunities in the future.  There are no adverse cumulative 
land use impacts of the proposed project.  

 Noise 

o The project, in combination with other projects in the area, will not result in 
a cumulatively considerable contribution to the noise environment.  In 
addition, in the post-reclamation condition of the project site, the project 
will not contribute to noise in excess of standards.  Accordingly, the 
proposed project will not result in a cumulative noise impact. 

 Public Safety 

o The proposed project, in combination with other mining projects in the 
area, does not result in a significant public safety impact due to the 
controls in place to assure that the general public is protected from 
inadvertent entry into active mining sites.   

 Public Services 

o The proposed project will not result in a cumulatively considerable 
incremental contribution to a public service impact.  

 Climate Change 

o Mining of the Vineyard I expansion site is short-term in nature and will not 
impede the ability of the County or the State to achieve 2020 target year 
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emissions.  The project will not have a cumulative greenhouse gas 
emission impact. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
This Oak Tree Mitigation Monitoring Plan (Plan) has been prepared for the Aspen IV South 
Project (Project).  The approximately 183-acre Aspen IV South Project is located in the County 
of Sacramento, California (Figure 1.  Project Site and Vicinity).  The site is generally bordered by 
Mayhew Road to the west, Bradshaw Road to the east, Elder Creek Road to the south and 
Jackson Road to the north (see Figure 1).  Coordinates of the site are Lat.: 38° 31’ 00” N, 
Long.: 121° 20’ 20” W, which corresponds to a portion of Section 29, Township 8 North, Range 
6 East, MDBM in Sacramento County of the “Carmichael, California” 7.5 minute quadrangles 
(U.S. Department of the Interior, Geological Survey 1992).  As mitigation for the Aspen IV South 
Project native oak tree impacts, replacement plantings will be installed.  This Plan describes the 
methods by which this mitigation will be accomplished and defines how the success of the 
native oak tree plantings will be monitored and judged. 
 
1.1 Project Description 
 
The purpose of the Aspen IV South Project is to mine aggregate resources on a majority of the 
site 30 to 50 feet below existing grade.  The portion of the Project which contains Morrison 
Creek will be avoided/left in its current state and within an on-site open space preserve 
(preserve), anticipated to be a requirement of the revised U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit 
(see Figure 1).  Within the anticipated on-site open space preserve, native oak tree plantings 
will be installed to compensate for losses to the limited oak trees found within the Project that 
are impacted during mining activities and to restore an oak woodland corridor that existed 
before the property was used for agriculture.  Some of the required native oak tree mitigation 
plantings may also be installed within a nearby off-site property, Aspen VI (see Attachment A – 
Aspen IV South Proposed Additional Oak Planting Area), should the restoration specialist for the 
project determine during implementation that it would be of benefit to reduce the number of 
trees planted within the on-site preserve.  
 
1.2 Project History 
 
A Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South and 
Aspen V South (2009 Plan) was previously developed by ECORP Consulting, Inc. on 8 May 2009.  
The 2009 Plan proposed various types of mitigation for both the Aspen IV South and Aspen V 
South Projects, including oak and riparian mitigation.  Since the 2009 Plan was developed, 
significant changes to the Aspen IV Project have been made.  Therefore, although the 2009 
Plan will still be implemented for the Aspen V South Project, this Plan supersedes the native oak 
tree mitigation proposed in the 2009 Plan for the Aspen IV South Project.  This document also 
supersedes the 18 November 2011 version of this plan, as the Aspen V South Project design has 
been refined since that date, resulting in a reduction to total number of trees impacted. 
 
2.0 OAK TREE IMPACTS 
 
An arborist survey of the Aspen IV South Project was conducted in 2005 by ECORP Consulting, 
Inc.  These data were updated in 2011 by Teichert Aggregates biologists.  During the 2011 
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effort, the diameter at breast height1 (DBH) and dripline radius of previously recorded trees 
planned for impact were updated to reflect growth that occurred since 2005.  Additionally, data 
were collected on any trees that were not previously documented due to their small size (i.e., 
they were previously too small but that now have a DBH of 6 inches or greater). 
 
A total of 51 County-regulated native oak trees will be impacted during the implementation of 
the Aspen IV South Project (Figure 2.  Aspen IV South Oak Trees).  These impacts consist of 
direct impacts to 46 naturally occurring Valley oaks (Quercus lobata) totaling 677 inches DBH, 
direct impacts to 1 planted Valley oak totaling 11 inches DBH, and indirect impacts to 4 planted 
Valley oaks totaling 102 inches DBH.  The planted Valley oaks were installed approximately 10 
years ago along a fence line located in the northern part of the Project (see Figure 2).  Of these, 
1 planted Valley oak (DBH 11 inches) will be directly impacted.  The remaining 4 planted Valley 
oaks (DBH totaling 102 inches) considered indirectly impacted will not be removed but will have 
more than 1 foot of fill soil placed within their driplines. 
 
Three (3) Valley oak trees totaling 52 inches DBH located along the eastern boundary of the 
Aspen IV South Project were impacted and mitigated for as part of an Aspen IV South Tunnel 
Excavation Area project as detailed in the Aspen V South Oak Mitigation Plan for Aspen V-South 
(Mining Area) and IV-South (Tunnel Excavation Area) (Teichert 2005) and amendment (Teichert 
2008).  These documents were approved by the County on 19 January 2006 and 23 September 
2008, respectively (Control Number 90-CZB-UPB-1607).   As such, these 3 trees are not 
included in the overall impacts for the Aspen IV South Project (see Figure 2). 
 
In addition to trees surveyed on the Aspen IV South Project site, trees within the Mayhew Road 
right-of-way were assessed.  The Mayhew Road right-of-way is located along the western 
boundary of the Aspen IV South Project and the eastern boundary of the adjacent Granite 
Vineyard I Project (owned by Granite Construction Company) and Teichert Aspen III South 
project (see Figure 2).  The impacts within the right-of-way are anticipated to connect these 
projects together through the right of way.  Impacts within this area are included in this Plan.  
An arborist survey of the Mayhew Road right-of-way was conduced in 2007 and updated in 
2011.  Impacts within the Mayhew Road right of way consist of direct impacts to 17 naturally 
occurring Valley oaks totaling 305 inches DBH, and indirect impacts to 2 naturally occurring 
Valley oaks totaling 38 inches DBH.  The 2 Valley oaks considered indirectly impacted will not be 
removed but will have more than 1 foot of fill or cut soil within their driplines. 
 
Combining the oak tree impacts for the Aspen IV South Project and the impacts for the Mayhew 
Road right of way, a total of 65 naturally occurring Valley oak trees totaling 1,020 inches DBH 
will be directly or indirectly impacted, and 5 planted Valley oaks totaling 113 inches DBH will be 
directly or indirectly impacted.  These impacts are summarized in Table 1 below. 

                                                      
1 Defined as the trunk diameter at 4.5 feet above grade.  Occasional deviations from this height occurred for trees 
with branching at this level, or with unusual structural configurations (e.g., horizontal trunks).  On multi-trunked 
trees (trees with multiple vertical trunks in contact at or near ground level) the DBH recorded equaled the aggregate 
diameter at 4.5 feet above grade for each of trunks that were measured. 
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Table 1 – Oak Impact Summary 

 
Direct 

Impacts 
(Trees/Inches) 

Indirect 
Impacts 

(Trees/Inches) 

Avoided 
(Trees/Inches) 

Previously 
Mitigated 

(Trees/Inches) 

Total Trees 
Present 
(Trees/ 
Inches) 

Aspen IV 
South      

Valley oaks 
(naturally 
occurring): 

46 (677”) -- 23 (306”) 3 (52”) 72 (1,035”) 

Valley oaks 
(planted): 1 (11”) 4 (102”) 17 (198”) -- 22 (311”) 

Mayhew 
Road      

Valley oaks 
(naturally 
occurring): 

17 (305”) 2 (38”) 13 (219)” -- 32 (562”) 

TOTAL: 64 (993”) 6 (140”) 53 (723”) 3 (52”) 126 (1,908”)
 

 
It should be noted that if, during Project implementation, a tree that is expected to be impacted 
is not impacted, then mitigation for the non-impacted tree is no longer required, even if 
included in this Plan.  Changes to impacts and mitigation requirements from what is outlined in 
this Plan will be detailed in the annual letter reports/final year monitoring report that are to be 
prepared as detailed in Section 5.0 below. 
 
3.0 MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS 
 
Pursuant to the Sacramento County Tree Preservation Ordinance (Sacramento County Code 
480, Chapter 19.12, Sections 19.12.010 through 19.12.240) and the Sacramento County 
General Plan (Policy CO-130, Section 5), mitigation is required for impacts to native oak species, 
including interior live oak, Valley oak, blue oak (Quercus douglasii), and oracle oak (Quercus x 
morehus), that measure ≥ 6 inches DBH, and ≥ 10 inches DBH for multi-trunked trees 
(measured as an aggregate diameter).  The Sacramento County General Plan protects non-oak 
native trees (excluding cottonwoods and willows) and landmark trees (defined as non-native 
oak trees measuring 19 inches DBH). 
 
Tree mitigation requirements for the Aspen IV South Project were calculated for direct and 
indirect impacts to naturally occurring and planted Valley oak trees.  For direct and indirect 
impacts for naturally occurring Valley oak trees, 1 inch DBH of impact equates to 1 Deepot or 
TreePot-sized native oak tree planting installed.  For direct or indirect impacts to planted Valley 
oak trees, 1 tree impacted equates 1, 15-gallon-sized Valley oak tree planting installed.  As a 
total of 1,020 inches DBH of naturally occurring Valley oak trees are planned for direct or 
indirect impact, 1,020 Deepot or TreePot-sized Valley oak plantings are required to be installed 
as mitigation.  As a total of 5 planted Valley oak trees are planned for direct or indirect impact, 
5, 15-gallon sized Valley oak plantings are required to be installed as mitigation for impacts.  
Therefore, a total of 1,025 Valley oak tree plantings are required. 
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In addition to the 1,025 Valley oak trees installed as mitigation, and additional 51 Deepot or 
TreePot-sized Valley oaks and 1, 15-gallon sized Valley oak will be also installed within the 
preserve.  The intent of these additional plantings is to act as contingency trees to help ensure 
the Project successfully meets the minimum oak tree mitigation requirements.   
 
As noted above, some of the required native oak tree mitigation plantings may also be installed 
within a nearby off-site property, Aspen VI, should the restoration specialist for the project 
determine during implementation that it would be of benefit to reduce the number of trees 
planted within the on-site preserve. 
 
3.1 Planting Design 
 
A conceptual oak tree planting plan has been developed to show the approximate locations of 
the 1,077 trees that will be planted within the open space preserve (Attachment B), including 
the 1,025 required mitigation trees and 53 contingency trees.  It is anticipated that all of the 
mitigation and contingency trees can be planted within the preserve, as mentioned previously  
The trees will be installed by a qualified landscape contractor (Contractor) in later fall or early 
winter after seasonal rains have started and soils are somewhat moist.  As outlined in 
Attachment C, each planting will receive an application of a natural-based slow release fertilizer.  
Sterile bark mulch or weed free rice straw may also be applied around each planting to control 
weeds and conserve soil moisture and should be augmented annually to a depth of 6 inches.  
The planting locations should be weeded2, at minimum, once annually in early spring, for at 
least the first 2 years.  This will reduce competition between the plantings and weeds for water 
and nutrients. 
 
4.0 IRRIGATION AND MAINTENANCE 
 
The plantings will be irrigated with a drip irrigation system to ensure that the plantings are 
successful.  Irrigation will be decreased and finally eliminated during the monitoring period to 
help determine that the plantings will survive in the long-term without irrigation.  Irrigation 
should deliver deep, infrequent watering and should normally take place between April 15st and 
September 30th of each year.  This can be adjusted for seasonal variations if a year is 
particularly hot earlier or later in the year.  A recommended irrigation schedule is outlined in 
Table 1, but should be adjusted as needed after plantings are installed to account for site-
specific soil conditions. 
 
Table 2 – Irrigation Schedule 
Duration Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

April 15th  – September 30th  8 gallons, 
once/10 days

10 gallons, 
once/18 days

10 gallons, 
once/25 days

October 1st – April 15th Irrigation off Irrigation off Irrigation off 

 
 

                                                      
2 Use of herbicide to control weeds if necessary is approved per the Operations and Management Plan for the 
Morrison Creek Nature Preserve Phase II (ECORP 2009b). 
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After the 3rd year it will be decided if the trees should be watered for the 4th summer.  The 
irrigation system will remain in place until the end of the monitoring period.  At the end of the 
monitoring period, the Contractor can remove above ground irrigation equipment, if necessary.  
No irrigation is proposed for year 4 and beyond.  This will allow, at a minimum, 1 year of 
monitoring after irrigation has ceased. 
 
Maintenance of the plantings should occur regularly during the 5 year monitoring period.  
Maintenance will include monthly check of the irrigation system during the dry system and 
irrigation system repairs as necessary.  The plantings will receive, at a minimum, quarterly 
maintenance as needed which will include applications of supplemental mulch and fertilizer, 
weeding around the plantings, and incidental litter removal.  
 
5.0 MONITORING AND SUCCESS CRITERIA 
 
In order to help ensure that the required 1,025 mitigation trees will eventually grow to replace 
the trees that were impacted, the planted mitigation trees will be monitored over a 5-year 
period.  To be counted as successful, a planting must be surviving in at least fair condition by 
the end of year 5.  If the success rate (discussed below) of the plantings has fallen below 100% 
in any of the first 2 monitoring years, additional native oak trees will be planted to bring the 
numbers up to the amount required. 
 
Tree monitoring will be conducted once annually toward the end of the dry season (i.e., July or 
August) after the trees have experienced high stress conditions.  This time frame will ensure 
greater accuracy in determining plant condition and survivorship.  During monitoring, each 
planting will be located and its condition will be recorded.  Plant condition will recorded as 
follows: 
 
Plant Condition Class 

 Dead; 
 Poor (alive but with a few green leaves and no apical growth); 
 Fair (alive with healthy foliage but minimal apical growth); and 
 Good (alive and growing vigorously). 

 
This data will be entered into a spreadsheet for analysis.  Results calculated will include the total 
number of plantings monitored (all condition classes), total plantings found in each condition 
class, and the success rates for both individual species and for the plantings as a whole, as 
calculated below.  
 
The success rate will be calculated according to the following formula: 
 
 total # in good or excellent condition during survey 
 Success Rate (%) =      X 100 
 total # required to be planted for mitigation (1,025 trees) 
 
In year 5, success may instead be determined by actually measuring the DBH of the planted 
trees.  The DBH measurement will be taken to the tenth of an inch as the trees being impacted 
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were measured to the tenth of an inch.  Less that 100% success rate is allowed in these years if 
the collective DBH of the trees is equal or exceeds the inches required (1,025 inches DBH). 
 
In conjunction with the above-described monitoring activities, representative site photographs 
of the tree plantings will be taken. 
 
A letter report will be submitted to the County by December 31st of monitoring years 1 through 
4.  This letter report will include the County’s Control Number, a summary of the mitigation 
requirements, and the annual monitoring results.   At the end of year 5, a comprehensive Final 
Year monitoring report will be prepared and submitted to the City by December 31st.  This Final 
Year report will include the County’s Control Number, maps showing the location of the planting 
areas, a summary of the data collected over the 5-year monitoring period, a comparison of the 
results against the established success criteria, and a selection of the representative site photos 
taken during monitoring. 
 
6.0 CONTINGENCY PLAN 
 
If the mitigation obligation has not been met at the end of the 5-year monitoring period, the 
project proponent (Teichert) will meet and confer with the County regarding the mitigation 
shortfall.  Potential options include replanting at another appropriate Teichert property or paying 
the County’s in-lieu mitigation fee per inch for each DBH inch that the mitigation falls short.  
This amount will be measured either by the number of trees which are not surviving in at least 
good condition, or by measuring the number of inches lacking as determined by measuring the 
DBH inches of the mitigation trees, whichever shortfall is less.
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Aspen IV South
Updated Tree Survey Data

Updated 24 January 2012 Page 1 of 3

TREE TAG
NO.

2005
DBH (in.)

2011
DBH (in.)

2005-2011 DBH
DIFFERENCE (in.) Impact Status

1 16.0 18.5 2.5 County Ordinance - Impact
2 6.5 8.0 1.5 Not Impacted

207 16.0 50.0 34.0 County Ordinance - Impact
208 55.0 66.0 11.0 County Ordinance - Impact
209 19.0 23.5 4.5 County Ordinance - Impact
210 11.0 13.0 2.0 County Ordinance - Impact
211 12.5 14.5 2.0 County Ordinance - Impact
212 13.5 17.5 4.0 County Ordinance - Impact
213 10.5 12.5 2.0 County Ordinance - Impact
215 21.5 27.5 6.0 Not Impacted
216 11.0 14.0 3.0 Not Impacted
801 13.2 14.5 1.3 County Ordinance - Impact
802 12.4 15.5 3.1 County Ordinance - Impact
803 6.8 11.5 4.7 County Ordinance - Impact
804 33.9 38.0 4.1 County Ordinance - Impact

805 14.0
Tree Has

Been Removed
0.0 Previously Mitigated - Aspen IV South Tunnel

806 8.2 11.0 2.8 County Ordinance - Impact
807 15.0 17.0 2.0 County Ordinance - Impact
808 6.9 9.5 2.6 County Ordinance - Impact
809 11.0 15.5 4.5 County Ordinance - Impact
810 18.5 22.5 4.0 County Ordinance - Impact
811 13.3 15.0 1.7 County Ordinance - Impact
812 11.5 12.0 0.5 County Ordinance - Impact
813 19.1 21.0 1.9 County Ordinance - Impact
814 13.0 14.5 1.5 County Ordinance - Impact
815 15.8 17.5 1.7 County Ordinance - Impact
816 6.5 7.5 1.0 County Ordinance - Impact
817 18.4 22.0 3.6 County Ordinance - Impact
818 10.0 12.0 2.0 County Ordinance - Impact
819 7.6 10.0 2.4 County Ordinance - Impact
820 14.3 18.0 3.7 County Ordinance - Impact
821 8.3 9.0 0.7 County Ordinance - Impact
822 8.7 13.0 4.3 County Ordinance - Impact
823 11.2 13.5 2.3 County Ordinance - Impact
824 9.8 12.0 2.2 County Ordinance - Impact
825 21.0 24.5 3.5 Previously Mitigated - Aspen IV South Tunnel

826 13.3
Tree Has

Been Removed
0.0 Previously Mitigated - Aspen IV South Tunnel

827 12.5 18.0 5.5 County Ordinance - Impact
828 11.0 12.5 1.5 County Ordinance - Impact
829 17.8 23.5 5.7 County Ordinance - Impact
830 8.0 16.0 8.0 County Ordinance - Impact
831 51.0 54.5 3.5 County Ordinance - Impact
832 30.1 32.0 1.9 County Ordinance - Impact
833 24.3 26.0 1.7 County Ordinance - Impact
834 11.7 12.5 0.8 County Ordinance - Impact
835 9.7 Not Taken2 0.0 Not Impacted
836 8.0 Not Taken2 0.0 Not Impacted



Aspen IV South
Updated Tree Survey Data

Updated 24 January 2012 Page 2 of 3

TREE TAG
NO.

2005
DBH (in.)

2011
DBH (in.)

2005-2011 DBH
DIFFERENCE (in.) Impact Status

837 16.0 Not Taken2 0.0 Not Impacted
838 9.0 Not Taken2 0.0 Not Impacted
839 10.0 Not Taken2 0.0 Not Impacted
841 34.0 Not Taken2 0.0 Not Impacted
842 36.4 Not Taken2 0.0 Not Impacted
843 10.0 12.0 2.0 County Ordinance - Impact
844 7.0 8.5 1.5 Not Impacted
845 14.3 22.5 8.2 Not Impacted
846 6.0 11.0 5.0 County Ordinance - Impact
847 5.5 10.0 4.5 County Ordinance - Impact
848 19.6 29.5 9.9 Not Impacted
849 9.0 Not Taken2 0.0 Not Impacted
850 9.0 Not Taken2 0.0 Not Impacted

2011-01 N/A1 14.5 14.5 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-02 N/A1 7.0 7.0 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-03 N/A1 9.0 9.0 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-04 N/A1 6.5 6.5 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-05 N/A1 8.0 8.0 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-06 N/A1 6.5 6.5 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-07 N/A1 7.0 7.0 Not Impacted
2011-08 N/A1 9.0 9.0 Not Impacted
2011-09 N/A1 8.5 8.5 Not Impacted
2011-10 N/A1 14.5 14.5 Not Impacted
2011-11 N/A1 6.0 6.0 Not Impacted
2011-12 N/A1 8.0 8.0 Not Impacted
2011-13 N/A1 6.0 6.0 Not Impacted
2011-20 N/A1 9.0 9.0 Not Impacted
2011-21 N/A1 14.0 14.0 Not Impacted
2011-22 N/A1 8.5 8.5 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-23 N/A1 6.5 6.5 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-24 N/A1 7.5 7.5 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-25 N/A1 7.5 7.5 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-26 N/A1 6.5 6.5 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-28 N/A1 9.0 9.0 Not Impacted
2011-29 N/A1 9.0 9.0 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-30 N/A1 12.0 12.0 Not Impacted
2011-31 N/A1 9.0 9.0 Not Impacted
2011-32 N/A1 12.0 12.0 Not Impacted
2011-33 N/A1 10.0 10.0 Not Impacted
2011-34 N/A1 11.0 11.0 Not Impacted
2011-35 N/A1 8.5 8.5 Not Impacted
2011-36 N/A1 7.5 7.5 Not Impacted
2011-37 N/A1 8.0 8.0 Not Impacted
2011-38 N/A1 12.5 12.5 Not Impacted



Aspen IV South
Updated Tree Survey Data

Updated 24 January 2012 Page 3 of 3

TREE TAG
NO.

2005
DBH (in.)

2011
DBH (in.)

2005-2011 DBH
DIFFERENCE (in.) Impact Status

2011-39 N/A1 20.0 20.0 Not Impacted
2011-40 N/A1 10.5 10.5 Not Impacted
2011-41 N/A1 11.0 11.0 County Ordinance - Impact (Planted)
2011-42 N/A1 12.5 12.5 County Ordinance - Impact (Planted)
2011-43 N/A1 15.5 15.5 Not Impacted
2011-44 N/A1 11.0 11.0 Not Impacted
2011-45 N/A1 15.5 15.5 Not Impacted
2011-46 N/A1 9.5 9.5 Not Impacted
2011-47 N/A1 15.0 15.0 Not Impacted
2011-48 N/A1 13.5 13.5 Not Impacted
2011-49 N/A1 9.5 9.5 Not Impacted
2011-50 N/A1 30.0 30.0 County Ordinance - Impact (Planted)
2011-51 N/A1 29.0 29.0 County Ordinance - Impact (Planted)
2011-52 N/A1 30.0 30.0 County Ordinance - Impact (Planted)
2011-53 N/A1 7.5 7.5 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-54 N/A1 8.0 8.0 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-55 N/A1 15.5 15.5 Not Impacted
2011-56 N/A1 6.5 6.5 Not Impacted
2011-57 N/A1 6.0 6.0 County Ordinance - Impact
2011-58 N/A1 29.0 29.0 Not Impacted
2011-59 N/A1 12.5 12.5 Not Impacted
2011-60 N/A1 21.5 21.5 Not Impacted
2011-61 N/A1 17.0 17.0 Not Impacted
2011-62 N/A1 20.0 20.0 Not Impacted

DEAD 0.0 0.0 0.0 County Ordinance - Impact
EC-1 6.5 11.0 4.5 Not Impacted
EC-3 15.0 19.0 4.0 County Ordinance - Impact
EC-4 10.0 13.0 3.0 County Ordinance - Impact
EC-5 18.0 19.5 1.5 County Ordinance - Impact
EC-6 6.0 8.5 2.5 County Ordinance - Impact
T-1 25.0 26.0 1.0 Not Impacted
T-2 6.0 9.5 3.5 Not Impacted
T-3 18.0 16.0 -2.0 County Ordinance - Impact
T-4 7.0 9.5 2.5 County Ordinance - Impact
T-5 14.0 20.0 6.0 County Ordinance - Impact

1 No 2005 data exists becase these trees were too small in 2005 to be included in survey.
2 DBH data was not updated for trees that would not be impacted.
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Executive Summary 

The Teichert Aggregates (Teichert) and Granite Construction (Granite) 
mining areas are located adjacent to Morrison Creek in Sacramento County. 
The aggregate mining companies are seeking amendments to the existing 
approved Use Permits and Reclamation Plans to accommodate proposed 
modifications to reclamation related elements of the approved projects. The 
existing Reclamation Plans included  “below-grade bypass/mined-bottom” 
channels and perimeter “at-grade creek flow bypass channels” which were to 
be constructed after the mining operations in Teichert’s Aspen III South, IV 
South and Granite’s Vineyard I properties were completed. The proposed 
project (also referred to as the “proposed Reclamation Plan”) consists of 
eliminating the approved “below-grade bypass/mined-bottom” channel and 
at-grade bypass channels and replacing these elements with a combined “at-
grade reconstructed and realigned” Morrison Creek low-flow channel and 
flood control channel with riparian habitat (Realigned Channel)   on Aspen III 
South and Vineyard I properties. On Aspen IV South a raised bank flood 
control channel is to be constructed outside of the effective FEMA floodway 
while preserving the natural low-flow channel (Raised Bank Channel).  
Together, these comprise the Post-Reclamation Channel, which is defined as 
approximately 5,800 feet of Realigned Channel within Aspen III South and 
Vineyard I and approximately 2,000 feet of Raised Bank Channel within 
Aspen IV South. See Figure 1.  

Wood Rodgers (WRI) was contracted to analyze the impacts of the proposed 
Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel to Morrison Creek. The Post-
Reclamation Channel realignments are based on the Reclamation Plans 
prepared by GC Wallace to facilitate the mining operations in the area. The 
intent of the GC Wallace Reclamation Plans is to contain the 100-year flows 
within the flood control channel therefore this assumption is included in the 
analysis.  The project approval will be conditioned to meet these criteria. This 
analysis presents the effects of the Post-Reclamation Channel upstream and 
downstream of the project area (Figure 1). 

The peak flows and water surface elevations presented in the 1998 Effective 
FEMA Flood Insurance Study (FEMA FIS) and the Revised 2000 FEMA 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FEMA FIRM) are used as the benchmark for 
comparison to the results from the WRI Post-Reclamation Channel Model. 

Peak water surface elevations may not be directly comparable between the 
FEMA FIRM study and the more current Post-Reclamation Channel model 
due to differences in the precision of the available topographic data at the 
time the studies were conducted. However, the overall floodplain inundation 
area as modeled in the Post-Reclamation Channel model is considerably 
less than the floodplain inundation area shown on the FEMA FIRM.  

This Hydrology and Hydraulic analysis concludes that the proposed project 
amendments do not have adverse impacts downstream or upstream of the 
project.    
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Introduction 

The majority of Granite’s Vineyard I property is located south of the natural 
Morrison Creek low-flow channel and is bordered by Mayhew on the east 
and Hedge Avenue on the west. A smaller portion of Vineyard I Property is 
located north of the natural Morrison Creek low-flow channel and is bordered 
by Aspen III South on the east and Hedge Ave on the west. The portion of 
the Vineyard I property on the south side of the natural Morrison Creek low-
flow channel has been partially mined. The portion of the Vineyard I property 
north of Morrison Creek has been mostly mined and is proposed to be filled 
and reclaimed after mining is complete.  

Teichert’s Aspen III South property is located to the north of the natural 
Morrison Creek low-flow channel and west of Mayhew Road. Most of the 
aggregate mining planned for this site has been completed.  The reclamation 
of the site is currently underway.  The proposed Reclamation Plan includes 
relocation of the natural low-flow channel and construction of flood control 
channel banks on portions of the Vineyard I property and Aspen III South 
properties (see Figure 2). 

 

Teichert’s Aspen IV South property is south of Morrison Creek, east of 
Mayhew Road and west of Bradshaw Road. Aspen IV South has not been 
mined.  The proposed Reclamation Plan will preserve the natural low-flow 
channel and construct raised channel banks outside the Effective FEMA 
Floodway (See Figure 2). 

Previous Studies 

The following is a partial list of studies that were available for use in this 
study: 

1. “EIR/EIS,” Teichert Aggregates and Granite Construction. 1995 

2. “FEMA FIS – Sacramento County Unincorporated Areas,” Revised 
February 4, 1998 

3. “FEMA FIRM – Revised to Reflect LOMR” and the corresponding HEC-2 
model cross sections downstream of Jackson Highway, Dated March 21, 
2000.  

4. “South Sacramento County Streams Project,” C.D.M. July 2003 

5.   Amended Reclamation Plans for Aspen IV South, GC Wallace January 
18, 2008. The GC Wallace plans are the final grading design for the 
Morrison Creek Enhanced Channel upstream of Mayhew Rd. 
Superseded by Aspen IV South Raised Bank Channel proposed in this 
analysis.  

6. “Morrison Creek Hydraulic Study,” GC Wallace March 20, 2008 and 
Comments from Sacramento County DWR June 19. 2008. The GC 
Wallace HEC-RAS model is superseded by this analysis. The proposed 
grading of the realigned Morrison Creek channel was used in creating 
the current Wood Rodgers model   

7. Improvement Plans Morrison Creek Enhancement Channel and Oxbow 
Relocation, GC Wallace 4-23-08. The GC Wallace plans are the final 
grading design for the Morrison Creek Enhanced Channel downstream 
of Mayhew Rd. 
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8. “Morrison Creek Hydrology & Hydraulics Analyses Part A and Part B,” 
Wood Rodgers, Inc. January 23, 2009. The Wood Rodgers HEC-RAS 
model from Morison Creek H&H Analyses was used as the upstream 
base for the current EIR analysis (hereafter referred to as the Wood 
Rodgers Model) 

 

Study Methodology 

Wood Rodgers has developed a HEC-RAS Model for Morrison Creek 
upstream of Jackson Highway for other projects.  In addition to the HEC-RAS 
model upstream of Jackson Highway, Wood Rodgers obtained the HEC-2 
model cross sections that were used to model the floodplain for the FEMA 
FIRM.  In order to develop a Post-Reclamation Channel model, the HEC-
RAS model upstream of Jackson Highway was extended downstream from 
Jackson Highway to South Watt Ave by utilizing the FEMA FIRM and HEC-2 
model cross sections for the non-realigned areas from Jackson Highway to 
Mayhew Road. The cross sections were constructed with the natural low-flow 
channel from the HEC-2 cross sections and the overbanks were 
supplemented with the latest Sacramento County LiDAR contour data from 
Jackson Highway to Mayhew.  Wood Rodgers used the proposed grading 
contours of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel from GC Wallace 
between Mayhew Road to Hedge Ave.  

The Post-Reclamation Condition assumes that the as-built creek overflow 
weir on Granite’s “Granite I” property that allows flow into Teichert’s Aspen VI 
property for offline detention is in place and functioning. The weir is located 
upstream of Jackson Highway on the at-grade Morrison Creek bypass 
channel constructed by the aggregate mining companies in 2001 as part of 
Granite and Teichert mining activities and related permit conditions. The weir 
in the extended HEC-RAS model is consistent with the “As-Built Condition” 
HEC-RAS model described in Reference #8, Previous Studies section above 
(see Figure 1).  
 

The Effective FEMA FIS and FIRM Baseline Condition are used as a 
benchmark to reflect Pre-Reclamation Conditions for comparison to the 
Post-Reclamation Channel model. The Table 1- Summary of Discharges in 
the FEMA FIS (See Appendix A) is used for reporting the effective 100 year 
flows at the State Highway 16 (Jackson Hwy) Crossing and the Central 
California Traction Company RR (CCTC RR) Crossing. The duration of the 
100 year storm event is not specified in the FEMA FIS report; however it is 
typical for the 100 year 24 hour event to be used for floodplain mapping. It is 
assumed that the 100 year results provided in the FEMA FIS are comparable 
to the 100 year 24 hour duration storm.  

The FEMA FIS flow is reported at Jackson Hwy (2,755 cfs) and 3.8 miles 
downstream at the CCTC RR crossing (2,855cfs). Since the reported 
increase of flow between Jackson Hwy to CCTC RR is only 100 cfs, it is 
conservative to assume that the benchmark flows in the creek will be 
compared to the lower flow at Jackson Hwy for all crossings between 
Jackson Hwy and the CCTC RR crossing (See Appendix A)..  

The Floodway Data Table 2 (See Appendix A) for Morrison Creek in the 
FEMA FIS Report is used for reporting the Water Surface Elevations at the 
cross sections for the 100 year flood.  
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The Sacramento County Zone A Floodplain Boundary was obtained from the 
Sacramento County DWR. The Zone A Boundary refers to a 100 year 
floodplain without the 100 year flood elevations determined. The Zone A 
boundary was built by combining the effective FEMA FIRM Zone AE (100 
year Flood Elevations determined) Floodplain with the outer extent of the 
existing mined areas adjacent to Morrison Creek except for the Sacramento 
Aggregates Property east of Mayhew Road. The Effective FEMA FIRM Zone 
AE Baseline Floodplain is shown on Figures 3 and 4 for reference.  

The Post-Reclamation Condition assumes that the proposed Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel and the mining operations are complete in the 
Aspen III South and Vineyard I properties and the mining operations are 
complete on Aspen IV South where the natural Morrison Creek low-flow 
channel and floodway are preserved.  
 
Under the Post-Reclamation Condition, significant portions of the Aspen III 
South, IV South and Granite Vineyard I properties are mined below existing 
grade. The isolated local runoff from inside Aspen III South and Vineyard I is 
conveyed to a basin located on Granite’s Vineyard I property. The local 
runoff volume (100-yr, 10-day) of 267 ac-ft for these two properties is to be 
stored onsite in the Granite Vineyard I property per the original EIR/EIS 
documents and existing permits. Aspen IV South has been revised to store 
the 30 ac-ft of local runoff volume from the Aspen IV South watershed in a 14 
acre retention basin. The EIR/EIS document identifies 309 ac-ft of storage 
which is consistent with the cumulative storage of 297 ac-ft identified for 
Aspen III South, Vineyard I, and Aspen IV South properties within the 
accuracy of this analysis. 
 
The offsite storm water runoff is assumed to be conveyed as overland flow 
around the mining areas and drain into the Morrison Creek Post-Reclamation 
Channel.  
 
The Post-Reclamation watersheds were delineated using the 2004 
Sacramento County LiDAR contours, the GC Wallace proposed Realigned 
Channel grading contours and the proposed Reclamation Plans (All sources 
in vertical datum NGVD29) (See Figure 2). The Sac Calc program was used 
to generate hydrographs for the 100 year 24 hr and 100 year 10 day events. 
The Mayhew ditch hydrograph was taken from the Preliminary Aspen IV 
Drainage Study dated October 2007 by Wood Rodgers. 
 
The soils in this area mainly consist of type C and D soils and the assumed 
land uses are consistent with the 1993 Sacramento General Plan and all 
subsequent amendments and the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan. 
 
Under the Post-Reclamation Condition, the proposed Realigned Channel in 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South incorporates wetland and upland planting 
scenarios. As a result, the Realigned Channel’s low-flow and flood control 
channel are assumed to have a Manning’s Roughness Coefficient of n=0.10. 
This value was required by the Sacramento County DWR Comments on the 
original GC Wallace model and confirmed by Wood Rodgers using the USGS 
Guide for Selecting Manning’s Roughness Coefficients for Natural Channels 
and Floodplains. The FEMA FIRM was developed using a Manning’s n value 
that varies from 0.015 to 0.06 (0.045 weighted average by channel length 
through the project area). The FEMA FIRM Manning’s n values were retained 
for the Raised Bank Channel’s natural low-flow and overbank in the flood 
control channel upstream of Mayhew Road on Aspen IV South.   
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On Aspen IV South, the project proposes a mining boundary that is set back 
from the floodway and constructing raised banks outside the Morrison Creek 
Effective FEMA floodway boundary to channelize the flood waters outside 
the low-flow channel. A representative cross section of the Aspen IV South 
channel banks is shown on Figure 5.   
 
The FEMA FIRM shows a shallow flooding area with a depth of less than one 
foot that spills from Elder Creek to Morrison Creek upstream of Bradshaw 
Road. The Post-Reclamation Channel model does not include flow spilling 
from Elder Creek into Morrison Creek because the model data is not 
available and the contributing flow would be negligible given that the FEMA 
FIS reports an increase of only 100 cfs throughout the 3.8 mile stretch of 
Morrison Creek that would also include the Elder Creek Spill.  
 

Results 

The resulting HEC-RAS flow at the relevant road crossings are provided for 
comparison purposes throughout the Post-Reclamation Channel in Table 1. 
The discussion of results has been broken up into three areas: Upstream, 
Onsite and Downstream.  
 
Table 1 - Morrison Creek Flows (cfs) 

 

  

100 Year 24 hour 

FEMA FIS* 
Post-

Reclamation 

Upstream 
(Offsite) 

Jackson Hwy. 2,755 1,032 

Bradshaw Rd. 2,755* 1,331 

Onsite 
Mayhew Rd. 2,755* 1,494 

Hedge Ave. 2,755* 1,507 

Downstream 
(Offsite) 

S. Watt Ave. 2,755* 1,550 

CCTC RR 2,855 1,678 

*FEMA FIS Flows are only reported at Jackson Hwy and the CCTC RR 
Crossing with an increase of only 100 cfs over 3.8 miles of channel. The 
lowest flow is assumed for the most conservative benchmark flow. 

 
The resulting 100 year 24 hour floodplain for the Post-Reclamation Channel 
model is plotted against the Effective Zone AE Floodplain Boundary on 
Figures 3 and 4.  
 

Upstream Results 

Table 1 shows a decrease in the upstream flows between the FEMA FIS 
baseline condition and the Post-Reclamation condition.  The decrease in 
upstream flows is due to the weir at Granite I which diverts peak flows 
out of Morrison Creek and into the Granite I/Aspen VI retention basin.  
The water surfaces presented in the Table on Figure 4 show that the 
Post-Reclamation water surface elevations upstream of the Post-
Reclamation Channel are 0.7 feet higher than the FEMA FIS Floodway 
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Table Results for Morrison Creek. The increased water surface elevation 
upstream of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is created by the 
backwater effect due to the increased Manning’s roughness coefficient of 
n=0.1 in the Realigned Channel between Mayhew Road and Hedge.  
 
However, a comparison of the Effective FEMA Zone AE Baseline 
Floodplain extents and Post-Reclamation floodplain through the area 
upstream of the Realigned Channel is provided in Figure 4. The area of 
inundated floodplain on the upstream property APN’s  0630070011 and 
0630100018 are reduced by 25% and reduced on the upstream property 
APN 0630100020 by 84% when plotted against the Post-Reclamation 
floodplain (See Table 2A). The difference in floodplain extents is due to 
the accuracy of the contour data available at the time of the studies and 
not due to Project related activities.  
 
The FEMA FIS and the Post-Reclamation Channel models were 
developed using topographic data of differing precision levels.  
Therefore, a direct comparison of water surfaces may not be meaningful. 
The Post-Reclamation floodplain was plotted on the 2004 Sacramento 
County 2-foot LiDAR contours in contrast to the Effective FEMA Zone AE 
floodplain, which is assumed to be plotted on the 1992 USGS 5-foot 
contours.  The increased accuracy of the 2004 2-foot LiDAR contours 
results in a calculated decrease in the floodplain area.   
 

 
 

Table 2A - Floodplain Area in Upstream Neighboring Properties 

Property Owner 

Floodplain Area 
(acre) 

Reduction 
FEMA 
FIRM 

Post -
Reclamation 

Property APN’s 0630070011 
and 0630100018 

14.8 11.0 3.8ac (25%) 

Property APN 0630100020 5.0 0.8 4.2ac (84%) 

 
Jackson Highway Structure Crossing - The 100-year 24-hour water 
surface elevation at Jackson Highway crossing is lowered by 1.9 ft with 
the current operation of the Granite I weir when compared to the FEMA 
FIS Baseline water surface elevation as shown on Figure 4. The Post-
Reclamation channel does not affect the water surface elevation at the 
Jackson Highway crossing. 
 
The Granite I/Aspen VI detention basin and weir upstream of 
Jackson Highway were designed to mitigate flows in Morrison Creek 
upstream of Jackson Highway consistent with the conditions present 
prior to the mining the Aspen VI and Granite I mining areas. Teichert and 
Granite constructed the weir and associated bypass channel in 
approximately 2001-2003 and maintain the channel and weir in the 
current As-built state. The weir is a stepped weir construction with an 
upper crest at elevation 63.6 ft NGVD and a lower crest elevation of 62.0 
ft. The weir currently diverts flow out of Morrison Creek when the 
capacity of the main channel exceeds 500 cfs approximately (Morrison 
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Creek H&H Analysis Part A & B, 2009). Although Teichert and Granite 
continue to be responsible for the ongoing operation and maintenance of 
the weir and detention basin, detailed issues related to ownership of the 
As-built storm water detained within the basin has not been determined.   

 

Onsite Results 

The floodplain within Vineyard I and Aspen III South properties is 
channelized and contained with the Realigned Channel flood control 
banks and within the Raised Channel banks on Aspen IV South. The net 
result of the proposed Post-Reclamation Channel is that the onsite 
floodplain area is reduced from the FEMA Baseline Floodplain area by 
81%. 
 

Table 2B - Floodplain Area in Onsite Properties 

Property Owner 

Floodplain Area 
(acre) 

Reduction 
FEMA 
FIRM 

Post -
Reclamation 

Onsite Properties 
(AspenIIIs, IVs, Vineyard I) 

277.0 53.0 223.0ac (81%) 

 
 
The Granite Vineyard I Post-Reclamation Retention Basin will retain 
the onsite isolated local runoff volume of 267 acft (100-year 10-day) for 
the Aspen IIIS and Vineyard I properties. 
 
There is no pump option in the proposed amendments. The retention 
basin will be evacuated solely by infiltration into the soil and evaporation 
off the basin water surface. The basin will evacuate the 100-year 10-day 
volume within 16 days. The evacuation time is based on a proposed 
basin area of 62 acres, mean annual evaporation of 66 inches per year 
and an infiltration rate of 0.14 in/hr (see Appendix for Evacuation Time 
Calculation). In January 2006, Granite Construction observed an 
infiltration rate of 6 inches per day in the Vineyard I mined area but it was 
decided to use a conservative infiltration rate for type B soils for the 
Evacuation Time Calculations. 
 
A Mean Annual Precipitation water balance analysis was conducted for 
the 62 acre retention basin in Vineyard I. The monthly precipitation 
accumulated over RC38, RC40, RC43, and RC36 that is retained in the 
62 acre basin will infiltrate and evaporate completely by the end of each 
month.  
 
The Aspen IV South Post-Reclamation Retention Basin will retain the 
onsite isolated local runoff volume of 30 acft (100-year 10-day) for the 
Aspen IVS property. 
 
There is no pump option in the proposed amendments. The retention 
basin will be evacuated solely by infiltration into the soil and evaporation 
off the basin water surface. The basin will evacuate the 100-year 10-day 
volume within 8 days. The evacuation time is based on a proposed basin 
area of 14 acres, mean annual evaporation of 66 inches per year and an 
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infiltration rate of 0.14 in/hr (see Appendix for Evacuation Time 
Calculation).  
 
A Mean Annual Precipitation water balance analysis was conducted for 
the 14 acre retention basin in Aspen IV South. The monthly precipitation 
accumulated over RC75 that is retained in the 14 acre basin will infiltrate 
and evaporate completely by the end of each month.  

 
Embankment Failure Impact Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen 
IV South Basins - In the event of a catastrophic embankment failure 
along the Morrison Creek Post-Reclamation Channel, the mined areas 
would operate as offline retention basins in the interim until the 
embankment was rebuilt. It is assumed that an embankment failure 
would occur near the peak Morrison Creek water surface elevation 
therefore half of the storm volume would have already past downstream 
of the breach location and half of the 100-year 10-day total volume would 
spill into the mined area. The volume of the 100-year 10-day storm is 
7,140 ac-ft therefore 50% is 3,570 ac-ft.  
 
During a worst-case scenario (more than 50% of the 100-year 10-day 
volume), the mined area would fill up until the capacity was exceeded 
and the water surface elevation in the mined area would equalize with 
the water surface elevation in the channel downstream of the breach. 
The results of the volumetric analysis are provided in Table 3 below to 
demonstrate the function of the mined areas individually during an 
embankment failure. 
 
Aspen IV South and Vineyard I mined areas both have the capacity to 
store more than 50% of the 100-year 10-day storm individually. An 
embankment failure adjacent to the Aspen III South property would fill 
the mined area up to a maximum of the water surface elevation in the 
channel adjacent to the mined area (51.8 ft at cross section 13.412). The 
top of mined area elevation (56 ft) at the North, East, and West 
boundaries of the property will keep the volume of the breach contained 
within the mined area and the channel.  
 
The Aspen III South and Vineyard I mined areas are planned to be 
connected by culverts that would combine the available storage volume, 
therefore it is unlikely that the combined mined area storage would be 
exceeded by the embankment failure volume. The Aspen III South and 
Vineyard I combined mined area volume is sufficient for storing the entire 
100-year 10-day volume, but it is assumed that the mined areas are not 
connected for the worst-case scenario provided below. The Reclamation 
Plans for each mined area assume a maximum proposed depth of 40 ft 
with 2:1 side slopes.  
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Table 3: Morrison Creek Embankment Failure 

Embankment 
Location 
Property 

Name 

Mined 
Area 

Estimated 
Available 
Storage* 

50% of 100-
Year 10-Day 

Storm 
Volume  

Max Water 
Depth 

(acre) (ac-ft) (ac-ft) (ft) 

Aspen IV 
South 147 4410 3570 30 

Aspen III South 80 2400 3570 40+** 

Granite 
Vineyard I 263 7890 3570 17 

*Based on 40 foot depth from existing ground and 2:1 side slopes as shown in the Reclamation 
Plans 
** Excess Volume is equalized between the mined area and the channel at the elevation of the 
downstream cross section adjacent to the mined area. 

 

Downstream Results 

The 100 year flows leaving the Post-Reclamation site are less than the 
flows in the FEMA FIS Baseline study as shown in Table 1 above at 
Hedge Avenue.  

 

 
Downstream Affect of Embankment Failure - In the event of either of 
the onsite embankment failure scenarios, the downstream flow in the 
Morrison Creek channel would be reduced by the flow to the offline 
storage available in the mined areas. Due to the low velocity of flows in 
Morrison Creek, an embankment failure is not likely to result in a total 
diversion of flows to the mined area.  Reduced flows downstream will 
continue until the mined area has filled to the water surface elevation of 
Morrison Creek.  Upon reaching this water surface elevation, flows in the 
Morrison Creek channel would continue downstream of the embankment 
failure at the same rate as upstream flows in the Morrison Creek 
channel.  The storm water volume in all three mined properties combined 
would infiltrate in 26 days.  An embankment failure would not have 
significant impacts on areas downstream and upstream of Aspen III 
South, IV South and Vineyard I.      

 
 
 
 

Granite and Teichert Safety/Evacuation Plan In the Event of 

Embankment Failure 

 
The on-site superintendent and/or foreman will be responsible for the safety 
of employees and visitors in the event of an embankment overtopping or 
failure.  Granite and Teichert both implement preventative safety measures 
to alert employees and visitors of potential hazards associated with work 
areas.  Employees and visitors working on site will be informed of available 
evacuation and site access/exit routes.  Individuals that will be located near 
embankments during high flow events will be informed of the risk of 
embankment failures and notified of proper emergency procedures.   As a 
precautionary measure, embankments will be patrolled periodically during 
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high water or heavy rainfall events to assess levee conditions and identify 
potential areas of concern.  In the event of a failure or overtopping of the 
embankment, or upon indication that a failure or breach is imminent, all 
personnel and mobile equipment will be relocated away from the channel to 
higher ground and evacuated from the site (if necessary) using the closest 
available exit.  Evacuation during emergency situations that occur with little 
or no warning will be implemented on an ad hoc basis, and specific 
evacuation instructions will be based on real or anticipated flooding in the 
levee protected areas.  Emergency exit routes include Fruitridge Road on the 
north and Mayhew Road on the east, which both connect to other arterial and 
major roadways in the area.  Once personnel and mobile equipment have 
been evacuated to a safe location, the site superintendent and/or foreman 
will contact their Company’s designated environmental and/or safety 
personnel to seek additional instructions.    

 

Conclusion  

This analysis concludes that the Vineyard I/Aspen III South Realigned 
Channel and the Aspen IV South Raised Bank Channel proposed by the 
mining companies do not increase peak flows downstream of the realigned 
channel when compared to the Effective FEMA FIS Baseline study.  
 
The results of this analysis show that the onsite floodplain within Aspen III 
South, IV South, and Vineyard I Properties is contained with the Post-
Reclamation Channel banks.  The floodplain area on the properties is 
reduced from the FEMA Baseline Floodplain area by 81%. The Aspen IV 
South property Raised Bank Channel is setback to the Effective FEMA 
Floodway extents to contain the raised WSE at the upstream end of the 
project area. 
 
The results of this analysis show that the combined baseline condition and 
the proposed amendments to the Morrison Creek Post-Reclamation Channel 
decrease the floodplain area upstream by 25% on APN’s 0630070011 and 
0630100018 and 84% on APN 0630100020.  
 
This Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis concludes that the Proposed Project 
does not have adverse impacts downstream or upstream of the Project.   
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NOTES:
THE FLOODPLAIN REPRESENTED IN THIS MAP ASSUMES
THE WEIR AT ASPEN VI IS AS-BUILT.
THE REALIGNED CHANNEL CROSS-SECTION LOCATIONS 
ARE TAKEN FROM GC WALLACE CHANNEL GRADING 
CONTOURS. THE NON-REALIGNED CHANNEL CROSS-
SECTIONS WERE TAKEN FROM THE FEMA FIS HEC-2 MODEL.
THE WATER SURFACE ELEVATIONS ARE THE RESULTS 
FROM WOOD RODGERS HEC-RAS MODEL. 
THE HYDROLOGY WAS DEVELOPED USING SACRAMENTO 
COUNTY LIDAR 2004. LOCAL MINED AREA RUNOFF IS 
ASSUMED TO BE STORED IN GRANITE VINEYARD I.
OFFSITE RUNOFF IS ASSUMED TO BE DIVERTED AROUND 
THE MINED AREA AND INTO THE REALIGNED MORRISON 
CREEK CHANNEL.
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WSE, ft Q, cfs WSE, ft Q, cfs
Jackson Hwy 60.3 1,033 60.3 1,033
Bradshaw Rd 57.2 1,331 57.1 999
Mayhew Rd 55.7 1,494 54.7 1,010
Hedge Ave 46.5 1,507 45.1 999
S. Watt Ave 44.4 1,550 43.0 998
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NOTES:
THE POST RECLAMATION FLOODPLAIN IN THIS MAP
REFLECTS THE GRANITE I WEIR IN THE AS-BUILT 
CONDITION.

THE CURRENT FEMA FIRM ZONE AE BOUNDARY IS
SHOWN FOR COMPARISON PURPOSES. EXISTING
MINED AREAS ARE SHOWN AS FUTURE ZONE A.
THE BOUNDARY LINEWORK WAS OBTAINED FROM
SACRAMENTO COUNTY DWR.

FIGURE 4

HEC-RAS Cross-Sections

Approximate Existing Culvert Locations

Morrison Creek

Current DWR Zone AE

Post_Reclamation Floodplain

Current DWR Zone A Mining Areas

Parcels

Property Boundary

Streets

Project Area: Proposed Mining Areas

Table of WSE Results

Creek Crossing WRI Channel Cross 
Section

Post-Reclamation 
WSE (ft)

FEMA FIS 
WSE (ft)

FEMA FIS Channel 
Cross Sections

16.393 60.4 61.6 15.502
U/S Jackson Hwy 16.374 60.3 61.5 15.463*
D/S Jackson Hwy 16.366 60.3 61.0 15.455*

16.357 60.2 60.8 15.446*
APN: 06302000110000 16.308 60.0 60.0 15.397
APN: 06302000110000 16.108 59.0 59.6 15.197

15.942 58.3 59.2 15.031
15.79 57.4 58.5 14.879
14.841 57.2 57.9 14.841*

Bradshaw Road 14.834 Bridge Section Bridge Section
APN: 06300700110000 14.827 57.1 57.7 14.827*
APN: 06300700110000 14.818 57.1 57.6 14.818*
APN: 06300700110000 14.73 57.0 56.3 14.730
APN: 06300700110000 14.624 56.7 56.0 14.624*

Begin Realigned Channel 14.47 56.3 55.5 14.47*
*Note: Cross section Results are interpolated from FIRM map.  



0

500

1000

1500

2000

250
0 30

0
0

35
0

0

40
0

0

45
00

50
0

0

55
0

0

60
00

6500

7000

7500

8000

0

500

1000

1500

200
0

250
0 30

0
0

35
0

0

40
0

0

45
00

50
0

0

55
0

0 6000

6500 70
0

0

7500

8000

58.5

57
.5

7
57

.3
8

45
.9

3

57
.0

4

57
.0

5
56

.9
8

58.33
59.03

56.65

55.8
55.82

60.29

55
.7

8

47.5

51.2

56.23

55.85

47.43

55
.0

8
55

.3
5

54
.9

5

47
.3

6

54
.3

7

53
.5

6

54
.4

7

52
.0

2

54
.8

5

52
.6

5

53
.3

4

50.24

48.38

54
.0

6

53
.0

651.56

51.84 52
.4

1

49.71

50.67

50.45

48.09

48.85

49.88

47.97

49.35

56.03

HE
DG

E A
VE

ELDER CREEK RD

MA
YH

EW
 R

D

BR
AD

SH
AW

 R
D

FRUITRIDGE RD

JACKSON RD

GRANITE VINEYARD I

ASPEN III

ASPEN IV SOUTH

ASPEN III SOUTH

ASPEN V SOUTH

ASPEN II
ASPEN IV ASPEN VI

MAYHEW

DIVERSION DITCH

D
IV

E
R

S
IO

N
 D

IT
C

H

0 800400

FeetNORTH

ASPEN III SOUTH, IV SOUTH, VINEYARD I
CHANNEL BANK EXHIBIT

POST-RECLAMATION
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

MAY 2011

J:\Jobs\1426-RockCreek\Aspen_3-4-Vineyard_1\GIS\Tasks\RC-Floodplain\EIR_EXHIBITS\Figure_5_11x17_20110401_V1.mxd 5/31/2011 2:33:21 PM ama

NOTES:
THE FLOODPLAIN REPRESENTED IN THIS MAP ASSUMES THE 
WEIR AT GRANITE I IS AS-BUILT.
THE REALIGNED CHANNEL CROSS-SECTION LOCATIONS ARE 
TAKEN FROM GC WALLACE CHANNEL GRADING CONTOURS. 
THE NON-REALIGNED CHANNEL CROSS SECTIONS WERE 
TAKEN FROM THE FEMA FIS HEC-2 MODEL.
THE WATER SURFACE ELEVATIONS ARE THE RESULTS FROM 
WOOD RODGERS HEC-RAS MODEL. 
THE HYDROLOGY WAS DEVELOPED USING SACRAMENTO 
COUNTY LIDAR 2004. LOCAL MINED AREA RUNOFF IS ASSUMED 
TO BE STORED IN GRANITE VINEYARD I. OFFSITE RUNOFF IS 
ASSUMED TO BE DIVERTED AROUND THE MINED AREA AND 
INTO THE MORRISON CREEK CHANNEL.

FIGURE 5

Filled-in Landmass

Cross-Section at Mayhew Property
(Ground Elevation Source: 2004 LiDAR Contours)

45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65

50 150 250 350 450 550 650 750 850

Distance, Ft

El
ev

ati
on

, F
t Mayhew

Property

Natural Channel
Morrison Creek

Aspen IV
South (Mined)

Water Surface Elevation (55.9 Ft)

Proposed Levees

Effective FEMA Floodway
Filled-in Landmass

Proposed Channel Bank

Cross Section Location

Water Surface Elevation

Approximate Existing Culvert Locations

Diversion Ditch

Creeks

Mayhew Ditch

Post-Reclamation Floodplain

Current FEMA Floodway

Current FEMA 100-year Zone AE Floodplain

Proposed Mining Areas

Sacramento County Zone A Mining Areas

Property Boundary

Streets

Ground Surface

Elevation

140 - 170

130 - 140

120 - 130

110 - 120

100 - 110

90 - 100

80 - 90

76 - 80

72 - 76

68 - 72

64 - 68

60 - 64

56 - 60

52 - 56

48 - 52

44 - 48

40 - 44

2 - 40



Aspen IIIS, IVS and Granite Vineyard I Hydrology & Hydraulic Analysis 

 

 

Aspen IIIS, IVS and Granite Vineyard I  EEEENGINEERINGNGINEERINGNGINEERINGNGINEERING  Page 13 

 

 

Appendix A – FEMA FIS Tables 
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Appendix B – Water Balance Calculations 



Granite Vineyard I Retention Basin - Mean Annual Precipitation Water Balance

Parameter Units

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

(1) Days of the Month days 31 28 31 30 31 30 31 31 30 31 30 31

(2) Mean Annual Precip SACRAMENTO 5 ESE (1877-2007)* inches 3.66 3.20 2.67 1.41 0.62 0.16 0.01 0.03 0.31 0.91 2.00 3.19

(3) Total Precip Volume (516 acre contribute to Pit) acft 157 138 115 61 27 7 0 1 13 39 86 137

(4) Infiltration Rate based on Type B soil infiltration rate  (0.142 in/hr) . in/day 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402

(5) Volume of Infiltrated Water for 62 acre Basin Acft 157 138 115 61 27 7 0 1 13 39 86 137

(6) Monthly Mean PAN Evaporation Rates(1955-1993)(at Folsom Dam)** inches 0.92 1.90 3.47 5.21 8.07 9.91 11.12 9.93 7.45 4.89 2.06 1.25

(7) Volume of Evaporated Water for 62 acre Basin Acft 4.56 9.35 16.93 24.90 26.66 6.88 0.43 1.29 13.33 23.17 9.94 6.15

(8) Water Balance [(8)=(3)-(5)-(7)] Acft 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Retention Basin Rating Curve 

AREA (ac) VOLUME (acft)

62 270

56 0

*Source: Western Regional Climate Center  http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/htmlfiles/ca/ca.ppt.html

**Source: Western Regional Climate Center  http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/htmlfiles/westevap.final.html#CALIFORNIA

Aspen IV South Retention Basin - Mean Annual Precipitation Water Balance

Parameter Units

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

(1) Days of the Month days 31 28 31 30 31 30 31 31 30 31 30 31

(2) Mean Annual Precip SACRAMENTO 5 ESE (1877-2007)* inches 3.66 3.20 2.67 1.41 0.62 0.16 0.01 0.03 0.31 0.91 2.00 3.19

(3) Total Precip Volume (147 acre contribute to Pit) acft 45 39 33 17 8 2 0 0 4 11 25 39

(4) Infiltration Rate based on Type B soil infiltration rate  (0.142 in/hr) . in/day 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402 3.402

(5) Volume of Infiltrated Water for 22 acre Basin Acft 45 39 33 17 8 2 0 0 4 11 25 39

(6) Monthly Mean PAN Evaporation Rates(1955-1993)(at Folsom Dam)** inches 0.92 1.90 3.47 5.21 8.07 9.91 11.12 9.93 7.45 4.89 2.06 1.25

(7) Volume of Evaporated Water for 22 acre Basin Acft 1.11 2.27 4.07 5.89 7.60 1.96 0.12 0.37 3.80 5.45 2.37 1.49

(8) Water Balance [(8)=(3)-(5)-(7)] Acft 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Retention Basin Rating Curve 

AREA (ac) VOLUME (acft)

14 30

13 0

*Source: Western Regional Climate Center  http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/htmlfiles/ca/ca.ppt.html

**Source: Western Regional Climate Center  http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/htmlfiles/westevap.final.html#CALIFORNIA

Month

Month



100-year 10-day - Vineyard I Basin Storage Evacuation

Infiltration Rate 3.402 in/day

Mean Evaporation Rate 0.181 in/day Granite Vineyard 1 Retention Basin

Basin Top Area 62 acre Basin Top Area 62 acre

Basin Bottom Area 56 acre Basin Bottom Area 56 acre

100-year 10-day Storage Volume 267 acft

Infiltration x (Basin Area) 15.87 acft/day

Evaporation x (Basin Area) 0.94 acft/day

Evacuation Time = Storage / (infil +evap) 15.9 days

100-year 10-day - Aspen IV South Basin Storage Evacuation

Infiltration Rate 3.402 in/day

Mean Evaporation Rate 0.181 in/day Granite Vineyard 1 Retention Basin

Basin Top Area 14 acre Basin Top Area 14 acre

Basin Bottom Area 13 acre Basin Bottom Area 13 acre

100-year 10-day Storage Volume 30 acft

Infiltration x (Basin Area) 3.69 acft/day

Evaporation x (Basin Area) 0.21 acft/day

Evacuation Time = Storage / (infil +evap) 7.7 days

Embankment Failure Storage Evacuation

Infiltration Rate 3.402 in/day

Mean Evaporation Rate 0.181 in/day Vineyard I AspenIIIS AspenIVS

Basin Top Area 489 acre Pit Top Area 263 80 146 acre

Basin Bottom Area 460 acre Pit Bottom Area 250 73 137 acre

Berm Failure Storage Volume 3570 acft

Infiltration x (Basin Area) 130.39 acft/day

Evaporation x (Basin Area) 7.38 acft/day

Evacuation Time = Storage / (infil +evap) 25.9 days
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Appendix C – Comparison to CDM Model 

 

A review of the peak flows of the WRI Post-Reclamation Channel Model 
(WRI Model) and the CDM model for the South Streams Levee Study (CDM) 
is presented in this analysis at the request of the Sacramento County DWR. 
The comparison to the CDM model results shows that the peak flows at 
South Watt Ave are higher in the WRI model. The difference in peak flow 
results for both models is likely due to the assumptions used in the CDM 
model between Jackson Highway and South Watt Ave and not due to the 
proposed project improvements. 

The proposed project will not have adverse impacts downstream if flows are 
not increased.  A comparison of hydrographs/flows from the WRI Model and 
the CDM model for the South Streams Levee Study (CDM, model used by 
City of Sacramento for downstream flows) is presented in this section at the 
request of the Sacramento County DWR. The WRI Model downstream 
100year 24hour peak flow is higher than the peak flow used in the CDM 
Study. The below graph is a comparison to the hydrograph at Elk Grove 
Florin Road (now S. Watt Avenue) provided by Heidi Huber at the 
Sacramento County DWR. A comparison of the peak flow at Jackson 
Highway showed the results of the two models to be similar. The WRI Model 
peak flow of 1,032 cfs is about 14% less than the CDM flow of 1,201 cfs. 
 
At South Watt Ave, the WRI Model peak flow of 1,550 cfs is about 41% 
higher than the CDM flow of 1,100 cfs. The FEMA FIS flow at S. Watt is 
2,755 cfs, 150% higher than the CDM flow.  
 
The difference between the CDM model and the WRI Model peak flows at 
Elk Grove Florin Road/South Watt is likely due to different assumptions in the 
two models between Jackson Hwy and South Watt Ave. As discussed with 
DWR, one possible reason for the lower flow in the CDM model would be 
that the CDM model includes additional detention storage upstream of Hedge 
Avenue which would lower the CDM peak flow. A comparison of hydraulic 
and hydrologic assumptions was not conducted as part of this study. Based 
on WRI Model comparisons to the FEMA FIS, the difference in flow is not 
attributable to the Proposed project. 
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Figure 5 – Comparison to of WRI Post-Reclamation Model to CDM 
Model at South Watt Avenue 

 

The comparison to the CDM model results shows that the peak flows at 
South Watt Ave are higher in the WRI Model. The difference in peak flow 
results between the models is likely due to the assumptions used in the CDM 
model between Jackson Highway and South Watt Ave. The results of this 
analysis show that the difference in flow is not due to the Proposed Project 
improvements. 
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Appendix D – Qualitative Evaluation of Proposed Levees 

 

The proposed project is not seeking certification of levees nor constructing 
structures that require flood protection at this time.  The area within the 
project will be used as open space and/or agricultural land and does not 
require protection from flooding by levee certification.  Additional information, 
analysis and certification would be required to obtain a revision to existing 
floodplain maps and obtain certification of proposed levees.  In our review of 
the information provided we do not foresee issues or impacts that would 
preclude a floodplain revision or certification in the future.   The applicable 
criteria for protection by levees is FEMA CFR Ch. I Section 65.10.     
 
The Morrison Creek Post-Reclamation Channel is contained by the channel 
banks which function as levees on the north and south banks for the majority 
of the reconstructed channel (Vineyard I south bank, Aspen III South north 
bank).  The Aspen IV South floodway stays intact and the channel banks 
serve as levees.  The smaller portion of Vineyard I Property located on the 
north bank between Aspen III South and Hedge Ave is proposed to be raised 
to an elevation higher than the 100 year. The levees containing the Post-
Reclamation Channel protect the flows from entering the mined areas which 
are reclaimed mining areas used as open space and environmental 
mitigation that do not require flood protection. In the event the levees are 
overtopped or breached the mined areas will flood.  The flooded mined areas 
would not impact other areas outside the mining boundaries.  Below is a 
general qualitative evaluation of the proposed facilities with respect to the 
levees criteria; note the project is not required to construct nor obtain levee 
certification.  
 
 (A) General Criteria: 

The criteria from FEMA 44 CFR Ch. I Section 65.10 of the NFIP 
Regulations must be met for levees to be certified.  

 
(B)(1) Freeboard:  

The minimum design criteria require 3 feet of freeboard from the 
water surface elevation of the base flood (100 year flood). If 
certification of levees is sought by project proponents, as-built 
information will be required to confirm the 3 feet of freeboard. 
 
An additional 1 foot of freeboard is required within 100 ft of structures 
where the flow is constricted. No structures are proposed for the 
Post-Reclamation Channel therefore this criterion shall not apply. 
 
An additional 0.5 foot of freeboard is required above the minimum at 
the upstream end of the levee  If certification of levees is sought by 
project proponents, as-built information will be required to confirm 
this criterion. 
 

(B)(2) Closures: 
If certification of levees is sought by project proponents, all openings 
must be provided with closure devices that are structural parts of the 
system. The opening that conveys flow from the Mayhew Ditch into 
the Post-Reclamation Channel is assumed to have a properly rated 
flap gate closure or other closure structure to satisfy this criterion. 
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Culverts are located below the Post-Reclamation Channel to convey 
storm water from Vineyard I and Aspen III South north of Morrison 
Creek to Vineyard I south of Morrison Creek and from Aspen IV 
South east of Mayhew Road to Vineyard I west of Mayhew Road.  
The culverts are assumed to have a properly rated flap gate closure 
or other closure structure to satisfy this criterion.  

 
(B)(3) Embankment Protection: 

If certification of levees is sought by project proponents, analyses 
must be submitted to demonstrate that no appreciable erosion of the 
levee can be expected during the base flood. The expected flow 
velocities are less than the 4 feet per second (fps) as reported in the 
HEC-RAS model. Native grass plantings are typically sufficient in 
preventing erosion with velocities less than 5 fps.   
 
The Post-Reclamation Channel is relatively narrow and contains 
native tree plantings therefore wind and wave action is not expected 
to impact the stability of the proposed levees.  Debris impact is not 
expected to affect the stability of the levees due to low flow velocity 
(4 fps) and annual maintenance.  A Geotechnical Investigation for 
Slope Evaluation Morrison Creek Realignment Project was 
performed by Geocon.  We reviewed this report and find that the 
proposed slope protection techniques, duration of flooding, 
embankment and foundation materials, levee alignment transitions 
and bends, and levee side slopes are adequate and are not 
expected to result in failure of the levee embankment. 
 

(B)(4) Embankment and Foundations Stability: 
If certification of levees is sought by project proponents, an analysis 
evaluating the expected seepage during the base flood loading 
conditions must be provided. The study submitted by Geocon 
Consultants Inc dated February 2008 should be sufficient in meeting 
this criterion. The required factors addressed in the analysis are, 
depth and duration of flooding, embankment geometry and the 
length of seepage path at critical location, embankment and 
foundation materials, compaction, and penetrations.  

 
(B)(5) Settlement: 

If certification of levees is sought by project proponents, loss of 
freeboard due to settlement of the levee materials must be 
determined by analyzing the embankment loads, compressibility of 
the embankment and foundation soils, age of the levee system, and 
the construction compaction methods. An analysis utilizing the soil 
data presented in the Geocon report dated February 2008 and the 
Wallace and Kuhl Report dated February 2009 should be sufficient in 
satisfying this criterion. 
 

(B)(6) Interior Drainage: 
If certification of levees is sought by project proponents, the interior 
drainage is required to be studied for the source and extent of 
flooding on the landside of the levee structures. The interior drainage 
protected from the Post-Reclamation Channel has been studied as 
part of the Aspen IIIS, IVS and Granite Vineyard I Post Reclamation 
Plan EIR Analysis and is mostly comprised of the local flooding of 
the mined areas.  



Aspen IIIS, IVS and Granite Vineyard I Hydrology & Hydraulic Analysis 
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If certification of levees is sought by project proponents, a more 
detailed analysis would be required to satisfy this criteria. The 
analysis would include the function of Mayhew Road ditch and the 
Bradshaw Road ditch which both convey flows to the Post-
Reclamation Channel. 

 
The areas protected by the channel banks/levees are reclaimed 
mining areas used as open space, agriculture and environmental 
mitigation which do not require flood protection.  In the advent of 
channel bank/levee overtopping or failure no structures or property 
damage would occur.  The depressed areas would flood and the 
flood water as well as local drainage water will recede over time.  
 

(C) Operation Plans and Criteria 
Operational Criteria of all closure structures and interior drainage 
structures must be documented and incorporated into the Federal, 
State or Community officials’ flood warning system.  A formal plan of 
operation is required including specific actions and assignments of 
responsibility by individual name or title.  Provisions for periodic 
inspection of interior drainage systems and periodic operation of any 
mechanized portions for testing and training purposes. If certification 
of levees is sought by project proponents, this information will be 
required. 

 
(D) Maintenance Plans and Criteria 

At a minimum the maintenance plan shall specify the maintenance 
activities to be performed, frequency of performance, and the person 
by name or title responsible for their performance and be officially 
adopted.  If certification of levees is sought by project proponents, 
prior to certification a maintenance plan will be required. 

 
(E) Certification Requirements 
 Data submitted to support that a given levee system complies with 

the above requirements must be certified by a registered 
professional engineer and must be accompanied by certified as-built 
plans of the levee.  Alternatively a Federal agency with responsibility 
for levee design may certify that the levee has been adequately 
designed and constructed to provide protection against the base 
flood.   

 



 
 

 

 Job No.: 1426.025 

 

To: Heidi Huber, Sacramento County DWR 

   URGENT!  

   Meeting/Phone Summary 

     For Your Information 

From: Darren Bonfantine, PE CFM  Other:       

Date: 6/8/11        

 

Re: Response to Comments: Aspen IIIS, IVS, Vineyard I Post Reclamation EIR  

The comments from Heidi Huber are presented below in italics with the Wood Rodgers response below each 
comment in bold. Since the last submittal dated June 9, 2009, the Aspen IV South channel design has been 
widened to the Effective FEMA Floodway extents. The effect of this change has decreased the WSE at the 
upstream end of the project boundary. 

1. In your Proposed Scope of Work dated June 9, 2009, you indicated that a Pre-

Reclamation model would be prepared. 

 
The Pre-Reclamation model did not accurately reflect the improved drainage condition 
from the Aspen VI/Granite I Weir and Basin upstream of Jackson Highway. The Effective 
FIS study was conducted before the Aspen VI/Granite I property had been mined and 
therefore is currently the best representation of the Pre-Reclamation floodplain. It was 
decided that the Effective FIS study results should be submitted as the Pre-Reclamation 
condition. 

 

2. The SacCalc model submitted shows all land use as open space even though the aerial 

photograph shows quite a bit of developed area. Also, there are two large areas east of S 

Watt Avenue that aren't included in the sub-sheds that drain to the creek at S Watt but 

should be. 

 
These watersheds were reviewed and some have approximately 5-10% impervious area. These 
watersheds have been revised from Open Space to Residential/Agricultural land use assuming 
10% impervious area (RC-35, RC-45, RC-70, and RC-76). 
 
Additionally, watersheds RC25-N and RC25-S, which extend to the UPRR Crossing, have been 
added into the SacCalc and HEC-RAS model in order to provide a more realistic downstream 
condition. The land use is assumed to be Industrial for the developed areas and Agricultural for 
the undeveloped areas. The impact to water surface elevations of these revisions is not 
significant. A revised model is submitted with this report. 

 

3. The volume of the hydrograph in the Vineyard I pit per the SacCalc model is significantly 

larger than the detention volume indicated in the report. This may be due to the inclusion 

of sub-shed RC70 and the southwest part of RC38 in the SacCalc model. The "Watershed 

Exhibit" indicates these areas will be prevented from draining to the mining pit by a 

diversion channel that drains directly to Morrison Creek. If this is still the case, the 

SacCalc model should be revised to reflect this. 

 

Memo 



The Sac Calc model has been revised to reflect runoff from watersheds RC75, RC38, RC40, RC43, 
RC42 and RC36 contributing to the Granite I mining pit   The Previous submittal did not include 
RC42. The total 100-year 10-day volume in the model is now 297 ac-ft. This matches the volume 
reported in the revised text. 
The original submittal included a dummy junction that created difficulty when trying to determine 
the contributing volume. 
 

4. The report indicates that one of the hydrographs is from an earlier study of Aspen IV. I do not 

have this model. It needs to be included with the other models. Also, the "Watershed Exhibit" 

needs to indicate what drainage area this hydrograph covers. 
  

The Aspen IV watershed map and Sac Calc model from the earlier study are attached for your 
reference. 

5. It is difficult to determine the extent of sub-shed RC85 on the "Watershed Exhibit". It would 

probably help if property boundaries were omitted or a different color and/or line thickness than 

off-site watershed boundaries. 

A revised Figure 2 Watershed Map showing the extents of the contributing subsheds within the 
study area is provided. 

6. The June 2009 scope of work indicated that sensitivity analyses of the Aspen VI/Granite I 

weir and channel would be preformed. These models are not included in the submittal.  
 
The Aspen VI weir Sensitivity Analysis will be provided in a separate memo. The model will 
also be included. 

 

7. In the section regarding the qualitative evaluation of the proposed levees, it states that it 

is assumed that the original GC Wallace design and plans will meet the various 

freeboard criteria. Since you have both the GC Wallace plans and the water-surface 

profiles it is possible to determine if these criteria are being met. It would be better to 

know now if freeboard requirements are not being met. Also, if these criteria are only just 

being met, changes at the Aspen VI/Granite I weir might be out of the question. 

 
With respect to (B)(1) Freeboard: The evaluation section states that it is “assumed that the 
original GC Wallace design and plans will meet the three (3) feet of freeboard.  Prior to 
certification as levees, as-built information will be required confirming 3 feet of freeboard.”  
 

8. The comments as a result of the Teichert and Granite’s meeting with Sacramento County DWR 

and DERA have been addressed in the Revised EIR Text. The responses are as follows: 

 
a) The study will define the current function/operation of the weir and agree to maintain the weir in 

its current physical state.  This will define the CEQA baseline condition.  In agreeing to the “as-is” 
condition of the weir, the applicant does not agree to accepting ownership of the water that will 
cross over the weir onto their property, merely accept the fact that it does and commitments to 
not change this fact.  The County and applicant agree to defer the water ownership and related 
maintenance issues to a later discussion.   

b) The study will analyze how water will flow over the lateral weir and into the Aspen VI/Granite I pits 
and how the Morrison Creek hydrology would be affected downstream if the levees fail.   

c) The study will describe how the Jackson Road (SR 16) bridge over Morrison Creek will be affected 
by the project.   





 COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
  
 DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
 
 MEMORANDUM 
 

Date:  December 23, 2011 
TO: Jeff Gamel, Planning  
 
 Catherine Hack & Michelle Nagao,  DERA   
   
Copy:     John Lane, Teichert   jlane@teichert.com 
 Yasha Saber, Granite  Yasha.Saber@gcinc.com    
  
FROM:  George Booth, County of Sacramento Department of Water Resources 
 
 
PROJECT NAME: Aspen 3S, 4S, and Vineyard 1  (channelizing Morrison Creek) 
 
APPLICATION NUMBER: 08-0017 and 08-0016 (Teichert),  and 05-0062 (Granite) 
Location:   
Aspen III South APNs:  063-0080-016, 063-0080-028 through -032, 063-0090-007, and 063-0090-012 
Aspen IV South APNs:  063-0100-011, -014 through -016, 063-0100-019, 063-0130-001, -002, -009, -010 
and -011 
Vineyard I expansion  APN: 063-0090-009 and 063-0090-018 
The rest of Vineyard I -  APNs 063-0080-010 through 013, 063-0090-001 through 003, 063-0090-006, 063-
0090-009 through 011, 063-0090-015 through 019, 063-0110-001 through 006, 063-0110-012, 063-0110-
028, and 063-0110-029. 
 
  
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 
 
In addition to other conditions on the project, if the project is approved, the subject application shall 
be conditioned on the following: 
 
Prior to diversion of Morrison Creek into the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (post-reclamation 
channel) the applicants shall enter into an agreement with the Sacramento County Department of 
Water Resources requiring that Granite and Teichert maintain and operate the weir on Granite I in 
the existing “As-Built Condition” in perpetuity.  If the applicants want to change the operation or 
function of the weir, they must first conduct or fully fund a hydrology and hydraulic analysis 
deemed satisfactory by the Sacramento County Department of Water Resources.  Any proposed 
changes must receive approval from the Sacramento County Department of Water Resources and 
undergo any necessary permitting and CEQA analysis at the applicants’ expense.  

 
 

  



COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
INTER-DEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
         August 3, 2011 

 
TO:  Michelle Nagao, DERA 

 John Lundgren, DERA 

FROM:  George Booth 

COPY: Michael Peterson, Mark Rains, Mike Johnson, Heidi Huber - DWR  

 
SUBJECT: Aspen 3S, Aspen 4S, Vineyard 1 Aggregate Mining on Morrison Creek 
 
Water Resources finds the following Morrison Creek hydrology and hydraulic studies to 
be acceptable: 

• January 23, 2009 Part A & B Morrison Creek Hydrology and Hydraulics (H&H) 
Analyses 

• June 8, 2011 Response to Comments Aspen IIIS, IVS, Vineyard I Post 
Reclamation EIR 

• July 6, 2011 Tech Memo-Granite Vineyard I/ Aspen VI Weir Sensitivity Analysis 
 
Water Resources looks forward to reviewing the as-built plans of the constructed creek 
corridor as well as the proposed plans for the proposed Teichert mining reach (upstream 
of Mayhew).   Please remind the applicants that the plans must be submitted to FEMA for 
a letter of map revision mapping the 4S mining area in Zone A (flooding of unknown 
depth).  Such a submittal to FEMA should not trigger need for documentation of the 
upstream weir analysis. 
 
The miners have held that the volume that might spill over the weir, upstream of Jackson 
Hwy, exceeds the volume anticipated in their earlier model.   However, miners’ goal had 
been and continues to be reduced downstream peak flow to compensate for their taking of 
floodplain.  The existing side channel weir serves to reduce flood flow in the creek to a 
level allowing it to fit in the constructed channel.  The July 6, 2011 Sensitivity Analysis 
clearly describes the importance of long-term maintenance of the existing creek 
vegetation (Manning’s n-value roughness coefficient) and the weir in its as-built 
condition.    
 
The Sensitivity Analysis goes on to describe what would occur if the weir were to be 
raised and shortened to limit the spill to the miners’ preferred 1600 AF volume in the 



 
 

 
100-yr storm event.   Such an action would increase flow at Jackson Highway and into 
the downstream channel realignment to unacceptable levels thus causing damage to the 
constructed levees and adjacent and downstream properties.   Clearly, this would not 
support the intention of the Morrison Creek mining operations.   The study makes clear 
that reduced capacity of the weir must never be allowable.   
 
The Sensitivity Analysis describes channel vegetation roughness (Manning’s n-value) 
sensitivity for 100-yr, 1 day and 10 day storm events (Q100).  If mowed, the channel 
would deliver too much flow to Jackson Highway and downstream properties.  If the 
channel is thickly vegetated, much water will spill over the weir.  Therefore, the miners’ 
must guarantee proper maintenance of the drainage features in perpetuity.  
 
All of the open pit mining areas are mapped as 100-yr floodplain (Zone A) on the flood 
insurance rate map update (effective in 2012).  No structures are allowed in the mined 
areas.  
 
Water Resources looks forward to working with DERA on the hydrology section of the 
Draft EIR.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 









 COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
 INTER-DEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE 
 DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
 
 MEMORANDUM 
 

Date:  July 15, 2008 
 
TO:  Jeff Gamel, Planning (01-230)  
  Bob DeMorales & Catherine Hack, DERA (01-220) 

 
 
 
 
 

Applicant: 
Applicant: 
John Lane 
jlane@teichert.com
Andrea Mayer 
amayer@gcwallace.com
 
 
 

FROM: George Booth   (916)874-6484 
CC.  Pete Hall, Michael Peterson, Heidi Huber – Water Resources 
 
PROJECT NAME: Aspen 3 South (aggregate mine) 
CONTROL NUMBER:  08-0016 
A.P.N.: Reclamation Plan  and Use Permit for  063-0080-016,-028,-029,-030,-031,-

032,063-0090-007,-012 
 
COMMENTS SECTION: 
 
1. FEMA Flood Zone:  AE 
 Panel No. 060262- 0215E    dated   9/30/1988   
 
2. 100-Year water surface elevation (NGVD1929 datum):  unknown 
 
3. Watershed:  Morrison Creek 
 
4. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED:  The flow in Morrison Creek is controlled by a weir 

constructed upstream at Aspen 6 aggregate mine.  This change has never been submitted to FEMA. 
 Submit to Water Resources for review and comment a drainage study, existing condition FEMA 
Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) and request for FEMA Conditional Letter of Map Revision 
(CLOMR) for the proposed project.   The LOMR will show how the weir at Aspen 6 controls flows 
though the subject parcels and how the Flood Insurance Rate Map would be revised.   Analysis 
must be to a 200-year standard with sensitivity analysis enveloping the assumptions.  The 1995 
Morrison Creek Mining Drainage Mitigation Plan, Miner’s Preferred Alternative showed a weir in 
this reach of the creek. 
  

5. The subject property contains Waters of the State or Waters of the U.S. Any alterations or work 
within these areas will require applicable State Fish & Game and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
permits prior to grading. 

 
6. Provide copy of Section 404 Corps permit to Water Resources for review and approval of long term 

maintenance obligations.   The County will not serve as the ‘Preserve Manager’, but the 
maintenance of Morison Creek serves upstream and downstream drainage needs and uncontrolled 
increase in channel roughness may exceed the assumptions of the design.   

 

mailto:jlane@teichert.com
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Control #08-0016  Aspen 3 South aggregate mine 
DRAINAGE CONDITIONS 
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7. The proposed Morrison Creek Channel will be supported by a high embankment and levees.  
County safety standards require that new levees must be constructed in accordance with federal 
standards and certified by FEMA to at least a 200-year level of flood protection.    

 
8. No structures will be allowed to be constructed in areas subject to deep flooding in storms of greater 

frequency than .5% annual (the 200-year storm event). 
 
9. Submit grading plans and geotechnical study to Water Resources for review and comment before 

beginning any grading.   
 
10. Certify levees in accordance with 44CFR65.10 federal levee standards (it is likely that 2:1 proposed 

side slopes will be to steep to meet stability standards).   Provide all-weather access road along top 
of levee with an overall width of at least 4’ chokers and 15’ wide travel surface (total 23’ hinge to 
hinge).     

 
11. Provide operation and maintenance protocol, for proposed construction of preservation areas in the 

highline creek channel, to Water Resources for review and comment.      
 
12. Water Resources plans to request a workshop to discuss the overall county aggregate mining plan 

with the Board of Supervisors in hopes of gaining better sense of the long term reclamation vision.  
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 
 
If the project is approved, the subject application should be conditioned on the following: 
 

1. Provide drainage easements and install facilities pursuant to the Sacramento County Floodplain 
Management Ordinance, Sacramento County Water Agency Code, and Sacramento County 
Improvement Standards, including any fee required by the Sacramento County Water Agency 
Code. 

 
2. Provide a floodplain easement pursuant to the Sacramento County Floodplain Management 

Ordinance, Sacramento County Water Agency Code, and Sacramento County Improvement 
Standards.   

 
3. A Conditional Letter of Map Revision, pursuant to the Sacramento County Floodplain 

Management Ordinance, and the Sacramento County Improvement Standards, must be approved 
by FEMA prior to final map recordation, approval of improvement plans, or grading plans, 
whichever comes first.  Submit to FEMA for a Letter of Map Revision, prior to final map 
recordation. 

 
4. There may not be any structures constructed below the 100-year floodplain and only flood resistant 

materials may be used in areas prone to flooding. 



Control #08-0016  Aspen 3 South aggregate mine 
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5. Facilities specified in the State Water Resources Control Board NPDES General Permit for 

Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Industrial Activities, must file a notice of intent with 
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board to obtain coverage under the state’s 
General Stormwater Permit for Industrial Activities.  The requirements of this permit will likely 
affect site layout and design. 

 
6. On-site stormwater pollutant source control measures are required. 

 
7. The miners will enter into a long term maintenance agreement, with assurance of adequate 

funding, with Water Resources for operation and maintenance of all drainage features 
associated with the mine reclamation plan before mining begins.   

 
 



 COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
 INTER-DEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE 
 DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
 
 MEMORANDUM 
 

Date:  July 15, 2008 
 
TO:  Jeff Gamel, Planning (01-230)  
  Bob DeMorales & Catherine Hack, DERA (01-220) 

 
 
 
 
 

Applicant: 
John Lane 
jlane@teichert.com
Andrea Mayer 
amayer@gcwallace.com
 
FROM: George Booth   (916)874-6484 
CC.  Pete Hall, Michael Peterson, Heidi Huber – Water Resources 
 
PROJECT NAME: Aspen 4 South (aggregate mine) 
CONTROL NUMBER:  08-0017 
A.P.N.: Reclamation Plan  and Use Permit for  063-0100-011,-014,-015,-016,-019, 063-

0130-001,-002,-009,-011 
 
COMMENTS SECTION: 
 
1. FEMA Flood Zone:  AE 
 Panel No. 060262- 0215E    dated   9/30/1988   
 
2. 100-Year water surface elevation (NGVD1929 datum):  unknown 
 
3. Watershed:  Morrison Creek 
 
4. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED:  The flow in Morrison Creek is controlled by a weir 

constructed upstream at Aspen 6 aggregate mine.  This change has never been submitted to FEMA. 
 Submit to Water Resources for review and comment a drainage study, existing condition FEMA 
Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) and request for FEMA Conditional Letter of Map Revision 
(CLOMR) for the proposed project.   The LOMR will show how the weir at Aspen 6 controls flows 
though the subject parcels and how the Flood Insurance Rate Map would be revised.   Analysis 
must be to a 200-year standard with sensitivity analysis enveloping the assumptions.  The 1995 
Morrison Creek Mining Drainage Mitigation Plan, Miner’s Preferred Alternative showed a weir in 
this reach of the creek. 
  

5. The subject property contains Waters of the State or Waters of the U.S. Any alterations or work 
within these areas will require applicable State Fish & Game and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
permits prior to grading. 

 
6. Provide copy of Section 404 Corps permit to Water Resources for review and approval of long term 

maintenance obligations.   The County will not serve as the ‘Preserve Manager’, but the 
maintenance of Morison Creek serves upstream and downstream drainage needs and uncontrolled 
increase in channel roughness may exceed the assumptions of the design.   

 
7. The proposed Morrison Creek Channel will be supported by a high embankment and levees.  

mailto:jlane@teichert.com
mailto:amayer@gcwallace.com


Control #08-0017  Aspen 4 South aggregate mine 
DRAINAGE CONDITIONS 
 
 

 
P:\2008\08-00017\Correspondence\Comment Letters\08-00017 DWR memo 
dated 7-15-08 Aspen 4 South aggr mine (2).doc 
 

 

County safety standards require that new levees must be constructed in accordance with federal 
standards and certified by FEMA to at least a 200-year level of flood protection.    

 
8. No structures will be allowed to be constructed in areas subject to deep flooding in storms of greater 

frequency than .5% annual (the 200-year storm event). 
 
9. Submit grading plans and geotechnical study to Water Resources for review and comment before 

beginning any grading.   
 
10. Certify levees in accordance with 44CFR65.10 federal levee standards (it is likely that 2:1 proposed 

side slopes will be to steep to meet stability standards).   Provide all-weather access road along top 
of levee with an overall width of at least 4’ chokers and 15’ wide travel surface (total 23’ hinge to 
hinge).     

 
11. Provide operation and maintenance protocol, for proposed construction of preservation areas in the 

highline creek channel, to Water Resources for review and comment.      
 
12. Water Resources plans to request a workshop to discuss the overall county aggregate mining plan 

with the Board of Supervisors in hopes of gaining better sense of the long term reclamation vision.  
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 
 
If the project is approved, the subject application should be conditioned on the following: 
 

1. Provide drainage easements and install facilities pursuant to the Sacramento County Floodplain 
Management Ordinance, Sacramento County Water Agency Code, and Sacramento County 
Improvement Standards, including any fee required by the Sacramento County Water Agency 
Code. 

 
2. Provide a floodplain easement pursuant to the Sacramento County Floodplain Management 

Ordinance, Sacramento County Water Agency Code, and Sacramento County Improvement 
Standards.   

 
3. A Conditional Letter of Map Revision, pursuant to the Sacramento County Floodplain 

Management Ordinance, and the Sacramento County Improvement Standards, must be approved 
by FEMA prior to final map recordation, approval of improvement plans, or grading plans, 
whichever comes first.  Submit to FEMA for a Letter of Map Revision, prior to final map 
recordation. 

 
4. There may not be any structures constructed below the 100-year floodplain and only flood resistant 

materials may be used in areas prone to flooding. 
 

5. Facilities specified in the State Water Resources Control Board NPDES General Permit for 
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Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Industrial Activities, must file a notice of intent with 
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board to obtain coverage under the state’s 
General Stormwater Permit for Industrial Activities.  The requirements of this permit will likely 
affect site layout and design. 

 
6. On-site stormwater pollutant source control measures are required. 

 
7. The miners will enter into a long term maintenance agreement, with assurance of adequate 

funding, with Water Resources for operation and maintenance of all drainage features 
associated with the mine reclamation plan before mining begins.   
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County of Sacramento 

Board of Supervisors
Phillip R. Serna, District 1 

Jimmie Yee, District 2 
Susan Peters, District 3 

Roberta MacGlashan, District 4 
Don Nottoli, District 5 

 

827 7th  Street, Room 220    Sacramento, California 95814    phone (916) 874-7914    fax (916) 874-8343    www.saccounty.net 

September 5, 2012 

TO:    ALL INTERESTED PARTIES 

SUBJECT: Vineyard I Community Plan Amendment, Rezone, Use Permit, Reclamation Plan 
Amendment, and Zoning Agreement Amendments; Aspen III South Reclamation 
Plan and Use Permit Amendments; and Aspen IV South Reclamation Plan, Use 
Permit, and Zoning Agreement Amendments (Control Numbers:  2005-CZB-UPB-
REB-ZGB-0062, PLNP2008-REB-UPB-00016, & PLNP2008-REB-UPB-ZGB-00017) 

The subject Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is attached for your review.  
This Final SEIR contains all of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) mandated 
information and analyses for the subject project.  This Final SEIR updates the prior FEIR/EIS 
(Morrison Creek Mining Reach Downstream (South) of Jackson Highway), which has been provided 
on CD and can be found in the inside flap at the back of this Final SEIR.  Additional CD copies of the 
prior FEIR/EIS are available upon request from the Planning and Environmental Review Division, 
827 7th Street, Room 220, Sacramento, CA 95814, telephone (916) 874-7914.   

Comments on the project (e.g. recommendations for approval or denial, concerns about what the 
project proposes to do, etc.) should be directed to the Sacramento County Planning and 
Environmental Review Division (827 7th Street, Room 230, Sacramento, CA 95814) and/or the 
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors (Clerk of the Board, 700 H Street, Suite 2450, 
Sacramento, CA 95814).  A hearing on the project will be held in the Board of Supervisors 
Chambers, at 700 H Street in Sacramento, but the date has not been finalized at this time.  A notice 
of the date and time of the public hearing will be provided to all property owners within 500 feet by 
the hearing body authorized to conduct the public hearing for the proposed project.  Interested 
individuals not within this radius should contact the Clerk of the Board 
(http://www.sccob.saccounty.net/) to be placed on the hearing notice mailing list.  Interested 
individuals may also check the materials for upcoming hearings on the website for the Board of 
Supervisors at http://www.agendanet.saccounty.net/sirepub/meetresults.aspx.  

For questions about this environmental document, please contact John Lundgren or Michelle Nagao 
of this office at 874-7914.  

Sincerely,  

 

 
Catherine Hack 
Environmental Coordinator 
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1 PREFACE 

The following Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) was prepared to 
address proposed changes to the Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South 
Reclamation Plans, as well as inclusion of mining an additional 5.6 acres on the 
Vineyard I site.  Although the three mining sites are three separate projects, the three 
projects are so closely related that they have been incorporated together as the 
proposed Project.  The existing Reclamation Plans were the subject of a previously 
certified Final Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIR/EIS) titled Morrison Creek Mining Reach (South) of Jackson Highway (Control 
Numbers: 94-UPB-0484, 91-CZB-UPB-01118, 90-CZB-UPB-1607 and 94-CZB-UPB-
0671) (State Clearinghouse Number:  95102057).  The prior FEIR/EIS considered the 
reach of Morrison Creek that included four mining and reclamation proposals (known as 
Vineyard I, Aspen III South, Aspen IV South and Aspen V South), as well as an on-site 
processing plant.  The Aspen V South mining project is not included in this Project.   

On October 20, 1999, the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors certified the 
FEIR/EIS.  The Board approved the Aspen III South and Aspen IV South mining 
projects on December 15, 1999 and the Vineyard I mining project on January 12, 
2000.  This SEIR addresses environmental impacts and mitigation measures associated 
with the proposed revised Reclamation Plans, either resulting from the proposed 
changes to the Plan or new impacts and/or mitigation measures that result from 
changed circumstances.  In addition, this SEIR addresses environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures associated with the request for mining the 5.6 acres for Vineyard I 
(referred to as the Vineyard I expansion mining site throughout this document).   

The mitigation measures of the prior FEIR/EIS as they pertain to mining activities 
remain applicable to the Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South mining 
sites and those measures are not reiterated in this document.   

Mitigation measures of the prior FEIR/EIS as they pertain to mining and are 
applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion site are reiterated in this document 
and it is specified that the measure is applicable to the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site.  Mitigation measures that apply to the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel or the Raised Bank Channel (the reclamation plan amendments) are 
specified as such and the responsible party is identified within the measure.   

Along with a Notice of Completion (NOC), the Draft SEIR was released to the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to begin the public review period 
(Public Resources Code, Section 21161) on February 24, 2012.  Concurrent with 
the NOC, the County also provided public notice of the availability of the Draft 
SEIR for public review through publication in a newspaper of general circulation, 
publication on the Division of Environmental Review and Assessment (DERA) 
website and with notices sent to individuals who had requested such notification.  
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The public review and written comment period began on February 24, 2012 and 
ended on April 9, 2012.  

A public hearing on the Draft SEIR and project was held before the Sacramento 
County Planning Commission on May 21, 2012.  Oral comments on the Draft SEIR 
were accepted during this hearing; however, none were provided, at which time 
the Planning Commission closed the public comment period on the Draft SEIR 
and directed DERA to prepare the Final SEIR.  The Response to Comments 
chapter of this Final SEIR contains all the written comments received during the 
public comment period on the Draft SEIR.  The Board of Supervisors will use this 
Final SEIR as one of the informational sources used to determine whether to 
approve or deny the project.   

Changes made to the content of the SEIR are shown bold italics and deleted text 
is provided in strikethrough format.  Minor topographical errors and punctuation 
corrections are not tracked in this manner unless the corrections are germane to 
a comment or analysis. 

Impacts that were identified in the prior FEIR/EIS as significant and unavoidable remain 
so for the proposed Project.  Impacts identified as significant and reduced to less than 
significant for the proposed Project, due to either completed mitigations or changed 
circumstances, are stated as such.  Impacts identified as less than significant, remain 
so.  Mitigation measures of the FEIR/EIS that remain applicable to the proposed Project 
are summarized in the Executive Summary of this Final SEIR.  A copy of the prior 
FEIR/EIS is attached to this SEIR in CD format (back cover) and is available online as 
Appendix A at 
http://www.dera.saccounty.net/PublicNotices/SQLView/ProjectDetails/tabid/71/Default.a
spx?ProjectID=33759)  
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2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

The subject of this Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is comprised of 
three separate projects that have been incorporated into the proposed Project known as 
Vineyard I Community Plan Amendment, Rezone, Use Permit, Reclamation Plan 
Amendment, and Zoning Agreement Amendments (Control Number:  05-CZB-UPB-
REB-ZGB-0062); Aspen III South Reclamation Plan and Use Permit Amendments 
(Control Number:  PLNP2008-REB-UPB-00016); and Aspen IV South Reclamation 
Plan, Use Permit, and Zoning Agreement Amendments (Control Number:  PLNP2008-
REB-UPB-ZGB-00017).   

The Project is located in the Vineyard community in the unincorporated area of 
Sacramento County.  The Vineyard I project parcels are located at the northeast corner 
of Hedge Road and Elder Creek Road.  The Aspen III South project parcels are located 
in the southwest corner of Fruitridge Road and Mayhew Road.  The Aspen IV South 
project parcels are located at the northeast corner of Mayhew Road and Elder Creek 
Road. 

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plans, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plans consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plans by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.  This 
connection may require some encroachment within the floodway. 

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The location 
of a retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site has been determined for the proposed 
project and the volume of a retention basin on the Aspen IV South mining site has been 
determined.   
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The following environmental impact and mitigation summary table describes the project 
impacts and the recommended mitigation measures to eliminate or reduce the impacts.  
The residual impact after mitigation is also identified.  Detailed discussions of each of 
the identified impacts and mitigation measures, including pertinent support data, can be 
found in the specific topic sections in the remainder of this report. 

This report identifies significant and unavoidable impacts related to land use (conflict 
with nearby land uses), air quality (exhaust emissions) and geology (permanent 
alteration of the landform).  

This report has identified project-related impacts associated with land use, groundwater 
hydrology and quality, geology and slope stability, public safety, airport compatibility, 
cultural resources, aesthetics; biological resources and traffic and circulation as 
potentially significant, which could be reduced to a less than significant level through 
inclusion of recommended mitigation measures. 

Other impacts associated with surface water hydrology and drainage, groundwater 
hydrology and water quality, cultural resources, biological resources, aesthetics, climate 
change, air quality, geology and slope stability, traffic and circulation, land use, public 
safety and public services are considered less than significant. 
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Table 2-1 
Executive Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 

Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE    

In the Post-Reclamation condition, there would be a 
decrease in the upstream flows between the baseline 
condition and the Post-Reclamation condition.  The Post-
Reclamation floodplain upstream would be reduced. 

LS None Required LS 

In the Post-Reclamation condition, the flows downstream of 
the project site will not increase as a result of the project. 

LS None Required LS 

The proposed project would not result in on-site flooding in 
the Post-Reclamation condition as peak flows will be 
contained within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  

LS None Required LS 

The embankments of the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and the Raised Bank Channel are not likely to fail, 
but in the unlikely event they did, the applicants have an 
evacuation and safety plan and there would not be a 
potential for off-site flooding, or drying up of the creek 
channel downstream.  

LS None Required LS 

The proposed project will not result in damage to the 
Jackson Highway Bridge due to high Morrison Creek flows. 

LS None Required LS 

GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY AND QUALITY    

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that gravel extraction may 
alter drainage and groundwater flow and quality which 
could affect surrounding properties and domestic septic 
leachfield systems on adjacent surrounding properties.  
This was found to be a significant impact that could be 
reduced to less than significant with mitigation 

S 

This mitigation is from the prior FEIR/EIS and is applicable to 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site of the proposed project:   
GW-1:  The Vineyard I operator proponents shall store 
contaminants in the gravel operation area in a manner that will 
contain any spills (i.e., containment berms).  Any spills occurring in 
operational areas should be cleaned up immediately. 

LS 

                                            

1 PS = Potentially Significant S = Significant SU = Significant and Unavoidable LS = Less Than Significant 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

The prior FEIR/EIS determined that mining operations 
could alter or disrupt any future monitoring of the 
contamination plume from Mather Field.  The contamination 
plum has not migrated and the inclusion of 5.6 acres to the 
Vineyard I mining site will not affect future monitoring efforts 
of contamination plumes from Mather Field.  This impact is 
now considered less than significant. 

LS None Required LS 

CULTURAL RESOURCES    

There are no significant cultural or historical resources on 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site.  Mining of the 
additional 5.6 acres will not impact known cultural 
resources 

LS None Required LS 

Mining of the 5.6-acre Vineyard I mining expansion site 
could uncover subsurface archaeological materials. 

PS 

CR-1:  On the Vineyard I mining expansion site, if If subsurface 
deposits believed to be cultural or human in origin are discovered 
during construction, then all work must halt within a 200-foot radius 
of the discovery.  A qualified professional archaeologist, meeting 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards 
for prehistoric and historic archaeology, shall be retained at the 
Vineyard I mining operator’s Applicant’s expense to evaluate the 
significance of the find.  If it is determined due to the types of 
deposits discovered, that a Native American monitor is required, 
the Guidelines for Monitors/Consultants of Native American 
Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites as established by the Native 
American Heritage Commission shall be followed, and the monitor 
shall be retained at the mining operator’s Applicant’s expense.  

Work cannot continue within the 200-foot radius of the discovery 
site until the archaeologist conducts sufficient research and data 
collection to make a determination that the resource is either 1) not 
cultural in origin; or 2) not potentially eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places or California Register of 
Historical Resources. 

If a potentially-eligible resource is encountered, then the 
archaeologist, the Environmental Coordinator DERA, and project 
proponent shall arrange for either 1) total avoidance of the 

LS 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

resource, if possible; or 2) test excavations or total data recovery as 
mitigation.  The determination shall be formally documented in 
writing and submitted to the Environmental Coordinator DERA as 
verification that the provisions of CEQA for managing unanticipated 
discoveries have been met.  

CR-2:  Pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources 
Code and Section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code, in 
the event of the discovery of human remains on the Vineyard I 
mining expansion site, all work is to stop and the County Coroner 
shall be immediately notified.  If the remains are determined to be 
Native American, guidelines of the Native American Heritage 
Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of 
the remains. 

AIR QUALITY    

The proposed project will result in a significant increase of 
exhaust emissions due to the continued use of heavy off-
road equipment for an additional 3-6 months time frame for 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site.  This impact is 
significant and unavoidable.  

S 

AQ-1:  Category 1:  Reducing NOx emissions from off-road diesel 
powered equipment.  

The Vineyard I mining expansion operator proponent shall 
provide a plan, for approval of the lead agency and the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD), 
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (50 horsepower or more) off-
road vehicles to be used in the project (mining of the Vineyard I 
expansion site), including owned or leased and subcontracted 
vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx 
reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction2 compared to the 
most recent California Air Resource Board (ARB) fleet average at 
time of each annual report; and 

The mining operator proponent shall submit to the lead agency 
and SMAQMD a comprehensive inventory of all off-road 
equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that will be 

SU 

                                            

2 Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-emissions diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, 
after-treatment products and/or other options as they become available. 
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used an aggregate of 40 or more hours per year during any portion 
of the project.  The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, 
engine production year, and project hours of use or fuel throughput 
for each piece of equipment.  The inventory shall be updated and 
submitted annually throughout the duration of the project.  The 
mining operator proponent shall provide SMAQMD with the name 
and phone number of the project manager and/or on-site foreman. 

Due to the long term nature of this project, the requirement for the 
emission reduction plan referenced herein will sunset on 
Month/date/year3 due to existing SMAQMD and ARB rules that will 
affect ARB fleet averages at that time.  

And:  

Category 2:  Controlling visible diesel emissions from off-road 
diesel powered equipment. 

Emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the 
project site shall not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three 
minutes in any one-hour.  Any equipment found to exceed 40 
percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately, 
and the lead agency and the lead agency and SMAQMD shall be 
notified within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant 
equipment.  The SMAQMD and/or other officials may conduct 
periodic site inspections to determine compliance.  Nothing in this 
mitigation measure shall supersede other SMAQMD or State rules 
or regulations.   

AQ-2:  All vehicles utilized as part of the Vineyard I mining 
expansion shall be maintained in accordance with the 
manufacturers’ recommendations, and all stationary equipment 
used on the site shall be maintained in compliance with emissions 
limitations established by a permit issued by the SMAQMD.  The 
Vineyard I mining operator Granite Construction shall maintain 
records of equipment maintenance activities and records shall be 

                                            

3 Project proponent should contact SMAQMD staff to determine appropriate sunset period. 
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provided to the County upon request.  

AQ-3:  Particulate filters and catalysts should be used where 
technically feasible to reduce NOx emissions from off-road heavy 
duty equipment associated with the Vineyard I mining 
expansion.  Granite Construction The mining operator should 
contact SMAQMD and/or ARB for assistance in determining 
appropriate emission reducing technologies. 

The prior project was found to have a significant dust 
(particulate matter) emission impact.  During mining of the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site, all Basic Construction 
Emission Control Practices will be implemented and the 
maximum daily disturbed area will not exceed 15 acres.  
This impact is now considered less than significant. 

LS None Required LS 

GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY    

The prior project was found to have a significant and 
unavoidable impact due to the permanent alteration of the 
project site’s landform.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion 
site will increase the amount of land permanently altered by 
mining.  The project does not lessen the prior impact. 

S None Available SU 

The prior project concluded that the project’s reclaimed 
slopes would be subject to slope instability.  The proposed 
project does not change this prior significant impact.  
Mitigation from the prior FEIR/EIS remains applicable to the 
proposed project and will reduce the level of significance.  

S 

The following mitigation (GS-1) is from the prior FEIR/EIS and 
remains is applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion site of the 
proposed project.  

GS-1:  For the Vineyard I mining expansion site, the proponent 
mining operator shall limit the finished side slopes of the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and mining pit slopes at 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site to 1.5:1 2:1 
(horizontal:vertical) to ensure stability for existing soil conditions.  
For the slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, 
Ssoils shall be placed and compacted to 90 percent of the 
maximum dry density, at or near optimum moisture conditions, in all 
finished slopes.  Since local stability of the slope is critically 
dependent upon proper compaction of the overburden soils, a 
qualified soils engineer shall be regularly present throughout 

LS 



2 - Executive Summary and Mitigation Measures 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 2-8 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

grading operations to determine compliance with job specifications. 

GS-2:  Prior to allowing re-directed stream flows to the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel, Granite Construction the Vineyard I 
mining operator shall submit a report prepared by a California 
registered professional engineer certifying the channel and 
embankment engineering and foundation soils of the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel.  The engineer’s report shall address 
slope stability, soil compaction rates, foundation soils, potential 
failure mechanisms and contingencies for repairing failures.  The 
report shall be submitted to the Department of Community 
Development Community Planning and Development Department 
and the Division of Environmental Review and Assessment for 
approval.  No flows shall be directed to the new channel until 
approval is granted by the Department of Community 
Development both entities.   

GS-3:  For the embankments of the Raised Bank Channel and the 
mining slopes on the Aspen IV South mining site, the Aspen IV 
South mining operator Teichert Aggregates shall follow the 
recommendations contained in the GEOCON Consulting, Inc report 
(September, 2011).  At the completion of the construction of the 
Raised Bank Channel, a report, signed by a California registered 
professional engineer, shall be submitted to the Environmental 
Coordinator DERA indicating completion of the recommendations 
from the GEOCON report.  During mining, a report, prepared and 
signed by a California registered professional engineer, shall be 
submitted indicating completion of the recommendations regarding 
the mining pit slopes. 

GS-4:  Prior to mining within 25 feet of the Mayhew Road right-of-
way, the Aspen IV South mining operator Teichert Aggregates 
shall submit a report, prepared by a geotechnical engineer or 
engineering geologist, on the soils observed at 25 feet from the 
right-of-way and whether or not the soils observed are consistent 
with those anticipated.  If the soils observed differ significantly from 
what was anticipated, the engineer shall increase the proposed 12-
foot setback accordingly.  This report shall be submitted to the 
Department of Community Development DERA and the 
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Community Planning and Development Department for review and 
approval prior to commencement of mining within 25 feet of the 
Mayhew Road right-of-way. 

The slopes of the mining pit and recreated channel of the 
proposed project would be subject to erosion and slope 
instability if not properly vegetated and maintained.   

S 

GS-5:  The Vineyard I mining expansion operator proponents 
shall ensure that the side slopes of the pit are vegetated following 
final slope placement to prevent excessive erosion and enhance 
slope stability.  The side slopes shall be revegetated with an 
erosion control mix as specified in an Erosion Control Plan.  The 
Erosion Control Plan shall be prepared by the mining operator 
applicant and submitted to the County prior to issuance of the work 
authorization permit.  The species chosen for the erosion control 
mix shall be comprised of native stock and shall not contain any 
species considered to be invasive or noxious weeds.  The Erosion 
Control Plan shall include performance standards that can be used 
to determine the success of erosion control measures and the 
revegetation effort, and shall discuss monitoring requirements.  The 
plan shall include remedial measures to be implemented if 
revegetation is not successful.  

GS-6:  The mining operator for Vineyard I applicant shall submit 
to the Environmental Coordinator Division of Environmental 
Review and Assessment (DERA), a ten-year monitoring plan that 
outlines monitoring requirements and identifies mitigating steps for 
any significant erosion that may occur at a specific location in the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (flow channel).  If significant 
erosion is identified during monitoring, the applicant mining 
operator shall contact the Environmental Coordinator DERA and 
submit proof of corrective actions.  Appropriate mitigation includes, 
but is not limited to; strengthening of the channel, re-grading the 
channel, widening the channel to reduce scour velocities, or any 
other revision as approved by County staff to mitigate significant 
erosion.  

LS 

The loss of mineral resource availability is not an impact of 
the proposed project.  

LS None Required LS 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES    

Vegetation  

The loss of existing natural vegetation communities was 
found to be a significant impact under the prior project.  
Mitigation included a mitigation corridor which has been 
revised as the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel Preserve Corridor which has been approved by 
the regulatory agencies.  Mitigation has been included to 
ensure success of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
Preserve Corridor and impacts will be considered less than 
significant.  

S 

BR-1:  Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit Granite 
Construction shall submit to the County Department of 
Environmental Review and Assessment Department of 
Community Development the recorded Conservation Easements 
for the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel project sites by the 
date set in the issued U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 
404 permit (November 30, 2013).  Teichert Aggregates shall 
submit to the Department of Community Development the 
recorded Conservation Easement for the Raised Bank Channel 
by the date set in the issued U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Section 404 Permit (May 13, 2017).  In the event that the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers changes the date for either permit, a 
copy of the recorded Conservation Easement shall be 
submitted within five (5) days of the new approved date.   
BR-2:  The mining operators for Vineyard I and Aspen IV South 
shall Implement their respective Wetland, Oak Woodland and 
Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan (refer to Appendix D1 and 
Appendix D2) and Submit to the Department of Community 
Development County Division of Environmental Review and 
Assessment their respective annual monitoring reports as 
specified in their Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan.  The reports shall present the status 
of the creek, wetlands, drainage, oak woodland and riparian 
habitats, including individual wetland data, photo-documentation, 
status of the riparian and oak woodland plantings, and any 
recommended remediation.  The reports shall also include an 
assessment of the monitoring results against the success criteria 
described in the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan.   

A The monitoring reports will shall be prepared and submitted to 
the Department of Community Development County (and Corps 
and CDFG) for each of the monitoring years by December 31st of 
each monitoring year.  The reports shall include:  

a. A map showing the Preserve including wetland locations, 

LS 
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location of various monitoring activities and photo points;  

b. Hydrology, vegetation, and photographic monitoring results as 
described in the respective Wetland, Oak Woodland and 
Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan; 

c. An assessment of the monitoring results against the 
established success criteria;  

d. A description of the overall site conditions and any 
management actions taken during that year; and  

e. Any recommended management or remediation actions to be 
conducted (if necessary, a contingency plan, as described in 
Section 8.2 of the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan will be prepared).  

If any revisions to the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel occur 
during the first ten years, a letter indicating proposed changes shall 
be submitted to the Department of Community Development 
DERA.  If changes require approval by either the Corps or CDFG 
an approval letter from the respective agency shall be submitted to 
the Department of Community Development DERA.  

At the end of the ten-year monitoring periods, monitoring will cease 
if the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel are is found by the Department of Community 
Development County, Corps and CDFG to be in substantial 
compliance with the established success criteria.  Monitoring will be 
extended beyond the ten-year period for those habitats that are not 
meeting success criteria.   

Native Trees  

Mining of the Vineyard I site resulted in removal of 3,562 
inches dbh of native oak and walnut trees.  The tree 
plantings within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
adequately compensate (out-of-kind, inch-for inch) for this 
impact.   

Mining the Vineyard I Expansion Site will result in removal 

S 

BR-3: The mining operators for Vineyard I and Aspen IV South 
shall Implement Mitigation Measure BR-1 (submittal of recorded 
conservation easements) and BR-2 (implement the Wetland, Oak 
Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan for Vineyard I 
[refer to Appendix D1] and the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan for Aspen IV South [refer to Appendix D2]).  

BR-4: The removal of 40 inches by Granite for the Vineyard I 
expansion site shall be compensated by planting native oak trees 

LS 



2 - Executive Summary and Mitigation Measures 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 2-12 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

of 40 inches dbh of native trees.    

Mining the Aspen IV South site will result in 566 inches dbh 
of tree impacts.  Perimeter and landscape tree plantings 
(140 oak tree plantings) will compensate for 140 inches of 
impacts.  The remaining 426 inches dbh will be adequately 
mitigated through tree plantings within the Morrison Creek 
Preserve Corridor.   

Connection of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel will result in impacts to trees located 
within the Mayhew Road right-of-way.  Granite will be 
responsible for trees located on the western half of the 
right-of-way for a total of 273 inches.  Teichert will be 
responsible for the trees located on the eastern half of the 
right-of-way for 74 inches.  Planting within the Morrison 
Creek Raised Bank Channel for Aspen IV South will 
sufficiently compensate for 875 inches of impacts for 
Teichert.  Granite impacts of 273 inches and 40 inches (for 
expansion site) will be mitigated consistent with the County 
tree ordinance.   

(either valley oak/Quercus lobata, blue oak/ Quercus douglasii 
and/or interior live oak/ Quercus wislizenii) equivalent to the dbh 
inches lost, based on the ratios listed below, at locations that are 
authorized by the Environmental Coordinator Division of 
Environmental Review and Assessment.  On-site preservation of 
native oak trees that are less than 6 inches (<6 inches) dbh, may 
also be used to meet this compensation requirement.  A total of 40 
inches for Granite will require compensation.  

Equivalent compensation based on the following ratio is required: 

 One preserved native oak tree < 6 inches dbh on-site = I inch 
dbh 

 One D-pot seedling (40 cubic inches or larger) = 1 inch dbh 
 One 15-gallon tree = 1 inch dbh 
 One 24-inch box tree = 2 inches dbh 
 One 36-inch box tree = 3 inches dbh 

Replacement tree plantings shall be completed prior to tree 
removal or a bond shall be posted by the Vineyard I mining 
expansion operator applicant in order to provide funding for 
purchase, planting, irrigation, and 3-year maintenance period, 
should the mining operator applicant default on replacement tree 
mitigation.  The bond shall be in an amount equal to the prevailing 
rate of the County Tree Preservation Fund and will be due within 
one year of posting the bond.  

Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit for the 
Vineyard I expansion site, a Replacement Oak Tree Planting Plan 
shall be prepared by a certified arborist or licensed landscape 
architect and shall be submitted to the Environmental Coordinator 
for approval.  The Replacement Oak Tree Planting Plan(s) shall 
include the following minimum elements:  

1. Species, size and locations of all replacement plantings and < 6 
inch dbh trees to be preserved;  

2. Method of irrigation;  

3. If planting in soils with a hardpan/duripan or clayplan layer, 
include the Sacramento County Standard Tree Planting Detail 
L-1, including the 10-foot deep boring hole to provide for 
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adequate drainage;  

4. Planting, irrigation and maintenance schedules;  

5. Identification of the maintenance entity and a written agreement 
with that entity to provide care and irrigation of the trees for a 3-
year establishment period, and to replace any of the 
replacement oak trees which do not survive during that period; 
and  

6. Designation of a 20-foot root zone radius and landscaping to 
occur within the radius of oak trees < 6 inches dbh to be 
preserved on-site.  

No replacement tree shall be planted within 15 feet of the driplines 
of existing oak trees or landmark size trees that are retained on-
site.  The minimum spacing for replacement oak trees shall be 20 
feet on-center.   

If oak tree replacement plantings are demonstrated to the 
satisfaction of the Environmental Coordinator to be infeasible for 
any or all trees removed, then compensation shall be through 
payment into the County Tree Preservation Fund.  Payment shall 
be made at a rate of $325.00 per dbh inch removed but not 
otherwise compensated, or at the prevailing rate at the time 
payment into the fund is made.   
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Wetlands 

The prior project found that the prior project would impact 
19 acres of waters of the U.S.  Mitigation required the 
applicants to obtain the necessary permits; these permits 
have been secured.  Impacts to wetlands and waters of the 
U.S. on the Aspen IV South site have decreased under the 
proposed reclamation plan amendment as there will be no 
mining within Morrison Creek on Aspen IV South.  

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will mitigate for 
impacts to wetlands associated with the Vineyard I mining 
site; however to ensure that the corridor will adequately 
mitigate for impacts to wetlands, mitigation to submit 
recorded conservation easements and the mitigation plan 
has been included.   

S 

BR-5:  

Implement Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-2 

LS 

Wildlife 

It was determined that the prior project would result in the 
loss of most existing wildlife habitat and wildlife 
displacement.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site does 
not change the prior conclusion that mining activities would 
result in habitat loss and wildlife displacement.   Mitigation 
Measures BR-1 and BR-2 have been recommended to 
ensure the recreated habitats function adequately.  A 
wildlife survey has been included within the Wetland, Oak 
Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan. 

S 

BR-6: 

Implement Mitigation Measure BR-1 and BR-2 

LS 

Invertebrates 

The proposed project will not impact general invertebrate 
populations (non-special status species populations).  

LS None Required LS 
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Fisheries 

The proposed project will not result in the loss of existing 
warm water fisheries habitat within approximately two miles 
of the Morrison Creek channel, nor would the project result 
in a disruption of fish migration as a result of the loss of two 
miles of the Morrison Creek stream channel. 

LS None Required LS 

American Badger 

Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would not adversely 
impact the American badger.  It is also likely that the 
American badger has fled the project site.  The recreated 
Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor may provide suitable 
habitat for the badger at completion of mining activities.  
The project will only result in temporarily displacing the 
American badger. 

LS None Required LS 

Palled bat, Townsend’s western big eared bat and other 
bats 

The Vineyard I expansion site would remove an abandoned 
building that is potential roosting habitat for bats in the 
area.  Removal of the building is not a significant loss of 
roosting habitat for bats, such as the pallid bat, Townsend’s 
western big-eared bat and other bats.  This loss is 
considered temporary since the riparian habitat proposed 
along the Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor will provide 
future roosting habitat for bats at the completion of mining 
activities.   

LS None Required LS 

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 

The Vineyard I expansion mining site does not contain any 
elderberry bushes; mining the site will not result in impacts 
to the valley elderberry longhorn beetle.  Mitigation for the 
removal of nine elderberry bushes has been completed.  
This impact is now considered less than significant.   

LS None Required – prior mitigation completed LS 
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Special Status Vernal Pool Invertebrates 

The Vineyard I expansion mining site does not contain any 
wetlands; therefore vernal pool invertebrates are not 
utilizing the site.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site will 
not impact vernal pool invertebrates.   

The prior project had a significant impact to the loss of 
vernal pool invertebrates and consulted with the USFWS 
and purchased necessary vernal pool preservation and 
creation credits at an approved mitigation bank.  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will replace wetland 
habitats; mitigation has been recommended to ensure 
appropriate wetland habitat functions. 

S 

BR-7:  

Implement Mitigation Measure BR-1 and BR-2 

LS 

Swainson’s hawk and Other Special Status Birds 
(Burrowing owl and Tricolored blackbird) 

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would result 
in the temporary loss of approximately 880 acres of 
potential foraging habitat, with potential nesting sites for 
Swainson’s hawk.  The proposed Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel does not change the overall post-
reclamation use of the site and as such, the prior 
conclusion does not change.  The project was found to 
result in temporary loss of potential nesting sites for both 
the burrowing owl and tricolored blackbird.  The Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will replace this habitat upon 
completion of mining.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site 
could have potentially significant impacts to Swainson’s 
hawk, burrowing owl or other special status birds if they are 
utilizing the site.  This is considered a potentially significant 
impact.    

PS 

BR-8: Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit, if 
mining the Vineyard I expansion site is to occur between March 1 
and September 15, a focused survey for Swainson’s hawk nests on 
the site and on nearby trees shall take place within ½ mile for rural 
sites and ¼ mile for urban sites, and shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist within 14 days prior to the start of construction 
work (including clearing and grubbing).  If active nests are found, 
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) shall be 
contacted to determine appropriate protective measures.  If no 
active nests are found during the focused survey, no further 
mitigation will be required. 

BR-9: Burrowing Owl Survey:  Prior to mining activities on the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site, a focused survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist for burrowing owls where suitable 
habitat is present in the project area.  Suitable habitat includes 
agricultural field margins, drainage ditches and fallow fields.  
Surveys shall be conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 
30 days prior to commencement of construction activities.  Surveys 
shall be conducted in accordance with CDFG protocol (CDFG, 
1995).  

a. If no occupied burrow are found in the survey area, a letter 
report documenting survey methods and findings shall be 

LS 
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submitted to the County and no further mitigation is necessary.  

b. If an occupied burrow is found, the Vineyard I expansion 
mining operator applicant shall contact the Environmental 
Coordinator DERA and consult with the CDFG, prior to 
construction or mining activities, to determine if avoidance is 
possible or if burrow relocation will be required. 

c. If owls are to remain on-site, a minimum of 6.5 acres of 
foraging habitat for each occupied burrow needs to be 
permanently preserved according to CDFG guidelines.  

d. In order to avoid direct impacts to owls, no activity shall take 
place within 160 feet of an active burrow from September 1 to 
January 31 (wintering season) or 250 feet from February 1 
through August 31 (breeding season).   Protective fencing shall 
be placed, at the distances above, around the active burrows 
and no activity shall occur within the protected buffer areas.  

e. Any impact to active owl burrows, relocation of owls or 
mitigation for habitat loss shall be done in accordance with 
CDFG guidelines.  Written evidence from CDFG staff shall be 
provided to the Environmental Coordinator DERA attesting 
to the permission to remove burrows, relocated owls, mitigate 
for lost habitat and provide a method for preservation habitat in 
perpetuity. 

BR-10:  Survey for Tricolored blackbirds:  If mining activities on the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site occur between March 1 and 
July 31, a pre-construction survey for nesting tricolored blackbird 
shall be performed by a qualified biologist.  Surveys shall include 
the project site and areas of appropriate habitat within 300 feet of 
the site.  Surveys shall be conducted no less than 14 days and no 
more than 30 days prior to commencement of mining activities.  
The biologist shall supply a brief written report (including date, time 
of survey, survey method, name of surveyor and survey results) to 
the Environmental Coordinator Department of Environmental 
Review and Assessment (DERA) prior to ground disturbing 
activities.  If no tricolored blackbirds are found during the pre-
construction survey, no further mitigation will be required.  If an 
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active tricolored blackbird colony is found on-site or within 300 feet 
of the project site, the Vineyard I expansion mining operator 
project proponent shall do the following:  

a. Consult with CDFG to determine if project activity will impact 
the tricolored blackbird colony(s).  Provide to the 
Environmental Coordinator DERA with written evidence of 
the consult or a contact name and number from CDFG. 

b. With CDFG permission, the mining operator applicant may 
avoid impacts to tricolored blackbirds by establishing a 300-
foot temporary setback with fencing that prevents any project 
activity within 300 feet of the colony.  A qualified biologist shall 
verify that setbacks and fencing are adequate and will 
determine when the colonies are no longer dependent on the 
nesting habitat (i.e., nesting have fledged and are no longer 
using habitat).  The breeding season typically ends in July. 

c. If the tricolored blackbird habitat is permanently destroyed, 
follow CDFG procedure to mitigate for habitat loss. 

Special Status Plants 

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would not 
significantly impact any special status plants since none 
were known to occur within the project site.  There are no 
wetlands or vernal pools on the Vineyard I expansion site; 
the proposed project will not impact special status plants.  

LS None Required LS 

Giant Garter Snake 

The USFWS presumed the presence of the giant garter 
snake in the project area in the issued Biological Opinion 
for the Aspen IV South site.  Impacts are considered 
potentially significant.  Minimization and avoidance 
measures were included in the issued Biological Opinion 
and have been carried forward as mitigation.   

LS 

None Required 

LS 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION    

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the additional haul 
trucks on the roadway system would degrade the existing 
level of service and that this was identified as a significant 
impact.  Removal of overburden from the Vineyard I 
expansion site would not result in additional haul trucks on 
the roadway system and would not result in a significant 
increase in worker trips.  Mitigation has been included to 
ensure impacts are less than significant.   

PS 

The following mitigation measure is from the prior FEIR/EIS 
and is applicable to the Vineyard I expansion site:   
TC-1:  The Vineyard I expansion mining operator proponents 
shall transport mined aggregate material to the processing plants 
only by conveyor and not by trucks.  

TC-2:  If overburden from the Vineyard I mining expansion site is to 
be removed from the site, overburden transport shall be by 
conveyor and internal vehicles only and not by on-road haul trucks. 

LS 

The prior project resulted in significant impacts to traffic 
safety due to increased truck traffic on roads not designed 
to accommodate truck traffic and at access points to heavily 
traveled roads.  The proposed project will not result in an 
increase in haul trucks.  Prior mitigation for this impact has 
been completed.  Impacts are now considered less than 
significant.   

LS None Required  

The proposed project will not result in the introduction of 
new trucks on the roadway system which will not result in 
deterioration of pavement and damage to roadway 
structural sections.  

LS None Required  

The cumulative condition of the prior FEIR/EIS was 
identified as year 2010 and significant impacts to the level 
of service (LOS) were reduced with mitigation.  The 
mitigations from the prior project have been completed and 
as the proposed project will not result in an increase in 
truck traffic, the level of service on area roadways in the 
existing and cumulative conditions are now considered less 
than significant.   

LS None Required  
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

NOISE     

The Vineyard I mining expansion site will not expose 
sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of noise 
standards.  The Reclamation Plan amendment will not 
generate noise in excess of the standard.  The prior 
mitigation has been completed; impacts are considered 
less than significant.  

LS None Required LS 

The conveyor system was found to not violate the Zoning 
Code Noise Standard and the Vineyard I mining expansion 
site would utilize the existing conveyor system.   

LS None Required LS 

The proposed project will not have a potential for noise 
impacts associated with heavy truck traffic.   

LS None Required LS 

LAND USE    

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the mining area would 
potentially conflict with on-site and nearby land uses and 
this was considered a significant and unavoidable impact.  
Although the Vineyard I mining expansion does not result in 
a significant impact, since the Vineyard I mining expansion 
will be a part of the prior approved Vineyard I mining site, 
the prior conclusion remains.    

S 

The following mitigation measure from the prior FEIR/EIS is 
applicable to the Vineyard I expansion site:  
LU-1: In order to mitigate potential impacts to surrounding land 
uses, the Vineyard I expansion mining operator proponents shall 
be required to comply fully with mitigation measures identified in the 
Noise; Traffic and Circulation; Air Quality; and Visual Resources 
sections of the prior FEIR/EIS as amended by this SEIR.  These 
mitigation measures employ appropriate state-of-the-art techniques 
for erosion control, reclamation, nuisance prevention, and 
environmental impact mitigation relative to surface mining and 
processing operations.  

SU 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

The prior project was found to disturb 31 acres of Prime 
Farmland, 435 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance 
and 419 acres of Farmland of Local Importance.  The 
proposed Vineyard I expansion site will disturb an 
additional 5.6 acres of Prime Farmland and Farmland of 
Statewide Importance.   

S 

LU-2: In order to mitigate potential impacts to agricultural uses, 
prior to the issuance of the work authorization permit for the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site, the mining operator, Granite 
shall revise/prepare a plan, that includes the additional Vineyard I 
mining expansion site (5.6 acres), for the preservation and 
salvage of topsoil resources suitable for sustaining economically 
viable agricultural uses, consistent with the performance standards 
set forth in Sections 3708 and 3711 of the State Mining and 
Geology Board Reclamation Regulations.  

LS 

The prior project was found to have a significant impact as 
the post-project development of the site was limited and 
lacked open space/recreational uses of the site.  The 
proposed project includes a recreational opportunity (trail) 
that was not a part of the prior project.  This proposed 
component reduces the prior significant impact to less than 
significant.  

LS 

LU-3:  Prior to redirecting Morrison Creek to the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, the applicants Upon final reclamation, the 
mining operators shall provide copies to DERA and the Planning 
Division the Department of Community Development of either 
executed trail easements dedicated to the Southgate Recreation 
and Park District, or a signed legal contract indicating future 
dedication of easements to the Southgate Recreation and Park 
District.   

LS 

AIRPORT COMPATIBILITY    

The proposed project is consistent with the Mather Airport 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP).  A Bird Airstrike 
Hazard (BASH) Analysis has been completed and the 
potential for bird airstrikes over the project site is low. 

PS 

LU-4:  The retention basins on Vineyard I and Aspen IV South  
shall include the following design criteria to the maximum extent 
practicable, while still adhering to the federal agency regulations:  

a. The basin shall incorporate steep side slopes (3:1 or 
greater) 

b. The basin shall be designed to remain clear of vegetation 
that may provide nesting, roosting or foraging opportunities 
for birds.  Only herbaceous vegetation necessary for 
erosion control purposes will be allowed.  

 

LS 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

PUBLIC SAFETY    

The use of heavy equipment, creation of a 25± foot deep, 
steep-sided pit and inadvertent public entry to the mining 
site could create a public safety hazard.  Mitigation 
requiring perimeter fencing until post-reclamation 
development or future use of the site occurs would reduce 
the level of significance.  

S 

The following mitigation is from the prior FEIR/EIS and is 
applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion site:  
PS-1:  All perimeter fencing shall be retained until post-reclamation 
development/ future use of the project site occurs.  

LS 

The proposed project will not create hazardous conditions 
post reclamation.  

LS None Required LS 

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES     

The project will not result in degradation of the visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings.  
Mitigation from the prior project that required visual 
screening of the mining activities has been completed and 
is currently in place.  Impacts are now considered less than 
significant. 

LS None Required LS 

The prior project was found to have a significant impact as 
a result of creating a new source of substantial light or glare 
affecting nighttime views in the area.  The proposed project 
does not create any new impacts to nighttime lighting or 
glare.  Mitigation from the prior project remains applicable 
to the proposed project. 

S 

With minor changes, the mitigation measure from the prior 
FEIR/EIS below is applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion 
site the proposed project:  

AV-1:  Any lighting shall be arranged and controlled so as not to 
illuminate public rights-of-way or adjacent properties.  In order to 
reduce direct and reflected light pollution, lighting at the project site 
shall be equipped with shields that concentrate the illumination 
downward such that no direct light is cast off the site.  Energy 
efficient lights shall be used, similar to the types used as residential 
outdoor security lights.  The candle power of the illumination at 
ground level shall not exceed what is required by any safety or 
security regulations of any government agency with regulatory 
oversight of the mining operation.  

LS 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES    

Energy Supply (Electric & Gas)    

The proposed project will not require additional electric 
facility use over what was originally permitted.   

LS None Required LS 

The proposed project will not require the use of natural gas; 
new natural gas facilities will not be required as part of the 
proposed project.   

LS None Required LS 

Emergency Services    

The proposed project will provide public use of the 
mitigation corridor.  In addition, the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Fire District provides fire protection services to 
the project area and provided conditions of approval.  The 
project will not adversely affect the provision of fire 
services. 

LS None Required LS 

Parks and Recreation    

The proposed project provides for a trail easement through 
(or nearby) the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel.  This trail will provide recreational 
opportunities and will not result in an adverse impact to the 
provision of park services. 

LS None Required LS 

Water Supply    

The proposed project will not have a significant impact as a 
result of well water use or removal of onsite water wells.  

LS None Required LS 

Removal of water wells in compliance with EMD regulations 
and Building Department guidelines will be required.   

LS None Required LS 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

Sewer Service    

The proposed project will not have an impact to SRCSD 
and/or SASD (formally CSD-1) sewage lines.  

LS None Required LS 

The Vineyard I expansion mining site will not have an 
adverse impact to existing septic systems.   

LS None Required LS 

CLIMATE CHANGE    

The proposed project will not result in a cumulative build up 
of greenhouse emissions.   

LS  None Required LS 

 

TERMINOLOGY USED IN THIS EIR 

This Draft EIR uses the following terminology to describe environmental effects of the project. 

 Significance Criteria. A set of criteria used by the lead agency to determine at what level, or “threshold,” an impact would be 
considered significant. Significance criteria used in this EIR include those that are set forth in the CEQA Guidelines, or can be 
discerned from the CEQA Guidelines; criteria based on factual or scientific information; criteria based on regulatory standards of 
local, state, and federal agencies; and criteria based on goals and policies identified in the Sacramento County General Plan. 

 Less-than-Significant Impact. A project impact is considered less than significant when it does not reach the standard of 
significance and would therefore cause no substantial change in the environment. No mitigation is required for less-than-
significant impacts. 

 Potentially Significant Impact. A potentially significant impact is a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the 
environment. Physical conditions which exist within the area will be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed project. 
Impacts may also be short-term or long-term. A project impact is considered significant if it reaches the threshold of significance 
identified in the EIR. Mitigation measures may reduce a potentially significant impact to less than significant. 
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 Significant Unavoidable Impact. A project impact is considered significant and unavoidable if it is significant and cannot be 
avoided or mitigated to a less-than-significant level once the project is implemented. 

 Cumulative Significant Impact. A cumulative impact can result when a change in the environment results from the incremental 
impact of a project when added to other related past, present or reasonably foreseeable future projects. Significant cumulative 
impacts may result from individually minor but collectively significant projects. 

 Mitigation. Mitigation measures are revisions to the project that would minimize, avoid, or reduce a significant effect on the 
environment. CEQA Guidelines §15370 identifies 5 types of mitigation: 

a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 

b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation. 

c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment. 

d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action. 

e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Comply with the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for this project 
as follows: 

1. It shall be the responsibility of the project applicant to reimburse the County for 
all expenses incurred in the implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), including any necessary enforcement actions.  
Each Applicant (Granite and Teichert) shall pay an initial deposit of $5,000.00 
each.  Over the course of the project, DERA will regularly conduct cost 
accountings and submit invoices to the applicant when the County monitoring 
costs exceed the initial deposit. 

2. Until the MMRP has been recorded and initial deposit paid, no work authorization 
permit, grading permit or encroachment permit from Sacramento County shall be 
approved.  
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3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

INTRODUCTION 

On July 9, 1999, Sacramento County published a Final Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIR/EIS) for the Morrison Creek Mining Reach 
Downstream (South) of Jackson Highway [(Control Numbers:  94-UPB-0484; 90-CZB-
UPB-1607; and 94-CZB-UPB-0671) (State Clearinghouse Number:  95102057) (Public 
Notice Number:  199400102)].   

The Sacramento County Board of Supervisors certified the Final Environmental Impact 
Report on October 20, 1999.  The Board of Supervisors and approved the Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South project and adopted Findings of Fact and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations on December 15, 1999.  The Board of Supervisors 
approved the Vineyard I mining and reclamation project, and adopted Findings of 
Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations on January 12, 2000.   

The project evaluated in the prior FEIR/EIS was a request for the necessary land use 
entitlements to surface mine sand and gravel on the proposed Vineyard I, Aspen III 
South, Aspen IV South and Aspen V South sites and divert Morrison Creek around the 
mining areas.  The prior project included a requests to mine and reclaim 881.7 acres of 
a the 966.3-acre project sites.  The Federal action was related to a Section 404 permit 
applications submitted to be issued by the Army Corps of Engineers to allow work to 
occur in waters of the United States.  

The current proposed project consists of three separate projects, known as Vineyard I 
project, Aspen III South project and Aspen IV South project.  Since these three projects 
are interrelated, they have been incorporated as the proposed project.   

This chapter discusses the three mining sites that together comprise the 
proposed project; Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South.  This chapter 
will provide the requested entitlements, project features and project objectives of 
the three mining sites.  Teichert Aggregates is the project proponent for the 
Aspen III South and Aspen IV South sites and Granite Construction Company is 
the project proponent for the Vineyard I site.   

Drainage Mitigation Plan 

The drainage mitigation plan included in the project was part of a larger plan (Morrison 
Creek Mining Reach Drainage Mitigation Plan – Part A) and the overall impacts of the 
project on the drainage mitigation plan were addressed in the Morrison Creek Upstream 
(North) Mining Reach EIR/EIS.  The intent of the drainage mitigation plan was to 
mitigate the drainage impacts resulting from mining within the Morrison Creek 100-year 
floodplain.  The drainage mitigation plan included the construction of an unlined 
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trapezoidal bypass channel.  The channel was to be constructed at the existing ground 
surface elevation around the perimeter of the mining area to convey the bulk of the 
flows of Morrison Creek around the aggregate mining pits.  The channel would 
begin/meet the natural Morrison Creek drainage on the Aspen IV South site between 
Mayhew Road and Bradshaw Road.  Construction of the bypass channel was to occur 
during years 7 and 8, of the anticipated 12 year duration of mining activities.  Morrison 
Creek would not have been affected until year 9, at which time the flows would be 
diverted from the creek to the bypass channel.   

When the drainage volume from Morrison Creek exceeded the capacity of the bypass 
channel, the excess was to be diverted into one of the pit floor detention areas via 
weir/outfall structures in the bypass channel.  A small and variable speed pump station 
would be located adjacent to the northeast portion of the project site where the bypass 
channel proposed in the upstream portion of the mining reach terminates and where the 
existing drainage channel of Morrison Creek continues to the project site (on the Aspen 
V South site, not a component of the current proposed project).   

Wetland Mitigation Plan/ Reclamation Plan 

It was determined in the prior FEIR/EIS that the proposed combined mining activities 
would impact approximately 19.83 acres of Waters of the United States, which are 
under jurisdiction of the United States Army Corps of Engineers.  The estimated 
acreage included impacts to seasonal wetlands, portions of Morrison Creek, and 
irrigated seasonal wetlands.  The proponents developed a wetland mitigation plan that 
outlined how the loss of acreage and function of wetlands impacted by the project would 
be compensated.  The plan included developing a 600-foot wide riparian corridor along 
a re-created low flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the same 
location as the existing creek.  The corridor would contain a creek channel, perennial 
marsh, riparian woodlands, seasonal marsh and valley oak woodlands in a series of 
terraces. 

Proposed Amendments 

Granite obtained a Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers that 
reflected the approved reclamation plan on Vineyard I and Aspen III South.  However, 
since the issued Section 404 permit, Granite and Teichert proposed changes to the 
previously approved reclamation plan to form a Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
Preserve Corridor that would re-create Morrison Creek at or near original grade, just 
north of the existing Morrison Creek location.  Granite has received amended Section 
404 (federal) and 401 (State) permits that reflect the proposed reclamation change to 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.   

Since the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to contain the 
100-year flood flows, the previously approved drainage mitigation plan is 
amended by eliminating the at grade bypass channel around the perimeter of the 
mining properties.  The elimination of the previously approved drainage 



3 - Project Description 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 3-3 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

mitigation plan (bypass channel) is a component of all three mining site 
amendment requests. 

Teichert Aggregates did not have wetland mitigation requirements for their Aspen 
III South mining site since there were no wetlands impacts as a result of mining 
the Aspen III South site.  Therefore, Teichert is requesting to amend their 
reclamation plan to allow Granite’s Morrison Creek Realigned Channel mitigation 
corridor to be constructed across a portion of Aspen III South site.   

For the Aspen IV South mining site, Teichert has received an amended State 401 
(issued April 13, 2012, WDID# 5A34CR00444A1) and amended federal 404 permit 
(issued May 3, 2012, SPK-1994-00504 & SPK-01994-00693) to reflect their current 
proposal of not mining through Morrison Creek and instead preserving the creek 
by constructing raised flood control berms (referenced as Raised Bank Channel) 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect upstream with the Raised Bank Channel and the preserved Morrison 
Creek on Aspen IV South.  This connection will require some encroachment 
within the floodway.  Teichert has received federal and State permits that reflect the 
proposed reclamation changes for Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project requests to amend existing approved reclamation plans to be 
consistent with the applicants’ amended federal stream restoration and mitigation plans. 
Additionally the Vineyard I project requests new entitlements to mine two additional 
small parcels totaling 5.61 acres.   

This chapter discusses the three mining sites that together comprise the proposed 
project; Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South.  This chapter will provide the 
requested entitlements, project features and project objectives of the proposed project. 
Teichert Aggregates is the project proponent for the Aspen III South and Aspen IV 
South sites and Granite Construction Company is the project proponent for the Vineyard 
I site.   
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PROJECT LOCATION 

The proposed project is located within the Vineyard Community Plan Area in the 
unincorporated area of Sacramento County.  The Vineyard I project parcels are located 
at the northeast corner of Hedge Road and Elder Creek Road.  The Aspen III South 
project parcels are located in the southwest corner of Fruitridge Road and Mayhew 
Road.  The Aspen IV South project parcels are located at the northeast corner of 
Mayhew Road and Elder Creek Road.  Plate PD-1 presents the regional location and 
Plate PD-2 presents an aerial photograph of the project site, captured in 2011.  Plate 
PD-3 presents an overview of the proposed Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor.   

PROJECT PROPONENTS 

APPLICANTS 
Teichert Aggregates 
Attn:  John Lane 

Granite Construction Company 
Attn:  Yasha Saber 

 

OWNERS 
Teichert Land Co. 
 

Granite Construction Company 
 

 

ENGINEER 
G.C. Wallace of CA, Inc. 
Cunningham Engineering 
Attn:  Steve Greenfield 
 

Cunningham Engineering 
Attn:  Steve Greenfield 

 

PLANNING CONSULTANT 
Jeff Gamel, Senior Planner, Sacramento County Department of Community 
Development Planning and Community Development Department 
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Plate PD-1:  Regional Location Map 

 

 

Approximate Project Location
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Plate PD-2:  Aerial of the Project Site 
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Plate PD-3:  Overview of Project Plans 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South mining sites are within the 
Vineyard Community Planning Area in unincorporated Sacramento County.  The project 
parcels are part of a larger aggregate mining area.  Most of the sites are is disturbed 
from mining activities. 

The project is proposing a stream corridor (referenced as the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel throughout this document) in an area where mining activities have been 
completed.  A portion of  

The applicants have constructed a majority of the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel.  The the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been vegetated with 
grasses, with tree saplings planted throughout.  A drainage channel has been cut, in a 
meandering fashion, through this corridor.  The stream corridor has been elevated back 
to nearly the original grade prior to mining consistent with the requested reclamation 
plan amendment.   

PROJECT PROPOSAL 

PROJECT FEATURES 
The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved Reclamation Plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The revised reclamation plan for all three mining sites consists of 
eliminating eliminates the previously approved wetland mitigation plan/reclamation 
plan to construct a 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel at the bottom of 
the mining pits in generally the same location as the existing creek and eliminates the 
previously approved drainage mitigation plan to construct an at-grade trapezoidal 
bypass channel around the perimeter of the mining pits. and   

Granite Construction will constructs an at-grade mitigation corridor (referred to as the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining 
properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to contain the 
100-year flows and be a self-sustaining stream corridor, and will be constructed to 
mimic a natural meandering stream with varied slopes ranging from 3:1 to 7:1 
(horizontal:vertical).  In addition, a low flow channel with varying widths and depths (not 
less than 10 feet wide), and a native riparian/upland buffer area with varying widths will 
be constructed.  The area north of the corridor will be brought back to within five feet of 
original grade over time and the area south of the corridor will be reclaimed with 
available overburden and include a retention pond for stormwater drainage from the 
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surrounding areas.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect upstream with 
the existing Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV South property and downstream at Hedge 
Road (on the Vineyard I property) at the boundary of the City of Sacramento and 
Sacramento County.   

The Aspen III South site did not have any wetland or biological impacts as a 
result of mining; therefore, Teichert Aggregate’s request for the Aspen III South 
site is for the above components to be eliminated from their reclamation plan and 
to allow for Granite Construction to construct the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel across a portion of the Aspen III South mining site. 

As part of the new proposal for On the Aspen IV South site, Morrison Creek will not 
be impacted by mining activities and will now be preserved.  Raised bank flood control 
berms (referred to as the Raised Bank Channel throughout this document) are 
proposed to be constructed outside of the floodway of Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV 
South mining site.  Some encroachment to the floodway will be required to connect 
the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel with the Raised Bank Channel.    

Furthermore, a recreation trail is proposed through the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel.   

A recreation trail is proposed through the Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV 
South properties, along the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel.  

REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS 
The proposed Project seeks to amend existing approved mining and reclamation plans 
to be consistent with the applicants’ amended federal stream restoration and mitigation 
plans.  Additionally the Vineyard I project seeks new entitlements to mine two additional 
small parcels totaling 5.61 acres (referred to as the Vineyard I mining expansion site).  

VINEYARD I  
The Vineyard I mining expansion site consists of two parcels, requests a rezone, 
community plan amendment and a use permit to allow surface mining.  The two parcels 
are identified as assessor parcel numbers (APNs) 063-0090-009 and 063-0090-018.   

In addition to the rezone and surface mining use permit for the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site, all of the project parcels within the Vineyard I project are the subject of a 
reclamation plan revision.  The parcels are APNs 063-0080-010 through 013, 063-0090-
001 through 003, 063-0090-006, 063-0090-009 through 011, 063-0090-015 through 
019, 063-0110-001 through 006, 063-0110-012, 063-0110-028, and 063-0110-029.  The 
Vineyard I proposed rezone and community plan amendment is shown on Plate PD-4.  
The previously approved reclamation plan within Vineyard I is shown on Plate PD-5 and 
the proposed (revised) reclamation plan within Vineyard I is shown on Plate PD-6.   
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Plate PD-4:  Proposed Vineyard I Community Plan Amendment and Rezone 
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Plate PD-5:  Approved Reclamation Plan (section within Vineyard I) 
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Plate PD-6:  Revised (Proposed) Reclamation Plan (Vineyard I) 
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The following are the requested entitlements for the Vineyard I project site: 

1. A Community Plan Amendment and corresponding Rezone to change the 
designations from Industrial Reserve with Surface Mining Combining (IR (SM)) 
and Industrial Reserve with Flood combining (IR (F)) to Industrial Reserve with 
Surface Mining/Flood Combining (IR (SM)(F)) for 5.61 acres (i.e., APN: 063-
0090-009 and -018) of the project site.  

2. A Use Permit Amendment for an aggregate mining operation known as 
Vineyard I, approved in 2000 (Control Number:  91-CZB-UPB-0118) to allow 
aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres, and to incorporate this new area 
into the previously approved mining plan.   

3. A Reclamation Plan Amendment to the Vineyard I approval to allow:  

a. The additional 5.61 acre area proposed for mining to be incorporated 
into the previously approved reclamation plan.  

b. A revision to the drainage and wetland mitigation plans for the project 
site that will include the construction of a new Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel (mining of the creek bed was approved in 2000) that will be 
approximately 300 feet in width at or near original grade, and will include 
adjacent buffer lands for a total width of 650 feet.  This new Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will accommodate 100-year flood flows and 
incorporate wetland/riparian habitat mitigation elements. 

c. The previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek, 
and the 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor would be superseded 
with the construction of the new Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as 
described above.  

d. Fill (overburden) will be added to portions of the pit floor to bring the 
areas north of the creek to within 5 feet of original grade.  

e. A stormwater retention basin designed to accommodate 297-acre feet of 
water will be added to a portion of the pit floor.  

4. A Use Permit Amendment and Zoning Agreement Amendment to the 
Vineyard I approval to allow:  

a. Amendments to several of the conditions of the original approval that 
reference an approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek and 
a 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor, and instead reference the new 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as described above.  

b. An update of several conditions to reflect the 2011 Morrison Creek 
Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis prepared for the project.  
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c. An update of several conditions to reflect new wetland and oak 
woodland mitigation consistent with recent approvals by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers.  

d. A revision to conditions requiring the dedication of a public trail 
easement corresponding to the alignment of Morrison Creek.  

5. A Release from the prior Zoning Ordinance, adopted by Ordinance No. SZC 
2000-0001, to be replaced by an amended Zoning Ordinance.  

Temporary Diversion Channel:  

In order to construct the connections of existing Morrison Creek (offsite) with the 
recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (on Vineyard I property), temporary 
Morrison Creek diversions to convey dry season (summer) creek flows have been 
proposed at  Hedge Avenue and at Mayhew Road, as shown on Plate PD-7.  The 
temporary Morrison Creek diversion at Hedge Avenue is expected to occur in 2010 and 
will divert a portion of Morrison Creek flows south of the proposed Hedge Connection 
Segment (as shown on Plate PD-3).  The diversion at Mayhew Road is expected to 
occur in 2012 or 2013 and an earth berm or other diversion structure will be placed 
within Morrison Creek and dry season creek flows will be piped north and then west, 
into the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  This diversion is necessary so 
that the Mayhew Connection Segment (as shown on Plate PD-3) can be mined and 
reclaimed consistent with the proposed realigned Morrison Creek. 
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Plate PD-7:  Temporary Channel Diversion Plans for Vineyard I 
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ASPEN III SOUTH 
The project parcels within Aspen III South are the subject of a use permit and 
reclamation plan amendment.  The project parcels are APNs 063-0080-016, 063-0080-
028 through -032, 063-0090-007, and 063-0090-012.  Plate PD-8 and Plate PD-9 shows 
the revised reclamation plan (section within Aspen III South) and Plate PD-10 shows the 
conceptual riparian and oak woodland planting plan for Aspen III South. 

The following are the requested entitlements for the Aspen III South project:  

1. A Reclamation Plan Amendment for an aggregate mining operation known as 
Aspen III South approved in 1999 (Control Number:  94-UPB-0484) to allow:  

a. A revision to the drainage and wetland mitigations plans for the project site 
that will include the construction of a new Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel (mining of the creek bed was approved in 1999) that will be 
approximately 300 feet in width at or near original grade, and will include 
adjacent buffer lands for a total width of 650 feet.  This new Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will accommodate 100-year flood flows and 
incorporate wetland/riparian habitat mitigation elements.  

b. The previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek and 
the 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor would be superseded with the 
construction of the new Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as described 
above.  

c. Selected pit floor elevations may be raised to within 2 feet of the original 
grade over the term of the use permit (i.e., 22 years) using the “drying 
bed” method (i.e., the accumulation of silt like material obtained from 
aggregate washings or direct import).  

2. A Use Permit Amendment to amend the Aspen III South approval to allow:  

a. Amendments to several of the conditions of the original approval that 
reference the approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek and a 
600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor, and instead reference the new 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as described above.  

b. An update of several conditions to reflect the 2011 Morrison Creek 
Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis prepared for the project.  

c. An update of several conditions to reflect landscape plans approved for 
the project in 2002 (Control No 01-PAB-0686).  

d. An update of several conditions to reflect new wetland and oak woodland 
mitigation consistent with recent approvals by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.   
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Plate PD-8:  Revised Reclamation Plan (Section within Aspen III South) 
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Plate PD-9:  Revised Reclamation Plan (Section within Aspen III South) (page 2) 
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Plate PD-10:  Conceptual Riparian & Oak Woodland Planting Plan (Aspen III South) 
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ASPEN IV SOUTH 
The project parcels within the Aspen IV South project are the subject of a use permit 
and reclamation plan amendment.  The project parcels are APNs 063-0100-011, -014 
through -016, 063-0100-019, 063-0130-001, -002, -009, -010 and -011.  Plate PD-11 
and Plate PD -12 show the revised reclamation plan within Aspen IV South.  Plate 
PD-13 represents the conceptual riparian and oak woodland planting plan for this site.   

The following are the requested entitlements for the Aspen IV III South project:  

1. A Reclamation Plan Amendment for an aggregate mining operation known as 
Aspen IV South approved in 1999 (Control Number:  90-CZB-UPB-1607) to 
allow:  

a. A revision to the drainage and wetland mitigations plans for the project site 
that consists of completely avoiding Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV 
South property and constructing a “Raised Bank Channel”.  Teichert will 
mine up to the southern edge of the floodway of Morrison Creek, and will 
construct berms outside of the floodway on the north and south sides of 
the creek to create a Raised Bank Channel.  

b. The previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek, 
and the 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor would be superseded with 
the construction of the Raised Bank Channel, as described above.  

c. Selected pit floor elevations may be raised to within 2 feet of the original 
grade over the term of the use permit (i.e., 22 years) using the “drying 
bed” method (i.e., the accumulation of silt like material obtained from 
aggregate washings or direct import).   

d. Two options for on-site retention of stormwater:  (a) drain to the adjacent 
Vineyard I mining site (this option was approved in 1999), or (b) retain on 
site in an engineered retention basin. 

2. A Use Permit Amendment and Zoning Agreement Amendment to the Aspen 
IV South approval to allow:  

a. Amendments to several of the conditions of the original approval that 
reference the previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison 
Creek and a 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor, and instead reference 
the new Raised Bank Channel, as described above.  

b. An update of several conditions to reflect the 2011 Morrison Creek 
Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis prepared for the project.  

c. An update of several conditions to reflect landscape plans approved for 
the project in 2002 (Control No 01-PAB-0686).  
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Plate PD-11:  Revised Reclamation Plan for Aspen IV South (north portion) 
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Plate PD -12:  Revised Reclamation Plan for Aspen IV South (south portion) 
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Plate PD-13:  Conceptual Oak Tree Planting Plan (Aspen IV South) 
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d. An update of several conditions to reflect new wetland and oak woodland 
mitigation consistent with recent approvals by the U. S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.  

e. A revision to conditions requiring the dedication of a public trail easement 
corresponding to the alignment of Morrison Creek.  

3. A Release from the prior Zoning Ordinance, adopted by Ordinance No. SZC 99-
0068, to be replaced by an amended Zoning Ordinance.  

PROJECT OBJECTIVE 
The applicants have provided a project justification statement and the following are 
portions of the statement which serve to outline the project objectives: 

 Granite Construction Company: Vineyard I 
o The proposed entitlements would allow the applicant to consolidate the 

currently approved pit floor mitigation corridor and enhanced bypass 
channel from the Vineyard I project into a single recreated creek channel 
that more closely mirrors Morrison Creek’s natural condition. 

o Maximizes the production of vital aggregate resources 
 
 Teichert Aggregates: Aspen III South and Aspen IV South 

o The proposed mitigation corridor better mirrors the natural creek 
condition, while eliminating the need for a mechanical pump system. 

o The at-grade, single channel design avoids the separation of creek 
function and habitat. 

o The revised reclamation plan allows Teichert to mine aggregates with 
fewer operational constraints while minimizing impacts to the 
environment. 

o Mining on Aspen IV South will avoid Morrison Creek which eliminates 
direct impacts to the creek and related habitat. 

o There is currently great demand for aggregates in Sacramento County 
and surrounding areas and this demand continues to increase as the 
population of the region grows. 

INTENDED USE OF THE EIR 
The Project Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors will use the information 
contained in the SEIR in evaluating the proposed project and rendering a decision to 
approve or deny the requested entitlements.  The SEIR will serve as an informational 
document for the general public as well.  Responsible agencies may also use the SEIR 
for subsequent discretionary actions. 
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4 ALTERNATIVES  

INTRODUCTION 

The proposed project is an amalgamation of the alternatives that were analyzed in the 
Prior FEIR/EIS.   

The proposed project is a result of revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The prior approved reclamation plan was not favored by the State and 
federal agencies from a biological standpoint.  The applicants (Granite Construction and 
Teichert Aggregates) worked with the regulatory agencies in designing the proposed 
project so that it would have fewer biological impacts.  This chapter will present the 
previously analyzed alternatives and compare the proposed project to those alternatives 
and the prior approved project.  

BACKGROUND 

In 1989 it was recommended that a comprehensive drainage mitigation plan for 
Morrison Creek be prepared prior to approval by the County of any mining project within 
the Morrison Creek floodplain. The purpose of this recommendation was to prepare a 
plan that would accurately assess the cumulative effects of mining projects within the 
100-year floodplain.  The intent of the drainage mitigation plan is to mitigate the 
drainage impacts of mining on the Morrison Creek 100-year floodplain, as required by 
the County floodplain management policies.  As a result, proposed mining projects at 
the time were placed on hold while the County prepared the Morrison Creek Mining 
Reach Drainage Mitigation Plan.  The boundary of the drainage plan is the portion of 
Morrison Creek located between Mather Airport and Hedge Avenue (referred to as the 
“Morrison Creek Mining Reach”).   

The miner’s preferred alternative of the Morrison Creek Mining Reach Drainage 
Mitigation Plan was referred to as Part A which consisted of the construction of an 
unlined trapezoidal bypass channel.  The bypass channel would be at-grade and 
convey the bulk of the flows of Morrison Creek through the reclaimed aggregate mining 
areas and lower pit.  The bypass channel would begin/meet the natural Morrison Creek 
drainage on the Aspen IV South site.  The bypass channel would be located along the 
alignment shown in Plate ALT -1.   
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Plate ALT -1:  Drainage Mitigation Plan of Prior Project – Bypass Channel and Mitigation Corridor 
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The bypass channel would be sized to contain the 100-year peak flows which would 
allow the majority of Morrison Creek to continue downstream through the project site 
with minimal disruption. When the drainage exceeded the capacity of the bypass 
channel, the excess flows would be diverted into one of the pit floor detention areas via 
a weir or outfall structure constructed in the bypass channel.  The lower pit was 
proposed to provide 306 ac-ft of detention/storage volume.  The upper pit (located at the 
upstream portion of the mining reach) would be substantially larger, providing 1,469 ac-
ft of detention/storage volume.  A small variable speed pump station was also proposed 
to be located on the Aspen V South mining site.  The purpose of the pump station is to 
evacuate water that does not percolate, evaporate, or transpire from the 
ponding/detention area located north of Jackson Highway (the upstream portion of the 
mining reach).  The bypass channel, pit floor detention and small pump station was to 
be fully financed and constructed by the mining companies which would relieve the 
County of any involvement in the operation and maintenance of the bypass channel.  
The drainage mitigation plan Part A was a component of the project proposal in the prior 
FEIR/EIS.  The following alternatives were analyzed in the prior FEIR/EIS (Pages 4-1 
through 4-16 of FEIR/EIS): 

 Proposed Project Without the Vineyard I Processing Plant 

o The Proposed Project Without the Vineyard I Processing Plant Alternative 
was included to allow for flexibility in land use decisions during the 
application review process and following the potential approval of 
entitlements.  This alternative does not include processing facilities on the 
Vineyard I mining site; it was assumed that Granite would use a conveyor 
to transfer mined material from the site to an existing processing facility 
located off site.  Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR/EIS, Granite 
obtained conveyor access, thus this alternative became a part of the 
proposed project.   

 Proposed Project with County Drainage Alternatives (Part B Options) 

o The Proposed Project with County Drainage Alternative (Part B Options) 
was developed as part of the Sacramento County Water Resources 
Division’s 1994 Morrison Creek Mining Reach Drainage Mitigation Plan 
which was developed to go beyond the minimum requirements for 
drainage mitigation, in order to provide additional flood control and 
stormwater detention benefits.  However, it was stated in the FEIR/EIS 
that following additional consideration and evaluation of the County 
Drainage Alternatives (Part B) subsequent to the release of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, the County of Sacramento determined that the incremental 
downstream flood control benefits would be minimal and decided to forego 
additional consideration of this alternative at the time of writing the 
FEIR/EIS. 
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 100-Year Floodplain Protection Alternative  

o The Floodplain and Creek Protection Alternative was considered so as to 
minimize the cumulative effects of mining inside the 100-year floodplain.  
Under this alternative, the 100-year floodplain protection alternative, the 
natural character of the 100-year floodplain for the creek would be 
maintained by avoiding aggregate extraction within the floodplain. 

 Creek Buffer Alternative 

o The Creek Buffer Alternative was included in the FEIR/EIS since during 
the comment period on the Draft EIR/EIS there were several comments 
requesting that a modified floodplain protection alternative be considered 
in the EIR/EIS.  This alternative was to include a 150-foot buffer area on 
either side of Morrison Creek similar to the condition of approval placed on 
the north project by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  As a result of 
these comments, the “Creek Buffer Alternative” was incorporated into the 
FEIR/EIS.  Under this alternative, the natural creek channel and 
associated riparian vegetation would be preserved by precluding mining 
activities within 150 feet of the lateral extent of Corps jurisdiction 
associated with the main stem of Morrison Creek.  Mining and reclamation 
would occur up to the edge of the 150-foot buffer and the perimeter would 
be back filled with 2:1 slopes.  The Morrison Creek channel would be 
retained at existing grade throughout the project site.  Under this 
alternative, a 350-foot corridor of land, including the creek, would be 
preserved and surrounded on both sides by the proposed mining and 
reclamation areas.   

 No project Alternative 

o The No Project Alternative assumed that the project sites would not be 
mined for aggregate and that the sites would have remained in their 
present condition or be used consistent with existing zoning, which was 
general agricultural.   

The FEIR/EIS also considered the following alternatives, but the alternatives were 
rejected due to not meeting the project objective or because they were infeasible: 

 Recycling Alternative 

 Off-site Alternative 

 Mather Field Alternative 
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IDENTIFICATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE  
The FEIR/EIS identified the following as the Environmentally Superior Alternative: (page 
6-8 of FEIR/EIS): 

Based on the alternatives analysis in the individual sections in Chapter 5 
(Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences), the 100-Year 
Floodplain Protection Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.  
Under this alternative, the natural character of the 100-year floodplain for 
Morrison Creek would be maintained by avoiding aggregate extraction within the 
floodplain.  Unlike the other mining alternatives, this alternative would not require 
reconstruction of the floodplain, would not alter flows downstream, and would not 
result in hydrologic and landform changes to the existing floodplain.  Thus, 
impacts to biological resources, open space, and aesthetic values inherently 
associated with the streambed, floodplain and uplands under natural conditions 
would be avoided. 

None of the alternatives were chosen over the proposed project; accordingly, the 
project, as proposed, was approved.  Approval of the prior project allowed for mining 
operations through Morrison Creek and the construction of the at-grade trapezoidal 
bypass channel, pump station and a riparian/low-flow corridor at the bottom of the 
mining pit.   

PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed project eliminates the previously approved bypass channel around the 
perimeter of the Aspen IV South, Aspen III South and Vineyard I mining sites.  The 
previously approved 600-foot wide riparian corridor/ low-flow channel at the bottom of 
the mining pit has been revised to be an at-grade Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
on the Aspen III South and Vineyard I mining sites.  As the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel does not require a pump station, it will maintain the hydroconnectivity of 
Morrison Creek, compared to an at pit-bottom channel.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has also been designed to contain the 100-year flows of Morrison Creek, and 
will mirror a meandering creek; therefore, biological functions of this design are superior 
to the prior approved bypass channel and pit-bottom creek corridor (refer to the 
Biological Resources chapter).  

Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV South site will not be impacted under the proposed 
project.  A flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) will be constructed outside the 
effective floodway of Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV South site.  The Raised Bank 
Channel on Aspen IV South portion of the proposed project is very similar to the 100-
year Floodplain Protection Alternative and the Creek Buffer Alternative, both previously 
proposed in the prior FEIR/EIS.  This component of the proposed project will not mine 
through the existing Morrison Creek (similar to the Creek Buffer Alternative) and will not 
mine through the Morrison Creek floodplain since the Raised Bank Channel will be 
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constructed outside the floodplain which will preclude mining within the channel (similar 
to the 100-year floodplain protection alternative).  This portion of the project is mostly 
consistent with the identified environmentally superior alternative of the prior FEIR/EIS.  
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5 SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE 

INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the surface water hydrology and drainage of the project site, 
including issues relating to the Morrison Creek channel, flood protection and channel 
stability.  The analysis contained in this chapter is based on the Aspen IIIS, IVS and 
Granite Vineyard I Post Reclamation Plan Hydrology & Hydraulic Analysis, prepared by 
Wood Rodgers, dated June 2011 (hereinafter referred to as 2011 H&H Analysis) and 
the technical memo for the Granite Vineyard I/ Aspen VI Weir Sensitivity Analysis, dated 
July 6, 2011.  Both documents are provided in Appendix B1.  The Sacramento County 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) reviewed the 2011 H&H Analysis report and 
deemed it to be technically adequate for CEQA review on August 3, 2011.  

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen 
IV South.  The previously approved reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-
foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in 
generally the same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel around the perimeter of the mining sites.  The proposed project revises the 
previously approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal 
bypass channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian 
corridor/low-flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel) on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flows within the flood 
control channel.  On the Aspen IV South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel 
will be preserved and a raised bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is 
proposed to be constructed outside of the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the existing Morrison Creek channel on 
Aspen IV South.  The connection of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel to the 
Raised Bank Channel will require grading within the Mayhew Road right-of-way to 
contour the levees of the creek in order to maintain the flood protection banks across 
Mayhew Road.  

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining of an additional 5.6 acres on the Vineyard I 
mining site (Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard mining expansion 
will be incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, with revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The 
proposed project also includes an option for a retention basin on the Aspen IV South 
mining site (a retention basin was approved in 1999 as part of the prior project).  
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Impacts associated with groundwater quality and use of groundwater supplies are 
addressed in the Groundwater Hydrology and Quality Chapter (Chapter 6 of this SEIR).  

SETTING 

The prior FEIR/EIS provided the following hydrological setting:   

The project site is located in the upper Morrison Creek watershed in the reach 
between Jackson Highway and Hedge Road.  Morrison Creek flows from the low 
foothills of eastern Sacramento County to the Sacramento River Delta at 
Snodgrass Slough.  Elevations range between 170 feet above mean sea level 
(MSL) in the headwaters to below MSL at Snodgrass Slough.  The watershed 
terrain is characterized by low rolling hills with an annual grassland cover, 
agricultural and urban development, vernal pools and seasonal wetland swales.  
The Morrison Creek corridor occupies a shallow valley with sparse riparian 
vegetation.  The lower water is highly urbanized and Morrison Creek has been 
channelized.  A good portion of the site is located within a federally designated 
floodplain, as shown on FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, panel number 
060262-0215D, dated November 15, 1989.   

The project site experiences a Mediterranean climate with periods of precipitation 
in mild winter months (November through April) and hot, dry summers (May 
through October).  Morrison Creek is presently classified as an intermittent 
stream where winter rains generate storm runoff and recharge moisture in 
shallow soils and alluvium.  Although flow and soil moisture are unmeasured, 
visual observations indicate that residual winter runoff or baseflow dissipates in 
the early summer.  Summer conditions are dry except for an unknown but 
important volume of urban and agricultural-irrigation tailwater flow. Fine-grained 
soils on the valley floor along Morrison Creek retain moisture into late spring.  

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM) used in the prior FEIR/EIS was dated 1989; however, the current FEMA Flood 
Insurance Rate Map is dated 1998 and the majority of the project site is still located 
within a federally designated floodplain.  Refer to Plate HY-1.   

The majority of the Granite Vineyard I mining site is located south of the existing 
Morrison Creek.  This area has been partially mined and the area north of Morrison 
Creek has been mostly mined under existing entitlements and is proposed to be filled 
and reclaimed after mining is complete.  The Teichert Aspen III South site is located 
north of Morrison Creek and mining on this site is almost completed, under existing 
entitlements.  Mining on the Teichert Aspen IV South site is permitted under existing 
entitlements, but mining has not started.   
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Plate HY-1:  Existing FEMA Flood Zone Designations in Project Area 
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Downstream of the project site, Morrison Creek flows westerly through the City of 
Sacramento before entering the Beach-Stone Lakes area at the Sacramento River.  The 
proposed Reclamation Plan will recreate a natural low-flow channel on Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South mining sites and construct raised channel banks outside the effective 
FEMA floodway on all three mining sites.  

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

STATE REGULATIONS 

THE OFFICE OF MINE RECLAMATION AND THE SURFACE MINING AND RECLAMATION 
ACT OF 1975 (SMARA) 
The Office of Mine Reclamation (OMR) was created in 1991 to administer the Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA).  OMR provides assistance to cities, 
counties, state agencies and mine operators for reclamation planning.  Successful 
reclamation includes maintaining water and air quality, minimizing flooding, erosion and 
damage to wildlife and aquatic habitats caused by surface mining.  The goals of OMR is 
to have successful reclamation as it relates to environmental quality, as well as reclaim 
mined lands to a beneficial end-use through the implementation of SMARA and to 
minimize residual hazards to public health and safety through the Abandoned Mine 
Lands program.    

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 
The State Water Resources Control Board was created by the State Legislature in 1967 
and has jurisdiction throughout California and aims to protect water quality by setting 
statewide policy, coordinating and supporting the Regional Water Board efforts and 
reviewing petitions that contest Regional Board activities.  There are nine regional water 
quality control boards that were created as a result of the State Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Act of 1970.  The regional water quality control boards regulate surface and 
ground water and established the requirements for waste discharges.     

The federal Clean Water Act prohibits discharge of pollutants to waters of the United 
States from any point source unless the discharge is in compliance with a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  Stormwater associated with 
industrial activities that discharge either directly to surface waters or indirectly through 
municipal storm sewers must be regulated by an NPDES permit.  To obtain the NPDES 
General Permit, the facility operator must submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the State 
Water Resources Control Board.  The General Permit generally requires facility 
operators to (1) eliminate unauthorized non-storm water discharges; (2) develop and 
implement a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP); and (3) perform 
monitoring of storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.  The 
State Water Resources Control Board issues the NPDES general permit.   
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LOCAL REGULATIONS 

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
Sacramento County has a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Municipal Stormwater Permit issued by the Regional Board.  The Municipal Stormwater 
Permit requires the County to reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the 
maximum extent practicable. The County complies with this permit in part by developing 
and enforcing ordinances and requirements to reduce the discharge of sediments and 
other pollutants in runoff.  

The County has established a Stormwater Ordinance (Sacramento County Code 
15.12).  The Stormwater Ordinance prohibits the discharge of unauthorized non-
stormwater to the County’s stormwater conveyance system and local creeks.  It applies 
to all private and public projects in the County, regardless of size or land use type.  In 
addition, the Land Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance (Sacramento County Code 
16.44) requires private construction sites disturbing one or more acres or moving 350 
cubic yards or more of earthen material to obtain a grading permit.  To obtain a grading 
permit, project proponents must prepare and submit for approval an Erosion and 
Sediment Control (ESC) Plan describing erosion and sediment control best 
management practices (BMPs) that will be implemented during construction to prevent 
sediment from leaving the site and entering the County’s storm drain system or local 
receiving waters.  Construction projects not subject to the Land Grading and Erosion 
Control Ordinance (SCC 16.44) are subject to the Stormwater Ordinance (SCC 15.12) 
described above.  

Other County documents which contain standards and specifications for the regulation 
of water quality include:  

• The County Stormwater Quality Improvement Standards;  

• Standard Construction Specifications;  

• Stormwater Quality Design Manual (May 2007);  

• Sacramento County Industrial BMP Manual; and  

• Sacramento County Stormwater Sampling Guidance.  

SACRAMENTO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 
The Sacramento County General Plan has been updated and was approved and 
adopted on November 9, 2011 by the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors.  The 
planning horizon of the previous General Plan was from 1990 to 2010.  The updated 
General Plan has a planning horizon to the year 2030.  Section I of the Conservation 
Element of the General Plan addresses Water Resources.  Policies pertain to optimal 
use of surface water, sustainable yield of groundwater, efficient use of urban and 
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agricultural water, protection of ecosystems, managing runoff and the efficient use of 
municipal and industrial water.  Updates to the policies in the General Plan that are 
applicable to the proposed project are as follows:       

CO-24:  Comply with the Sacramento Areawide National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Municipal Stormwater Permit (NPDES Municipal Permit) or 
subsequent permits issued by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (Regional Board) to the County, and the Cities of Sacramento, 
Elk Grove, Citrus Heights, Folsom, Rancho Cordova, and Galt (collectively 
known as the Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership [SSQP]).  

CO-25: Support the preservation, restoration and creation of riparian corridors, 
wetlands and buffer zones. 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY ZONING CODE  
The Sacramento County Zoning Code includes Mining-Related regulations which outline 
permitted surface mining operations, requirements for a Work Authorization Permit, and 
mining application data, standards and guidelines.  

SACRAMENTO COUNTY FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT ORDINANCE 
Sacramento County has participated in the National Flood Insurance Program since 
1979.  A County Floodplain Management Ordinance is required to meet or exceed the 
minimum standards of FEMA for participation in the National Flood Insurance Program. 
The Floodplain Management Ordinance specifically describes what types of 
development activities are allowed and how proposed development may be permitted.  
The purpose of floodplain management is to realize the extent of flood hazards and to 
manage the flooding in a manner so as to reduce damage to structures and 
infrastructure and to minimize the risk of human casualties.   

All proposed development activity in a floodplain (those areas designated by FEMA on 
the Flood Insurance Rate Map for Sacramento County) and other areas subject to 
flooding, must be reviewed and permitted by the County’s Floodplain Administrator 
(Water Resources) prior to construction.  Per the Floodplain Management Ordinance, a 
Floodplain Management Permit must be obtained from the Floodplain Administrator 
before any new construction, substantial improvements or other development, including 
alteration of land, begins within any special flood hazard area or local flood hazard area 
established in Section 903-02 of the ordinance.   

In addition, Section 905-06 provides that the Floodplain Administrator may impose 
conditions necessary to ensure compliance with the Floodplain Management Ordinance, 
other County ordinances, or state or federal laws.  The Floodplain Administrator may 
also require that the owner of the property, the permit applicant, or both, enter into a 
written agreement with the County holding the County of Sacramento and the 
Sacramento County Water Agency free from liability for any harm that may occur to any 
real or personal property or person by flooding.   
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The Sacramento County Department of Water Resources has reviewed the proposed 
project and has submitted various comment letters pertaining to the project.  The 
following memorandums have been submitted by DWR for the proposed project:  

 July 15, 2008 (For Vineyard I) 

 July 15, 2008 (For Aspen III South) 

 August 3, 2011 (For Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South) 

 December 23, 2011 (For Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South) 

The memorandums have been included as Appendix B2.   

The conditions of approval from the memorandums include for the provision of drainage 
easements, installation of drainage facilities, and floodplain easements pursuant to the 
Sacramento County Floodplain Management Ordinance.  DWR also requests for a long 
term maintenance agreement between the miners and DWR to address funding and 
long term maintenance of drainage facilities.    

HYDROLOGIC AND HYDRAULIC CONDITIONS 

BASELINE CONDITIONS 
Wood Rodgers used the 1998 Effective FEMA Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for 
Sacramento County Unincorporated Areas (revised February 14, 1998) and the Revised 
2000 FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for peak flow and water surface 
elevations to develop the baseline floodplain analysis for the Pre-Reclamation condition, 
which is used for comparison to the Post-Reclamation Channel Model.   

Granite and Teichert constructed a weir, associated bypass channel and detention 
basin upstream of Jackson Highway in approximately 2001-2003 to mitigate flows in 
Morrison Creek (refer to Plate HY-2) pursuant to 1999 mining project approvals of 
Granite’s Granite I and Teichert’s Aspen VI mining projects.  The Vineyard I, Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South Post-Reclamation condition assumes that the weir on the 
Granite I property is in place and functioning.  The function of the weir is to divert peak 
flood-related flow out of Morrison Creek and into the Granite I and Aspen VI mining pits 
for offline retention and detention.  The current operation of the weir is considered the 
“As-Built Condition” and Teichert and Granite will be responsible to continue the 
ongoing operation and maintenance of the weir and basin on the Aspen VI and Granite I 
mining sites.  Establishing the baseline condition allowed Wood Rodgers to analyze the 
impact of the proposed project on the hydrology and hydraulic conditions of Morrison 
Creek.  
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Plate HY-2:  Morrison Creek in the Post Reclamation Condition (Including Upstream and Downstream of Project Site) 

 

 



5 - Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 5-9 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

STUDY METHODOLOGY 
Wood Rodgers has previously developed a HEC-RAS Model for Morrison Creek 
upstream of Jackson Highway for other projects.  HEC-RAS is a computer program 
developed by the Hydrologic Engineering Center (HEC) of the Army Corps of 
Engineers.  The HEC developed the River Analysis System (RAS) to aid hydraulic 
engineers in analyzing channel flows and identifying the extents of floodplains; the 
computer program models the hydraulics of water flow through natural rivers and other 
channels.  

In order to determine the hydrological impacts of the proposed Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, Wood Rodgers developed a Post-Reclamation Channel model.  
The Post-Reclamation Channel model was developed by extending the HEC-RAS 
model downstream of Jackson Highway to South Watt Avenue by utilizing existing data 
from the FEMA FIRM and HEC-2 model cross sections (HEC-2 is an older hydraulic 
program).  Utilizing these two data sets (FEMA FIRM and HEC-2) allowed Wood 
Rodgers to establish the existing conditions.  For the HEC-RAS model upstream of 
project area, (from Mayhew Road to Jackson Highway), Wood Rodgers used the cross 
sections of the HEC-2 model and supplemented the HEC-2 data with current 
topography from Sacramento County LiDAR1 data.   

In developing the HEC-RAS model for the Post-Reclamation Channel Model, Wood 
Rodgers also used the grading contours (prepared by GC Wallace) of the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel between Mayhew Road and Hedge Avenue.    

In the 2011 H&H Analysis, the Post-Reclamation condition assumes that the mining 
operations on Aspen III South and Vineyard I properties are completed and the mining 
operations are complete on Aspen IV South where the natural Morrison Creek 
low-flow channel and floodway are preserved.  It is also assumed that significant 
portions of the Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South properties are mined 
below existing grade.  The Post-Reclamation condition also assumes that the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites) 
is constructed and connected to the constructed berms (Raised Bank Channel) on the 
Aspen IV South mining site where the natural Morrison Creek low flow channel and 
floodway has been preserved.   

In the prior FEIR/EIS, a permanent retention basin was proposed (and later approved) 
to be located on the Vineyard I mining site, which would retain runoff from the three 
mining properties - Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South.  Aspen IV South 
has the alternative (approved in 1999) to not convey stormwater runoff into the Vineyard 
I retention basin and instead retain stormwater runoff on-site in a 14-acre retention 

                                            

1 LiDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) is an optical remote sensing technology that uses pulses from a 
laser to measure the distance to a target or other features of the target.  In geography, LiDAR data is used 
to determine contours of the land.   
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basin.  The 2011 H&H Analysis analyzed the hydrological impacts of retaining Aspen IV 
South stormwater runoff on-site, in a 14-acre retention basin on the Aspen IV South 
property.  The retention basin will be evacuated solely by infiltration into the soil and 
evaporation off the basin water surface.  The 2011 H&H Analysis determined that the 
retention basin on Aspen IV South could store 30 ac-ft of local runoff and that the 
permanent retention basin on Vineyard I could store 267 ac-ft of local runoff from 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South properties.  The two retention basins could store a 
combined total runoff of 297 ac-ft.  The prior FEIR/EIS identified that there would need 
to be a total of 309 ac-ft of storage for the mining sites.  

For additional information on the methodology used, please refer to Appendix B1.   

MODELING RESULTS 
The resulting HEC-RAS flow in the Post-Reclamation condition is shown in Table HY-1 
below.  The results are divided into three categories:  upstream, on-site and 
downstream.  

Table HY-1:  Morrison Creek Flows (cubic feet per second) 

  100 Year 24 hour 

FEMA FIS* Post- Reclamation 

Upstream  
(off site) 

Jackson Hwy. 2,755 1,032 

Bradshaw Rd. 2,755* 1,331 

On-site Mayhew Rd.  2,755* 1,494 

Hedge Ave. 2,755* 1,507 

Downstream  

(off site) 

S. Watt Ave. 2,755* 1,550 

CCTC RR 2,855 1,678 

* FEMA FIS Flows are only reported at Jackson Hwy and the CCTC RR Crossing with an increase of only 
100 cfs over 3.8 miles of channel.  The lowest flow is assumed for the most conservative benchmark flow. 

Source:  Wood Rodgers, 2011

 

As shown on Table HY-1, there is a decrease in the upstream, on-site and downstream 
flows between the FEMA FIS baseline condition and the Post-Reclamation condition.     

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to hydrology 
and water quality as it relates to surface water, a project will normally have a significant 
effect on the environment if it will: 
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 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

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

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

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 

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

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

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

 Expose people or structures to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

IMPACT:  INCREASE MORRISON CREEK FLOODPLAIN UPSTREAM IN THE 

POST-RECLAMATION CONDITION 
In the Post-Reclamation condition, there would be a decrease in the upstream 
flows between the baseline condition and the Post-Reclamation condition, as a 
result the overall Post-Reclamation floodplain upstream is reduced.  

The HEC-RAS modeling shows a decrease in the Morrison Creek upstream flows 
between the baseline condition and the Post-Reclamation condition (refer to Table 
HY-1).  This decrease in upstream flows is due to the existing weir at Granite I which 
diverts peak flows out of Morrison Creek and into the Granite I/ Aspen VI 
detention/retention basin.  As a result of this decrease of the upstream flows, the Post-
Reclamation 100 year 24-hour floodplain is reduced when compared to the current 
Flood Zone AE floodplain, as shown on Plate HY-3.   
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Plate HY-3:  Aspen IV South and Upstream Post-Reclamation Floodplain 

 

The white arrows 
represent locations 
where the Post-
Reclamation 
Floodplain extent is 
greater than the 
Effective FEMA 
Zone AE Baseline 
floodplain.  

 

The patterned 
arrows represent 
locations where the 
Effective FEMA 
Zone AE Baseline 
floodplain is 
reduced:   

 

 

  By 25% 

 

 

  By 84% 

It should be noted that the differences in 
floodplain extents shown is due to the 
accuracy of the contour data available at the 
time of the studies and not due to Project 
related activities. 

Please note that the colors in the legend are not accurately presented when this graphic is printed in black and white.  This graphic can be found in color online at 
http://www.dera.saccounty.net/PublicNotices/SQLView/ProjectDetails/tabid/71/Default.aspx?ProjectID=33759   
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As shown on Plate HY-3 there are two locations (APN:  063-0200-010 and 063-0070-
011) where the water surface elevation increases in the Post-Reclamation condition 
when compared to the Effective FEMA Zone AE Baseline water surface elevation.  
Although the water surface elevation slightly increases on a portion of the two 
properties, the water surface elevation is substantially reduced on other properties (refer 
to Plate HY-3).  As described by Wood Rodgers in the 2011 H&H Analysis, when the 
Effective FEMA Zone AE Baseline Floodplain is compared to the Post-Reclamation 
floodplain, the area of inundated floodplain on the upstream property APNs 063-0070-
011 and 063-0100-018 are reduced by 25% under the Post-Reclamation condition and 
the area of inundated floodplain on the upstream property APN 063-0100-020 is 
reduced by 84%.  Wood Rodgers has noted that the difference in the floodplain extent is 
due to the differences in the accuracy of the contour data available at the time of the 
studies and not due to the proposed project structures (i.e., Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel, Raised Bank Channel and retention basins).  

The 2011 H&H Analysis assumed that the existing weir on Granite I would be operated 
and maintained in the “As-Built Condition”, which results in the impacts of the proposed 
project to upstream flows of Morrison Creek to be considered less than significant.  
However, if the weir were not operated and maintained in its existing “As-Built 
Condition”, there would be a potential that the water surface elevation upstream could 
be significantly affected.  Therefore, DWR has recommended as a condition of approval 
to the proposed project, that the weir be maintained in the “As-Built Condition” by the 
mining companies and that any proposed changes to the weir must be substantiated 
with a hydrology and hydraulic analysis and must obtain approval from Sacramento 
County (refer to Appendix B2 for the December 2011 memorandum detailing the 
condition of approval).  Implementation of this recommended condition of approval will 
ensure that impacts remain less than significant, consistent with what has been 
analyzed by this environmental document.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACT:  INCREASE MORRISON CREEK DOWNSTREAM FLOWS IN THE POST-
RECLAMATION CONDITION 

In the Post-Reclamation condition, the flows downstream of the project site will 
not increase as a result of implementation of the proposed project.  

The peak flows downstream of the site would not increase in the Post-Reclamation 
condition due to the existing weir on Granite I operating in the “As-Built Condition”.  The 
recommended condition of approval from DWR requiring that the mining companies 
maintain the weir on Granite I operating in the “As-Built Condition” will ensure that the 
weir functions and operates as it is supposed to, which is to divert peak flood-related 
flow out of Morrison Creek and into Granite I and Aspen VI pits for offline detention and 
retention.  Therefore, the 100-year storm flows leaving the project site would be less 
than the flows in the FEMA FIS Baseline study (refer to Table HY-1).  The project will 
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not result in an increase in the peak flows downstream of the project site; impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACT:  RESULT IN ON-SITE FLOODING IN THE POST-RECLAMATION 

CONDITION    
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that unchanneled flow from the Jackson Highway 
bridge to the bypass channel inlet at Aspen IV South could spill into the gravel 
pits proposed within the Aspen III, IV and V South and Vineyard parcels.   

The proposed project eliminates the previously proposed bypass channel and instead 
constructs a Morrison Creek Realigned Channel on Vineyard I and Aspen III South 
properties and constructs a Raised Bank Channel, preserving the existing Morrison 
Creek channel, on Aspen IV South.  The 100-year storm flows will be contained within 
the flood control banks of the both the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised 
Bank Channel, as shown on Plate HY-4.  An analysis of the impact of embankment 
failure is analyzed separately. 

The 2011 H&H Analysis determined the Morrison Creek flows in the Post-Reclamation 
Condition.  This analysis assumes that the weir on Granite I will be operating in the “As-
Built Condition”.  The result is that due to the existing weir on Granite I, upstream peak 
flows are diverted into the Granite I / Aspen VI retention basin.   

In the Post-Reclamation condition, Morrison Creek on-site peak flows will be entirely 
contained within the banks and channel of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel; therefore, on-site flooding due to peak flows overtopping the 
banks of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel or the Raised Bank Channel is not 
expected.  Based on modeling performed by Wood Rodgers for the 2011 H&H Analysis, 
the floodplain area in the Post-Reclamation Condition would be reduced from the FEMA 
Baseline Floodplain area by 81 percent (refer to Table HY-1).   

On-site local runoff (100-year 10-day storm event) of 267 ac-ft for the Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South properties will be retained within a retention basin located on the 
Vineyard I property.  For the Aspen IV South site, on-site local runoff (100 year 10-day 
storm event) of 30 ac-ft may either be retained on-site (as previously approved) within a 
potential 14-acre retention basin, or be conveyed to the Vineyard I retention basin.  
There will be a combined retention volume of 297 ac-ft of total runoff.  The prior 
FEIR/EIS identified that there would need to be 309 ac-ft of storage for the three mining 
properties.   
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Plate HY-4:  On-site Post Reclamation Floodplain 
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Although the combined retention basin volume of 297 ac-ft is less than the prior 
FEIR/EIS volume of 309 ac-ft, Wood Rodgers has indicated that the 297 ac-ft storage is 
sufficient due to differences in the models, topographic data and assumption used 
between the prior FEIR/EIS and the 2011 H&H Analysis.  The current model takes into 
account the revised configuration of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised 
Bank Channel, the proposed grading contours, and current topography data.  The 
differences between the current retention volume of 297 ac-ft and the prior FEIR/EIS 
determination of 309 ac-ft is within 4%, which is within the expected accuracy of the 
modeling and assumptions used; therefore, the current retention volume of 297 ac-ft is 
considered consistent with the prior FEIR/EIS of 309 ac-ft.  The two retention basins will 
not have a pump (pump was previously proposed for only the Vineyard I retention 
basin); the basins will be evacuated solely by infiltration into the soil and evaporation off 
the basin water surface.   

To determine the rate of evacuation out of the basins, Wood Rodgers conducted a 
Mean Annual Precipitation water balance analysis (100-year 10-day) for both the 
Vineyard I and Aspen IV South retention basins; it was concluded that the Vineyard I 
retention basin would infiltrate and evaporate the 100-year 10-day volume within 16 
days and the Aspen IV South retention basin would infiltrate and evaporate the 100-
year 10-day volume within 8 days.  The result of the water balance analyses is that 
there will not be excess flows stored on site.  However, the retention of local runoff 
volume for more than 48 hours has the potential to attract wildlife and pose a hazard to 
aircraft; this is further discussed in the Land Use Chapter (chapter 12) in the 
Consistency with Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan impact discussion.    

The floodplain would not increase since excess on-site water will be retained in the 
retention basins and peak flows will be contained within the banks of the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised Bank Channel.  These results are based on 
the existing “As-Built Conditions” of the weir on Granite I property.  This impact is 
considered less than significant. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACT:  EMBANKMENT/LEVEE FAILURE  
The embankments of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised 
Bank Channel have the potential to fail, which could result in on-site flooding, off-
site flooding or reduced downstream flows and may result in a safety impact to 
employees and visitors of the mining site.   

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank channel will be constructed 
on an engineered fill embankment.  The slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel are proposed to be 2:1.  Mitigation in the Geology 
and Slope Stability Chapter requires that the engineered channel and embankment and 
foundation soils be certified by a California registered professional engineer 
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accompanied with the engineer’s report addressing slope stability, soil compaction 
rates, foundation soils, potential failure mechanisms and contingencies for repairing 
failures (Mitigation Measure GS-2).  In addition, the slopes of the recreated channel will 
be vegetated to reduce erosion and slope instability impacts.  With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure GS-2 it is unlikely that the embankments would fail; however, in the 
extreme unlikely event that the embankments were to fail, there is a potential to create 
impacts on-site or downstream of the breach.   

Wood Rodgers conducted an analysis of the effect to downstream flows and on-site 
impacts due to an embankment failure along Morrison Creek in the Post-Reclamation 
channel.  For this analysis, a 100-year 10-day storm event was used and Wood 
Rodgers determined that the total volume of the 100-year 10-day storm event would be 
7,140 ac-ft.   

It is assumed that if the embankment were to fail, it would be near the peak Morrison 
Creek water surface elevation; therefore it is assumed that half of the storm flows would 
have passed downstream, past the breach location.  The other half of the total storm 
volume would flow into the mined areas, as the mined areas would operate as offline 
storage retention basins until the embankment was rebuilt.  

Wood Rodgers determined the available storage volume for the three mining sites, 
which is provided in Table HY-2 below.  

Table HY-2:  Morrison Creek Embankment Failure  

Embankment 
Location 

Estimated Available 
Storage*    

(ac-ft) 

50% of 100-year 10-
day Storm Volume  

(ac-ft) 

Max Water Depth  
(ft) 

Aspen IV South 4,410 3,570 30 

Aspen III South 2,400 3,570 40+** 

Vineyard I 7,890 3,570 17 

*Based on 40 foot depth from existing ground and 2:1 slide slopes as shown in the Reclamation Plans 
** Excess Volume is equalized between the mined area and the channel at the elevation of the 
downstream cross section adjacent to the mined areas 
Source:  Wood Rodgers, 2011 

 

As shown in Table HY-2, if an embankment failure were to occur on the Aspen IV South 
or the Vineyard I property, the available storage volume of these two properties is 
greater than half of the 100-year 10-day storm volume; therefore, the storm volume 
would be contained within the mined area.  The available storage volume was based on 
the cross sections in the Reclamation plan which portrayed a mining pit depth of 40 feet 
below existing ground surface with 2:1 side slopes.  An embankment failure on Aspen 
IV South would result in a maximum water depth of 30 feet and on the Vineyard I 
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property the maximum water depth would be 17 feet.  Since the mining pits would have 
a depth of 40 feet, the storm water volume would be contained within the mined area on 
these two properties.   

Aspen III South has a storage capacity less than the half of the 100-year 10-day storm 
volume.  Aspen III South and Vineyard I properties will be connected by culverts which 
would combine the available storage volume.  This combined available storage volume 
exceeds the 100-year 10-day storm volume; therefore, it is unlikely that the combined 
mined area storage would be exceeded due to an embankment failure.  If the these two 
mined areas were not connected by culverts and if there were an embankment failure 
on the Aspen III South property, the storm water would fill up the mined areas where it 
will eventually equalize with the water surface elevation within the channel and flows 
would resume to flow downstream at the same rate as the upstream flows; accordingly, 
under this condition, there would not be a significant impact of overland flow off the 
mining properties. 

An embankment failure during a worst case scenario would be when more than half of 
the 100-year 10-day storm volume fills up the mined areas.  Under this scenario, the 
mined areas would fill up until the capacity was exceeded, at which the water surface 
elevation in the mined area would then equalize with the water surface elevation in the 
channel and flows would resume downstream at the same rate as the upstream flows, 
and would not overtop the mining property boundaries.  In addition, Wood Rodgers 
noted that due to the low velocity of flows in the creek, there would not be a total 
diversion of flows out of the creek.  For the above reasons, an embankment failure on 
the project site would not increase off-site flooding potential or result in drying up of the 
creek channel downstream of the breach.    

Safety and Evacuation Plan 

Granite and Teichert have proposed a safety and evacuation plan in the unlikely event 
of embankment failure.  These plans consist of preventative safety measures to alert 
employees and visitors of potential hazards associated with work areas; employees and 
visitors will be informed of evacuation and site access/exit routes; and during high flow 
events, those in proximity to the embankments will be informed of the risk of 
embankment failure and proper emergency procedures.  In addition, embankments will 
be patrolled periodically during high water or heavy rainfall events to assess levee 
conditions and identify potential areas of concern.  In the event of a failure or 
overtopping, all personnel and mobile equipment will be relocated away from the 
channel and to higher ground and if necessary, evacuated from the site.  Emergency 
exit routes will take personnel to Fruitridge Road on the north and Mayhew Road on the 
east, which both connect to other arterial and major roadways in the area.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 
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IMPACT:  DAMAGE TO THE JACKSON HIGHWAY BRIDGE DUE TO HIGH 

MORRISON CREEK FLOWS 
In the Post-Reclamation Condition, there would be a decrease in the upstream 
flows between the baseline condition and the Post-Reclamation Condition.    

The 2011 H&H analysis determined that the 100-year 24-hour water surface elevation 
at the Jackson Highway/ Morrison Creek crossing, upstream of the project site, is 
lowered by 1.9 feet in the Post-Reclamation Condition when compared to the FEMA FIS 
Baseline water surface elevation.  This result is based on the operation of the Granite I 
weir in the existing “As-Built Condition”.  The weir was designed to mitigate flows in 
Morrison Creek upstream of Jackson Highway consistent with the conditions present 
prior to mining the Aspen VI and Granite I mining sites.  This impact is considered less 
than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant  

Mitigation Measures:   None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACT 
The design of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised Bank Channel, as 
well as the weir on Granite I operating and functioning the in the “As-Built Condition”, 
results in no adverse drainage or surface water hydrological impacts.  The project does 
not result in an increase of flows in Morrison Creek and therefore would not contribute 
incrementally to any flow related impacts.  Cumulative impacts are considered less 
than significant.   
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6 GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the proposed Project’s potential impact on groundwater 
hydrology and groundwater quality from water usage and potential contamination. 

The proposed Project consists of a request for a rezone and use permit amendment to 
allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.6 acres (two parcels) to the Vineyard I mining 
site (referred as Vineyard I mining expansion).  The proposed Project also includes 
revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, consistent with permits received 
from the County, State and federal regulatory agencies.  The mining sites in this project 
include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South.  The previously approved 
reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow 
channel and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel.  The proposed project revises the 
previously approved reclamation plan by constructing an at-grade mitigation corridor 
(Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining 
properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to contain the 
100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV South property, the existing Morrison Creek 
channel will be preserved and a raised bank flood control channel (Raised Bank 
Channel) is proposed to be constructed outside of the effective FEMA floodway.  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the existing Morrison Creek 
channel on Aspen IV South.  Impacts associated with channel failure and flooding 
potential are addressed in the Surface Water Hydrology and Quality Chapter (Chapter 5 
of this SEIR).     

SETTING 

The prior FEIR/EIS provided the following groundwater setting:  

The project site is underlain by a portion of the Sacramento Valley Ground Water 
Basin (SVGWB) aquifer, a regionally important groundwater supply covering 
about 6,000 square miles.  The aquifer is contained within Quaternary Central 
Valley sediments and provides domestic and agricultural water supply to a great 
portion of the southern Sacramento County.  Groundwater flow is from east to 
west.  Overdrafting over the past 11 years has lowered the groundwater table 
approximately ten feet.  

As of Spring of 1995, the groundwater table was measured 80 to over 100 feet 
below the present land surface within the project site.  The proposed maximum 
depth of aggregate extraction is 45 feet, therefore the post-mining groundwater 
depth would be 35 to 55 feet below the pit floor. The groundwater appears semi-
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confined by fine grained layers in the project site area with less confinement to 
the east and greater confinement to the west as finer basin deposits occur.  The 
presence of impermeable surface hardpan soils and relatively fine grained soils 
in the 15-foot surface overburden precludes percolation and recharge from the 
project site to the aquifer.  Groundwater flow in the aggregate-producing zone is 
generally unsaturated flow.  However, there may be seasonally perched pockets 
of shallower groundwater during the winter rainy season.  Subsurface 
investigations by the project proponent indicate that the floor of the finished 
extraction pits is less permeable than the aggregate production zone but greater 
than the infiltration rates found in the hardpan soils and overburden.  Precise 
infiltration rates are not known.  

The prior FEIR/EIS also described groundwater contamination from Mather Field, 
formerly Mather Air Force Base (located approximately 3 miles northeast of the current 
project site). This contamination was a result of dumping of waste chemicals associated 
with past Air Force operations.   

The Mather Air Force Base, Final Second Five-Year Review of Remedial Actions 
Conducted Under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (September 24, 2004, Air Force Real Property Agency, Administrative 
Record #2157) is the second five-year review report that documents the assessment of 
whether each of the ongoing cleanup actions at the former Mather Air Force Base are 
protective of human health and the environment, pursuant to the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).  An Installation 
Restoration Program (IRP) began in 1982 to identify locations at Mather where 
hazardous substances or other pollutants might have been released to the environment. 
 Mather was proposed for listing on the Superfund (CERCLA) National Priorities List 
(NPL) in July 1989 and was placed on the NPL in November 1989.  IRP site WP-07 
(Waste Pit Area Disposal Site) required a statutory review in this second five-year 
review report.  Site WP-07 is located south of the Mather runway and was a gravel pit 
used for disposal of construction rubble as well as petroleum oil, and lubricant wastes 
during the time period from 1953 to 1966.  WP-07 is the source of the groundwater 
plume (WP-07 Plume) that extends off the former base to the south/southwest for about 
half a mile (refer to Plate GW-1).  The plume extends past Kiefer Boulevard, but not 
past Jackson Road.  The plume is located under a portion of the Granite I mining site 
and near the Aspen V site.  These mining sites are not a part of the proposed project.  
The proposed project is located further to the southwest and is not expected to 
encounter a Mather Air Force Base contaminated groundwater plume.   
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Plate GW-1:  Mather Contaminant Plume 

 

Site 7 Groundwater Plume 

Site WP-07 (Waste Pit Area Disposal Site)

Kiefer Blvd 

Jackson Road 

Project site is located 
approximately one mile to 
the southwest of Jackson 
Road  
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STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to hydrology 
and water quality as it pertains to groundwater, a project will normally have a significant 
effect on the environment if it will: 

 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or 
a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level that would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted); 

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

IMPACT:  ALTER DRAINAGE AND GROUNDWATER FLOW AND AFFECT 

GROUNDWATER QUALITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that gravel extraction may alter drainage and 
groundwater flow and quality which could affect surrounding properties and 
domestic septic leachfield systems on adjacent surrounding properties.  This was 
found to be a significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with 
mitigation.   

The proponents of the prior project were required to obtain all necessary permits from 
the Sacramento County Environmental Management Department (EMD) for the 
construction or removal/abandonment of any water wells and septic systems.  The 
proponents were also required to revise the Mining Plan to specifically identify all 
sewage disposal systems within 300 feet of the proposed mining area.  Mining setbacks 
from these sewage disposal systems were required.  These mitigation measures were 
satisfied as part of the prior project.   

The applicant submitted an exhibit that depicts the approximate location of wells/septic 
on the Vineyard I site.  The exhibit does not specify if each location is a well or a septic. 
 Based on the exhibit, there is one well/septic located within the 5.6-acre Vineyard I 
expansion site and two located south of the expansion site.  

Staff (C. Hawkins) of EMD submitted comments (letter dated January 3, 2008) for the 
proposed use permit for the Vineyard I mining expansion and requested that any 
existing well that will not be operational be destroyed under permit from EMD.  The 
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well/septic on the Vineyard I mining expansion site will have to be destroyed under 
permit from EMD.  Compliance with EMD regulations will ensure that impacts to water 
wells and septic systems as a result of mining the additional 5.6 acre site are expected 
to be less than significant.  

Mining of the additional 5.6 acres would reduce the depth to groundwater (measured 
from the bottom of the pit) in that area.  The prior FEIR/EIS discussed similar impacts 
for the other mined areas and included mitigation that required the proponents to store 
contaminants in the gravel operation area in a manner that would contain any spills (i.e., 
containment berms) to reduce the potential to contaminate groundwater.  This mitigation 
measure remains applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion site.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

This mitigation is from the prior FEIR/EIS and is applicable to the Vineyard I 
mining expansion site of the proposed project:   

GW-1 The Vineyard I mining operator proponents shall store contaminants in the 
gravel operation area in a manner that will contain any spills (i.e., containment 
berms).  Any spills occurring in operational areas should be cleaned up 
immediately.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

IMPACT:  DISRUPT OR ALTER MATHER FIELD GROUNDWATER 

CONTAMINATION MONITORING 
The prior FEIR/EIS determined that the proposed mining operations could alter or 
disrupt any future monitoring of the contamination plume from Mather Field.  This 
was found to be a significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant 
with mitigation.   

As stated in the Setting section above, the contamination plume from Site WP-07 has 
not been detected to have migrated beyond Jackson Road, as of the last five year 
review (September 2004).  As the proposed project’s mining sites (Vineyard I, Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South) are located approximately 1 mile southwest of Jackson 
Highway (as shown on Plate GW-1), the inclusion of 5.6 acres to the Vineyard I mining 
site would not affect the future monitoring efforts of contamination plumes from Mather 
Field.  This impact is considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Mining the Vineyard I mining expansion site would reduce the depth to the groundwater 
in that area.  This reduction, in combination with the prior project’s four mining sites and 
other mining sites in the vicinity of the project site would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable incremental contribution to a cumulatively significant groundwater 
hydrology or groundwater quality impact.  Additionally, since the contamination plume 
identified in the prior FEIR/EIS has not migrated beyond Jackson Road and Mather 
Field is located north of Jackson Road whereas the project site is located southwest of 
Jackson Road, the project does not contribute to a cumulatively adverse impact to the 
monitoring efforts of contamination at Mather Field.  Impacts associated with 
groundwater hydrology and quality in the cumulative condition are considered less than 
significant.   
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7 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

Under CEQA, lead agencies must consider the effects of their projects on cultural 
resources.  This chapter describes the potential impacts to cultural resources that could 
occur as a result of proposed project, which includes revisions to the previously 
approved reclamation plan and the inclusion of an additional 5.6 acres to the existing 
Vineyard I mining site.  Cultural resources may include historic buildings and structures, 
historic districts, historic sites, culturally sacred sites, prehistoric and historic 
archaeological sites, and other prehistoric and historic objects and artifacts. 

Overall, cultural resources that are known to exist and those that may be present in the 
project area could include the categories described in Table CR-1 below, identified 
pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 4852. 

The following analysis provides an overview of known cultural resources within the 
project area and identifies any potential adverse impacts to them associated with the 
project.  Potential unknown resources are also addressed.  The analysis also 
recommends mitigation measures to reduce impacts to cultural resources within the 
project area. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES BACKGROUND 

A cultural resources investigation was undertaken for the prior project located on the 
project site entitled “Morrison Creek Mining Reach Downstream (South) of Jackson 
Highway”.  As part of the EIR/EIS process an extensive cultural resources survey was 
conducted to identify potential resources present within the project area and to provide 
recommendations to protect any resources.  These surveys were conducted in 
accordance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act Statutes and 
Guidelines and with provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966.   

The prior survey identified 22 resources on the project site, as follows: 1) eight historic 
resources, consisting of eight complexes of standing structures; 2) thirteen historic 
archaeological sites, consisting of one deposit of historic domestic debris and the 
remains of twelve destroyed farmsteads; and 3) identification of a modern trash deposit. 
According to the EIR/EIS, none of these resources were considered to be “important” or 
“significant” per CEQA Guidelines and the regulations of Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (36 CFR 
Part 60.4: Criteria for Evaluation).   
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Table CR-1 
Categories of Cultural Resources 

Category Description Example 

Building 

Structures created principally to shelter or assist in 
carrying out any form of human activity. May also 
refer to a historically and functionally related unit 
(e.g., courthouse and jail). 

Houses, barns, churches, factories, 
and hotels 

Site 

A site is the location of a significant event, a 
prehistoric or historic occupation or activity, or a 
building or structure, whether standing, ruined, or 
vanished, where the location itself possesses 
historical, cultural, or archeological value regardless 
of the value of any existing building, structure, or 
object. A site need not be marked by physical 
remains if it is the location of a prehistoric event, and 
if no buildings, structures, or objects marked it at that 
time. 

Trails, designed landscapes, 
battlefields, habitation sites, 
Native American ceremonial 
areas, petroglyphs, and 
pictographs 

Structure 
The term "structure" is used to describe a 
construction made for a functional purpose rather 
than creating human shelter. 

Mines, bridges, and tunnels 

Object 

The term "object" is used to describe those 
constructions that are primarily artistic in nature or 
are relatively small in scale and simply constructed, 
as opposed to a building or a structure. Although it 
may be moveable by nature or design, an object is 
associated with a specific setting or environment. 
Objects should be in a setting appropriate to their 
significant historic use, role, or character. Objects 
that are relocated to a museum are not eligible for 
listing in the California Register. 

Fountains, monuments, maritime 
resources, sculptures, and 
boundary markers 

Historic District 

Unified geographic entities which contain a 
concentration of historic buildings, structures, 
objects, or sites united historically, culturally, or 
architecturally. Historic districts are defined by 
precise geographic boundaries. Therefore, districts 
with unusual boundaries require a description of what 
lies immediately outside the area, in order to define 
the edge of the district and to explain the exclusion of 
adjoining areas.  

--- 
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Given that the 22 resources were not considered “important” or “significant”, the prior 
EIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would have a less than significant impact 
on the identified resources.  The prior project did identify a potentially significant impact 
to subsurface resources and provided mitigation to reduce the impact to less than 
significant.   

Since the publication of the EIR/EIS, the project area identified in the environmental 
document has been mined for aggregate resources.  All 22 resources were impacted 
during/prior to the subsequent mining efforts.  Given that the project area has been 
mined well below grade, the proposed project would not result in further impacts to any 
of the previously identified resources.  Additionally, it is not expected that the current 
proposal of amendments to the reclamation plan would have any impact on cultural 
resources.  Essentially the existing proposal would have no measurable impact with the 
exception of the additional 5.6 acres that will be added to the existing Vineyard I mining 
site.  Also, although unlikely, there may be potential impacts associated with subsurface 
resources with the excavation of the stormwater detention basin.  These two potential 
impacts are the subject of the following discussions.   

The Department of Environmental Review and Assessment retained PAR 
Environmental Services, INC (PAR), to conduct a cultural resources inventory for the 
additional 5.6 acres of un-mined land on the Vineyard I site (Cultural Resources 
Inventory of Vineyard I Reclamation Plan Amendment, Rezone and New Mining Use 
Permit for Adjacent Property, Sacramento County, California, June 2009).  The following 
chapter is based on and contains portions of the inventory study. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES SETTING: VINEYARD I 

PREHISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGY 
One of the earliest clearly dated contexts for human occupation in north central 
California is from site CA-SHA-475 located north of Redding on Squaw Creek, where a 
charcoal based C-14 date suggests initial Native American presence within this area 
around 6,500 years ago. Continuous use of the region is indicated on the basis of 
evidence from this and other regional sites, particularly within the Farmington area and 
along the Truckee River drainage east of Sacramento within the Sierra Nevada. Most of 
the artifactual material dating to this early time period suggests cultural affiliation with 
the Borax Lake area—the presence of large wide-stemmed projectile points and manos 
and metates being the most prominent and distinctive artifact types represented. The 
possibility exists that this early culture represents Hokan-speaking peoples who were 
also ancestral to those who subsequently expanded into the southern Cascade, the 
southern Klamath, the North Coast Range, and the lower reaches of the Sierra Nevada 
near Folsom and Sacramento. 

Sometime around AD 200-400, the first major disruption of this early California culture is 
believed to have occurred. Arriving ultimately from Southern Oregon and the Columbia 
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and Modoc Plateau region and proceeding down the major drainage systems (including 
the Feather, Yuba and American Rivers), Penutian-speaking peoples began arriving in 
the area and soon occupied much of the Sacramento Valley floor and the margins of the 
Sacramento River. Presumably introduced by these later arrivals were more extensive 
use of bulbs and other plant foods, animal and fishing products more intensively 
processed with mortars and pestles, and perhaps the bow and arrow and associated 
small stemmed- and corner-notched projectile points. In the northernmost Sacramento 
Valley, the so-called Shasta (archaeological) Complex represents the material culture 
record of the local Penutian speakers. Generally similar archaeological expressions also 
define the Penutian-speaking occupants of the northern Sierra Nevada around Grass 
Valley and Nevada City, and the Nisenan ancestors who occupied the area in the 
foothills above and valley margins around, Sacramento, Folsom, Orangevale and Citrus 
Heights. 

ETHNOLOGY 
Ethnography is the written record of a culture.  Archaeology can be combined with 
ethnography to identify groups more specifically.  Ethnographic records (from missions 
and other documents) show that the groups that inhabited Sacramento County are the 
Nisenan, or Southern Maidu, and the Plains Miwok, a subgroup of the Eastern Miwok.  
The Plains Miwok traditional territory included the lower reaches of the Cosumnes and 
Mokelumne Rivers and extended west to the Sacramento River from Rio Vista north to 
Freeport (Levy 1978).  Ethnographers generally agree that Nisenan territory included 
the drainages of the Bear, American, Yuba, and southern Feather Rivers and extended 
from the Sacramento River east to the crest of the Sierra Nevada (Beals 1933, Faye 
1923, Gifford 1927, Kroeber 1925, Powers 1976, Wilson and Towne 1978).  Thus, the 
proposed project is located within the territory commonly attributed to the ethnographic 
Nisenan.   

NISENAN   
The Nisenan built their villages on low, natural rises along streams and rivers or on 
gentle slopes with a southern exposure, usually in places protected from flooding.  
Village populations ranged from 15 to 500 people, with one village usually playing a 
dominant role in the sociopolitical organization of a particular area.  The ethnographic 
village of Pusune or Pushuni (CA-SAC-26), located at the confluence of the American 
and Sacramento Rivers, served as the head village for the area (Wilson and Towne 
1978). 

Nisenan settlements varied from three to as many as 50 houses.  Structures were 
dome-shaped; 10-15 feet in diameter; and covered with earth, tule mats, or grass.  A 
variety of other structures, including sweat houses, dance houses, and acorn granaries, 
were also constructed (Kroeber 1925, Wilson and Towne 1978).  Ethnographic village 
sites located along the American River area in Nisenan territory include Ekwo (on 
Sunrise Boulevard), Shiba (on Hazel Avenue), and Yodok (at Folsom) (Wilson and 
Towne 1978). 
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The Sacramento Valley and lower foothills were rich in natural resources, and the 
Nisenan took advantage of the wide variety of food sources.  Waterfowl, fish, and 
freshwater mussels and clams were readily available in the rivers.  Acorns were 
important to their diet and were supplemented with seeds, nuts, berries, herbs, and fruit. 
 Except for lizards, snakes, and grizzly bears, virtually every animal was a food source, 
including tule elk, deer, and antelope.  The Nisenan moved with the seasons, following 
game and collecting plants.  Manzanita berries, pine nuts, block oak acorns, skins, 
bows and bow wood were traded to the valley people in exchange for fish, roots, 
grasses, shells, beads, salt, and feathers (Kroeber 1925, Wilson and Towne 1978). 

Because early contact with the Spaniards was limited to the southern edge of their 
territory, the Nisenan were not affected by Spanish soldiers searching for mission 
converts in the late 1700s, although they often sheltered Plains Miwok who had 
escaped from the missions (Wilson and Towne 1978).  In 1808, Gabriel Moraga crossed 
Nisenan territory, but it was not until the Hudson’s Bay Company trappers journeyed 
through the region in the 1820s and 1830s that the first impacts on the native residents 
were felt.  The fur trappers introduced malaria into the Central Valley, leading to an 
epidemic that decimated the local population in 1833.  The Valley Nisenan were 
particularly affected by the disease, with entire villages wiped out (Wilson and Towne 
1978).  Cook (1955a) estimates that 75% of the Valley Nisenan population died during 
this epidemic. 

John Sutter initiated further disruption when he introduced Plains Miwok into the region 
in the early 1840s and persuaded or forced the local Nisenan village people to either 
work for him or live peaceably with him.  The Nisenan that had survived the epidemic 
and Sutter’s working conditions had little chance against the gold miners that poured 
into the valley and foothills in the later 1840s.  Most of the Nisenan population was 
completely eliminated by the mid-1850s (Wilson and Towne 1978).  The survivors eked 
out a living working in agricultural activities, ranching activities, logging and/or in the 
domestic sphere (Wilson and Towne 1978). 

HISTORICAL CONTEXT 
The project area is located about one mile southwest of the intersection of Bradshaw 
Road and the Jackson Highway, which historically was the site of the small farming 
community of Walsh Station.  Walsh Station was established in the latter half of the 
nineteenth century.  The Enterprise Grange Hall was constructed by 1873 and J.M. 
Walsh settled there between 1874 and 1877.  Gudde notes that the post office was 
established there in 1875 and named by the Postal Service for J.M. Walsh, the local 
storekeeper and first postmaster.  Census and other evidence indicate that the area 
was never densely populated, with the grange having a peak membership of around 
100 people in the 1880s. 

Nineteenth-century land use focused on large scale grain farms.  During the first half of 
the twentieth century dry farming declined and residents began leaving the vicinity.  The 
area experienced a small growth spurt immediately following World War II.  In the late 
1940s and early 1950s large farms were divided into small 10 to 20-acre parcels, 
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occupied primarily by people who worked in Sacramento but chose to live in “the 
country.”  The house that once stood in the project site was built in 1947, during this 
population boom.  By 1950, Walsh Station had only five structures, a change that 
reflects the increase use of supermarkets and strip malls in the County.  This trend of 
scattered small residences surrounded by open space continued to define the project 
region into the 1990s, when suburban growth reached the area.   

CULTURAL RESOURCES REGULATORY SETTING 

FEDERAL REGULATIONS 
Cultural resources are considered during federal undertakings chiefly under Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (as amended) through one of 
its implementing regulations, 36 CFR 800 (Protection of Historic Properties), as well as 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Properties of traditional religious and 
cultural importance to Native Americans are considered under Section 101(d)(6)(A) of 
NHPA.  Other federal laws pertinent to cultural resources include the Archaeological 
Data Preservation Act of 1974, the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) of 
1978, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979, the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1989, among others.  
Below is a more detailed description of applicable federal regulations. 

ANTIQUITIES ACT 
The federal Antiquities Act of 1906 was created with the intent to protect cultural 
resources in the United States.  The Act prohibits appropriation, excavation, injury, and 
destruction of “any historic or prehistoric ruin or monument, or any object of antiquity” 
located on lands owned or controlled by the federal government, without permission of 
the secretary of the federal department with jurisdiction.  Accordingly, the Act provided 
early framework to protect cultural resources within the United States. 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 
NEPA requires that federal agencies assess whether federal actions would result in 
significant effects on the human environment.  The Council on Environmental Quality’s 
(CEQ’s) NEPA regulations further stipulate that identification of significant effects should 
incorporate “the degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, 
highways, structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register for 
Historic Places or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or 
historic resources” (40 CFR 1508.27[b][8]). 
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NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT 
Section 106 of NHPA (16 USC 470f) requires federal agencies to take into account the 
effects of their undertakings on any district, site, building, structure or object that is 
included in or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and to afford the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment on such 
undertakings (36 CFR 800.1).  Under Section 106, the significance of any adversely 
affected cultural resource is assessed and mitigation measures are proposed to reduce 
any impacts to an acceptable level.  Significant cultural resources are those resources 
that are listed, or are eligible for listing, on the NRHP per the criteria listed at 36 CFR 
60.4 (Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 2000) below. 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering 
and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess 
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association 
and that: 

a. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of our history; or 

b. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

c. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
installation, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high 
artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity 
whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

d. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory 
or history. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA REGULATIONS 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
CEQA requires a lead agency to determine whether a project may have a significant 
effect on historical resources.  If it can be demonstrated that a project will cause 
damage to a unique archaeological resource, the lead agency may require reasonable 
efforts to be made to permit any or all of these resources to be preserved in place or left 
in an undisturbed state.  To the extent that they cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation 
measures are required (Section 21083.2 (a), (b), and (c)). Section 21083.2(g) describes 
a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact, object, or site about 
which it can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding to the current body of 
knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria: 

(1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions 
and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that information. 
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(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the 
best available example of its type. 

(3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or 
historic event or person. 

A historical resource is a resource listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) (Section 21084.1); a resource 
included in a local register of historical resources (Section 15064.5(a)(2)); or any object, 
building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency 
determines to be historically significant (Section 15064.5 (a)(3)).  Sacramento County 
does not currently have a local register. 

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1, Section 15064.5 of the Guidelines, and 
Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1 of the Statutes of CEQA were used as the basic 
guidelines for the cultural resources study.  PRC Section 5024.1 requires evaluation of 
historical resources to determine their eligibility for listing on the CRHR.  The purpose of 
the register is to maintain listings of the State's historical resources and to indicate 
which properties are to be protected from substantial adverse change.  The criteria for 
listing resources on the California Register were expressly developed to be in 
accordance with previously established criteria developed for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

NATIVE AMERICAN BURIALS AND ACCIDENTAL DISCOVERIES 
California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains and associated grave 
goods regardless of their antiquity and provides for the sensitive treatment and 
disposition of those remains (Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code and Public 
Resources Code 5097.9). 

When human remains are discovered, the protocol to be followed is specified in 
California Health and Safety Code, which states: 

In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location 
other than a dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or 
disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie 
adjacent remains until the coroner of the county in which the human remains are 
discovered has determined, in accordance with Chapter 10 (commencing with 
Section 27460) of Part 3 of Division 2 of Title 3 of the Government Code, that the 
remains are not subject to the provisions of Section 27492 of the Government 
Code or any other related provisions of law concerning investigation of the 
circumstances, manner and cause of death, and the recommendations 
concerning treatment and disposition of the human remains have been made to 
the person responsible for the excavation, or to his or her authorized 
representative, in the manner provided in Section 5097.98 of the Public 
Resources Code. 
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State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, subdivision (e), requires that excavation 
activities be stopped whenever human remains are uncovered and that the county 
coroner be called in to assess the remains.  If the county coroner determines that the 
remains are those of Native Americans, the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) must be contacted within 24 hours.  At that time, the lead agency must consult 
with the appropriate Native Americans, if any, as timely identified by the NAHC. Section 
15064.5 directs the lead agency (or applicant), under certain circumstances, to develop 
an agreement with the Native Americans for the treatment and disposition of the 
remains. 

In addition to the mitigation provisions pertaining to accidental discovery of human 
remains, the State CEQA Guidelines also require that a lead agency make provisions 
for the accidental discovery of historical or archaeological resources. Pursuant to 
Section 15064.5, subdivision (f), these provisions should include “an immediate 
evaluation of the find by a qualified archaeologist.  If the find is determined to be an 
historical or unique archaeological resource, contingency funding and a time allotment 
sufficient to allow for implementation of avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation 
should be available.  Work could continue on other parts of the building site while 
historical or unique archaeological resource mitigation takes place.” 

LOCAL REGULATIONS 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 
The Sacramento County General Plan Conservation Element (adopted November 2011 
with a planning horizon out to 2030), states under Section VI, Cultural Resources, the 
following goal:  

GOAL Promote the inventory, protection and interpretation of the cultural heritage 
of Sacramento County, including historical and archaeological settings, 
sites, buildings, features, artifacts and/or areas of ethnic historical, 
religious or socio-economical importance. 

Also, the Cultural Resources section of the Conservation Element has specific 
objectives related to the protection of archaeological sites during development, historic 
structure preservation, and destruction of cultural resources sites.  Following are the 
applicable General Plan Conservation Element cultural resources objectives that would 
be applicable to the proposed project: 

OBJECTIVE: Attention and care during project review and construction to ensure 
that cultural resource sites, either previously known or discovered 
on the project site, are properly protected with sensitivity to cultural 
and ethnic values of all affected. 

OBJECTIVE: Preserve structures such as buildings, bridges, or other permanent 
structures with architectural or historical importance to maintain 
contributing design elements. 
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OBJECTIVE: Protect any known cultural resources from vandalism unauthorized 
excavation, or accidental destruction. 

OBJECTIVE: Increase public education, awareness and appreciation of both 
visible and intangible cultural resources. 

The following policies may apply to the project: 

CO-155 Native American burial sites encountered during preapproved survey 
or during construction shall, whenever possible, remain in situ. 
Excavation and reburial shall occur when in situ preservation is not 
possible or when the archeological significance of the site merits 
excavation and recording procedure.  On-site reinterment shall have 
priority.  The project developer shall provide the burden of proof that off 
site reinterment is the only feasible alternative.  Reinterment shall be 
the responsibility of local tribal representatives.  

CO-156 The cost of all excavation conducted prior to completion of the project 
shall be the responsibility of the project developer.  

CO-157 Monitor projects during construction to ensure crews follow proper 
reporting, safeguards, and procedures.  

CO-158 As a condition of approval of discretionary permits, a procedure shall 
be included to cover the potential discovery of archaeological 
resources during development or construction.  

CO-164 Structures having historical and architectural importance shall be 
preserved and protected.  

CO-171 Design and implement interpretive programs about known 
archeological or historical sites on public lands or in public facilities. 
Interpretation near or upon known sites should be undertaken only 
when adequate security is available to protect the site and its 
resources.  

CO-172 Provide historic and cultural interpretive displays, trails, programs, 
living history presentations, and public access to the preserved 
artifacts recovered from excavations.  

DISCLOSURE OF CULTURAL RESOURCES INFORMATION 
Public disclosure of site specific cultural resources information is expressly exempt from 
the California Public Records Act, Government Code Sections 6250-6270.  
Furthermore, information obtained during Native American consultation or through 
consultation with the local and state agencies, including the North Central Information 
Center (NCIC), should remain confidential and is exempt from public disclosure under 
Senate Bill 922.  Additionally Sacramento County staff has signed an “Agreement to 
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Confidentiality” with the NCIC that states that site specific information will not be 
distributed or released to the public or unauthorized individuals.  An authorized 
individual is a professional archaeologist or historian that qualifies under the Secretary 
of Interior’s standards to view confidential cultural resources materials.  

METHODOLOGY 

Archival research, consultation, and fieldwork were conducted to establish what cultural 
resources may be present within the 5.6-acre Vineyard I project area and, furthermore, 
may be impacted as a result of implementation of the proposed Vineyard I mining 
expansion project.  

PRE-FIELD RESEARCH: VINEYARD I 

INFORMATION CENTER RECORD SEARCH 
Data maintained by the North Central Information Center (NCIC) of the California 
Historical Resources Information System (CSU-Sacramento) including State and federal 
listings of significant cultural resources and associated data bases was conducted by 
DERA on May 26, 2009.  Standard references and lists consulted include the following: 

 National Register of Historic Places (United States Department of the Interior 
[USDI] 1979, computerized updates through May 2009); 

 California Register of Historic Resources (California Department of Parks and 
Recreation [DPR] 1998, computerized updates through May 2009); 

 California Historical Landmarks (California DPR 1996, computerized updates 
through May 2009); 

 California Inventory of Historic Resources (California DPR 1976, obsolete); 

 Historic Properties Directory (California DPR, computerized updates through May 
2009); 

 California Points of Historical Interest (California DPR 1992, computerized 
updates through May 2009); 

 Archaeological Site Records – computerized updates through May 2009, and  

 NCIC, California Historic Resource Information System historic resource records 
and maps – May 2009. 

The record search at the NCIC identified four previous cultural resources studies that 
include portions of the project area or directly adjacent to the project area.  Two 
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resources were identified within the search radius by the NCIC.  One of the resources 
was characterized as Asian ceramics (CA-SAC-790-H), while the other resource was a 
1947 residence.  Neither of these resources are located within the 5.6 acre Vineyard I 
expansion area.  Historic GLO maps from the mid-nineteenth century illustrate 
residences and a road within the project vicinity  

In addition to the background research conducted at the NCIC, PAR sent inquiries to 
the following individuals/agencies requesting any background information about the 
project area: 

 Wayne Donaldson, State Historic Preservation Officer, State Office of Historic 
Preservation 

 Jim Henley, President, Sacramento County Historical Society 

 Dwight Dutschke, State Office of Historic Preservation 

 Debbie Pilas-Treadway, Native American Heritage Commission 

No responses have been received from any of the above individuals/agencies to date. 

FIELD ASSESSMENT: VINEYARD I  

PEDESTRIAN SURVEY 
DERA requested that PAR conduct an intensive pedestrian survey on the 5.6 acre 
Vineyard I expansion site to identify any sensitive cultural resources that may exist on 
the project site.  PAR Senior Archaeologist, John Dougherty, undertook the survey on 
June 4, 2009.  Mr. Dougherty conducted a thorough reconnaissance of the site using 
transect intervals no greater than ten meters apart.  The maximum physical footprint, 
the area of potential ground-disturbing activities, was surveyed.  Ground surfaces and 
any cuts were carefully inspected for evidence of historical use such as fragments of 
ceramics, metal, and glass, and for indications of prehistoric use such as chipped stone 
artifacts and debitage, ground stone artifacts, bone fragments, and soil color changes.  
Boot scuffs and trowel scrapes were also employed to expose soil where possible. 

PEDESTRIAN SURVEY RESULTS 
After a thorough reconnaissance, PAR determined that there was no evidence of 
historic or prehistoric sites on the 5.6 acre Vineyard I expansion area.  PAR did note 
that the 1947 house that was located on the northern portion of the project site had 
been bull-dozed into an unidentifiable pile and moved approximately 300 feet to the 
southern edge of the project site.  The only identifiable remnants of the structure 
included milled lumber, plywood and asphalt roofing.  In addition, PAR documented that 
a trailer, measuring 60 feet in length and dating to the 1970s, was located in the 
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southwest corner of the project site.  PAR noted that the trailer was abandoned and 
damaged by vandalism.   

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

In order for a cultural resource to be considered a “historic property” under NRHP 
criteria (i.e., eligible for inclusion on the NRHP), it must be demonstrated that the 
resource possesses integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling and association, and must meet at least one of the following four criteria 
delineated by Section 106 (Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 2000), as listed in 
36 CFR 60.4: 

(a) That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to 
the broad patterns of our history; or 

(b) That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

(c) That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of 
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction; or 

(d) That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history. 

The criteria for listing resources on the CRHR were expressly developed to be in 
accordance with previously established criteria developed for listing on the NRHP, 
enumerated above, and require similar protection to what NHPA Section 106 mandates 
for historic properties. According to PRC Section 5024.1(c)(1-4), a resource is 
considered historically significant if it meets at least one of the following criteria: 

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage; 

(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

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

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history. 

Under CEQA, if an archeological site is not a significant “historical resource” but meets 
the definition of a “unique archeological resource” as defined in PRC Section 21083.2, 
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then it should be treated in accordance with the provisions of that section. A unique 
archaeological resource is defined as follows: 

An archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly 
demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there 
is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria: 

(1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research 
questions and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that 
information. 

(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type 
or the best available example of its type. 

(3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important 
prehistoric or historic event or person. 

Resources that neither meet any of these criteria for listing on the NRHP or CRHR nor 
qualify as a “unique archaeological resource” under CEQA PRC Section 21083.2 are 
viewed as not significant. Under CEQA, “A nonunique archaeological resource need be 
given no further consideration, other than the simple recording of its existence by the 
lead agency if it so elects” (PRC Section 21083.2(h)). 

Impacts to significant cultural resources (“historic properties” under NHPA and 
“historical resources” under CEQA) that affect the characteristics of any resource that 
qualify it for the NRHP or adversely alter the significance of a resource listed on or 
eligible for listing on the CRHR are considered a significant effect on the environment 
(CEQA guidelines 15065(a)(1)).  Impacts to significant cultural resources from the 
proposed project are thus considered significant if the project physically destroys or 
damages all or part of a resource, changes the character of the use of the resource or 
physical feature within the setting of the resource which contribute to its significance or 
introduces visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of 
significant features of the resource. 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

IMPACT:  IMPACT TO KNOWN CULTURAL OR HISTORIC RESOURCES ON THE 

VINEYARD I EXPANSION SITE 
There are no significant cultural or historic resources on the 5.6 acre site.  Mining 
of the additional 5.6 acre Vineyard I expansion area will not impact known 
cultural resources.     

The 5.6 acre Vineyard I expansion area was surveyed to determine if sensitive cultural 
are present on the project site and would be impacted by the proposed project.  The 
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results of the survey indicated the only cultural materials located on the project site 
consist of the remains of a 1947 home and a modern, 1970s, trailer.  PAR evaluated the 
cultural features and determined that they are not considered significant cultural 
resources and that no further cultural resources management is recommended for these 
features.  They do not qualify as historical resources under CEQA Guidelines 15064.5 
and impacts to these features would result in less than significant impact on the 
environment. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACT:  IMPACT TO BURIED RESOURCES ON THE VINEYARD I EXPANSION 

SITE 
Mining of the 5.6 acre expansion site could uncover subsurface archaeological 
materials.   

Although no additional cultural resources management is recommended at this time for 
the Vineyard I expansion site, there is a possibility of uncovering subsurface 
archaeological materials during the implementation phases of the project.  Buried 
resources may consist of historic remains such as structural features (foundations, 
cellars, etc.) or buried trash deposits containing glass, ceramics and metal, or the 
resources may be of prehistoric origin containing chipped stone, shell, bone and other 
remains.  If such subsurface resources are encountered, work should halt in the vicinity 
of the discovery until its significance can be evaluated by a professional archaeologist.  
An impact to any subsurface resources is considered a potentially significant impact.  
Mitigation to reduce this impact is recommended below.   

In unlikely circumstance that a human burial was encountered during implementation of 
the proposed project, this impact would be considered potentially significant.  Section 
5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 7050 of the California Health and 
Safety Code protect Native American burials, skeletal remains and grave goods, 
regardless of age and provide method and means for the appropriate handling of such 
remains.  If human remains are encountered, work should halt in that vicinity and the 
County coroner should be notified immediately.  At the same time, an archaeologist 
should be contacted to evaluate the situation.  If the human remains are of Native 
American origin, the coroner must notify the Native American Heritage Commission 
within 24 hours of such identification.  Strict adherence to mitigation as outlined below 
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Potentially Significant  

Mitigation Measures:  

CR-1 On the Vineyard I mining expansion site, if If subsurface deposits believed to 
be cultural or human in origin are discovered during construction, then all work 
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must halt within a 200-foot radius of the discovery.  A qualified professional 
archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 
Standards for prehistoric and historic archaeology, shall be retained at the 
Vineyard I mining operator’s Applicant’s expense to evaluate the significance 
of the find.  If it is determined due to the types of deposits discovered that a 
Native American monitor is required, the Guidelines for Monitors/Consultants of 
Native American Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites as established by the 
Native American Heritage Commission shall be followed, and the monitor shall 
be retained at the mining operator’s Applicant’s expense. 

Work cannot continue within the 200-foot radius of the discovery site until the 
archaeologist conducts sufficient research and data collection to make a 
determination that the resource is either 1) not cultural in origin; or 2) not 
potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places or 
California Register of Historical Resources. 

If a potentially-eligible resource is encountered, then the archaeologist, the 
Environmental Coordinator DERA, and project proponent shall arrange for 
either 1) total avoidance of the resource, if possible; or 2) test excavations or 
total data recovery as mitigation.  The determination shall be formally 
documented in writing and submitted to the Environmental Coordinator DERA 
as verification that the provisions of CEQA for managing unanticipated 
discoveries have been met.   

CR-2 Pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code and Section 
7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code, in the event of the discovery of 
human remains on the Vineyard I mining expansion site, all work is to stop 
and the County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains are 
determined to be Native American, guidelines of the Native American Heritage 
Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Significant impacts to cultural resources are considered cumulative impacts since each 
impact contributes to the overall loss of the cultural and historic setting.  However, the 
proposed project does not result in an impact to known significant cultural resources; 
thus the proposed project does not contribute to the degradation of the overall cultural 
landscape.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable incremental contribution to cultural resources.  
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8 AIR QUALITY 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter will provide the current setting and evaluate the air quality impacts of the 
proposed project, specifically the request by Granite Construction for a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.6 acres, and to incorporate 
this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred as Vineyard 
I mining expansion).  Analysis of air quality impacts will include emissions associated 
with the operation of the mining equipment necessary to excavate the site and 
placement of mined material onto the existing conveyor (which will take the material to 
the existing plant and processing facility).  In addition, air quality effects associated with 
soil disturbance from fugitive dust from trucks and equipment will be analyzed.  What is 
not included in this analysis are the air quality impacts of the continued operation of the 
plant or processing facility since this was previously analyzed and the proposed project 
does not include an extension of the permitted timeline or increase in production.  
Furthermore, the analysis does not focus on air quality impacts of the aggregate haul 
trucks to and from the facility as those impacts were previously analyzed in the prior 
FEIR/EIS and the proposed project does not result in an increase in haul traffic (refer to 
the Traffic and Circulation chapter).  

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan for 
Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South, consistent with permits received from 
the County, State and federal regulatory agencies.  The previous reclamation plan 
consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the 
bottom of the mining pit in generally the same location as the existing creek and an at-
grade trapezoidal bypass channel around the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The 
proposed Project revises the previously approved reclamation plan by completely 
eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel component and changing the below 
grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor 
(Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining 
properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to contain the 
100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV South property, the existing Morrison Creek 
channel will now be preserved and a raised bank flood control channel (Raised Bank 
Channel) is proposed to be constructed outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the preserved Morrison Creek 
channel on Aspen IV South. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The Vineyard I mining expansion site is located between the Vineyard I mining site and 
Aspen III South mining site.  The site totals 5.6 acres and is surrounded by mining 
activities; the site is not currently being mined.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
is located north of the existing Morrison Creek and is currently in the process of being 
constructed.  The existing Morrison Creek channel has not been mined.   

ATMOSPHERIC CONDITIONS 
Air quality is a function of both the rate and location of pollutant emissions under the 
influence of meteorological conditions and topographic features that influence pollutant 
dispersal.  Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, atmospheric 
stability, and air temperature gradients interact with the physical features of the 
landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of air pollutants, and consequently 
affect air quality. 

Sacramento County is located at the southern end of the Sacramento Valley, which is 
bounded by the Coast and Diablo Ranges on the west and the Sierra Nevada on the 
east.  Sacramento County is 55 miles northeast of the Carquinez Strait, a sea-level gap 
between the Coast Range and the Diablo Range; the intervening terrain is flat.  These 
mountain ranges channel winds through the Sacramento Valley but also inhibit 
dispersion of pollutant emissions. 

The climate of the Sacramento Valley is Mediterranean in character, with mild, rainy 
winter weather from November through March, and warm to hot dry weather from April 
through October.  The prevailing wind is from the south, primarily because of marine 
breezes through the Carquinez Strait, although during winter, the sea breezes diminish 
and winds from the north occur more frequently.  There is no other source of significant 
marine air into the Sacramento Valley because the Carquinez Strait is the only break 
that exists in the Coastal Mountains.  Occasionally a strong north or northeasterly 
pressure gradient develops, forcing air south and west from the plateau of the Great 
Basin, over the Sierra Nevada Range and into the Valley.  This air is warmed by 
compression as it descends reaching the valley floor as a hot dry north wind.  These 
winds are generally followed by afternoon cool southwest delta breezes. 

The vertical and horizontal movement of air is an important atmospheric component 
involved in the dispersion and subsequent dilution of air pollutants.  Without movement, 
air pollutants can collect and concentrate in a single area, increasing associated health 
hazards.  For instance, in the winter months, Sacramento Valley typically experiences 
calm atmospheric conditions.  These calm conditions result in stagnation of air and 
increased air pollution.  Persistent inversions occur frequently in Sacramento Valley, 
especially during late fall and early spring and act to restrict vertical dispersion of 
pollutants released near ground level. 
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EXISTING AIR QUALITY 
The amount of pollutants released and the atmosphere’s ability to transport and dilute 
the pollutants affect a given pollutant’s concentration in the atmosphere.  Factors 
affecting transport and dilution include terrain, wind, atmospheric stability, and, for 
photochemical pollutants, sunlight.  Sacramento’s poor air quality can largely be 
attributed to emissions, geography, and meteorology. 

In Sacramento, air pollutants of greatest concern are ozone precursors [reactive organic 
gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOX)], carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter 
(PM10 and PM2.5).  The largest single source of air pollutants in the Sacramento area is 
automobile exhaust; ozone and carbon monoxide pollution are largely attributable to 
automobile use.  Other sources, such as agriculture and construction/demolition 
activities (including mining), also contribute to high levels of suspended particulates.   

Table AQ-1 identifies the attainment status for Sacramento County for various air 
pollutants.  In the prior FEIR/EIS, Sacramento County was in nonattainment for ozone, 
PM10 and carbon monoxide.  Sacramento County is currently in nonattainment for 
ozone, PM10 and PM2.5.  Sacramento County is now in attainment for the 1-hour and 8-
hour standard for carbon monoxide. 

The Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area (SFNA) for ozone is comprised of five air 
districts in the southern portion of the Sacramento air basin.  The SFNA air districts 
include all of Sacramento and Yolo Counties, and portions of El Dorado, Placer, Sutter 
and Solano Counties.  With two exceptions, this area is in attainment for all State and 
national AAQS.  However, the SFNA is designated a “serious” nonattainment area for 
federal eight hour AAQS for ozone, and is also a “serious” nonattainment area for the 
State one hour ozone standard.  As a part of the SFNA, Sacramento County is out of 
compliance with the State and federal ozone standards.    

OZONE 
Ozone is not a directly emitted pollutant, but is formed by a chemical reaction between 
oxides of nitrogen (NOX) and reactive organic gases (ROG) in the presence of heat and 
sunlight over time.  Ozone is primarily a summer air pollution problem.  The time 
required for ozone formation allows the reacting compounds to spread over a large 
area, producing a regional pollution concern.  The principal sources of ozone precursors 
(ROG and NOX) are the combustion of fuels and the evaporation of solvents, paints, 
and fuels. 

Ozone is a respiratory irritant and an oxidant that increases susceptibility to respiratory 
infections.  Even at very low levels, ground-level ozone can trigger a variety of health 
problems including aggravated asthma, reduced lung capacity, and increased 
susceptibility to respiratory illnesses like pneumonia and bronchitis.  Children and others 
who are physically active outdoors in the summertime are particularly susceptible to the 
effects of ozone.  
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Table AQ-1:  Attainment Status for Sacramento County 

Parameter California Standard Federal Standard 

Ozone Non-Attainment 

Classification = Serious (1 hour and 
8 hour Standards) 

Non-Attainment* 

Classification = Serious (8 hour 
Standard) 

Particulate Matter       

10 Micron (PM10) 

Non-Attainment 

(24 hour Standard and Annual Mean) 

Non-Attainment** 

Classification = Moderate (24 hour 
Standard) 

Particulate Matter 

2.5 Micron (PM2.5) 

Non-Attainment 

(Annual Standard) 

Non-Attainment 

(24 hour Standard and Annual Mean) 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment 

(1 hour and 8 hour Standard) 

Attainment 

(1 hour and 8 hour Standard) 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment  

(1 hour Standard) 

Attainment 

(Annual Standard) 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment  

(1 hour and 24 hour Standards) 

Attainment  

(3 hour, 24 hour and Annual 
Standards) 

Lead  Attainment 

(30 Day Standard) 

Attainment 

(Calendar Quarter) 

Visibility Reducing Particles Unclassified  

(8 hour Standard) 

No Federal Standard 

Sulfates Attainment  

(24 hour Standard) 

No Federal Standard 

Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified 

(1 hour Standard) 

No Federal Standard 

* A formal request for voluntary reclassification from “serious” to “severe” for the 8-hour ozone nonattainment area 
with an associated attainment deadline of June 15, 2019, was submitted from the Air Resources Board to EPA on 
February 14, 2008.  EPA action to approve the reclassification request is pending. 

** Air Quality meets Federal PM10 Standards.  The AQMD must request redesignation to attainment and submit a 
maintenance plan to be formally designated to attainment. 

California Area Designation based on AQ Data collected during 2001-2003 

Source:  SMAQMD website  www.airquality.org: http://www.airquality.org/aqdata/attainmentstat.shtml  
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CARBON MONOXIDE  
Carbon Monoxide (CO) is a public health concern because it combines readily with 
hemoglobin and thus reduces the amount of oxygen transported in the bloodstream.  
Individuals with cardiovascular limitations are sensitive to CO at low levels.  At higher 
concentration levels anyone can experience visual problems, dizziness, and difficulty 
learning or performing complex tasks.   

In the Sacramento area, high CO levels develop primarily during winter when winds are 
calm and a ground level temperature inversion is in place, resulting in reduced 
dispersion of vehicle emissions.  Motor vehicles also exhibit increased CO emission 
rates at low air temperatures.  CO is a directly emitted pollutant, with concentrations 
typically highest near major thoroughfares and heavily congested urban streets. 

PARTICULATE MATTER 
Health concerns associated with suspended particulate matter focus on particulate 
matter that is less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), since those particulates are small 
enough to reach the lungs when inhaled.  Scientific studies have linked these particles 
with aggravated asthma, increases in respiratory symptoms like coughing and difficult or 
painful breathing, chronic bronchitis, decreased lung function, and premature death.   

Particulate matter conditions in Sacramento County are a result of a mix of urban and 
rural sources, including vehicle exhaust emissions, dust suspended by vehicle traffic 
and construction activities, wood burning fireplaces, agricultural activities, industrial 
emissions, and secondary aerosols formed by reactions in the atmosphere. 

REGULATORY CONTEXT 

Air quality in Sacramento County is regulated by several agencies, which include the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Resources Board (ARB), 
and Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD).  Each of 
these agencies develops rules and/or regulations to attain the goals or directives 
imposed upon them through legislation.  Although EPA regulations may not be 
superseded, both State and local regulations may be more stringent.  In general, air 
quality is evaluated based upon standards developed by federal and State agencies.  
Mobile sources of air pollutants are largely controlled by federal and State agencies, 
while local air pollution control districts (APCD) or air quality management districts 
(AQMD) regulate stationary sources. 

Ambient air quality standards (AAQS) define clean air.  The federal and state AAQS 
establish the concentration above which a pollutant is known to cause adverse health 
effects to sensitive groups within the population, such as children and the elderly.  
Because AAQS have been established for specific pollutants using health-based 
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criteria, the pollutants for which standards have been set are known as “criteria” 
pollutants.  For some of the criteria pollutants, the State standards are more stringent 
than the federal standards.  The differences in the standards are due to variations in 
health studies and interpretations involved in the standard-setting process.   

The EPA is responsible for establishing NAAQS, enforcing the federal Clean Air Act, 
and regulating aircraft, shipping, and certain locomotive emission sources.   

The ARB is responsible for establishing CAAQS and implementing the California Clean 
Air Act, meeting state requirements of the federal Clean Air Act, and setting California 
vehicle emission standards.   

Table AQ-2 summarizes the federal (NAAQS) and state (CAAQS) ambient air quality 
standards. 

State standards for ozone have been set for a 1-hour averaging time and an 8-hour 
averaging time.  The state 1-hour and 8-hour ozone standards are 0.09 parts per million 
(ppm) and 0.07 ppm, respectively, and are not to be exceeded.  Federal standards have 
been set for the 8-hour averaging time and are 0.075 ppm.  These standards are not to 
be met or exceeded more than three times during a 3-year period. 

State and federal carbon monoxide (CO) standards have been set for both 1-hour and 
8-hour averaging times.  The state 1-hour standard is 20 ppm by volume, and the 
federal 1-hour standard is 35 ppm.  Both State and federal standards are 9 ppm for the 
8-hour averaging period. 

There are both State and federal standards that apply to PM10 (particulate matter that is 
less than 10 microns in diameter) and PM2.5 (particulate matter that is less than 2.5 
microns in diameter.  The state PM10 standards are 50 micrograms per cubic meter as a 
24-hour average and 20 micrograms per cubic meter as an annual arithmetic mean.  
The federal PM10 standards are 150 micrograms per cubic meter as a 24-hour average. 
The federal PM2.5 standards are 35 micrograms per cubic meter as a 24-hour average 
and 15 micrograms per cubic meter as an annual arithmetic mean.  The state PM2.5 
standard is 12 micrograms per cubic meter as an annual arithmetic mean; there is no 
separate state 24-hour average standard. 

The federal Clean Air Act requires states that exceed the NAAQS to prepare air quality 
plans (State Implementation Plans or SIPs) that show how the federal standards will be 
met.  The California Clean Air Act generally requires regions that exceed the CAAQS to 
reduce harmful pollutants by five percent or more per year, or implement all feasible 
measures to meet the State air quality standards as expeditiously as possible.  Regional 
air quality management districts are required to prepare air quality plans specifying how 
the federal and State AAQS will be met. 
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Table AQ-2:  California and National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time CAAQSa NAAQSb 

Ozone (O3) 

1 hour 

8 hour 

0.09 ppmc 

0.07 ppm 

NA 

0.075 ppm 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm 

8 hour 9.0 ppm 9 ppm 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 

1 hour 0.18 ppm NA 

Annual 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

1 hour 0.25 ppm NA 

3 hour NA 0.5 ppm 

24 hour 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm 

Annual NA 0.03 ppm 

Inhalable Particulate Matter (PM10) 

24 hour 50 µg/m3c 150 µg/m3 

Annual 20 µg/m3 NA 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

24 hour NA 35 µg/m3 

Annual 12 µg/m3 15 µg/m3 

Sulfates 24 hour 25 µg/m3 NA 

Lead (Pb) 

30 day 1.5 µg/m3 NA 

Calendar quarter NA 1.5 µg/m3 

Hydrogen Sulfide 1 hour 0.03 ppm NA 

Vinyl Chloride 24 hour 0.010 ppm NA 

a    The California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) for O3, CO, SO2 (1-hour and 24-hour), NO2, PM10 and PM2.5 are 
values not to be exceeded.  All other California standards shown are values not to be equaled or exceeded. 

b   The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), other than O3 and those based on annual averages, are not to be 
exceeded more than once a year.  The O3 standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with 
maximum hourly average concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one. 

 c   ppm = parts per million by volume; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 

NA = not applicable. 

California ARB (http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf), 2010 
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The ARB requires local air quality management districts to develop their own strategies 
for achieving compliance with the State and federal air quality standards, but maintains 
regulatory authority over those strategies.  The SMAQMD is responsible for 
administering federal and state air quality laws, regulations, and policies within 
Sacramento County.  SMAQMD monitors regional air quality conditions; prepares 
regional air quality plans and programs for the attainment of federal and State ambient 
air quality standards; and adopts and enforces Rules and Regulations for the 
management of stationary and area source emissions.  SMAQMD also sets thresholds 
to determine when a proposed project may have a significant adverse effect on air 
quality. 

The federal Clean Air Act required states exceeding NAAQS to prepare air quality plans 
showing how the standards would be met by 1987.  Sacramento is one of many urban 
areas that failed to attain the NAAQS by 1987 and, as a result, the EPA disapproved the 
Sacramento Air Quality Plan in 1988.  The Clean Air Act was amended in 1990 to 
extend the deadline for compliance with the NAAQS, and to require states to prepare 
revised SIPs for attainment of standards.   

The 1990 federal Clean Air Act amendments established new requirements for many 
areas, like Sacramento, that had not attained the NAAQS.  Non-attainment area 
classifications were set according to the severity of an area’s air pollution problem.  The 
EPA classified the Sacramento metropolitan area, which includes all of Sacramento and 
Yolo Counties and parts of El Dorado, Placer, Solano and Sutter Counties, as a 
“severe” non-attainment area for ozone.  All of Sacramento County was classified as a 
“moderate” non-attainment area for PM10.  The Sacramento urbanized area was 
classified as a “moderate” non-attainment area for carbon monoxide. 

Prior to the 1990 amendments, non-attainment areas were only required to make 
“reasonable further progress” toward meeting the standards.  The 1990 amendments 
were more stringent and defined each area’s responsibilities in more detail.  In the case 
of ozone, for example, non-attainment areas were to reduce volatile organic compound 
(VOC) emissions by 15 percent within six years.  To ensure that an area would 
implement the necessary measures to achieve these emission reductions, the 
amendments established a number of specific requirements that were to be met over 
several years.   

In response to the federal Clean Air Act Amendment requirements, the ARB submitted a 
State Implementation Plan (SIP) to the EPA in November 1994.  The SIP strived for 
compliance with the federal ozone standard by 2005 through provisions that would (1) 
establish a buy-back program for older, polluting cars; (2) require minimum percentage 
requirements for low- and zero-emission vehicles in new car fleets; and (3) incorporate 
regional attainment plans from throughout the State into the SIP.  In November 1994, 
the Sacramento Regional Ozone Attainment Plan (ROAP) was submitted to the ARB for 
inclusion in the State Implementation Plan.  The ROAP was cooperatively prepared by 
five APCDs or AQMDs: the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD, the Yolo-Solano APCD, 
the Feather River AQMD, the El Dorado County APCD, and the Placer County APCD.  
The ROAP focuses on reducing emissions of ozone precursors through stationary 
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source controls, motor vehicle emission controls, and transportation system 
improvement measures.  

Sacramento County has been free of federal CO violations since 1993.  The CARB 
found Sacramento to be in compliance with the state CO standards in November 1996 
and forwarded a request to the EPA to be reclassified as an attainment area for federal 
standards.  The EPA officially approved CO attainment status for the Sacramento 
region in March 1998.  

Data from air monitoring stations in Sacramento County indicates that there have been 
no violations of the federal PM10 standards since 1995.  Based on this, the SMAQMD 
has requested that the U.S. EPA amend the designation for PM10 to attainment.  For the 
time being, however, Sacramento remains designated as a non-attainment area for the 
federal PM10 standards.  In regards to PM2.5, the U.S. EPA Administrator signed the 
final PM2.5 nonattainment designation for Sacramento on October 8, 2009.    

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY RULES AND REGULATIONS 
As indicated previously, SMAQMD regulates air quality in Sacramento County through 
its permit authority over stationary sources of emissions, through its vehicle and fuels 
management program, and through planning and review activities.   

All projects are subject to SMAQMD Rules and Regulations in effect at the time of 
construction.  Several SMAQMD Rules pertinent to the project include: 

RULE 201:  GENERAL PERMIT REQUIREMENTS  
Any project that includes the use of equipment capable of releasing emissions to the 
atmosphere may require permit(s) from SMAQMD prior to equipment operation.  The 
applicant, developer or operator of a project that includes an emergency generator, 
boiler, or heater should contact the District early to determine if a permit is required, and 
to begin the permit application process.  Portable construction equipment (e.g. 
generator, compressors, pile drivers, lighting equipment, etc.) with an internal 
combustion engine over 50 horsepower are required to have a SMAQMD permit or a 
California Air Resources Board portable equipment registration. 

RULE 402:  NUISANCES 

A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air 
contaminants or other materials which cause injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance 
to any considerable number of person or the public, or which endanger the comfort, 
repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause or have 
natural tendency to cause injury or damage to Business or property. (California Health & 
Safety Code, Section 41700) 
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RULE 403:  FUGITIVE DUST 
A person shall take every reasonable precaution not to cause or allow the emissions of 
fugitive dust from being airborne beyond the property line, from which the emission 
originates, from any construction, handling or storage activity, or any wrecking, 
excavation, grading, clearing of land or solid waste disposal operation.  Reasonable 
precautions shall include, but are not limited to:  

 Use, where possible, of water or chemicals for control of dust in the demolition of 
existing buildings or structures, construction operations, the construction of 
roadways or the clearing of land.  

 Application of asphalt, oil, water, or suitable chemicals on dirt roads, materials 
stockpiles, and other surfaces which can give rise to airborne dusts; 

 Other means approved by the Air Pollution Control Officer.  

ZONING CODE POLICIES 
The Sacramento County Zoning Code contains the following regulations relevant to the 
mining expansion:  

235-48. Air Pollution Control Plan 

Applicant shall give proof of submission of an air pollution control plan to 
the Air Pollution Control District (APCD). The plan shall provide at least for 
dust control measure proposed for: 

(a) Moving aggregate from mine area(s) to processing plant(s) on the 
subject property. 

(b) Roads and other graded surfaces on the subject property. 

(c) Removal of aggregate from off-site public streets or roads used by 
trucks for a distance of 1500 feet along the public right-of-way from the 
point of ingress and egress to the subject property. 

The plan must be approved by the APCD before a work authorization is 
issued as provided in Section 235-75. 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to air quality, a 
project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will: 
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 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

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

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

 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; 

 Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people 

In addition, the SMAQMD has adopted significance thresholds for CEQA projects within 
the District.  These thresholds are used to determine the significance of project-related 
air quality impacts.  The thresholds are defined as follows:  

 85 pounds per day (lbs/day) of NOx for short-term construction emissions;  

 65 lbs/day of NOx and 65 lbs/day of ROG for long-term operational emissions;  

 Emissions exceed a CAAQS or contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
violation of a CAAQS.  An emission is considered to be a substantial contribution 
if it equals or exceeds 5% of the CAAQS.  The CAAQS are shown in Table AQ-2 
above.   

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

The reclamation plan amendment portion of the project consists of a revised Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites and a 
Raised Bank Channel on the Aspen IV South mining site.  There are no new air quality 
impacts associated with this mitigation corridor since it is being constructed in phases 
and is occurring at the same time as the previously approved mining and reclamation 
activities and is consistent with the mass grading expected with the previously approved 
project.   

The Vineyard I mining expansion would have air quality impacts associated with the use 
of heavy equipment on the new 5.6-acre site associated with overburden removal and 
gravel extraction.   

INCREASE OF EXHAUST EMISSIONS 
The prior FEIR/EIS determined that the initial removal of overburden would affect 
emissions of pollutants along roadways because the haul trucks would access 
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the roadway network to remove the overburden.  The overburden from the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site would remain in the mining area and would not 
be distributed via the roadway network.  The addition of 5.6 acres to the mining 
site would increase NOx emissions in association with the use of heavy 
equipment.    

In the prior FEIR/EIS it was determined that the mining projects would not generate 
additional auto or truck trips during operations, but would generate new truck trips 
during initial removal of 430,000 cubic yards of overburden.  This was found to be a 
significant impact that would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.   

Information from Granite Construction indicates that mining of the Vineyard I expansion 
site would require three workers, each with a pickup truck, for up to six months time.  
Granite Construction estimates removal of approximately 120,833 cubic yards of 
overburden for the Vineyard I mining expansion site.  The overburden and mined 
material of the Vineyard I mining expansion site will be hauled around onsite and then 
sent to processing facilities via the existing conveyor system.  Overburden removal on 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site will not cause an increase in truck traffic; therefore, 
there would not be an increase in exhaust emissions associated with overburden 
removal within the air basin.  This impact is now considered less than significant.  

Operational Emissions Impact (ROG and NOx emissions) 

The SMAQMD thresholds identify short-term construction and long-term operational air 
quality emissions standards of significance for ROG and NOx.  In the prior EIR/EIS the 
construction thresholds were used; however, in the 10+ years since the release of the 
prior FEIR/EIS, the methodologies for assessing emissions associated with mining 
activities have changed. In consultation with SMAQMD staff, it has been determined 
more appropriate to apply the long-term operational emission thresholds to ongoing 
mining operations due to the long term nature of mining.  This means that instead of an 
85 lbs/day threshold for NOx and no threshold for ROG, the project will be analyzed 
based on the operational thresholds of 65 lbs/day of ROG and 65 lbs/day of NOx.   

Granite Construction has provided an equipment list for the Vineyard I mining expansion 
site.  The equipment is grouped into phases of mining (clearing/grubbing activities; 
overburden stripping activities; gravel extraction activities; and move feeder/conveyor), 
with number of days corresponding to each phase.  Based on this information, it has 
been estimated by Granite Construction that mining the 5.6 acres would take 
approximately 62 working days.  However, Granite has verbally indicated that mining 
could take up to 6 months time.  The equipment list provides the total number of hours 
equipment would run for each day, under each phase.  In order to determine the 
operational emissions, URBEMIS version 9.2.4 was used.  URBEMIS is an emissions 
model that calculates construction, area source and operational (vehicle) emissions.   

Since mining is not a land use option in URBEMIS, mining was added to the blank land 
use category, and 5.6 acres was entered as the total area in acres.  The construction 
tab allows the user to define phases, input date ranges and number/ type of heavy 
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equipment used during each phase.  Based on the equipment list provided by Granite 
Construction, the clearing/grubbing phase would take two days, the overburden 
stripping phase would take 13 days, gravel extraction phase 45 days and use of the 
move feeder and conveyor would be a total of 2 days, for a total of 62 working days.  
The estimated project emissions are summarized in Table AQ-3 below.   

Table AQ-3:  URBEMIS Results – Estimated Emissions for Vineyard I Mining 

Pollutant Emission  Significance Threshold – 
Operational Emissions 

ROG 12.18 lbs/day 65 lbs/day 

NOx 110.05 lbs/day 65 lbs/day 

 

The standard of significance for operational emissions is 65 lbs/day of both NOx and 
ROG emissions.  Based on the emissions estimate from URBEMIS, mining activities 
associated with the Vineyard I mining expansion site would result in 110 lbs/day of NOx 
emissions and 12 lbs/day of ROG emissions.  Since ROG emissions are within the 
significance threshold, the project would not have a significant contribution of ROG 
emissions to the air basin.  However, the project would exceed the threshold for NOx 
emissions.   

The prior FEIR/EIS reported that the NOx emissions for the Vineyard I, Aspen III South, 
Aspen IV South and Aspen V South sites would result in 404 lbs/day of NOx exhaust 
emissions.  ROG daily exhaust emissions were estimated at 32 lbs/day.  The prior 
FEIR/EIS concluded:  

…equipment used on the mining sites would be transferred from active mining 
areas when these areas are depleted.  Therefore, the emissions from activities 
within the project site, though substantial, would be replacing emissions 
currently occurring in other mining areas.  No net change in regional emissions 
would occur, so project impacts on regional air quality would be less than 
significant.  

Although mining the Vineyard I mining expansion site would utilize the same heavy off-
road equipment that is currently in use at the Vineyard I mining site and would be a 
continuation of mining activities for up to an additional six months time, as previously 
stated, since the release of the prior FEIR/EIS, the methodologies for assessing air 
quality impacts have changed; no longer are emission impacts considered to have a no 
net change if the emissions are a result of the continuation of an existing activity on a 
new site not previously included in the prior assessment.  Therefore, as the Vineyard I 
mining expansion site is a new site not previously analyzed, air quality impacts will be 
assessed based on current methodologies. 

Mining on the Vineyard I mining expansion site would result in 110 lbs/day of NOx 
emissions.  Although mining of the site is subject to operational thresholds, the 
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SMAQMD has developed standard on-site construction mitigation that would be 
appropriate to apply to the proposed project.  The standard on-site construction 
mitigation results in a project wide fleet average of 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 
percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent ARB (California Air 
Resources Board) fleet average at time of construction (or in this specific case, mining). 
Compliance with this standard mitigation for construction emissions would help reduce 
project NOx emissions by 20 percent.  A 20 percent reduction in NOx would result in 
NOx emissions of 88 lbs/day.  This is still above the threshold of 65 lbs/day.  The project 
would be in excess of the standard by 23 lbs/day.  The project will have a significant 
and unavoidable impact to air quality.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation: Significant 

Mitigation Measures:   

AQ-1 Category 1:  Reducing NOx emissions from off-road diesel powered equipment.  

The Vineyard I mining expansion operator proponent shall provide a plan, for 
approval of the lead agency and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District (SMAQMD), demonstrating that the heavy-duty (50 
horsepower or more) off-road vehicles to be used in the project (mining of the 
Vineyard I expansion site), including owned or leased and subcontracted 
vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 
45 percent particulate reduction1 compared to the most recent California Air 
Resource Board (ARB) fleet average at time of each annual report; and 

The mining operator proponent shall submit to the lead agency and SMAQMD 
a comprehensive inventory of all off-road equipment, equal to or greater than 50 
horsepower, that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours per year during 
any portion of the project.  The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, 
engine production year, and project hours of use or fuel throughput for each 
piece of equipment.  The inventory shall be updated and submitted annually 
throughout the duration of the project.  The mining operator proponent shall 
provide SMAQMD with the name and phone number of the project manager 
and/or on-site foreman. 

Due to the long term nature of this project, the requirement for the emission 
reduction plan referenced herein will sunset on Month/date/year2 due to existing 
SMAQMD and ARB rules that will affect ARB fleet averages at that time.  

                                            

1 Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-emissions diesel 
products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products and/or other options as 
they become available. 

2 Project proponent should contact SMAQMD staff to determine appropriate sunset period. 
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And:  

Category 2:  Controlling visible diesel emissions from off-road diesel powered 
equipment. 

Emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the project site 
shall not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three minutes in any one-
hour.  Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) 
shall be repaired immediately, and the lead agency and the lead agency and 
SMAQMD shall be notified within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant 
equipment.  The SMAQMD and/or other officials may conduct periodic site 
inspections to determine compliance.  Nothing in this mitigation measure shall 
supersede other SMAQMD or State rules or regulations.   

AQ-2 All vehicles utilized as part of the Vineyard I mining expansion shall be 
maintained in accordance with the manufacturers’ recommendations, and all 
stationary equipment used on the site shall be maintained in compliance with 
emissions limitations established by a permit issued by the SMAQMD.  The 
Vineyard I mining operator Granite Construction shall maintain records of 
equipment maintenance activities and records shall be provided to the County 
upon request. 

AQ-3 Particulate filters and catalysts should be used where technically feasible to 
reduce NOx emissions from off-road heavy duty equipment associated with 
the Vineyard I mining expansion.  Granite Construction The mining operator 
should contact SMAQMD and/or ARB for assistance in determining appropriate 
emission reducing technologies. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Significant and Unavoidable 

PARTICULATE MATTER (PM10) DUST EMISSIONS 
Mining of the Vineyard I mining expansion site would not change the prior 
conclusion that trucks could track dirt or mud onto surface streets, thus 
increasing dust emissions in the area. This was found to be a significant impact, 
but with mitigation it was found to be less than significant.  In addition, the use of 
heavy equipment has the potential to increase dust generation onsite.     

The prior FEIR/EIS determined that mining operations would create new sources 
of air pollutants.  Specific to fugitive particulate emissions were activities 
associated with material loading and unloading; scraper travel over unpaved 
roads; and conveying of raw materials to the processing plant.   

The proposed project would mine an additional 5.6 acres on the Vineyard I 
mining site.  The use of heavy equipment for the above mentioned activities 
would result in dust generation on the project site, which would increase 
particulate emissions.   
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The SMAQMD “Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County” 
(December 2009, revised May 2011, and referred hereinafter as the SMAQMD 
Guide) contains thresholds for air pollutants and particulate matter emissions 
(PM10 and PM2.5) in a volume concentration (microgram per cubic meter), which 
the available URBEMIS model does not provide (URBEMIS provides particulate 
matter emissions as pounds per day).  However, the SMAQMD Guide does 
provide information for lead agencies analyzing PM10 emission from construction 
activities.  On page 3-12 of the SMAQMD Guide, it states that the Air District 
recommends lead agencies do a PM10 model to determine the emission 
concentrations; however, projects can be screened out of performing a PM10 
model if the following conditions are met:  

 The project would implement all Basic Construction Emission Control 
Practices, and  

 The maximum daily disturbed area would not exceed 15 acres 

Projects that meet the above two conditions are considered by the District to not 
have the potential to exceed the District’s concentration-based threshold of 
significance for PM10 (and therefore PM2.5) at an off-site location.   

Dust abatement practices are required pursuant to SMAQMD Rule 403 and 
California Code of Regulations, Title 13, sections 2449(d)(3) and 2485; the 
SMAQMD Guide simply lays out the basic practices needed to comply.  Since 
these are already required by existing rules and regulations, it is not necessary to 
include them as mitigation.  The Basic Construction Emission Control Practices 
are consistent with the District Rule 403 and California regulations limit idling 
from both on-road and off-road diesel powered equipment.  Therefore, those 
conditions of approval and mitigation measures from the prior FEIR/EIS that are 
consistent with SMAQMD Rule 403 (fugitive dust) and Rule 402 are not repeated 
as mitigation, but remain applicable to the proposed project.  Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2 above is one of the listed Basic Construction Emission Control Practices.   

In addition, Granite Construction submitted an Air Pollution Control Plan to the 
SMAQMD in February 2001 for the Vineyard I mining site.  The SMAQMD 
reviewed the Air Pollution Control Plan and found that the plan fulfilled the 
requirements of SMAQMD’s Rule 403.  Granite will have to submit a revised Air 
Pollution Control Plan to SMAQMD for review for the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site.   Compliance with existing rules and regulations and Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2 above would ensure that mining of the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site would not result in significant increases in particulate matter dust 
emissions.  Impacts associated with particulate matter dust emissions are 
considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 



8 - Air Quality 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 8-17 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
In the Cumulative No Project condition, mining of the three approved mining sites would 
be completed and the mining properties would be in the Post-Reclamation phase; the 
site would be returned to agricultural uses.  The Reclamation Plan amendment portion 
of the proposed project (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel) 
would not contribute to any cumulative air quality impacts.  There is no long term air 
quality impact associated with this portion of the proposed project.   

Currently, mining activities on the Vineyard I mining site are coming to an end.  The 
Vineyard I mining expansion site would result in the continuation of mining activities for 
three months up to six months time after completion of the approved portion of Vineyard 
I property.  The continuation of mining for the additional three to six months was found 
to have a significant exhaust emission impact.  However, there is not a long term 
operational impact of mining the Vineyard I mining expansion site since in the 
cumulative condition (e.g., 2020), mining activities on the Vineyard I mining expansion 
site would be complete and the project site would return to agricultural activities.  The 
approval of the use permit for the Vineyard I mining expansion would not result in a 
cumulatively incremental increase in emissions to the Sacramento Valley air basin; 
therefore, the cumulative air quality impacts are considered less than significant.   
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9 GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the existing soils and geology of the project site.  It provides an 
analysis of slope stability, landform alteration and erosion impacts.  Where appropriate, 
mitigation is included to reduce or eliminate impacts. 

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previously approved reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-
foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in 
generally the same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel around the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises 
the previously approved reclamation plan by eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside of the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the existing Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.  Impacts 
associated with channel failure and flooding potential are addressed in the Surface 
Water Hydrology and Quality Chapter (Chapter 5 of this SEIR).  The project also 
consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit amendment to allow aggregate 
mining on an additional 5.61 acres and to incorporate this new area into the previously 
approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred as Vineyard I mining expansion).   The 
impacts to slope stability, erosion and landform alteration on the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site is analyzed in this chapter.  

GEOCON Consultants, Inc performed a Slope Stability Evaluation (September, 2011) 
for the Raised Bank Channel and their report is included as Appendix C.   

PHYSICAL CONDITIONS 

The Vineyard I mining expansion site totals approximately 5.6 acres and is surrounded 
by active mining operations.  This area is similar in character to the area approved to be 
mined in the 1999 use permit.  As stated in the prior FEIR/EIS the project site is located 
within two sections of the Victor Plain: the Riverbank Formation (lower member) and the 
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Laguna Formation.  The project site is not indicated to be located across a mapped 
trace of any earthquake fault (FEIR/EIS, page 5-27).   

The current project proposes amendments to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
including fill (overburden) to be added to portions of the pit floor to bring those areas to 
within 5 feet of original grade (for the Vineyard I properties) and raising selected pit floor 
elevations to within 2 feet of the original grade over the term of the use permit (i.e. 22 
years) using the “drying bed” method (e.g., the accumulation, drying and compacting of 
silt-like material obtained from aggregate washings or direct import) for the Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South properties.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site is included 
within the proposed reclamation plan amendment.  

The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is located on the Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South mining sites, north of the existing Morrison Creek, in an area where 
mining activity has been completed.  This area has already been back filled and brought 
up to within 5 feet of original grade.  Ultimately, the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
will be constructed at grade and contain a meandering stream channel with native trees 
and grasses.  The Raised Bank Channel consists of modifying the natural floodplain of 
Morrison Creek by constructing earthen embankments (i.e., levees) on either side of 
Morrison Creek to contain the 100-year floodplain and the height of the levee 
embankments will generally vary from approximately 4 to 6 feet (with some isolated 
areas approaching 8 feet) in order to provide a minimum free board of 3 feet above 
adjacent floodplain elevation.      

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to geology and 
soils and mineral resources, a project will normally have a significant effect on the 
environment if it will: 

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

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

o Strong seismic ground shaking 

o Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction 

o landslides; 

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

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

 Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water;  

 Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of the state;  

 Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery 
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

PERMANENTLY ALTER THE LANDFORM 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would result in the permanent 
alteration of the project site’s landform and identified this as a significant and 
unavoidable impact.  The additional 5.6 acres of mining does not substantially 
change this impact.  The recreated at-grade Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
will better mirror a natural meandering creek, as opposed to the previously 
approved pit bottom riparian corridor and at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel.   

The Vineyard I mining expansion site will increase the amount of land permanently 
altered by mining.  The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the permanent alteration to the 
land as a result of mining is a significant and unavoidable impact.  This conclusion 
remains applicable to this project as there are no mitigation measures available to 
reduce impacts to less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Available 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Significant and Unavoidable 

SLOPE STABILITY  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project’s reclaimed slopes (ranging from 
1.5:1 to 2:1) would potentially be subject to slope instability, including potential 



9 - Geology and Slope Stability 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 9-4 2005-0062, PLNP2008- 00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

instability induced by earthquakes and/or ground shaking. This was considered a 
significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.    

The prior FEIR/EIS stated that the mining operations would utilize an unlined trapezoidal 
bypass channel at the existing (unmined) elevation around the mined pits.  The bypass 
channel was to be constructed on top of a 35- to 40-foot high engineered fill 
embankment using the overburden materials.  The slopes of the proposed 
embankments of the bypass channel were identified as 2:1.  

The prior FEIR/EIS also stated that the foundation soils would experience a net 
unloading after construction of the embankments; therefore, settlement would be 
minimal from the standpoint of consolidation or compression of the foundation soils.  It 
was noted that even a properly constructed embankment would experience some 
settlement of the engineered fill.  Uniform and adequate compaction of the embankment 
soils would mitigate, but not eliminate, future differential settlement.  These settlements 
are generally minor, and are not expected to affect the overall stability of the 
embankment.  It was concluded that periodic inspection and maintenance of the 
channel, including repair of any minor cracks resulting from shifting of the embankment 
would be sufficient to allow the continued performance of the embankment.  

On the Vineyard I mining site, the areas immediately to the east, west and south of the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site have not been mined to date.  The additional 5.6 acres 
would be mined after completion of mining the surrounding Vineyard I mining areas.  
Although the prior FEIR/EIS indicated that the mining pits were to have slopes of 
1.5:1, the conditions placed on the use permit for the Vineyard I mining site 
required that the finished side slopes of the mining pits be 2:1 
(horizontal:vertical) or flatter.  Therefore, the finished slopes for the mining pits 
specified in Mitigation Measure GS-1 have been updated to be 2:1 for the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site. mitigation regarding slope stability from the prior 
FEIR/EIS remains applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion site.      

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel would be constructed on an engineered fill 
embankment.  The Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
prepared for the Granite Vineyard I site by ECORP (revised July 20, 2007) (provided as 
Appendix C) provides contingency measures that state that the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel would be engineered to a minimum of 90% compaction and would 
be constructed to federal and local standards.  Compaction testing will be performed 
throughout the course of construction to ensure adequate compaction is obtained 
(Section 8.2.2).  This design and construction ensures that failure associated with the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel would not be likely.  Phased construction of the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel on Vineyard I and Aspen III South has occurred and 
is nearing completion.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will contain a low flow 
channel that mirrors a meandering stream, which will be vegetated throughout.  The 
slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel are proposed to be 2:1.  Mitigation has 
been included that requires Granite Construction to submit a soils and engineering 
report identifying and certifying the compaction rates of the engineered fill embankment 
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and ensuring stability prior to redirecting the flows of the existing Morrison Creek to the 
recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel  Preserve Corridor.  

The Raised Bank Channel on Aspen IV South will be an earthen levee.  GEOCON 
Consulting has performed an analysis of the stability of the slopes using seepage 
conditions that were modeled based on conservative low-flow and high-flow conditions 
within the creek and constrained floodplain, respectively.  The result of this analysis is 
that potential seepage conditions would not adversely impact slope stability.  
Furthermore, the proposed Raised Bank Channel and reclamation slopes for the 
proposed project, from a static and seismic viewpoint, would have a less than significant 
impact when the recommendations contained in the report are incorporated into the 
design and construction of the Raised Bank Channel and mining slopes.  Therefore, 
mitigation is recommended that Teichert Aggregates implements the recommendations 
made by GEOCON.   

In addition, Teichert is requesting was previously authorized (subject to submittal of 
a geotechnical report addressing slope stability) to mine closer than the 
recommended 25 feet from the Mayhew Road right-of-way on the Aspen IV South site.  
GEOCON conducted a geotechnical investigation to evaluate the long-term seepage 
and slope stability conditions during mining of the site.  Based on the results of their 
study, the proposed reclamation slopes of the subsurface materials on the Aspen IV 
South site are anticipated to be stable under long-term static and seismic conditions.  
GEOCON concluded that based on their investigation, slope stability is expected to be 
adequate to allow mining up to 12 feet of the right-of-way assuming the soils 
encountered are consistent with conditions encountered in the investigation.  GEOCON 
recommends that soil testing be conducted when mining approaches the 25-foot 
setback from the right-of-way to verify that conditions are consistent with what was 
anticipated from the investigation.  GEOCON indicated that if the soils differ significantly 
from what was observed and/or anticipated, the mining setback will need to be modified 
accordingly.  Mitigation requiring the preparation and submittal of a soil report and slope 
stability analysis within the 25-foot setback has been recommended to ensure impacts 
associated with slope stability within the Sacramento County right-of-way are less than 
significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

The following mitigation (GS-1) is from the prior FEIR/EIS and remains is applicable to 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site of proposed project.  With mitigation, this impact 
will be considered less than significant. 

GS-1 For the Vineyard I mining expansion site, the proponent mining operator shall 
limit the finished side slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
mining pit slopes to 1.5:1 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) to ensure stability for existing 
soil conditions.  For the slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, 
Ssoils shall be placed and compacted to 90 percent of the maximum dry density, 
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at or near optimum moisture conditions, in all finished slopes.  Since local 
stability of the slope is critically dependent upon proper compaction of the 
overburden soils, a qualified soils engineer shall be regularly present throughout 
grading operations to determine compliance with job specifications.  

GS-2 Prior to allowing re-directed stream flows to the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel, Granite Construction the Vineyard I mining operator, shall submit a 
report prepared by a California registered professional engineer certifying the 
channel and embankment engineering and foundation soils of the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel.  The engineer’s report shall address slope stability, 
soil compaction rates, foundation soils, potential failure mechanisms and 
contingences for repairing failures.  The report shall be submitted to the 
Department of Community Development Community Planning and 
Development Department and the Division of Environmental Review and 
Assessment (DERA) for approval.  No flows shall be directed to the new channel 
until approval is granted by the Department of Community Development.  

GS-3 For the embankments of the Raised Bank Channel and the mining slopes on the 
Aspen IV South mining site, the Aspen IV South mining operator Teichert 
Aggregates shall follow the recommendations contained in the GEOCON 
Consulting, Inc report (September, 2011).  At the completion of the construction 
of the Raised Bank Channel, a report, signed by a California registered 
professional engineer, shall be submitted to the Environmental Coordinator 
DERA indicating completion of the recommendations from the GEOCON report.  
During mining, a report, prepared and signed by a California registered 
professional engineer, shall be submitted indicating completion of the 
recommendations regarding the mining pit slopes.   

GS-4 Prior to mining within 25 feet of the Mayhew Road right-of-way, the Aspen IV 
South mining operator Teichert Aggregates shall submit a report, prepared by 
a geotechnical engineer or engineering geologist, on the soils observed at 25 
feet from the right-of-way and whether or not the soils observed are consistent 
with those anticipated.  If the soils observed differ significantly from what was 
anticipated, the engineer shall increase the proposed 12-foot setback 
accordingly.  This report shall be submitted to the Department of Community 
Development DERA and the Community Planning and Development 
Department for review and approval prior to commencement of mining within 25 
feet of the Mayhew Road right-of-way.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

EROSION IMPACTS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project’s reclaimed slopes would be 
subject to erosion if not adequately constructed and vegetated.  It was 
determined that this was a significant impact that could be reduced to less than 
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significant with mitigation.  The proposed project will result in similar reclaimed 
slopes.   

The slopes of the mining pit and recreated channel would be subject to erosion and 
slope instability if not properly vegetated and maintained.   

South of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel there is an open pit, with 2:1 slopes 
down to the pit floor.  At completion of reclamation, a drainage channel with mitigation 
plantings will be located at the pit floor.  Portions of this pit have been vegetated.   
Mitigation from the prior FEIR/EIS remains applicable to the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site and has been included to ensure that once the remaining area is mined, 
the slopes of the pit walls will be vegetated to reduce erosion impacts.   

The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is located at grade and is a 300-foot 
wide stream corridor, with varied slopes no steeper than 3:1 and as gentle as 7:1.  The 
300-foot corridor contains the meandering low flow channel (recreated creek) and 
raised benches of varying heights and widths.  Information from G.C. Wallace 
(consultant for Granite Construction) states that some movement of this low flow 
channel is expected and has been included within the design.  G.C. Wallace has 
indicated that a ten-year monitoring plan has been established.  This ten-year 
monitoring plan outlines actions that are to be implemented if significant erosion were to 
occur during the monitoring period at a specific meander in the flow channel.  Measures 
include strengthening of the channel, re-grading the channel, widening the channel to 
reduce scour velocities, or any other revision as approved by County staff to mitigate 
erosion.  G.C. Wallace concluded that at the end of the monitoring period, the 
vegetation should be well established and thus minimize the chance for further 
meandering to occur.  Mitigation requiring submittal and implementation of the ten-year 
monitoring plan has been included.  With mitigation, impacts are considered less than 
significant.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

GS-5 The Vineyard I mining expansion operator proponents shall ensure that the 
side slopes of the pit are vegetated following final slope placement to prevent 
excessive erosion and enhance slope stability.  The side slopes shall be 
revegetated with an erosion control mix as specified in an Erosion Control Plan.  
The Erosion Control Plan shall be prepared by the mining operator applicant 
and submitted to the County prior to issuance of the work authorization permit.  
The species chosen for the erosion control mix shall be comprised of native stock 
and shall not contain any species considered to be invasive or noxious weeds.  
The Erosion Control Plan shall include performance standards that can be used 
to determine the success of erosion control measures and the revegetation effort, 
and shall discuss monitoring requirements.  The plan shall include remedial 
measures to be implemented if revegetation is not successful.  
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GS-6 The mining operator for Vineyard I applicant shall submit to the 
Environmental Coordinator Division of Environmental Review and Assessment 
(DERA), a ten-year monitoring plan that outlines monitoring requirements and 
identifies mitigating steps for any significant erosion that may occur at a specific 
location in the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (flow channel).  If significant 
erosion is identified during monitoring, the applicant mining operator shall 
contact the Environmental Coordinator DERA and submit proof of corrective 
actions.  Appropriate mitigation includes, but is not limited to; strengthening of the 
channel, re-grading the channel, widening the channel to reduce scour velocities, 
or any other revision as approved by County staff to mitigate significant erosion. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

LOSS OF AVAILABILITY OF MINERAL RESOURCES 
 Loss of mineral resource availability is not an impact of the project.  

The proposed project is a post-mining reclamation plan amendment and request to 
expand the Vineyard I mining site to include an additional 5.6 acres.  The project 
provides for the continued extraction of mineral resources.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
At the completion of mining, the three mining sites will be in reclamation.  In the Post-
Reclamation condition, the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel would be completed and functioning.  The project also proposes the use of the 
drying bed method for reclamation for the Aspen III South and Aspen IV South 
properties.  The drying bed method has been approved by the County via a use permit 
associated with County Control Number 04-UPB-0230, which involves the accumulation 
of silt-like material obtained from washing aggregate and subsequent placement of this 
material on mined out areas to facilitate reclamation.  Depending on the amount of silt-
like material available, the pits could be raised to within 2 feet of the original adjacent 
grade.  If there is enough silt-like material to bring elevations to within 2 feet of original 
adjacent grade, there would not be any long-term cumulative impact as it relates to 
slope stability.  If the elevations of the pits are not raised to near existing grade, then the 
mitigations that have been recommended regarding slope stability would ensure no 
adverse long-term impact.  In addition, the pits would not be accessible by the public; 
therefore, in the unlikely event that the slopes do fail, there would not be a safety hazard 
to people.    

The mitigation measures recommended in this chapter will ensure that slope stability 
and erosion impacts remain less than significant.  The project would not have a 
cumulative impact as it relates to soil stability or erosion.     
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10 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the biological resources that occur in the project area and 
analyzes the impact of the proposed project on biological resources and recommends 
mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate significant impacts. 

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen 
IV South.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.  The 
connection of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel to the Raised Bank Channel will 
require grading within the Mayhew Road right-of-way to contour the levees of the creek 
in order to maintain the flood protection banks across Mayhew Road. 

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The location 
of a retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site has been determined for the proposed 
project, as well an option for a retention basin on the Aspen IV South mining site.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site consists of an active mining site.  Morrison Creek traverses the mining 
properties (located on Vineyard I and Aspen IV South sites; Aspen III South does not 
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contain any portion of the existing Morrison Creek).  The creek has not been mined.  
The applicants have begun construction of the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel, which spans across Vineyard I and Aspen III South, and is located generally 
north of the existing Morrison Creek.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will align 
and connect with the existing Morrison Creek located on Aspen IV South site, as 
Morrison Creek will now remain undisturbed when mining commences on Aspen IV 
South.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel varies between 200 and 500 feet wide 
and contains a meandering stream channel, surrounded by native trees and grasses.  
There is a large open pit south of the corridor on the Vineyard I mining site which will 
contain an ephemeral drainage and will be vegetated with trees.  This same pit will 
function as a stormwater retention basin.  The trees planted within the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, and within the bottom of the pit along the ephemeral drainage will 
be mitigation tree plantings for impacts of the prior project.  The trees planted within the 
Raised Bank Channel on Aspen IV South will be mitigation tree plantings for impacts of 
the prior project as well as impacts of the current proposed project.  

The proposed project also consists of a 5.6 acre expansion to the Vineyard I mining 
site.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site consists of two parcels, which have not been 
mined and are surrounded by active mining.  

Granite obtained Foothill Associates to prepare a tree inventory of the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site (May 2006).  The report identified two native trees on this site.  Foothill 
Associates identified a valley oak (Quercus lobata) tree (tree #224) and a Northern 
California black walnut (Juglans hindsii) tree (tree #225).  The other trees on the site are 
limited to red gum eucalyptus with valley oak and walnut saplings.  Other vegetation on 
the site is comprised of annual grasses, Himalayan blackberry, giant reed and coyote 
brush.    

The Vineyard I mining expansion site does not contain any vernal pools.  A portion of 
Morrison Creek is located within the expansion site and although the expansion site was 
not included within the use permit for mining activities for Granite’s Vineyard I, the two 
properties were included when determining impacts to biological resources associated 
with the prior project.    

In addition, the applicants have applied for, and have been issued, a Section 404 permit 
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel is consistent with the issued Section 404 permit.  

BACKGROUND 
The project approved in 1999 consisted of 966.3 acres of undeveloped or sparsely 
developed land within the urban policy area of unincorporated Sacramento County.  The 
prior FEIR/EIS identified the following habitat types within the 966.3 acre area:  

 Riparian forest/riparian scrub 

 Valley oak woodland 
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 Ruderal habitat 

 Pasture 

 Cultivated areas 

 Disked areas 

 Developed areas 

 Wetlands 

o Drainages and streams 

o Seasonal wetlands 

o Irrigated seasonal wetlands 

o Vernal Pools 

The prior FEIR/EIS identified various wildlife species that utilize the project site.  The 
following excerpt is from the prior FEIR/EIS and describes the general wildlife of the 
project area, prior to mining activities:  

The project site contains a variety of habitats for wildlife.  As described above, 
the dominant habitat types are riparian forests/riparian scrub, pasture, ruderal 
habitats (including disced areas) and various wetland habitats.  Morrison Creek 
(including the oxbow channel on the Vineyard I parcel) provides aquatic and 
wetland habitat for waterfowl, amphibians, and aquatic invertebrates during 
winter and spring.  During the summer and fall months, when flows become 
reduced, persistent or even perennial pools may form in the creek channel and 
become small pockets of habitat.  The creek bed and banks are also important to 
wildlife when dry as they offer loose, sandy loam for burrowing animals and 
movement corridors for mammalian predators and other species.  The various 
tributary streams, drainage ditches, and other wetlands within the project site 
also provide seasonal aquatic habitats.  The riparian forest and scrub habitats 
along Morrison Creek, as well as the oak woodlands and scattered trees, provide 
nesting habitat for raptors and other birds.  The grasslands and ruderal areas 
offer foraging habitat for raptors, mammals and reptiles.  Currently, much of the 
Aspen III South, IV South and V South parcels are used for cattle and horse 
grazing.  A list of wildlife species observed at the project site is provided in 
Appendix B (Appendix B of the prior FEIR/EIS which is provided on the CD).  The 
field surveys conducted for most animal species were limited to brief 
reconnaissance surveys with slightly more intensive surveys conducted for 
special status reptiles and amphibians (page 5-43).   

The prior FEIR/EIS also identified special status plant species that may occur within the 
project site and special status wildlife species observed or potentially occurring on the 
site.  The following special status plants were identified as having the potential to occur 
within the project site:  

 San Joaquin spearscale (Atriplex joaquiniana) 
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 Dwarf downingia (Downingia pusilla) 

 Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop (Gratiola heterosepala) 

 Rose-mallow (Hibiscus lasiocarpus) 

 Ahart’s dwarf rush (Juncus leiospermus var. ahartii) 

 Legenere (Legenere limosa) 

 Hoary navarretia (Navarretia eriocephala) 

 Pincushion navarretia (Navarretia myersii) 

 Slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis) 

 Sacramento Orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida) 

 Sandford’s arrowhead (Sagittaria sandfordii) 

It was stated in the prior FEIR/EIS that none of the special status plants were observed 
on the site during surveys conducted by the project proponents.  Vernal pools and 
seasonal wetlands are known to support the majority of the special status plant species 
identified above.   

Three special status invertebrate species potentially occur within the project site:  valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle (Democerus californicus dimorphus), vernal pool fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta lynchi) and tadpole fairy shrimp (Lepidurus packardi).  The valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) was documented to be using the Vineyard I site; 
three of the seven elderberry bushes on the Vineyard I parcel were observed to contain 
beetle emergence holes typical of the VELB.   

Plate BR-1, Plate BR-2, and Plate BR-3 shows the previously approved reclamation 
plan for Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South, respectively.  The reclamation 
plan mitigated for impacts to Morrison Creek and other waters of the U.S. by (1) 
construction of an at-grade bypass channel and (2) construction of a below-grade, 600-
foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel.  A riparian corridor would have been 
located within the mining pit, and would have included a low-flow channel, perennial 
marsh, riparian woodlands, seasonal marsh and valley oak woodlands in a series of 
terraces.  Plate BR-4 and Plate BR-5 shows the previous wetland mitigation plans for 
Vineyard I and Aspen IV South.  There were no wetlands or waters of the U.S. located 
on the Aspen III South site.     
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Plate BR-1:  Vineyard I Approved Reclamation Plan Details 
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Plate BR-2:  Aspen III South Approved Reclamation Plan Details 
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Plate BR-3:  Aspen IV South Approved Reclamation Plan Details 

 



10 - Biological Resources 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 10-8 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

Plate BR-4:  Prior Wetland Mitigation Plan for Vineyard I 
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Plate BR-5:  Prior Wetland Mitigation Plan for Aspen IV South 
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A pumping mechanism from the bypass channel would have been required in order to 
maintain sufficient water flows to support the various riparian habitats.  This pumping 
requirement produced an operation dilemma for the two applicants, due to stricter water 
quality standards since project approval.  The flaws in the approved reclamation plan 
brought the two mining companies together and they jointly collaborated in creating a 
new design.  

The applicants obtained ECORP Consulting, Inc., to develop an at-grade mitigation 
corridor extending across the three mining sites (Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen 
IV South), which reflects the proposed reclamation plans.  However, subsequent to the 
project’s submittal to the County, Teichert Aggregates decided rather than construct the 
recreated Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South property, Teichert will instead 
preserve the existing Morrison Creek channel on the Aspen IV South property and 
construct a Raised Bank Channel outside the floodplain.  The proposed Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel across Vineyard I and Aspen III South is shown on Plate BR-6 and 
Plate BR-7.  The preserved Morrison Creek and Raised Bank Channel on the Aspen IV 
South site is shown on Plate BR-8.   

ECORP determined that in order to ensure a feasible and functional creek corridor, a 
300-foot wide corridor would be necessary.  The prior reclamation plan required a 600-
foot wide mitigation corridor located at the bottom of the mining pit.  The applicants state 
that the proposed 300-foot wide restored creek corridor will contain the necessary 
mitigation to satisfy requirements of the various resource agencies.  The agencies have 
indicated that from a biological standpoint, an at-grade creek with riparian habitat will 
have much higher functional values, compared to an isolated pit bottom habitat area 
(per Granite response to County initial review letter, dated June 26, 2006).   

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued a Section 404 Individual Permit to Granite 
Construction Company for the Vineyard I mining site on July 25, 2007 (Permit Number:  
199400102) and to Teichert Aggregates for the Aspen IV South and Aspen V South 
mining sites on May 13, 2009 (Permit Numbers:  199400503 and 199400693).  Teichert 
received an amended Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
on May 3, 2012 that reflects the current proposed change to now preserve 
Morrison Creek on Aspen IV South.  The issued permits are herein incorporated by 
reference and are available for viewing at the Planning and Environmental Review 
Division of Environmental Review and Assessment office, 827 7th Street, Room 220, 
Sacramento, CA 95814.  Teichert’s permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will 
be amended (under the same permit number) to reflect the current proposed changes of 
now preserving Morrison Creek on Aspen IV South.    
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Plate BR-6:  Proposed Reclamation Plan for Vineyard I (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) 
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Plate BR-7:  Proposed Reclamation Plan for Aspen III South (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel)  
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Plate BR-8:  Proposed Reclamation Plan for Aspen IV South (Morrison Creek Raised Bank Channel) 
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STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the 
Sacramento County General Plan provide guidance for assessing the significance of 
potential environmental impacts.  Relative to biological resources, a project will normally 
have a significant effect on the environment if it will:  

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

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

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

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

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

In the following sections, the impacts as identified in the prior FEIR/EIS are presented 
and an analysis of the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel in mitigating those 
impacts, as well as new impacts as a result of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
and mining of the Vineyard I expansion site follows.  
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Table BR-1 below, is a summary of the comparison between the approved bypass 
channel/pit-bottom mitigation corridor (at 600 feet wide) and the proposed 300-foot wide 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.   

Table BR-1:  Comparison of the Approved and Revised Mitigation Corridor 

Approved Bypass Channel/ Pit Bottom 
Mitigation Corridor 

Proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel * 

(Vineyard I and Aspen III South sites) 

127-foot perimeter bypass channel N/A 

600-foot wide pit-bottom mitigation corridor 
contains :  

300-foot wide at-grade mitigation corridor 
contains:    

    12.24 acres of Morrison Creek     13.33 acres of Morrison Creek 

    11.74 acres of seasonal marsh     1.11 acres of seasonal marsh/wetland 

N/A 300-foot wide Ephemeral Drainage 
corridor includes:  

N/A     1.65 acres ephemeral drainage 

8.76 riparian woodland     10 acres riparian woodland and marsh 

16.12 acres Oak Savannah 30 acres of Valley Oak woodland 

 36 acres grassland 

Total mitigation:  49.24 acres Total mitigation:  89 acres 

* 3.79 acres of seasonal wetland/marsh and 0.53 acres of vernal pool credits were also 
purchased offsite. 

 

As shown in Table BR-1, the revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel increases the 
acreage of recreated Morrison Creek, wetlands, and riparian/ oak plantings.   

 

VEGETATION 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would result in the 
systematic loss of all existing natural vegetation communities of 881.7 acres (or 
91%) of the 966.3-acre project site.  Plant communities adversely affected by the 
proposed project would include:  most of the riparian forest/riparian scrub habitat 
(approximately 14 acres); wetland habitat and waters of the U.S. (19.83 acres); 



10 - Biological Resources 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 10-17 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

ruderal habitats; pastures; and cultivated areas.  This was found to be a 
significant Impact.  

Mitigation from the prior FEIR/EIS required that the project proponents implement a 
wetland mitigation plan.  It was through this wetland mitigation plan, in consultation with 
the USFWS, the Corps, CDFG and the County, that it was determined that the flows 
were to be regulated and maintained within the mitigation corridor (now the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel).  The channel was required to be sufficient in size 
to support the mosaic of habitats proposed for the corridor.   

The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel effectively accomplishes the prior 
mitigation.  The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel was created at the 
request of the regulatory agencies, as well as various environmental groups since the 
prior reclamation proposal of a bypass channel and a channel at the bottom of the 
mining pit was not favorable to either group.  The project proponents then consulted 
with ECORP to create a better mitigation corridor.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to provide increased and more diverse habitat value 
compared what was present prior to project impacts.   

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will vary in width between 200 and 500 feet 
wide, will accommodate 100-year flood flows of Morrison Creek and is consistent with 
the issued Section 404 permit.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel contains tree 
plantings which mitigates the riparian and oak woodlands lost by the prior project 
(further discussed below in the Native Trees section).   

ECORP has prepared a Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan for the both the Granite Vineyard I mining site (revised date July 20, 2007) and 
Teichert Aspen IV South and Aspen V South mining sites (revised date May 8, 2009).  
The Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plans for the two 
mining sites have been approved by the Corps and are included as Appendix D1 and 
Appendix D2.  In this plan, under Chapter 2.2 (Characteristics, functions and values of 
habitat prior to impact) is the following description:   

[t]he functional capabilities of Morrison Creek at the Vineyard I site were 
assessed.  Using the Hydrogeomorphic methodology, the reach of Morrison 
Creek that intersects the project site was considered a ‘moderate value riparian 
wetland’ scoring a 0.55 out of a possible 1.0.  According to Zentner and Zentner, 
Morrison Creek at the project site has been partially channelized, reducing the 
creek systems capability to provide geomorphologic and hydrologic functions.  In 
addition, the site has been historically farmed or otherwise disturbed up to the 
edge of the channel, eliminating native riparian trees and decreasing the native 
biological functions of the site.   

In Chapter 2.3, (Characteristics, Functions and Values of Habitat to be Created/ 
Enhanced) the following is provided:  
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Morrison Creek will be enhanced from its current state.  As mentioned above, 
Morrison Creek prior to mining was partially channelized, with mostly sparse non-
native riparian habitat.  To create improved wildlife, creek and wetland habitat 
(i.e., increased functions and values) and a more aesthetic feature, the creek will 
be re-contoured and planted with native trees and shrubs both as mitigation for 
the removal of native oak and black walnut trees, and to enhance the overall 
habitat quality of the riparian system.  

In addition, an ephemeral drainage will be constructed south of the restored 
creek corridor and planted with riparian species.  The constructed ephemeral 
drainage is to provide additional functions and values (i.e., additional length) for 
the loss of channel length.  

Impacts and mitigation efforts related to wetlands and the creek are discussed 
separately, in the Wetlands impact discussion below.  

Although mining activities of the project will result in permanent impacts to various 
habitats at the site, the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will effectively 
replace the riparian and wetland habitats onsite.  The overall goal of the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel is no net loss of wetland, riparian and oak woodland functions and 
values as a result of the project.  The monitoring plan in the Wetland, Oak Woodland 
and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan outlines monitoring requirements over a ten-
year period and has determined the final success criteria for the creek, wetland habitats, 
vegetation and trees.  The maintenance schedule states that there will be annual 
maintenance inspections of the mitigation site occurring concurrently with other 
monitoring activities for the first ten years or until mitigation monitoring obligations have 
been met.  The prior mitigation required monitoring efforts for the riparian woodland, 
riparian scrub and Valley oak savanna habitats be performed for a period of ten years to 
ensure success of the plantings and development of the habitats anticipated; therefore, 
submittal of the annual monitoring reports to the Department of Community 
Development Division of Environmental Review and Assessment (DERA) will be 
required as mitigation. 

In addition, the prior FEIR/EIS included mitigation that required that after the five year 
monitoring period, written determination was to be made as to the success or failure of 
the wetland and habitat mitigation.  The Mitigation Monitoring Plan contains success 
criteria and satisfies this prior mitigation.  The prior mitigation does not have to be 
reiterated.  

Granite and Teichert will be responsible for the maintenance activities within the 
mitigation project area and the Corps-approved easement holder will be responsible for 
those items/inspections outlined in the Operations and Management Plan (OMP).  Once 
the success monitoring is completed, the Corps-approved easement holder will take 
over all maintenance activities.  In addition, through the OMP, monitoring/ maintenance 
will occur in perpetuity.  Submittal of the recorded Conservation Easements has been 
included as mitigation. 
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Both the The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel has have 
been approved by the regulatory agencies. The Raised Bank Channel portion of the 
project is currently undergoing slight revisions to the Wetland, Oak Woodland and 
Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan and will be reviewed by the Corps; Teichert desires 
to receive an amended Section 404 permit from the Corps at the completion of review.  
Implementation of the respective Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan and recommended mitigation for submittal of annual reports will ensure 
that the loss of vegetative communities on the project site is adequately compensated.  
With mitigation, impacts are considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

BR-1 Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit, Granite Construction 
shall submit to the County Division of Environmental Review and Assessment 
(DERA) Department of Community Development the recorded Conservation 
Easements for the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel project sites. by the 
date set in the issued U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit 
(November 30, 2013).  Teichert Aggregates shall submit to the Department 
of Community Development the recorded Conservation Easement for the 
Raised Bank Channel by the date set in the issued U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers Section 404 permit (May 13, 2017).  In the event that the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers changes the date for either permit, a copy of the 
recorded Conservation Easement shall be submitted within five (5) days 
of the new approved date.    

BR-2 The mining operators for Vineyard I and Aspen IV South shall Implement 
their respective Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan (refer to Appendix D1 and Appendix D2) and Submit to the Department 
of Community Development County DERA their respective annual 
monitoring reports as specified in their Wetland, Oak Woodland and 
Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan.  The reports shall present the status of 
the creek, wetlands, drainage, oak woodland and riparian habitats, including 
individual wetland data, photo-documentation, status of the riparian and oak 
woodland plantings, and any recommended remediation.  The reports shall also 
include an assessment of the monitoring results against the success criteria 
described in the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan.    

A The monitoring reports will shall be prepared and submitted to the 
Department of Community Development County (and Corps and CDFG) for 
each of the monitoring years by December 31st of each monitoring year.  The 
reports shall include:  

a. A map showing the Preserve including wetland locations, location of 
various monitoring activities, and photo points;  
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b. Hydrology, vegetation, and photographic monitoring results as described 
in the respective Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan;  

c. An assessment of the monitoring results against the established success 
criteria;  

d. A description of the overall site conditions and any management actions 
taken during that year; and  

e. Any recommended management or remediation actions to be conducted 
(if necessary, a contingency plan, as described in Section 8.2 of the 
Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan will be 
prepared).  

If any revisions to the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel occur during the first 
ten years, a letter indicating proposed changes shall be submitted to the 
Department of Community Development DERA.  If changes require approval 
by either the Corps or CDFG an approval letter from the respective agency shall 
be submitted to the Department of Community Development DERA.   

At the end of the ten-year monitoring periods, monitoring will cease if the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel are is found by 
the Department of Community Development County, Corps and CDFG to be 
in substantial compliance with the established success criteria.  Monitoring will 
be extended beyond the ten-year period only for those habitats that are not 
meeting success criteria.    

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

NATIVE TREES 
The prior FEIR/EIS did not indicate how many oak trees would be impacted as a 
result of the project.  However, the prior FEIR/EIS included mitigation for 
compensation of trees to be removed and included preservation/ protection of 
oak trees that were to remain on the project site.     

The prior FEIR/EIS included a mitigation measure for the proposed project (Part A), for 
impacts to native trees.  Mitigation Measure 5 required that the project proponents 
comply with the County’s standard tree preservation ordinance for all oak trees on the 
site to be preserved and protected from mining operations.  This mitigation measure 
also required in-kind, inch-for-inch compensation for any oak tree greater than four 
inches dbh and all landmark size (19 inches dbh or greater) native trees (except 
cottonwoods and willows) proposed for removal.    
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NATIVE OAK TREES BACKGROUND 
Over the years, a significant number of trees have been removed throughout 
Sacramento County to facilitate urban development, to accommodate agriculture, to 
provide fuel wood, or to be milled into building materials.  It is clear that with continued 
urban and rural development, the County’s woodlands and the variety of species they 
support will disappear unless concerted efforts are pursued to protect this valuable 
resource.  Sacramento County has identified the value of its native and landmark trees 
and has adopted measures in its General Plan to provide for their preservation.  The 
Tree Ordinance (Chapter 19.04 of the County Code) Section 19.04.030 (6) provides the 
following definition:  “Landmark tree” means an especially prominent or stately tree on 
any land in Sacramento County, including privately owned land.”  Heritage trees are 
native oak trees that are 19” diameter at breast height (dbh) or larger.  All native oak 
trees are protected under the Conservation Element of the County of Sacramento 
General Plan.  When development requires removal of native oaks, replacement 
mitigation is required pursuant to County policy.  The Conservation Element also 
requires the preservation of landmark trees, as well as non-oak natives, such as 
California black walnuts and California sycamores, wherever possible.  It should be 
noted that to be considered a tree, as opposed to a seedling or sapling, the tree must 
have a diameter at breast height (dbh) of at least 6 inches or, if it has multiple trunks of 
less than 6 inches each, a combined dbh of 10 inches. 

Native oaks, when young trees, are very tolerant of their environment and make 
excellent and adaptable landscape assets.  The mature native oak is an invaluable part 
of our environment, but any substantial change in its environment will weaken a healthy 
specimen and may eventually kill it.  Native oak trees have adapted to the long dry 
summers of the Sacramento Valley, primarily through the development of their root 
system.  The initial root is a taproot extending deep for more dependable moisture.  As 
the oak grows, the taproot is outgrown by an extensive lateral root system that spreads 
horizontally out from the trunk to, and well beyond, the dripline.  For a mature oak, this 
horizontal root system is the primary supporter of the tree for the rest of its life.  It 
includes the important feeder roots, which absorb moisture and nutrients.  Nearly all of 
the lateral root system occurs within the top five feet of the soil surface.  In shallower 
soils, the root system is concentrated in even a shallower zone, typically 1 to 2 feet 
below the surface.  As oak trees mature, particularly in the summer-dry Sacramento 
Valley, deep growing vertical roots form off the laterals, usually within ten feet of the 
trunk.  These are called “sinker” roots and they exploit deeper soil moisture and add 
stability to an increasingly massive tree.  By the time the mature tree has established an 
elaborate root system designed for its environment and particular site conditions, it has 
lost the vigor of youth.  It is less tolerant to change and/or damage and can less easily 
support its massive living structure.   

The amount of soil that can be removed from beneath an oak before permanent root 
damage occurs varies depending on several factors including the individual tree size, 
species, location, and health.  Although small amounts of soils may sometimes be 
removed without permanently damaging an oak, it is generally recommended that no 
soil be removed and the area beneath the tree remains undisturbed.  The addition of fill 
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and the operation of heavy equipment beneath an oak tree which compacts the surface 
soils, prohibits the natural exchange of gases between the feeder roots and the 
atmosphere, and also restricts water percolation to the root zone.   

Experience has found that encroachment of greater than 20 percent of an oak’s dripline 
can be expected to adversely affect the tree’s health and longevity; as such it is County 
policy to require partial mitigation when encroachment exceeds 20 percent, but less 
than 50 percent.  More than 50 percent encroachment usually leads to the death of an 
oak tree, thus more than 50 percent encroachment requires full compensation.   

Granite Construction Company received their Army Corps of Engineers Individual 
Permit (Permit Number:  199400102) on July 25, 2007.  Teichert Aggregates received 
their Army Corps of Engineers Individual Permit (Permit Number:  199400503) on May 
13, 2009.  An amended Permit will be has been issued by the Corps for the now 
proposed Raised Bank Channel on Aspen IV South.   

This section will separately analyze the impacts of the two mining companies.  Based 
on the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) file for the Aspen III South 
site, it has been documented that that there were no trees located on the Aspen III 
South site.  This section analyzes the impacts to native trees on the Vineyard I and 
Aspen IV South properties.  Impacts on the Vineyard I (Granite) mining site will be 
presented first, followed by impacts to the Aspen IV South site (Teichert).   

Per the Section 404 Individual Permit Special Conditions requirements, Granite and 
Teichert were required to prepare Mitigation and Monitoring Plans.  ECORP prepared a 
Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Granite’s 
Vineyard I mining site, revised date July 20, 2007.  ECORP prepared a Wetland, Oak 
Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Teichert’s Aspen IV South 
and Aspen V South mining sites, revised date June 1, 2009.  These documents outline 
the required mitigation of each company and describe the methods by which this 
mitigation will be accomplished and define how the success of the creation/restoration 
of the mitigation corridor will be monitored and judged.  These documents are hereby 
incorporated by reference and are available for viewing at 827 7th Street, Room 220, 
Sacramento, CA, 95814.  ECORP also prepared an Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan for Aspen IV South (November 18, 2011, revision date January 24, 2012) that 
identifies impacted trees and outlines mitigation and monitoring.  This document is 
included as Appendix D2.   

VINEYARD I IMPACTS 
Granite submitted an arborist survey conducted by Foothill Associates in February 
2001.  Based on the arborist report, there were 117 valley oak trees (four inches dbh or 
greater) and 106 California black walnuts (19 inches dbh or greater) on the Vineyard I 
site.  It was determined that there would be 809 inches dbh of valley oak trees and 
2,753 inches dbh of California black walnuts impacted by mining activities, for a total 
impact of 3,562 inches dbh of native trees removed.   
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In the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) file of the Vineyard I 
portion of the prior project is a document titled “Oak Tree Replacement Proposal” 
submitted by Granite Construction.  In this document, it was determined that many of 
the California black walnuts on the site were non-native (e.g., planted); thus it was 
agreed that compensation for the California black walnuts could be made on an out-of-
kind (rather than in-kind), inch-for-inch basis.  Thus, plantings of other native trees (such 
as California sycamore or Fremont cottonwood) would count towards mitigating impacts 
to California black walnuts.  In addition, it was stated in the letter of understanding that 
the 15-gallon trees (which would equal 1-inch dbh) for tree compensation could be 
replaced with 5-gallon size planter trees provided that the trees have grown to the 
equivalent size of a 15-gallon tree prior to impacts occurring.  An establishment rate of 
100% during the first three years after planting would be expected by DERA in return for 
allowing Granite to plant the smaller trees.   

The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and ephemeral drainage constructed 
on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites includes riparian and oak woodland 
plantings that serve as mitigation for the original impacts of mining the Vineyard I site 
(refer to Plate BR -9).  Based on the planting plan outlined in the Wetland, Oak 
Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, there will be a total of 2,515 
trees planted within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 1,055 trees planted in 
the ephemeral drainage, for a total of 3,570 trees (refer to Table BR-2 for the type and 
number of trees to be planted).  There would be a total of 2,685 oak trees and 215 black 
walnuts planted within the mitigation corridors.  The remaining 770 trees are riparian 
trees (box elder, California sycamore, Fremont cottonwoods, and black willow trees).  
Based on these numbers, the planting plan (which as been approved by the U.S. Corps 
of Engineers), satisfies the required mitigations for Vineyard I mining impacts.   
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Table BR-2:  Vineyard I Mitigation Planting Plan within the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel and Ephemeral Drainage 

Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor 

Total compensation required:  3,562 inches  

Riparian Tree Type Number of Plantings 

Box Elder (Acer negundo) 75 

Black Walnut (Juglans hindsii) 115 

California Sycamore (Platanus racemosa) 75 

Fremont Cottonwood (Populus fremontii) 230 

Black Willow (Salix Gooddingii) 240 

Oak Tree Type  

Blue Oak (Quercus douglasii) 675 

Valley Oak (Quercus lobata) 530 

Interior Live Oak (Quercus wislizenii) 575 

Ephemeral Drainage 

Riparian Tree Type  

Black Walnut (Juglans hindsii) 100 

California Sycamore (Platanus racemosa) 50 

Oak Tree Type  

Blue Oak (Quercus douglasii) 350 

Valley Oak (Quercus lobata) 200 

Interior Live Oak (Quercus wislizenii) 355 

Total Planted 3,570 

Source:  Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the Granite Vineyard I Project, 
Sacramento County, California  (revised date July 20, 2007) by ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
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Plate BR -9:  Conceptual Riparian and Oak Woodland Planting Plan for Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
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The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as proposed, will adequately mitigate the 
original tree impacts due to mining the Vineyard I site.   

Construction of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will result in tree impacts located 
within the Mayhew Road right-of-way.  Correspondence between Granite and Teichert 
indicate that Granite will mitigate for their share of the Mayhew Road right-of-way tree 
impacts on the Teichert Aspen IV South preserve within the Raised Bank Channel.  This 
will be addressed in the Aspen IV South Impacts discussion to follow.  

Mining the Vineyard I expansion site will result in additional tree impacts.  Based on the 
Foothill Associates tree inventory (May 2006) of the Vineyard I expansion site, two 
native trees, greater than 6 inches dbh would be removed as a result of project 
approval.  Tree #224 is a multi-trunk valley oak tree with an aggregate dbh of 13 inches 
and tree #225 is a multi-trunk Northern California black walnut with an aggregate dbh of 
27 inches.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would result in removal of 40 inches 
dbh of native trees.  Mitigation for native tree compensation has been included for 40 
inches dbh of native oak and black walnut trees.    

ASPEN IV SOUTH IMPACTS 
In the Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, it states 
that according to Teichert biologists, Teichert has planted 45 valley oaks and 95 interior 
oaks as perimeter plantings at the site.  Plate BR-10 shows the locations of these 140 
oak trees.  These 140 oak tree plantings will count as mitigation towards impacts on the 
Aspen IV South mining site.   

An arborist survey was conducted for the Aspen IV South property in 2005 by ECORP.  
ECORP and GC Wallace surveyed trees located in the Mayhew Road right-of-way 
during the winter of 2007.  In November 2011, Teichert biologist (B. Baba) re-surveyed 
the trees on the Aspen IV South property, as well as the trees located in the Mayhew 
Road right-of-way and updated the respective arborist surveys to account for growth 
over the past four to six years.  All trees grew and some trees that were not included in 
the prior arborist report because they were saplings (less than 6 inches dbh) in 2005 
and 2007 have been recorded since they now meet the County’s criteria as a County-
regulated oak tree.  A total of 875 additional inches dbh was recorded from updating the 
ECORP 2005 survey of native oak trees.  The 2011 arborist survey conducted by 
Teichert addresses additional oak trees that would be impacted by mining activities 
associated with changes to the original project footprint  
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Plate BR-10:  Teichert Aspen IV South Landscape and Perimeter Plantings  
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Based on the revised mining footprint on Aspen IV South, Teichert has provided a list of 
the trees expected to be impacted from mining activities and from construction of the 
Raised Bank Channel.  Table BR-3 provides a list of the trees to be impacted on the 
Aspen IV South property.   

 

Table BR-3:  Aspen IV South Tree Impacts 

Tree Number 
(From Updated 
Tree Survey, 2011) 

2011 DBH Inches 
(Rounded to whole 
number) 

801 15
802 16
803 12
804 38
805* 0
806 11
807 17
808 10
809 16
810 23
811 15
812 12
813 21
814 15
815 18
816 8
817 22
818 12
819 10
820 18
821 9
822 13
823 14
824 12
825* 0
826* 0
827 18

*Tree previously mitigated under Aspen IV South Tunnel Project 
(County Control Number:  90-1607) 

Tree Number 
(From Updated 
Tree Survey, 2011) 

2011 DBH Inches 
(Rounded to whole 
number) 

828 13
829 24
830 16
831 55
832 32
833 26
834 13
843 12
846 11
847 10
2011-01 15
2011-02 7
2011-03 9
2011-04 7
2011-05 8
2011-06 7
2011-22 9
2011-23 7
2011-24 8
2011-25 8
2011-26 7
2011-29 9
2011-41 11
2011-42 13
2011-50 30
2011-51 29
2011-52 30

Total (51 Trees) 801
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The list of impacted trees was based on the tree impact graphic and arborist data table 
provided by Teichert.  The tree impact graphic of the Aspen IV South site is provided as 
Plate BR-11.  The trees included in Plate BR-11 include trees that are expected to be 
directly impacted (i.e., removed), as well as trees that are expected to be indirectly 
impacted (e.g., cuts and fills within the dripline of the tree).  For the purpose of this 
analysis, all trees are expected to have a direct impact since it is unknown how much fill 
or cut will occur within the dripline of the trees.  As stated in the Background section 
above, impacts to 50 percent or more of the dripline of a tree could be detrimental to the 
health and survival ability of the tree.  Since it is unknown if indirect impacts will result in 
less than 20 percent dripline encroachment (no mitigation would be required), or 
impacts between 20 percent and 50 percent encroachment (partial mitigation would be 
required), or greater than 50 percent encroachment (full mitigation required), it is 
assumed that indirect impacts are greater than 50 percent encroachment and full 
mitigation is required.  However, at the time of grading for the construction of the Raised 
Bank Channel and Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, if grading plans indicate less 
than 50 percent dripline encroachment, then adjustments for mitigation requirements 
can be made at that time between staff of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) section and the applicant.  A total of 51 trees would be impacted, 
resulting in a total of 801 inches dbh of native oak tree impacts. 

To determine impacts within the Mayhew Road right-of-way, a centerline was drawn 
down the center of the right-of-way and trees located on the west side are considered to 
be a part of Granite’s property and the trees located on the east side are considered to 
be a part of Teichert’s property.  An impact area was drawn within the right-of-way that 
corresponds to grading activities due to construction and connection of the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel (shown on Plate BR-12).  The 
impacts within the Mayhew Road right-of-way have been defined as either a Vineyard I 
(Granite) or Aspen IV South (Teichert) impact; however, as stated in the Vineyard I 
impact discussion prior, the tree impacts occurring within the Mayhew Road right-of-way 
will be mitigated within the preserve of the Raised Bank Channel on the Aspen IV South 
property.   
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Plate BR-11:  Trees on the Aspen IV South Property 
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Plate BR-12:  Trees Impacted in the Mayhew Road Right-of-Way 
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As shown on Table BR-4 below, within the Mayhew Road right-of-way impact area, 
Vineyard I tree impacts consist of 13 trees, for a total of 273 inches and Aspen IV South 
tree impacts consist of five trees for 74 total inches.    

 

Table BR-4:  Mayhew Road Right-of-Way Tree Impacts 

Aspen IV South 

Tree Number 
(From Updated 
Tree Survey, 2011) 

2011 DBH Inches 
(Rounded to whole 
number) 

T-3 16
T-4 10
T-5 20
EC-5 20
2011-53 8
Dead 0
TOTAL 74

 

Vineyard I  

Tree Number 
(From Updated 
Tree Survey, 2011)

2011 DBH Inches 
(Rounded to whole 
number) 

2011-54 8
2011-57 6
1 19
207 50
208 66
209 24
210 13
211 15
212 18
213 13
EC-3 19
EC-4 13
EC-6 9
Total 273
 

Total trees impacted in Mayhew Road Right-of-Way:   
18 trees, aggregate 347 inches dbh – 347 inches to be mitigated on Aspen IV South property. 

 

 

Based on the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South (revised 
January 24, 2012), the conceptual oak tree planting plan includes 1,071 deepot valley 
oak plantings, as well as an additional five (5) 15-gallon valley oak trees within the 
preserve corridor of the Raised Bank Channel (refer to Plate BR-13).  The planting plan 
also provides for contingency plantings, resulting in a total of 1,077 oak tree plantings.   

Total impacts within the Mayhew Road right-of-way (273 inches dbh) and on Aspen IV 
South (875 inches dbh) total 1,148 inches dbh.  As previously stated, Teichert has 
already provided 140 native oak tree plantings that will apply towards satisfying 
mitigation requirements on Aspen IV South.  Total impacts are now 1,008 inches dbh; 
the preserve will have 1,077 oak tree plantings which is sufficient to mitigate for tree 
impacts on Aspen IV South and within the Mayhew Road right-of-way.   
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Plate BR-13:  Aspen IV South Conceptual Oak Tree Planting Plan 
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CONCLUSION 
The revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel provides for a mitigation preserve for 
native oak tree impacts due to mining activities on the Granite Vineyard I mining site.  
The proposed Raised Bank Channel will contain a mitigation preserve for native oak 
tree impacts associated with Teichert’s Aspen IV South mining impacts and impacts 
within the Mayhew Road right-of-way (both Granite and Teichert impacts).  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised Bank Channel adequately 
compensates for the loss of the riparian areas and oak woodlands that were on the 
project site prior to mining activities.  Mitigation for impacts to vegetation communities 
requires that the applicant submit annual reports for ten years of monitoring (Mitigation 
Measure BR-3).  This report will include success criteria and ensures no net loss of oak 
trees.  Trees mitigated within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel will be subject to this monitoring period.   

The perimeter and landscape oak tree plantings that have been completed prior to 
mining the Aspen IV South mining site mitigates up to 140 inches dbh of oak tree 
impacts.  Of the 1,148 inches expected to be impacted on the Aspen IV South mining 
site, 140 inches have therefore been compensated within the perimeter plantings.  The 
remaining 1,008 inches dbh of oak trees will be adequately mitigated for within the 
Morrison Creek Raised Bank Channel preserve.  No additional tree compensation will 
be required of Teichert for the Aspen IV South site. 

Impacts to 3,562 inches dbh of native trees on the Vineyard I mining site will be 
adequately compensated within the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  The 
proposed reclamation plan amendment will add an additional 273 inches dbh of oak tree 
impacts within the Mayhew Road right-of-way, which will be mitigated on Aspen IV 
South.  Mining of the Vineyard I expansion site will result in additional 40 inches dbh of 
native tree impacts.  Granite will be required to compensate for 40 inches of new tree 
impacts consistent with the County tree ordinance.  It should be noted that 
compensation mitigation for impacts to the additional 40 inches of oak trees by Granite, 
requires a three-year monitoring plan.  The ten-year monitoring plan will apply to trees 
planted within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel.   

Upon compliance with the recommended mitigation, impacts will be reduced to less 
than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:   

BR-3 The mining operators for Vineyard I and Aspen IV South shall Implement 
Mitigation Measure BR-1 (submittal of recorded conservation easements) and 
BR-2 (implement the Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan for Vineyard I [refer to Appendix D1] and the Oak Tree 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South [refer to Appendix D2]).  



10 - Biological Resources 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 10-35 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

BR-4 The removal of 40 inches by Granite for the Vineyard I expansion site shall be 
compensated by planting native oak trees (either valley oak/Quercus lobata, 
blue oak/ Quercus douglasii and/or interior live oak/Quercus wislizenii) 
equivalent to the dbh inches lost, based on the ratios listed below, at locations 
that are authorized by the Environmental Coordinator Department of 
Environmental Review and Assessment.  On-site preservation of native oak 
trees that are less than 6 inches (<6 inches) dbh, may also be used to meet this 
compensation requirement.  A total of 40 inches for Granite will require 
compensation.  

Equivalent compensation based on the following ratio is required: 

 One preserved native oak tree < 6 inches dbh on-site = 1 inch dbh 

 One D-pot seedling (40 cubic inches or larger) = 1 inch dbh 

 One 15-gallon tree = 1 inch dbh 

 One 24-inch box tree = 2 inches dbh 

 One 36-inch box tree = 3 inches dbh 

Replacement tree planting shall be completed prior to tree removal or a bond 
shall be posted by the Vineyard I mining expansion operator applicant in 
order to provide funding for purchase, planting, irrigation, and 3-year 
maintenance period, should the mining operator applicant default on 
replacement tree mitigation.  The bond shall be in an amount equal to the 
prevailing rate of the County Tree Preservation Fund and will be due within one 
year of posting the bond.  

Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit for the Vineyard I 
expansion site, a Replacement Oak Tree Planting Plan shall be prepared by a 
certified arborist or licensed landscape architect and shall be submitted to the 
Environmental Coordinator for approval. The Replacement Oak Tree Planting 
Plan(s) shall include the following minimum elements: 

1. Species, size and locations of all replacement plantings and < 6-inch dbh 
trees to be preserved; 

2. Method of irrigation; 

3. If planting in soils with a hardpan/duripan or claypan layer, include the 
Sacramento County Standard Tree Planting Detail L-1, including the 10-
foot deep boring hole to provide for adequate drainage; 

4. Planting, irrigation, and maintenance schedules; 
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5. Identification of the maintenance entity and a written agreement with that 
entity to provide care and irrigation of the trees for a 3-year establishment 
period, and to replace any of the replacement oak trees which do not 
survive during that period; and  

6. Designation of 20 foot root zone radius and landscaping to occur within 
the radius of oak trees < 6-inches dbh to be preserved on-site. 

No replacement tree shall be planted within 15 feet of the driplines of existing 
oak trees or landmark size trees that are retained on-site. The minimum 
spacing for replacement oak trees shall be 20 feet on-center.    

If oak tree replacement plantings are demonstrated to the satisfaction of the 
Environmental Coordinator to be infeasible for any or all trees removed, then 
compensation shall be through payment into the County Tree Preservation 
Fund.  Payment shall be made at a rate of $325.00 per dbh inch removed but 
not otherwise compensated, or at the prevailing rate at the time payment into 
the fund is made. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant   

WETLANDS 
 The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would result in the phased 
destruction of all waters/wetlands on the Vineyard I and Aspen IV South sites.  
This was considered a Significant Impact. 

The proposed project is a reclamation amendment for impacts to Vineyard I, Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South mining sites.  Table BR-5 below summarizes the impacts to 
waters of the U.S. associated with the three mining projects.  The Aspen III South site 
does not contain waters of the U.S.  Impacts as reported in the prior document to waters 
of the U.S. from Vineyard I and Aspen IV South sites total 19.0 acres.   

Table BR-5:  Impact on Waters of the U.S. (from the FEIR/EIS) 

Type Vineyard I Aspen IV South* 

Riparian (Morrison Creek) 12.24 1.09 

Tributary 3.84 0.44 

Seasonal Wetlands 1.14 0.25 

Total 17.22 1.78 

*Updated Aspen IV South wetland impacts are provided in Table BR-6. 
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The revisions to the Aspen IV South site results in an overall decrease in impacts to 
waters of the U.S.  An updated wetland delineation was provided by Teichert 
Aggregates and is provided on Plate BR-14.  The wetland delineation shows the 
preservation area around Morrison Creek, which corresponds to the Morrison Creek 
floodplain.  Table BR-6 provides the current acreages of water features on the Aspen IV 
South site and provides the impacts to waters of the U.S. of the prior project compared 
to impacts associated with the proposed project.  Although impacts to the creek are 
eliminated, impacts to wetlands and drainage features have increased under the 
proposed project.  This difference could be attributed to updated acreages of features 
since the last wetland delineation over 10 years ago.  The impact to waters of the U.S. 
on the Aspen IV South site has decreased by 0.436 acres.   

Table BR-6:  Comparison of Impact to Waters of the U.S. on Aspen IV South of 
Prior Project and Proposed Project 

Type Existing 
Acreage 
(current 

acreages) 

Prior Impact 
(in acres) 

Proposed 
Impact  

(in acres) 

Difference in 
Impact of 
Proposed 

Project 

Vernal Pool/ 
Seasonal 
Wetland 

0.942 0.25 0.835 +0.585 

Ephemeral/ 
Intermittent 
Drainage 

1.145 0.44 0.509 +0.069 

Creek 2.290 1.09 0 -1.09 

Total 3.812 1.78 1.344 -0.436 

 

 

To mitigate impacts to waters of the U.S. the prior FEIR/EIS required that the project 
proponents secure a Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG and obtain a Section 
404 permit pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act.  Information from the project 
proponents indicate that a Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG, a Section 404 
permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board have all been secured.  It 
should be noted that due to the revisions for Aspen IV South, Teichert is in the process 
of applying for a revision to their issued Section 404 permit. 
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Plate BR-14:  Aspen IV South Wetland Delineation Map 
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The proposed project is a reclamation plan amendment to change the previously 
approved corridor and bypass channel to what is now proposed as the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel on Vineyard I and Aspen III South and the Morrison Creek Raised 
Bank Channel on Aspen IV South.  The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
eliminates the bypass channel around the mining site and places the recreated stream 
corridor “at-grade” rather than at the bottom of the mining pit (as previously proposed).  
The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been approved by the Corps of 
Engineers as adequate compensation for impacts to waters of the U.S.  In addition, the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to meet the requirements 
outlined in the issued Biological Opinion from the USFWS.   

Special Condition #2 of the issued Section 404 permit for Vineyard I mining site 
identified that the there would be a loss of 17.22 acres of waters of the U.S.  This 
condition required that as mitigation for the loss of 17.22 acres of waters of the U.S. the 
applicant shall construct at minimum 13.33-acre Morrison Creek replacement channel 
(the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel), including an ox-bow diversion 
channel, a 1.65-acre ephemeral drainage and 1.11 acres of in-channel and/or emergent 
seasonal and perennial wetland habitats within an approximately 89-acre and 650-foot 
wide onsite corridor.  This is in addition to the 3.79 acres of seasonal wetland/marsh 
and 0.53 acres of vernal pool habitat credits already purchased.  The off-site mitigation 
credits were purchased at the Laguna Creek Mitigation Bank in August of 2002. 

The issued Section 404 permit for Aspen IV South will be has been updated to reflect to 
the current project’s avoidance of Morrison Creek.  Impacts are now 1.344 acres of 
direct impacts to waters of the U.S.   

In the wetland delineation prepared by Zentner and Zentner (1997) for the prior project, 
there were no wetlands identified on the Vineyard I expansion site, therefore, the 
current proposal to mine the Vineyard I expansion site will not have any impacts to 
wetlands/waters of the U.S.   

To ensure that the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel adequately mitigates 
for impacts to waters of the U.S., mitigation measures BR-1 (submittal of recorded 
conservation easement) and BR-2 (implementation of ten-year monitoring plan) will be 
required.  Implementation of the recommended mitigation measures will ensure impacts 
to waters are less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:   

BR-5 Implement Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-2. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 
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WILDLIFE 
The project site is habitat to various wildlife species.  The prior FEIR/EIS made 
the following conclusions regarding impacts to wildlife:   

1. The proposed project would result in the loss of most existing wildlife habitat 
and some individual animals within the project site (Significant Impact). 

2. The loss of approximately two miles of the existing natural stream channel of 
Morrison Creek would disrupt the wildlife movement corridor across the 
project site (Less than Significant Impact). 

3. Post mining/post reclamation activities such as agricultural practices and 
operation of the processing plant would likely increase human presence within 
the project site which may disrupt wildlife feeding and breeding (Less than 
Significant).  

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining the properties would result in habitat loss and 
wildlife displacement.  Habitat destruction and disturbance would displace species into 
adjacent areas, which may result in increased mortality due to competition for limited 
resources.   

As mitigation, the applicants were required to implement their proposed reclamation 
plan as presented in their application for surface mining, including the wetland mitigation 
plans (Zentner and Zentner, 1994; Sugnet and Associates, 1994b and 1994c) to 
mitigate for impacts to the riparian forest/riparian scrub communities, wetlands and 
wildlife habitats within the project site.  Included in the mitigation was the requirement 
for monitoring of the riparian woodland, riparian scrub, and Valley oak savanna habitats 
for ten years to ensure success of the plantings and development of the habitats 
anticipated.   With mitigation, this impact was found to be less than significant.   

Mining the Vineyard I expansion site will not change the prior conclusion that mining 
activities would result in habitat loss and wildlife displacement.  The proposed Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will replace lost habitats.  Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-
2 have been recommended to ensure the recreated habitats function adequately.  In the 
Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plans, a wildlife survey 
will occur once per year and will be conducted in conjunction with vegetation monitoring. 
 Upon compliance, impacts to wildlife will be considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:   

BR-6 Implement Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-2 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 
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INVERTEBRATES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that there would be no significant impacts to 
general invertebrate populations (i.e., non-special status species populations).  
This impact was considered less than significant.   

The proposed project is a reclamation plan amendment that places the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel at grade, rather than at the bottom of the mining pit, and eliminates 
the need for a bypass channel, since the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel will accept up to 100-year flood flows.  This amendment to the 
reclamation plan does not change the prior conclusion that there would be no significant 
impacts to general invertebrate populations.  

Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would also not result in significant impacts to 
general invertebrate populations (non-special status species; for an analysis of impacts 
to special status species, please refer to the Special Status Species section below).  
The prior conclusion remains applicable to the proposed project; impacts to invertebrate 
populations are considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

FISHERIES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded the following: 

1. The proposed project would result in the loss of existing, warmwater fisheries 
habitat within approximately two miles of Morrison Creek, including oxbow 
channel, and some individual fish within the project site (Significant Impact).  

2. Loss of approximately two miles of the existing stream channel of Morrison 
Creek would disrupt fish migration (Significant Impact). 

The prior FEIR/EIS determined that habitat destruction and disturbance as a result of 
mining activities would displace fish species into upstream and downstream areas, 
which may result in increased mortality due to competition for limited resources.  It was 
acknowledged that fish may become established in the wetland mitigation/restored 
creek corridor, but some of these fish may be lost if they are entrained in the pump that 
will be located at the sump pond at the downstream end of the corridor on Vineyard I 
project site.   

The prior FEIR/EIS included mitigation that required the bypass channel to be designed 
to incorporate suitable habitat features, which were to be developed in consultation with 
the USFWS, CDFG, Corps and County and which were to provide opportunities for the 
native Sacramento blackfish as well as other species of aquatic wildlife, including 
special status amphibians and reptiles.    
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The revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to mimic a natural 
stream (meandering channel), will have riparian vegetation planted throughout, and will 
connect upstream on the Aspen IV South mining site and to the downstream portion of 
existing Morrison Creek.   

The prior project included a pump on the Vineyard I mining site since the recreated 
creek channel was to be located at the bottom of the mining pit.  The pump was 
necessary to connect the recreated creek channel to the existing Morrison Creek 
channel at the western boundary of the Vineyard I mining site.  However, the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is now located “at-grade”, rather than at the bottom 
of the mining pit, which eliminates the need for the pump on the Vineyard I mining site.  
In addition, Morrison Creek will not be impacted on the Aspen IV South mining site; 
therefore, the prior significant impact relating to the loss of two miles of existing warm 
water fishery habitats within Morrison Creek has been lessened.   

This proposed change to the reclamation plan would not result in a loss of existing 
stream channel since existing Morrison Creek will not be diverted into the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel until it is constructed and vegetated.  The Wetland, 
Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan contains a section on 
Sacramento blackfish and finds that  

The realignment of the Morrison Creek channel on the Project site will not pose a 
threat to the Sacramento blackfish.  As noted by Moyle and others, the ability of 
the Sacramento blackfish to survive in warm, turbid waters allows them to 
persevere despite changes in their environment.  Given the relatively short period 
of stream alteration, coupled with the blackfish’s physiological adaptability to 
extreme environments, construction of the new and temporary channel should 
not disrupt the propagation of the Sacramento blackfish. 

As proposed, the project will not have a significant impact to fish and aquatic species; 
impacts are now considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

AMERICAN BADGER 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would result in the loss 
of approximately 880 acres of existing suitable American badger habitat and may 
result in the loss of existing potential badger den sites.  This impact was 
determined to be less than significant.  

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that American badgers, which may utilize the site, would 
be forced to immigrate to adjacent areas during mining activities, which may result in 
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increased mortality due to competition; however, it is unlikely that individuals would be 
killed during mining.  

The proposed project includes mining an additional 5.6 acres on the Vineyard I mining 
site, which is surrounded by active mining activities.  Since the site is actively being 
mined, the American badger has likely fled the project site; therefore, mining on the 
Vineyard I expansion site will not impact the American badger.  In addition, the 
recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel will provide 
suitable habitat for the badger at completion of mining.  Since the project will only result 
in temporarily displacing the American badger, impacts to the American badger are 
considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

PALLID BAT AND TOWNSEND’S WESTERN BIG-EARED BAT  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would result in the temporary loss 
of potential roosting habitat for the Pallid bat and Townsend’s western big-eared 
bat due to impacts to riparian habitat.  The project was also found to result in the 
loss of other potential bat roosting sites due to demolition of abandoned 
structures on the site.  

The proposed project does not change the conclusion of the prior FEIR/EIS regarding 
loss of roosting habitat for bats.  The loss of roosting habitat was considered to be 
temporary for the pallid bat and Townsend’s western big-eared bat; however, as the 
riparian habitat will be replaced via the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised 
Bank Channel, it is expected that the pallid bat and Townsend western big-eared bat 
would return to the site at completion of mining.   

The Vineyard I mining site contains an abandoned building which will have to be 
removed prior to mining.  The building is potential roosting habitat for bats in the area; 
removal of the building would be a loss of potential roosting habitat for bats.  However, 
this is not considered a significant impact.  Impacts to the pallid bat, Townsend’s 
western big-eared bat and other bats are considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

VALLEY ELDERBERRY LONGHORN BEETLE (VELB) 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the prior project would result in the loss of 
nine elderberry bushes, including at least three bushes that were observed to be 
used by the VELB and thus would result in the loss of individual beetles.   
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The prior FEIR/EIS stated that there would be seven elderberry bushes removed from 
the Vineyard I parcel.  Three of these were observed to contain emergence holes typical 
of the VELB.  These seven elderberry bushes contained 448 stems with diameters of 
one inch or greater.  Two elderberry bushes on the Aspen IV South site were to be 
removed due to mining activities.  Mitigation required elderberry bushes to be planted 
within the mitigation corridor on the Aspen IV South parcel following USFWS Mitigation 
Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (September 19, 1996).   

The proponents for the Aspen IV South mining site were issued a Biological Opinion 
from the USFWS in May 2009, completing their informal (Section 7) endangered 
species consultation for impacts to special status species.  ECORP conducted surveys 
on May 3 and June 16, 2006 and B. Baba, a biologist for Teichert Aggregates, 
conducted a survey on April 27, 2009.  Neither survey identified elderberry shrubs on 
the Aspen IV South mining site.  Therefore, the Service concurred with the applicant 
(Teichert) that mining the Aspen IV South site would not affect the VELB.   

The proponents for the Vineyard I mining site completed their Section 7 consultation 
with the USFWS for their impact to the VELB.  The service issued a Biological Opinion 
on March 18, 2002.  The Biological Opinion stated that the proposed project may 
adversely affect the VELB through the destruction of its habitat, as suitable habitat and 
evidence of the species was identified on the Vineyard I mining site.   

The Service had determined that it was appropriate to append the Granite Construction 
Vineyard I Aggregate Mining project to the Service’s September 19, 1996, 
Programmatic Formal Consultation Permitting Projects with Relatively Small Effects on 
the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Within the Jurisdiction of the Sacramento Field 
Office, California (Programmatic Consultation) (Corps File # 199600065).  In the issued 
Biological Opinion for the Vineyard I mining site, the USFWS determined that the 
riparian habitat associated with Morrison Creek contained elderberry shrubs, the 
necessary habitat for the federally threatened valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB). 
The Service made the determination that the proposed project will adversely affect the 
beetle by removing seven elderberry shrubs with stems greater than one inch diameter 
at ground level from the project site.  The USFWS required Granite Construction to 
either:  (1) purchase beetle credits at a Service-approved conservation bank equivalent 
to compensate for 410 elderberry plantings and 782 associated native plant plantings or 
(2) establish a Service-approved beetle conservation area that contains at least 410 
elderberry plantings and 782 associated native plant plantings within at least 4.93 acres. 
 Granite purchased 120 VELB units representing 410 elderberry bush seedlings and 
782 associated native plants.   

Although the prior FEIR/EIS stated that impacts to VELB were significant and 
unavoidable, incidental take permits from the USFWS are only issued when the Service 
considers that the impacts of the project will not adversely affect the continued 
existence of the species, consistent with the Endangered Species Act.  Since Granite 
received their incidental take permit for VELB from the Service for the Vineyard I mining 
site, and Granite completed compensatory mitigation via purchase of VELB credits at a 
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Service-approved conservation bank, impacts to VELB are now considered less than 
significant.    

The Vineyard I expansion site does not contain any elderberry bushes.  Inclusion of this 
site for mining activities will not result in the loss of elderberry bushes and will not affect 
the VELB.  Mitigation from the prior project has been completed.  No additional 
mitigation measures are required; impacts to VELB and their habitats are now 
considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required – prior mitigation has been completed 

SPECIAL STATUS VERNAL POOL INVERTEBRATES  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would eliminate some of 
the existing potential habitat for the federally listed threatened and endangered 
fairy shrimp and tadpole shrimp and may result in the loss of individuals of these 
species.  This was considered a significant impact. 

In the issued Biological Opinion for Granite Construction’s Vineyard I mining site, the 
USFWS determined that the project would adversely affect the vernal pool fairy shrimp 
by destroying a 0.53 acre wetland (identified as Wetland #6).  Consistent with the 
Crustacean Programmatic Consultation, Granite was required to purchase 1.06 acre of 
vernal pool preservation credits and 0.53 acre of vernal pool creation credits from a 
Service-approved conservation bank.  Granite purchased 1.06 acres of vernal pool 
preservation credits and 0.53 acres of vernal pool creation credits at the Sunrise-
Douglas Mitigation Bank in Sacramento County to mitigate for this impact.    

For Teichert Aggregate’s Aspen IV South mining site, surveys were conducted and no 
federally-listed vernal pool crustaceans were found to occupy any of the pools on the 
Aspen IV South site.  In the issued Biological Opinion the Service did not concur that 
mining the Aspen IV South site would not effect vernal pool crustaceans, but instead 
concluded that the project is not likely to adversely affect vernal pool crustaceans.       

In the wetland delineation prepared by Zentner and Zentner (1997) for the prior project, 
there were no wetlands on the proposed Vineyard I expansion site, therefore, mining 
the Vineyard I expansion site will not have any impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp or 
tadpole shrimp not previously identified.  The proposed project will not have an impact 
to special status vernal pool invertebrates.  Although the proposed project does not 
result in a significant impact to vernal pool invertebrates, the prior conclusion remains 
applicable.   

The project proponents have consulted with the USFWS and have purchased 
necessary vernal pool preservation and creation credits at an approved mitigation bank. 
The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will replace wetland habitats, and the 
Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan contains 
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monitoring efforts to ensure that the mitigation corridor provides the necessary wetland 
habitats; therefore, implementation of mitigation measures BR-2 has been 
recommended.  In addition, Mitigation Measure BR-1 (submittal of the recorded 
conservation easement prior to the issuance of a work authorization permit) has been 
included.  These measures will ensure that impacts to vernal pool invertebrates are less 
than significant. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

BR-7 Implement Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-2. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

SWAINSON’S HAWK AND OTHER SPECIAL STATUS BIRDS (BURROWING OWL AND 
TRICOLORED BLACKBIRD) 

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would result in the 
temporary loss of approximately 880 acres of potential foraging habitat, with 
potential nesting sites, for Swainson’s hawk (State threatened species) in those 
areas that would be reclaimed to agriculture and wetlands.  This would also 
relate to losses in suitable foraging and nesting habitat for other special status 
birds, including burrowing owls and tricolored blackbirds.  This was determined to 
be a significant impact. 

The loss of habitat for the special status birds was considered temporary since the post-
reclamation use of the project site would include a wetland/habitat mitigation corridor 
with areas of riparian, marsh and oak savannah restoration and agriculture.  The 
revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel does not change 
the overall post-reclamation use of the site and as such, the prior conclusion does not 
change.  The prior FEIR/EIS further stated that because mining would be phased, only 
75 to 150 acres of the 966-acre project site would be disturbed at any one time.  It was 
anticipated that the post-reclamation mining areas would provide potential nesting and 
foraging habitat for the Swainson’s hawk and other raptors, assuming the crops planted 
are suitable for Swainson’s hawk foraging (such as alfalfa, dry-land irrigated pasture, 
cereal grains, beet, tomato or other low-growing row or field crop).     

The prior FEIR/EIS indicated that burrowing owls may also nest within the post-
reclamation project site, within the mitigation corridor, the banks of the bypass channel 
and the side slopes of the individual mined sites, assuming that the rodents and small 
mammals remain to create potential den sites.   

For impacts to tricolored blackbirds, it was determined that the project would result in a 
temporary loss of potential nesting habitat along the Morrison Creek corridor.  Tricolored 
blackbirds utilizing the site would be forced to migrate to adjacent areas during the 
mining activities which may result in mortality due to competition.  The post-reclamation 
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mitigation corridor is expected to provide suitable tricolored blackbird nesting habitat in 
the marsh and riparian habitats.   

The Vineyard I expansion site is surrounded by mining activities.  A portion of Morrison 
Creek is located along the eastern boundary of the Vineyard I expansion site (on APN:  
063-0090-009).  Riparian habitat along Morrison Creek provides potential habitat for the 
tricolored blackbird.  This portion of Morrison Creek will eventually be mined; however, 
not until the recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is in place.  The Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel is currently being constructed and will contain riparian, marsh 
and wetland habitats, which is suitable nesting habitat for the tricolored blackbird.     

The proposed reclamation plan amendment eliminates the bypass channel and places 
the recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel at-grade, rather than at the bottom of 
the mining pit.  However, the corridor retains the originally proposed riparian, marsh and 
wetland habitats as previously proposed.  Therefore, the proposed reclamation plan 
amendment does not adversely affect the Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl or tricolored 
blackbird.   

Mitigation to minimize the potential impacts to Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl and 
other special status birds was required.  Mitigation included pre-construction surveys 
and avoidance measures remain applicable to the Vineyard I expansion site and has 
been included below; upon compliance, impacts to Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl and 
other bird species will be considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Potentially Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

BR-8 Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit, if mining the Vineyard I 
expansion site is to occur between March 1 and September 15, a focused 
survey for Swainson’s hawk nests on the site and on nearby trees shall take 
place within ½ mile for rural sites and ¼ mile for urban sites, and shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist within 14 days prior to the start of 
construction work (including clearing and grubbing).  If active nests are found, 
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) shall be contacted to 
determine appropriate protective measures.  If no active nests are found during 
the focused survey, no further mitigation will be required. 

BR-9 Burrowing Owl Survey:  Prior to mining activities on the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site, a focused survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist for 
burrowing owls where suitable habitat is present in the project area.  Suitable 
habitat includes agricultural field margins, drainage ditches and fallow fields.  
Surveys shall be conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days 
prior to commencement of construction activities.  Surveys shall be conducted 
in accordance with CDFG protocol (CDFG, 1995).  
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a. If no occupied burrows are found in the survey area, a letter report 
documenting survey methods and findings shall be submitted to the 
County and no further mitigation is necessary.  

b. If an occupied burrow is found, the Vineyard I expansion mining 
operator the applicant shall contact the Environmental Coordinator 
DERA and consult with CDFG, prior to construction or mining activities, to 
determine if avoidance is possible or if burrow relocation will be required. 

c. If owls are to remain on-site, a minimum of 6.5 acres of foraging habitat for 
each occupied burrow needs to be permanently preserved according to 
CDFG guidelines.  

d. In order to avoid direct impacts to owls, no activity shall take place within 
160 feet of an active burrow from September 1 to January 31 (wintering 
season) or 250 feet from February 1 through August 31 (breeding 
season).  Protective fencing shall be placed, at the distances above, 
around the active burrows and no activity shall occur within the protected 
buffer areas.  

e. Any impact to active owl burrows, relocation of owls or mitigation for 
habitat loss shall be done in accordance with CDFG guidelines.  Written 
evidence from CDFG staff shall be provided to the Environmental 
Coordinator DERA attesting to the permission to remove burrows, 
relocated owls, mitigate for lost habitat and provide a method for 
preservation habitat in perpetuity.  

BR-10 Survey for Tricolored Blackbirds:  If mining activities on the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site occur between March 1 and July 31, a pre-construction survey 
for nesting tricolored blackbird shall be performed by a qualified biologist.  
Surveys shall include the project site and areas of appropriate habitat within 300 
feet of the site.  Surveys shall be conducted no less than 14 days and no more 
than 30 days prior to commencement of mining activities.  The biologist shall 
supply a brief written report (including date, time of survey, survey method, 
name of surveyor and survey results) to the Environmental Coordinator 
Department of Environmental Review and Assessment (DERA) prior to ground 
disturbing activity.  If no tricolored blackbirds are found during the pre-
construction survey, no further mitigation will be required.  If an active tricolored 
blackbird colony is found on-site or within 300 feet of the project site, the 
Vineyard I expansion mining operator  project proponent shall do the 
following:  

a. Consult with the CDFG to determine if project activity will impact the 
tricolored blackbird colony(s).  Provide to the Environmental 
Coordinator DERA with written evidence of the consult or a contact name 
and number from CDFG.  
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b. With CDFG permission, the mining operator applicant may avoid impacts 
to tricolored blackbirds by establishing a 300-foot temporary setback with 
fencing that prevents any project activity within 300 feet of the colony.  A 
qualified biologist shall verify that setbacks and fencing are adequate and 
will determine when the colonies are no longer dependent on the nesting 
habitat (i.e., nestling have fledged and are no longer using habitat).  The 
breeding season typically ends in July.  

c. If the tricolored blackbird habitat is permanently destroyed, follow CDFG 
procedure to mitigate for habitat loss.   

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant   

SPECIAL STATUS PLANTS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would not significantly impact any 
special status plants since none were known to occur within the project site.   

The prior FEIR/EIS stated that there were eleven special status plant species that had 
the potential to occur within the project site, but none were observed during surveys 
conducted by the project proponents.  Vernal pools and wetlands that were on the site 
were considered suitable habitat for these special status plants.  The proposed project 
replaces some of the wetland acreage that was lost as a result of mining the site; the 
proposed project will not impact wetlands or vernal pools since there are no wetlands or 
vernal pools on the Vineyard I expansion site.  The proposed project will not impact 
special status plants; impacts are considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required  

GIANT GARTER SNAKE 
The prior FEIR/EIS stated that the giant garter snake is not expected to use 
Morrison Creek in the project area;  however, in the Aspen IV South issued 
Biological Opinion, the USFWS presumed the presence of the giant garter snake 
in the project area.  Impacts to the giant garter snake are expected to be less 
than significant.  

The prior FEIR/EIS stated that the giant garter snake is not expected to use Morrison 
Creek in this area (page 5-51 of FEIR/EIS).  The giant garter snake is a federally 
threatened species.  The issued Biological Opinion for the Aspen IV South site included 
the following discussion:  

In your initiation letter you did not include the snake in your consultation.  
However, due to a hydrologic connection between the proposed action area and 
the closest known occurrence approximately 7 miles away, the Service has 
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determined the proposed project may affect the snake.  Morrison Creek which 
lies within the action area may provide dispersal habitat for the snake; however 
the project proponent has proposed minimization and avoidance measures which 
will reduce the effects of the proposed project down to a level of insignificance.  
Therefore, the Service has determined the proposed project is not likely to 
adversely affect the snake.  The minimization and avoidance measures proposed 
by the applicant are:  

o Prior to the start of construction for each year mining will occur 
within the creek, exclusion fencing will be installed along the 
western boundary of the project, extending 50 feet to the south and 
north of the creek.  This fencing will consist of silt fencing trenched 
in such that snakes will be unable to gain access under the fence.  
The fencing will be removed at the end of each construction 
season.  

o Prior to the start of construction for each year mining will occur 
within the creek, a pre-construction survey of the area to be mined 
will be conducted by a qualified biologist.  If giant garter snakes are 
located, the Service will be contacted.  

o Prior to the start of construction for each year mining will occur 
within the creek, worker awareness training will be conducted to 
educate workers regarding giant garter snake identification and 
procedures if a giant garter snake is located.  

Revisions to the Aspen IV South mining site will not result in mining activities through or 
near Morrison Creek.  The construction of the Raised Bank Channel will not impact the 
creek and in most locations will be constructed greater than 50 feet from the creek; 
therefore, the minimization and avoidance measures provided in the issued Biological 
Opinion are no longer applicable to this portion of the project on Aspen IV South.   

The issued Biological Opinion for the Vineyard I mining site does not address the giant 
garter snake; therefore, it is assumed that there are no impacts to the giant garter snake 
on the Vineyard I mining site.   

The proposed project will not have adverse impacts to the giant garter snake; impacts 
are considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The overall loss of a segment of Morrison Creek across Vineyard I does not result in a 
cumulative impact since the proposed recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
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replaces the creek by recreating the lost habitats and has been designed to mirror 
(function as) a natural creek.  At the completion of mining, in the post reclamation 
condition, wildlife will return to the site since the habitats will be replaced and mining 
activities will have stopped.  The loss of native oak trees would be replaced and fully 
mitigated.  It has been determined through the federal permit process that pursuant to 
the Endangered Species Act, the continued existence of special status species would 
not be adversely affected.  For these reasons, cumulative biological resources impacts 
are considered less than significant.   
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11 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the project’s potential to impact traffic and circulation in the 
project area.    

The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed Project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed Project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed Project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The Vineyard 
I mining expansion would be the only aspect of the proposed project that could affect 
traffic as the reclamation plan amendment will not have an impact on traffic.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The mining sites (Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South) are located in central 
Sacramento County, south of Jackson Highway (SR 16) and east of Bradshaw Road.  
Other major roadways in the vicinity of the project include Watt Avenue (2.5 miles to the 
west), Kiefer Boulevard (1 mile to the north) and Elder Creek Road (1.1 mile to the 
south).  Highway 50 is 2.5 miles to the north. 
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Currently, surface mining is occurring on the Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen V 
South sites.  Aspen IV South is not currently being mined and is not expected to be 
mined until after mining is completed at Aspen V South.   

REGULATORY SETTING 

STATE 
Jackson Highway (SR 16) is in the project area.  The standard for Caltrans’ (California 
Department of Transportation) SR 16 (Jackson Highway) is detailed in the SR 16 Route 
Concept Report.  The minimum acceptable operating condition for SR 16 is LOS E.  

REGIONAL AND LOCAL 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR 2035 
The Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 2035 is a long range planning document 
for identifying and programming roadway improvements throughout the Sacramento 
region (Sacramento Area Council of Governments [SACOG] 2008).  The MTP has a 
history of being able to fund and deliver Tier 1 projects through State and local funding.  
In 2002, SACOG adopted the MTP 2035 that involved funding programs, connector 
projects, and expansion of public transit.  SACOG has developed a 2050 Blueprint 
Preferred Land-Use Alternative to develop a 2030 land use base for the next generation 
MTP.  

METHODOLOGIES 

LEVELS OF SERVICE 
Roadway operating conditions are described in terms of levels of service (LOS).  Level 
of service is a qualitative measure of the effect of a number of factors, which include 
speed and travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort 
and convenience and operating costs.  LOS is represented by a letter designation, 
ranging from LOS A to LOS F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions 
and LOS F as the worst.  The LOS definitions are provided in Table TC-1.   
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Table TC-1:  Level of Service (LOS) Definitions 

LOS A LOS A describes primarily free-flow operations at average travel 
speeds, usually 90 percent of the free-flow speed for the given street 
class.  Vehicles are completely unimpeded in their ability to 
maneuver within the traffic stream.  Control delay at signalized 
intersections is minimal. 

LOS B LOS B describes reasonably free-flow operations at average travel 
speeds, usually 70 percent of the free-flow speed for the given street 
class.  The ability to maneuver within the traffic stream is only slightly 
restricted and control delay at signalized intersections are not 
significant.  

LOS C LOS C describes stable operations; however, ability to maneuver 
and change lanes in midblock locations may be more restricted than 
at LOS B and longer queues, adverse signal coordination, or both 
may contribute to lower average travel speeds of about 50 percent of 
the free-flow speed for the street class.   

LOS D LOS D borders on a range in which small increases in flow may 
cause substantial increases in delay and decreases in travel speed.  
LOS D may be due to adverse signal progression, inappropriate 
signal timing, high volumes, or a combination of these factors.  
Average travel speeds are about 40 percent of the free-flow speed.  

LOS E LOS E is characterized by significant delays and average travel 
speeds of 33 percent or less of the free-flow speed.  Such operations 
are caused by a combination of adverse progression, high signal 
delay, high volumes, extensive delays at critical intersections and 
inappropriate signal timing.  

LOS F LOS F is characterized by urban street flow at extremely low speeds, 
typically one-third to one-fourth of the free-flow speed.  Intersection 
congestion is likely at critical signalized locations, with high delays, 
high volumes and extensive queuing.   

Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Special Report No. 209, 
Washington, D.C., 2000. 

 

Sacramento County identifies LOS E as the minimum acceptable standard for 
intersection and roadway operations within the Urban Service Boundary (USB), and 
LOS D outside the USB.  The project site is located within the USB; LOS E will be the 
minimum acceptable standard for the proposed project.  
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STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to traffic and 
circulation, a project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will: 

 Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in substantial increase in either 
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion 
at intersections); 

 Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads 
or highways;  

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

 Result in inadequate emergency access; or 

 Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks).  

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

Following the review of the prior Draft EIR/EIS, project proponents were able to reach 
agreement on the easements necessary to allow the conveyor access proposed in the 
“Proposed Project Without Vineyard Processing Plant”.  In addition, new conditions of 
approval were recommended.  The traffic model that was used in assessing the 
project’s impacts was re-run for the preferred project (“Proposed Project Without 
Vineyard Processing Plant”), assuming the recommended conditions were in place.  
This analysis was included in the FEIR/EIS as “scenario 4a”.  Scenario 4a had its own 
mitigation measures and it is those measures that will be addressed in this analysis 
section.   

ADDITIONAL HAUL TRUCKS ON THE ROADWAY SYSTEM 
The prior FEIR/EIS determined that the existing LOS would deteriorate due to 
trips generated by removal of overburden material and by employees and 
maintenance vehicle activity.  This was found to be a significant impact which 
could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.  

It has been estimated by Granite that mining the expansion site would take 
approximately 6 months time and that removal of overburden would not require the use 
of on-road haul trucks, as the overburden would be moved around the Vineyard I mining 
site by mining equipment and transportation of the mined aggregate to the processing 
plant would be via the existing conveyor.  There will be no new haul trucks on the local 
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roadway as a result of the proposed project.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would 
not result in an increase in workers.     

Caltrans submitted a comment letter during the NOP comment period for the proposed 
project and requested a Traffic Impact Study (TIS); however, it is the opinion of the 
preparers of this supplemental EIR that a TIS is not necessary since there will be no 
additional haul trucks on the local roadways as a result of project approval.   

Sacramento County Department of Transportation (SacDOT) provides maintenance, 
planning and design services.  Staff (T. Urquhart) of the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation (DOT) reviewed the proposed project and submitted 
conditions of approval for the three mining sites (letters dated July 11, 2008 for Vineyard 
I, July 25, 2008 for Aspen III South and July 28, 2008 for Aspen IV South).  DOT 
submitted the standard conditions of approval, such as right-of-way, public street 
improvements and driveway standards.  These will be addressed in the Planning 
Department’s staff report and they do not result in any significant environmental 
impacts.     

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that as a result of additional haul trucks on the roadway 
system, impacts would be considered significant.  Mitigation was proposed to reduce 
this impact to less than significant.  One of the recommended mitigation measures from 
the FEIR/EIS remains applicable to the proposed project.  This measure required that 
transportation of mined aggregate material to the processing plants was to be by 
conveyor only.  A new mitigation measure has been included for the proposed project to 
ensure that there are no additional trucks are added to the roadway system.  This 
mitigation states that if overburden must be removed from the Vineyard I mining site, 
overburden must be transported by conveyor or internal vehicles only. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Potentially Significant  

Mitigation Measures:  

The following mitigation measure is from the prior FEIR/EIS and is applicable to 
the Vineyard I expansion site:   

TC-1 The Vineyard I expansion mining operator proponents shall transport mined 
aggregate material to the processing plants only by conveyor and not by 
trucks.  

TC-2 If overburden from the Vineyard I mining expansion site is to be removed from 
the site, overburden transport shall be by conveyor and internal vehicles only 
and not by on-road haul trucks.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 
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IMPACTS ON TRAFFIC SAFETY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the introduction of truck traffic on (1) roads not 
designed to accommodate truck traffic and (2) at access points to heavily 
traveled roads, would have a significant adverse impact on traffic safety.  With 
mitigation, this impact was reduced to less than significant.    

The proposed project will not result in an increase in haul trucks.  Two mitigation 
measures were recommended in the FEIR/EIS that would reduce this impact to less 
than significant; both measures have already been completed by the mining 
proponents.  Impacts on traffic safety as a result of project approval are now considered 
to be less than significant.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

DETERIORATION OF PAVEMENT AND DAMAGE TO ROADWAY STRUCTURAL 

SECTIONS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the increased truck traffic of the project may 
contribute to additional deterioration of the pavement on roadways near the 
project site entrances, and have the potential to damage the roadway structural 
section.  This was found to be a significant impact that could be reduced to less 
than significant with mitigation.   

The proposed project will not result in the introduction of new trucks on the roadway 
system.  Trucks that are currently traveling to and from the project sites will not increase 
as a result of the proposed project.    

Mitigation from the prior FEIR/EIS required that the proponents repair any damages to 
structural paving material along sections of project site roadway segments upon which 
loaded trucks are routed; to the extent such damage is caused by traffic which occurs 
during the period of hauling operations.  The mitigation measure required an agreement 
between DOT and the mining proponents to be formalized prior to the issuance of work 
authorization.  This measure would reduce impacts to less than significant.  This 
agreement went before the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors in December 
2001 and was approved as a consent item.  With the agreement in place, impacts are 
now considered less than significant. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required  
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EXCEED LOS STANDARD  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that under scenario 4a, there would not be a 
significant impact to the level of service for the area roadways.  Under cumulative 
conditions, it was found that under scenario 4a, significant impacts could be 
reduced to less than significant.    

Since the proposed project will not result in an increase in truck traffic, the level of 
service for area roadways would not be impacted.  The cumulative condition in the prior 
FEIR/EIS was considered to be the year 2010.  Mitigation that could reduce significant 
impacts to less than significant in the cumulative condition has been completed.  Since 
the mitigation is in place, and there is not an increase in truck traffic as a result of 
project approval, impacts to the level of service on area roadways in the existing and 
cumulative conditions are considered less than significant.     

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACT 
The proposed project would not introduce new haul trucks to the local roadway network 
since the existing conveyor will be utilized to transport the mined material from the site 
to the processing plant located offsite.  In addition, roadway improvements that were 
required through the prior FEIR/EIS have been completed; thus, there are no additional 
impacts as a result of the proposed project.  The proposed project does not result in any 
significant traffic related impacts and the project will not generate any traffic in the 
cumulative condition as mining will be complete.  Therefore, there are no cumulative 
traffic and circulation impacts as a result of project approval; cumulative traffic impacts 
are considered less than significant.   
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12 LAND USE 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the existing land uses within the vicinity of the project site and 
analyzes the potential land use impacts of the proposed project as well as the project’s 
consistency with the Mather Field Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP).  Where 
appropriate, mitigation is included to reduce or eliminate land use impacts.   

The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flows.  On the Aspen IV South 
property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised bank 
flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed outside the 
effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the 
preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The location 
of a retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site has been determined for the proposed 
project, as well an option for a retention basin on the Aspen IV South mining site.   

LOCATION 

The proposed project is located within the Vineyard Community Plan Area in the 
unincorporated area of Sacramento County.  The Vineyard I project parcels are located 
at the northeast corner of Hedge Road and Elder Creek Road.  The Aspen III South 
project parcels are located in the southwest corner of Fruitridge Road and Mayhew 
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Road.  The Aspen IV South project parcels are located at the northeast corner of 
Mayhew Road and Elder Creek Road.  Plate LU-1 presents the regional location and 
Plate LU-2 presents the location of the project parcels and existing zoning. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project parcels are part of a larger aggregate mining area.  The project parcels are 
all zoned Industrial Reserve (IR) with a surface mining land use overlay, with the 
exception of one of the Vineyard I parcels with an assessor’s parcel number, 063-0090-
009.  This is one of the two parcels that are the subject of a requested rezone and 
mining use permit request. 

The Vineyard I mining expansion site is currently surrounded by active mining on the 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites.  Mining on the Aspen IV South property 
has not yet commenced.  The perimeter of Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining 
properties are enclosed by fencing and have vegetated screens in place.     

REGULATORY SETTING 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN (GP)  
The current General Plan Land Use Diagram (adopted November 2011) designates the 
project area as Agricultural-Urban Reserve with an Aggregate Resource Area 
combining land use.   

The Sacramento County General Plan provides the following descriptions of these land 
use designations:  

Agricultural – Urban Reserve:  This land use designation identifies areas for urban 
expansion after the 20-year planning period.  One large area given this designation is 
reserved for aggregate resource mining.  These areas will be evaluated for their 
development potential when the level of growth in the planned urban areas justifies their 
need, mining is completed, and the area is restored.  Because most of this land is 
intended for mining it will receive no additional urban services (e.g. water and sewer 
systems) above the level existing when the land was first designated.  Further, land 
divisions incompatible with orderly and well planned future urban development are not 
permitted. 
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Plate LU-1: Regional Project Location 

 

Approximate Project Location 
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Plate LU-2: Project Location and Zoning Map 
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Combining Land Use Designations 

According to the General Plan Land Use Element, the Combining Land Use 
designations recognize the underlying zoning as the guide to land uses which are 
permitted on any particular piece of property.  This approach preserves selected natural 
resources without imposing unnecessary restrictions on the use of the land.  

Aggregate Resource Area:  The purpose of the Aggregate Resource Area 
combining designation is to identify areas with valuable mineral resources and 
protect those resources as open space until the area is mined.  While surface 
mining is an industrial activity, its locational requirements are dependent upon 
the physical location of aggregate resources.  Specific policies apply to these 
areas that encourage the conservation and efficient use of mineral resources, 
while ensuring the maximum feasible protection of the environment.  This land 
use designation is combined with designations such as Industrial Extensive, 
Agricultural-Urban Reserve, Agricultural Cropland, and General Agriculture (20 
and 80 acres).  These areas may be ultimately reclaimed for residential, 
industrial or other uses. 

COMMUNITY PLAN 
The Vineyard Community Plan designates the approved Vineyard I, Aspen III South and 
Aspen IV South aggregate mining sites as Industrial Reserve (IR), with a combining 
zone designation of surface mining (SM).  Granite has requested a Community Plan 
Amendment and corresponding rezone to designate the Vineyard I mining expansion 
properties as IR (SM) (F).   

ZONING 
The Vineyard I mining expansion parcels include APN 063-0090-018, previously known 
as the Cook property and APN 063-0090-009, previously known as the Smith property. 
The Cook parcel is currently zoned industrial reserve (IR) with a surface mining (SM) 
land use overlay and the Smith parcel is currently zoned industrial reserve (IR) with a 
tributary (T) combining land use.  The project parcels of the Vineyard I, Aspen III South 
and Aspen IV South sites are all zoned Industrial Reserve (IR) with a surface mining 
(SM) land use overlay.  In addition, a majority of the parcels have an additional flood 
combining zone, designated as (F), due to proximity to Morrison Creek.   

THE SURFACE MINING COMBINING LAND USE ZONE 
The Surface Mining (SM) combining land use zone is provided in Article 4 of Title II of 
the Zoning Code; Section 235-40 outlines the purpose of the SM Combining Zone as 
the following:  the SM Combining Zone is designed to protect the natural resources of 
Sacramento County from incompatible land use; to manage these mineral resources; to 
assure the County of an adequate supply of these resources with due consideration for 
the environment; and to provide for the restoration of mined lands for future use.  
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Section 235-43 provides a list of the mining operations permitted in the SM Combining 
Zone subject to approval of a conditional use permit by the Board after recommendation 
by the Project Planning Commission and Section 235-45 outlines the requirements for 
the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit.  In addition, aggregate mining application 
data, standards and guidelines are provided in Section 235-51 of the Zoning Code.  
These requirements address what information shall be contained in a mining application 
as they pertain to the following:  mining plan; reclamation plan; soils, geologic and 
hydrologic data; traffic; air pollution control measures; noise data; waste data; drainage 
plan; hazardous materials; landscaping plan; lighting plan; and a regional analysis of 
ancillary uses.   

The Zoning Code also provides operating standards for aggregate mining operations 
such as operating and haul out hours, fences, posting of warning and complaint 
information signs, visual screens, setbacks, noise standards, roadway repairs on loaded 
truck routes and standards for backfilling, regrading and slope stability.    

COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN (CLUP) AND MATHER AIRPORT POLICY 
The project site is located within the Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
(CLUP).  The CLUP contains restrictions on land uses for properties adjacent to Mather 
Airport in three major areas:  safety, noise and height restrictions.  Refer to the Impacts 
and Analysis section below for a discussion regarding consistency with the Mather 
Airport CLUP. 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to land use, a 
project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will: 

 Physically divide an established community; 

 Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect;  

 Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan; or 

 Be incompatible with existing land use or planned growth in the vicinity of the 
project. 



12 - Land Use 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 12-7 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

CONFLICT WITH NEARBY LAND USES 
The Morrison Creek Mining Reach Downstream (South) of Jackson Highway 
prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining in the area would potentially conflict with 
on-site and nearby land uses.  The addition of the 5.6 acres of mining land 
associated with the proposed project does not substantially change the prior 
conclusion.  

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the “proposed mining operations would potentially 
conflict with on-site and nearby land uses, especially residences located on agricultural 
parcels surrounded by the project site, and the adjacent residences, religious temple 
and health club” (page 5-84 of FEIR/S).  It was concluded that the adjacent uses would 
be directly exposed to several nuisances throughout the life of the project including:  
increased noise associated with aggregate mining and processing; increased heavy 
truck traffic and traffic noise during initial overburden removal and throughout the life of 
the project; windblown dust from mining operations and access roads; and adverse 
visual or aesthetic impacts resulting from changes in the adjacent landform.  The 
FEIR/EIS concluded that this would be a significant and unavoidable impact.  

The proposed project includes a request to add an additional 5.6 acres of mining to the 
previously approved Vineyard I mining site.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site is 
entirely surrounded by active mining and there are no adjacent residences to these two 
parcels.  Therefore, based on the existing land use setting, mining of the Vineyard I 
expansion site does not result in a conflict with nearby land uses and is not considered 
a significant impact.  Although, the Vineyard I mining expansion site does not conflict 
with nearby land uses, it will become part of the previously approved mining project, 
which was found to have significant and unavoidable impacts related to conflicts with 
nearby land uses.  Therefore, the conclusion of the prior FEIR/EIS still applies and 
impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.   

Level of Significance before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

The following mitigation measure from the prior FEIR/EIS remains is applicable to the 
proposed project Vineyard I expansion site:  

LU-1 In order to mitigate potential impacts to surrounding land uses, the Vineyard I 
expansion mining operator proponents shall be required to comply fully with 
mitigation measures identified in the Noise; Traffic and Circulation; Air Quality; 
and Visual Resources sections of the prior FEIR/EIS as amended by this SEIR. 
These mitigation measures employ appropriate state-of-the-art techniques for 
erosion control, reclamation, nuisance prevention, and environmental impact 
mitigation relative to surface mining and processing operations.  
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Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Significant and Unavoidable 

CONVERSION OF PRIME FARMLAND, FARMLAND OF STATEWIDE IMPORTANCE 

AND FARMLAND OF LOCAL IMPORTANCE 
The prior FEIR/EIS identified that the proposed project would disturb 31 acres of 
Prime Farmland, 435 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance and 419 acres 
of Farmland of Local Importance.  The FEIR/EIS concluded that this would be a 
significant impact which could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation. 
The current project would disturb an additional 2.0 acres of Prime Farmland and 
3.6 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance.   

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that all of the farmland located within the project site 
would only be temporarily disturbed during mining operations, since the proposed post-
reclamation use of the project site would be primarily agriculture.  The current proposed 
project will not change the post-reclamation use of the project site.  The Vineyard I 
mining expansion site totals 5.6 acres and is currently surrounded by active mining and 
is not currently in agricultural production.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site consists 
of three different soils:  Columbia sandy loam, drained 0-2 percent slopes, occasionally 
flooded; Hedge loam, 0-2 percent slopes and San Joaquin-Xerarents complex, leveled, 
0-1 percent slopes.  The Columbia sandy loam is classified as Prime Farmland, and 
Hedge loam and San Joaquin-Xerarents complex are both classified as Farmland of 
Statewide Importance. Mining on the Vineyard I expansion site would disturb 
approximately 2 acres of Prime Farmland and 3.6 acres of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance.   

The revised reclamation plan will locate the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel to the 
north of the existing Morrison Creek channel, the Vineyard I expansion site will not be a 
part of the recreated creek channel and consistent with the reclamation plan, the 
Vineyard I expansion site will be reclaimed to agricultural uses.    

The prior FEIR/EIS included mitigation that the proponent prepare and implement an 
Agricultural Management Plan as part of the required work authorization.  The plan was 
intended to describe the methods used to accomplish successful post-reclamation 
agricultural use of the project site.  With the aforementioned mitigation the prior 
FEIR/EIS concluded that impacts would be reduced to less than significant.  The 
mitigation remains applicable to the current proposed project.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

LU-2 In order to mitigate potential impacts to agricultural uses, prior to issuance of the 
work authorization permit for the Vineyard I mining expansion site, the 
mining operator Granite shall revise/prepare a plan, that includes the Vineyard I 
mining expansion site (5.6 acres), for the preservation and salvage of topsoil 
resources suitable for sustaining economically viable agricultural uses, consistent 
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with the performance standards set forth in Sections 3708 and 3711 of the State 
Mining and Geology Board Reclamation Regulations.   

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

POST PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 
The prior FEIR/EIS found that the proposed mining activities would restrict the 
possibility of utilizing the project site for future (post-project) development 
including recreational open space uses and recommended mitigation to reduce 
the impact to less than significant levels.    

The prior FEIR/EIS identified that the post-reclamation use of the project site would be 
restricted to agriculture, flood control, and/or open space, because the mining pits would 
be within the 100-year floodplain.  The project site would be primarily used for 
agricultural practices, with limited areas along the bottom of the pit used for stormwater 
retention ponds, wetlands and other natural habitats, including upland vegetation.  No 
park facilities would be provided, and access to open space areas along the realigned 
Morrison Creek channel would not occur.  

The proposed project includes a revision to the previous realigned Morrison Creek 
channel.  The proposed reclamation plan includes the construction of a new Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel that will be approximately 300 feet in width, at or near original 
grade (rather than at the bottom of the mining pit) and will include adjacent buffer lands 
for a total width of 650 feet (compared to the previously approved 600-foot wide pit floor 
riparian corridor).  The requested reclamation plan amendment improves on the 
previously approved reclamation plan and the new design better mirrors natural creek 
conditions and will not require the need of a pump system.   

A mitigation measure of the prior FEIR/EIS required that the project proponents 
dedicate to the County of Sacramento, a 600-foot wide open space easement that 
identified the limits of agricultural activity so as to guarantee sufficient area to allow for 
regeneration of the riparian corridor and allow for the subsequent establishment of a 
public trail system when deemed appropriate by the County.  This mitigation reduced 
the identified significant impact to less than significant.   

The County is no longer requesting an open space easement since the proposed 
project includes provision of a trail along the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel. This 
trail requirement was part of the permit received from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.  Southgate Recreation and Park District reviewed the proposed project and 
submitted a comment letter to the Vineyard I portion of the proposed project (comment 
letter dated October 19, 2011).  The Southgate Park District commented that the District 
has met with the project applicants and County staff regarding the open space and 
bicycle/pedestrian trail conditions.  Southgate Park District is coordinating with Teichert 
for the Aspen III South and Aspen IV South properties in order to provide a continuous 
bicycle/pedestrian trail though the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel.   
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Southgate Park District submitted conditions of approval relating to the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, the bicycle/pedestrian trail, improvements to the trail and perpetual 
funding for the trail.  The Southgate Park District states that the District will accept 
easements for the U.S. Army Corps authorized 14-foot wide trail crossing through the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and a 20-foot wide trail corridor easement along the 
entire northern property line and along the southern property line from Mayhew Road to 
the western most crossing, outside of the preserve, to allow for a 10-12 foot-wide paved 
trail.  The final trail surfaces, width and public access points to the trail will be mutually 
determined by the Applicant and Southgate Park District.  The Southgate Park District 
has not to date submitted final conditions of approval for the Teichert properties, Aspen 
III South and Aspen IV South.  However, final conditions of approval from Southgate 
Park District are likely to be similar to the conditions submitted for Vineyard I; therefore, 
the final conditions regarding the trail easements, location, surface material and access 
points do not result in any significant environmental impacts.  The final conditions of 
approval from Southgate Park District will be addressed in the Planning Department’s 
staff report.   

The prior FEIR/EIS had considered the lack of open space/recreational uses of the prior 
project a significant impact.  Mitigation creating open space dedicated to the County 
was included in the prior FEIR/EIS.  However as the post-reclamation use of the three 
mining sites now contains a recreational component (trail), this impact is no longer 
considered a significant impact.  It should be noted that the preserve areas of the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel are not intended to be 
accessible to the public.  Impacts regarding post-project development are now 
considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

LU-3 Prior to redirecting Morrison Creek to the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, the 
applicants Upon final reclamation, the mining operators shall provide copies 
to DERA and the Planning Division the Department of Community 
Development of executed trail easements dedicated to the Southgate 
Recreation and Park District, or a signed legal contract indicating future 
dedication of easements to the Southgate Recreation and Park District.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

CONSISTENCY WITH THE MATHER AIRPORT COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE 

PLAN (CLUP) 
The proposed project is consistent with the Mather Airport Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan (CLUP).  A Bird Airstrike Hazard (BASH) Analysis has been completed 
and with inclusion of mitigation, the potential for bird airstrikes over the project 
site is low.   
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The project site is partially located within the 60-65 and 65-70 CNEL noise contours, as 
shown on Plate LU-3.  The prior FEIR/EIS found that mining and quarry activities, 
including the proposed post-reclamation use of the site for agriculture, open space and 
potential trail use as being compatible within these noise contours.  The proposed 
project will not introduce activities incompatible with the Mather CLUP noise contours. 

A very small portion of the Aspen IV South site is located within the Overflight Zone 
(refer to Plate LU-3) of Mather Airport.  

The Mather Airport CLUP defines mining and quarry activities as being compatible 
within the Overflight Zone subject to the following condition:  

(b) Uses compatible only if they do not result in a possibility that a water area 
may cause ground fog or result in a water hazard.   

Sacramento County Airport System (Airports) reviewed the proposed project and 
submitted comments (G. Rickelton, letter dated August 15, 2008).  Airports commented 
that the project site is located within 5 miles of Mather Airport and specific project 
components could potentially increase the exposure of aircraft operating at Mather 
Airport to bird strike hazards.  Airports recommended the following: (1) BASH (Bird 
Airstrike Hazard) Analysis should be conducted to address the wildlife attractions and 
potential of bird-wildlife aircraft strike hazards; and (2) Agriculture activities that include 
irrigation are considered to pose a greater hazardous wildlife threat to aircraft 
operations.  The Airport system recommended that only non-irrigated agricultural 
activities be accepted following reclamation.   

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that “the newly created wetland and open water habitat 
resulting from the proposed project could potentially attract additional birds in the project 
site.  However, because the wetlands would be distant from the Mather Field runway 
and would not be located in critical airspace, the potential for bird hazards to aircraft 
utilizing Mather Field is low” (page 5-124 of FEIR/EIS).  

The proposed project is substantially the same as the prior project.  The proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel places a riparian/wetland corridor at-grade, as 
opposed to the prior approved reclamation plan that placed the riparian/wetland corridor 
at the bottom of the mining pit.  The existing Morrison Creek channel on the Aspen IV 
South mining site would be preserved and a Raised Bank Channel would be 
constructed outside the floodplain.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will have 
essentially the same biological functions as the existing Morrison Creek corridor.  And 
the existing Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South would remain untouched; 
therefore, the BASH potential of the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel do not increase as a result of project implementation.  It is 
expected that the use of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel post-mining by birds or 
other mammals will be similar to pre-mining conditions.   
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Plate LU-3: Mather CLUP 

 

Project Location 

Overflight zone 
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The prior project included a permanent retention basin (somewhere on Vineyard I, but 
the exact location unknown) with a capacity of 309 acre-feet (ac-ft) that would contain 
runoff from all of the proposed mining sites.  Approvals of the prior project allowed for 
runoff from the Aspen IV South mining property to be conveyed to this basin. 

Under the proposed project, the permanent retention basin is located south of the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel on the Vineyard I mining site.  The 2011 Hydrology 
& Hydraulics Analysis (2011 H & H Analysis) prepared by Wood Rodgers (refer to 
Appendix B1) evaluated an alternative to the original 309 ac-ft basin.  The alternative in 
the 2011 H&H Analysis is to not convey runoff from Aspen IV South to the Vineyard I 
basin, but rather retain the runoff on the Aspen IV South property in a retention basin, 
with a volume of 30 ac-ft.  The retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site will retain 
the onsite isolated local runoff volume of 267 acre-feet (for a 100-year 10-day storm 
event) from solely the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The proposed 
combined 297 ac-ft retention basins will not increase in total overall surface area over 
the previously approved 309 acre-foot detention basin; therefore, this component of the 
project has not changed.   

The mean annual precipitation water balance conducted in the 2011 H&H Analysis finds 
that the two retention basins will be evacuated within 16 days for the Vineyard I basin 
and 8 days for the Aspen IV South basin.  Since the basins will not completely evacuate 
within 48 hours, and the project site is located within five miles of Mather Airport, there 
is a potential for bird airstrike hazards (BASH).  The retention basins are not 
substantially different than what was previously approved, and the function of the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will not be substantially different than the existing 
Morrison Creek corridor; therefore, the same determination that was made in the prior 
FEIR/EIS that bird air strike hazards are low remains applicable to the proposed project.  

However, due to comments received by Airport staff, the following is a brief analysis of 
bird strike hazards at the project site as a result of the stormwater retention basins.    

The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, Raised Bank Channel, and proposed 
retention basins, will be located approximately 2.5 to 3 miles southwest of the Airport 
Operations Area (AOA) of Mather Airport.  According to the Hazardous Wildlife 
Attractants on or Near Airports (Air Circular No: 150/5200-33B, August 28, 2007), “the 
FAA recommends a distance of 5 statute miles between the farthest edge of the 
airport’s AOA and the hazardous wildlife attractant if the attractant could cause 
hazardous wildlife movement into or across the approach or departure airspace”.  See 
Plate LU-4.   
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Plate LU-4:  10,000-foot and 5-mile Radius from Mather Airport Runway 
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Based on the FAA’s circular, the project’s retention basins could potentially attract 
wildlife hazardous to aircraft operations.  In addition to the obvious safety concerns 
involving the risk of aircraft accidents resulting from wildlife strikes, Mather Airport is an 
FAA grant assured airport.  Any airport that receives grant money from the FAA is 
required to comply with all guidance documents such as Cert Alerts and Advisory 
Circulars (ACs) in addition to adopted rules and regulations.  Airport staff considers the 
“project” to fall within the regulation of the FAA; therefore compliance with the AC No. 
150/5200-33B stated above will be required.  Accordingly, Airport staff has required the 
applicant to prepare a Wildlife Hazard Assessment (WHA) to analyze the Bird Air Strike 
Hazard (BASH) associated with the proposed project. 

The Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports (Air Circular No:  150/5200-33B, 
August 28, 2007) outlines requirements for new stormwater management facilities.  This 
report states that off-airport stormwater management systems located within 5 miles of 
the AOA should be designed and operated so as not to create above ground standing 
water.  Stormwater detention basins should be designed, engineered, constructed and 
maintained for a maximum 48-hour detention period after the design storm and should 
remain completely dry between storms.   

The proposed stormwater retention basins will store localized runoff.  The 2011 H & H 
Analysis states that the basins will be evacuated solely by infiltration into the soil and 
evaporation off the basin water surface.  During a 100-year 10-day storm event, Wood 
Rodgers determined that it would take 16 days for the retention basin on Vineyard I to 
evacuate and it would take 8 days for the retention basin on Aspen IV South to 
evacuate.  Pumping or draining water out of the stormwater retention basin in order to 
not hold water for more than 48 hours would not be feasible, as Morrison Creek will not 
be able to accept the water without having adverse effects downstream.  Without the 
proposed stormwater retention basins there would be localized flooding, which could 
take at least 30 days to percolate and/or drain off the sites.   

The FAA and United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) report titled Wildlife 
Strikes to Civil Aircraft in the United States 1990-2008 (September 2009), finds that 
wildlife strikes between 1990 and 2008 totaled 89,727.  The report finds that about 59 
percent of the bird strikes occurred when the aircraft was at a height of 100 feet or less 
above ground level; 72 percent occurred at 500 feet or less above ground level and 92 
percent occurred at or below 3,000 feet above ground level.  The majority of bird strikes 
(59 percent) are occurring at heights of 100 feet or less above ground level, and only 20 
percent of the bird strikes are occurring between 500 and 3,000 feet above ground 
level.  The report also finds that most bird strikes (51 percent) occurred between July 
and October and that 60 percent occurred during the landing (descent, approach or land 
roll) phase of flight and 37 percent occurred during takeoff and climb.   

Information regarding flight track patterns over the project site was obtained from the 
Aircraft Noise Information Office of the Sacramento County Airport System.  The data 
sets provided flight data for departures, arrivals, touch-and-go and overflights for the 
month of August 2009 (since most bird strikes occur between July and October).  A 
penetration gate was orientated over the project site, in the general location of the larger 
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stormwater retention basin (on Vineyard I) and the recreated Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel.  The penetration gate was located on parcel APN:  063-0090-001, which is a 
part of the Vineyard I mining site.  The penetration gate spanned horizontally for 2 
nautical miles and was orientated to capture the majority of the flights that directly 
overfly the parcel (refer to Plate LU-5).   

Based on the provided data, there were 1,253 departures from Mather Airport.  Of 
these, 188 flew within a one-nautical mile radius of the parcel and 143 penetrated the 
gate.  These flights typically passed over the site at altitudes between 1,000 and 3,000 
feet.  For arrival flights, of the 1,225 flights arriving at Mather during August 2009, 73 
penetrated the gate over the parcel and passed at altitudes between 500 and 2,500 
feet.  For touch-and-go flights, the penetration gate was re-orientated to capture the 
relative proximity of the flight tracks to the parcel center and there were 326 touch-and-
go flights, of which 45 penetrated the gate over the parcel.  These flights were at 
altitudes between 1,000 and 3,500 feet.    

The flights that are passing over the parcel (through the penetration gate) are between 
500 and 3,500 feet above ground level.  As previously stated, based on the FAA/USDA 
report Wildlife Strikes to Civil Aircraft in the United States 1990-2008 (September 2009), 
only 20 percent of bird strikes are occurring between 500 and 3,000 feet above ground 
level, compared to 59 percent occurring at 100 feet or less above ground level.  
Because the flights that are passing over the site are at higher altitudes where the 
percentage of bird airstrikes is low, the potential for bird airstrikes over the project site is 
therefore low.    

Current mining activities are likely preventing birds from utilizing portions of the site as 
habitat (e.g., nesting, breeding. roosting).  However, at completion of mining, it is 
recognized the site would provide potential bird habitat, similar to how the conditions 
were prior to mining (the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel will function similar to how the existing Morrison Creek channel functioned prior 
to mining activities).   

To facilitate the control of hazardous wildlife, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
recommends the use of steep-sided, rip-rap lined, narrow, linearly shaped water 
detention basins.  In addition, the FAA recommends that all vegetation in or around 
detention basins that provide food or cover for hazardous wildlife should be eliminated. 
These design modifications to the proposed retention basins are feasible measures to 
reduce the use of the retention basins by birds and has been included as mitigation, to 
the extent practicable.  With mitigation, the BASH risk remains low. 
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Plate LU-5:  Penetration Gate for Flight Path Data (from SCAS) 
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The same conclusion was made for a similar project, titled Aspen IV Special Planning 
Area (SPA) (County Control No. 2006-0396), which is located within 0.8 and 1.5 miles 
of airport property.  A Wildlife Hazard Assessment (WHA) was conducted and prepared 
by D. Airola of Airola Environmental Consulting (dated August 2, 2007).  The Aspen IV 
SPA site is located closer to the airport than the proposed project site.  For the BASH 
analysis, data from Sacramento County Airports System was collected and it was found 
that most flights occurred at heights 500-2,000 feet above the Aspen IV SPA project 
site.  The analysis concluded that the overall BASH potential for the site under the 
proposed project would remain low.  The primary factor responsible for keeping BASH 
risk low is the high altitudes (500+ feet) at which aircraft crosses the site.  Therefore, 
with inclusion of mitigation, the conclusion that the potential for bird airstrikes over the 
project site is low is a reasonable conclusion.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Potentially Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

LU-4 The retention basins on Vineyard I and Aspen IV South shall include the following 
design criteria to the maximum extent practicable, while still adhering to the 
federal agency regulations:  

a. The basin shall incorporate steep side slopes (3:1 or greater) 

b. The basin shall be designed to remain clear of vegetation that may 
provide nesting, roosting or foraging opportunities for birds.  Only 
herbaceous vegetation necessary for erosion control purposes will be 
allowed.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
At the completion of mining activities on the three mining sites, portions of the pit floors 
are expected to be near original grade due to the “drying bed” method (Teichert 
Aggregates) on Aspen III South and Aspen IV South and the use of overburden as fill 
on the Vineyard I mining site to bring portions of the pit floor to within five feet of original 
grade.  At the completion of mining, the site will be returned to agricultural production 
and the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel will be a riparian 
corridor with a trail easement.    

In the 2010 Bikeway Master Plan, there are Class II bike lanes proposed for Elder 
Creek Road and Fruitridge Road, located south and north of the project site.  In the draft 
2025 Sacramento County Bikeway System, Class II bike lanes are proposed for Hedge 
Avenue and Mayhew Road.  A trail system along the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel would eventually connect to a larger system of trails in the vicinity of the project 
site.  This is beneficial for future recreational uses of the site and is a positive outcome 
of the proposed project.   
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Since the project site will return to agricultural uses (the land use prior to mining 
activities) and there will be beneficial recreational opportunities in the future, there are 
no adverse significant impacts in the cumulative condition.  The cumulative land use 
impacts of the proposed project are considered less than significant.     
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13 NOISE 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the existing noise environment at the project site and analyzes 
the noise generating potential of the project and its potential impacts to surrounding 
land uses.  Where appropriate, mitigation is included to reduce or eliminate noise 
impacts.   

The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flows.  On the Aspen IV South 
property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised bank 
flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed outside the 
effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the 
preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The location 
of a retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site has been determined for the proposed 
project, as well an option for a retention basin on the Aspen IV South mining site.   

SETTING 

The project site is generally located south of Fruitridge Road, west of Bradshaw Road, 
east of Hedge Avenue, and north of Elder Creek Road.  Mayhew Road is between 
Vineyard I and Aspen IV South mining sites.  Jackson Highway is located approximately 
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1 mile north of the Vineyard I expansion site and Bradshaw Road is located 
approximately 4,165 feet (0.7 mile) east of the Vineyard I expansion site.  

The project mining sites are actively mined and there are barriers (consistent with the 
previous project’s mitigation measures for noise and aesthetics) in place around the 
perimeter of the mining properties to shield mining operation noise from sensitive 
receptors.   

When Mather Air Force Base was in operation, the average ambient noise levels within 
the project as a result of aircraft overflights historically ranged from 70-80+ CNEL (daily 
average), with single event noise levels when aircraft flew over the project site much 
higher than this average.  Since the closure of the Air Force Base and conversion of the 
airport to civilian uses, noise levels have substantially reduced.   

Another source of noise in the project area is from nearby roadways, such as Jackson 
Highway and Bradshaw Road.   

REGULATORY SETTING 

COUNTY GENERAL PLAN NOISE ELEMENT 
The Noise Element of the Sacramento General Plan establishes noise exposure criteria 
to aid in determining land use compatibility.  The goal of the Noise Element is to:   

“…protect the citizens of the county from exposure to excessive noise.”   Further, 
the Noise Element must protect the economy of the county by preventing 
encroachment of noise sensitive land uses upon noise producing developments. 
 Both of these tasks are accomplished through policies that limit the noise levels 
received in residential or other noise sensitive areas, and describe a process for 
regulating noise.”    

The policies in the Noise Element of the General Plan define the limits of noise 
exposure for sensitive land uses.  The policies of the Noise Element are organized 
based on:  traffic and railroad noise sources, aircraft noise sources, non-transportation 
noise sources, construction noise, noise from transportation projects, and general noise 
policies.     

The following policy for non-transportation noise sources from the Noise Element of the 
General Plan applies to the project:  

NO-6 Where a project would consist of or include non-transportation noise 
sources, the noise generation of those sources shall be mitigated so as 
not exceed the interior and exterior noise level standards of Table 2 at 
existing noise-sensitive areas in the project vicinity. 
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Table 2 

Non-Transportation Noise Standards 
Sacramento County Noise Element 
Median (L50) / Maximum (Lmax)1  

 

 

Outdoor Area2 Interior3   

Receiving Land Use 

 

Daytime Nighttime Day & Night Notes 
 
All Residential 

 
55 / 75 50 / 70 35 / 55   

 
Transient Lodging 

 
55 / 75 --- 35 / 55 4 

 
Hospitals & Nursing Homes 

 
55 / 75 --- 35 / 55 5, 6 

 
Theaters & Auditoriums 

 
--- --- 30 / 50 6 

 
Churches, Meeting Halls, 
Schools, Libraries, etc. 

 
55 / 75 --- 35 / 60  6 

 
Office Buildings 

 
60 / 75 --- 45 / 65 6 

 
Commercial Buildings 

 
--- --- 45 / 65 6 

 
Playgrounds, Parks, etc. 

 
65 / 75 --- --- 6 

 
Industry 

 
60 / 80 --- 50 / 70 6 

Notes: 
1. The Table 2 standards shall be reduced by 5 dB for sounds consisting primarily of speech or music, and for 

recurring impulsive sounds.  If the existing ambient noise level exceeds the standards of Table 2, then the 
noise level standards shall be increased at 5 dB increments to encompass the ambient. 

2. Sensitive areas are defined in the acoustic terminology section. 

3. Interior noise level standards are applied within noise-sensitive areas of the various land uses, with windows 
and doors in the closed positions. 

4. Outdoor activity areas of transient lodging facilities are not commonly used during nighttime hours. 

5. Hospitals are often noise-generating uses. The exterior noise level standards for hospitals are applicable only 
at clearly identified areas designated for outdoor relaxation by either hospital staff or patients. 

6. The outdoor activity areas of these uses (if any), are not typically utilized during nighttime hours. 

7. Where median (L50) noise level data is not available for a particular noise source, average (Leq) values may 
be substituted for the standards of this table provided the noise source in question operates for at least 30 
minutes of an hour.  If the source in question operates less than 30 minutes per hour, then the maximum 
noise level standards shown would apply.  
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SACRAMENTO COUNTY ZONING CODE  
Section 235-52 of the Sacramento County Zoning Code outlines standards for 
aggregate mining operations (including sand and gravel mines, hard rock quarries and 
dredger tailing mining operations).  Section 235-52(f) pertains to noise standards and 
states the following:  

Noise Standards.  Unless otherwise provided by the Sacramento County Code 
the sound level created by the mining use at the boundary line of the authorized 
mining area shall not exceed 70 dBA except along a boundary contiguous to 
another area authorized to mine for sand or aggregates.  A violation of the noise 
standard will occur if the noise level at the property line exceeds:  

(1) The noise limit for a cumulative period of more than thirty (30) minutes in 
any hour, or;  

(2) The noise limit plus 5 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 1 minute 
in any hour, or the noise limit plus 20 dBA for any period of time.  

MATHER AIRPORT COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN AND MATHER AIRPORT 

POLICY AREA 
The project site is located approximately 2 miles southwest of the southwest end of 
Mather Airport’s runway, a primary source of noise in the project area.   

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to noise, a 
project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will:  

 Exposes persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the Sacramento County General Plan and Zoning Code,  

 Exposes persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels,  

 Results in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project 
vicinity above levels existing without the Project, or 

 Results in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in 
the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the aggregate processing plant would increase noise 
levels at the project site boundary line and found that this would be considered a 
significant impact.  Mitigation was proposed for this impact; however the mitigation 
measure did not apply to the Proposed Project Without the Vineyard I Processing Plant 
Alternative.  The prior project did not construct the processing plant on the Vineyard I 
site; therefore, this impact no longer exists and the mitigation measure is no longer 
applicable to the proposed project.   

NOISE LEVELS IN EXCESS OF THE NOISE STANDARDS OF THE ZONING CODE 

AND NOISE ELEMENT  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that noise levels in excess of 75 dBA may occur at 
nearby residences and other sensitive off-site receivers due to scrapers and 
other mobile mining equipment, and that the noise standard could be exceeded 
when mining equipment is operating close to the mining site boundary.  This was 
considered a significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with 
mitigation measures.  The proposed project includes two properties for mining, 
which are located within the previously approved mining site and are not located 
adjacent to sensitive receptors.    

The prior FEIR/EIS identified a mitigation measure that required noise barriers along the 
residential/project property lines, that would reduce significant noise impacts to less 
than significant.  The barriers are in place for the Vineyard I mining site; therefore the 
inclusion of 5.6 acres for mining on the Vineyard I site would not cause noise levels in 
excess of standards for sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the project site.  The 
Reclamation Plan amendment portion of the proposed project will not generate noise in 
excess of the standard.  The prior mitigation measure is no longer applicable to the 
proposed project, since it has been completed through the prior project.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required – Prior Mitigation has been completed through the 
prior project. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATION OF THE ZONING CODE NOISE STANDARD DUE TO THE 

CONVEYOR SYSTEM  
The prior FEIR/EIS found that the noise impact from the conveyor system would 
be a less than significant impact.  The proposed project would utilize the existing 
conveyor system.  

The prior FEIR/EIS stated that the conveyor system was proposed to be located at least 
250 feet from the nearest residential property line and over 500 feet from the nearest 
residence.  Worst case conveyor system noise level at the nearest residential property 
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line was determined to be 57 dB, and at the nearest residence the noise level was 
determined to be 51 dB.  It was concluded that the temporal nature of this aspect of the 
project’s operation, coupled with the comparatively low amounts of anticipated noise, 
makes this a less than significant impact.   

The proposed project does not change this conclusion, as there are no changes to the 
uses or location of the conveyor system.  Impacts remain less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required 

HEAVY TRUCK TRAFFIC AND OPERATION OF PROCESSING PLANT MAY 

CONSTITUTE A NOISE SOURCE  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project’s increased truck traffic along area 
roadways is not expected to result in significant noise impacts.  The proposed 
project does not involve heavy trucks on roadways (all trucks will remain onsite) 
and there is not a processing plant associated with the mining project.   

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that there would be approximately 28,600 truckloads 
associated with overburden removal and operation of the processing plant would 
produce an average rate of 600 trips per day and a peak rate of 800 trips per day, 
generally occurring from 6:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.  The short term increase in noise levels 
on Jackson Highway is estimated to be less than 2 dB during the peak hour.  Typically, 
a 3-5 dB change in Ldn is needed before the change in noise level becomes noticeable. 
In addition, the General Plan Noise Element indicates that residential uses in 
agricultural areas such as the project vicinity are considered compatible with noise 
levels of up to 65 dB Ldn.   

The processing plant was never built as part of the prior project; there is no longer a 
potential for noise impacts as a result of the processing plant.  

The proposed project includes a reclamation plan amendment and inclusion of 5.6 
acres to the previously approved Vineyard I mining site.  The reclamation plan 
amendment does not result in the potential for heavy truck traffic or operational noise 
impacts.    

Since the additional 5.6 acres for mining will not require any truck trips on local 
roadways (all mined material will be sent to an offsite processing plant via the conveyor 
system) there is no potential for noise impacts associated with heavy truck traffic; 
impacts remain less than significant.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The proposed project will not contribute to any significant noise impact.  The project, in 
combination with other projects in the area will not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the noise environment.  In addition, in the post reclamation condition of 
the project site, the project will not contribute to noise in excess of standards.  
Accordingly, the proposed project will not result in a cumulative noise impact; 
cumulative impacts are considered less than significant.   
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14  PUBLIC SAFETY 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses the public safety impacts associated with the project.  The 
primary public safety issues for the project include slope stability and hazards posed by 
mining operations should a member of the public inadvertently enter the project site 
during mining operations.  Slope stability is further discussed in the Geology and Slope 
Stability Chapter of this SEIR.   

The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above. 

SETTING 

The project site consists of three active mining sites, Vineyard I, Aspen III South and 
Aspen IV South.  These three mining sites were previously approved for mining in 1999. 
The Vineyard I mining expansion site is located within the Vineyard I mining site and is 
surrounded by active mining.  The existing Morrison Creek channel has not been mined 
to date.    
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The revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been constructed in phases on the 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites and consists of a meandering channel and 
is vegetated with native grasses and trees.   

The prior FEIR/EIS identified that public safety would be an issue if there were no 
fencing to keep the public out of the mining sites.  The prior FEIR/EIS reiterated the 
Zoning Code regulation regarding fences and warning signs.   

Mitigation for the project required that there be perimeter fencing in place at the project 
site until a post-reclamation /future use of the project site occurred.   

REGULATORY CONTEXT 

The Sacramento County Zoning Code and the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 
(SMARA) contain regulations pertaining to surface mining.  Many of these regulations 
focus on the safe operation of the mine.  For example Sections 235-54 of the Zoning 
Code addresses fences and requires that they be at least six feet in height, meet the 
ground within four inches and be kept in good repair with gates installed to fence height 
at all entrances.  Other requirements are for a reclamation plan and financial bonding 
mechanism to ensure the future reclamation of the site back to a safe and stable 
landform.   

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of CEQA provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts.  Appendix G does not contain specific public safety standards; 
however, impacts to public safety would be similar to those impacts found for 
geology/slope stability, hazardous materials and hydrology (drainage and flooding).  
These impacts are analyzed in the respective chapters of this environmental document. 
In addition, there are many local, State and federal safety regulations pertaining to mine 
safety that must be in place for mining operations.  Therefore, for this chapter, a 
significant impact to public safety would result if the proposed project did not protect the 
public from inadvertent entry into the active mining sites.    

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS DURING MINING OPERATIONS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining operations at the project site had the 
potential to create hazardous conditions.  This was found to be a significant 
impact that could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.   
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The prior FEIR/EIS stated that due to the use of heavy equipment such as bulldozers, 
scrapers, and front-end loaders, and the creation of a 25± foot deep, steep-sided pit, 
inadvertent public entry to the mining site could create a public safety hazard.  The 
inclusion of mitigation that requires retention of perimeter fencing until post-reclamation 
development or future use of the site occurs, was found to reduce this impact to public 
safety to less than significant.   

The project was required to install fences and warning/trespass signs that comply with 
Section 235-54 and 235-55 of the Zoning Code.  The Smith-Cook properties are located 
within the boundaries of the existing Vineyard I mining site.  Appropriate fencing and 
warning signs are already in place that prevents the inadvertent entry of the public into 
the mining areas.  

If the Vineyard I expansion site is approved for inclusion to the Vineyard I site for 
mining, the project would be required to comply with all local, State and federal 
regulations pertaining to mine safety.  Since this is an area of alluvial and not hard rock 
deposits, no blasting or storage of explosives is expected.  The Geology and Slope 
Stability chapter provides analysis of the slope stability of the active and reclaimed pit 
walls and stability of the embankment of the revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
and Raised Bank Channel.  Mitigation would ensure that stable slopes are achieved; 
therefore, no public safety impacts are expected from slope instability.  Compliance with 
existing local, State and federal regulations will ensure that no significant public safety 
impacts are generated by the proposed project.   

The proposed project does not change the prior conclusion that this impact is 
significant.  The prior mitigation remains applicable to the proposed project and has 
been included below.  This mitigation was found to reduce impacts to less than 
significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

The following mitigation measure is from the prior FEIR/EIS and is applicable to 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site: 

PS-1 All perimeter fencing shall be retained until post-reclamation development/ 
future use of the project site occurs.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS POST-RECLAMATION 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded under the Part B Alternative, a different ultimate 
land use potential could be considered, including park areas.  Public facilities 
within the mining pits after the completion of mining would require more stringent 
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construction standards to protect public health, safety, or general welfare.  This 
was found to be a less than significant impact.   

The proposed project consists of a revised reclamation plan that creates an open space 
recreation area opportunity (trail) within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel.  As proposed, there will be public access and use of the trail 
after mining operations cease.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is constructed 
at grade; however, just south of the corridor is an open mine pit.  At the bottom of this 
pit, it has been proposed that there would be an ephemeral drainage with a riparian 
vegetation community.  As discussed in the Land Use chapter, Southgate Recreation 
and Park District requests that a trail easement be dedicated to Southgate for public 
recreational uses.  Slopes of the Morrison Creek Realignment Channel, Raised Bank 
Channel and mining pits will not have slopes steeper than 2:1 (horizontal:vertical).  
Slope stability has been analyzed in the Geology and Slope Stability Chapter of this 
EIR.  Furthermore, the Post-Reclamation use of the site would be limited to public 
recreational uses along the trail and agricultural activities.  There are no hazardous 
conditions post-reclamation.  Impacts are considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The proposed project in combination with other mining projects in the area does not 
result in a significant public safety impact due to the controls in place to assure that the 
general public is protected from inadvertent entry into active mining sites.  Additionally, 
the requirement that all mines have a reclamation plan and financial bond assures a 
stable safe landform after the conclusion of mining.  Cumulative public safety impacts 
are considered less than significant.  
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15 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the visual characteristics of the project site and vicinity and 
analyzes the impact of the project on visual resources.  Visual resource impacts include 
changes to the visual character of the area, the degree of screening by vegetation, and 
introduction of new sources of light or glare.  Mitigation, where appropriate, is included 
to reduce or eliminate visual resources impacts.   

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen 
IV South. The previously approved reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-
foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit, in 
generally the same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel around the perimeter of the three mining sites.   The proposed project revises 
the previously approved reclamation plan by eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed Project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  These two sites are located between Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South mining sites.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site consists of the previously approved mining sites known as Vineyard I, 
Aspen III South and Aspen IV South.  These three mining sites are bordered by 
Jackson Highway and Fruitridge Road to the north, Bradshaw Road to the east, Elder 
Creek Road to the south, and Hedge Avenue to the west.  The mining sites are inset 
within a rural setting.    
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The prior FEIR/EIS provided the following discussion of aesthetic and visual resources 
in the project vicinity. 

Landscape characteristics of the project area consist of gently sloping rangeland 
in a rural setting.  Single family residences, a religious temple, and commercial 
properties, including a former health club (now a church and school), are located 
on properties adjacent to the project site, and would be subjected to views of the 
mining operations, and eventually the reclaimed pit areas, unless screening 
occurs.   Travelers along Jackson Highway, Bradshaw Road, Eider Creek Road, 
Hedge Avenue, and Fruitridge Road would also have a view of the operations.  
Less sensitive receptors, including adjacent surface mining operations and 
industrial uses also surround the property. 

The following policies in the Conservation Element of the Sacramento County 
General Plan provide for orderly extraction of minerals and subsequent 
reclamation of mined areas with minimal adverse impacts on surrounding 
residential uses and scenic values: 

CO-44. Surface mining shall maintain substantial minimum set backs from 
adjoining rural residential land uses. 

CO-45. Surface mining shall not be allowed without adequate plans for 
reclamation of mined areas. 

These policies are largely implemented through existing Zoning Code provisions 
and CEQA.  The Zoning Code outlines standards for sand and gravel mines that 
provide minimal buffering for adjacent properties.  Unless otherwise provided by 
condition of the use permit, the Zoning Code requires standard chain link fencing 
(Section 235-54), a 25-foot minimum setback from unmined land adjacent to 
public roadways, and a 25-foot setback (Section 235-59) along all other property 
lines around the mining site (the first five feet to consist of unmined land and the 
remainder to be reclaimed to original grade within one year of mining).  The 
Board of Supervisors is also allowed to require, as a condition of the use permit, 
visual screening through the use of berms, screen fences, landscaping, 
setbacks, or combinations thereof (Section 235-56). 

The prior FEIR/EIS described the following possible reactions by the observer: 

The aesthetic value assigned to changed landforms resulting from mining 
activities is very subjective.  To some viewers from the perimeter rim roads, the 
reclaimed pits would be seen as an interesting mosaic of cropland, uplands, 
wetlands, ponds, and riparian canopy.  The visual contrast of water with irregular 
shoreline, undulating topography, and corresponding variable patterns of natural 
and agricultural vegetation would create an aesthetically pleasing viewshed from 
all sides of the pit perimeter. Inclusion of forest canopy throughout the basin 
would screen and soften the artificially steep sides of the pit.  To others, 
especially those few properties that would remain within the noncontiguous site 
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area, the changed landforms resulting from the proposed projects mining 
activities, pits, and bypass channel may be visually objectionable. 

The mining sites are fenced from the public and visual screening is provided either by 
these screen fences or through vegetation.   

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to aesthetics 
and visual resources, a project will normally have a significant effect on the environment 
if it will:   

 Have a substantial affect on a scenic vista;  

 Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway;  

 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings; or  

 Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which could adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area.  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

DEGRADATION OF THE VISUAL CHARACTER OR QUALITY OF THE SITE AND 

ITS SURROUNDINGS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that unless visual screening is adequate there 
would be a significant impact associated with the views of the mining operations. 
The inclusion of the Vineyard I mining expansion site to the Vineyard I mining site 
does not change this impact. The mitigation from the prior project is in place.   

The prior FEIR/EIS noted that the value assigned to changed landforms resulting from 
mining activities is very subjective.  It was noted that the mining project could create an 
aesthetically pleasing viewshed from all sides of the pit perimeter due to visual contrasts 
and undulating topography.  On the other hand, it was recognized that the mining 
activities, pits, and bypass channel may be visually objectionable.   

The proposed Project revises the previously approved Reclamation Plan, which 
eliminates the bypass channel and creates a new Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties, which will be constructed at-
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grade, with a meandering low flow channel, creating a more natural creek corridor 
compared to its previously approved location at the bottom of the mined pit area.  The 
creek will meander similar to how a natural creek would.  In addition, the new Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will be planted to recreate a riparian and oak woodland 
habitat.  There will be trail crossings over the main preserve and maintenance will occur 
in perpetuity.  The proposed project will increase the habitat value of the Morrison Creek 
corridor which could be seen by most people as aesthetically positive.  In addition, on 
the Aspen IV South site, the existing Morrison Creek will be preserved and a Raised 
Bank Channel will be constructed outside of the floodway.  The Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel will connect with the existing Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV 
South.  As Teichert Aggregates will not be mining through the existing Morrison Creek 
channel on the Aspen IV South, there are no adverse aesthetic impacts to this portion of 
the Morrison Creek channel.   

Mining activities on the Vineyard I mining expansion site do not substantially change the 
prior FEIR/EIS conclusion.  There are no homes or roadways adjacent to these two 
properties that could be affected by the additional mining.   

Mitigation was included in the prior document that required the proponents to screen 
mining operations from public roadways, private property and other sensitive receptors 
by providing a combination of visual screens.  These screens were to include 25-foot 
minimum buffers, chain link fencing, berming and landscaping with fast-growing, closely 
spaced shrubs.  In addition, landscaping was to be initiated at least one year prior to 
commencement of mining operations to allow plant establishment and sufficient 
screening growth.  The landscaping plan for Vineyard I (where the additional mining 
activities are to take place) was signed off as complete and acceptable in January 2001. 
  

The two small parcels proposed for inclusion into the Vineyard I mining site will be 
screened from the public view by the existing visual screenings installed by the 
proponents; impacts are considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Required – Prior Measures have been completed 

CREATE A NEW SOURCE OF SUBSTANTIAL LIGHT OR GLARE AFFECTING 

NIGHTTIME VIEWS IN THE AREA 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the nighttime landscape in the vicinity of the 
project would be changed.  Urban type lighting will exist on the project site which 
has not existed in the past and will be visible to existing residents and travelers 
passing by.  This was found to be a significant impact.  Mitigation reduced the 
impact to less than significant.  The proposed project does not substantially 
change this conclusion and impacts can be mitigated to less than significant. 
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The prior FEIR/EIS stated that most of the lighting would be located in the vicinity of the 
proposed processing plant.  The light within the mining area would vary in setback and 
height relative to adjacent uses, depending upon which area of the site is actively being 
mined at any particular time and the depth to which the mining of that particular area 
has proceeded.  The processing plant was not constructed as part of the prior project.  
The lighting associated with the mining is the only nighttime lighting impact associated 
with the project.   

The reclamation amendment of the proposed project will not require any lighting and the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site will be located on the existing Vineyard I mining site, 
which is currently being mined.  There are lights currently associated with the mining 
activities; therefore, there are no new impacts associated with the inclusion of the 5.6 
acres for mining.  

Mitigation measures included below were proposed in the prior FEIR/EIS and remain 
applicable to the proposed project.  With mitigation, impacts will be considered less than 
significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

With minor changes, the mitigation measure from the FEIR/EIS below is applicable to 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site the proposed Project.   

AV-1 Any lighting shall be arranged and controlled so as not to illuminate public rights-
of-way or adjacent properties.  In order to reduce direct and reflected light 
pollution, lighting at the project site shall be equipped with shields that 
concentrate the illumination downward such that no direct light is cast off the site. 
Energy efficient lights shall be used, similar to the types used as residential 
outdoor security lights.  The candle power of the illumination at ground level shall 
not exceed what is required by any safety or security regulations of any 
government agency with regulatory oversight of the mining operation.   

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The project, in combination with other projects in the vicinity of the project site, would 
not create an adverse aesthetic impact.  At the completion of mining, the three mining 
sites (Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South) would return to agricultural 
production, which is the approved Post-Reclamation use of the site.   

At the completion of mining, the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel on Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South would be completed and planted with riparian and oak vegetation.  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel would connect to the preserved Morrison Creek and 
proposed Raised Bank Channel on Aspen IV South.  Vegetation and oak tree mitigation 
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plantings would be within this Raised Bank Channel.  The proposed Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel would have a higher aesthetic value 
compared to the No Project condition since the new channel will mirror a natural creek 
more than the previously approved bypass channel and pit bottom riparian corridor/low-
flow channel.  In addition, a pedestrian trail is proposed within the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel, which ultimately is planned to connect a 
larger network on recreational trails in the area.  This also increases the aesthetic value 
of the proposed project.   
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16 PUBLIC SERVICES 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses the public services available at the project site and identifies any 
impact associated with the provision of public services.   

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow 
channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on the 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project also includes a request for Granite to incorporate two small 
properties, totaling 5.6 acres, to their Vineyard I site for mining activities.  The Vineyard I 
mining expansion site is located within the Vineyard I mining site and is surrounded by 
mining activities.  

SETTING 

The project site is located within the Sacramento County Urban Services Boundary 
(USB) and is within the active service area of a variety of public utility and service 
districts.  Service providers were provided an opportunity to review and comment on the 
proposed project through the NOP process and through application distribution by the 
Planning Department.  The following agencies commented on the proposed project and 
have been addressed below:  

 Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District (letter dated July 8, 2008) 

 Southgate Recreation and Park District (letter dated October 19, 2011) 

 Sacramento Area Sewer District (letter dated July 7, 2008) 
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 Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (letter dated June 20, 
2008) 

 Environmental Management Department (letter dated January 3, 2008) 

FIRE PROTECTION 
The project site is serviced by the Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District.  Staff (M. 
Keehn) submitted comments and recommended conditions of approval for the Vineyard 
I portion of the proposed project.  These requested appropriate Fire District access to all 
unimproved and recreational areas, firebreaks and fencing for wetland, open space and 
unimproved and recreational areas as wells as a recommendation that fencing be 
constructed on non-combustible materials.  All conditions of approval will be included 
within the staff report prepared by the Planning Department.     

PARKS AND RECREATION 
Staff of the Southgate Recreation and Park District (M. Casey) reviewed the proposed 
Project and submitted comments and conditions of approval (letter dated October 19, 
2011) for the Vineyard I portion of the project.   The Southgate Park District commented 
that the District has met with the project applicant and County staff regarding the open 
space and bicycle/pedestrian trail conditions.  Southgate Park District is coordinating 
with Teichert for the Aspen III South and Aspen IV South properties in order to provide a 
continuous bicycle/pedestrian trail though (or nearby) the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel.   

Southgate Park District submitted conditions of approval relating to the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, the bicycle/pedestrian trail, improvements to the trail and perpetual 
funding for the trail.  The Southgate Park District states that the District will accept 
easements for the U.S. Army Corps authorized 14-foot wide trail crossing through the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and a 20-foot wide trail corridor easement along the 
entire northern property line and along the southern property line from Mayhew Road to 
the western most crossing, outside of the preserve, to allow for a 10-12 foot-wide paved 
trail.  The final trail surfaces, width and public access points to the trail will be mutually 
determined by the Applicant and Southgate Park District.  The Southgate Park District 
has not to date submitted final conditions of approval for the Teichert properties, Aspen 
III South and Aspen IV South.  However, final conditions of approval from Southgate 
Park District is likely to be similar to the conditions submitted for Vineyard I; therefore, 
the final conditions regarding the trail easements, location, surface material and access 
points do not result in any significant environmental impacts.  The final conditions of 
approval from Southgate Park District will be addressed in the Planning Department’s 
staff report.   

The Land Use chapter includes mitigation that requires that the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel be dedicated to a third party entity and that funding be provided for 
the maintenance and monitoring in perpetuity.   
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SOLID WASTE SERVICE 
Public sewer service within Sacramento County is provided by the Sacramento 
Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) and the Sacramento Area Sewer District 
(SASD), formally County Sanitation District No. 1 (CSD-1).  The project site lies within 
the existing boundaries of both service districts.  Each of the districts provides a distinct 
service. 

SASD operates, maintains and constructs sewage trunks and collection lines that carry 
between 1 and 10 million gallons per day.  SASD provides collection and transport of 
sanitary sewage and industrial wastes from its facilities to the major transmission, 
treatment, and disposal facilities operated by SRCSD. 

The SRCSD provides sewage transport via interceptor lines with capacities exceeding 
10 million gallons per day.  Sewage collected locally by the SASD (along with other 
public agencies) is transported by SRCSD via one of four interceptor sewers to the 
Regional Treatment Plant near the town of Freeport.  The Regional Plant provides 
secondary sewage treatment through a pure oxygen activated sludge process and then 
discharges treated effluent into the Sacramento River downstream from domestic water 
supply intake facilities. 

Both agencies, SASD and SRCSD, reviewed the proposed Vineyard I expansion of the 
proposed project and submitted comments and conditions which are included in the 
Impacts and Analysis section below.   

ENERGY SERVICE 
Existing electrical service is provided from the Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
(SMUD).  No comment letter has been received to date from SMUD.    

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The criteria used to evaluate the significance of public services and utility impacts 
resulting from the proposed project were developed based on CEQA Guidelines and on 
professional standards.  Impacts of the proposed project on public service and utilities 
were considered significant if implementation of the project would:  

 Result in inadequate wastewater treatment and disposal facilities for full 
buildout of the project;  

 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of electric or natural gas service;  
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 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of emergency services such as to substantially increase emergency response 
times;  

 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of park and recreation services 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

IMPACTS TO SRCSD AND SASD (FORMALLY CSD-1) SEWAGE LINES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed mining operations would 
eliminate possible routes for gravity sewers being considered by SRCSD and 
CSD-1, which was considered a significant impact that could be reduced to less 
than significant with mitigation.  

The prior FEIR/EIS noted that SRCSD and CSD-1 completed a Sewerage Expansion 
Study and a 1994 Update Expansion Study, in part to investigate the most feasible trunk 
and interceptor alignment to serve areas within the USB.  The 1994 Update provided for 
an interceptor alignment through the project site.  This was identified as the Bradshaw 
Interceptor alignment, which was proposed adjacent to Bradshaw Road.  The Bradshaw 
Interceptor was proposed to be constructed through the area by 2005.  It was noted in 
the prior FEIR/EIS that the mining operations would most likely not be started prior to 
the construction of the planned sewer lines.  Therefore, it was concluded that 
excavation activities associated with mining would have the potential to effect and/or 
eliminate possible routes for gravity sewers being considered by SRCSD and CSD-1.   

The Bradshaw Interceptor has been installed and completed in the project area.  The 
proposed project would not have an impact to this sewer facility.   

In 2002, CSD-1 prepared a Master Plan (approved in 2004), and in 2006 CSD-1 
conducted a Master Plan Update to the 2002 Master Plan.  The Master Plan Update 
sought to establish the future capital needs of the CSD-1 trunk sewer system, 
addressing capacity relief projects for the existing system, as well as expansion projects 
to serve newly developed areas.  Based on the 2006 Master Plan Update, a trunk 
expansion is proposed at the intersection of Elder Creek Road and South Watt Avenue, 
where it travels east along Elder Creek Road and appears to travel north up Mayhew 
Road.  This trunk expansion is proposed for the years 2011 to 2020.   

Elder Creek is the southern limit of the project site.  The CSD-1 Master Plan and Master 
Plan Update have identified future trunk and interceptor locations.  Based on the Master 
Plan Update, the proposed project will not adversely impact any planned sewer 
facilities.   



16 - Public Services 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 16-5 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

SRCSD Staff (R. Armstrong) reviewed the proposed project and commented (letter 
dated June 20, 2008) that the SRCSD Northwest Interceptor, Section 1, which is an 84-
inch line located on the north side of Fruitridge Road, is located within the proposed 
project boundaries.  SRCSD further commented that improvements associated with the 
proposed project do not appear to conflict with this facility.   

Staff (S. Khan) of SASD commented (letter dated July 7, 2008) that the subject property 
is outside the boundaries of SASD and would be subject to the Environmental 
Management Department (EMD) approval for on-site waste disposal facilities.  The 
proposed project would not require an on-site waste disposal facility.  

As there are no new sewer facilities planned through the project site and new facilities 
are located along existing roadways, mining and excavation of the project sites will not 
affect planned sewer facilities.  This impact is now considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Required 

IMPACTS TO EXISTING SEPTIC SYSTEMS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that seepage from septic systems could cause 
adverse impacts when excavation occurs near a septic system site, especially in 
areas with gravelly soils.  This was found to be a significant impact that could be 
reduced to less than significant.  In addition, the prior FEIR/EIS determined that 
proposed mining operations would require the removal of onsite septic systems, 
which was found to be a less than significant impact.  

The prior FEIR/EIS identified the locations of known septic systems on the project site.  
It was concluded that excavation near an existing septic system site could have adverse 
impacts (especially where excavation occurs in areas of gravelly soils) and this was 
considered a significant impact.  However, compliance with the Zoning Code regarding 
mining setbacks for sewerage systems was found to reduce this impact to less than 
significant.   

Mining setbacks for sewerage systems are provided in the Sacramento County Zoning 
Code, Section 235-52(e)(5) [old Zoning Code Section 235-59(d), as stated in the prior 
FEIR/EIS], which states:  

In the event there are individual sewage disposal systems near or within the 
mining site, the mining setbacks shall conform to the provisions of the 
Sacramento County Code, Chapter 6.32 and shall be subject to the approval of 
the Sacramento County Environmental Management Department and the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Approval of these agencies must be 
obtained on the minimum mining setbacks before a Work Authorization Permit 
can be obtained, per Section 235-45(a)(2).  If setbacks of the mining use permit 
are established which exceed the setbacks prescribed in this Section, the Board 
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shall specify in writing reasons for requiring the additional setback and the 
setbacks shall become conditions of the use permit.    

The applicant for Vineyard I mining site has submitted an exhibit that shows the location 
of dust control wells, landscape irrigation wells and the approximate location of other 
wells/septic.  The proposed Vineyard I expansion site contain a dust control well and a 
well/septic.  There are no septic systems located near the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel.   

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the mining operations would require the removal of 
onsite septic systems in compliance with Sacramento County EMD and Building 
Department guidelines.  This was found to be a less than significant impact.  Conditions 
from the prior FEIR/EIS required that the proponents submit a site plan for review to the 
Sacramento County EMD showing the exact locations of existing wells and septic 
systems within 300 feet of the project site.  Wells proposed to be used during mining 
operations, wells and/or septic systems proposed for abandonment and any proposed 
well(s) must be indicated on the plans.  Furthermore, the project proponents were 
required to abandon any existing septic systems according to EMD procedures and 
standards.   

Compliance with the Sacramento County Code and Zoning Code will ensure that mining 
and excavation activities would not have an adverse impact to septic systems.  Impacts 
on septic systems as a result the Vineyard I expansion mining site are considered less 
than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

USE OF ONSITE WATER 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining activities would require water to be 
used for dust control and landscaping.  The rate of use would depend upon dust 
control and plant needs.  Aggregate processing incorporates both well water from 
new wells constructed within the project site and recycled settling pond water.  
This was found to be a less than significant impact.   

The prior FEIR/EIS included a condition that required the proponents to submit for 
review by EMD, a site plan showing the exact location of existing wells and septic 
systems within 300 feet of the project site.  The plan is to also indicate the wells 
proposed for use during the mining operation, wells and/or septic systems proposed for 
abandonment and the proposed location of any new wells.   

Although it was determined that this impact was less than significant, mitigation was 
included that required all new wells constructed within the project site be located and 
designed to minimize interference with existing wells within and outside the project site, 
to the satisfaction of EMD.   
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The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that there are no plans to provide public water to the 
project site or surrounding area during or following mining operations.  The proposed 
project does not change the prior conclusion.  Impacts remain less than significant. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required 

REMOVAL OF WATER WELLS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining operations would require the removal 
of water wells.  However, since removal of wells would have to be in compliance 
with regulations of EMD and the Building Department guidelines, this was found 
to be a less than significant impact.  

There is one dust control water well located within the Vineyard I expansion site.  There 
are also existing wells located on Aspen III South and Aspen IV South mining sites.   

Staff (C. Hawkins) of EMD reviewed the proposed project and submitted a comment 
letter (letter dated January 3, 2008) requesting that “any existing well that will not be 
operational must be destroyed under permit from EMD” be included as a condition for 
the proposed project.  Removal of water wells prior to excavation would be in 
compliance with EMD regulations, which will ensure impacts associated with removal of 
water wells are less than significant.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

ELECTRIC FACILITIES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that electrical facilities would need to be installed 
to serve the proposed project, including those for the aggregate processing 
facility.  This was considered a less than significant impact.   

The processing facility was not included as part of the prior project.  The mined material 
was to be sent to existing processing facilities via the conveyor system.  It was 
determined in the prior FEIR/EIS that electricity needed for the project site would be 
supplied from SMUD’s Sunrise/Jackson substation.  Even with the inclusion of the 
processing facility, it was determined that the electric power demand would not 
constitute a significant increase in demand.   

Although this impact was considered less than significant, there were two mitigation 
measures included for this impact.  One mitigation measure pertained to the proposed 
processing facility on the Vineyard I mining site.  That mitigation measure is not 
applicable to the project.  The other mitigation measure required that any existing 
overhead power lines shall remain, and if necessary be relocated at the proponents’ 
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expense as the operation proceeds.  The Vineyard I expansion site does not have any 
overhead power lines located on the site. This mitigation measure is not applicable to 
the proposed project.   

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, Raised Bank Channel and the Vineyard I 
expansion site will not require additional electric facility use over what was originally 
permitted.  This impact remains less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

NATURAL GAS FACILITIES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the installation of natural gas facilities would 
need to be installed to serve the proposed project, including the hot asphalt plant. 
 This was considered to be a less than significant impact.   

The processing plant that was previously proposed for Vineyard I was not built as part 
of the previous project, since Granite was able to obtain the necessary easements for a 
conveyor system to their existing off-site plant.  The proposed project will not require the 
use of natural gas; therefore, natural gas facilities will not need to be installed.  This is 
no longer an impact.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

PARK SERVICES 
The project site is within the boundaries of Southgate Recreation and Park 
District.  The proposed project will provide trails through the mitigation corridor for 
public use. 

The revised reclamation plan creates a wetland/riparian stream corridor and includes 
trails for public use/ open space.  Southgate Recreation and Park District reviewed the 
proposed project and submitted comments and recommended conditions of approval.  
The District requests for a trail easement within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
and Raised Bank Channel.   

The provision of trails and open space on the project site is addressed in the Land Use 
Chapter.  The use of the project site as open space was found to not have a significant 
impact on the post development and use of the project site.  The provision of park 
services to the project site is considered a less than significant impact.  Although 
impacts are considered less than significant, mitigation consistent with the Land Use 
Chapter has been included.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 
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Mitigation Measures:  Implement Mitigation Measure LU-3 

EMERGENCY SERVICES 
The proposed project will provide public use of the mitigation corridor.  The 
Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District provides fire protection service to the 
project area and provided conditions of approval.  The project will not adversely 
affect the provision of fire services.   

The project proposes to have trails through the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel.  These trails will eventually connect to future bike 
trails, as shown on the 2010 Bikeway Master Plan.  The trails will be considered open 
space, to be used by the general public.  The Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District 
reviewed the proposed project and submitted comments and recommended conditions 
of approval.  Upon compliance with recommendations of the Fire District, the project as 
proposed is not expected to adversely affect the provision of fire services.  Impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Service providers were given the opportunity to comment on the proposed project and 
none identified existing deficiencies in capacity or ability to provide service to which the 
proposed project would contribute.  Based on this information, the proposed project 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a public 
service impact; cumulative impacts are considered less than significant.  
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17 CLIMATE CHANGE 

INTRODUCTION TO CLIMATE CHANGE AND GLOBAL WARMING 

The average surface temperature of the Earth has risen by about 1 degree Fahrenheit 
in the past century, with most of that occurring during the past two decades (World 
Meteorological Organization, 2005).  To the layperson, this apparently small amount of 
warming may appear insignificant.  Correspondingly, the probable increases in average 
temperatures of between 3 to 8 degrees Fahrenheit (Cayan, et al., 2006a) may appear 
noticeable, but still insignificant.  The word average is of critical importance to 
understanding climate change and global warming.  In July, the average high 
temperature in Sacramento is 94 degrees Fahrenheit (The Weather Channel website, 
2007).  This number is created by averaging temperatures over decades, not just for 
one particular year.  Although the average is 94 degrees Fahrenheit, residents know 
that the individual days and weeks making up that average are as much as 20 degrees 
warmer or cooler in the extreme cases and up to 10 degrees warmer or cooler on a 
more regular basis.  Therefore, applying an average increase of 8 degrees in a strictly 
linear way (omitting forcing effects) would mean that the average July temperature in 
Sacramento would be 102 degrees, and that temperatures could get as hot as 122 
degrees in an extreme event (the current record is 114) and could regularly reach 112 
degrees.  This kind of temperature shift would have significant consequences to citizens 
and the environment alike. 

The principal greenhouse gases (GHGs) that enter the atmosphere because of human 
activities are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and fluorinated 
gases.  From 1750 to 2004, concentrations of CO2, CH4, and N2O have increased 
globally by 35, 143, and 18 percent, respectively.  Other greenhouse gases, such as 
fluorinated gases, are created and emitted solely through human activities. (EPA 2006) 
Carbon dioxide is the gas that is most commonly referenced when discussing climate 
change because it is the most commonly emitted gas.  While some of the less common 
gases do make up less of the total greenhouse gases emitted to the atmosphere, some 
have a greater climate-forcing effect per molecule and/or are more toxic than carbon 
dioxide. 

“In order to stabilize the concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere, emissions would 
need to peak and decline thereafter.  The lower the stabilization level, the more quickly 
this peak and decline would need to occur.  Mitigation efforts over the next two to three 
decades will have a large impact on opportunities to achieve lower stabilization levels.”  
(IPCC 2007c) 
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CARBON DIOXIDE 
Carbon dioxide emissions are mainly associated with combustion of carbon-bearing 
fossil fuels such as gasoline, diesel, and natural gas used in mobile sources and 
energy-generation-related activities.  The U.S. EPA estimates that CO2 emissions 
accounted for 84.6% of greenhouse gas emissions in the United States in 2004 (EPA 
2006).  The California Energy Commission (CEC) estimates that CO2 emissions 
account for 84% of California’s anthropogenic (manmade) greenhouse gas emissions, 
nearly all of which is associated with fossil fuel combustion (CEC 2005).  Total CO2 
emissions in the United States increased by 20% from 1990 to 2004 (EPA 2006). 

METHANE 
CH4 has both natural and anthropogenic sources.  Landfills, natural gas distribution 
systems, agricultural activities, fireplaces and wood stoves, stationary and mobile fuel 
combustion, and gas and oil production fields categories are the major sources of these 
emissions.  The U.S. EPA estimates that CH4 emissions accounted for 7.9% of total 
greenhouse gas emissions in the United States in 2004.  (EPA 2006)  The CEC 
estimates that CH4 emissions from various sources represent 6.2% of California’s total 
greenhouse gas emissions (CEC 2005).  Total CH4 emissions in the United States 
decreased by 10% from 1990 to 2004 (EPA 2006). 

NITROUS OXIDE 
N2O is produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including those reactions 
which occur in fertilizers that contain nitrogen.  Global concentration for N2O in 1998 
was 314 ppb, and in addition to agricultural sources for the gas, some industrial 
processes (fossil fuel fired power plants, nylon production, nitric acid production, and 
vehicle emissions) also contribute to its atmospheric load.  (EPA 2006) 

The U.S. EPA estimates that N2O emissions accounted for 5.5% of total greenhouse 
gas emissions in the United States in 2004 (EPA 2006).  The CEC estimates that 
nitrous oxide emissions from various sources represent 6.6% of California’s total 
greenhouse gas emissions (CEC 2005).  Total N2O emissions in the United States 
decreased by 2% from 1990 to 2004 (EPA 2006). 

FLUORINATED GASES (HFCS, PFCS, AND SF6) 
Fluorinated gases, such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs) and 
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), are powerful greenhouse gases that are emitted from a variety 
of industrial processes.  The primary sources of fluorinated gas emissions in the United 
States include the production of HCFC-22, electrical transmission and distribution 
systems, semiconductor manufacturing, aluminum production, magnesium production 
and processing, and substitution for ozone-depleting substances.  The U.S. EPA 
estimates that fluorinated gas (HFC, PFC, and SF6) emissions accounted for 2.0% of 
total greenhouse gas emissions in the United States in 2004.  (EPA 2006)  The CEC 
estimates that fluorinated gas emissions from various sources represent 3.4% of 
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California’s total greenhouse gas emissions (CEC 2005).  Total fluorinated gas 
emissions in the United States increased by 58% from 1990 to 2004 (EPA 2006). 

WORLDWIDE, NATIONAL AND STATEWIDE EMISSIONS 

Table CC-1 presents estimated GHG emissions from California, the United States, and 
from worldwide sources.  The results are presented in units of million metric tons per 
year of CO2 equivalents (MMTCO2Eq). 

Table CC-1: 
Greenhouse Gases Emissions Worldwide, United States, and California  

 

Geographic Region 

CO2 CH4 N2O 

MMTCO2Eqa MMTCO2Eqb MMTCO2Eqc

Worldwide GHG Emissions for calendar 
year 20001 

38,000 5,434 3,002

United States GHG Emissions for 
calendar year 20042 

5,973.0 639.5 353.7

California GHG Emissions for calendar 
year 20043 

427.4 25.9 15.1

Notes:  
aMMTCO2Eq means million metric tons per year of CO2 equivalent, using Global Warming Potential (GWP) values 
provided by IPCC in its Fourth Assessment Report (TAR) (IPCC 2007a). The GWP for CO2 is 1. 
bThe GWP from IPCC’s TAR for CH4 is 21. 
cThe GWP from IPCC’s TAR for N2O is 310. 

CO2 = carbon dioxide; N2O = Nitrous oxide; CH4 = Methane. 
1 Worldwide GHG emissions taken from Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 4th Assessment Report, Climate 
Change 2007: Synthesis Report, page 36. 
2United States GHG emissions taken from Emissions of Greenhouse Gases in the United States 2004, Energy 
Information Administration, U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, DC, December 2005. 
3California GHG emissions taken from Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to 2004, 
California Air Resources Board, November 2007. 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY EMISSIONS 

The ICLEI (Local Governments for Sustainability) Clean Air and Climate Protection 
Model (CACP) was used to estimate unincorporated Sacramento County emissions, 
along with the emissions of all of the incorporated cities in the County.  This complete 
inventory was done to provide a regional picture, but the County does not have control 
over incorporated city emissions 
(http://www.sustainability.saccounty.net/ReportsPublications/default.htm, click on the 
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Reports and Publications link to download the full Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 
for Sacramento County).  The baseline year 2005 was chosen based on availability of 
information.  In cases where 2005 data was unavailable, 2006 or other recent-year data 
was substituted.  The software inventories community GHG emissions for all operations, 
with a separate government analysis tab that determines GHG emissions of local 
government operations as a subset of the community analysis.  The community analysis 
divides GHG emissions among residential (energy usage), commercial and industrial 
(energy usage), transportation (exhaust emissions), off-road vehicle use (exhaust 
emissions), waste (landfill emissions), wastewater treatment (energy usage), agriculture 
(fertilizers, enteric fermentation, etc), High GWP (high global warming potential, such 
are refrigerants), and airport (emissions from County buildings and fleets – does not 
include fleet owned by airlines) sectors.  The government analysis divides emissions 
among buildings, vehicle fleet, employee commute, streetlights, water/sewage, and 
waste sectors. 

For the community analysis, energy use was obtained for the Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District (SMUD) and the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E).  Community 
waste generation for Sacramento County was collected through the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) web site and through consultation with 
staff of Sacramento County Municipal Services Agency.  The SMUD reported its 2005 
GHG emissions and an emissions factor for all electricity sold to customers that was 
verified and certified by the California Climate Action Registry.  This emissions factor 
was input into the model as a replacement for the statewide emissions factor for 
electricity consumption to generate more accurate GHG emissions estimates for 
Sacramento County electricity consumption.  The analysis also uses localized vehicle 
miles traveled information using the outputs from the Sacramento Regional Travel 
Demand Model (SACMET) and the emissions factors from the Emission Factors Model 
2007 (EMFAC 2007).  The software default emissions factors for other GHGs, which are 
based on statewide averages, were used in all other instances. 

As shown in Table CC-2, the County 2005 emission baseline is approximately 5.2 MMT 
per year, with the transportation sector as the largest contributor at 40% of the total.  
The emissions per sector drop precipitously from there, with the residential sector 
emitting only half of the transportation sector total.  However, the residential and 
commercial sectors can be combined to give a more overarching view, because though 
these sectors operate differently, the source of emissions are the same: private building 
and interior equipment energy usage.  Combining these sectors, transportation 
accounts for 40% of emissions, and operation of residential, commercial, and industrial 
buildings accounts for 35% of emissions.  The off-road vehicle, waste, wastewater, 
agriculture, and high global warming potential greenhouse gases (High GWP GHG) 
sectors combined are responsible for only 21% of the County emissions, with the airport 
as an additional 4%. 
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Table CC-2: 2005 Community Emissions by Sector 

Sector CO2e (metric tons) Percent 

Residential 1,033,142 19.9 

Commercial and Industrial 772,129 14.8 

Transportation 2,046,617 39.3 

Off-Road Vehicle Use 236,466 4.5 

Waste 435,348 8.3 

Wastewater Treatment 70,662 1.4 

Agriculture 197,132 3.8 

High GWP GHGs 203,528 3.9 

Airport 200,404 3.9 

Total 5,201,313 100 

EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed 
several emission trajectories of carbon dioxide needed to stabilize global temperatures 
and climate change impacts.  It concluded that a stabilization of greenhouse gases at 
400 – 450 ppm carbon dioxide-equivalent concentration is required to keep global mean 
warming below 2°C, which in turn is assumed to be necessary to avoid dangerous 
climate change (IPCC 2007a).  The California Climate Change Center (CCCC) at UC 
Berkeley has determined that an 11 percent reduction of greenhouse gases from 2005 
levels is required by year 2010, a 25 percent reduction is required by 2020, and an 80 
reduction by 2050 in order to stabilize greenhouse gases at 400 – 450 ppm carbon 
dioxide-equivalent concentrations and avoid potentially dangerous climate change 
impacts (CCCC 2006).  The California Legislature required these reduction levels by 
enacting Assembly Bill 32. 

Though reduction rates were established in California law (AB 32), as of the writing of 
this document there are no established statewide CEQA thresholds for greenhouse 
gases.  AB 32 requires ARB to adopt a statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit 
equivalent to the statewide greenhouse gas emissions levels in 1990 to be achieved by 
2020, as specified. 

AB 1493 – GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION STANDARDS FOR AUTOMOBILES 
California Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 in 2002 required the California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) to develop and adopt the nation’s first GHG emission standards for automobiles. 
The legislature declared in AB 1493 that global warming was a matter of increasing 
concern for public health and environment in the state.  It cited several risks that 
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California faces from climate change, including reduction in the state’s water supply, 
increased air pollution creation by higher temperatures, harm to agriculture, and 
increase in wildfires, damage to the coastline, and economic losses caused by higher 
food, water energy, and insurance prices.  Further the legislature stated that 
technological solutions to reduce GHG emissions would stimulate California economy 
and provide jobs. 

The State of California in 2004 submitted a request for a waiver from federal clean air 
regulations (as the State is authorized to do under the Clean Air Act) to allow the State 
to require reduced tailpipe emissions of CO2.  In late 2007, the EPA denied California’s 
waiver request and declined to promulgate adequate federal regulations limiting GHG 
emissions.  In early 2008, the State brought suit against EPA related to this denial. 

A recent ARB study (ARB 2008a) showed that in calendar year 2016, AB 1493 (also 
referred to as the Pavley standard or the Pavley rules) would reduce California’s GHG 
annual emissions by 16.4 million metric tons (MMT) of carbon dioxide equivalents 
(CO2e). This is almost 50% more than the 11.1 MMT reduction produced by currently 
proposed federal fleet average standards for model years 2011 – 2015. 

Further, by 2020, California is committed to implement revised, more stringent GHG 
emission limits, the Pavley Phase 2 rules (See discussion of scoping plan below). 
California’s requirements would reduce California GHG emissions by 31.7 MMTCO2e in 
calendar year 2020, 45 percent more than the 21.9 MMTs reductions under the 
proposed federal rules in that year. Since the California rules are significantly more 
effective at reducing GHGs than the federal CAFE (fuel economy) program, they also 
result in better fuel efficiency – roughly 43 miles per gallon (mpg) in 2020 for the 
California vehicle fleet as compared to the new CAFE standard of 35 mpg. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER S-3-05 
Executive Order S-3-05 was the precursor to Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32 is described in 
the next section) and was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in June 2005.  This 
Executive Order was significant because of its clear declarative statements that climate 
change poses a threat to the State of California.  The Executive Order states that 
California is “particularly vulnerable” to the impacts of climate change, and that climate 
change has the potential to reduce Sierra snowpack (a primary source of drinking 
water), exacerbate existing air quality problems, adversely impact human health, 
threaten coastal real estate and habitat by causing sea level rise, and impact crop 
production.  The Executive Order also states that “mitigation efforts will be necessary to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions”. 

To address the issues described above, the Executive Order established emission 
reduction targets for the state: reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels by 2010, to 1990 
levels by 2020 and to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.  The Secretary of the California 
Environmental Protection Agency was named as coordinator for this effort, and the 
Executive Order required a progress report by January 2006 and biannually thereafter.  
As a result, the Climate Act Team was created by the California Environmental 



17 - Climate Change 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 17-7 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

Protection Agency.  The first report from the Climate Act Team was released in March 
of 2006, which proposed to meet the emissions targets through voluntary compliance 
and state incentive and regulatory programs. 

Currently only the 2020 target has been adopted by the state through legislation (see 
Assembly Bill 32, below).  As a result, all of the impact discussions, mitigation, and 
strategies are based on meeting the 2020 target, not the longer-term 2050 target. 

ASSEMBLY BILL 32 
In September 2006, Assembly Bill (AB) 32 was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger of 
California.  AB 32 requires that California GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 
the year 2020, just like Executive Order S-3-05.  However, AB 32 is a comprehensive 
bill that requires ARB to adopt regulations requiring the reporting and verification of 
statewide greenhouse gas emissions, and it establishes a schedule of action measures. 
AB 32 also requires that a list of emission reduction strategies be published to achieve 
emissions reduction goals. 

As of this writing, the first six critical path items have occurred.  AB 32 is in effect and 
the list of early action measures was adopted by the ARB on June 21, 2007 (Resolution 
07-25), and many other measures were added at a hearing on October 25, 2007.  The 
Scoping Plan was adopted on December 11, 2008.  Regulations to implement various 
early action measures have been adopted (such as the Low Carbon Fuel Standard). 

SENATE BILL 375 
On September 30, 2008, Senate Bill (SB) 375 was signed by Governor 
Schwarzenegger of California.  SB 375 combines regional transportation planning with 
sustainability strategies in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in California’s 
urbanized areas.  Existing law requires each regional transportation planning agency, 
which in Sacramento County’s case is the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG), to adopt a Metropolitan Transportation Plan.  SB 375 required the California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) to set performance targets for reduction of passenger 
vehicle emissions per capita in each of 16 Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) 
in the state for 2020 and 2035.  For the SACOG MPO, these targets were set at 7% 
below 2005 per capita emissions for 2020 and 16% below 2005 per capita emissions for 
2035.  MPOs are not required to meet the greenhouse gas emission targets established 
by ARB, but if they conclude it is not feasible to do so, they must prepare an Alternative 
Planning Scenario to demonstrate what further land use and/or transportation actions 
would be required to meet the targets.  SB 375 also requires that the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan for each MPO include a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 
that integrates the land use and transportation components, and amends CEQA to 
provide incentives for housing and mixed use projects that help to implement an 
MTP/SCS that meets the ARB targets. 
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SENATE BILL 97 CHAPTER 185, STATUTES OF 2007 
Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) requires that the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) prepare 
guidelines to submit to the California Resources Agency regarding feasible mitigation of 
greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of GHG emissions as required by CEQA.  The 
California Resources Agency is required to certify and adopt these revisions to the State 
CEQA Guidelines by January 1, 2010.  The Natural Resources Agency adopted the 
amendments on December 30, 2009.  On February 16, 2010, the Office of 
Administrative Law approved the Amendments, and filed them with the Secretary of 
State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations.  The Amendments became 
effective on March 18, 2010. 

ENDANGERMENT FINDING 
On December 7, 2009, the U.S. EPA made an Endangerment Finding and a Cause or 
Contribute Finding related to greenhouse gases.  The U.S. EPA Administrator found 
that the current and projected concentrations of the six key well-mixed greenhouse 
gases – carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons 
(HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) – in the atmosphere 
threaten the public health and welfare of current and future generations 
(endangerment).  The Administrator also found that the combined emissions of these 
well-mixed greenhouse gases from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines 
contribute to the greenhouse gas pollution which threatens public health and welfare 
(Cause or Contribute). 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA EMISSION REDUCTION/ADAPTATION STRATEGIES 

Several strategies to reduce vehicle emissions have been identified by the California 
Environmental Protection Agency’s Climate Action Team.  These include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 

VEHICLE CLIMATE CHANGE STANDARDS 
With the passage of AB 1493, Pavley, Chapter 200, Statutes of 2002, California moved 
to the forefront of reducing vehicle climate change emissions.  This bill required the 
state to develop and adopt regulations that achieve the maximum feasible and cost-
effective reduction of climate change emissions emitted by passenger vehicles and light 
duty trucks.  Regulations were adopted by the ARB in September 2004.  The ARB 
analysis of this regulation indicates emissions savings of 1 million tons CO2 equivalent 
(MMTCO2e) by 2010 and 30 million tons CO2 equivalent by 2020. 
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DIESEL ANTI-IDLING 
Reduced idling times and the electrification of truck stops can reduce diesel use in 
trucks by about 4 percent, with major air quality benefits.  In July 2004 the ARB adopted 
a measure to limit diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicle idling.  AB 32 analysis 
indicates that anti-idling measures could reduce climate change emissions by 1.2 
MMTCO2e in 2020.   

OTHER NEW LIGHT DUTY VEHICLE TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENTS 
In September 2004 the California Air Resources Board approved regulations to reduce 
climate change emissions from new motor vehicles.  The regulations apply to new 
passenger vehicles and light duty trucks beginning with the 2009 model year.  The 
standards adopted by the Board phase in during the 2009 through 2016 model years. 
When fully phased in, the near term (2009 – 2012) standards will result in about a 22 
percent reduction as compared to the 2002 fleet, and the mid-term (2013 – 2016) 
standards will result in about a 30 percent reduction. 

New standards would be adopted to phase in beginning in the 2017 model year 
(following up on the existing mid-term standards that reach maximum stringency in 
2016).  Assuming that the new standards call for about a 50 percent reduction, phased 
in beginning in 2017, this measure would achieve about a 4 MMT reduction in 2020. 
The reduction achieved by this measure would significantly increase in subsequent 
years as clean new vehicles replace older vehicles in the fleet – staff estimates a 2030 
reduction of about 27 MMT. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER S-01-07 
This Executive Order was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger on January 18, 2007 
and directed the Climate Action Team to determine whether the items in the Order could 
be established as an early action measure pursuant to AB 32 – which the Climate 
Action Team has now done.  The Executive Order states that the State of California 
relies on petroleum-based fuels for 96% of its transportation needs, there were more 
than 24 million motor vehicles registered in California, and statewide gasoline 
consumption was almost 16 billion gallons in 2005.  To address the carbon emitted by 
this use of fuel, the Executive Order states that a statewide goal must be established to 
reduce the “carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels” by at least 10% by the 
year 2020 and that a Low Carbon Fuel Standard for transportation fuels be established. 
The Low Carbon Fuel Standard applies to all “refiners, blenders, producers or importers 
of transportation fuels in California”. 

CALIFORNIA CLIMATE ADAPTATION STRATEGY 
In December 2009, the California Resources Agency, in coordination and partnership 
with multiple other state agencies, released their California Climate Adaptation Strategy. 
 This document summarizes the best known science on climate change impacts in 



17 - Climate Change 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 17-10 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

seven specific sectors, including: public health, biodiversity-habitat, ocean & coastal 
resources, water management, agriculture, forestry, and transportation and energy 
infrastructure.  The strategy provides recommendations on how to manage against 
threats to these sectors.  The strategy is in direct response to Gov. Schwarzenegger's 
November 2008 Executive Order S-13-08 that specifically asked the Natural Resources 
Agency to identify how state agencies can respond to rising temperatures, changing 
precipitation patterns, sea level rise, and extreme natural events. 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY EMISSION REDUCTION EFFORTS 

CLIMATE ACTION PLAN 
In May of 2009 Sacramento County published a Phase I Draft Climate Action Plan 
(Phase I CAP).  The Phase I CAP provides a framework and overall policy strategy for 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions and managing our resources in order to comply 
with AB 32.  It also highlights actions already taken to become more efficient, and 
targets future mitigation and adaptation strategies.  This document is available at 
http://www.sustainability.saccounty.net/ClimateActionPlan/default.htm.  The draft Phase 
I CAP contains policies/goals related to agriculture, energy, transportation/land use, 
waste, and water. 

Goals in the section on agriculture focus on promoting the consumption of locally-grown 
produce, protection of local farmlands, educating the community about the intersection 
of agriculture and climate change, educating the community about the importance of 
open space, pursuing sequestration opportunities, and promoting water conservation in 
agriculture.  Actions related to these goals cover topics related to urban forest 
management, water conservation programs, open space planning, and sustainable 
agriculture programs. 

Goals in the section on energy focus on increasing energy efficiency and increasing the 
usage of renewable sources.  Actions include implementing green building ordinances 
and programs, community outreach, renewable energy policies, and partnerships with 
local energy producers. 

Goals in the section on transportation/land use cover a wide range of topics but are 
principally related to reductions in vehicle miles traveled, usage of alternative fuel types, 
and increases in vehicle efficiency.  Actions include programs to increase the efficiency 
of the County vehicle fleet, and an emphasis on mixed use and higher density 
development, implementation of technologies and planning strategies that improve non-
vehicular mobility. 

Goals in the section on waste include reductions in waste generation, maximizing waste 
diversion, and reducing methane emissions at Kiefer landfill.  Actions include solid 
waste reduction and recycling programs, a regional composting facility, changes in the 
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waste vehicle fleet to use non-petroleum fuels, carbon sequestration at the landfill, and 
methane capture at the landfill. 

Goals in the section on water include reducing water consumption, emphasizing water 
efficiency, reducing uncertainties in water supply by increasing the flexibility of the water 
allocation/distribution system, and emphasizing the importance of floodplain and open 
space protection as a means of providing groundwater recharge.  Actions include 
metering, water recycling programs, water use efficiency policy, water efficiency audits, 
greywater programs/policies, river-friendly landscape demonstration gardens, 
participation in the water forum, and many other related measures. 

Publication of a Phase II CAP is anticipated to occur one year from the adoption of the 
2030 Sacramento County General Plan.  This Phase II CAP is intended to flesh out the 
strategies involved in the Phase I CAP, and will include economic analysis, intensive 
vetting with all internal departments, community outreach/information sharing, timelines, 
and detailed performance measures. 

CHICAGO CLIMATE EXCHANGE 
In February 2007, the County joined the Chicago Climate Exchange. The Chicago 
Climate Exchange is the world’s first and North America’s only voluntary, legally binding 
rules-based greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction and trading system.  Chicago 
Climate Exchange Phase I members commit to reduce GHG emissions 1% per year 
over the years 2003 through 2006 relative to a 1998 through 2001 average baseline.  
Members agree to reduce GHG emissions by a total of 4% below the baseline by 2006. 
 Chicago Climate Exchange Phase II members commit to reduce GHG emissions from 
1¼% to ½% per year through the years 2007 through 2010 for grand total of 6% below 
the baseline. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION/ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAM 
The Board of Supervisors approved an Energy Conservation/Energy Efficiency Program 
in 2001.  The essence of the program is to reduce electrical energy usage during peak 
periods of the day.  The program contains ten measures such as participating in 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s Voluntary Emergency Curtailment Program, 
setting building temperatures to 78° F to decrease cooling demand and dual switching 
of lights.  The preliminary baseline for direct and indirect emissions for the County is 
226,700 metric tons of CO2. 

CALIFORNIA CLIMATE ACTION REGISTRY 
The County joined the California Climate Action Registry (Registry) in December 2006. 
The Registry is a non-profit public/private partnership that serves as a voluntary GHG 
registry to protect, encourage and promote early actions to reduce GHG emissions. 
Registry participants agree to calculate, certify and publicly report GHG emissions.  The 
Registry provides a reporting tool, standards and protocol for reporting GHG emissions. 
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AB32 recognizes participation in the Registry in a number of ways.  First, AB 32 
requires the ARB to incorporate the standards and protocols developed by the Registry 
in the rulemaking process.  Second, AB 32 provides that entities that join the Registry 
prior to December 31, 2006 and report their emissions according to the Registry 
protocols will not be required to significantly alter their reporting program. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS FOR SUSTAINABILITY (ICLEI) 
The Local Governments for Sustainability is administered under the International 
Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI), which the County joined in 2007.  
Cities for Climate ProtectionTM (CCP) is ICLEI's flagship campaign.  The program is 
designed to educate and empower local governments worldwide to take action on 
climate change.  CCP is a performance-oriented campaign that offers a framework for 
local governments to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve livability within 
their municipalities.  This campaign would give Sacramento County a framework and 
tools to develop a plan for greenhouse emissions. The basic framework is called the 5 
Milestones and consists of the following steps: completion of a baseline emissions 
inventory and forecast, adoption of an emissions reduction target, development of a 
Local Action Plan, implementation of policies and measures, and monitoring and 
verification of results. 

The County has completed the emissions inventory and it is available on the 
Department of Environmental Review and Assessment website at 
www.dera.saccounty.net (see the home page under special studies). 

GREEN FLEETS 
The City and County of Sacramento have adopted a heavy-duty low-emission vehicle 
(LEV) acquisition policy.  The policy goal is to reduce oxides of nitrogen (NOx) 
emissions from heavy-duty fleet vehicles to meet the year 2005 standard for ozone in 
the Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-attainment area.  The efforts will focus on the 
conversion of the on-road, heavy-duty equipment fleets to certified low-emission 
vehicles as these vehicles are replaced as part of regular systematic replacement 
programs.  As of 2004 the County has committed to replace 50% off the fleet to low-
emission vehicles. 

COOL COUNTIES INITIATIVE 
On July 16, 2007 at the National Association of Counties Annual Conference in 
Richmond, Virginia, 12 pioneering counties representing 17 million people launched 
“Cool Counties.” The Cool Counties initiative seeks to marshal the resources of all 
3,066 counties across the nation to address the challenges climate change poses to our 
communities.  On May 27, 2008 the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors approved 
a resolution to become a Cool County and participate in the initiative. 
 
Participating counties commit to four smart actions:  
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1. reducing our own contributions to climate change through our internal operations;  

2. demonstrating regional leadership to achieve climate stabilization and protect our 
communities;  

3. helping our community become climate resilient;  

4. urging the federal government to support our efforts.  

These actions are consistent with the state requirements under Assembly Bill (AB) 32 
and Executive Order S-3-05, including: 

  Assessing local operations that impact greenhouse gas emissions; 

   Working to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 80% below current levels by 2050; 

 Identifying local vulnerabilities to climate change and creating a plan to address 
them; 

 Working with counties nationally to urge the federal government to adopt 
legislation to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 80% below current levels by 2050. 

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

CEQA Guidelines section 16064.4 states that an agency should make a “good faith 
effort . . . to describe, calculate, or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions 
resulting from a project”.  It is left to the lead agency’s discretion to use a quantitative or 
qualitative approach.  Factors that should be considered when determining significance 
are: 

1. The extent to which the project may increase or decrease greenhouse gas 
emissions compared to the baseline; 

2. whether the project exceeds any applicable significance threshold; and 

3. the extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted 
to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

The guidelines do not include a numeric significance threshold, but instead defer to the 
lead agency to determine whether there are thresholds which apply to the project.  With 
regard to the third item, statewide plans include AB 32 and SB 375, as described in the 
Regulatory setting.  The underlying strategy and assumptions of the AB 32 Scoping 
Plan were used to develop County thresholds.  AB 32 requires emissions be reduced to 
1990 levels by the year 2020, which is estimated in the AB 32 Scoping Plan to be 15% 
below existing (2005) emissions.  The text is emphasized to note that the goal is not 
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15% below what is known as “business-as-usual” conditions or unmitigated project 
emissions; it is 15% below the emissions which were existing in California as of the year 
2005. 

As previously discussed, Sacramento County prepared a GHG emissions inventory for 
the County, and as an offshoot of that process has published a Draft Climate Action 
Plan.  Thresholds have been developed based on the County inventory (see Table 
CC-3).  As shown below, separate thresholds have been included for each sector.  The 
purpose of this division is to provide additional information about the source of 
emissions.  When making a final determination of significance, these thresholds can be 
combined to generate a total emissions threshold; it is this total threshold that will 
ultimately determine whether impacts are found to be significant. 

Table CC-3: Greenhouse Gas Significance Thresholds, in Metric Tons 

Sector 
2005 

Baseline 
2020 

Target 
Thresholds 

Residential Energy 1,033,142 877,883 1.33 per capita 

Commercial & 
Industrial Energy 

772,129 656,660 7.87 per Kft2 

Transportation 2,046,617 1,740,000 2.64 per capita 

Trucks 488,806 415,218 0.10 per 100 VMT 

Also note that the transportation sector is expressed in per capita, which is not 
applicable to non-residential projects.  The determination was made that, in general, 
non-residential projects redistribute existing trips made by passenger vehicles – they do 
not generate new trips.  The majority of trips to and from a commercial project are 
generated by residential uses.  Residential projects are already being required to 
account for transportation emissions, so including them for commercial projects as well 
would result in double-counting.  Therefore, only the truck-trips generated by a 
commercial project itself will be subject to analysis.  An exception to this rule is any 
commercial project which is a regional draw or unique draw, and thus may cause the 
redistribution of existing trips in a manner that will increase total existing VMT. 

Thresholds applicable to construction activities have not been developed.  Emissions 
resulting from the usage of off-road vehicles is only 4.5% of the total inventoried 
emissions in Sacramento County, which includes recreational and other vehicles, not 
just construction fleets.  Furthermore, while emissions from the actual use of newly 
constructed buildings adds to existing building stock and thus results in a cumulative 
year-on-year increase in emissions, the amount of construction in a region does not 
result in cumulative additions.  Though construction may increase or decrease in a 
given year due to market demand, the average amount of construction undertaken does 
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not tend to increase over time.  For this reason, even without mitigation the amount of 
annual emissions resulting from construction is expected to decrease over time as a 
result of the implementation of existing regulations (such as the low carbon fuel 
standard) and fleet turnover.  An analysis of the data for construction equipment within 
the EMFAC (Emissions Factor Model) 2011 indicates that construction fleet emissions 
will reduce by approximately 11% between 2005 and 2020.  Standard mitigation applied 
for the purpose of reducing other air pollutants (see the Air Quality chapter) will further 
reduce emissions.  For the foregoing reasons, it was determined that construction 
emissions would not contribute to a significant climate change impact, and no threshold 
is necessary. 

METHODOLOGY 

The applicant provided estimated fuel usage over the life of the Project.  Carbon dioxide 
emissions were directly calculated from the fuel data by using Environmental Protection 
Agency estimates of CO2 emissions per unit of fuel consumed.  According to “Direct 
Emissions from Mobile Pollutant Sources” (May 2008)1, a total of 22.38 pounds of CO2  
is emitted for each gallon of diesel fuel consumed. 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

According to data provided by the applicant, the project will result in the consumption of 
19,628.62 gallons of diesel fuel for the mining of 5.6 additional acres.  Multiplied by the 
emissions factor of 22.38, this results in approximately 199 metric tons of CO2 
emissions.  Though these emissions result from the operation of a quasi-industrial 
enterprise, the emissions will only occur over a time period of six months and will then 
cease.  The purpose of the significance thresholds is to reduce the cumulative effect of 
a year-on-year buildup of emissions, which is not what the Project will cause.  Project 
emissions are more alike to construction emissions in this way, which result in only a 
temporary source of emissions.  Given that the project will not cause an increase in year 
2020 emissions – the emissions will have ceased long before then – no mitigation or 
further analysis is necessary.  Project impacts are short-term, like construction impacts, 
and will not impede the ability of the County or the State to achieve 2020 target year 
emissions; impacts are less than significant.   

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
As stated above, since mining of the Vineyard I mining expansion site is short-term in 
nature and will not impede the ability of the County or the State to achieve 2020 target 
year emissions, the project will not have a cumulative greenhouse gas emission impact; 
the cumulative greenhouse gas emission impacts are considered less than significant. 

                                            

1 http://www.epa.gov/climateleaders/documents/resources/mobilesource_guidance.pdf  
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18 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND THEIR DISPOSITION 

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED 

Approval of the project will result in significant effects in the areas of air quality, geology 
and slope stability and land use that cannot be avoided.  These effects are as follows:  

AIR QUALITY 
Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would not increase exhaust emissions as a result 
of overburden removal.  However, the use of heavy equipment would increase NOx 
emissions above established thresholds.  Mitigation has been recommended to reduce 
impacts; however, not below significant levels.  

GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY 
The prior project was found to have a significant and unavoidable impact due to the 
permanent alteration of the project site’s landform.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site 
would increase the amount of land permanently altered by mining.  The proposed 
project does not lessen the prior impact.  There is no feasible mitigation to reduce this 
impact.  

LAND USE 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that that mining area would potentially conflict with onsite 
and nearby land uses and this was considered a significant and unavoidable impact.  
The Vineyard I expansion request does not result in a conflict with onsite and nearby 
land uses since the expansion site is currently surrounded by mining operations; 
however, as the Vineyard I mining expansion site will be included to the approved 
Vineyard I mining site, the prior conclusion remains.  Although mitigation was 
recommended in the prior FEIR/EIS and is applicable to the proposed project; the 
mitigation measure does not reduce impacts to less than significant.  

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS WHICH COULD BE AVOIDED  
WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

Approval of the project would result in the following significant effects in the areas of 
aesthetics and visual resources, airport compatibility, cultural resources, groundwater 
hydrology and quality, land use, public safety and traffic and circulation, which could be 
avoided with implementation of mitigation measures:  
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AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 
The project was found to have a significant impact as a result of creating a new source 
of substantial light or glare affecting nighttime views in the area.  The proposed project 
does not create any new impacts to nighttime lighting or glare; however this impact 
remains significant.  Mitigation from the prior project remains applicable and includes 
controlling the lighting so as not to create unnecessary light pollution.   

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The project would have a significant effect as a result of the loss of natural vegetative 
communities on the site from prior mining activities.  Mining of the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site does not change this conclusion.  Mitigation requiring implementation of 
the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan will ensure the 
success of replacement habitats and will reduce this impact.  

Prior approval of mining the Vineyard I site resulted in the loss of 3,562 inches of native 
oak and black walnut trees.  This impact is fully mitigated with the incorporation of the 
oak tree planting plan within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel across the 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site 
would result in an additional 40 inches of native oak and black walnut trees to be 
removed.  Mitigation requiring planting of oak trees on an inch-for-inch basis has been 
included and reduces this impact.   

The revision to the Aspen IV South site results in the loss of 801 inches of native oak 
trees.  Impacts due to the connection and construction of the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel within the Mayhew Road right-of-way would result in 
74 inches of oak tree impacts on Aspen IV South and 273 inches on Vineyard I.  The 
total 875 inches of impacts on the Aspen IV South mining site and the 273 inches on the 
Vineyard I site will be mitigated within the preserve of the Raised Bank Channel located 
on Aspen IV South.   

The project will result in the loss of Morrison Creek on the Vineyard I mining site; 
however, the reclamation plan revision to recreate a Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
mitigates for the loss of Morrison Creek.  Mining will not occur through Morrison Creek 
on the Aspen IV South site; the project revision eliminates prior impacts to the creek.  

The prior project resulted in the loss of wildlife habitat due to mining activities.  The 
proposed project does not change this impact; however, with the reclamation plan 
amendment to construct the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, impacts will be 
reduced to less than significant.  

The prior project was found to have a significant impact to vernal pool invertebrates.  
Although the Vineyard I expansion site does not contain any wetlands and there are no 
impacts to vernal pool invertebrates under the proposed project; the prior conclusion 
remains applicable.  However, vernal pool preservation credits have been purchased, 
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and the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will replace lost vernal pool habitats.  
Impacts are reduced to less than significant.   

Impacts to Swainson’s Hawk and other special status birds (burrowing owl and 
tricolored blackbird) were found to be a potentially significant impact under the prior 
project.  The proposed project does not change this impact; however, the recreated 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will recreate suitable habitats for these birds/raptors 
in the post reclamation condition and will therefore not result in an adverse impact to 
these birds/raptors.  Mitigation requiring pre-construction surveys remain applicable to 
the proposed project and impacts are reduced to less than significant.   

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Mining the Vineyard I expansion site could uncover subsurface archaeological 
materials.  This was found to be a potentially significant impact.  Mitigation has been 
included that requires construction work to stop and notification to a professional 
archeologist if a subsurface deposit believed to be cultural or human in origin is 
discovered during construction.  An additional mitigation measure is recommended that 
requires the applicant to contact the County Coroner in the event human remains are 
discovered.  These measures reduce the cultural resources impacts to less than 
significant.    

GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY AND QUALITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that gravel extraction may alter drainage and 
groundwater flow and quality which could affect surrounding properties and domestic 
septic leachfield systems on adjacent surrounding properties.  Mitigation from the prior 
FEIR/EIS is remains applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion site that requires 
the storing of contaminants in a manner that will contain any spills and that any spills in 
the operating areas should be cleaned up immediately.   

GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project’s reclaimed slopes would be subject to 
slope instability.  The proposed project does not change this prior significant impact.  
Mitigation has been included requiring side slopes at a minimum of 1.5:1 2:1 and proper 
soil compaction.  In addition, mining on Aspen IV South will be within 25 feet of the 
Mayhew Road right-of-way and it is anticipated that the subsurface materials on the 
Aspen IV South site are stable under long-term static and seismic conditions.  However, 
soil testing is recommended for this potentially significant impact to ensure that mining 
within the right-of-way does not result in a significant impact.  Implementation of the 
recommended mitigation measures will reduce the level of significance. 

The slopes of the mining pit and recreated channel of the proposed project would be 
subject to erosion and slope instability if not properly vegetated and maintained. 
Mitigation to ensure that the slopes of the pit are vegetated to reduce excessive erosion 
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and enhance slope stability has been recommended.  An additional measure, requiring 
a ten-year monitoring plan that outlines monitoring requirements and identifies 
mitigating steps for any significant erosion should it occur in a specific location along the 
flow channel, has also been recommended.  Implementation of the recommended 
mitigation measures will reduce impacts to less than significant. 

LAND USE 
The prior project was found to disturb 31 acres of Prime Farmland, 435 acres of 
Farmland of Statewide Importance and 419 acres of Farmland of Local Importance.  
The proposed Vineyard I expansion site will disturb an additional 5.6 acres of Prime 
Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance.  Mitigation to prepare/revise a plan 
for the preservation and salvage of topsoil resources suitable for sustaining 
economically viable agricultural uses has been recommended, consistent with the State 
Mining and Geology Board’s Reclamation Regulations.  This mitigation will reduce 
impacts to less than significant. 

AIRPORT COMPATIBILITY 
The proposed project is consistent with the Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan (CLUP).  A Bird Airstrike Hazard (BASH) Analysis has been completed for the 
proposed project and the potential for bird airstrikes over the project site is low.  Impacts 
were found to be potentially significant.  Mitigation that outlines design standards for the 
stormwater detention basin has been recommended to reduce this impact to less than 
significant.  

PUBLIC SAFETY 
The use of heavy equipment, the creation of a 25± foot deep, steep-sided pit and 
inadvertent public entry to the mining site could create a public safety hazard.  
Mitigation from the prior project requiring fences and warning/trespass signs around the 
perimeter of the mining sites has been completed.  Mitigation requiring perimeter 
fencing until post-reclamation development or future use of the site occurs remain 
applicable to the proposed project and would reduce this impact to less than significant.  

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION   
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the additional haul trucks on the roadway system 
would significantly degrade the existing level of service.  Removal of the overburden 
from the Vineyard I expansion site would not result in additional haul trucks on the 
roadway system and would not result in a significant increase in worker trips.  In order 
to ensure that there is not an increase in haul trucks on the roadways related to 
overburden removal and mined aggregate material, mitigation is recommended 
requiring that the mined material be transported to the processing plant by conveyor 
only.  With implementation, this impact will be reduced to less than significant.    
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EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that unless there is adequate visual screening, the 
mining project would have a significant impact associated with views of the mining 
operations.  The prior required mitigation for visual screening is in place and mining of 
the Vineyard I expansion site does not change this conclusion.   

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The prior project was found to not have significant impacts to general invertebrate 
populations, fisheries and special status species such as the American Badger, Pallid 
bat, Townsend’s Western big-eared bat, giant garter snake and special status plants.  
This conclusion remains applicable under the proposed project.  

The prior project was found to have a significant impact to the valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle (VELB) due to removal of seven elderberry bushes on the Vineyard I 
mining site.  Mitigation requiring consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for 
impacts to VELB has been completed and compensatory mitigation has been 
purchased for this impact.  In addition, there are no elderberry bushes located on the 
Vineyard I expansion site.  Impacts to VELB are now less than significant.   

SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE  
The proposed revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan would not result in 
increasing the Morrison Creek floodplain upstream of the site; will not result in an 
increase in the peak flows downstream of the site; will not result in flooding onsite; and 
will not result in damage to the Jackson Highway bridge due to high Morrison Creek 
flows.  In addition, the embankments/levees of the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel are not likely to fail; however, in the extreme unlikely 
event that the embankments/levees do fail, the downstream flows would not be reduced 
significantly and there would not be offsite flooding.  A safety and evacuation plan will 
address embankment failure and will be in effect during mining operations to ensure 
safety to workers and visitors.  

GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS determined that mining operations could alter or disrupt future 
monitoring of contamination plumes at Mather Airport.  This was found to be a 
significant impact that could be reduced with mitigation.  The contamination plume of 
question has not migrated beyond Jackson Road.  As the project site is located 
approximately one mile south of Jackson Road, mining operations on the Vineyard I 
mining expansion site will not affect future monitoring efforts at Mather Airport.  This 
impact is now considered less than significant.  
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 
There are no significant or historical resources on the Vineyard I mining expansion site.  
Impacts to known cultural resources are less than significant.’ 

AIR QUALITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining operations would create new sources of air 
pollutants.  The use of heavy equipment would result in dust generation on the project 
site, which would increase particulate emissions.  However, Basic Construction 
Emission Control Practices will be implemented and the mining activities on the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site would not exceed 15 acres which, according to the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, the project will not have the 
potential to exceed the District’s concentration-based threshold of significance for PM10 
(and PM2.5) at an offsite location.  

CLIMATE CHANGE 
The purpose of the significance threshold for greenhouse gas emissions is to reduce 
the cumulative effect of a year-on-year buildup of emissions, which is not what the 
proposed project will create since the duration of mining the Vineyard I expansion site 
will take up to six months timeframe.  The emissions associated with the project are 
considered temporary and does not impede the ability of the County or State to achieve 
2020 target year emissions.    

GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY 
The loss of the availability of a mineral resource is not an impact of the proposed project 
since the project is provides for the continued extraction of mineral resources.  

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 
The prior FEIR/EIS found significant impacts to traffic safety due to increased truck 
traffic on roads not designed to accommodate truck traffic.  The proposed project will 
not result in an increase in haul trucks.  Prior mitigation for this impact has been 
completed; this impact is now considered less than significant.   

The proposed project will not result in the introduction of new trucks on the roadway 
system and will not result in the deterioration of pavement or damage to roadway 
structural sections.  

The level of service (LOS) in the prior FEIR/EIS was found to be significant and reduced 
to less than significant with mitigation.  The proposed project will not result in a 
degradation of the LOS since the improvements to roadways from the prior project have 
been constructed and there is not an increase in truck traffic associated with the 
proposed project.  This impact is now considered less than significant.  
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LAND USE 
The prior project was found to have a significant impact as the post-project development 
of the site was limited and lacked open space/ recreational uses of the site.  The 
proposed project now includes for a trail to be used by the public; this impact is now 
considered less than significant. 

PUBLIC SAFETY 
The prior project was found to not create hazardous conditions post reclamation.  The 
proposed project does result in hazardous conditions post reclamation and the prior 
conclusion remains.   

PUBLIC SERVICES 
The proposed project will not have a significant impact to the following public services:  

 Sewer services 

 Existing septic systems 

 Water supply (use of onsite well water and removal of water wells) 

 Electric facilities 

 Natural gas facilities 

 Park services 

 Emergency services 

IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

An irretrievable commitment of natural resources, including aggregate harvested for 
urban uses, the use of petrochemicals during mining and the overall change of the 
landform are considered irreversible changes. 

GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 

The project site is located in close proximity to urban growth areas and resources 
harvested from the Vineyard I expansion site would be used to supply development 
consistent with adopted land use plans and policies within Sacramento County, adjacent 
cities and possibly beyond.  The contribution of growth to the region resulting from the 
project is considered minimal and since extension of urban infrastructure would not be 
necessary to facilitate the project, growth-inducing impacts would be considered less 
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than significant.  In addition, there would not be a growth-inducing impact associated 
with the Reclamation Plan amendment component of the proposed project.   

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Title 14, CCR § 15355 defines cumulative impacts as the following:  

“Cumulative impacts” refers to two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environmental impacts.  

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

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

Cumulative impacts are discussed in each respective individual chapter and there were 
no significant cumulative impacts identified.  A summary of the cumulative impact 
discussion from each chapter is provided below.   

 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

o The project, in combination with other projects in the vicinity of the project 
site, would not create an adverse aesthetic impact.  During mining 
operations, the mining site is screened from the public and at the 
completion of mining, the three mining sites will be returned to agricultural 
production.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will be planted with 
riparian and oak trees (as part of mitigation) and the Raised Bank Channel 
will contain oak tree mitigation plantings.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel will have a higher aesthetic value 
compared to the prior approved reclamation plan (approved bypass 
channel and pit bottom riparian corridor/ low-flow channel).    

 Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage 

o The design of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised 
Bank Channel, as well as the weir on Granite I operating and functioning 
in the “As-Built Condition” results in no adverse drainage or surface water 
hydrological impacts.  The proposed project does not contribute 
incrementally to any flow related impacts; therefore the proposed project 
does not have a cumulative hydrological impact.   
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 Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality  

o Mining the Vineyard I expansion site will reduce the depth to the 
groundwater in the project area.  This reduction, in combination with the 
prior project’s four mining sites and other mining sites in the vicinity of the 
project site would not result in a cumulatively considerable incremental 
contribution to a cumulatively significant groundwater hydrology or 
groundwater quality impact.  

 Cultural Resources  

o The proposed project does not result in an impact to known significant 
cultural resources; therefore the project does not contribute to the 
degradation of the overall cultural landscape.  The proposed project would 
not result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to 
cultural resources. 

 Geology and Slope Stability  

o The proposed project will not have a long-term adverse impact due to 
slope stability.  The mining pits, if not brought back to within two feet of 
original grade at the completion of mining, would not be accessible by the 
public.  The project will not have a cumulative impact as it relates to soil 
stability or erosion. 

 Biological Resources 

o The overall loss of a segment of Morrison Creek across Vineyard I does 
not result in a cumulative impact since the proposed created Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel replaces the creek by recreating the lost 
habitats and has been designed to mirror, and function as, a natural creek.  
At the completion of mining, in the post-reclamation condition, wildlife will 
return to the site since the habitats will be replaced and mining would have 
ceased.  The loss of native oak trees would be replaced and fully 
mitigated.  It has been determined through the federal permit process that 
pursuant to the Endangered Species Act, the continued existence of 
special status species would not be adversely affected.  For these 
reasons, the identified biological resources impacts of the proposed 
project do not contribute to a cumulatively significant biological resource 
impact.  

 Traffic and Circulation 

o The proposed project does not result in an increase of truck traffic or other 
significant traffic related impacts.  The project will not generate any traffic 
in the cumulative condition as mining will be complete.  The proposed 
project will not have cumulative traffic and circulation impacts.  
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 Air Quality 

o The Vineyard I mining expansion site would result in the continuation of 
mining activities for three months, up to six months time after completion 
of the approved portion of the Vineyard I property.  Although the 
continuation of mining for an additional six months time was found to have 
a significant exhaust emissions impact, there is not a long term 
operational impact of mining the Vineyard I mining expansion site since 
the cumulative condition (e.g., 2020), mining activities on the Vineyard I 
expansion site will be complete and the site would be returned to 
agricultural activities.  In addition, the reclamation plan amendment 
component of the proposed project would not contribute emissions.  The 
approval for the use permit for the Vineyard I mining expansion site and 
reclamation plan amendment would not result in a cumulatively 
incremental increase in emissions to the Sacramento Valley air basin.  

 Land Use 

o The project site will be returned to agricultural uses (the land use prior to 
mining activities) and the proposed trail will provide for beneficial 
recreational opportunities in the future.  There are no adverse cumulative 
land use impacts of the proposed project.  

 Noise 

o The project, in combination with other projects in the area, will not result in 
a cumulatively considerable contribution to the noise environment.  In 
addition, in the post-reclamation condition of the project site, the project 
will not contribute to noise in excess of standards.  Accordingly, the 
proposed project will not result in a cumulative noise impact. 

 Public Safety 

o The proposed project, in combination with other mining projects in the 
area, does not result in a significant public safety impact due to the 
controls in place to assure that the general public is protected from 
inadvertent entry into active mining sites.   

 Public Services 

o The proposed project will not result in a cumulatively considerable 
incremental contribution to a public service impact.  

 Climate Change 

o Mining of the Vineyard I expansion site is short-term in nature and will not 
impede the ability of the County or the State to achieve 2020 target year 
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emissions.  The project will not have a cumulative greenhouse gas 
emission impact. 
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19 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

INTRODUCTION 

Individual responses to comments received on the Draft SEIR are provided in this 
chapter of the Final SEIR.  Four comment letters were received on the Draft SEIR.    
Each Draft SEIR reviewer that submitted written comments is listed below.  The letters 
are listed by respondent, in alphabetical order.  The comments contained in the letters 
have been repeated below, separated and numbered (where necessary) with responses 
immediately following each comment.  The comment letters are reproduced in their 
original form at the end of this chapter.   

In some cases the response to the comment is “comment noted”.  This response 
indicates that the comment was a statement that did not require an answer.  While no 
further response to the comment is provided, the comment letters are forwarded to the 
Board of Supervisors for consideration via this Final EIR.  Pursuant to Section 15088 of 
the CEQA Guidelines, no written responses are provided for those letters or comments 
that did not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

When comments have resulted in changes to the text of the Draft SEIR, added text is 
provided in bold italics and deleted text is provided in strikethrough format.  Minor 
typographical errors and punctuation corrections are not tracked in this manner unless 
the corrections are germane to a comment or analysis. 

The following comment letters were received:  

1.  Central Valley Flood Protection Board  

2.  Granite Construction Company 

3.  Southgate Parks and Recreation District 

4.  Taylor & Wiley Attorneys  

 

LETTER #1 – CENTRAL VALLEY FLOOD PROTECTION BOARD 

COMMENT 1.1 
The proposed project is located within the regulated areas of Morrison Creek under the 
jurisdiction of the Central Valley Flood Protection Board.  The Board is required to 
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enforce standards for the construction, maintenance, and protection of adopted flood 
control plans that will protect public lands from floods.  The jurisdiction of the Board 
includes the Central Valley, including all tributaries and distributaries of the Sacramento 
River and the San Joaquin River, and designated floodways (Title 23 California Code of 
Regulations (CCR), Section 2).  

A Board permit is required prior to starting the work within the Board’s jurisdiction for the 
following:  

 The placement, construction, reconstruction, removal or abandonment of any 
landscaping, culvert, bridge, conduit, fence, projection, fill, embankment, building, 
structure, obstruction, encroachment, excavation, the planting, or removal of 
vegetation, and any repair or maintenance that involves cutting into the levee 
(CCR Section 6);  

 Existing structures that predate permitting or where it is necessary to establish the 
conditions normally imposed by permitting.  The circumstances include those 
where responsibility for the encroachment has not been clearly established or 
ownership and use have been revised (CCR Section 6);  

 Vegetation plantings will require the submission of detailed design drawings; 
identification of vegetation type; plant and tree names (i.e., common name and 
scientific name); total number of each type of plant and tree; planting spacing and 
irrigation method that will be utilized within the project area; a complete vegetative 
management plan for maintenance to prevent the interference with flood control, 
levee maintenance, inspection and flood fight procedures (CCR Section 131).  

Vegetation requirements in accordance with Title 23, Section 131(c) states “Vegetation 
must not interfere with the integrity of the adopted plan of flood control, or interfere with 
maintenance, inspection, and flood fight procedures.” 

RESPONSE 1.1 
Comment noted.  The project proponents will be conditioned in the Staff Report to 
secure any necessary permit(s) from the Central Valley Flood Protection Board prior to 
diversion of Morrison Creek into the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.   

COMMENT 1.2 
The accumulation and establishment of woody vegetation that is not managed has a 
negative impact on channel capacity and increases the potential for levee over-topping. 
 When a channel develops vegetation that then becomes habitat for wildlife, 
maintenance to initial baseline conditions becomes more difficult as the removal of 
vegetative growth is subject to federal and State agency requirements for on-site 
mitigation within the floodway. 
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RESPONSE 1.2 
The vegetation proposed within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised 
Bank Channel will be maintained and managed as outlined in the Wetland, Oak 
Woodland and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Vineyard I and Aspen IV 
South.  In addition, the hydrology report (refer to Chapter 5, Surface Water Hydrology) 
analyzed the impacts of the proposed vegetated channel/corridor on upstream and 
downstream flows and flooding potential and found that the increased vegetation does 
not result in adverse hydrological impacts.    

COMMENT 1.3 
Hydraulic Impacts – Hydraulic impacts due to encroachments could impede flood flows, 
reroute flood flows, and/or increase sediment accumulation.  The DEIR should include 
mitigation measures for channel and levee improvements and maintenance to prevent 
and/or reduce hydraulic impacts.  Off-site mitigation outside of the State Plan of Flood 
Control should be used when mitigating for vegetation removed within the project 
location.  

RESPONSE 1.3 
Refer to Responses 1.1 and 1.2.  In addition, Mitigation Measure GS-2 requires 
submittal of a report prepared by a California registered professional engineer certifying 
the channel and embankment engineering and foundation soils of the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel.  The report is to address soil stability, soil compaction rates, 
foundation soils, potential failure mechanisms and provide contingencies for repairing 
failures.  Furthermore, Mitigation Measure BR-2 requires implementation of the 
Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan which includes 
reports on the status of the creek (hydrology and vegetation) within the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel and if required based on the reports, any recommendations needed 
for remediation.  These measures will effectively reduce the potential for hydraulic 
impacts.   

COMMENT 1.4 
The permit application and Title 23 CCR can be found on the Central Valley Flood 
Protection Board’s website at http://www.cvfpb.ca.gov/  Contact your local, federal and 
State agencies, as other permits may apply.  

RESPONSE 1.4 
Comment Noted. 

 



19 - Response to Comments 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, Aspen IV South Final SEIR 19-4 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016 & PLNP2008-00017 

LETTER #2 – GRANITE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 

COMMENT 2.1 
Mitigation Measure GS-1 (pp 2-7, 9-5):  This measure should be modified to provide 
clarification that the 90% compaction requirement applies to the slopes of the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel, and not all perimeter slopes at the Vineyard I property.  This 
modification remains consistent with the explanation on Page 9-4 that states that the 
“Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan prepared for the 
Granite Vineyard I site by ECORP (revised July 20, 2007) (provided as Appendix C) 
provides contingency measures that state that the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
would be engineered to a minimum of 90% compaction and would be constructed to 
federal and local standards.” 

RESPONSE 2.1 
Mitigation Measure #1 has been clarified as follows: 

GS-1:  For the Vineyard I mining expansion site, the mining operator shall limit 
the finished side slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and mining pit 
slopes to 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) to ensure stability for existing soil conditions.  
For the slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, soils shall be placed 
and compacted to 90 percent of the maximum dry density, at or near optimum 
moisture conditions, in all finished slopes.  Since local stability of the slope is 
critically dependent upon proper compaction of the overburden soils, a qualified 
soils engineer shall be regularly present throughout grading operations to 
determine compliance with job specifications.   

COMMENT 2.2 
Mitigation Measure BR-1 (pp 2-9, 10-18):  Timing for submittal of recorded Conservation 
Easements should correspond to the requirements of the Section 404 permits issued by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and not the Work Authorization Permits issued by 
Sacramento County.  As a condition of Granite’s current federal entitlements, a 
Conservation Easement should be recorded prior to November 30, 2013.  

RESPONSE 2.2 
Mitigation Measure BR-1 has been updated to require the proponents (both Granite and 
Teichert) to submit recorded Conservation Easements per the timing set in the Section 
404 permits.  
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COMMENT 2.3 
Plate PD-6 (p 3-11) and BR-6 (p 10-11):  These plates should be replaced with the 
correct Proposed Reclamation Plan for Vineyard I, attached to this letter.  

RESPONSE 2.3 
Correction made to Plate PD-6 and Plate BR-6.     

LETTER #3 – SOUTHGATE RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT 

COMMENT 3.1  
Chapter 10 – Biological Resources:  Biological resources are a critical element of the 
recreation and park resources that the District has been appointed to manage and 
protect.  Impacts to these resources are of primary concern to the District.  As part of 
the mitigation measures for this project, the loss of native oak trees are to be 
compensated for by planting oak trees equivalent to the dbh (diameter at breast height) 
inches lost, based on the required ratios.  The District requests that these trees be 
planted within the dedicated project corridor open space if feasible.  

RESPONSE 3.1 
The mitigation measures for the three mining sites provide for native oak tree 
compensation on an inch-for-inch basis and the majority of oak tree replacement will 
occur within the mitigation corridors (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised 
Bank Channel).   

As stated on page 10-21 of the Draft SEIR, for the Vineyard I mining site, impacts to 
native oak trees totaled 809 inches dbh.  On page 10-24, mining the Vineyard I 
expansion site would result in the removal of an additional 40 inches dbh of native oak 
trees.  This is a total of 849 inches dbh of native oak trees.  Table BR-2 on page 10-22 
shows that within the preserve corridor there will be 1,780 oak trees (combination of 
blue oak, valley oak and interior live oak) planted.  An additional 905 oak trees would be 
planted within the ephemeral drainage portion of the preserve corridor.  The oak trees 
are fully mitigated within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  In addition, the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel contains riparian tree plantings to compensate for 
the impacts to California Black Walnuts.  The number of trees planted exceeds the 
number of inches dbh of impacted trees.   

For the impacts to trees on the Aspen IV South site, 140 inches of native oak trees have 
been compensated through perimeter plantings.  Within the Raised Bank Channel on 
Aspen IV South, there will be oak trees planted equivalent to 1,008 inches dbh.  The 
majority of the trees planted as mitigation will occur within the Raised Bank Channel 
(preserve).    
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The request by the District has been met.  Comment noted. 

COMMENT 3.2 
Chapter 12 – Land Use, Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor:  The District understands 
that the 650-foot wide Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor proposed in the Revised 
Reclamation Plan will be owned and managed by the Project Applicant and a 
conservation easement will be recorded and granted to an easement holder accredited 
by the Land Trust Alliance and approved by the Army Corps of Engineers.  The District 
requests copies of all Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
California Department of Fish and Game and any other permitting agency final permits, 
conditions and restrictions, management plans and/or wetland delineations as they 
pertain to the bicycle/pedestrian trail crossings within the 650-foot wide open space 
corridor.  

RESPONSE 3.2 
This is a not a comment on the adequacy of the environmental document.  This 
comment has been forwarded to the staff writer for consideration in the final Staff 
Report as a condition of approval.  Comment noted.       

COMMENT 3.3 
Chapter 16 – Public Services:  The District is working with the project applicant and 
County staff regarding the open space and bicycle/pedestrian trail conditions for this 
project and visited the Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor site on June 16, 2010.  In 
September 2011 the applicant submitted a proposed trail alignment to the District.  
Based on these meetings, the site visit, and the new trail proposal the District has 
revised their comments previously submitted for this project.  The District will continue 
to coordinate with the project applicant, in order to provide a continuous 
bicycle/pedestrian trail acceptable to the District through the Morrison Creek open 
space corridor.  

RESPONSE 3.3 
As stated on page 16-2 of the Draft SEIR, the final recommended conditions of approval 
from the Southgate Recreation and Park District do not result in any significant 
environmental impacts and the final recommended conditions of approval from the 
District will be addressed in the Staff Report.  This comment has been forwarded to the 
staff writer for consideration in the Staff Report.  Comment noted.   

COMMENT 3.4 
Chapter 16 – Public Services, Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Trail:  The District shall accept easements for the authorized 14-foot wide trail crossings 
through the Primary Preserve Area and a 20-foot wide trail easement, adjacent to but, 
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outside of the preserve, to allow for a 12-foot wide trail.  The final trail easement 
location, appropriate buffers and setbacks from adjacent land uses and structures, trail 
surfacing and width and public access points to the trial will be mutually determined by 
the project applicant and the District.  

RESPONSE 3.4 
This was stated on page 16-2 of the Draft SEIR.  This comment has been forwarded to 
the staff writer for consideration in the Staff Report.  Comment noted.   

COMMENT 3.5 
Chapter 16 – Public Services, Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Trail Improvements:  The project applicant shall adjust the grade and the side slopes of 
the trail corridor to provide for safe use and entry and exit to the trail.  The District 
requires fencing along the trail where side slopes within 20 feet of the 20-foot wide 
easement are steeper than 4:1, for the safety of trail users.  The ACOE 404 permit 
requires appropriate permanent fencing to be constructed and maintained along any 
authorized publicly accessible trails within the preserve.  The project applicant is 
required to install and maintain fencing once the 10-year monitoring period is completed 
and the trails are opened for public access or according to ACOE 404 permit 
requirements, whichever comes first.   

The District prefers 12-foot wide paved trails for multi-use trails and understands that 
surfacing for the trail crossing segments within the preserve must be authorized by the 
ACOE.  It is understood that the project applicant shall install a crushed rock base for 
the trail.  The plans and specifications for the trail, as well as the buffers and setbacks, 
shall be approved by the District in advance.  The District will execute the easement for 
the completed trail corridor and crossings only after the trail improvements have passed 
County inspections and are accepted by the District and the Army Corps of Engineers (if 
applicable).   

If the ACOE authorizes asphalt, or other overlay paving material, over the aggregate 
base of the trail for the crossings with the Preserve, the District will be responsible for 
securing funding for the future installation of this overlay paving for the trail.  

RESPONSE 3.5 
Comment noted.  This comment has been forwarded to the staff writer for inclusion in 
the Staff Report.   

COMMENT 3.6 
Chapter 16- Public Services, Maintenance Funding for the Bicycle/Pedestrian Trail:  The 
District understands that the trail within the Preserve will not be open for public use until 
the 10 year monitoring period is complete.  The District also understands that the 
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Operations and Management (O&M) Plan for Morrison Creek Nature Preserve dated 
July 20, 2007 requires the Preserve Manager to be responsible for monitoring and 
general inspections of the preserve as well as maintenance of gates, fences, and signs, 
coordinating trash removal and plant management.  It is also understood that funding 
for the perpetual monitoring and maintenance of the Preserve will be provided through 
an endowment.  The O&M plan requires that adequate funds be included in the 
endowment to insure that trails within the preserve are appropriately fenced and that 
these fences are maintained.   

The District will be responsible for identifying future funding sources to ensure that 
adequate funding is available to pay for costs associated with the installation, repair and 
maintenance of the bicycle/pedestrian trail outside of the Preserve and any asphalt or 
other overlay paving material on the trail, including the trail crossing sections within the 
Preserve (as authorized by ACOE).  Maintenance funding for trail paving maybe 
established through the provision of an endowment and/or the annexation to financing 
districts or participation in any future financing plans.   

Upon final reclamation, the SRPD reserves the option to defer acceptance of the 
easement, and construction of the public bicycle/pedestrian trail until an urban land use 
plan has been approved by the Board of Supervisors on adjacent properties or until 
development takes place adjoining or nearby the preserve, to help the SRPD determine 
appropriate alignment.  

RESPONSE 3.6 
Comment noted. This condition does not result in an environmental impact not 
previously identified in the Draft SEIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the staff 
writer for consideration in the Staff Report.   
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LETTER #4 – TAYLOR & WILEY ATTORNEYS 

COMMENT 4.1 
As mentioned in the Preface, the DSEIR analyzes the use permit and reclamation plan 
amendments for Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South together, i.e., as a 
single “Project.” (see DSEIR, p. 1-1)  However, many of the mitigation measures 
identified in the DSEIR do not apply to all three properties or to both applicants (Teichert 
and Granite).  In order to avoid confusion and simplify future implementation of these 
conditions, the SDEIR’s mitigation measures should be revised to clearly identify the 
property subject to the specified mitigation as well as the applicant responsible for 
satisfaction of each condition.  Our page-specific comments, below, identify where 
these revisions should be made.  In addition, the following table summarizes the 
property and applicant subject to each of the mitigation measures specified in the 
DSEIR: 

Mitigation Measure Company 
Responsible 

Affected Property 

GW-1 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
CR-1 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
CR-2 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
AQ-1 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
AQ-2 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
AQ-3 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
GS-1 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
GS-2 Granite Vineyard I 
GS-3 Teichert Aspen IV South 
GS-4 Teichert Aspen IV South 
GS-5 Granite Vineyard I 

GS-6 
Granite Vineyard I 
Teichert Aspen III South 

BR-1 
Granite Vineyard I 

Teichert 
Aspen III South 
Aspen IV South 

BR-2 
Granite Vineyard I 

Teichert 
Aspen III South 
Aspen IV South 

BR-3 
Granite Vineyard I 
Teichert Aspen IV South 

BR-4 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 

BR-5 
Granite Vineyard I 
Teichert Aspen IV South 

BR-6 
Granite Vineyard I 
Teichert Aspen IV South 

BR-7 
Granite Vineyard I 
Teichert Aspen IV South 

BR-8 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
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BR-9 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
BR-10 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
TC-1 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
TC-2 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
LU-1 Granite Vineyard I 
LU-2 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
LU-3 Granite Vineyard I 

LU-4 
Granite Vineyard I 
Teichert Aspen IV South 

PS-1 
Granite Vineyard I 

Teichert 
Aspen III South 
Aspen IV South 

AV-1 
Granite Vineyard I 

Teichert 
Aspen III South 
Aspen IV South 

RESPONSE 4.1 
With the exception of the following clarifications, the suggested changes have been 
made to the mitigation measures so that responsibility of each mitigation measure is 
clear.  Mitigation Measure LU-3 is applicable to both mining operators.  Mitigation 
Measure GS-6 is applicable to the Vineyard I mining operator since it applies only to the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  Mitigation Measure PS-1 requires that the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site operators maintain all perimeter fencing until post-
reclamation development of the site occurs.  This measure is not repeated for the 
Teichert Aspen III South and Aspen IV South since a similar measure is already 
applicable to these mining sites through the prior use permit.  The same rational for PS-
1 is applied to Mitigation Measure AV-1.  

COMMENT 4.2 
Throughout the DSEIR, there are references to a single “reclamation plan”. (See, e.g., 
p. 2-1, third paragraph.)  In fact, there are three separate reclamation plan amendments 
being analyzed in the DSEIR:  Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South.  Where 
appropriate, please revise all references to a single reclamation plan to identify the 
specific reclamation plan being discussed.  

RESPONSE 4.2 
All mining sites (Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South) are requesting the 
elimination of the originally approved reclamation plan that consisted of constructing a 
bypass channel around the mining sites (drainage mitigation plan) and placing a 
mitigation corridor at the bottom of the mining pits (wetland mitigation plan and 
reclamation plan).  The following specifications for each mining site are as follows:  

Granite Construction is requesting approval for the construction of a Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel which mitigates for the original impacts to wetlands and trees and 
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amends the drainage mitigation plan by eliminating the previously approved elevated 
bypass channel.   Granite’s mitigation channel (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) is 
located across Granite’s Vineyard I mining site and on a portion of Teichert Aggregates’ 
Aspen III South site.   The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect upstream 
with the existing Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV South mining site and downstream at 
Hedge Road (on the Vineyard I mining property) at the boundary of the City of 
Sacramento and Sacramento County.      

Teichert Aggregates is requesting amendments for two mining sites.  The Aspen III 
South mining site did not have any wetland or tree impacts as a result of mining 
activities.  Therefore, the reclamation amendment for the Aspen III South site is the 
elimination of the previously approved elevated bypass channel (drainage mitigation 
plan) and elimination of the previously approved pit bottom 600-foot wide riparian 
corridor (wetland mitigation plan/reclamation plan) and instead requests approval of the 
construction of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (Granite’s mitigation corridor) on 
a portion of the Aspen III South mining site.    

The reclamation plan amendment for the Aspen IV South mining site consists of the 
request to eliminate the previously approved elevated bypass channel (drainage 
mitigation plan) and pit bottom 600-foot wide riparian corridor (wetland mitigation 
plan/reclamation plan) and instead requests to construct a raised flood control berm 
(referred to as the Raised Bank Channel) outside of the Morrison Creek floodway to 
preserve the existing Morrison Creek.  Through this project approval, Teichert will not 
be approved to mine through existing Morrison Creek on Aspen IV South and instead 
will preserve the creek and its floodway.     

The above project description clarification has only been updated for the Project 
Description and Executive Summary chapters.  These changes have not been made to 
the other chapter introductions as all other chapters are corrected via this response.   

COMMENT 4.3 
It should be clarified throughout the DSEIR that most of the Raised Bank Channel on 
Aspen IV South will be constructed outside the floodway (as opposed to the floodplain) 
of Morrison Creek.  The Channel will overlap with a small portion of the floodway near 
Mayhew Road because doing so is necessary to connect with the Realigned Channel 
on the Vineyard I site.  By contrast, some mining on Aspen IV South will occur within the 
floodplain of Morrison Creek.  

RESPONSE 4.3 
The project descriptions do note that the Raised Bank Channel on Aspen IV South will 
be constructed outside of the effective FEMA floodway (the project descriptions do not 
state floodplain).  A clarification that there will be some encroachment to the floodway 
for the connection of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel with the Raised Bank 
Channel has been noted in the project description revisions in the Project Description, 
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and Executive Summary chapters.  This correction has also been made on page 5-9 of 
the Final SEIR.   

COMMENT 4.4/RESPONSE 4.4 
The remaining comments are specific to certain pages or sections within the Draft SEIR. 
 The comments pertain specifically to clarification on which mining operator is 
responsible for carrying out certain mitigations.  The recommended changes are 
consistent with the request found in Comment 4.1 and clarification of which mining 
operator is responsible for mitigation measures has been made in the Final SEIR.  The 
original comment letter is included at the end of this chapter where the individual 
specific comments can be found.   
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Comment Letter #1  
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Comment Letter #1 – Page 2 
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Comment Letter #2  
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Comment Letter #3  
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Comment Letter #4 
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Comment Letter #4 – Page 3 
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Comment Letter #4 – Page 7 
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1 PREFACE 

The following Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) was prepared to 
address proposed changes to the Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South 
Reclamation Plans, as well as inclusion of mining an additional 5.6 acres on the 
Vineyard I site.  Although the three mining sites are three separate projects, the three 
projects are so closely related that they have been incorporated together as the 
proposed Project.  The existing Reclamation Plans were the subject of a previously 
certified Final Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIR/EIS) titled Morrison Creek Mining Reach (South) of Jackson Highway (Control 
Numbers: 94-UPB-0484, 91-CZB-UPB-01118, 90-CZB-UPB-1607 and 94-CZB-UPB-
0671) (State Clearinghouse Number:  95102057).  The prior FEIR/EIS considered the 
reach of Morrison Creek that included four mining and reclamation proposals (known as 
Vineyard I, Aspen III South, Aspen IV South and Aspen V South), as well as an on-site 
processing plant.  The Aspen V South mining project is not included in this Project.   

On October 20, 1999, the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors certified the 
FEIR/EIS.  The Board approved the Aspen III South and Aspen IV South mining 
projects on December 15, 1999 and the Vineyard I mining project on January 12, 
2000.  This SEIR addresses environmental impacts and mitigation measures associated 
with the proposed revised Reclamation Plans, either resulting from the proposed 
changes to the Plan or new impacts and/or mitigation measures that result from 
changed circumstances.  In addition, this SEIR addresses environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures associated with the request for mining the 5.6 acres for Vineyard I 
(referred to as the Vineyard I expansion mining site throughout this document).   

The mitigation measures of the prior FEIR/EIS as they pertain to mining activities 
remain applicable to the Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South mining 
sites and those measures are not reiterated in this document.   

Mitigation measures of the prior FEIR/EIS as they pertain to mining and are 
applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion site are reiterated in this document 
and it is specified that the measure is applicable to the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site.  Mitigation measures that apply to the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel or the Raised Bank Channel (the reclamation plan amendments) are 
specified as such and the responsible party is identified within the measure.   

Along with a Notice of Completion (NOC), the Draft SEIR was released to the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to begin the public review period 
(Public Resources Code, Section 21161) on February 24, 2012.  Concurrent with 
the NOC, the County also provided public notice of the availability of the Draft 
SEIR for public review through publication in a newspaper of general circulation, 
publication on the Division of Environmental Review and Assessment (DERA) 
website and with notices sent to individuals who had requested such notification.  
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The public review and written comment period began on February 24, 2012 and 
ended on April 9, 2012.  

A public hearing on the Draft SEIR and project was held before the Sacramento 
County Planning Commission on May 21, 2012.  Oral comments on the Draft SEIR 
were accepted during this hearing; however, none were provided, at which time 
the Planning Commission closed the public comment period on the Draft SEIR 
and directed DERA to prepare the Final SEIR.  The Response to Comments 
chapter of this Final SEIR contains all the written comments received during the 
public comment period on the Draft SEIR.  The Board of Supervisors will use this 
Final SEIR as one of the informational sources used to determine whether to 
approve or deny the project.   

Changes made to the content of the SEIR are shown bold italics and deleted text 
is provided in strikethrough format.  Minor topographical errors and punctuation 
corrections are not tracked in this manner unless the corrections are germane to 
a comment or analysis. 

Impacts that were identified in the prior FEIR/EIS as significant and unavoidable remain 
so for the proposed Project.  Impacts identified as significant and reduced to less than 
significant for the proposed Project, due to either completed mitigations or changed 
circumstances, are stated as such.  Impacts identified as less than significant, remain 
so.  Mitigation measures of the FEIR/EIS that remain applicable to the proposed Project 
are summarized in the Executive Summary of this Final SEIR.  A copy of the prior 
FEIR/EIS is attached to this SEIR in CD format (back cover) and is available online as 
Appendix A at 
http://www.dera.saccounty.net/PublicNotices/SQLView/ProjectDetails/tabid/71/Default.a
spx?ProjectID=33759)  
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2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

The subject of this Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is comprised of 
three separate projects that have been incorporated into the proposed Project known as 
Vineyard I Community Plan Amendment, Rezone, Use Permit, Reclamation Plan 
Amendment, and Zoning Agreement Amendments (Control Number:  05-CZB-UPB-
REB-ZGB-0062); Aspen III South Reclamation Plan and Use Permit Amendments 
(Control Number:  PLNP2008-REB-UPB-00016); and Aspen IV South Reclamation 
Plan, Use Permit, and Zoning Agreement Amendments (Control Number:  PLNP2008-
REB-UPB-ZGB-00017).   

The Project is located in the Vineyard community in the unincorporated area of 
Sacramento County.  The Vineyard I project parcels are located at the northeast corner 
of Hedge Road and Elder Creek Road.  The Aspen III South project parcels are located 
in the southwest corner of Fruitridge Road and Mayhew Road.  The Aspen IV South 
project parcels are located at the northeast corner of Mayhew Road and Elder Creek 
Road. 

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plans, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plans consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plans by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.  This 
connection may require some encroachment within the floodway. 

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The location 
of a retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site has been determined for the proposed 
project and the volume of a retention basin on the Aspen IV South mining site has been 
determined.   
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The following environmental impact and mitigation summary table describes the project 
impacts and the recommended mitigation measures to eliminate or reduce the impacts.  
The residual impact after mitigation is also identified.  Detailed discussions of each of 
the identified impacts and mitigation measures, including pertinent support data, can be 
found in the specific topic sections in the remainder of this report. 

This report identifies significant and unavoidable impacts related to land use (conflict 
with nearby land uses), air quality (exhaust emissions) and geology (permanent 
alteration of the landform).  

This report has identified project-related impacts associated with land use, groundwater 
hydrology and quality, geology and slope stability, public safety, airport compatibility, 
cultural resources, aesthetics; biological resources and traffic and circulation as 
potentially significant, which could be reduced to a less than significant level through 
inclusion of recommended mitigation measures. 

Other impacts associated with surface water hydrology and drainage, groundwater 
hydrology and water quality, cultural resources, biological resources, aesthetics, climate 
change, air quality, geology and slope stability, traffic and circulation, land use, public 
safety and public services are considered less than significant. 
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Table 2-1 
Executive Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 

Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE    

In the Post-Reclamation condition, there would be a 
decrease in the upstream flows between the baseline 
condition and the Post-Reclamation condition.  The Post-
Reclamation floodplain upstream would be reduced. 

LS None Required LS 

In the Post-Reclamation condition, the flows downstream of 
the project site will not increase as a result of the project. 

LS None Required LS 

The proposed project would not result in on-site flooding in 
the Post-Reclamation condition as peak flows will be 
contained within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  

LS None Required LS 

The embankments of the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and the Raised Bank Channel are not likely to fail, 
but in the unlikely event they did, the applicants have an 
evacuation and safety plan and there would not be a 
potential for off-site flooding, or drying up of the creek 
channel downstream.  

LS None Required LS 

The proposed project will not result in damage to the 
Jackson Highway Bridge due to high Morrison Creek flows. 

LS None Required LS 

GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY AND QUALITY    

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that gravel extraction may 
alter drainage and groundwater flow and quality which 
could affect surrounding properties and domestic septic 
leachfield systems on adjacent surrounding properties.  
This was found to be a significant impact that could be 
reduced to less than significant with mitigation 

S 

This mitigation is from the prior FEIR/EIS and is applicable to 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site of the proposed project:   
GW-1:  The Vineyard I operator proponents shall store 
contaminants in the gravel operation area in a manner that will 
contain any spills (i.e., containment berms).  Any spills occurring in 
operational areas should be cleaned up immediately. 

LS 

                                            

1 PS = Potentially Significant S = Significant SU = Significant and Unavoidable LS = Less Than Significant 
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The prior FEIR/EIS determined that mining operations 
could alter or disrupt any future monitoring of the 
contamination plume from Mather Field.  The contamination 
plum has not migrated and the inclusion of 5.6 acres to the 
Vineyard I mining site will not affect future monitoring efforts 
of contamination plumes from Mather Field.  This impact is 
now considered less than significant. 

LS None Required LS 

CULTURAL RESOURCES    

There are no significant cultural or historical resources on 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site.  Mining of the 
additional 5.6 acres will not impact known cultural 
resources 

LS None Required LS 

Mining of the 5.6-acre Vineyard I mining expansion site 
could uncover subsurface archaeological materials. 

PS 

CR-1:  On the Vineyard I mining expansion site, if If subsurface 
deposits believed to be cultural or human in origin are discovered 
during construction, then all work must halt within a 200-foot radius 
of the discovery.  A qualified professional archaeologist, meeting 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards 
for prehistoric and historic archaeology, shall be retained at the 
Vineyard I mining operator’s Applicant’s expense to evaluate the 
significance of the find.  If it is determined due to the types of 
deposits discovered, that a Native American monitor is required, 
the Guidelines for Monitors/Consultants of Native American 
Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites as established by the Native 
American Heritage Commission shall be followed, and the monitor 
shall be retained at the mining operator’s Applicant’s expense.  

Work cannot continue within the 200-foot radius of the discovery 
site until the archaeologist conducts sufficient research and data 
collection to make a determination that the resource is either 1) not 
cultural in origin; or 2) not potentially eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places or California Register of 
Historical Resources. 

If a potentially-eligible resource is encountered, then the 
archaeologist, the Environmental Coordinator DERA, and project 
proponent shall arrange for either 1) total avoidance of the 

LS 



2 - Executive Summary and Mitigation Measures 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 2-5 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

resource, if possible; or 2) test excavations or total data recovery as 
mitigation.  The determination shall be formally documented in 
writing and submitted to the Environmental Coordinator DERA as 
verification that the provisions of CEQA for managing unanticipated 
discoveries have been met.  

CR-2:  Pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources 
Code and Section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code, in 
the event of the discovery of human remains on the Vineyard I 
mining expansion site, all work is to stop and the County Coroner 
shall be immediately notified.  If the remains are determined to be 
Native American, guidelines of the Native American Heritage 
Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of 
the remains. 

AIR QUALITY    

The proposed project will result in a significant increase of 
exhaust emissions due to the continued use of heavy off-
road equipment for an additional 3-6 months time frame for 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site.  This impact is 
significant and unavoidable.  

S 

AQ-1:  Category 1:  Reducing NOx emissions from off-road diesel 
powered equipment.  

The Vineyard I mining expansion operator proponent shall 
provide a plan, for approval of the lead agency and the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD), 
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (50 horsepower or more) off-
road vehicles to be used in the project (mining of the Vineyard I 
expansion site), including owned or leased and subcontracted 
vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx 
reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction2 compared to the 
most recent California Air Resource Board (ARB) fleet average at 
time of each annual report; and 

The mining operator proponent shall submit to the lead agency 
and SMAQMD a comprehensive inventory of all off-road 
equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that will be 

SU 

                                            

2 Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-emissions diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, 
after-treatment products and/or other options as they become available. 
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used an aggregate of 40 or more hours per year during any portion 
of the project.  The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, 
engine production year, and project hours of use or fuel throughput 
for each piece of equipment.  The inventory shall be updated and 
submitted annually throughout the duration of the project.  The 
mining operator proponent shall provide SMAQMD with the name 
and phone number of the project manager and/or on-site foreman. 

Due to the long term nature of this project, the requirement for the 
emission reduction plan referenced herein will sunset on 
Month/date/year3 due to existing SMAQMD and ARB rules that will 
affect ARB fleet averages at that time.  

And:  

Category 2:  Controlling visible diesel emissions from off-road 
diesel powered equipment. 

Emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the 
project site shall not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three 
minutes in any one-hour.  Any equipment found to exceed 40 
percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately, 
and the lead agency and the lead agency and SMAQMD shall be 
notified within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant 
equipment.  The SMAQMD and/or other officials may conduct 
periodic site inspections to determine compliance.  Nothing in this 
mitigation measure shall supersede other SMAQMD or State rules 
or regulations.   

AQ-2:  All vehicles utilized as part of the Vineyard I mining 
expansion shall be maintained in accordance with the 
manufacturers’ recommendations, and all stationary equipment 
used on the site shall be maintained in compliance with emissions 
limitations established by a permit issued by the SMAQMD.  The 
Vineyard I mining operator Granite Construction shall maintain 
records of equipment maintenance activities and records shall be 

                                            

3 Project proponent should contact SMAQMD staff to determine appropriate sunset period. 
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provided to the County upon request.  

AQ-3:  Particulate filters and catalysts should be used where 
technically feasible to reduce NOx emissions from off-road heavy 
duty equipment associated with the Vineyard I mining 
expansion.  Granite Construction The mining operator should 
contact SMAQMD and/or ARB for assistance in determining 
appropriate emission reducing technologies. 

The prior project was found to have a significant dust 
(particulate matter) emission impact.  During mining of the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site, all Basic Construction 
Emission Control Practices will be implemented and the 
maximum daily disturbed area will not exceed 15 acres.  
This impact is now considered less than significant. 

LS None Required LS 

GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY    

The prior project was found to have a significant and 
unavoidable impact due to the permanent alteration of the 
project site’s landform.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion 
site will increase the amount of land permanently altered by 
mining.  The project does not lessen the prior impact. 

S None Available SU 

The prior project concluded that the project’s reclaimed 
slopes would be subject to slope instability.  The proposed 
project does not change this prior significant impact.  
Mitigation from the prior FEIR/EIS remains applicable to the 
proposed project and will reduce the level of significance.  

S 

The following mitigation (GS-1) is from the prior FEIR/EIS and 
remains is applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion site of the 
proposed project.  

GS-1:  For the Vineyard I mining expansion site, the proponent 
mining operator shall limit the finished side slopes of the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and mining pit slopes at 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site to 1.5:1 2:1 
(horizontal:vertical) to ensure stability for existing soil conditions.  
For the slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, 
Ssoils shall be placed and compacted to 90 percent of the 
maximum dry density, at or near optimum moisture conditions, in all 
finished slopes.  Since local stability of the slope is critically 
dependent upon proper compaction of the overburden soils, a 
qualified soils engineer shall be regularly present throughout 

LS 
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grading operations to determine compliance with job specifications. 

GS-2:  Prior to allowing re-directed stream flows to the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel, Granite Construction the Vineyard I 
mining operator shall submit a report prepared by a California 
registered professional engineer certifying the channel and 
embankment engineering and foundation soils of the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel.  The engineer’s report shall address 
slope stability, soil compaction rates, foundation soils, potential 
failure mechanisms and contingencies for repairing failures.  The 
report shall be submitted to the Department of Community 
Development Community Planning and Development Department 
and the Division of Environmental Review and Assessment for 
approval.  No flows shall be directed to the new channel until 
approval is granted by the Department of Community 
Development both entities.   

GS-3:  For the embankments of the Raised Bank Channel and the 
mining slopes on the Aspen IV South mining site, the Aspen IV 
South mining operator Teichert Aggregates shall follow the 
recommendations contained in the GEOCON Consulting, Inc report 
(September, 2011).  At the completion of the construction of the 
Raised Bank Channel, a report, signed by a California registered 
professional engineer, shall be submitted to the Environmental 
Coordinator DERA indicating completion of the recommendations 
from the GEOCON report.  During mining, a report, prepared and 
signed by a California registered professional engineer, shall be 
submitted indicating completion of the recommendations regarding 
the mining pit slopes. 

GS-4:  Prior to mining within 25 feet of the Mayhew Road right-of-
way, the Aspen IV South mining operator Teichert Aggregates 
shall submit a report, prepared by a geotechnical engineer or 
engineering geologist, on the soils observed at 25 feet from the 
right-of-way and whether or not the soils observed are consistent 
with those anticipated.  If the soils observed differ significantly from 
what was anticipated, the engineer shall increase the proposed 12-
foot setback accordingly.  This report shall be submitted to the 
Department of Community Development DERA and the 
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Community Planning and Development Department for review and 
approval prior to commencement of mining within 25 feet of the 
Mayhew Road right-of-way. 

The slopes of the mining pit and recreated channel of the 
proposed project would be subject to erosion and slope 
instability if not properly vegetated and maintained.   

S 

GS-5:  The Vineyard I mining expansion operator proponents 
shall ensure that the side slopes of the pit are vegetated following 
final slope placement to prevent excessive erosion and enhance 
slope stability.  The side slopes shall be revegetated with an 
erosion control mix as specified in an Erosion Control Plan.  The 
Erosion Control Plan shall be prepared by the mining operator 
applicant and submitted to the County prior to issuance of the work 
authorization permit.  The species chosen for the erosion control 
mix shall be comprised of native stock and shall not contain any 
species considered to be invasive or noxious weeds.  The Erosion 
Control Plan shall include performance standards that can be used 
to determine the success of erosion control measures and the 
revegetation effort, and shall discuss monitoring requirements.  The 
plan shall include remedial measures to be implemented if 
revegetation is not successful.  

GS-6:  The mining operator for Vineyard I applicant shall submit 
to the Environmental Coordinator Division of Environmental 
Review and Assessment (DERA), a ten-year monitoring plan that 
outlines monitoring requirements and identifies mitigating steps for 
any significant erosion that may occur at a specific location in the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (flow channel).  If significant 
erosion is identified during monitoring, the applicant mining 
operator shall contact the Environmental Coordinator DERA and 
submit proof of corrective actions.  Appropriate mitigation includes, 
but is not limited to; strengthening of the channel, re-grading the 
channel, widening the channel to reduce scour velocities, or any 
other revision as approved by County staff to mitigate significant 
erosion.  

LS 

The loss of mineral resource availability is not an impact of 
the proposed project.  

LS None Required LS 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES    

Vegetation  

The loss of existing natural vegetation communities was 
found to be a significant impact under the prior project.  
Mitigation included a mitigation corridor which has been 
revised as the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel Preserve Corridor which has been approved by 
the regulatory agencies.  Mitigation has been included to 
ensure success of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
Preserve Corridor and impacts will be considered less than 
significant.  

S 

BR-1:  Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit Granite 
Construction shall submit to the County Department of 
Environmental Review and Assessment Department of 
Community Development the recorded Conservation Easements 
for the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel project sites by the 
date set in the issued U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 
404 permit (November 30, 2013).  Teichert Aggregates shall 
submit to the Department of Community Development the 
recorded Conservation Easement for the Raised Bank Channel 
by the date set in the issued U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Section 404 Permit (May 13, 2017).  In the event that the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers changes the date for either permit, a 
copy of the recorded Conservation Easement shall be 
submitted within five (5) days of the new approved date.   
BR-2:  The mining operators for Vineyard I and Aspen IV South 
shall Implement their respective Wetland, Oak Woodland and 
Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan (refer to Appendix D1 and 
Appendix D2) and Submit to the Department of Community 
Development County Division of Environmental Review and 
Assessment their respective annual monitoring reports as 
specified in their Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan.  The reports shall present the status 
of the creek, wetlands, drainage, oak woodland and riparian 
habitats, including individual wetland data, photo-documentation, 
status of the riparian and oak woodland plantings, and any 
recommended remediation.  The reports shall also include an 
assessment of the monitoring results against the success criteria 
described in the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan.   

A The monitoring reports will shall be prepared and submitted to 
the Department of Community Development County (and Corps 
and CDFG) for each of the monitoring years by December 31st of 
each monitoring year.  The reports shall include:  

a. A map showing the Preserve including wetland locations, 

LS 



2 - Executive Summary and Mitigation Measures 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 2-11 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 1 

Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

location of various monitoring activities and photo points;  

b. Hydrology, vegetation, and photographic monitoring results as 
described in the respective Wetland, Oak Woodland and 
Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan; 

c. An assessment of the monitoring results against the 
established success criteria;  

d. A description of the overall site conditions and any 
management actions taken during that year; and  

e. Any recommended management or remediation actions to be 
conducted (if necessary, a contingency plan, as described in 
Section 8.2 of the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan will be prepared).  

If any revisions to the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel occur 
during the first ten years, a letter indicating proposed changes shall 
be submitted to the Department of Community Development 
DERA.  If changes require approval by either the Corps or CDFG 
an approval letter from the respective agency shall be submitted to 
the Department of Community Development DERA.  

At the end of the ten-year monitoring periods, monitoring will cease 
if the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel are is found by the Department of Community 
Development County, Corps and CDFG to be in substantial 
compliance with the established success criteria.  Monitoring will be 
extended beyond the ten-year period for those habitats that are not 
meeting success criteria.   

Native Trees  

Mining of the Vineyard I site resulted in removal of 3,562 
inches dbh of native oak and walnut trees.  The tree 
plantings within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
adequately compensate (out-of-kind, inch-for inch) for this 
impact.   

Mining the Vineyard I Expansion Site will result in removal 

S 

BR-3: The mining operators for Vineyard I and Aspen IV South 
shall Implement Mitigation Measure BR-1 (submittal of recorded 
conservation easements) and BR-2 (implement the Wetland, Oak 
Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan for Vineyard I 
[refer to Appendix D1] and the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan for Aspen IV South [refer to Appendix D2]).  

BR-4: The removal of 40 inches by Granite for the Vineyard I 
expansion site shall be compensated by planting native oak trees 

LS 
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of 40 inches dbh of native trees.    

Mining the Aspen IV South site will result in 566 inches dbh 
of tree impacts.  Perimeter and landscape tree plantings 
(140 oak tree plantings) will compensate for 140 inches of 
impacts.  The remaining 426 inches dbh will be adequately 
mitigated through tree plantings within the Morrison Creek 
Preserve Corridor.   

Connection of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel will result in impacts to trees located 
within the Mayhew Road right-of-way.  Granite will be 
responsible for trees located on the western half of the 
right-of-way for a total of 273 inches.  Teichert will be 
responsible for the trees located on the eastern half of the 
right-of-way for 74 inches.  Planting within the Morrison 
Creek Raised Bank Channel for Aspen IV South will 
sufficiently compensate for 875 inches of impacts for 
Teichert.  Granite impacts of 273 inches and 40 inches (for 
expansion site) will be mitigated consistent with the County 
tree ordinance.   

(either valley oak/Quercus lobata, blue oak/ Quercus douglasii 
and/or interior live oak/ Quercus wislizenii) equivalent to the dbh 
inches lost, based on the ratios listed below, at locations that are 
authorized by the Environmental Coordinator Division of 
Environmental Review and Assessment.  On-site preservation of 
native oak trees that are less than 6 inches (<6 inches) dbh, may 
also be used to meet this compensation requirement.  A total of 40 
inches for Granite will require compensation.  

Equivalent compensation based on the following ratio is required: 

 One preserved native oak tree < 6 inches dbh on-site = I inch 
dbh 

 One D-pot seedling (40 cubic inches or larger) = 1 inch dbh 
 One 15-gallon tree = 1 inch dbh 
 One 24-inch box tree = 2 inches dbh 
 One 36-inch box tree = 3 inches dbh 

Replacement tree plantings shall be completed prior to tree 
removal or a bond shall be posted by the Vineyard I mining 
expansion operator applicant in order to provide funding for 
purchase, planting, irrigation, and 3-year maintenance period, 
should the mining operator applicant default on replacement tree 
mitigation.  The bond shall be in an amount equal to the prevailing 
rate of the County Tree Preservation Fund and will be due within 
one year of posting the bond.  

Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit for the 
Vineyard I expansion site, a Replacement Oak Tree Planting Plan 
shall be prepared by a certified arborist or licensed landscape 
architect and shall be submitted to the Environmental Coordinator 
for approval.  The Replacement Oak Tree Planting Plan(s) shall 
include the following minimum elements:  

1. Species, size and locations of all replacement plantings and < 6 
inch dbh trees to be preserved;  

2. Method of irrigation;  

3. If planting in soils with a hardpan/duripan or clayplan layer, 
include the Sacramento County Standard Tree Planting Detail 
L-1, including the 10-foot deep boring hole to provide for 
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adequate drainage;  

4. Planting, irrigation and maintenance schedules;  

5. Identification of the maintenance entity and a written agreement 
with that entity to provide care and irrigation of the trees for a 3-
year establishment period, and to replace any of the 
replacement oak trees which do not survive during that period; 
and  

6. Designation of a 20-foot root zone radius and landscaping to 
occur within the radius of oak trees < 6 inches dbh to be 
preserved on-site.  

No replacement tree shall be planted within 15 feet of the driplines 
of existing oak trees or landmark size trees that are retained on-
site.  The minimum spacing for replacement oak trees shall be 20 
feet on-center.   

If oak tree replacement plantings are demonstrated to the 
satisfaction of the Environmental Coordinator to be infeasible for 
any or all trees removed, then compensation shall be through 
payment into the County Tree Preservation Fund.  Payment shall 
be made at a rate of $325.00 per dbh inch removed but not 
otherwise compensated, or at the prevailing rate at the time 
payment into the fund is made.   
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Wetlands 

The prior project found that the prior project would impact 
19 acres of waters of the U.S.  Mitigation required the 
applicants to obtain the necessary permits; these permits 
have been secured.  Impacts to wetlands and waters of the 
U.S. on the Aspen IV South site have decreased under the 
proposed reclamation plan amendment as there will be no 
mining within Morrison Creek on Aspen IV South.  

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will mitigate for 
impacts to wetlands associated with the Vineyard I mining 
site; however to ensure that the corridor will adequately 
mitigate for impacts to wetlands, mitigation to submit 
recorded conservation easements and the mitigation plan 
has been included.   

S 

BR-5:  

Implement Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-2 

LS 

Wildlife 

It was determined that the prior project would result in the 
loss of most existing wildlife habitat and wildlife 
displacement.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site does 
not change the prior conclusion that mining activities would 
result in habitat loss and wildlife displacement.   Mitigation 
Measures BR-1 and BR-2 have been recommended to 
ensure the recreated habitats function adequately.  A 
wildlife survey has been included within the Wetland, Oak 
Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan. 

S 

BR-6: 

Implement Mitigation Measure BR-1 and BR-2 

LS 

Invertebrates 

The proposed project will not impact general invertebrate 
populations (non-special status species populations).  

LS None Required LS 
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Fisheries 

The proposed project will not result in the loss of existing 
warm water fisheries habitat within approximately two miles 
of the Morrison Creek channel, nor would the project result 
in a disruption of fish migration as a result of the loss of two 
miles of the Morrison Creek stream channel. 

LS None Required LS 

American Badger 

Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would not adversely 
impact the American badger.  It is also likely that the 
American badger has fled the project site.  The recreated 
Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor may provide suitable 
habitat for the badger at completion of mining activities.  
The project will only result in temporarily displacing the 
American badger. 

LS None Required LS 

Palled bat, Townsend’s western big eared bat and other 
bats 

The Vineyard I expansion site would remove an abandoned 
building that is potential roosting habitat for bats in the 
area.  Removal of the building is not a significant loss of 
roosting habitat for bats, such as the pallid bat, Townsend’s 
western big-eared bat and other bats.  This loss is 
considered temporary since the riparian habitat proposed 
along the Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor will provide 
future roosting habitat for bats at the completion of mining 
activities.   

LS None Required LS 

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 

The Vineyard I expansion mining site does not contain any 
elderberry bushes; mining the site will not result in impacts 
to the valley elderberry longhorn beetle.  Mitigation for the 
removal of nine elderberry bushes has been completed.  
This impact is now considered less than significant.   

LS None Required – prior mitigation completed LS 
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Special Status Vernal Pool Invertebrates 

The Vineyard I expansion mining site does not contain any 
wetlands; therefore vernal pool invertebrates are not 
utilizing the site.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site will 
not impact vernal pool invertebrates.   

The prior project had a significant impact to the loss of 
vernal pool invertebrates and consulted with the USFWS 
and purchased necessary vernal pool preservation and 
creation credits at an approved mitigation bank.  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will replace wetland 
habitats; mitigation has been recommended to ensure 
appropriate wetland habitat functions. 

S 

BR-7:  

Implement Mitigation Measure BR-1 and BR-2 

LS 

Swainson’s hawk and Other Special Status Birds 
(Burrowing owl and Tricolored blackbird) 

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would result 
in the temporary loss of approximately 880 acres of 
potential foraging habitat, with potential nesting sites for 
Swainson’s hawk.  The proposed Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel does not change the overall post-
reclamation use of the site and as such, the prior 
conclusion does not change.  The project was found to 
result in temporary loss of potential nesting sites for both 
the burrowing owl and tricolored blackbird.  The Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will replace this habitat upon 
completion of mining.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site 
could have potentially significant impacts to Swainson’s 
hawk, burrowing owl or other special status birds if they are 
utilizing the site.  This is considered a potentially significant 
impact.    

PS 

BR-8: Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit, if 
mining the Vineyard I expansion site is to occur between March 1 
and September 15, a focused survey for Swainson’s hawk nests on 
the site and on nearby trees shall take place within ½ mile for rural 
sites and ¼ mile for urban sites, and shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist within 14 days prior to the start of construction 
work (including clearing and grubbing).  If active nests are found, 
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) shall be 
contacted to determine appropriate protective measures.  If no 
active nests are found during the focused survey, no further 
mitigation will be required. 

BR-9: Burrowing Owl Survey:  Prior to mining activities on the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site, a focused survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist for burrowing owls where suitable 
habitat is present in the project area.  Suitable habitat includes 
agricultural field margins, drainage ditches and fallow fields.  
Surveys shall be conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 
30 days prior to commencement of construction activities.  Surveys 
shall be conducted in accordance with CDFG protocol (CDFG, 
1995).  

a. If no occupied burrow are found in the survey area, a letter 
report documenting survey methods and findings shall be 

LS 
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submitted to the County and no further mitigation is necessary.  

b. If an occupied burrow is found, the Vineyard I expansion 
mining operator applicant shall contact the Environmental 
Coordinator DERA and consult with the CDFG, prior to 
construction or mining activities, to determine if avoidance is 
possible or if burrow relocation will be required. 

c. If owls are to remain on-site, a minimum of 6.5 acres of 
foraging habitat for each occupied burrow needs to be 
permanently preserved according to CDFG guidelines.  

d. In order to avoid direct impacts to owls, no activity shall take 
place within 160 feet of an active burrow from September 1 to 
January 31 (wintering season) or 250 feet from February 1 
through August 31 (breeding season).   Protective fencing shall 
be placed, at the distances above, around the active burrows 
and no activity shall occur within the protected buffer areas.  

e. Any impact to active owl burrows, relocation of owls or 
mitigation for habitat loss shall be done in accordance with 
CDFG guidelines.  Written evidence from CDFG staff shall be 
provided to the Environmental Coordinator DERA attesting 
to the permission to remove burrows, relocated owls, mitigate 
for lost habitat and provide a method for preservation habitat in 
perpetuity. 

BR-10:  Survey for Tricolored blackbirds:  If mining activities on the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site occur between March 1 and 
July 31, a pre-construction survey for nesting tricolored blackbird 
shall be performed by a qualified biologist.  Surveys shall include 
the project site and areas of appropriate habitat within 300 feet of 
the site.  Surveys shall be conducted no less than 14 days and no 
more than 30 days prior to commencement of mining activities.  
The biologist shall supply a brief written report (including date, time 
of survey, survey method, name of surveyor and survey results) to 
the Environmental Coordinator Department of Environmental 
Review and Assessment (DERA) prior to ground disturbing 
activities.  If no tricolored blackbirds are found during the pre-
construction survey, no further mitigation will be required.  If an 
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active tricolored blackbird colony is found on-site or within 300 feet 
of the project site, the Vineyard I expansion mining operator 
project proponent shall do the following:  

a. Consult with CDFG to determine if project activity will impact 
the tricolored blackbird colony(s).  Provide to the 
Environmental Coordinator DERA with written evidence of 
the consult or a contact name and number from CDFG. 

b. With CDFG permission, the mining operator applicant may 
avoid impacts to tricolored blackbirds by establishing a 300-
foot temporary setback with fencing that prevents any project 
activity within 300 feet of the colony.  A qualified biologist shall 
verify that setbacks and fencing are adequate and will 
determine when the colonies are no longer dependent on the 
nesting habitat (i.e., nesting have fledged and are no longer 
using habitat).  The breeding season typically ends in July. 

c. If the tricolored blackbird habitat is permanently destroyed, 
follow CDFG procedure to mitigate for habitat loss. 

Special Status Plants 

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would not 
significantly impact any special status plants since none 
were known to occur within the project site.  There are no 
wetlands or vernal pools on the Vineyard I expansion site; 
the proposed project will not impact special status plants.  

LS None Required LS 

Giant Garter Snake 

The USFWS presumed the presence of the giant garter 
snake in the project area in the issued Biological Opinion 
for the Aspen IV South site.  Impacts are considered 
potentially significant.  Minimization and avoidance 
measures were included in the issued Biological Opinion 
and have been carried forward as mitigation.   

LS 

None Required 

LS 
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TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION    

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the additional haul 
trucks on the roadway system would degrade the existing 
level of service and that this was identified as a significant 
impact.  Removal of overburden from the Vineyard I 
expansion site would not result in additional haul trucks on 
the roadway system and would not result in a significant 
increase in worker trips.  Mitigation has been included to 
ensure impacts are less than significant.   

PS 

The following mitigation measure is from the prior FEIR/EIS 
and is applicable to the Vineyard I expansion site:   
TC-1:  The Vineyard I expansion mining operator proponents 
shall transport mined aggregate material to the processing plants 
only by conveyor and not by trucks.  

TC-2:  If overburden from the Vineyard I mining expansion site is to 
be removed from the site, overburden transport shall be by 
conveyor and internal vehicles only and not by on-road haul trucks. 

LS 

The prior project resulted in significant impacts to traffic 
safety due to increased truck traffic on roads not designed 
to accommodate truck traffic and at access points to heavily 
traveled roads.  The proposed project will not result in an 
increase in haul trucks.  Prior mitigation for this impact has 
been completed.  Impacts are now considered less than 
significant.   

LS None Required  

The proposed project will not result in the introduction of 
new trucks on the roadway system which will not result in 
deterioration of pavement and damage to roadway 
structural sections.  

LS None Required  

The cumulative condition of the prior FEIR/EIS was 
identified as year 2010 and significant impacts to the level 
of service (LOS) were reduced with mitigation.  The 
mitigations from the prior project have been completed and 
as the proposed project will not result in an increase in 
truck traffic, the level of service on area roadways in the 
existing and cumulative conditions are now considered less 
than significant.   

LS None Required  
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NOISE     

The Vineyard I mining expansion site will not expose 
sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of noise 
standards.  The Reclamation Plan amendment will not 
generate noise in excess of the standard.  The prior 
mitigation has been completed; impacts are considered 
less than significant.  

LS None Required LS 

The conveyor system was found to not violate the Zoning 
Code Noise Standard and the Vineyard I mining expansion 
site would utilize the existing conveyor system.   

LS None Required LS 

The proposed project will not have a potential for noise 
impacts associated with heavy truck traffic.   

LS None Required LS 

LAND USE    

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the mining area would 
potentially conflict with on-site and nearby land uses and 
this was considered a significant and unavoidable impact.  
Although the Vineyard I mining expansion does not result in 
a significant impact, since the Vineyard I mining expansion 
will be a part of the prior approved Vineyard I mining site, 
the prior conclusion remains.    

S 

The following mitigation measure from the prior FEIR/EIS is 
applicable to the Vineyard I expansion site:  
LU-1: In order to mitigate potential impacts to surrounding land 
uses, the Vineyard I expansion mining operator proponents shall 
be required to comply fully with mitigation measures identified in the 
Noise; Traffic and Circulation; Air Quality; and Visual Resources 
sections of the prior FEIR/EIS as amended by this SEIR.  These 
mitigation measures employ appropriate state-of-the-art techniques 
for erosion control, reclamation, nuisance prevention, and 
environmental impact mitigation relative to surface mining and 
processing operations.  

SU 
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The prior project was found to disturb 31 acres of Prime 
Farmland, 435 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance 
and 419 acres of Farmland of Local Importance.  The 
proposed Vineyard I expansion site will disturb an 
additional 5.6 acres of Prime Farmland and Farmland of 
Statewide Importance.   

S 

LU-2: In order to mitigate potential impacts to agricultural uses, 
prior to the issuance of the work authorization permit for the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site, the mining operator, Granite 
shall revise/prepare a plan, that includes the additional Vineyard I 
mining expansion site (5.6 acres), for the preservation and 
salvage of topsoil resources suitable for sustaining economically 
viable agricultural uses, consistent with the performance standards 
set forth in Sections 3708 and 3711 of the State Mining and 
Geology Board Reclamation Regulations.  

LS 

The prior project was found to have a significant impact as 
the post-project development of the site was limited and 
lacked open space/recreational uses of the site.  The 
proposed project includes a recreational opportunity (trail) 
that was not a part of the prior project.  This proposed 
component reduces the prior significant impact to less than 
significant.  

LS 

LU-3:  Prior to redirecting Morrison Creek to the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, the applicants Upon final reclamation, the 
mining operators shall provide copies to DERA and the Planning 
Division the Department of Community Development of either 
executed trail easements dedicated to the Southgate Recreation 
and Park District, or a signed legal contract indicating future 
dedication of easements to the Southgate Recreation and Park 
District.   

LS 

AIRPORT COMPATIBILITY    

The proposed project is consistent with the Mather Airport 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP).  A Bird Airstrike 
Hazard (BASH) Analysis has been completed and the 
potential for bird airstrikes over the project site is low. 

PS 

LU-4:  The retention basins on Vineyard I and Aspen IV South  
shall include the following design criteria to the maximum extent 
practicable, while still adhering to the federal agency regulations:  

a. The basin shall incorporate steep side slopes (3:1 or 
greater) 

b. The basin shall be designed to remain clear of vegetation 
that may provide nesting, roosting or foraging opportunities 
for birds.  Only herbaceous vegetation necessary for 
erosion control purposes will be allowed.  

 

LS 
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PUBLIC SAFETY    

The use of heavy equipment, creation of a 25± foot deep, 
steep-sided pit and inadvertent public entry to the mining 
site could create a public safety hazard.  Mitigation 
requiring perimeter fencing until post-reclamation 
development or future use of the site occurs would reduce 
the level of significance.  

S 

The following mitigation is from the prior FEIR/EIS and is 
applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion site:  
PS-1:  All perimeter fencing shall be retained until post-reclamation 
development/ future use of the project site occurs.  

LS 

The proposed project will not create hazardous conditions 
post reclamation.  

LS None Required LS 

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES     

The project will not result in degradation of the visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings.  
Mitigation from the prior project that required visual 
screening of the mining activities has been completed and 
is currently in place.  Impacts are now considered less than 
significant. 

LS None Required LS 

The prior project was found to have a significant impact as 
a result of creating a new source of substantial light or glare 
affecting nighttime views in the area.  The proposed project 
does not create any new impacts to nighttime lighting or 
glare.  Mitigation from the prior project remains applicable 
to the proposed project. 

S 

With minor changes, the mitigation measure from the prior 
FEIR/EIS below is applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion 
site the proposed project:  

AV-1:  Any lighting shall be arranged and controlled so as not to 
illuminate public rights-of-way or adjacent properties.  In order to 
reduce direct and reflected light pollution, lighting at the project site 
shall be equipped with shields that concentrate the illumination 
downward such that no direct light is cast off the site.  Energy 
efficient lights shall be used, similar to the types used as residential 
outdoor security lights.  The candle power of the illumination at 
ground level shall not exceed what is required by any safety or 
security regulations of any government agency with regulatory 
oversight of the mining operation.  

LS 
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PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES    

Energy Supply (Electric & Gas)    

The proposed project will not require additional electric 
facility use over what was originally permitted.   

LS None Required LS 

The proposed project will not require the use of natural gas; 
new natural gas facilities will not be required as part of the 
proposed project.   

LS None Required LS 

Emergency Services    

The proposed project will provide public use of the 
mitigation corridor.  In addition, the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Fire District provides fire protection services to 
the project area and provided conditions of approval.  The 
project will not adversely affect the provision of fire 
services. 

LS None Required LS 

Parks and Recreation    

The proposed project provides for a trail easement through 
(or nearby) the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel.  This trail will provide recreational 
opportunities and will not result in an adverse impact to the 
provision of park services. 

LS None Required LS 

Water Supply    

The proposed project will not have a significant impact as a 
result of well water use or removal of onsite water wells.  

LS None Required LS 

Removal of water wells in compliance with EMD regulations 
and Building Department guidelines will be required.   

LS None Required LS 
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Sewer Service    

The proposed project will not have an impact to SRCSD 
and/or SASD (formally CSD-1) sewage lines.  

LS None Required LS 

The Vineyard I expansion mining site will not have an 
adverse impact to existing septic systems.   

LS None Required LS 

CLIMATE CHANGE    

The proposed project will not result in a cumulative build up 
of greenhouse emissions.   

LS  None Required LS 

 

TERMINOLOGY USED IN THIS EIR 

This Draft EIR uses the following terminology to describe environmental effects of the project. 

 Significance Criteria. A set of criteria used by the lead agency to determine at what level, or “threshold,” an impact would be 
considered significant. Significance criteria used in this EIR include those that are set forth in the CEQA Guidelines, or can be 
discerned from the CEQA Guidelines; criteria based on factual or scientific information; criteria based on regulatory standards of 
local, state, and federal agencies; and criteria based on goals and policies identified in the Sacramento County General Plan. 

 Less-than-Significant Impact. A project impact is considered less than significant when it does not reach the standard of 
significance and would therefore cause no substantial change in the environment. No mitigation is required for less-than-
significant impacts. 

 Potentially Significant Impact. A potentially significant impact is a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the 
environment. Physical conditions which exist within the area will be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed project. 
Impacts may also be short-term or long-term. A project impact is considered significant if it reaches the threshold of significance 
identified in the EIR. Mitigation measures may reduce a potentially significant impact to less than significant. 
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 Significant Unavoidable Impact. A project impact is considered significant and unavoidable if it is significant and cannot be 
avoided or mitigated to a less-than-significant level once the project is implemented. 

 Cumulative Significant Impact. A cumulative impact can result when a change in the environment results from the incremental 
impact of a project when added to other related past, present or reasonably foreseeable future projects. Significant cumulative 
impacts may result from individually minor but collectively significant projects. 

 Mitigation. Mitigation measures are revisions to the project that would minimize, avoid, or reduce a significant effect on the 
environment. CEQA Guidelines §15370 identifies 5 types of mitigation: 

a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 

b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation. 

c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment. 

d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action. 

e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 



2 - Executive Summary and Mitigation Measures 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 2-26 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Comply with the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for this project 
as follows: 

1. It shall be the responsibility of the project applicant to reimburse the County for 
all expenses incurred in the implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), including any necessary enforcement actions.  
Each Applicant (Granite and Teichert) shall pay an initial deposit of $5,000.00 
each.  Over the course of the project, DERA will regularly conduct cost 
accountings and submit invoices to the applicant when the County monitoring 
costs exceed the initial deposit. 

2. Until the MMRP has been recorded and initial deposit paid, no work authorization 
permit, grading permit or encroachment permit from Sacramento County shall be 
approved.  
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3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

INTRODUCTION 

On July 9, 1999, Sacramento County published a Final Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIR/EIS) for the Morrison Creek Mining Reach 
Downstream (South) of Jackson Highway [(Control Numbers:  94-UPB-0484; 90-CZB-
UPB-1607; and 94-CZB-UPB-0671) (State Clearinghouse Number:  95102057) (Public 
Notice Number:  199400102)].   

The Sacramento County Board of Supervisors certified the Final Environmental Impact 
Report on October 20, 1999.  The Board of Supervisors and approved the Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South project and adopted Findings of Fact and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations on December 15, 1999.  The Board of Supervisors 
approved the Vineyard I mining and reclamation project, and adopted Findings of 
Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations on January 12, 2000.   

The project evaluated in the prior FEIR/EIS was a request for the necessary land use 
entitlements to surface mine sand and gravel on the proposed Vineyard I, Aspen III 
South, Aspen IV South and Aspen V South sites and divert Morrison Creek around the 
mining areas.  The prior project included a requests to mine and reclaim 881.7 acres of 
a the 966.3-acre project sites.  The Federal action was related to a Section 404 permit 
applications submitted to be issued by the Army Corps of Engineers to allow work to 
occur in waters of the United States.  

The current proposed project consists of three separate projects, known as Vineyard I 
project, Aspen III South project and Aspen IV South project.  Since these three projects 
are interrelated, they have been incorporated as the proposed project.   

This chapter discusses the three mining sites that together comprise the 
proposed project; Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South.  This chapter 
will provide the requested entitlements, project features and project objectives of 
the three mining sites.  Teichert Aggregates is the project proponent for the 
Aspen III South and Aspen IV South sites and Granite Construction Company is 
the project proponent for the Vineyard I site.   

Drainage Mitigation Plan 

The drainage mitigation plan included in the project was part of a larger plan (Morrison 
Creek Mining Reach Drainage Mitigation Plan – Part A) and the overall impacts of the 
project on the drainage mitigation plan were addressed in the Morrison Creek Upstream 
(North) Mining Reach EIR/EIS.  The intent of the drainage mitigation plan was to 
mitigate the drainage impacts resulting from mining within the Morrison Creek 100-year 
floodplain.  The drainage mitigation plan included the construction of an unlined 
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trapezoidal bypass channel.  The channel was to be constructed at the existing ground 
surface elevation around the perimeter of the mining area to convey the bulk of the 
flows of Morrison Creek around the aggregate mining pits.  The channel would 
begin/meet the natural Morrison Creek drainage on the Aspen IV South site between 
Mayhew Road and Bradshaw Road.  Construction of the bypass channel was to occur 
during years 7 and 8, of the anticipated 12 year duration of mining activities.  Morrison 
Creek would not have been affected until year 9, at which time the flows would be 
diverted from the creek to the bypass channel.   

When the drainage volume from Morrison Creek exceeded the capacity of the bypass 
channel, the excess was to be diverted into one of the pit floor detention areas via 
weir/outfall structures in the bypass channel.  A small and variable speed pump station 
would be located adjacent to the northeast portion of the project site where the bypass 
channel proposed in the upstream portion of the mining reach terminates and where the 
existing drainage channel of Morrison Creek continues to the project site (on the Aspen 
V South site, not a component of the current proposed project).   

Wetland Mitigation Plan/ Reclamation Plan 

It was determined in the prior FEIR/EIS that the proposed combined mining activities 
would impact approximately 19.83 acres of Waters of the United States, which are 
under jurisdiction of the United States Army Corps of Engineers.  The estimated 
acreage included impacts to seasonal wetlands, portions of Morrison Creek, and 
irrigated seasonal wetlands.  The proponents developed a wetland mitigation plan that 
outlined how the loss of acreage and function of wetlands impacted by the project would 
be compensated.  The plan included developing a 600-foot wide riparian corridor along 
a re-created low flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the same 
location as the existing creek.  The corridor would contain a creek channel, perennial 
marsh, riparian woodlands, seasonal marsh and valley oak woodlands in a series of 
terraces. 

Proposed Amendments 

Granite obtained a Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers that 
reflected the approved reclamation plan on Vineyard I and Aspen III South.  However, 
since the issued Section 404 permit, Granite and Teichert proposed changes to the 
previously approved reclamation plan to form a Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
Preserve Corridor that would re-create Morrison Creek at or near original grade, just 
north of the existing Morrison Creek location.  Granite has received amended Section 
404 (federal) and 401 (State) permits that reflect the proposed reclamation change to 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.   

Since the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to contain the 
100-year flood flows, the previously approved drainage mitigation plan is 
amended by eliminating the at grade bypass channel around the perimeter of the 
mining properties.  The elimination of the previously approved drainage 
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mitigation plan (bypass channel) is a component of all three mining site 
amendment requests. 

Teichert Aggregates did not have wetland mitigation requirements for their Aspen 
III South mining site since there were no wetlands impacts as a result of mining 
the Aspen III South site.  Therefore, Teichert is requesting to amend their 
reclamation plan to allow Granite’s Morrison Creek Realigned Channel mitigation 
corridor to be constructed across a portion of Aspen III South site.   

For the Aspen IV South mining site, Teichert has received an amended State 401 
(issued April 13, 2012, WDID# 5A34CR00444A1) and amended federal 404 permit 
(issued May 3, 2012, SPK-1994-00504 & SPK-01994-00693) to reflect their current 
proposal of not mining through Morrison Creek and instead preserving the creek 
by constructing raised flood control berms (referenced as Raised Bank Channel) 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect upstream with the Raised Bank Channel and the preserved Morrison 
Creek on Aspen IV South.  This connection will require some encroachment 
within the floodway.  Teichert has received federal and State permits that reflect the 
proposed reclamation changes for Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project requests to amend existing approved reclamation plans to be 
consistent with the applicants’ amended federal stream restoration and mitigation plans. 
Additionally the Vineyard I project requests new entitlements to mine two additional 
small parcels totaling 5.61 acres.   

This chapter discusses the three mining sites that together comprise the proposed 
project; Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South.  This chapter will provide the 
requested entitlements, project features and project objectives of the proposed project. 
Teichert Aggregates is the project proponent for the Aspen III South and Aspen IV 
South sites and Granite Construction Company is the project proponent for the Vineyard 
I site.   
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PROJECT LOCATION 

The proposed project is located within the Vineyard Community Plan Area in the 
unincorporated area of Sacramento County.  The Vineyard I project parcels are located 
at the northeast corner of Hedge Road and Elder Creek Road.  The Aspen III South 
project parcels are located in the southwest corner of Fruitridge Road and Mayhew 
Road.  The Aspen IV South project parcels are located at the northeast corner of 
Mayhew Road and Elder Creek Road.  Plate PD-1 presents the regional location and 
Plate PD-2 presents an aerial photograph of the project site, captured in 2011.  Plate 
PD-3 presents an overview of the proposed Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor.   

PROJECT PROPONENTS 

APPLICANTS 
Teichert Aggregates 
Attn:  John Lane 

Granite Construction Company 
Attn:  Yasha Saber 

 

OWNERS 
Teichert Land Co. 
 

Granite Construction Company 
 

 

ENGINEER 
G.C. Wallace of CA, Inc. 
Cunningham Engineering 
Attn:  Steve Greenfield 
 

Cunningham Engineering 
Attn:  Steve Greenfield 

 

PLANNING CONSULTANT 
Jeff Gamel, Senior Planner, Sacramento County Department of Community 
Development Planning and Community Development Department 
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Plate PD-1:  Regional Location Map 

 

 

Approximate Project Location
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Plate PD-2:  Aerial of the Project Site 
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Plate PD-3:  Overview of Project Plans 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South mining sites are within the 
Vineyard Community Planning Area in unincorporated Sacramento County.  The project 
parcels are part of a larger aggregate mining area.  Most of the sites are is disturbed 
from mining activities. 

The project is proposing a stream corridor (referenced as the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel throughout this document) in an area where mining activities have been 
completed.  A portion of  

The applicants have constructed a majority of the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel.  The the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been vegetated with 
grasses, with tree saplings planted throughout.  A drainage channel has been cut, in a 
meandering fashion, through this corridor.  The stream corridor has been elevated back 
to nearly the original grade prior to mining consistent with the requested reclamation 
plan amendment.   

PROJECT PROPOSAL 

PROJECT FEATURES 
The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved Reclamation Plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The revised reclamation plan for all three mining sites consists of 
eliminating eliminates the previously approved wetland mitigation plan/reclamation 
plan to construct a 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel at the bottom of 
the mining pits in generally the same location as the existing creek and eliminates the 
previously approved drainage mitigation plan to construct an at-grade trapezoidal 
bypass channel around the perimeter of the mining pits. and   

Granite Construction will constructs an at-grade mitigation corridor (referred to as the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining 
properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to contain the 
100-year flows and be a self-sustaining stream corridor, and will be constructed to 
mimic a natural meandering stream with varied slopes ranging from 3:1 to 7:1 
(horizontal:vertical).  In addition, a low flow channel with varying widths and depths (not 
less than 10 feet wide), and a native riparian/upland buffer area with varying widths will 
be constructed.  The area north of the corridor will be brought back to within five feet of 
original grade over time and the area south of the corridor will be reclaimed with 
available overburden and include a retention pond for stormwater drainage from the 
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surrounding areas.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect upstream with 
the existing Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV South property and downstream at Hedge 
Road (on the Vineyard I property) at the boundary of the City of Sacramento and 
Sacramento County.   

The Aspen III South site did not have any wetland or biological impacts as a 
result of mining; therefore, Teichert Aggregate’s request for the Aspen III South 
site is for the above components to be eliminated from their reclamation plan and 
to allow for Granite Construction to construct the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel across a portion of the Aspen III South mining site. 

As part of the new proposal for On the Aspen IV South site, Morrison Creek will not 
be impacted by mining activities and will now be preserved.  Raised bank flood control 
berms (referred to as the Raised Bank Channel throughout this document) are 
proposed to be constructed outside of the floodway of Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV 
South mining site.  Some encroachment to the floodway will be required to connect 
the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel with the Raised Bank Channel.    

Furthermore, a recreation trail is proposed through the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel.   

A recreation trail is proposed through the Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV 
South properties, along the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel.  

REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS 
The proposed Project seeks to amend existing approved mining and reclamation plans 
to be consistent with the applicants’ amended federal stream restoration and mitigation 
plans.  Additionally the Vineyard I project seeks new entitlements to mine two additional 
small parcels totaling 5.61 acres (referred to as the Vineyard I mining expansion site).  

VINEYARD I  
The Vineyard I mining expansion site consists of two parcels, requests a rezone, 
community plan amendment and a use permit to allow surface mining.  The two parcels 
are identified as assessor parcel numbers (APNs) 063-0090-009 and 063-0090-018.   

In addition to the rezone and surface mining use permit for the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site, all of the project parcels within the Vineyard I project are the subject of a 
reclamation plan revision.  The parcels are APNs 063-0080-010 through 013, 063-0090-
001 through 003, 063-0090-006, 063-0090-009 through 011, 063-0090-015 through 
019, 063-0110-001 through 006, 063-0110-012, 063-0110-028, and 063-0110-029.  The 
Vineyard I proposed rezone and community plan amendment is shown on Plate PD-4.  
The previously approved reclamation plan within Vineyard I is shown on Plate PD-5 and 
the proposed (revised) reclamation plan within Vineyard I is shown on Plate PD-6.   
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Plate PD-4:  Proposed Vineyard I Community Plan Amendment and Rezone 
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Plate PD-5:  Approved Reclamation Plan (section within Vineyard I) 
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Plate PD-6:  Revised (Proposed) Reclamation Plan (Vineyard I) 
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The following are the requested entitlements for the Vineyard I project site: 

1. A Community Plan Amendment and corresponding Rezone to change the 
designations from Industrial Reserve with Surface Mining Combining (IR (SM)) 
and Industrial Reserve with Flood combining (IR (F)) to Industrial Reserve with 
Surface Mining/Flood Combining (IR (SM)(F)) for 5.61 acres (i.e., APN: 063-
0090-009 and -018) of the project site.  

2. A Use Permit Amendment for an aggregate mining operation known as 
Vineyard I, approved in 2000 (Control Number:  91-CZB-UPB-0118) to allow 
aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres, and to incorporate this new area 
into the previously approved mining plan.   

3. A Reclamation Plan Amendment to the Vineyard I approval to allow:  

a. The additional 5.61 acre area proposed for mining to be incorporated 
into the previously approved reclamation plan.  

b. A revision to the drainage and wetland mitigation plans for the project 
site that will include the construction of a new Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel (mining of the creek bed was approved in 2000) that will be 
approximately 300 feet in width at or near original grade, and will include 
adjacent buffer lands for a total width of 650 feet.  This new Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will accommodate 100-year flood flows and 
incorporate wetland/riparian habitat mitigation elements. 

c. The previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek, 
and the 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor would be superseded 
with the construction of the new Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as 
described above.  

d. Fill (overburden) will be added to portions of the pit floor to bring the 
areas north of the creek to within 5 feet of original grade.  

e. A stormwater retention basin designed to accommodate 297-acre feet of 
water will be added to a portion of the pit floor.  

4. A Use Permit Amendment and Zoning Agreement Amendment to the 
Vineyard I approval to allow:  

a. Amendments to several of the conditions of the original approval that 
reference an approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek and 
a 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor, and instead reference the new 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as described above.  

b. An update of several conditions to reflect the 2011 Morrison Creek 
Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis prepared for the project.  
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c. An update of several conditions to reflect new wetland and oak 
woodland mitigation consistent with recent approvals by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers.  

d. A revision to conditions requiring the dedication of a public trail 
easement corresponding to the alignment of Morrison Creek.  

5. A Release from the prior Zoning Ordinance, adopted by Ordinance No. SZC 
2000-0001, to be replaced by an amended Zoning Ordinance.  

Temporary Diversion Channel:  

In order to construct the connections of existing Morrison Creek (offsite) with the 
recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (on Vineyard I property), temporary 
Morrison Creek diversions to convey dry season (summer) creek flows have been 
proposed at  Hedge Avenue and at Mayhew Road, as shown on Plate PD-7.  The 
temporary Morrison Creek diversion at Hedge Avenue is expected to occur in 2010 and 
will divert a portion of Morrison Creek flows south of the proposed Hedge Connection 
Segment (as shown on Plate PD-3).  The diversion at Mayhew Road is expected to 
occur in 2012 or 2013 and an earth berm or other diversion structure will be placed 
within Morrison Creek and dry season creek flows will be piped north and then west, 
into the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  This diversion is necessary so 
that the Mayhew Connection Segment (as shown on Plate PD-3) can be mined and 
reclaimed consistent with the proposed realigned Morrison Creek. 
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Plate PD-7:  Temporary Channel Diversion Plans for Vineyard I 

 

N 
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ASPEN III SOUTH 
The project parcels within Aspen III South are the subject of a use permit and 
reclamation plan amendment.  The project parcels are APNs 063-0080-016, 063-0080-
028 through -032, 063-0090-007, and 063-0090-012.  Plate PD-8 and Plate PD-9 shows 
the revised reclamation plan (section within Aspen III South) and Plate PD-10 shows the 
conceptual riparian and oak woodland planting plan for Aspen III South. 

The following are the requested entitlements for the Aspen III South project:  

1. A Reclamation Plan Amendment for an aggregate mining operation known as 
Aspen III South approved in 1999 (Control Number:  94-UPB-0484) to allow:  

a. A revision to the drainage and wetland mitigations plans for the project site 
that will include the construction of a new Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel (mining of the creek bed was approved in 1999) that will be 
approximately 300 feet in width at or near original grade, and will include 
adjacent buffer lands for a total width of 650 feet.  This new Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will accommodate 100-year flood flows and 
incorporate wetland/riparian habitat mitigation elements.  

b. The previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek and 
the 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor would be superseded with the 
construction of the new Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as described 
above.  

c. Selected pit floor elevations may be raised to within 2 feet of the original 
grade over the term of the use permit (i.e., 22 years) using the “drying 
bed” method (i.e., the accumulation of silt like material obtained from 
aggregate washings or direct import).  

2. A Use Permit Amendment to amend the Aspen III South approval to allow:  

a. Amendments to several of the conditions of the original approval that 
reference the approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek and a 
600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor, and instead reference the new 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as described above.  

b. An update of several conditions to reflect the 2011 Morrison Creek 
Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis prepared for the project.  

c. An update of several conditions to reflect landscape plans approved for 
the project in 2002 (Control No 01-PAB-0686).  

d. An update of several conditions to reflect new wetland and oak woodland 
mitigation consistent with recent approvals by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.   
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Plate PD-8:  Revised Reclamation Plan (Section within Aspen III South) 
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Plate PD-9:  Revised Reclamation Plan (Section within Aspen III South) (page 2) 
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Plate PD-10:  Conceptual Riparian & Oak Woodland Planting Plan (Aspen III South) 
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ASPEN IV SOUTH 
The project parcels within the Aspen IV South project are the subject of a use permit 
and reclamation plan amendment.  The project parcels are APNs 063-0100-011, -014 
through -016, 063-0100-019, 063-0130-001, -002, -009, -010 and -011.  Plate PD-11 
and Plate PD -12 show the revised reclamation plan within Aspen IV South.  Plate 
PD-13 represents the conceptual riparian and oak woodland planting plan for this site.   

The following are the requested entitlements for the Aspen IV III South project:  

1. A Reclamation Plan Amendment for an aggregate mining operation known as 
Aspen IV South approved in 1999 (Control Number:  90-CZB-UPB-1607) to 
allow:  

a. A revision to the drainage and wetland mitigations plans for the project site 
that consists of completely avoiding Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV 
South property and constructing a “Raised Bank Channel”.  Teichert will 
mine up to the southern edge of the floodway of Morrison Creek, and will 
construct berms outside of the floodway on the north and south sides of 
the creek to create a Raised Bank Channel.  

b. The previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek, 
and the 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor would be superseded with 
the construction of the Raised Bank Channel, as described above.  

c. Selected pit floor elevations may be raised to within 2 feet of the original 
grade over the term of the use permit (i.e., 22 years) using the “drying 
bed” method (i.e., the accumulation of silt like material obtained from 
aggregate washings or direct import).   

d. Two options for on-site retention of stormwater:  (a) drain to the adjacent 
Vineyard I mining site (this option was approved in 1999), or (b) retain on 
site in an engineered retention basin. 

2. A Use Permit Amendment and Zoning Agreement Amendment to the Aspen 
IV South approval to allow:  

a. Amendments to several of the conditions of the original approval that 
reference the previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison 
Creek and a 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor, and instead reference 
the new Raised Bank Channel, as described above.  

b. An update of several conditions to reflect the 2011 Morrison Creek 
Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis prepared for the project.  

c. An update of several conditions to reflect landscape plans approved for 
the project in 2002 (Control No 01-PAB-0686).  
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Plate PD-11:  Revised Reclamation Plan for Aspen IV South (north portion) 

 



3 - Project Description 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 3-23 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

Plate PD -12:  Revised Reclamation Plan for Aspen IV South (south portion) 
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Plate PD-13:  Conceptual Oak Tree Planting Plan (Aspen IV South) 
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d. An update of several conditions to reflect new wetland and oak woodland 
mitigation consistent with recent approvals by the U. S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.  

e. A revision to conditions requiring the dedication of a public trail easement 
corresponding to the alignment of Morrison Creek.  

3. A Release from the prior Zoning Ordinance, adopted by Ordinance No. SZC 99-
0068, to be replaced by an amended Zoning Ordinance.  

PROJECT OBJECTIVE 
The applicants have provided a project justification statement and the following are 
portions of the statement which serve to outline the project objectives: 

 Granite Construction Company: Vineyard I 
o The proposed entitlements would allow the applicant to consolidate the 

currently approved pit floor mitigation corridor and enhanced bypass 
channel from the Vineyard I project into a single recreated creek channel 
that more closely mirrors Morrison Creek’s natural condition. 

o Maximizes the production of vital aggregate resources 
 
 Teichert Aggregates: Aspen III South and Aspen IV South 

o The proposed mitigation corridor better mirrors the natural creek 
condition, while eliminating the need for a mechanical pump system. 

o The at-grade, single channel design avoids the separation of creek 
function and habitat. 

o The revised reclamation plan allows Teichert to mine aggregates with 
fewer operational constraints while minimizing impacts to the 
environment. 

o Mining on Aspen IV South will avoid Morrison Creek which eliminates 
direct impacts to the creek and related habitat. 

o There is currently great demand for aggregates in Sacramento County 
and surrounding areas and this demand continues to increase as the 
population of the region grows. 

INTENDED USE OF THE EIR 
The Project Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors will use the information 
contained in the SEIR in evaluating the proposed project and rendering a decision to 
approve or deny the requested entitlements.  The SEIR will serve as an informational 
document for the general public as well.  Responsible agencies may also use the SEIR 
for subsequent discretionary actions. 



 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 4-1 2005-0062, PLNP2008- 00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

4 ALTERNATIVES  

INTRODUCTION 

The proposed project is an amalgamation of the alternatives that were analyzed in the 
Prior FEIR/EIS.   

The proposed project is a result of revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The prior approved reclamation plan was not favored by the State and 
federal agencies from a biological standpoint.  The applicants (Granite Construction and 
Teichert Aggregates) worked with the regulatory agencies in designing the proposed 
project so that it would have fewer biological impacts.  This chapter will present the 
previously analyzed alternatives and compare the proposed project to those alternatives 
and the prior approved project.  

BACKGROUND 

In 1989 it was recommended that a comprehensive drainage mitigation plan for 
Morrison Creek be prepared prior to approval by the County of any mining project within 
the Morrison Creek floodplain. The purpose of this recommendation was to prepare a 
plan that would accurately assess the cumulative effects of mining projects within the 
100-year floodplain.  The intent of the drainage mitigation plan is to mitigate the 
drainage impacts of mining on the Morrison Creek 100-year floodplain, as required by 
the County floodplain management policies.  As a result, proposed mining projects at 
the time were placed on hold while the County prepared the Morrison Creek Mining 
Reach Drainage Mitigation Plan.  The boundary of the drainage plan is the portion of 
Morrison Creek located between Mather Airport and Hedge Avenue (referred to as the 
“Morrison Creek Mining Reach”).   

The miner’s preferred alternative of the Morrison Creek Mining Reach Drainage 
Mitigation Plan was referred to as Part A which consisted of the construction of an 
unlined trapezoidal bypass channel.  The bypass channel would be at-grade and 
convey the bulk of the flows of Morrison Creek through the reclaimed aggregate mining 
areas and lower pit.  The bypass channel would begin/meet the natural Morrison Creek 
drainage on the Aspen IV South site.  The bypass channel would be located along the 
alignment shown in Plate ALT -1.   
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Plate ALT -1:  Drainage Mitigation Plan of Prior Project – Bypass Channel and Mitigation Corridor 
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The bypass channel would be sized to contain the 100-year peak flows which would 
allow the majority of Morrison Creek to continue downstream through the project site 
with minimal disruption. When the drainage exceeded the capacity of the bypass 
channel, the excess flows would be diverted into one of the pit floor detention areas via 
a weir or outfall structure constructed in the bypass channel.  The lower pit was 
proposed to provide 306 ac-ft of detention/storage volume.  The upper pit (located at the 
upstream portion of the mining reach) would be substantially larger, providing 1,469 ac-
ft of detention/storage volume.  A small variable speed pump station was also proposed 
to be located on the Aspen V South mining site.  The purpose of the pump station is to 
evacuate water that does not percolate, evaporate, or transpire from the 
ponding/detention area located north of Jackson Highway (the upstream portion of the 
mining reach).  The bypass channel, pit floor detention and small pump station was to 
be fully financed and constructed by the mining companies which would relieve the 
County of any involvement in the operation and maintenance of the bypass channel.  
The drainage mitigation plan Part A was a component of the project proposal in the prior 
FEIR/EIS.  The following alternatives were analyzed in the prior FEIR/EIS (Pages 4-1 
through 4-16 of FEIR/EIS): 

 Proposed Project Without the Vineyard I Processing Plant 

o The Proposed Project Without the Vineyard I Processing Plant Alternative 
was included to allow for flexibility in land use decisions during the 
application review process and following the potential approval of 
entitlements.  This alternative does not include processing facilities on the 
Vineyard I mining site; it was assumed that Granite would use a conveyor 
to transfer mined material from the site to an existing processing facility 
located off site.  Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR/EIS, Granite 
obtained conveyor access, thus this alternative became a part of the 
proposed project.   

 Proposed Project with County Drainage Alternatives (Part B Options) 

o The Proposed Project with County Drainage Alternative (Part B Options) 
was developed as part of the Sacramento County Water Resources 
Division’s 1994 Morrison Creek Mining Reach Drainage Mitigation Plan 
which was developed to go beyond the minimum requirements for 
drainage mitigation, in order to provide additional flood control and 
stormwater detention benefits.  However, it was stated in the FEIR/EIS 
that following additional consideration and evaluation of the County 
Drainage Alternatives (Part B) subsequent to the release of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, the County of Sacramento determined that the incremental 
downstream flood control benefits would be minimal and decided to forego 
additional consideration of this alternative at the time of writing the 
FEIR/EIS. 
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 100-Year Floodplain Protection Alternative  

o The Floodplain and Creek Protection Alternative was considered so as to 
minimize the cumulative effects of mining inside the 100-year floodplain.  
Under this alternative, the 100-year floodplain protection alternative, the 
natural character of the 100-year floodplain for the creek would be 
maintained by avoiding aggregate extraction within the floodplain. 

 Creek Buffer Alternative 

o The Creek Buffer Alternative was included in the FEIR/EIS since during 
the comment period on the Draft EIR/EIS there were several comments 
requesting that a modified floodplain protection alternative be considered 
in the EIR/EIS.  This alternative was to include a 150-foot buffer area on 
either side of Morrison Creek similar to the condition of approval placed on 
the north project by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  As a result of 
these comments, the “Creek Buffer Alternative” was incorporated into the 
FEIR/EIS.  Under this alternative, the natural creek channel and 
associated riparian vegetation would be preserved by precluding mining 
activities within 150 feet of the lateral extent of Corps jurisdiction 
associated with the main stem of Morrison Creek.  Mining and reclamation 
would occur up to the edge of the 150-foot buffer and the perimeter would 
be back filled with 2:1 slopes.  The Morrison Creek channel would be 
retained at existing grade throughout the project site.  Under this 
alternative, a 350-foot corridor of land, including the creek, would be 
preserved and surrounded on both sides by the proposed mining and 
reclamation areas.   

 No project Alternative 

o The No Project Alternative assumed that the project sites would not be 
mined for aggregate and that the sites would have remained in their 
present condition or be used consistent with existing zoning, which was 
general agricultural.   

The FEIR/EIS also considered the following alternatives, but the alternatives were 
rejected due to not meeting the project objective or because they were infeasible: 

 Recycling Alternative 

 Off-site Alternative 

 Mather Field Alternative 
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IDENTIFICATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE  
The FEIR/EIS identified the following as the Environmentally Superior Alternative: (page 
6-8 of FEIR/EIS): 

Based on the alternatives analysis in the individual sections in Chapter 5 
(Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences), the 100-Year 
Floodplain Protection Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.  
Under this alternative, the natural character of the 100-year floodplain for 
Morrison Creek would be maintained by avoiding aggregate extraction within the 
floodplain.  Unlike the other mining alternatives, this alternative would not require 
reconstruction of the floodplain, would not alter flows downstream, and would not 
result in hydrologic and landform changes to the existing floodplain.  Thus, 
impacts to biological resources, open space, and aesthetic values inherently 
associated with the streambed, floodplain and uplands under natural conditions 
would be avoided. 

None of the alternatives were chosen over the proposed project; accordingly, the 
project, as proposed, was approved.  Approval of the prior project allowed for mining 
operations through Morrison Creek and the construction of the at-grade trapezoidal 
bypass channel, pump station and a riparian/low-flow corridor at the bottom of the 
mining pit.   

PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed project eliminates the previously approved bypass channel around the 
perimeter of the Aspen IV South, Aspen III South and Vineyard I mining sites.  The 
previously approved 600-foot wide riparian corridor/ low-flow channel at the bottom of 
the mining pit has been revised to be an at-grade Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
on the Aspen III South and Vineyard I mining sites.  As the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel does not require a pump station, it will maintain the hydroconnectivity of 
Morrison Creek, compared to an at pit-bottom channel.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has also been designed to contain the 100-year flows of Morrison Creek, and 
will mirror a meandering creek; therefore, biological functions of this design are superior 
to the prior approved bypass channel and pit-bottom creek corridor (refer to the 
Biological Resources chapter).  

Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV South site will not be impacted under the proposed 
project.  A flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) will be constructed outside the 
effective floodway of Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV South site.  The Raised Bank 
Channel on Aspen IV South portion of the proposed project is very similar to the 100-
year Floodplain Protection Alternative and the Creek Buffer Alternative, both previously 
proposed in the prior FEIR/EIS.  This component of the proposed project will not mine 
through the existing Morrison Creek (similar to the Creek Buffer Alternative) and will not 
mine through the Morrison Creek floodplain since the Raised Bank Channel will be 
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constructed outside the floodplain which will preclude mining within the channel (similar 
to the 100-year floodplain protection alternative).  This portion of the project is mostly 
consistent with the identified environmentally superior alternative of the prior FEIR/EIS.  
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5 SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE 

INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the surface water hydrology and drainage of the project site, 
including issues relating to the Morrison Creek channel, flood protection and channel 
stability.  The analysis contained in this chapter is based on the Aspen IIIS, IVS and 
Granite Vineyard I Post Reclamation Plan Hydrology & Hydraulic Analysis, prepared by 
Wood Rodgers, dated June 2011 (hereinafter referred to as 2011 H&H Analysis) and 
the technical memo for the Granite Vineyard I/ Aspen VI Weir Sensitivity Analysis, dated 
July 6, 2011.  Both documents are provided in Appendix B1.  The Sacramento County 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) reviewed the 2011 H&H Analysis report and 
deemed it to be technically adequate for CEQA review on August 3, 2011.  

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen 
IV South.  The previously approved reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-
foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in 
generally the same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel around the perimeter of the mining sites.  The proposed project revises the 
previously approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal 
bypass channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian 
corridor/low-flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel) on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flows within the flood 
control channel.  On the Aspen IV South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel 
will be preserved and a raised bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is 
proposed to be constructed outside of the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the existing Morrison Creek channel on 
Aspen IV South.  The connection of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel to the 
Raised Bank Channel will require grading within the Mayhew Road right-of-way to 
contour the levees of the creek in order to maintain the flood protection banks across 
Mayhew Road.  

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining of an additional 5.6 acres on the Vineyard I 
mining site (Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard mining expansion 
will be incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, with revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The 
proposed project also includes an option for a retention basin on the Aspen IV South 
mining site (a retention basin was approved in 1999 as part of the prior project).  
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Impacts associated with groundwater quality and use of groundwater supplies are 
addressed in the Groundwater Hydrology and Quality Chapter (Chapter 6 of this SEIR).  

SETTING 

The prior FEIR/EIS provided the following hydrological setting:   

The project site is located in the upper Morrison Creek watershed in the reach 
between Jackson Highway and Hedge Road.  Morrison Creek flows from the low 
foothills of eastern Sacramento County to the Sacramento River Delta at 
Snodgrass Slough.  Elevations range between 170 feet above mean sea level 
(MSL) in the headwaters to below MSL at Snodgrass Slough.  The watershed 
terrain is characterized by low rolling hills with an annual grassland cover, 
agricultural and urban development, vernal pools and seasonal wetland swales.  
The Morrison Creek corridor occupies a shallow valley with sparse riparian 
vegetation.  The lower water is highly urbanized and Morrison Creek has been 
channelized.  A good portion of the site is located within a federally designated 
floodplain, as shown on FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, panel number 
060262-0215D, dated November 15, 1989.   

The project site experiences a Mediterranean climate with periods of precipitation 
in mild winter months (November through April) and hot, dry summers (May 
through October).  Morrison Creek is presently classified as an intermittent 
stream where winter rains generate storm runoff and recharge moisture in 
shallow soils and alluvium.  Although flow and soil moisture are unmeasured, 
visual observations indicate that residual winter runoff or baseflow dissipates in 
the early summer.  Summer conditions are dry except for an unknown but 
important volume of urban and agricultural-irrigation tailwater flow. Fine-grained 
soils on the valley floor along Morrison Creek retain moisture into late spring.  

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM) used in the prior FEIR/EIS was dated 1989; however, the current FEMA Flood 
Insurance Rate Map is dated 1998 and the majority of the project site is still located 
within a federally designated floodplain.  Refer to Plate HY-1.   

The majority of the Granite Vineyard I mining site is located south of the existing 
Morrison Creek.  This area has been partially mined and the area north of Morrison 
Creek has been mostly mined under existing entitlements and is proposed to be filled 
and reclaimed after mining is complete.  The Teichert Aspen III South site is located 
north of Morrison Creek and mining on this site is almost completed, under existing 
entitlements.  Mining on the Teichert Aspen IV South site is permitted under existing 
entitlements, but mining has not started.   
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Plate HY-1:  Existing FEMA Flood Zone Designations in Project Area 
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Downstream of the project site, Morrison Creek flows westerly through the City of 
Sacramento before entering the Beach-Stone Lakes area at the Sacramento River.  The 
proposed Reclamation Plan will recreate a natural low-flow channel on Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South mining sites and construct raised channel banks outside the effective 
FEMA floodway on all three mining sites.  

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

STATE REGULATIONS 

THE OFFICE OF MINE RECLAMATION AND THE SURFACE MINING AND RECLAMATION 
ACT OF 1975 (SMARA) 
The Office of Mine Reclamation (OMR) was created in 1991 to administer the Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA).  OMR provides assistance to cities, 
counties, state agencies and mine operators for reclamation planning.  Successful 
reclamation includes maintaining water and air quality, minimizing flooding, erosion and 
damage to wildlife and aquatic habitats caused by surface mining.  The goals of OMR is 
to have successful reclamation as it relates to environmental quality, as well as reclaim 
mined lands to a beneficial end-use through the implementation of SMARA and to 
minimize residual hazards to public health and safety through the Abandoned Mine 
Lands program.    

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 
The State Water Resources Control Board was created by the State Legislature in 1967 
and has jurisdiction throughout California and aims to protect water quality by setting 
statewide policy, coordinating and supporting the Regional Water Board efforts and 
reviewing petitions that contest Regional Board activities.  There are nine regional water 
quality control boards that were created as a result of the State Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Act of 1970.  The regional water quality control boards regulate surface and 
ground water and established the requirements for waste discharges.     

The federal Clean Water Act prohibits discharge of pollutants to waters of the United 
States from any point source unless the discharge is in compliance with a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  Stormwater associated with 
industrial activities that discharge either directly to surface waters or indirectly through 
municipal storm sewers must be regulated by an NPDES permit.  To obtain the NPDES 
General Permit, the facility operator must submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the State 
Water Resources Control Board.  The General Permit generally requires facility 
operators to (1) eliminate unauthorized non-storm water discharges; (2) develop and 
implement a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP); and (3) perform 
monitoring of storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.  The 
State Water Resources Control Board issues the NPDES general permit.   



5 - Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 5-5 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

LOCAL REGULATIONS 

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
Sacramento County has a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Municipal Stormwater Permit issued by the Regional Board.  The Municipal Stormwater 
Permit requires the County to reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the 
maximum extent practicable. The County complies with this permit in part by developing 
and enforcing ordinances and requirements to reduce the discharge of sediments and 
other pollutants in runoff.  

The County has established a Stormwater Ordinance (Sacramento County Code 
15.12).  The Stormwater Ordinance prohibits the discharge of unauthorized non-
stormwater to the County’s stormwater conveyance system and local creeks.  It applies 
to all private and public projects in the County, regardless of size or land use type.  In 
addition, the Land Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance (Sacramento County Code 
16.44) requires private construction sites disturbing one or more acres or moving 350 
cubic yards or more of earthen material to obtain a grading permit.  To obtain a grading 
permit, project proponents must prepare and submit for approval an Erosion and 
Sediment Control (ESC) Plan describing erosion and sediment control best 
management practices (BMPs) that will be implemented during construction to prevent 
sediment from leaving the site and entering the County’s storm drain system or local 
receiving waters.  Construction projects not subject to the Land Grading and Erosion 
Control Ordinance (SCC 16.44) are subject to the Stormwater Ordinance (SCC 15.12) 
described above.  

Other County documents which contain standards and specifications for the regulation 
of water quality include:  

• The County Stormwater Quality Improvement Standards;  

• Standard Construction Specifications;  

• Stormwater Quality Design Manual (May 2007);  

• Sacramento County Industrial BMP Manual; and  

• Sacramento County Stormwater Sampling Guidance.  

SACRAMENTO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 
The Sacramento County General Plan has been updated and was approved and 
adopted on November 9, 2011 by the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors.  The 
planning horizon of the previous General Plan was from 1990 to 2010.  The updated 
General Plan has a planning horizon to the year 2030.  Section I of the Conservation 
Element of the General Plan addresses Water Resources.  Policies pertain to optimal 
use of surface water, sustainable yield of groundwater, efficient use of urban and 
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agricultural water, protection of ecosystems, managing runoff and the efficient use of 
municipal and industrial water.  Updates to the policies in the General Plan that are 
applicable to the proposed project are as follows:       

CO-24:  Comply with the Sacramento Areawide National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Municipal Stormwater Permit (NPDES Municipal Permit) or 
subsequent permits issued by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (Regional Board) to the County, and the Cities of Sacramento, 
Elk Grove, Citrus Heights, Folsom, Rancho Cordova, and Galt (collectively 
known as the Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership [SSQP]).  

CO-25: Support the preservation, restoration and creation of riparian corridors, 
wetlands and buffer zones. 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY ZONING CODE  
The Sacramento County Zoning Code includes Mining-Related regulations which outline 
permitted surface mining operations, requirements for a Work Authorization Permit, and 
mining application data, standards and guidelines.  

SACRAMENTO COUNTY FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT ORDINANCE 
Sacramento County has participated in the National Flood Insurance Program since 
1979.  A County Floodplain Management Ordinance is required to meet or exceed the 
minimum standards of FEMA for participation in the National Flood Insurance Program. 
The Floodplain Management Ordinance specifically describes what types of 
development activities are allowed and how proposed development may be permitted.  
The purpose of floodplain management is to realize the extent of flood hazards and to 
manage the flooding in a manner so as to reduce damage to structures and 
infrastructure and to minimize the risk of human casualties.   

All proposed development activity in a floodplain (those areas designated by FEMA on 
the Flood Insurance Rate Map for Sacramento County) and other areas subject to 
flooding, must be reviewed and permitted by the County’s Floodplain Administrator 
(Water Resources) prior to construction.  Per the Floodplain Management Ordinance, a 
Floodplain Management Permit must be obtained from the Floodplain Administrator 
before any new construction, substantial improvements or other development, including 
alteration of land, begins within any special flood hazard area or local flood hazard area 
established in Section 903-02 of the ordinance.   

In addition, Section 905-06 provides that the Floodplain Administrator may impose 
conditions necessary to ensure compliance with the Floodplain Management Ordinance, 
other County ordinances, or state or federal laws.  The Floodplain Administrator may 
also require that the owner of the property, the permit applicant, or both, enter into a 
written agreement with the County holding the County of Sacramento and the 
Sacramento County Water Agency free from liability for any harm that may occur to any 
real or personal property or person by flooding.   
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The Sacramento County Department of Water Resources has reviewed the proposed 
project and has submitted various comment letters pertaining to the project.  The 
following memorandums have been submitted by DWR for the proposed project:  

 July 15, 2008 (For Vineyard I) 

 July 15, 2008 (For Aspen III South) 

 August 3, 2011 (For Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South) 

 December 23, 2011 (For Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South) 

The memorandums have been included as Appendix B2.   

The conditions of approval from the memorandums include for the provision of drainage 
easements, installation of drainage facilities, and floodplain easements pursuant to the 
Sacramento County Floodplain Management Ordinance.  DWR also requests for a long 
term maintenance agreement between the miners and DWR to address funding and 
long term maintenance of drainage facilities.    

HYDROLOGIC AND HYDRAULIC CONDITIONS 

BASELINE CONDITIONS 
Wood Rodgers used the 1998 Effective FEMA Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for 
Sacramento County Unincorporated Areas (revised February 14, 1998) and the Revised 
2000 FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for peak flow and water surface 
elevations to develop the baseline floodplain analysis for the Pre-Reclamation condition, 
which is used for comparison to the Post-Reclamation Channel Model.   

Granite and Teichert constructed a weir, associated bypass channel and detention 
basin upstream of Jackson Highway in approximately 2001-2003 to mitigate flows in 
Morrison Creek (refer to Plate HY-2) pursuant to 1999 mining project approvals of 
Granite’s Granite I and Teichert’s Aspen VI mining projects.  The Vineyard I, Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South Post-Reclamation condition assumes that the weir on the 
Granite I property is in place and functioning.  The function of the weir is to divert peak 
flood-related flow out of Morrison Creek and into the Granite I and Aspen VI mining pits 
for offline retention and detention.  The current operation of the weir is considered the 
“As-Built Condition” and Teichert and Granite will be responsible to continue the 
ongoing operation and maintenance of the weir and basin on the Aspen VI and Granite I 
mining sites.  Establishing the baseline condition allowed Wood Rodgers to analyze the 
impact of the proposed project on the hydrology and hydraulic conditions of Morrison 
Creek.  
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Plate HY-2:  Morrison Creek in the Post Reclamation Condition (Including Upstream and Downstream of Project Site) 
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STUDY METHODOLOGY 
Wood Rodgers has previously developed a HEC-RAS Model for Morrison Creek 
upstream of Jackson Highway for other projects.  HEC-RAS is a computer program 
developed by the Hydrologic Engineering Center (HEC) of the Army Corps of 
Engineers.  The HEC developed the River Analysis System (RAS) to aid hydraulic 
engineers in analyzing channel flows and identifying the extents of floodplains; the 
computer program models the hydraulics of water flow through natural rivers and other 
channels.  

In order to determine the hydrological impacts of the proposed Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, Wood Rodgers developed a Post-Reclamation Channel model.  
The Post-Reclamation Channel model was developed by extending the HEC-RAS 
model downstream of Jackson Highway to South Watt Avenue by utilizing existing data 
from the FEMA FIRM and HEC-2 model cross sections (HEC-2 is an older hydraulic 
program).  Utilizing these two data sets (FEMA FIRM and HEC-2) allowed Wood 
Rodgers to establish the existing conditions.  For the HEC-RAS model upstream of 
project area, (from Mayhew Road to Jackson Highway), Wood Rodgers used the cross 
sections of the HEC-2 model and supplemented the HEC-2 data with current 
topography from Sacramento County LiDAR1 data.   

In developing the HEC-RAS model for the Post-Reclamation Channel Model, Wood 
Rodgers also used the grading contours (prepared by GC Wallace) of the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel between Mayhew Road and Hedge Avenue.    

In the 2011 H&H Analysis, the Post-Reclamation condition assumes that the mining 
operations on Aspen III South and Vineyard I properties are completed and the mining 
operations are complete on Aspen IV South where the natural Morrison Creek 
low-flow channel and floodway are preserved.  It is also assumed that significant 
portions of the Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South properties are mined 
below existing grade.  The Post-Reclamation condition also assumes that the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites) 
is constructed and connected to the constructed berms (Raised Bank Channel) on the 
Aspen IV South mining site where the natural Morrison Creek low flow channel and 
floodway has been preserved.   

In the prior FEIR/EIS, a permanent retention basin was proposed (and later approved) 
to be located on the Vineyard I mining site, which would retain runoff from the three 
mining properties - Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South.  Aspen IV South 
has the alternative (approved in 1999) to not convey stormwater runoff into the Vineyard 
I retention basin and instead retain stormwater runoff on-site in a 14-acre retention 

                                            

1 LiDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) is an optical remote sensing technology that uses pulses from a 
laser to measure the distance to a target or other features of the target.  In geography, LiDAR data is used 
to determine contours of the land.   
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basin.  The 2011 H&H Analysis analyzed the hydrological impacts of retaining Aspen IV 
South stormwater runoff on-site, in a 14-acre retention basin on the Aspen IV South 
property.  The retention basin will be evacuated solely by infiltration into the soil and 
evaporation off the basin water surface.  The 2011 H&H Analysis determined that the 
retention basin on Aspen IV South could store 30 ac-ft of local runoff and that the 
permanent retention basin on Vineyard I could store 267 ac-ft of local runoff from 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South properties.  The two retention basins could store a 
combined total runoff of 297 ac-ft.  The prior FEIR/EIS identified that there would need 
to be a total of 309 ac-ft of storage for the mining sites.  

For additional information on the methodology used, please refer to Appendix B1.   

MODELING RESULTS 
The resulting HEC-RAS flow in the Post-Reclamation condition is shown in Table HY-1 
below.  The results are divided into three categories:  upstream, on-site and 
downstream.  

Table HY-1:  Morrison Creek Flows (cubic feet per second) 

  100 Year 24 hour 

FEMA FIS* Post- Reclamation 

Upstream  
(off site) 

Jackson Hwy. 2,755 1,032 

Bradshaw Rd. 2,755* 1,331 

On-site Mayhew Rd.  2,755* 1,494 

Hedge Ave. 2,755* 1,507 

Downstream  

(off site) 

S. Watt Ave. 2,755* 1,550 

CCTC RR 2,855 1,678 

* FEMA FIS Flows are only reported at Jackson Hwy and the CCTC RR Crossing with an increase of only 
100 cfs over 3.8 miles of channel.  The lowest flow is assumed for the most conservative benchmark flow. 

Source:  Wood Rodgers, 2011

 

As shown on Table HY-1, there is a decrease in the upstream, on-site and downstream 
flows between the FEMA FIS baseline condition and the Post-Reclamation condition.     

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to hydrology 
and water quality as it relates to surface water, a project will normally have a significant 
effect on the environment if it will: 
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 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

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

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

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 

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

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

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

 Expose people or structures to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

IMPACT:  INCREASE MORRISON CREEK FLOODPLAIN UPSTREAM IN THE 

POST-RECLAMATION CONDITION 
In the Post-Reclamation condition, there would be a decrease in the upstream 
flows between the baseline condition and the Post-Reclamation condition, as a 
result the overall Post-Reclamation floodplain upstream is reduced.  

The HEC-RAS modeling shows a decrease in the Morrison Creek upstream flows 
between the baseline condition and the Post-Reclamation condition (refer to Table 
HY-1).  This decrease in upstream flows is due to the existing weir at Granite I which 
diverts peak flows out of Morrison Creek and into the Granite I/ Aspen VI 
detention/retention basin.  As a result of this decrease of the upstream flows, the Post-
Reclamation 100 year 24-hour floodplain is reduced when compared to the current 
Flood Zone AE floodplain, as shown on Plate HY-3.   
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Plate HY-3:  Aspen IV South and Upstream Post-Reclamation Floodplain 

 

The white arrows 
represent locations 
where the Post-
Reclamation 
Floodplain extent is 
greater than the 
Effective FEMA 
Zone AE Baseline 
floodplain.  

 

The patterned 
arrows represent 
locations where the 
Effective FEMA 
Zone AE Baseline 
floodplain is 
reduced:   

 

 

  By 25% 

 

 

  By 84% 

It should be noted that the differences in 
floodplain extents shown is due to the 
accuracy of the contour data available at the 
time of the studies and not due to Project 
related activities. 

Please note that the colors in the legend are not accurately presented when this graphic is printed in black and white.  This graphic can be found in color online at 
http://www.dera.saccounty.net/PublicNotices/SQLView/ProjectDetails/tabid/71/Default.aspx?ProjectID=33759   
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As shown on Plate HY-3 there are two locations (APN:  063-0200-010 and 063-0070-
011) where the water surface elevation increases in the Post-Reclamation condition 
when compared to the Effective FEMA Zone AE Baseline water surface elevation.  
Although the water surface elevation slightly increases on a portion of the two 
properties, the water surface elevation is substantially reduced on other properties (refer 
to Plate HY-3).  As described by Wood Rodgers in the 2011 H&H Analysis, when the 
Effective FEMA Zone AE Baseline Floodplain is compared to the Post-Reclamation 
floodplain, the area of inundated floodplain on the upstream property APNs 063-0070-
011 and 063-0100-018 are reduced by 25% under the Post-Reclamation condition and 
the area of inundated floodplain on the upstream property APN 063-0100-020 is 
reduced by 84%.  Wood Rodgers has noted that the difference in the floodplain extent is 
due to the differences in the accuracy of the contour data available at the time of the 
studies and not due to the proposed project structures (i.e., Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel, Raised Bank Channel and retention basins).  

The 2011 H&H Analysis assumed that the existing weir on Granite I would be operated 
and maintained in the “As-Built Condition”, which results in the impacts of the proposed 
project to upstream flows of Morrison Creek to be considered less than significant.  
However, if the weir were not operated and maintained in its existing “As-Built 
Condition”, there would be a potential that the water surface elevation upstream could 
be significantly affected.  Therefore, DWR has recommended as a condition of approval 
to the proposed project, that the weir be maintained in the “As-Built Condition” by the 
mining companies and that any proposed changes to the weir must be substantiated 
with a hydrology and hydraulic analysis and must obtain approval from Sacramento 
County (refer to Appendix B2 for the December 2011 memorandum detailing the 
condition of approval).  Implementation of this recommended condition of approval will 
ensure that impacts remain less than significant, consistent with what has been 
analyzed by this environmental document.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACT:  INCREASE MORRISON CREEK DOWNSTREAM FLOWS IN THE POST-
RECLAMATION CONDITION 

In the Post-Reclamation condition, the flows downstream of the project site will 
not increase as a result of implementation of the proposed project.  

The peak flows downstream of the site would not increase in the Post-Reclamation 
condition due to the existing weir on Granite I operating in the “As-Built Condition”.  The 
recommended condition of approval from DWR requiring that the mining companies 
maintain the weir on Granite I operating in the “As-Built Condition” will ensure that the 
weir functions and operates as it is supposed to, which is to divert peak flood-related 
flow out of Morrison Creek and into Granite I and Aspen VI pits for offline detention and 
retention.  Therefore, the 100-year storm flows leaving the project site would be less 
than the flows in the FEMA FIS Baseline study (refer to Table HY-1).  The project will 
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not result in an increase in the peak flows downstream of the project site; impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACT:  RESULT IN ON-SITE FLOODING IN THE POST-RECLAMATION 

CONDITION    
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that unchanneled flow from the Jackson Highway 
bridge to the bypass channel inlet at Aspen IV South could spill into the gravel 
pits proposed within the Aspen III, IV and V South and Vineyard parcels.   

The proposed project eliminates the previously proposed bypass channel and instead 
constructs a Morrison Creek Realigned Channel on Vineyard I and Aspen III South 
properties and constructs a Raised Bank Channel, preserving the existing Morrison 
Creek channel, on Aspen IV South.  The 100-year storm flows will be contained within 
the flood control banks of the both the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised 
Bank Channel, as shown on Plate HY-4.  An analysis of the impact of embankment 
failure is analyzed separately. 

The 2011 H&H Analysis determined the Morrison Creek flows in the Post-Reclamation 
Condition.  This analysis assumes that the weir on Granite I will be operating in the “As-
Built Condition”.  The result is that due to the existing weir on Granite I, upstream peak 
flows are diverted into the Granite I / Aspen VI retention basin.   

In the Post-Reclamation condition, Morrison Creek on-site peak flows will be entirely 
contained within the banks and channel of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel; therefore, on-site flooding due to peak flows overtopping the 
banks of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel or the Raised Bank Channel is not 
expected.  Based on modeling performed by Wood Rodgers for the 2011 H&H Analysis, 
the floodplain area in the Post-Reclamation Condition would be reduced from the FEMA 
Baseline Floodplain area by 81 percent (refer to Table HY-1).   

On-site local runoff (100-year 10-day storm event) of 267 ac-ft for the Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South properties will be retained within a retention basin located on the 
Vineyard I property.  For the Aspen IV South site, on-site local runoff (100 year 10-day 
storm event) of 30 ac-ft may either be retained on-site (as previously approved) within a 
potential 14-acre retention basin, or be conveyed to the Vineyard I retention basin.  
There will be a combined retention volume of 297 ac-ft of total runoff.  The prior 
FEIR/EIS identified that there would need to be 309 ac-ft of storage for the three mining 
properties.   
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Plate HY-4:  On-site Post Reclamation Floodplain 
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Although the combined retention basin volume of 297 ac-ft is less than the prior 
FEIR/EIS volume of 309 ac-ft, Wood Rodgers has indicated that the 297 ac-ft storage is 
sufficient due to differences in the models, topographic data and assumption used 
between the prior FEIR/EIS and the 2011 H&H Analysis.  The current model takes into 
account the revised configuration of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised 
Bank Channel, the proposed grading contours, and current topography data.  The 
differences between the current retention volume of 297 ac-ft and the prior FEIR/EIS 
determination of 309 ac-ft is within 4%, which is within the expected accuracy of the 
modeling and assumptions used; therefore, the current retention volume of 297 ac-ft is 
considered consistent with the prior FEIR/EIS of 309 ac-ft.  The two retention basins will 
not have a pump (pump was previously proposed for only the Vineyard I retention 
basin); the basins will be evacuated solely by infiltration into the soil and evaporation off 
the basin water surface.   

To determine the rate of evacuation out of the basins, Wood Rodgers conducted a 
Mean Annual Precipitation water balance analysis (100-year 10-day) for both the 
Vineyard I and Aspen IV South retention basins; it was concluded that the Vineyard I 
retention basin would infiltrate and evaporate the 100-year 10-day volume within 16 
days and the Aspen IV South retention basin would infiltrate and evaporate the 100-
year 10-day volume within 8 days.  The result of the water balance analyses is that 
there will not be excess flows stored on site.  However, the retention of local runoff 
volume for more than 48 hours has the potential to attract wildlife and pose a hazard to 
aircraft; this is further discussed in the Land Use Chapter (chapter 12) in the 
Consistency with Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan impact discussion.    

The floodplain would not increase since excess on-site water will be retained in the 
retention basins and peak flows will be contained within the banks of the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised Bank Channel.  These results are based on 
the existing “As-Built Conditions” of the weir on Granite I property.  This impact is 
considered less than significant. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACT:  EMBANKMENT/LEVEE FAILURE  
The embankments of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised 
Bank Channel have the potential to fail, which could result in on-site flooding, off-
site flooding or reduced downstream flows and may result in a safety impact to 
employees and visitors of the mining site.   

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank channel will be constructed 
on an engineered fill embankment.  The slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel are proposed to be 2:1.  Mitigation in the Geology 
and Slope Stability Chapter requires that the engineered channel and embankment and 
foundation soils be certified by a California registered professional engineer 
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accompanied with the engineer’s report addressing slope stability, soil compaction 
rates, foundation soils, potential failure mechanisms and contingencies for repairing 
failures (Mitigation Measure GS-2).  In addition, the slopes of the recreated channel will 
be vegetated to reduce erosion and slope instability impacts.  With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure GS-2 it is unlikely that the embankments would fail; however, in the 
extreme unlikely event that the embankments were to fail, there is a potential to create 
impacts on-site or downstream of the breach.   

Wood Rodgers conducted an analysis of the effect to downstream flows and on-site 
impacts due to an embankment failure along Morrison Creek in the Post-Reclamation 
channel.  For this analysis, a 100-year 10-day storm event was used and Wood 
Rodgers determined that the total volume of the 100-year 10-day storm event would be 
7,140 ac-ft.   

It is assumed that if the embankment were to fail, it would be near the peak Morrison 
Creek water surface elevation; therefore it is assumed that half of the storm flows would 
have passed downstream, past the breach location.  The other half of the total storm 
volume would flow into the mined areas, as the mined areas would operate as offline 
storage retention basins until the embankment was rebuilt.  

Wood Rodgers determined the available storage volume for the three mining sites, 
which is provided in Table HY-2 below.  

Table HY-2:  Morrison Creek Embankment Failure  

Embankment 
Location 

Estimated Available 
Storage*    

(ac-ft) 

50% of 100-year 10-
day Storm Volume  

(ac-ft) 

Max Water Depth  
(ft) 

Aspen IV South 4,410 3,570 30 

Aspen III South 2,400 3,570 40+** 

Vineyard I 7,890 3,570 17 

*Based on 40 foot depth from existing ground and 2:1 slide slopes as shown in the Reclamation Plans 
** Excess Volume is equalized between the mined area and the channel at the elevation of the 
downstream cross section adjacent to the mined areas 
Source:  Wood Rodgers, 2011 

 

As shown in Table HY-2, if an embankment failure were to occur on the Aspen IV South 
or the Vineyard I property, the available storage volume of these two properties is 
greater than half of the 100-year 10-day storm volume; therefore, the storm volume 
would be contained within the mined area.  The available storage volume was based on 
the cross sections in the Reclamation plan which portrayed a mining pit depth of 40 feet 
below existing ground surface with 2:1 side slopes.  An embankment failure on Aspen 
IV South would result in a maximum water depth of 30 feet and on the Vineyard I 
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property the maximum water depth would be 17 feet.  Since the mining pits would have 
a depth of 40 feet, the storm water volume would be contained within the mined area on 
these two properties.   

Aspen III South has a storage capacity less than the half of the 100-year 10-day storm 
volume.  Aspen III South and Vineyard I properties will be connected by culverts which 
would combine the available storage volume.  This combined available storage volume 
exceeds the 100-year 10-day storm volume; therefore, it is unlikely that the combined 
mined area storage would be exceeded due to an embankment failure.  If the these two 
mined areas were not connected by culverts and if there were an embankment failure 
on the Aspen III South property, the storm water would fill up the mined areas where it 
will eventually equalize with the water surface elevation within the channel and flows 
would resume to flow downstream at the same rate as the upstream flows; accordingly, 
under this condition, there would not be a significant impact of overland flow off the 
mining properties. 

An embankment failure during a worst case scenario would be when more than half of 
the 100-year 10-day storm volume fills up the mined areas.  Under this scenario, the 
mined areas would fill up until the capacity was exceeded, at which the water surface 
elevation in the mined area would then equalize with the water surface elevation in the 
channel and flows would resume downstream at the same rate as the upstream flows, 
and would not overtop the mining property boundaries.  In addition, Wood Rodgers 
noted that due to the low velocity of flows in the creek, there would not be a total 
diversion of flows out of the creek.  For the above reasons, an embankment failure on 
the project site would not increase off-site flooding potential or result in drying up of the 
creek channel downstream of the breach.    

Safety and Evacuation Plan 

Granite and Teichert have proposed a safety and evacuation plan in the unlikely event 
of embankment failure.  These plans consist of preventative safety measures to alert 
employees and visitors of potential hazards associated with work areas; employees and 
visitors will be informed of evacuation and site access/exit routes; and during high flow 
events, those in proximity to the embankments will be informed of the risk of 
embankment failure and proper emergency procedures.  In addition, embankments will 
be patrolled periodically during high water or heavy rainfall events to assess levee 
conditions and identify potential areas of concern.  In the event of a failure or 
overtopping, all personnel and mobile equipment will be relocated away from the 
channel and to higher ground and if necessary, evacuated from the site.  Emergency 
exit routes will take personnel to Fruitridge Road on the north and Mayhew Road on the 
east, which both connect to other arterial and major roadways in the area.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 
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IMPACT:  DAMAGE TO THE JACKSON HIGHWAY BRIDGE DUE TO HIGH 

MORRISON CREEK FLOWS 
In the Post-Reclamation Condition, there would be a decrease in the upstream 
flows between the baseline condition and the Post-Reclamation Condition.    

The 2011 H&H analysis determined that the 100-year 24-hour water surface elevation 
at the Jackson Highway/ Morrison Creek crossing, upstream of the project site, is 
lowered by 1.9 feet in the Post-Reclamation Condition when compared to the FEMA FIS 
Baseline water surface elevation.  This result is based on the operation of the Granite I 
weir in the existing “As-Built Condition”.  The weir was designed to mitigate flows in 
Morrison Creek upstream of Jackson Highway consistent with the conditions present 
prior to mining the Aspen VI and Granite I mining sites.  This impact is considered less 
than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant  

Mitigation Measures:   None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACT 
The design of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised Bank Channel, as 
well as the weir on Granite I operating and functioning the in the “As-Built Condition”, 
results in no adverse drainage or surface water hydrological impacts.  The project does 
not result in an increase of flows in Morrison Creek and therefore would not contribute 
incrementally to any flow related impacts.  Cumulative impacts are considered less 
than significant.   
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6 GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the proposed Project’s potential impact on groundwater 
hydrology and groundwater quality from water usage and potential contamination. 

The proposed Project consists of a request for a rezone and use permit amendment to 
allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.6 acres (two parcels) to the Vineyard I mining 
site (referred as Vineyard I mining expansion).  The proposed Project also includes 
revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, consistent with permits received 
from the County, State and federal regulatory agencies.  The mining sites in this project 
include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South.  The previously approved 
reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow 
channel and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel.  The proposed project revises the 
previously approved reclamation plan by constructing an at-grade mitigation corridor 
(Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining 
properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to contain the 
100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV South property, the existing Morrison Creek 
channel will be preserved and a raised bank flood control channel (Raised Bank 
Channel) is proposed to be constructed outside of the effective FEMA floodway.  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the existing Morrison Creek 
channel on Aspen IV South.  Impacts associated with channel failure and flooding 
potential are addressed in the Surface Water Hydrology and Quality Chapter (Chapter 5 
of this SEIR).     

SETTING 

The prior FEIR/EIS provided the following groundwater setting:  

The project site is underlain by a portion of the Sacramento Valley Ground Water 
Basin (SVGWB) aquifer, a regionally important groundwater supply covering 
about 6,000 square miles.  The aquifer is contained within Quaternary Central 
Valley sediments and provides domestic and agricultural water supply to a great 
portion of the southern Sacramento County.  Groundwater flow is from east to 
west.  Overdrafting over the past 11 years has lowered the groundwater table 
approximately ten feet.  

As of Spring of 1995, the groundwater table was measured 80 to over 100 feet 
below the present land surface within the project site.  The proposed maximum 
depth of aggregate extraction is 45 feet, therefore the post-mining groundwater 
depth would be 35 to 55 feet below the pit floor. The groundwater appears semi-
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confined by fine grained layers in the project site area with less confinement to 
the east and greater confinement to the west as finer basin deposits occur.  The 
presence of impermeable surface hardpan soils and relatively fine grained soils 
in the 15-foot surface overburden precludes percolation and recharge from the 
project site to the aquifer.  Groundwater flow in the aggregate-producing zone is 
generally unsaturated flow.  However, there may be seasonally perched pockets 
of shallower groundwater during the winter rainy season.  Subsurface 
investigations by the project proponent indicate that the floor of the finished 
extraction pits is less permeable than the aggregate production zone but greater 
than the infiltration rates found in the hardpan soils and overburden.  Precise 
infiltration rates are not known.  

The prior FEIR/EIS also described groundwater contamination from Mather Field, 
formerly Mather Air Force Base (located approximately 3 miles northeast of the current 
project site). This contamination was a result of dumping of waste chemicals associated 
with past Air Force operations.   

The Mather Air Force Base, Final Second Five-Year Review of Remedial Actions 
Conducted Under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (September 24, 2004, Air Force Real Property Agency, Administrative 
Record #2157) is the second five-year review report that documents the assessment of 
whether each of the ongoing cleanup actions at the former Mather Air Force Base are 
protective of human health and the environment, pursuant to the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).  An Installation 
Restoration Program (IRP) began in 1982 to identify locations at Mather where 
hazardous substances or other pollutants might have been released to the environment. 
 Mather was proposed for listing on the Superfund (CERCLA) National Priorities List 
(NPL) in July 1989 and was placed on the NPL in November 1989.  IRP site WP-07 
(Waste Pit Area Disposal Site) required a statutory review in this second five-year 
review report.  Site WP-07 is located south of the Mather runway and was a gravel pit 
used for disposal of construction rubble as well as petroleum oil, and lubricant wastes 
during the time period from 1953 to 1966.  WP-07 is the source of the groundwater 
plume (WP-07 Plume) that extends off the former base to the south/southwest for about 
half a mile (refer to Plate GW-1).  The plume extends past Kiefer Boulevard, but not 
past Jackson Road.  The plume is located under a portion of the Granite I mining site 
and near the Aspen V site.  These mining sites are not a part of the proposed project.  
The proposed project is located further to the southwest and is not expected to 
encounter a Mather Air Force Base contaminated groundwater plume.   
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Plate GW-1:  Mather Contaminant Plume 

 

Site 7 Groundwater Plume 

Site WP-07 (Waste Pit Area Disposal Site)

Kiefer Blvd 

Jackson Road 

Project site is located 
approximately one mile to 
the southwest of Jackson 
Road  
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STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to hydrology 
and water quality as it pertains to groundwater, a project will normally have a significant 
effect on the environment if it will: 

 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or 
a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level that would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted); 

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

IMPACT:  ALTER DRAINAGE AND GROUNDWATER FLOW AND AFFECT 

GROUNDWATER QUALITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that gravel extraction may alter drainage and 
groundwater flow and quality which could affect surrounding properties and 
domestic septic leachfield systems on adjacent surrounding properties.  This was 
found to be a significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with 
mitigation.   

The proponents of the prior project were required to obtain all necessary permits from 
the Sacramento County Environmental Management Department (EMD) for the 
construction or removal/abandonment of any water wells and septic systems.  The 
proponents were also required to revise the Mining Plan to specifically identify all 
sewage disposal systems within 300 feet of the proposed mining area.  Mining setbacks 
from these sewage disposal systems were required.  These mitigation measures were 
satisfied as part of the prior project.   

The applicant submitted an exhibit that depicts the approximate location of wells/septic 
on the Vineyard I site.  The exhibit does not specify if each location is a well or a septic. 
 Based on the exhibit, there is one well/septic located within the 5.6-acre Vineyard I 
expansion site and two located south of the expansion site.  

Staff (C. Hawkins) of EMD submitted comments (letter dated January 3, 2008) for the 
proposed use permit for the Vineyard I mining expansion and requested that any 
existing well that will not be operational be destroyed under permit from EMD.  The 
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well/septic on the Vineyard I mining expansion site will have to be destroyed under 
permit from EMD.  Compliance with EMD regulations will ensure that impacts to water 
wells and septic systems as a result of mining the additional 5.6 acre site are expected 
to be less than significant.  

Mining of the additional 5.6 acres would reduce the depth to groundwater (measured 
from the bottom of the pit) in that area.  The prior FEIR/EIS discussed similar impacts 
for the other mined areas and included mitigation that required the proponents to store 
contaminants in the gravel operation area in a manner that would contain any spills (i.e., 
containment berms) to reduce the potential to contaminate groundwater.  This mitigation 
measure remains applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion site.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

This mitigation is from the prior FEIR/EIS and is applicable to the Vineyard I 
mining expansion site of the proposed project:   

GW-1 The Vineyard I mining operator proponents shall store contaminants in the 
gravel operation area in a manner that will contain any spills (i.e., containment 
berms).  Any spills occurring in operational areas should be cleaned up 
immediately.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

IMPACT:  DISRUPT OR ALTER MATHER FIELD GROUNDWATER 

CONTAMINATION MONITORING 
The prior FEIR/EIS determined that the proposed mining operations could alter or 
disrupt any future monitoring of the contamination plume from Mather Field.  This 
was found to be a significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant 
with mitigation.   

As stated in the Setting section above, the contamination plume from Site WP-07 has 
not been detected to have migrated beyond Jackson Road, as of the last five year 
review (September 2004).  As the proposed project’s mining sites (Vineyard I, Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South) are located approximately 1 mile southwest of Jackson 
Highway (as shown on Plate GW-1), the inclusion of 5.6 acres to the Vineyard I mining 
site would not affect the future monitoring efforts of contamination plumes from Mather 
Field.  This impact is considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Mining the Vineyard I mining expansion site would reduce the depth to the groundwater 
in that area.  This reduction, in combination with the prior project’s four mining sites and 
other mining sites in the vicinity of the project site would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable incremental contribution to a cumulatively significant groundwater 
hydrology or groundwater quality impact.  Additionally, since the contamination plume 
identified in the prior FEIR/EIS has not migrated beyond Jackson Road and Mather 
Field is located north of Jackson Road whereas the project site is located southwest of 
Jackson Road, the project does not contribute to a cumulatively adverse impact to the 
monitoring efforts of contamination at Mather Field.  Impacts associated with 
groundwater hydrology and quality in the cumulative condition are considered less than 
significant.   

 



 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 7-1 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

7 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

Under CEQA, lead agencies must consider the effects of their projects on cultural 
resources.  This chapter describes the potential impacts to cultural resources that could 
occur as a result of proposed project, which includes revisions to the previously 
approved reclamation plan and the inclusion of an additional 5.6 acres to the existing 
Vineyard I mining site.  Cultural resources may include historic buildings and structures, 
historic districts, historic sites, culturally sacred sites, prehistoric and historic 
archaeological sites, and other prehistoric and historic objects and artifacts. 

Overall, cultural resources that are known to exist and those that may be present in the 
project area could include the categories described in Table CR-1 below, identified 
pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 4852. 

The following analysis provides an overview of known cultural resources within the 
project area and identifies any potential adverse impacts to them associated with the 
project.  Potential unknown resources are also addressed.  The analysis also 
recommends mitigation measures to reduce impacts to cultural resources within the 
project area. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES BACKGROUND 

A cultural resources investigation was undertaken for the prior project located on the 
project site entitled “Morrison Creek Mining Reach Downstream (South) of Jackson 
Highway”.  As part of the EIR/EIS process an extensive cultural resources survey was 
conducted to identify potential resources present within the project area and to provide 
recommendations to protect any resources.  These surveys were conducted in 
accordance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act Statutes and 
Guidelines and with provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966.   

The prior survey identified 22 resources on the project site, as follows: 1) eight historic 
resources, consisting of eight complexes of standing structures; 2) thirteen historic 
archaeological sites, consisting of one deposit of historic domestic debris and the 
remains of twelve destroyed farmsteads; and 3) identification of a modern trash deposit. 
According to the EIR/EIS, none of these resources were considered to be “important” or 
“significant” per CEQA Guidelines and the regulations of Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (36 CFR 
Part 60.4: Criteria for Evaluation).   
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Table CR-1 
Categories of Cultural Resources 

Category Description Example 

Building 

Structures created principally to shelter or assist in 
carrying out any form of human activity. May also 
refer to a historically and functionally related unit 
(e.g., courthouse and jail). 

Houses, barns, churches, factories, 
and hotels 

Site 

A site is the location of a significant event, a 
prehistoric or historic occupation or activity, or a 
building or structure, whether standing, ruined, or 
vanished, where the location itself possesses 
historical, cultural, or archeological value regardless 
of the value of any existing building, structure, or 
object. A site need not be marked by physical 
remains if it is the location of a prehistoric event, and 
if no buildings, structures, or objects marked it at that 
time. 

Trails, designed landscapes, 
battlefields, habitation sites, 
Native American ceremonial 
areas, petroglyphs, and 
pictographs 

Structure 
The term "structure" is used to describe a 
construction made for a functional purpose rather 
than creating human shelter. 

Mines, bridges, and tunnels 

Object 

The term "object" is used to describe those 
constructions that are primarily artistic in nature or 
are relatively small in scale and simply constructed, 
as opposed to a building or a structure. Although it 
may be moveable by nature or design, an object is 
associated with a specific setting or environment. 
Objects should be in a setting appropriate to their 
significant historic use, role, or character. Objects 
that are relocated to a museum are not eligible for 
listing in the California Register. 

Fountains, monuments, maritime 
resources, sculptures, and 
boundary markers 

Historic District 

Unified geographic entities which contain a 
concentration of historic buildings, structures, 
objects, or sites united historically, culturally, or 
architecturally. Historic districts are defined by 
precise geographic boundaries. Therefore, districts 
with unusual boundaries require a description of what 
lies immediately outside the area, in order to define 
the edge of the district and to explain the exclusion of 
adjoining areas.  

--- 
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Given that the 22 resources were not considered “important” or “significant”, the prior 
EIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would have a less than significant impact 
on the identified resources.  The prior project did identify a potentially significant impact 
to subsurface resources and provided mitigation to reduce the impact to less than 
significant.   

Since the publication of the EIR/EIS, the project area identified in the environmental 
document has been mined for aggregate resources.  All 22 resources were impacted 
during/prior to the subsequent mining efforts.  Given that the project area has been 
mined well below grade, the proposed project would not result in further impacts to any 
of the previously identified resources.  Additionally, it is not expected that the current 
proposal of amendments to the reclamation plan would have any impact on cultural 
resources.  Essentially the existing proposal would have no measurable impact with the 
exception of the additional 5.6 acres that will be added to the existing Vineyard I mining 
site.  Also, although unlikely, there may be potential impacts associated with subsurface 
resources with the excavation of the stormwater detention basin.  These two potential 
impacts are the subject of the following discussions.   

The Department of Environmental Review and Assessment retained PAR 
Environmental Services, INC (PAR), to conduct a cultural resources inventory for the 
additional 5.6 acres of un-mined land on the Vineyard I site (Cultural Resources 
Inventory of Vineyard I Reclamation Plan Amendment, Rezone and New Mining Use 
Permit for Adjacent Property, Sacramento County, California, June 2009).  The following 
chapter is based on and contains portions of the inventory study. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES SETTING: VINEYARD I 

PREHISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGY 
One of the earliest clearly dated contexts for human occupation in north central 
California is from site CA-SHA-475 located north of Redding on Squaw Creek, where a 
charcoal based C-14 date suggests initial Native American presence within this area 
around 6,500 years ago. Continuous use of the region is indicated on the basis of 
evidence from this and other regional sites, particularly within the Farmington area and 
along the Truckee River drainage east of Sacramento within the Sierra Nevada. Most of 
the artifactual material dating to this early time period suggests cultural affiliation with 
the Borax Lake area—the presence of large wide-stemmed projectile points and manos 
and metates being the most prominent and distinctive artifact types represented. The 
possibility exists that this early culture represents Hokan-speaking peoples who were 
also ancestral to those who subsequently expanded into the southern Cascade, the 
southern Klamath, the North Coast Range, and the lower reaches of the Sierra Nevada 
near Folsom and Sacramento. 

Sometime around AD 200-400, the first major disruption of this early California culture is 
believed to have occurred. Arriving ultimately from Southern Oregon and the Columbia 
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and Modoc Plateau region and proceeding down the major drainage systems (including 
the Feather, Yuba and American Rivers), Penutian-speaking peoples began arriving in 
the area and soon occupied much of the Sacramento Valley floor and the margins of the 
Sacramento River. Presumably introduced by these later arrivals were more extensive 
use of bulbs and other plant foods, animal and fishing products more intensively 
processed with mortars and pestles, and perhaps the bow and arrow and associated 
small stemmed- and corner-notched projectile points. In the northernmost Sacramento 
Valley, the so-called Shasta (archaeological) Complex represents the material culture 
record of the local Penutian speakers. Generally similar archaeological expressions also 
define the Penutian-speaking occupants of the northern Sierra Nevada around Grass 
Valley and Nevada City, and the Nisenan ancestors who occupied the area in the 
foothills above and valley margins around, Sacramento, Folsom, Orangevale and Citrus 
Heights. 

ETHNOLOGY 
Ethnography is the written record of a culture.  Archaeology can be combined with 
ethnography to identify groups more specifically.  Ethnographic records (from missions 
and other documents) show that the groups that inhabited Sacramento County are the 
Nisenan, or Southern Maidu, and the Plains Miwok, a subgroup of the Eastern Miwok.  
The Plains Miwok traditional territory included the lower reaches of the Cosumnes and 
Mokelumne Rivers and extended west to the Sacramento River from Rio Vista north to 
Freeport (Levy 1978).  Ethnographers generally agree that Nisenan territory included 
the drainages of the Bear, American, Yuba, and southern Feather Rivers and extended 
from the Sacramento River east to the crest of the Sierra Nevada (Beals 1933, Faye 
1923, Gifford 1927, Kroeber 1925, Powers 1976, Wilson and Towne 1978).  Thus, the 
proposed project is located within the territory commonly attributed to the ethnographic 
Nisenan.   

NISENAN   
The Nisenan built their villages on low, natural rises along streams and rivers or on 
gentle slopes with a southern exposure, usually in places protected from flooding.  
Village populations ranged from 15 to 500 people, with one village usually playing a 
dominant role in the sociopolitical organization of a particular area.  The ethnographic 
village of Pusune or Pushuni (CA-SAC-26), located at the confluence of the American 
and Sacramento Rivers, served as the head village for the area (Wilson and Towne 
1978). 

Nisenan settlements varied from three to as many as 50 houses.  Structures were 
dome-shaped; 10-15 feet in diameter; and covered with earth, tule mats, or grass.  A 
variety of other structures, including sweat houses, dance houses, and acorn granaries, 
were also constructed (Kroeber 1925, Wilson and Towne 1978).  Ethnographic village 
sites located along the American River area in Nisenan territory include Ekwo (on 
Sunrise Boulevard), Shiba (on Hazel Avenue), and Yodok (at Folsom) (Wilson and 
Towne 1978). 
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The Sacramento Valley and lower foothills were rich in natural resources, and the 
Nisenan took advantage of the wide variety of food sources.  Waterfowl, fish, and 
freshwater mussels and clams were readily available in the rivers.  Acorns were 
important to their diet and were supplemented with seeds, nuts, berries, herbs, and fruit. 
 Except for lizards, snakes, and grizzly bears, virtually every animal was a food source, 
including tule elk, deer, and antelope.  The Nisenan moved with the seasons, following 
game and collecting plants.  Manzanita berries, pine nuts, block oak acorns, skins, 
bows and bow wood were traded to the valley people in exchange for fish, roots, 
grasses, shells, beads, salt, and feathers (Kroeber 1925, Wilson and Towne 1978). 

Because early contact with the Spaniards was limited to the southern edge of their 
territory, the Nisenan were not affected by Spanish soldiers searching for mission 
converts in the late 1700s, although they often sheltered Plains Miwok who had 
escaped from the missions (Wilson and Towne 1978).  In 1808, Gabriel Moraga crossed 
Nisenan territory, but it was not until the Hudson’s Bay Company trappers journeyed 
through the region in the 1820s and 1830s that the first impacts on the native residents 
were felt.  The fur trappers introduced malaria into the Central Valley, leading to an 
epidemic that decimated the local population in 1833.  The Valley Nisenan were 
particularly affected by the disease, with entire villages wiped out (Wilson and Towne 
1978).  Cook (1955a) estimates that 75% of the Valley Nisenan population died during 
this epidemic. 

John Sutter initiated further disruption when he introduced Plains Miwok into the region 
in the early 1840s and persuaded or forced the local Nisenan village people to either 
work for him or live peaceably with him.  The Nisenan that had survived the epidemic 
and Sutter’s working conditions had little chance against the gold miners that poured 
into the valley and foothills in the later 1840s.  Most of the Nisenan population was 
completely eliminated by the mid-1850s (Wilson and Towne 1978).  The survivors eked 
out a living working in agricultural activities, ranching activities, logging and/or in the 
domestic sphere (Wilson and Towne 1978). 

HISTORICAL CONTEXT 
The project area is located about one mile southwest of the intersection of Bradshaw 
Road and the Jackson Highway, which historically was the site of the small farming 
community of Walsh Station.  Walsh Station was established in the latter half of the 
nineteenth century.  The Enterprise Grange Hall was constructed by 1873 and J.M. 
Walsh settled there between 1874 and 1877.  Gudde notes that the post office was 
established there in 1875 and named by the Postal Service for J.M. Walsh, the local 
storekeeper and first postmaster.  Census and other evidence indicate that the area 
was never densely populated, with the grange having a peak membership of around 
100 people in the 1880s. 

Nineteenth-century land use focused on large scale grain farms.  During the first half of 
the twentieth century dry farming declined and residents began leaving the vicinity.  The 
area experienced a small growth spurt immediately following World War II.  In the late 
1940s and early 1950s large farms were divided into small 10 to 20-acre parcels, 
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occupied primarily by people who worked in Sacramento but chose to live in “the 
country.”  The house that once stood in the project site was built in 1947, during this 
population boom.  By 1950, Walsh Station had only five structures, a change that 
reflects the increase use of supermarkets and strip malls in the County.  This trend of 
scattered small residences surrounded by open space continued to define the project 
region into the 1990s, when suburban growth reached the area.   

CULTURAL RESOURCES REGULATORY SETTING 

FEDERAL REGULATIONS 
Cultural resources are considered during federal undertakings chiefly under Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (as amended) through one of 
its implementing regulations, 36 CFR 800 (Protection of Historic Properties), as well as 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Properties of traditional religious and 
cultural importance to Native Americans are considered under Section 101(d)(6)(A) of 
NHPA.  Other federal laws pertinent to cultural resources include the Archaeological 
Data Preservation Act of 1974, the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) of 
1978, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979, the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1989, among others.  
Below is a more detailed description of applicable federal regulations. 

ANTIQUITIES ACT 
The federal Antiquities Act of 1906 was created with the intent to protect cultural 
resources in the United States.  The Act prohibits appropriation, excavation, injury, and 
destruction of “any historic or prehistoric ruin or monument, or any object of antiquity” 
located on lands owned or controlled by the federal government, without permission of 
the secretary of the federal department with jurisdiction.  Accordingly, the Act provided 
early framework to protect cultural resources within the United States. 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 
NEPA requires that federal agencies assess whether federal actions would result in 
significant effects on the human environment.  The Council on Environmental Quality’s 
(CEQ’s) NEPA regulations further stipulate that identification of significant effects should 
incorporate “the degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, 
highways, structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register for 
Historic Places or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or 
historic resources” (40 CFR 1508.27[b][8]). 



7 - Cultural Resources 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 7-7 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT 
Section 106 of NHPA (16 USC 470f) requires federal agencies to take into account the 
effects of their undertakings on any district, site, building, structure or object that is 
included in or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and to afford the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment on such 
undertakings (36 CFR 800.1).  Under Section 106, the significance of any adversely 
affected cultural resource is assessed and mitigation measures are proposed to reduce 
any impacts to an acceptable level.  Significant cultural resources are those resources 
that are listed, or are eligible for listing, on the NRHP per the criteria listed at 36 CFR 
60.4 (Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 2000) below. 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering 
and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess 
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association 
and that: 

a. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of our history; or 

b. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

c. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
installation, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high 
artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity 
whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

d. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory 
or history. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA REGULATIONS 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
CEQA requires a lead agency to determine whether a project may have a significant 
effect on historical resources.  If it can be demonstrated that a project will cause 
damage to a unique archaeological resource, the lead agency may require reasonable 
efforts to be made to permit any or all of these resources to be preserved in place or left 
in an undisturbed state.  To the extent that they cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation 
measures are required (Section 21083.2 (a), (b), and (c)). Section 21083.2(g) describes 
a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact, object, or site about 
which it can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding to the current body of 
knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria: 

(1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions 
and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that information. 
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(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the 
best available example of its type. 

(3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or 
historic event or person. 

A historical resource is a resource listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) (Section 21084.1); a resource 
included in a local register of historical resources (Section 15064.5(a)(2)); or any object, 
building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency 
determines to be historically significant (Section 15064.5 (a)(3)).  Sacramento County 
does not currently have a local register. 

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1, Section 15064.5 of the Guidelines, and 
Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1 of the Statutes of CEQA were used as the basic 
guidelines for the cultural resources study.  PRC Section 5024.1 requires evaluation of 
historical resources to determine their eligibility for listing on the CRHR.  The purpose of 
the register is to maintain listings of the State's historical resources and to indicate 
which properties are to be protected from substantial adverse change.  The criteria for 
listing resources on the California Register were expressly developed to be in 
accordance with previously established criteria developed for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

NATIVE AMERICAN BURIALS AND ACCIDENTAL DISCOVERIES 
California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains and associated grave 
goods regardless of their antiquity and provides for the sensitive treatment and 
disposition of those remains (Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code and Public 
Resources Code 5097.9). 

When human remains are discovered, the protocol to be followed is specified in 
California Health and Safety Code, which states: 

In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location 
other than a dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or 
disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie 
adjacent remains until the coroner of the county in which the human remains are 
discovered has determined, in accordance with Chapter 10 (commencing with 
Section 27460) of Part 3 of Division 2 of Title 3 of the Government Code, that the 
remains are not subject to the provisions of Section 27492 of the Government 
Code or any other related provisions of law concerning investigation of the 
circumstances, manner and cause of death, and the recommendations 
concerning treatment and disposition of the human remains have been made to 
the person responsible for the excavation, or to his or her authorized 
representative, in the manner provided in Section 5097.98 of the Public 
Resources Code. 
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State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, subdivision (e), requires that excavation 
activities be stopped whenever human remains are uncovered and that the county 
coroner be called in to assess the remains.  If the county coroner determines that the 
remains are those of Native Americans, the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) must be contacted within 24 hours.  At that time, the lead agency must consult 
with the appropriate Native Americans, if any, as timely identified by the NAHC. Section 
15064.5 directs the lead agency (or applicant), under certain circumstances, to develop 
an agreement with the Native Americans for the treatment and disposition of the 
remains. 

In addition to the mitigation provisions pertaining to accidental discovery of human 
remains, the State CEQA Guidelines also require that a lead agency make provisions 
for the accidental discovery of historical or archaeological resources. Pursuant to 
Section 15064.5, subdivision (f), these provisions should include “an immediate 
evaluation of the find by a qualified archaeologist.  If the find is determined to be an 
historical or unique archaeological resource, contingency funding and a time allotment 
sufficient to allow for implementation of avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation 
should be available.  Work could continue on other parts of the building site while 
historical or unique archaeological resource mitigation takes place.” 

LOCAL REGULATIONS 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 
The Sacramento County General Plan Conservation Element (adopted November 2011 
with a planning horizon out to 2030), states under Section VI, Cultural Resources, the 
following goal:  

GOAL Promote the inventory, protection and interpretation of the cultural heritage 
of Sacramento County, including historical and archaeological settings, 
sites, buildings, features, artifacts and/or areas of ethnic historical, 
religious or socio-economical importance. 

Also, the Cultural Resources section of the Conservation Element has specific 
objectives related to the protection of archaeological sites during development, historic 
structure preservation, and destruction of cultural resources sites.  Following are the 
applicable General Plan Conservation Element cultural resources objectives that would 
be applicable to the proposed project: 

OBJECTIVE: Attention and care during project review and construction to ensure 
that cultural resource sites, either previously known or discovered 
on the project site, are properly protected with sensitivity to cultural 
and ethnic values of all affected. 

OBJECTIVE: Preserve structures such as buildings, bridges, or other permanent 
structures with architectural or historical importance to maintain 
contributing design elements. 
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OBJECTIVE: Protect any known cultural resources from vandalism unauthorized 
excavation, or accidental destruction. 

OBJECTIVE: Increase public education, awareness and appreciation of both 
visible and intangible cultural resources. 

The following policies may apply to the project: 

CO-155 Native American burial sites encountered during preapproved survey 
or during construction shall, whenever possible, remain in situ. 
Excavation and reburial shall occur when in situ preservation is not 
possible or when the archeological significance of the site merits 
excavation and recording procedure.  On-site reinterment shall have 
priority.  The project developer shall provide the burden of proof that off 
site reinterment is the only feasible alternative.  Reinterment shall be 
the responsibility of local tribal representatives.  

CO-156 The cost of all excavation conducted prior to completion of the project 
shall be the responsibility of the project developer.  

CO-157 Monitor projects during construction to ensure crews follow proper 
reporting, safeguards, and procedures.  

CO-158 As a condition of approval of discretionary permits, a procedure shall 
be included to cover the potential discovery of archaeological 
resources during development or construction.  

CO-164 Structures having historical and architectural importance shall be 
preserved and protected.  

CO-171 Design and implement interpretive programs about known 
archeological or historical sites on public lands or in public facilities. 
Interpretation near or upon known sites should be undertaken only 
when adequate security is available to protect the site and its 
resources.  

CO-172 Provide historic and cultural interpretive displays, trails, programs, 
living history presentations, and public access to the preserved 
artifacts recovered from excavations.  

DISCLOSURE OF CULTURAL RESOURCES INFORMATION 
Public disclosure of site specific cultural resources information is expressly exempt from 
the California Public Records Act, Government Code Sections 6250-6270.  
Furthermore, information obtained during Native American consultation or through 
consultation with the local and state agencies, including the North Central Information 
Center (NCIC), should remain confidential and is exempt from public disclosure under 
Senate Bill 922.  Additionally Sacramento County staff has signed an “Agreement to 



7 - Cultural Resources 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 7-11 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

Confidentiality” with the NCIC that states that site specific information will not be 
distributed or released to the public or unauthorized individuals.  An authorized 
individual is a professional archaeologist or historian that qualifies under the Secretary 
of Interior’s standards to view confidential cultural resources materials.  

METHODOLOGY 

Archival research, consultation, and fieldwork were conducted to establish what cultural 
resources may be present within the 5.6-acre Vineyard I project area and, furthermore, 
may be impacted as a result of implementation of the proposed Vineyard I mining 
expansion project.  

PRE-FIELD RESEARCH: VINEYARD I 

INFORMATION CENTER RECORD SEARCH 
Data maintained by the North Central Information Center (NCIC) of the California 
Historical Resources Information System (CSU-Sacramento) including State and federal 
listings of significant cultural resources and associated data bases was conducted by 
DERA on May 26, 2009.  Standard references and lists consulted include the following: 

 National Register of Historic Places (United States Department of the Interior 
[USDI] 1979, computerized updates through May 2009); 

 California Register of Historic Resources (California Department of Parks and 
Recreation [DPR] 1998, computerized updates through May 2009); 

 California Historical Landmarks (California DPR 1996, computerized updates 
through May 2009); 

 California Inventory of Historic Resources (California DPR 1976, obsolete); 

 Historic Properties Directory (California DPR, computerized updates through May 
2009); 

 California Points of Historical Interest (California DPR 1992, computerized 
updates through May 2009); 

 Archaeological Site Records – computerized updates through May 2009, and  

 NCIC, California Historic Resource Information System historic resource records 
and maps – May 2009. 

The record search at the NCIC identified four previous cultural resources studies that 
include portions of the project area or directly adjacent to the project area.  Two 
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resources were identified within the search radius by the NCIC.  One of the resources 
was characterized as Asian ceramics (CA-SAC-790-H), while the other resource was a 
1947 residence.  Neither of these resources are located within the 5.6 acre Vineyard I 
expansion area.  Historic GLO maps from the mid-nineteenth century illustrate 
residences and a road within the project vicinity  

In addition to the background research conducted at the NCIC, PAR sent inquiries to 
the following individuals/agencies requesting any background information about the 
project area: 

 Wayne Donaldson, State Historic Preservation Officer, State Office of Historic 
Preservation 

 Jim Henley, President, Sacramento County Historical Society 

 Dwight Dutschke, State Office of Historic Preservation 

 Debbie Pilas-Treadway, Native American Heritage Commission 

No responses have been received from any of the above individuals/agencies to date. 

FIELD ASSESSMENT: VINEYARD I  

PEDESTRIAN SURVEY 
DERA requested that PAR conduct an intensive pedestrian survey on the 5.6 acre 
Vineyard I expansion site to identify any sensitive cultural resources that may exist on 
the project site.  PAR Senior Archaeologist, John Dougherty, undertook the survey on 
June 4, 2009.  Mr. Dougherty conducted a thorough reconnaissance of the site using 
transect intervals no greater than ten meters apart.  The maximum physical footprint, 
the area of potential ground-disturbing activities, was surveyed.  Ground surfaces and 
any cuts were carefully inspected for evidence of historical use such as fragments of 
ceramics, metal, and glass, and for indications of prehistoric use such as chipped stone 
artifacts and debitage, ground stone artifacts, bone fragments, and soil color changes.  
Boot scuffs and trowel scrapes were also employed to expose soil where possible. 

PEDESTRIAN SURVEY RESULTS 
After a thorough reconnaissance, PAR determined that there was no evidence of 
historic or prehistoric sites on the 5.6 acre Vineyard I expansion area.  PAR did note 
that the 1947 house that was located on the northern portion of the project site had 
been bull-dozed into an unidentifiable pile and moved approximately 300 feet to the 
southern edge of the project site.  The only identifiable remnants of the structure 
included milled lumber, plywood and asphalt roofing.  In addition, PAR documented that 
a trailer, measuring 60 feet in length and dating to the 1970s, was located in the 
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southwest corner of the project site.  PAR noted that the trailer was abandoned and 
damaged by vandalism.   

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

In order for a cultural resource to be considered a “historic property” under NRHP 
criteria (i.e., eligible for inclusion on the NRHP), it must be demonstrated that the 
resource possesses integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling and association, and must meet at least one of the following four criteria 
delineated by Section 106 (Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 2000), as listed in 
36 CFR 60.4: 

(a) That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to 
the broad patterns of our history; or 

(b) That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

(c) That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of 
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction; or 

(d) That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history. 

The criteria for listing resources on the CRHR were expressly developed to be in 
accordance with previously established criteria developed for listing on the NRHP, 
enumerated above, and require similar protection to what NHPA Section 106 mandates 
for historic properties. According to PRC Section 5024.1(c)(1-4), a resource is 
considered historically significant if it meets at least one of the following criteria: 

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage; 

(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

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

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history. 

Under CEQA, if an archeological site is not a significant “historical resource” but meets 
the definition of a “unique archeological resource” as defined in PRC Section 21083.2, 
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then it should be treated in accordance with the provisions of that section. A unique 
archaeological resource is defined as follows: 

An archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly 
demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there 
is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria: 

(1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research 
questions and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that 
information. 

(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type 
or the best available example of its type. 

(3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important 
prehistoric or historic event or person. 

Resources that neither meet any of these criteria for listing on the NRHP or CRHR nor 
qualify as a “unique archaeological resource” under CEQA PRC Section 21083.2 are 
viewed as not significant. Under CEQA, “A nonunique archaeological resource need be 
given no further consideration, other than the simple recording of its existence by the 
lead agency if it so elects” (PRC Section 21083.2(h)). 

Impacts to significant cultural resources (“historic properties” under NHPA and 
“historical resources” under CEQA) that affect the characteristics of any resource that 
qualify it for the NRHP or adversely alter the significance of a resource listed on or 
eligible for listing on the CRHR are considered a significant effect on the environment 
(CEQA guidelines 15065(a)(1)).  Impacts to significant cultural resources from the 
proposed project are thus considered significant if the project physically destroys or 
damages all or part of a resource, changes the character of the use of the resource or 
physical feature within the setting of the resource which contribute to its significance or 
introduces visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of 
significant features of the resource. 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

IMPACT:  IMPACT TO KNOWN CULTURAL OR HISTORIC RESOURCES ON THE 

VINEYARD I EXPANSION SITE 
There are no significant cultural or historic resources on the 5.6 acre site.  Mining 
of the additional 5.6 acre Vineyard I expansion area will not impact known 
cultural resources.     

The 5.6 acre Vineyard I expansion area was surveyed to determine if sensitive cultural 
are present on the project site and would be impacted by the proposed project.  The 
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results of the survey indicated the only cultural materials located on the project site 
consist of the remains of a 1947 home and a modern, 1970s, trailer.  PAR evaluated the 
cultural features and determined that they are not considered significant cultural 
resources and that no further cultural resources management is recommended for these 
features.  They do not qualify as historical resources under CEQA Guidelines 15064.5 
and impacts to these features would result in less than significant impact on the 
environment. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACT:  IMPACT TO BURIED RESOURCES ON THE VINEYARD I EXPANSION 

SITE 
Mining of the 5.6 acre expansion site could uncover subsurface archaeological 
materials.   

Although no additional cultural resources management is recommended at this time for 
the Vineyard I expansion site, there is a possibility of uncovering subsurface 
archaeological materials during the implementation phases of the project.  Buried 
resources may consist of historic remains such as structural features (foundations, 
cellars, etc.) or buried trash deposits containing glass, ceramics and metal, or the 
resources may be of prehistoric origin containing chipped stone, shell, bone and other 
remains.  If such subsurface resources are encountered, work should halt in the vicinity 
of the discovery until its significance can be evaluated by a professional archaeologist.  
An impact to any subsurface resources is considered a potentially significant impact.  
Mitigation to reduce this impact is recommended below.   

In unlikely circumstance that a human burial was encountered during implementation of 
the proposed project, this impact would be considered potentially significant.  Section 
5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 7050 of the California Health and 
Safety Code protect Native American burials, skeletal remains and grave goods, 
regardless of age and provide method and means for the appropriate handling of such 
remains.  If human remains are encountered, work should halt in that vicinity and the 
County coroner should be notified immediately.  At the same time, an archaeologist 
should be contacted to evaluate the situation.  If the human remains are of Native 
American origin, the coroner must notify the Native American Heritage Commission 
within 24 hours of such identification.  Strict adherence to mitigation as outlined below 
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Potentially Significant  

Mitigation Measures:  

CR-1 On the Vineyard I mining expansion site, if If subsurface deposits believed to 
be cultural or human in origin are discovered during construction, then all work 
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must halt within a 200-foot radius of the discovery.  A qualified professional 
archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 
Standards for prehistoric and historic archaeology, shall be retained at the 
Vineyard I mining operator’s Applicant’s expense to evaluate the significance 
of the find.  If it is determined due to the types of deposits discovered that a 
Native American monitor is required, the Guidelines for Monitors/Consultants of 
Native American Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites as established by the 
Native American Heritage Commission shall be followed, and the monitor shall 
be retained at the mining operator’s Applicant’s expense. 

Work cannot continue within the 200-foot radius of the discovery site until the 
archaeologist conducts sufficient research and data collection to make a 
determination that the resource is either 1) not cultural in origin; or 2) not 
potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places or 
California Register of Historical Resources. 

If a potentially-eligible resource is encountered, then the archaeologist, the 
Environmental Coordinator DERA, and project proponent shall arrange for 
either 1) total avoidance of the resource, if possible; or 2) test excavations or 
total data recovery as mitigation.  The determination shall be formally 
documented in writing and submitted to the Environmental Coordinator DERA 
as verification that the provisions of CEQA for managing unanticipated 
discoveries have been met.   

CR-2 Pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code and Section 
7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code, in the event of the discovery of 
human remains on the Vineyard I mining expansion site, all work is to stop 
and the County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains are 
determined to be Native American, guidelines of the Native American Heritage 
Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Significant impacts to cultural resources are considered cumulative impacts since each 
impact contributes to the overall loss of the cultural and historic setting.  However, the 
proposed project does not result in an impact to known significant cultural resources; 
thus the proposed project does not contribute to the degradation of the overall cultural 
landscape.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable incremental contribution to cultural resources.  
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8 AIR QUALITY 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter will provide the current setting and evaluate the air quality impacts of the 
proposed project, specifically the request by Granite Construction for a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.6 acres, and to incorporate 
this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred as Vineyard 
I mining expansion).  Analysis of air quality impacts will include emissions associated 
with the operation of the mining equipment necessary to excavate the site and 
placement of mined material onto the existing conveyor (which will take the material to 
the existing plant and processing facility).  In addition, air quality effects associated with 
soil disturbance from fugitive dust from trucks and equipment will be analyzed.  What is 
not included in this analysis are the air quality impacts of the continued operation of the 
plant or processing facility since this was previously analyzed and the proposed project 
does not include an extension of the permitted timeline or increase in production.  
Furthermore, the analysis does not focus on air quality impacts of the aggregate haul 
trucks to and from the facility as those impacts were previously analyzed in the prior 
FEIR/EIS and the proposed project does not result in an increase in haul traffic (refer to 
the Traffic and Circulation chapter).  

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan for 
Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South, consistent with permits received from 
the County, State and federal regulatory agencies.  The previous reclamation plan 
consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the 
bottom of the mining pit in generally the same location as the existing creek and an at-
grade trapezoidal bypass channel around the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The 
proposed Project revises the previously approved reclamation plan by completely 
eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel component and changing the below 
grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor 
(Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining 
properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to contain the 
100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV South property, the existing Morrison Creek 
channel will now be preserved and a raised bank flood control channel (Raised Bank 
Channel) is proposed to be constructed outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the preserved Morrison Creek 
channel on Aspen IV South. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The Vineyard I mining expansion site is located between the Vineyard I mining site and 
Aspen III South mining site.  The site totals 5.6 acres and is surrounded by mining 
activities; the site is not currently being mined.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
is located north of the existing Morrison Creek and is currently in the process of being 
constructed.  The existing Morrison Creek channel has not been mined.   

ATMOSPHERIC CONDITIONS 
Air quality is a function of both the rate and location of pollutant emissions under the 
influence of meteorological conditions and topographic features that influence pollutant 
dispersal.  Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, atmospheric 
stability, and air temperature gradients interact with the physical features of the 
landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of air pollutants, and consequently 
affect air quality. 

Sacramento County is located at the southern end of the Sacramento Valley, which is 
bounded by the Coast and Diablo Ranges on the west and the Sierra Nevada on the 
east.  Sacramento County is 55 miles northeast of the Carquinez Strait, a sea-level gap 
between the Coast Range and the Diablo Range; the intervening terrain is flat.  These 
mountain ranges channel winds through the Sacramento Valley but also inhibit 
dispersion of pollutant emissions. 

The climate of the Sacramento Valley is Mediterranean in character, with mild, rainy 
winter weather from November through March, and warm to hot dry weather from April 
through October.  The prevailing wind is from the south, primarily because of marine 
breezes through the Carquinez Strait, although during winter, the sea breezes diminish 
and winds from the north occur more frequently.  There is no other source of significant 
marine air into the Sacramento Valley because the Carquinez Strait is the only break 
that exists in the Coastal Mountains.  Occasionally a strong north or northeasterly 
pressure gradient develops, forcing air south and west from the plateau of the Great 
Basin, over the Sierra Nevada Range and into the Valley.  This air is warmed by 
compression as it descends reaching the valley floor as a hot dry north wind.  These 
winds are generally followed by afternoon cool southwest delta breezes. 

The vertical and horizontal movement of air is an important atmospheric component 
involved in the dispersion and subsequent dilution of air pollutants.  Without movement, 
air pollutants can collect and concentrate in a single area, increasing associated health 
hazards.  For instance, in the winter months, Sacramento Valley typically experiences 
calm atmospheric conditions.  These calm conditions result in stagnation of air and 
increased air pollution.  Persistent inversions occur frequently in Sacramento Valley, 
especially during late fall and early spring and act to restrict vertical dispersion of 
pollutants released near ground level. 
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EXISTING AIR QUALITY 
The amount of pollutants released and the atmosphere’s ability to transport and dilute 
the pollutants affect a given pollutant’s concentration in the atmosphere.  Factors 
affecting transport and dilution include terrain, wind, atmospheric stability, and, for 
photochemical pollutants, sunlight.  Sacramento’s poor air quality can largely be 
attributed to emissions, geography, and meteorology. 

In Sacramento, air pollutants of greatest concern are ozone precursors [reactive organic 
gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOX)], carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter 
(PM10 and PM2.5).  The largest single source of air pollutants in the Sacramento area is 
automobile exhaust; ozone and carbon monoxide pollution are largely attributable to 
automobile use.  Other sources, such as agriculture and construction/demolition 
activities (including mining), also contribute to high levels of suspended particulates.   

Table AQ-1 identifies the attainment status for Sacramento County for various air 
pollutants.  In the prior FEIR/EIS, Sacramento County was in nonattainment for ozone, 
PM10 and carbon monoxide.  Sacramento County is currently in nonattainment for 
ozone, PM10 and PM2.5.  Sacramento County is now in attainment for the 1-hour and 8-
hour standard for carbon monoxide. 

The Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area (SFNA) for ozone is comprised of five air 
districts in the southern portion of the Sacramento air basin.  The SFNA air districts 
include all of Sacramento and Yolo Counties, and portions of El Dorado, Placer, Sutter 
and Solano Counties.  With two exceptions, this area is in attainment for all State and 
national AAQS.  However, the SFNA is designated a “serious” nonattainment area for 
federal eight hour AAQS for ozone, and is also a “serious” nonattainment area for the 
State one hour ozone standard.  As a part of the SFNA, Sacramento County is out of 
compliance with the State and federal ozone standards.    

OZONE 
Ozone is not a directly emitted pollutant, but is formed by a chemical reaction between 
oxides of nitrogen (NOX) and reactive organic gases (ROG) in the presence of heat and 
sunlight over time.  Ozone is primarily a summer air pollution problem.  The time 
required for ozone formation allows the reacting compounds to spread over a large 
area, producing a regional pollution concern.  The principal sources of ozone precursors 
(ROG and NOX) are the combustion of fuels and the evaporation of solvents, paints, 
and fuels. 

Ozone is a respiratory irritant and an oxidant that increases susceptibility to respiratory 
infections.  Even at very low levels, ground-level ozone can trigger a variety of health 
problems including aggravated asthma, reduced lung capacity, and increased 
susceptibility to respiratory illnesses like pneumonia and bronchitis.  Children and others 
who are physically active outdoors in the summertime are particularly susceptible to the 
effects of ozone.  
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Table AQ-1:  Attainment Status for Sacramento County 

Parameter California Standard Federal Standard 

Ozone Non-Attainment 

Classification = Serious (1 hour and 
8 hour Standards) 

Non-Attainment* 

Classification = Serious (8 hour 
Standard) 

Particulate Matter       

10 Micron (PM10) 

Non-Attainment 

(24 hour Standard and Annual Mean) 

Non-Attainment** 

Classification = Moderate (24 hour 
Standard) 

Particulate Matter 

2.5 Micron (PM2.5) 

Non-Attainment 

(Annual Standard) 

Non-Attainment 

(24 hour Standard and Annual Mean) 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment 

(1 hour and 8 hour Standard) 

Attainment 

(1 hour and 8 hour Standard) 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment  

(1 hour Standard) 

Attainment 

(Annual Standard) 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment  

(1 hour and 24 hour Standards) 

Attainment  

(3 hour, 24 hour and Annual 
Standards) 

Lead  Attainment 

(30 Day Standard) 

Attainment 

(Calendar Quarter) 

Visibility Reducing Particles Unclassified  

(8 hour Standard) 

No Federal Standard 

Sulfates Attainment  

(24 hour Standard) 

No Federal Standard 

Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified 

(1 hour Standard) 

No Federal Standard 

* A formal request for voluntary reclassification from “serious” to “severe” for the 8-hour ozone nonattainment area 
with an associated attainment deadline of June 15, 2019, was submitted from the Air Resources Board to EPA on 
February 14, 2008.  EPA action to approve the reclassification request is pending. 

** Air Quality meets Federal PM10 Standards.  The AQMD must request redesignation to attainment and submit a 
maintenance plan to be formally designated to attainment. 

California Area Designation based on AQ Data collected during 2001-2003 

Source:  SMAQMD website  www.airquality.org: http://www.airquality.org/aqdata/attainmentstat.shtml  
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CARBON MONOXIDE  
Carbon Monoxide (CO) is a public health concern because it combines readily with 
hemoglobin and thus reduces the amount of oxygen transported in the bloodstream.  
Individuals with cardiovascular limitations are sensitive to CO at low levels.  At higher 
concentration levels anyone can experience visual problems, dizziness, and difficulty 
learning or performing complex tasks.   

In the Sacramento area, high CO levels develop primarily during winter when winds are 
calm and a ground level temperature inversion is in place, resulting in reduced 
dispersion of vehicle emissions.  Motor vehicles also exhibit increased CO emission 
rates at low air temperatures.  CO is a directly emitted pollutant, with concentrations 
typically highest near major thoroughfares and heavily congested urban streets. 

PARTICULATE MATTER 
Health concerns associated with suspended particulate matter focus on particulate 
matter that is less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), since those particulates are small 
enough to reach the lungs when inhaled.  Scientific studies have linked these particles 
with aggravated asthma, increases in respiratory symptoms like coughing and difficult or 
painful breathing, chronic bronchitis, decreased lung function, and premature death.   

Particulate matter conditions in Sacramento County are a result of a mix of urban and 
rural sources, including vehicle exhaust emissions, dust suspended by vehicle traffic 
and construction activities, wood burning fireplaces, agricultural activities, industrial 
emissions, and secondary aerosols formed by reactions in the atmosphere. 

REGULATORY CONTEXT 

Air quality in Sacramento County is regulated by several agencies, which include the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Resources Board (ARB), 
and Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD).  Each of 
these agencies develops rules and/or regulations to attain the goals or directives 
imposed upon them through legislation.  Although EPA regulations may not be 
superseded, both State and local regulations may be more stringent.  In general, air 
quality is evaluated based upon standards developed by federal and State agencies.  
Mobile sources of air pollutants are largely controlled by federal and State agencies, 
while local air pollution control districts (APCD) or air quality management districts 
(AQMD) regulate stationary sources. 

Ambient air quality standards (AAQS) define clean air.  The federal and state AAQS 
establish the concentration above which a pollutant is known to cause adverse health 
effects to sensitive groups within the population, such as children and the elderly.  
Because AAQS have been established for specific pollutants using health-based 
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criteria, the pollutants for which standards have been set are known as “criteria” 
pollutants.  For some of the criteria pollutants, the State standards are more stringent 
than the federal standards.  The differences in the standards are due to variations in 
health studies and interpretations involved in the standard-setting process.   

The EPA is responsible for establishing NAAQS, enforcing the federal Clean Air Act, 
and regulating aircraft, shipping, and certain locomotive emission sources.   

The ARB is responsible for establishing CAAQS and implementing the California Clean 
Air Act, meeting state requirements of the federal Clean Air Act, and setting California 
vehicle emission standards.   

Table AQ-2 summarizes the federal (NAAQS) and state (CAAQS) ambient air quality 
standards. 

State standards for ozone have been set for a 1-hour averaging time and an 8-hour 
averaging time.  The state 1-hour and 8-hour ozone standards are 0.09 parts per million 
(ppm) and 0.07 ppm, respectively, and are not to be exceeded.  Federal standards have 
been set for the 8-hour averaging time and are 0.075 ppm.  These standards are not to 
be met or exceeded more than three times during a 3-year period. 

State and federal carbon monoxide (CO) standards have been set for both 1-hour and 
8-hour averaging times.  The state 1-hour standard is 20 ppm by volume, and the 
federal 1-hour standard is 35 ppm.  Both State and federal standards are 9 ppm for the 
8-hour averaging period. 

There are both State and federal standards that apply to PM10 (particulate matter that is 
less than 10 microns in diameter) and PM2.5 (particulate matter that is less than 2.5 
microns in diameter.  The state PM10 standards are 50 micrograms per cubic meter as a 
24-hour average and 20 micrograms per cubic meter as an annual arithmetic mean.  
The federal PM10 standards are 150 micrograms per cubic meter as a 24-hour average. 
The federal PM2.5 standards are 35 micrograms per cubic meter as a 24-hour average 
and 15 micrograms per cubic meter as an annual arithmetic mean.  The state PM2.5 
standard is 12 micrograms per cubic meter as an annual arithmetic mean; there is no 
separate state 24-hour average standard. 

The federal Clean Air Act requires states that exceed the NAAQS to prepare air quality 
plans (State Implementation Plans or SIPs) that show how the federal standards will be 
met.  The California Clean Air Act generally requires regions that exceed the CAAQS to 
reduce harmful pollutants by five percent or more per year, or implement all feasible 
measures to meet the State air quality standards as expeditiously as possible.  Regional 
air quality management districts are required to prepare air quality plans specifying how 
the federal and State AAQS will be met. 
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Table AQ-2:  California and National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time CAAQSa NAAQSb 

Ozone (O3) 

1 hour 

8 hour 

0.09 ppmc 

0.07 ppm 

NA 

0.075 ppm 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm 

8 hour 9.0 ppm 9 ppm 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 

1 hour 0.18 ppm NA 

Annual 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

1 hour 0.25 ppm NA 

3 hour NA 0.5 ppm 

24 hour 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm 

Annual NA 0.03 ppm 

Inhalable Particulate Matter (PM10) 

24 hour 50 µg/m3c 150 µg/m3 

Annual 20 µg/m3 NA 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

24 hour NA 35 µg/m3 

Annual 12 µg/m3 15 µg/m3 

Sulfates 24 hour 25 µg/m3 NA 

Lead (Pb) 

30 day 1.5 µg/m3 NA 

Calendar quarter NA 1.5 µg/m3 

Hydrogen Sulfide 1 hour 0.03 ppm NA 

Vinyl Chloride 24 hour 0.010 ppm NA 

a    The California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) for O3, CO, SO2 (1-hour and 24-hour), NO2, PM10 and PM2.5 are 
values not to be exceeded.  All other California standards shown are values not to be equaled or exceeded. 

b   The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), other than O3 and those based on annual averages, are not to be 
exceeded more than once a year.  The O3 standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with 
maximum hourly average concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one. 

 c   ppm = parts per million by volume; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 

NA = not applicable. 

California ARB (http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf), 2010 
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The ARB requires local air quality management districts to develop their own strategies 
for achieving compliance with the State and federal air quality standards, but maintains 
regulatory authority over those strategies.  The SMAQMD is responsible for 
administering federal and state air quality laws, regulations, and policies within 
Sacramento County.  SMAQMD monitors regional air quality conditions; prepares 
regional air quality plans and programs for the attainment of federal and State ambient 
air quality standards; and adopts and enforces Rules and Regulations for the 
management of stationary and area source emissions.  SMAQMD also sets thresholds 
to determine when a proposed project may have a significant adverse effect on air 
quality. 

The federal Clean Air Act required states exceeding NAAQS to prepare air quality plans 
showing how the standards would be met by 1987.  Sacramento is one of many urban 
areas that failed to attain the NAAQS by 1987 and, as a result, the EPA disapproved the 
Sacramento Air Quality Plan in 1988.  The Clean Air Act was amended in 1990 to 
extend the deadline for compliance with the NAAQS, and to require states to prepare 
revised SIPs for attainment of standards.   

The 1990 federal Clean Air Act amendments established new requirements for many 
areas, like Sacramento, that had not attained the NAAQS.  Non-attainment area 
classifications were set according to the severity of an area’s air pollution problem.  The 
EPA classified the Sacramento metropolitan area, which includes all of Sacramento and 
Yolo Counties and parts of El Dorado, Placer, Solano and Sutter Counties, as a 
“severe” non-attainment area for ozone.  All of Sacramento County was classified as a 
“moderate” non-attainment area for PM10.  The Sacramento urbanized area was 
classified as a “moderate” non-attainment area for carbon monoxide. 

Prior to the 1990 amendments, non-attainment areas were only required to make 
“reasonable further progress” toward meeting the standards.  The 1990 amendments 
were more stringent and defined each area’s responsibilities in more detail.  In the case 
of ozone, for example, non-attainment areas were to reduce volatile organic compound 
(VOC) emissions by 15 percent within six years.  To ensure that an area would 
implement the necessary measures to achieve these emission reductions, the 
amendments established a number of specific requirements that were to be met over 
several years.   

In response to the federal Clean Air Act Amendment requirements, the ARB submitted a 
State Implementation Plan (SIP) to the EPA in November 1994.  The SIP strived for 
compliance with the federal ozone standard by 2005 through provisions that would (1) 
establish a buy-back program for older, polluting cars; (2) require minimum percentage 
requirements for low- and zero-emission vehicles in new car fleets; and (3) incorporate 
regional attainment plans from throughout the State into the SIP.  In November 1994, 
the Sacramento Regional Ozone Attainment Plan (ROAP) was submitted to the ARB for 
inclusion in the State Implementation Plan.  The ROAP was cooperatively prepared by 
five APCDs or AQMDs: the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD, the Yolo-Solano APCD, 
the Feather River AQMD, the El Dorado County APCD, and the Placer County APCD.  
The ROAP focuses on reducing emissions of ozone precursors through stationary 
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source controls, motor vehicle emission controls, and transportation system 
improvement measures.  

Sacramento County has been free of federal CO violations since 1993.  The CARB 
found Sacramento to be in compliance with the state CO standards in November 1996 
and forwarded a request to the EPA to be reclassified as an attainment area for federal 
standards.  The EPA officially approved CO attainment status for the Sacramento 
region in March 1998.  

Data from air monitoring stations in Sacramento County indicates that there have been 
no violations of the federal PM10 standards since 1995.  Based on this, the SMAQMD 
has requested that the U.S. EPA amend the designation for PM10 to attainment.  For the 
time being, however, Sacramento remains designated as a non-attainment area for the 
federal PM10 standards.  In regards to PM2.5, the U.S. EPA Administrator signed the 
final PM2.5 nonattainment designation for Sacramento on October 8, 2009.    

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY RULES AND REGULATIONS 
As indicated previously, SMAQMD regulates air quality in Sacramento County through 
its permit authority over stationary sources of emissions, through its vehicle and fuels 
management program, and through planning and review activities.   

All projects are subject to SMAQMD Rules and Regulations in effect at the time of 
construction.  Several SMAQMD Rules pertinent to the project include: 

RULE 201:  GENERAL PERMIT REQUIREMENTS  
Any project that includes the use of equipment capable of releasing emissions to the 
atmosphere may require permit(s) from SMAQMD prior to equipment operation.  The 
applicant, developer or operator of a project that includes an emergency generator, 
boiler, or heater should contact the District early to determine if a permit is required, and 
to begin the permit application process.  Portable construction equipment (e.g. 
generator, compressors, pile drivers, lighting equipment, etc.) with an internal 
combustion engine over 50 horsepower are required to have a SMAQMD permit or a 
California Air Resources Board portable equipment registration. 

RULE 402:  NUISANCES 

A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air 
contaminants or other materials which cause injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance 
to any considerable number of person or the public, or which endanger the comfort, 
repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause or have 
natural tendency to cause injury or damage to Business or property. (California Health & 
Safety Code, Section 41700) 
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RULE 403:  FUGITIVE DUST 
A person shall take every reasonable precaution not to cause or allow the emissions of 
fugitive dust from being airborne beyond the property line, from which the emission 
originates, from any construction, handling or storage activity, or any wrecking, 
excavation, grading, clearing of land or solid waste disposal operation.  Reasonable 
precautions shall include, but are not limited to:  

 Use, where possible, of water or chemicals for control of dust in the demolition of 
existing buildings or structures, construction operations, the construction of 
roadways or the clearing of land.  

 Application of asphalt, oil, water, or suitable chemicals on dirt roads, materials 
stockpiles, and other surfaces which can give rise to airborne dusts; 

 Other means approved by the Air Pollution Control Officer.  

ZONING CODE POLICIES 
The Sacramento County Zoning Code contains the following regulations relevant to the 
mining expansion:  

235-48. Air Pollution Control Plan 

Applicant shall give proof of submission of an air pollution control plan to 
the Air Pollution Control District (APCD). The plan shall provide at least for 
dust control measure proposed for: 

(a) Moving aggregate from mine area(s) to processing plant(s) on the 
subject property. 

(b) Roads and other graded surfaces on the subject property. 

(c) Removal of aggregate from off-site public streets or roads used by 
trucks for a distance of 1500 feet along the public right-of-way from the 
point of ingress and egress to the subject property. 

The plan must be approved by the APCD before a work authorization is 
issued as provided in Section 235-75. 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to air quality, a 
project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will: 
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 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

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

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

 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; 

 Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people 

In addition, the SMAQMD has adopted significance thresholds for CEQA projects within 
the District.  These thresholds are used to determine the significance of project-related 
air quality impacts.  The thresholds are defined as follows:  

 85 pounds per day (lbs/day) of NOx for short-term construction emissions;  

 65 lbs/day of NOx and 65 lbs/day of ROG for long-term operational emissions;  

 Emissions exceed a CAAQS or contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
violation of a CAAQS.  An emission is considered to be a substantial contribution 
if it equals or exceeds 5% of the CAAQS.  The CAAQS are shown in Table AQ-2 
above.   

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

The reclamation plan amendment portion of the project consists of a revised Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites and a 
Raised Bank Channel on the Aspen IV South mining site.  There are no new air quality 
impacts associated with this mitigation corridor since it is being constructed in phases 
and is occurring at the same time as the previously approved mining and reclamation 
activities and is consistent with the mass grading expected with the previously approved 
project.   

The Vineyard I mining expansion would have air quality impacts associated with the use 
of heavy equipment on the new 5.6-acre site associated with overburden removal and 
gravel extraction.   

INCREASE OF EXHAUST EMISSIONS 
The prior FEIR/EIS determined that the initial removal of overburden would affect 
emissions of pollutants along roadways because the haul trucks would access 
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the roadway network to remove the overburden.  The overburden from the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site would remain in the mining area and would not 
be distributed via the roadway network.  The addition of 5.6 acres to the mining 
site would increase NOx emissions in association with the use of heavy 
equipment.    

In the prior FEIR/EIS it was determined that the mining projects would not generate 
additional auto or truck trips during operations, but would generate new truck trips 
during initial removal of 430,000 cubic yards of overburden.  This was found to be a 
significant impact that would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.   

Information from Granite Construction indicates that mining of the Vineyard I expansion 
site would require three workers, each with a pickup truck, for up to six months time.  
Granite Construction estimates removal of approximately 120,833 cubic yards of 
overburden for the Vineyard I mining expansion site.  The overburden and mined 
material of the Vineyard I mining expansion site will be hauled around onsite and then 
sent to processing facilities via the existing conveyor system.  Overburden removal on 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site will not cause an increase in truck traffic; therefore, 
there would not be an increase in exhaust emissions associated with overburden 
removal within the air basin.  This impact is now considered less than significant.  

Operational Emissions Impact (ROG and NOx emissions) 

The SMAQMD thresholds identify short-term construction and long-term operational air 
quality emissions standards of significance for ROG and NOx.  In the prior EIR/EIS the 
construction thresholds were used; however, in the 10+ years since the release of the 
prior FEIR/EIS, the methodologies for assessing emissions associated with mining 
activities have changed. In consultation with SMAQMD staff, it has been determined 
more appropriate to apply the long-term operational emission thresholds to ongoing 
mining operations due to the long term nature of mining.  This means that instead of an 
85 lbs/day threshold for NOx and no threshold for ROG, the project will be analyzed 
based on the operational thresholds of 65 lbs/day of ROG and 65 lbs/day of NOx.   

Granite Construction has provided an equipment list for the Vineyard I mining expansion 
site.  The equipment is grouped into phases of mining (clearing/grubbing activities; 
overburden stripping activities; gravel extraction activities; and move feeder/conveyor), 
with number of days corresponding to each phase.  Based on this information, it has 
been estimated by Granite Construction that mining the 5.6 acres would take 
approximately 62 working days.  However, Granite has verbally indicated that mining 
could take up to 6 months time.  The equipment list provides the total number of hours 
equipment would run for each day, under each phase.  In order to determine the 
operational emissions, URBEMIS version 9.2.4 was used.  URBEMIS is an emissions 
model that calculates construction, area source and operational (vehicle) emissions.   

Since mining is not a land use option in URBEMIS, mining was added to the blank land 
use category, and 5.6 acres was entered as the total area in acres.  The construction 
tab allows the user to define phases, input date ranges and number/ type of heavy 
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equipment used during each phase.  Based on the equipment list provided by Granite 
Construction, the clearing/grubbing phase would take two days, the overburden 
stripping phase would take 13 days, gravel extraction phase 45 days and use of the 
move feeder and conveyor would be a total of 2 days, for a total of 62 working days.  
The estimated project emissions are summarized in Table AQ-3 below.   

Table AQ-3:  URBEMIS Results – Estimated Emissions for Vineyard I Mining 

Pollutant Emission  Significance Threshold – 
Operational Emissions 

ROG 12.18 lbs/day 65 lbs/day 

NOx 110.05 lbs/day 65 lbs/day 

 

The standard of significance for operational emissions is 65 lbs/day of both NOx and 
ROG emissions.  Based on the emissions estimate from URBEMIS, mining activities 
associated with the Vineyard I mining expansion site would result in 110 lbs/day of NOx 
emissions and 12 lbs/day of ROG emissions.  Since ROG emissions are within the 
significance threshold, the project would not have a significant contribution of ROG 
emissions to the air basin.  However, the project would exceed the threshold for NOx 
emissions.   

The prior FEIR/EIS reported that the NOx emissions for the Vineyard I, Aspen III South, 
Aspen IV South and Aspen V South sites would result in 404 lbs/day of NOx exhaust 
emissions.  ROG daily exhaust emissions were estimated at 32 lbs/day.  The prior 
FEIR/EIS concluded:  

…equipment used on the mining sites would be transferred from active mining 
areas when these areas are depleted.  Therefore, the emissions from activities 
within the project site, though substantial, would be replacing emissions 
currently occurring in other mining areas.  No net change in regional emissions 
would occur, so project impacts on regional air quality would be less than 
significant.  

Although mining the Vineyard I mining expansion site would utilize the same heavy off-
road equipment that is currently in use at the Vineyard I mining site and would be a 
continuation of mining activities for up to an additional six months time, as previously 
stated, since the release of the prior FEIR/EIS, the methodologies for assessing air 
quality impacts have changed; no longer are emission impacts considered to have a no 
net change if the emissions are a result of the continuation of an existing activity on a 
new site not previously included in the prior assessment.  Therefore, as the Vineyard I 
mining expansion site is a new site not previously analyzed, air quality impacts will be 
assessed based on current methodologies. 

Mining on the Vineyard I mining expansion site would result in 110 lbs/day of NOx 
emissions.  Although mining of the site is subject to operational thresholds, the 
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SMAQMD has developed standard on-site construction mitigation that would be 
appropriate to apply to the proposed project.  The standard on-site construction 
mitigation results in a project wide fleet average of 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 
percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent ARB (California Air 
Resources Board) fleet average at time of construction (or in this specific case, mining). 
Compliance with this standard mitigation for construction emissions would help reduce 
project NOx emissions by 20 percent.  A 20 percent reduction in NOx would result in 
NOx emissions of 88 lbs/day.  This is still above the threshold of 65 lbs/day.  The project 
would be in excess of the standard by 23 lbs/day.  The project will have a significant 
and unavoidable impact to air quality.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation: Significant 

Mitigation Measures:   

AQ-1 Category 1:  Reducing NOx emissions from off-road diesel powered equipment.  

The Vineyard I mining expansion operator proponent shall provide a plan, for 
approval of the lead agency and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District (SMAQMD), demonstrating that the heavy-duty (50 
horsepower or more) off-road vehicles to be used in the project (mining of the 
Vineyard I expansion site), including owned or leased and subcontracted 
vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 
45 percent particulate reduction1 compared to the most recent California Air 
Resource Board (ARB) fleet average at time of each annual report; and 

The mining operator proponent shall submit to the lead agency and SMAQMD 
a comprehensive inventory of all off-road equipment, equal to or greater than 50 
horsepower, that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours per year during 
any portion of the project.  The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, 
engine production year, and project hours of use or fuel throughput for each 
piece of equipment.  The inventory shall be updated and submitted annually 
throughout the duration of the project.  The mining operator proponent shall 
provide SMAQMD with the name and phone number of the project manager 
and/or on-site foreman. 

Due to the long term nature of this project, the requirement for the emission 
reduction plan referenced herein will sunset on Month/date/year2 due to existing 
SMAQMD and ARB rules that will affect ARB fleet averages at that time.  

                                            

1 Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-emissions diesel 
products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products and/or other options as 
they become available. 

2 Project proponent should contact SMAQMD staff to determine appropriate sunset period. 
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And:  

Category 2:  Controlling visible diesel emissions from off-road diesel powered 
equipment. 

Emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the project site 
shall not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three minutes in any one-
hour.  Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) 
shall be repaired immediately, and the lead agency and the lead agency and 
SMAQMD shall be notified within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant 
equipment.  The SMAQMD and/or other officials may conduct periodic site 
inspections to determine compliance.  Nothing in this mitigation measure shall 
supersede other SMAQMD or State rules or regulations.   

AQ-2 All vehicles utilized as part of the Vineyard I mining expansion shall be 
maintained in accordance with the manufacturers’ recommendations, and all 
stationary equipment used on the site shall be maintained in compliance with 
emissions limitations established by a permit issued by the SMAQMD.  The 
Vineyard I mining operator Granite Construction shall maintain records of 
equipment maintenance activities and records shall be provided to the County 
upon request. 

AQ-3 Particulate filters and catalysts should be used where technically feasible to 
reduce NOx emissions from off-road heavy duty equipment associated with 
the Vineyard I mining expansion.  Granite Construction The mining operator 
should contact SMAQMD and/or ARB for assistance in determining appropriate 
emission reducing technologies. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Significant and Unavoidable 

PARTICULATE MATTER (PM10) DUST EMISSIONS 
Mining of the Vineyard I mining expansion site would not change the prior 
conclusion that trucks could track dirt or mud onto surface streets, thus 
increasing dust emissions in the area. This was found to be a significant impact, 
but with mitigation it was found to be less than significant.  In addition, the use of 
heavy equipment has the potential to increase dust generation onsite.     

The prior FEIR/EIS determined that mining operations would create new sources 
of air pollutants.  Specific to fugitive particulate emissions were activities 
associated with material loading and unloading; scraper travel over unpaved 
roads; and conveying of raw materials to the processing plant.   

The proposed project would mine an additional 5.6 acres on the Vineyard I 
mining site.  The use of heavy equipment for the above mentioned activities 
would result in dust generation on the project site, which would increase 
particulate emissions.   
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The SMAQMD “Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County” 
(December 2009, revised May 2011, and referred hereinafter as the SMAQMD 
Guide) contains thresholds for air pollutants and particulate matter emissions 
(PM10 and PM2.5) in a volume concentration (microgram per cubic meter), which 
the available URBEMIS model does not provide (URBEMIS provides particulate 
matter emissions as pounds per day).  However, the SMAQMD Guide does 
provide information for lead agencies analyzing PM10 emission from construction 
activities.  On page 3-12 of the SMAQMD Guide, it states that the Air District 
recommends lead agencies do a PM10 model to determine the emission 
concentrations; however, projects can be screened out of performing a PM10 
model if the following conditions are met:  

 The project would implement all Basic Construction Emission Control 
Practices, and  

 The maximum daily disturbed area would not exceed 15 acres 

Projects that meet the above two conditions are considered by the District to not 
have the potential to exceed the District’s concentration-based threshold of 
significance for PM10 (and therefore PM2.5) at an off-site location.   

Dust abatement practices are required pursuant to SMAQMD Rule 403 and 
California Code of Regulations, Title 13, sections 2449(d)(3) and 2485; the 
SMAQMD Guide simply lays out the basic practices needed to comply.  Since 
these are already required by existing rules and regulations, it is not necessary to 
include them as mitigation.  The Basic Construction Emission Control Practices 
are consistent with the District Rule 403 and California regulations limit idling 
from both on-road and off-road diesel powered equipment.  Therefore, those 
conditions of approval and mitigation measures from the prior FEIR/EIS that are 
consistent with SMAQMD Rule 403 (fugitive dust) and Rule 402 are not repeated 
as mitigation, but remain applicable to the proposed project.  Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2 above is one of the listed Basic Construction Emission Control Practices.   

In addition, Granite Construction submitted an Air Pollution Control Plan to the 
SMAQMD in February 2001 for the Vineyard I mining site.  The SMAQMD 
reviewed the Air Pollution Control Plan and found that the plan fulfilled the 
requirements of SMAQMD’s Rule 403.  Granite will have to submit a revised Air 
Pollution Control Plan to SMAQMD for review for the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site.   Compliance with existing rules and regulations and Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2 above would ensure that mining of the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site would not result in significant increases in particulate matter dust 
emissions.  Impacts associated with particulate matter dust emissions are 
considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
In the Cumulative No Project condition, mining of the three approved mining sites would 
be completed and the mining properties would be in the Post-Reclamation phase; the 
site would be returned to agricultural uses.  The Reclamation Plan amendment portion 
of the proposed project (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel) 
would not contribute to any cumulative air quality impacts.  There is no long term air 
quality impact associated with this portion of the proposed project.   

Currently, mining activities on the Vineyard I mining site are coming to an end.  The 
Vineyard I mining expansion site would result in the continuation of mining activities for 
three months up to six months time after completion of the approved portion of Vineyard 
I property.  The continuation of mining for the additional three to six months was found 
to have a significant exhaust emission impact.  However, there is not a long term 
operational impact of mining the Vineyard I mining expansion site since in the 
cumulative condition (e.g., 2020), mining activities on the Vineyard I mining expansion 
site would be complete and the project site would return to agricultural activities.  The 
approval of the use permit for the Vineyard I mining expansion would not result in a 
cumulatively incremental increase in emissions to the Sacramento Valley air basin; 
therefore, the cumulative air quality impacts are considered less than significant.   
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9 GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the existing soils and geology of the project site.  It provides an 
analysis of slope stability, landform alteration and erosion impacts.  Where appropriate, 
mitigation is included to reduce or eliminate impacts. 

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previously approved reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-
foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in 
generally the same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel around the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises 
the previously approved reclamation plan by eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside of the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the existing Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.  Impacts 
associated with channel failure and flooding potential are addressed in the Surface 
Water Hydrology and Quality Chapter (Chapter 5 of this SEIR).  The project also 
consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit amendment to allow aggregate 
mining on an additional 5.61 acres and to incorporate this new area into the previously 
approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred as Vineyard I mining expansion).   The 
impacts to slope stability, erosion and landform alteration on the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site is analyzed in this chapter.  

GEOCON Consultants, Inc performed a Slope Stability Evaluation (September, 2011) 
for the Raised Bank Channel and their report is included as Appendix C.   

PHYSICAL CONDITIONS 

The Vineyard I mining expansion site totals approximately 5.6 acres and is surrounded 
by active mining operations.  This area is similar in character to the area approved to be 
mined in the 1999 use permit.  As stated in the prior FEIR/EIS the project site is located 
within two sections of the Victor Plain: the Riverbank Formation (lower member) and the 
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Laguna Formation.  The project site is not indicated to be located across a mapped 
trace of any earthquake fault (FEIR/EIS, page 5-27).   

The current project proposes amendments to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
including fill (overburden) to be added to portions of the pit floor to bring those areas to 
within 5 feet of original grade (for the Vineyard I properties) and raising selected pit floor 
elevations to within 2 feet of the original grade over the term of the use permit (i.e. 22 
years) using the “drying bed” method (e.g., the accumulation, drying and compacting of 
silt-like material obtained from aggregate washings or direct import) for the Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South properties.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site is included 
within the proposed reclamation plan amendment.  

The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is located on the Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South mining sites, north of the existing Morrison Creek, in an area where 
mining activity has been completed.  This area has already been back filled and brought 
up to within 5 feet of original grade.  Ultimately, the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
will be constructed at grade and contain a meandering stream channel with native trees 
and grasses.  The Raised Bank Channel consists of modifying the natural floodplain of 
Morrison Creek by constructing earthen embankments (i.e., levees) on either side of 
Morrison Creek to contain the 100-year floodplain and the height of the levee 
embankments will generally vary from approximately 4 to 6 feet (with some isolated 
areas approaching 8 feet) in order to provide a minimum free board of 3 feet above 
adjacent floodplain elevation.      

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to geology and 
soils and mineral resources, a project will normally have a significant effect on the 
environment if it will: 

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

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

o Strong seismic ground shaking 

o Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction 

o landslides; 

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

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

 Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water;  

 Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of the state;  

 Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery 
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

PERMANENTLY ALTER THE LANDFORM 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would result in the permanent 
alteration of the project site’s landform and identified this as a significant and 
unavoidable impact.  The additional 5.6 acres of mining does not substantially 
change this impact.  The recreated at-grade Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
will better mirror a natural meandering creek, as opposed to the previously 
approved pit bottom riparian corridor and at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel.   

The Vineyard I mining expansion site will increase the amount of land permanently 
altered by mining.  The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the permanent alteration to the 
land as a result of mining is a significant and unavoidable impact.  This conclusion 
remains applicable to this project as there are no mitigation measures available to 
reduce impacts to less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Available 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Significant and Unavoidable 

SLOPE STABILITY  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project’s reclaimed slopes (ranging from 
1.5:1 to 2:1) would potentially be subject to slope instability, including potential 
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instability induced by earthquakes and/or ground shaking. This was considered a 
significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.    

The prior FEIR/EIS stated that the mining operations would utilize an unlined trapezoidal 
bypass channel at the existing (unmined) elevation around the mined pits.  The bypass 
channel was to be constructed on top of a 35- to 40-foot high engineered fill 
embankment using the overburden materials.  The slopes of the proposed 
embankments of the bypass channel were identified as 2:1.  

The prior FEIR/EIS also stated that the foundation soils would experience a net 
unloading after construction of the embankments; therefore, settlement would be 
minimal from the standpoint of consolidation or compression of the foundation soils.  It 
was noted that even a properly constructed embankment would experience some 
settlement of the engineered fill.  Uniform and adequate compaction of the embankment 
soils would mitigate, but not eliminate, future differential settlement.  These settlements 
are generally minor, and are not expected to affect the overall stability of the 
embankment.  It was concluded that periodic inspection and maintenance of the 
channel, including repair of any minor cracks resulting from shifting of the embankment 
would be sufficient to allow the continued performance of the embankment.  

On the Vineyard I mining site, the areas immediately to the east, west and south of the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site have not been mined to date.  The additional 5.6 acres 
would be mined after completion of mining the surrounding Vineyard I mining areas.  
Although the prior FEIR/EIS indicated that the mining pits were to have slopes of 
1.5:1, the conditions placed on the use permit for the Vineyard I mining site 
required that the finished side slopes of the mining pits be 2:1 
(horizontal:vertical) or flatter.  Therefore, the finished slopes for the mining pits 
specified in Mitigation Measure GS-1 have been updated to be 2:1 for the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site. mitigation regarding slope stability from the prior 
FEIR/EIS remains applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion site.      

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel would be constructed on an engineered fill 
embankment.  The Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
prepared for the Granite Vineyard I site by ECORP (revised July 20, 2007) (provided as 
Appendix C) provides contingency measures that state that the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel would be engineered to a minimum of 90% compaction and would 
be constructed to federal and local standards.  Compaction testing will be performed 
throughout the course of construction to ensure adequate compaction is obtained 
(Section 8.2.2).  This design and construction ensures that failure associated with the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel would not be likely.  Phased construction of the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel on Vineyard I and Aspen III South has occurred and 
is nearing completion.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will contain a low flow 
channel that mirrors a meandering stream, which will be vegetated throughout.  The 
slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel are proposed to be 2:1.  Mitigation has 
been included that requires Granite Construction to submit a soils and engineering 
report identifying and certifying the compaction rates of the engineered fill embankment 
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and ensuring stability prior to redirecting the flows of the existing Morrison Creek to the 
recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel  Preserve Corridor.  

The Raised Bank Channel on Aspen IV South will be an earthen levee.  GEOCON 
Consulting has performed an analysis of the stability of the slopes using seepage 
conditions that were modeled based on conservative low-flow and high-flow conditions 
within the creek and constrained floodplain, respectively.  The result of this analysis is 
that potential seepage conditions would not adversely impact slope stability.  
Furthermore, the proposed Raised Bank Channel and reclamation slopes for the 
proposed project, from a static and seismic viewpoint, would have a less than significant 
impact when the recommendations contained in the report are incorporated into the 
design and construction of the Raised Bank Channel and mining slopes.  Therefore, 
mitigation is recommended that Teichert Aggregates implements the recommendations 
made by GEOCON.   

In addition, Teichert is requesting was previously authorized (subject to submittal of 
a geotechnical report addressing slope stability) to mine closer than the 
recommended 25 feet from the Mayhew Road right-of-way on the Aspen IV South site.  
GEOCON conducted a geotechnical investigation to evaluate the long-term seepage 
and slope stability conditions during mining of the site.  Based on the results of their 
study, the proposed reclamation slopes of the subsurface materials on the Aspen IV 
South site are anticipated to be stable under long-term static and seismic conditions.  
GEOCON concluded that based on their investigation, slope stability is expected to be 
adequate to allow mining up to 12 feet of the right-of-way assuming the soils 
encountered are consistent with conditions encountered in the investigation.  GEOCON 
recommends that soil testing be conducted when mining approaches the 25-foot 
setback from the right-of-way to verify that conditions are consistent with what was 
anticipated from the investigation.  GEOCON indicated that if the soils differ significantly 
from what was observed and/or anticipated, the mining setback will need to be modified 
accordingly.  Mitigation requiring the preparation and submittal of a soil report and slope 
stability analysis within the 25-foot setback has been recommended to ensure impacts 
associated with slope stability within the Sacramento County right-of-way are less than 
significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

The following mitigation (GS-1) is from the prior FEIR/EIS and remains is applicable to 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site of proposed project.  With mitigation, this impact 
will be considered less than significant. 

GS-1 For the Vineyard I mining expansion site, the proponent mining operator shall 
limit the finished side slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
mining pit slopes to 1.5:1 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) to ensure stability for existing 
soil conditions.  For the slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, 
Ssoils shall be placed and compacted to 90 percent of the maximum dry density, 



9 - Geology and Slope Stability 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 9-6 2005-0062, PLNP2008- 00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

at or near optimum moisture conditions, in all finished slopes.  Since local 
stability of the slope is critically dependent upon proper compaction of the 
overburden soils, a qualified soils engineer shall be regularly present throughout 
grading operations to determine compliance with job specifications.  

GS-2 Prior to allowing re-directed stream flows to the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel, Granite Construction the Vineyard I mining operator, shall submit a 
report prepared by a California registered professional engineer certifying the 
channel and embankment engineering and foundation soils of the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel.  The engineer’s report shall address slope stability, 
soil compaction rates, foundation soils, potential failure mechanisms and 
contingences for repairing failures.  The report shall be submitted to the 
Department of Community Development Community Planning and 
Development Department and the Division of Environmental Review and 
Assessment (DERA) for approval.  No flows shall be directed to the new channel 
until approval is granted by the Department of Community Development.  

GS-3 For the embankments of the Raised Bank Channel and the mining slopes on the 
Aspen IV South mining site, the Aspen IV South mining operator Teichert 
Aggregates shall follow the recommendations contained in the GEOCON 
Consulting, Inc report (September, 2011).  At the completion of the construction 
of the Raised Bank Channel, a report, signed by a California registered 
professional engineer, shall be submitted to the Environmental Coordinator 
DERA indicating completion of the recommendations from the GEOCON report.  
During mining, a report, prepared and signed by a California registered 
professional engineer, shall be submitted indicating completion of the 
recommendations regarding the mining pit slopes.   

GS-4 Prior to mining within 25 feet of the Mayhew Road right-of-way, the Aspen IV 
South mining operator Teichert Aggregates shall submit a report, prepared by 
a geotechnical engineer or engineering geologist, on the soils observed at 25 
feet from the right-of-way and whether or not the soils observed are consistent 
with those anticipated.  If the soils observed differ significantly from what was 
anticipated, the engineer shall increase the proposed 12-foot setback 
accordingly.  This report shall be submitted to the Department of Community 
Development DERA and the Community Planning and Development 
Department for review and approval prior to commencement of mining within 25 
feet of the Mayhew Road right-of-way.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

EROSION IMPACTS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project’s reclaimed slopes would be 
subject to erosion if not adequately constructed and vegetated.  It was 
determined that this was a significant impact that could be reduced to less than 
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significant with mitigation.  The proposed project will result in similar reclaimed 
slopes.   

The slopes of the mining pit and recreated channel would be subject to erosion and 
slope instability if not properly vegetated and maintained.   

South of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel there is an open pit, with 2:1 slopes 
down to the pit floor.  At completion of reclamation, a drainage channel with mitigation 
plantings will be located at the pit floor.  Portions of this pit have been vegetated.   
Mitigation from the prior FEIR/EIS remains applicable to the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site and has been included to ensure that once the remaining area is mined, 
the slopes of the pit walls will be vegetated to reduce erosion impacts.   

The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is located at grade and is a 300-foot 
wide stream corridor, with varied slopes no steeper than 3:1 and as gentle as 7:1.  The 
300-foot corridor contains the meandering low flow channel (recreated creek) and 
raised benches of varying heights and widths.  Information from G.C. Wallace 
(consultant for Granite Construction) states that some movement of this low flow 
channel is expected and has been included within the design.  G.C. Wallace has 
indicated that a ten-year monitoring plan has been established.  This ten-year 
monitoring plan outlines actions that are to be implemented if significant erosion were to 
occur during the monitoring period at a specific meander in the flow channel.  Measures 
include strengthening of the channel, re-grading the channel, widening the channel to 
reduce scour velocities, or any other revision as approved by County staff to mitigate 
erosion.  G.C. Wallace concluded that at the end of the monitoring period, the 
vegetation should be well established and thus minimize the chance for further 
meandering to occur.  Mitigation requiring submittal and implementation of the ten-year 
monitoring plan has been included.  With mitigation, impacts are considered less than 
significant.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

GS-5 The Vineyard I mining expansion operator proponents shall ensure that the 
side slopes of the pit are vegetated following final slope placement to prevent 
excessive erosion and enhance slope stability.  The side slopes shall be 
revegetated with an erosion control mix as specified in an Erosion Control Plan.  
The Erosion Control Plan shall be prepared by the mining operator applicant 
and submitted to the County prior to issuance of the work authorization permit.  
The species chosen for the erosion control mix shall be comprised of native stock 
and shall not contain any species considered to be invasive or noxious weeds.  
The Erosion Control Plan shall include performance standards that can be used 
to determine the success of erosion control measures and the revegetation effort, 
and shall discuss monitoring requirements.  The plan shall include remedial 
measures to be implemented if revegetation is not successful.  
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GS-6 The mining operator for Vineyard I applicant shall submit to the 
Environmental Coordinator Division of Environmental Review and Assessment 
(DERA), a ten-year monitoring plan that outlines monitoring requirements and 
identifies mitigating steps for any significant erosion that may occur at a specific 
location in the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (flow channel).  If significant 
erosion is identified during monitoring, the applicant mining operator shall 
contact the Environmental Coordinator DERA and submit proof of corrective 
actions.  Appropriate mitigation includes, but is not limited to; strengthening of the 
channel, re-grading the channel, widening the channel to reduce scour velocities, 
or any other revision as approved by County staff to mitigate significant erosion. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

LOSS OF AVAILABILITY OF MINERAL RESOURCES 
 Loss of mineral resource availability is not an impact of the project.  

The proposed project is a post-mining reclamation plan amendment and request to 
expand the Vineyard I mining site to include an additional 5.6 acres.  The project 
provides for the continued extraction of mineral resources.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
At the completion of mining, the three mining sites will be in reclamation.  In the Post-
Reclamation condition, the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel would be completed and functioning.  The project also proposes the use of the 
drying bed method for reclamation for the Aspen III South and Aspen IV South 
properties.  The drying bed method has been approved by the County via a use permit 
associated with County Control Number 04-UPB-0230, which involves the accumulation 
of silt-like material obtained from washing aggregate and subsequent placement of this 
material on mined out areas to facilitate reclamation.  Depending on the amount of silt-
like material available, the pits could be raised to within 2 feet of the original adjacent 
grade.  If there is enough silt-like material to bring elevations to within 2 feet of original 
adjacent grade, there would not be any long-term cumulative impact as it relates to 
slope stability.  If the elevations of the pits are not raised to near existing grade, then the 
mitigations that have been recommended regarding slope stability would ensure no 
adverse long-term impact.  In addition, the pits would not be accessible by the public; 
therefore, in the unlikely event that the slopes do fail, there would not be a safety hazard 
to people.    

The mitigation measures recommended in this chapter will ensure that slope stability 
and erosion impacts remain less than significant.  The project would not have a 
cumulative impact as it relates to soil stability or erosion.     
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10 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the biological resources that occur in the project area and 
analyzes the impact of the proposed project on biological resources and recommends 
mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate significant impacts. 

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen 
IV South.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.  The 
connection of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel to the Raised Bank Channel will 
require grading within the Mayhew Road right-of-way to contour the levees of the creek 
in order to maintain the flood protection banks across Mayhew Road. 

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The location 
of a retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site has been determined for the proposed 
project, as well an option for a retention basin on the Aspen IV South mining site.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site consists of an active mining site.  Morrison Creek traverses the mining 
properties (located on Vineyard I and Aspen IV South sites; Aspen III South does not 
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contain any portion of the existing Morrison Creek).  The creek has not been mined.  
The applicants have begun construction of the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel, which spans across Vineyard I and Aspen III South, and is located generally 
north of the existing Morrison Creek.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will align 
and connect with the existing Morrison Creek located on Aspen IV South site, as 
Morrison Creek will now remain undisturbed when mining commences on Aspen IV 
South.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel varies between 200 and 500 feet wide 
and contains a meandering stream channel, surrounded by native trees and grasses.  
There is a large open pit south of the corridor on the Vineyard I mining site which will 
contain an ephemeral drainage and will be vegetated with trees.  This same pit will 
function as a stormwater retention basin.  The trees planted within the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, and within the bottom of the pit along the ephemeral drainage will 
be mitigation tree plantings for impacts of the prior project.  The trees planted within the 
Raised Bank Channel on Aspen IV South will be mitigation tree plantings for impacts of 
the prior project as well as impacts of the current proposed project.  

The proposed project also consists of a 5.6 acre expansion to the Vineyard I mining 
site.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site consists of two parcels, which have not been 
mined and are surrounded by active mining.  

Granite obtained Foothill Associates to prepare a tree inventory of the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site (May 2006).  The report identified two native trees on this site.  Foothill 
Associates identified a valley oak (Quercus lobata) tree (tree #224) and a Northern 
California black walnut (Juglans hindsii) tree (tree #225).  The other trees on the site are 
limited to red gum eucalyptus with valley oak and walnut saplings.  Other vegetation on 
the site is comprised of annual grasses, Himalayan blackberry, giant reed and coyote 
brush.    

The Vineyard I mining expansion site does not contain any vernal pools.  A portion of 
Morrison Creek is located within the expansion site and although the expansion site was 
not included within the use permit for mining activities for Granite’s Vineyard I, the two 
properties were included when determining impacts to biological resources associated 
with the prior project.    

In addition, the applicants have applied for, and have been issued, a Section 404 permit 
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel is consistent with the issued Section 404 permit.  

BACKGROUND 
The project approved in 1999 consisted of 966.3 acres of undeveloped or sparsely 
developed land within the urban policy area of unincorporated Sacramento County.  The 
prior FEIR/EIS identified the following habitat types within the 966.3 acre area:  

 Riparian forest/riparian scrub 

 Valley oak woodland 
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 Ruderal habitat 

 Pasture 

 Cultivated areas 

 Disked areas 

 Developed areas 

 Wetlands 

o Drainages and streams 

o Seasonal wetlands 

o Irrigated seasonal wetlands 

o Vernal Pools 

The prior FEIR/EIS identified various wildlife species that utilize the project site.  The 
following excerpt is from the prior FEIR/EIS and describes the general wildlife of the 
project area, prior to mining activities:  

The project site contains a variety of habitats for wildlife.  As described above, 
the dominant habitat types are riparian forests/riparian scrub, pasture, ruderal 
habitats (including disced areas) and various wetland habitats.  Morrison Creek 
(including the oxbow channel on the Vineyard I parcel) provides aquatic and 
wetland habitat for waterfowl, amphibians, and aquatic invertebrates during 
winter and spring.  During the summer and fall months, when flows become 
reduced, persistent or even perennial pools may form in the creek channel and 
become small pockets of habitat.  The creek bed and banks are also important to 
wildlife when dry as they offer loose, sandy loam for burrowing animals and 
movement corridors for mammalian predators and other species.  The various 
tributary streams, drainage ditches, and other wetlands within the project site 
also provide seasonal aquatic habitats.  The riparian forest and scrub habitats 
along Morrison Creek, as well as the oak woodlands and scattered trees, provide 
nesting habitat for raptors and other birds.  The grasslands and ruderal areas 
offer foraging habitat for raptors, mammals and reptiles.  Currently, much of the 
Aspen III South, IV South and V South parcels are used for cattle and horse 
grazing.  A list of wildlife species observed at the project site is provided in 
Appendix B (Appendix B of the prior FEIR/EIS which is provided on the CD).  The 
field surveys conducted for most animal species were limited to brief 
reconnaissance surveys with slightly more intensive surveys conducted for 
special status reptiles and amphibians (page 5-43).   

The prior FEIR/EIS also identified special status plant species that may occur within the 
project site and special status wildlife species observed or potentially occurring on the 
site.  The following special status plants were identified as having the potential to occur 
within the project site:  

 San Joaquin spearscale (Atriplex joaquiniana) 
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 Dwarf downingia (Downingia pusilla) 

 Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop (Gratiola heterosepala) 

 Rose-mallow (Hibiscus lasiocarpus) 

 Ahart’s dwarf rush (Juncus leiospermus var. ahartii) 

 Legenere (Legenere limosa) 

 Hoary navarretia (Navarretia eriocephala) 

 Pincushion navarretia (Navarretia myersii) 

 Slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis) 

 Sacramento Orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida) 

 Sandford’s arrowhead (Sagittaria sandfordii) 

It was stated in the prior FEIR/EIS that none of the special status plants were observed 
on the site during surveys conducted by the project proponents.  Vernal pools and 
seasonal wetlands are known to support the majority of the special status plant species 
identified above.   

Three special status invertebrate species potentially occur within the project site:  valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle (Democerus californicus dimorphus), vernal pool fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta lynchi) and tadpole fairy shrimp (Lepidurus packardi).  The valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) was documented to be using the Vineyard I site; 
three of the seven elderberry bushes on the Vineyard I parcel were observed to contain 
beetle emergence holes typical of the VELB.   

Plate BR-1, Plate BR-2, and Plate BR-3 shows the previously approved reclamation 
plan for Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South, respectively.  The reclamation 
plan mitigated for impacts to Morrison Creek and other waters of the U.S. by (1) 
construction of an at-grade bypass channel and (2) construction of a below-grade, 600-
foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel.  A riparian corridor would have been 
located within the mining pit, and would have included a low-flow channel, perennial 
marsh, riparian woodlands, seasonal marsh and valley oak woodlands in a series of 
terraces.  Plate BR-4 and Plate BR-5 shows the previous wetland mitigation plans for 
Vineyard I and Aspen IV South.  There were no wetlands or waters of the U.S. located 
on the Aspen III South site.     
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Plate BR-1:  Vineyard I Approved Reclamation Plan Details 
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Plate BR-2:  Aspen III South Approved Reclamation Plan Details 
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Plate BR-3:  Aspen IV South Approved Reclamation Plan Details 
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Plate BR-4:  Prior Wetland Mitigation Plan for Vineyard I 
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Plate BR-5:  Prior Wetland Mitigation Plan for Aspen IV South 
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A pumping mechanism from the bypass channel would have been required in order to 
maintain sufficient water flows to support the various riparian habitats.  This pumping 
requirement produced an operation dilemma for the two applicants, due to stricter water 
quality standards since project approval.  The flaws in the approved reclamation plan 
brought the two mining companies together and they jointly collaborated in creating a 
new design.  

The applicants obtained ECORP Consulting, Inc., to develop an at-grade mitigation 
corridor extending across the three mining sites (Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen 
IV South), which reflects the proposed reclamation plans.  However, subsequent to the 
project’s submittal to the County, Teichert Aggregates decided rather than construct the 
recreated Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South property, Teichert will instead 
preserve the existing Morrison Creek channel on the Aspen IV South property and 
construct a Raised Bank Channel outside the floodplain.  The proposed Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel across Vineyard I and Aspen III South is shown on Plate BR-6 and 
Plate BR-7.  The preserved Morrison Creek and Raised Bank Channel on the Aspen IV 
South site is shown on Plate BR-8.   

ECORP determined that in order to ensure a feasible and functional creek corridor, a 
300-foot wide corridor would be necessary.  The prior reclamation plan required a 600-
foot wide mitigation corridor located at the bottom of the mining pit.  The applicants state 
that the proposed 300-foot wide restored creek corridor will contain the necessary 
mitigation to satisfy requirements of the various resource agencies.  The agencies have 
indicated that from a biological standpoint, an at-grade creek with riparian habitat will 
have much higher functional values, compared to an isolated pit bottom habitat area 
(per Granite response to County initial review letter, dated June 26, 2006).   

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued a Section 404 Individual Permit to Granite 
Construction Company for the Vineyard I mining site on July 25, 2007 (Permit Number:  
199400102) and to Teichert Aggregates for the Aspen IV South and Aspen V South 
mining sites on May 13, 2009 (Permit Numbers:  199400503 and 199400693).  Teichert 
received an amended Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
on May 3, 2012 that reflects the current proposed change to now preserve 
Morrison Creek on Aspen IV South.  The issued permits are herein incorporated by 
reference and are available for viewing at the Planning and Environmental Review 
Division of Environmental Review and Assessment office, 827 7th Street, Room 220, 
Sacramento, CA 95814.  Teichert’s permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will 
be amended (under the same permit number) to reflect the current proposed changes of 
now preserving Morrison Creek on Aspen IV South.    
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Plate BR-6:  Proposed Reclamation Plan for Vineyard I (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) 
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Plate BR-7:  Proposed Reclamation Plan for Aspen III South (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel)  
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Plate BR-8:  Proposed Reclamation Plan for Aspen IV South (Morrison Creek Raised Bank Channel) 
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STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the 
Sacramento County General Plan provide guidance for assessing the significance of 
potential environmental impacts.  Relative to biological resources, a project will normally 
have a significant effect on the environment if it will:  

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

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

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

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

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

In the following sections, the impacts as identified in the prior FEIR/EIS are presented 
and an analysis of the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel in mitigating those 
impacts, as well as new impacts as a result of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
and mining of the Vineyard I expansion site follows.  
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Table BR-1 below, is a summary of the comparison between the approved bypass 
channel/pit-bottom mitigation corridor (at 600 feet wide) and the proposed 300-foot wide 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.   

Table BR-1:  Comparison of the Approved and Revised Mitigation Corridor 

Approved Bypass Channel/ Pit Bottom 
Mitigation Corridor 

Proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel * 

(Vineyard I and Aspen III South sites) 

127-foot perimeter bypass channel N/A 

600-foot wide pit-bottom mitigation corridor 
contains :  

300-foot wide at-grade mitigation corridor 
contains:    

    12.24 acres of Morrison Creek     13.33 acres of Morrison Creek 

    11.74 acres of seasonal marsh     1.11 acres of seasonal marsh/wetland 

N/A 300-foot wide Ephemeral Drainage 
corridor includes:  

N/A     1.65 acres ephemeral drainage 

8.76 riparian woodland     10 acres riparian woodland and marsh 

16.12 acres Oak Savannah 30 acres of Valley Oak woodland 

 36 acres grassland 

Total mitigation:  49.24 acres Total mitigation:  89 acres 

* 3.79 acres of seasonal wetland/marsh and 0.53 acres of vernal pool credits were also 
purchased offsite. 

 

As shown in Table BR-1, the revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel increases the 
acreage of recreated Morrison Creek, wetlands, and riparian/ oak plantings.   

 

VEGETATION 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would result in the 
systematic loss of all existing natural vegetation communities of 881.7 acres (or 
91%) of the 966.3-acre project site.  Plant communities adversely affected by the 
proposed project would include:  most of the riparian forest/riparian scrub habitat 
(approximately 14 acres); wetland habitat and waters of the U.S. (19.83 acres); 
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ruderal habitats; pastures; and cultivated areas.  This was found to be a 
significant Impact.  

Mitigation from the prior FEIR/EIS required that the project proponents implement a 
wetland mitigation plan.  It was through this wetland mitigation plan, in consultation with 
the USFWS, the Corps, CDFG and the County, that it was determined that the flows 
were to be regulated and maintained within the mitigation corridor (now the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel).  The channel was required to be sufficient in size 
to support the mosaic of habitats proposed for the corridor.   

The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel effectively accomplishes the prior 
mitigation.  The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel was created at the 
request of the regulatory agencies, as well as various environmental groups since the 
prior reclamation proposal of a bypass channel and a channel at the bottom of the 
mining pit was not favorable to either group.  The project proponents then consulted 
with ECORP to create a better mitigation corridor.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to provide increased and more diverse habitat value 
compared what was present prior to project impacts.   

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will vary in width between 200 and 500 feet 
wide, will accommodate 100-year flood flows of Morrison Creek and is consistent with 
the issued Section 404 permit.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel contains tree 
plantings which mitigates the riparian and oak woodlands lost by the prior project 
(further discussed below in the Native Trees section).   

ECORP has prepared a Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan for the both the Granite Vineyard I mining site (revised date July 20, 2007) and 
Teichert Aspen IV South and Aspen V South mining sites (revised date May 8, 2009).  
The Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plans for the two 
mining sites have been approved by the Corps and are included as Appendix D1 and 
Appendix D2.  In this plan, under Chapter 2.2 (Characteristics, functions and values of 
habitat prior to impact) is the following description:   

[t]he functional capabilities of Morrison Creek at the Vineyard I site were 
assessed.  Using the Hydrogeomorphic methodology, the reach of Morrison 
Creek that intersects the project site was considered a ‘moderate value riparian 
wetland’ scoring a 0.55 out of a possible 1.0.  According to Zentner and Zentner, 
Morrison Creek at the project site has been partially channelized, reducing the 
creek systems capability to provide geomorphologic and hydrologic functions.  In 
addition, the site has been historically farmed or otherwise disturbed up to the 
edge of the channel, eliminating native riparian trees and decreasing the native 
biological functions of the site.   

In Chapter 2.3, (Characteristics, Functions and Values of Habitat to be Created/ 
Enhanced) the following is provided:  
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Morrison Creek will be enhanced from its current state.  As mentioned above, 
Morrison Creek prior to mining was partially channelized, with mostly sparse non-
native riparian habitat.  To create improved wildlife, creek and wetland habitat 
(i.e., increased functions and values) and a more aesthetic feature, the creek will 
be re-contoured and planted with native trees and shrubs both as mitigation for 
the removal of native oak and black walnut trees, and to enhance the overall 
habitat quality of the riparian system.  

In addition, an ephemeral drainage will be constructed south of the restored 
creek corridor and planted with riparian species.  The constructed ephemeral 
drainage is to provide additional functions and values (i.e., additional length) for 
the loss of channel length.  

Impacts and mitigation efforts related to wetlands and the creek are discussed 
separately, in the Wetlands impact discussion below.  

Although mining activities of the project will result in permanent impacts to various 
habitats at the site, the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will effectively 
replace the riparian and wetland habitats onsite.  The overall goal of the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel is no net loss of wetland, riparian and oak woodland functions and 
values as a result of the project.  The monitoring plan in the Wetland, Oak Woodland 
and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan outlines monitoring requirements over a ten-
year period and has determined the final success criteria for the creek, wetland habitats, 
vegetation and trees.  The maintenance schedule states that there will be annual 
maintenance inspections of the mitigation site occurring concurrently with other 
monitoring activities for the first ten years or until mitigation monitoring obligations have 
been met.  The prior mitigation required monitoring efforts for the riparian woodland, 
riparian scrub and Valley oak savanna habitats be performed for a period of ten years to 
ensure success of the plantings and development of the habitats anticipated; therefore, 
submittal of the annual monitoring reports to the Department of Community 
Development Division of Environmental Review and Assessment (DERA) will be 
required as mitigation. 

In addition, the prior FEIR/EIS included mitigation that required that after the five year 
monitoring period, written determination was to be made as to the success or failure of 
the wetland and habitat mitigation.  The Mitigation Monitoring Plan contains success 
criteria and satisfies this prior mitigation.  The prior mitigation does not have to be 
reiterated.  

Granite and Teichert will be responsible for the maintenance activities within the 
mitigation project area and the Corps-approved easement holder will be responsible for 
those items/inspections outlined in the Operations and Management Plan (OMP).  Once 
the success monitoring is completed, the Corps-approved easement holder will take 
over all maintenance activities.  In addition, through the OMP, monitoring/ maintenance 
will occur in perpetuity.  Submittal of the recorded Conservation Easements has been 
included as mitigation. 
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Both the The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel has have 
been approved by the regulatory agencies. The Raised Bank Channel portion of the 
project is currently undergoing slight revisions to the Wetland, Oak Woodland and 
Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan and will be reviewed by the Corps; Teichert desires 
to receive an amended Section 404 permit from the Corps at the completion of review.  
Implementation of the respective Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan and recommended mitigation for submittal of annual reports will ensure 
that the loss of vegetative communities on the project site is adequately compensated.  
With mitigation, impacts are considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

BR-1 Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit, Granite Construction 
shall submit to the County Division of Environmental Review and Assessment 
(DERA) Department of Community Development the recorded Conservation 
Easements for the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel project sites. by the 
date set in the issued U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit 
(November 30, 2013).  Teichert Aggregates shall submit to the Department 
of Community Development the recorded Conservation Easement for the 
Raised Bank Channel by the date set in the issued U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers Section 404 permit (May 13, 2017).  In the event that the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers changes the date for either permit, a copy of the 
recorded Conservation Easement shall be submitted within five (5) days 
of the new approved date.    

BR-2 The mining operators for Vineyard I and Aspen IV South shall Implement 
their respective Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan (refer to Appendix D1 and Appendix D2) and Submit to the Department 
of Community Development County DERA their respective annual 
monitoring reports as specified in their Wetland, Oak Woodland and 
Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan.  The reports shall present the status of 
the creek, wetlands, drainage, oak woodland and riparian habitats, including 
individual wetland data, photo-documentation, status of the riparian and oak 
woodland plantings, and any recommended remediation.  The reports shall also 
include an assessment of the monitoring results against the success criteria 
described in the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan.    

A The monitoring reports will shall be prepared and submitted to the 
Department of Community Development County (and Corps and CDFG) for 
each of the monitoring years by December 31st of each monitoring year.  The 
reports shall include:  

a. A map showing the Preserve including wetland locations, location of 
various monitoring activities, and photo points;  
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b. Hydrology, vegetation, and photographic monitoring results as described 
in the respective Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan;  

c. An assessment of the monitoring results against the established success 
criteria;  

d. A description of the overall site conditions and any management actions 
taken during that year; and  

e. Any recommended management or remediation actions to be conducted 
(if necessary, a contingency plan, as described in Section 8.2 of the 
Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan will be 
prepared).  

If any revisions to the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel occur during the first 
ten years, a letter indicating proposed changes shall be submitted to the 
Department of Community Development DERA.  If changes require approval 
by either the Corps or CDFG an approval letter from the respective agency shall 
be submitted to the Department of Community Development DERA.   

At the end of the ten-year monitoring periods, monitoring will cease if the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel are is found by 
the Department of Community Development County, Corps and CDFG to be 
in substantial compliance with the established success criteria.  Monitoring will 
be extended beyond the ten-year period only for those habitats that are not 
meeting success criteria.    

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

NATIVE TREES 
The prior FEIR/EIS did not indicate how many oak trees would be impacted as a 
result of the project.  However, the prior FEIR/EIS included mitigation for 
compensation of trees to be removed and included preservation/ protection of 
oak trees that were to remain on the project site.     

The prior FEIR/EIS included a mitigation measure for the proposed project (Part A), for 
impacts to native trees.  Mitigation Measure 5 required that the project proponents 
comply with the County’s standard tree preservation ordinance for all oak trees on the 
site to be preserved and protected from mining operations.  This mitigation measure 
also required in-kind, inch-for-inch compensation for any oak tree greater than four 
inches dbh and all landmark size (19 inches dbh or greater) native trees (except 
cottonwoods and willows) proposed for removal.    
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NATIVE OAK TREES BACKGROUND 
Over the years, a significant number of trees have been removed throughout 
Sacramento County to facilitate urban development, to accommodate agriculture, to 
provide fuel wood, or to be milled into building materials.  It is clear that with continued 
urban and rural development, the County’s woodlands and the variety of species they 
support will disappear unless concerted efforts are pursued to protect this valuable 
resource.  Sacramento County has identified the value of its native and landmark trees 
and has adopted measures in its General Plan to provide for their preservation.  The 
Tree Ordinance (Chapter 19.04 of the County Code) Section 19.04.030 (6) provides the 
following definition:  “Landmark tree” means an especially prominent or stately tree on 
any land in Sacramento County, including privately owned land.”  Heritage trees are 
native oak trees that are 19” diameter at breast height (dbh) or larger.  All native oak 
trees are protected under the Conservation Element of the County of Sacramento 
General Plan.  When development requires removal of native oaks, replacement 
mitigation is required pursuant to County policy.  The Conservation Element also 
requires the preservation of landmark trees, as well as non-oak natives, such as 
California black walnuts and California sycamores, wherever possible.  It should be 
noted that to be considered a tree, as opposed to a seedling or sapling, the tree must 
have a diameter at breast height (dbh) of at least 6 inches or, if it has multiple trunks of 
less than 6 inches each, a combined dbh of 10 inches. 

Native oaks, when young trees, are very tolerant of their environment and make 
excellent and adaptable landscape assets.  The mature native oak is an invaluable part 
of our environment, but any substantial change in its environment will weaken a healthy 
specimen and may eventually kill it.  Native oak trees have adapted to the long dry 
summers of the Sacramento Valley, primarily through the development of their root 
system.  The initial root is a taproot extending deep for more dependable moisture.  As 
the oak grows, the taproot is outgrown by an extensive lateral root system that spreads 
horizontally out from the trunk to, and well beyond, the dripline.  For a mature oak, this 
horizontal root system is the primary supporter of the tree for the rest of its life.  It 
includes the important feeder roots, which absorb moisture and nutrients.  Nearly all of 
the lateral root system occurs within the top five feet of the soil surface.  In shallower 
soils, the root system is concentrated in even a shallower zone, typically 1 to 2 feet 
below the surface.  As oak trees mature, particularly in the summer-dry Sacramento 
Valley, deep growing vertical roots form off the laterals, usually within ten feet of the 
trunk.  These are called “sinker” roots and they exploit deeper soil moisture and add 
stability to an increasingly massive tree.  By the time the mature tree has established an 
elaborate root system designed for its environment and particular site conditions, it has 
lost the vigor of youth.  It is less tolerant to change and/or damage and can less easily 
support its massive living structure.   

The amount of soil that can be removed from beneath an oak before permanent root 
damage occurs varies depending on several factors including the individual tree size, 
species, location, and health.  Although small amounts of soils may sometimes be 
removed without permanently damaging an oak, it is generally recommended that no 
soil be removed and the area beneath the tree remains undisturbed.  The addition of fill 
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and the operation of heavy equipment beneath an oak tree which compacts the surface 
soils, prohibits the natural exchange of gases between the feeder roots and the 
atmosphere, and also restricts water percolation to the root zone.   

Experience has found that encroachment of greater than 20 percent of an oak’s dripline 
can be expected to adversely affect the tree’s health and longevity; as such it is County 
policy to require partial mitigation when encroachment exceeds 20 percent, but less 
than 50 percent.  More than 50 percent encroachment usually leads to the death of an 
oak tree, thus more than 50 percent encroachment requires full compensation.   

Granite Construction Company received their Army Corps of Engineers Individual 
Permit (Permit Number:  199400102) on July 25, 2007.  Teichert Aggregates received 
their Army Corps of Engineers Individual Permit (Permit Number:  199400503) on May 
13, 2009.  An amended Permit will be has been issued by the Corps for the now 
proposed Raised Bank Channel on Aspen IV South.   

This section will separately analyze the impacts of the two mining companies.  Based 
on the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) file for the Aspen III South 
site, it has been documented that that there were no trees located on the Aspen III 
South site.  This section analyzes the impacts to native trees on the Vineyard I and 
Aspen IV South properties.  Impacts on the Vineyard I (Granite) mining site will be 
presented first, followed by impacts to the Aspen IV South site (Teichert).   

Per the Section 404 Individual Permit Special Conditions requirements, Granite and 
Teichert were required to prepare Mitigation and Monitoring Plans.  ECORP prepared a 
Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Granite’s 
Vineyard I mining site, revised date July 20, 2007.  ECORP prepared a Wetland, Oak 
Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Teichert’s Aspen IV South 
and Aspen V South mining sites, revised date June 1, 2009.  These documents outline 
the required mitigation of each company and describe the methods by which this 
mitigation will be accomplished and define how the success of the creation/restoration 
of the mitigation corridor will be monitored and judged.  These documents are hereby 
incorporated by reference and are available for viewing at 827 7th Street, Room 220, 
Sacramento, CA, 95814.  ECORP also prepared an Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan for Aspen IV South (November 18, 2011, revision date January 24, 2012) that 
identifies impacted trees and outlines mitigation and monitoring.  This document is 
included as Appendix D2.   

VINEYARD I IMPACTS 
Granite submitted an arborist survey conducted by Foothill Associates in February 
2001.  Based on the arborist report, there were 117 valley oak trees (four inches dbh or 
greater) and 106 California black walnuts (19 inches dbh or greater) on the Vineyard I 
site.  It was determined that there would be 809 inches dbh of valley oak trees and 
2,753 inches dbh of California black walnuts impacted by mining activities, for a total 
impact of 3,562 inches dbh of native trees removed.   
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In the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) file of the Vineyard I 
portion of the prior project is a document titled “Oak Tree Replacement Proposal” 
submitted by Granite Construction.  In this document, it was determined that many of 
the California black walnuts on the site were non-native (e.g., planted); thus it was 
agreed that compensation for the California black walnuts could be made on an out-of-
kind (rather than in-kind), inch-for-inch basis.  Thus, plantings of other native trees (such 
as California sycamore or Fremont cottonwood) would count towards mitigating impacts 
to California black walnuts.  In addition, it was stated in the letter of understanding that 
the 15-gallon trees (which would equal 1-inch dbh) for tree compensation could be 
replaced with 5-gallon size planter trees provided that the trees have grown to the 
equivalent size of a 15-gallon tree prior to impacts occurring.  An establishment rate of 
100% during the first three years after planting would be expected by DERA in return for 
allowing Granite to plant the smaller trees.   

The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and ephemeral drainage constructed 
on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites includes riparian and oak woodland 
plantings that serve as mitigation for the original impacts of mining the Vineyard I site 
(refer to Plate BR -9).  Based on the planting plan outlined in the Wetland, Oak 
Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, there will be a total of 2,515 
trees planted within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 1,055 trees planted in 
the ephemeral drainage, for a total of 3,570 trees (refer to Table BR-2 for the type and 
number of trees to be planted).  There would be a total of 2,685 oak trees and 215 black 
walnuts planted within the mitigation corridors.  The remaining 770 trees are riparian 
trees (box elder, California sycamore, Fremont cottonwoods, and black willow trees).  
Based on these numbers, the planting plan (which as been approved by the U.S. Corps 
of Engineers), satisfies the required mitigations for Vineyard I mining impacts.   
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Table BR-2:  Vineyard I Mitigation Planting Plan within the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel and Ephemeral Drainage 

Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor 

Total compensation required:  3,562 inches  

Riparian Tree Type Number of Plantings 

Box Elder (Acer negundo) 75 

Black Walnut (Juglans hindsii) 115 

California Sycamore (Platanus racemosa) 75 

Fremont Cottonwood (Populus fremontii) 230 

Black Willow (Salix Gooddingii) 240 

Oak Tree Type  

Blue Oak (Quercus douglasii) 675 

Valley Oak (Quercus lobata) 530 

Interior Live Oak (Quercus wislizenii) 575 

Ephemeral Drainage 

Riparian Tree Type  

Black Walnut (Juglans hindsii) 100 

California Sycamore (Platanus racemosa) 50 

Oak Tree Type  

Blue Oak (Quercus douglasii) 350 

Valley Oak (Quercus lobata) 200 

Interior Live Oak (Quercus wislizenii) 355 

Total Planted 3,570 

Source:  Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the Granite Vineyard I Project, 
Sacramento County, California  (revised date July 20, 2007) by ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
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Plate BR -9:  Conceptual Riparian and Oak Woodland Planting Plan for Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
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The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, as proposed, will adequately mitigate the 
original tree impacts due to mining the Vineyard I site.   

Construction of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will result in tree impacts located 
within the Mayhew Road right-of-way.  Correspondence between Granite and Teichert 
indicate that Granite will mitigate for their share of the Mayhew Road right-of-way tree 
impacts on the Teichert Aspen IV South preserve within the Raised Bank Channel.  This 
will be addressed in the Aspen IV South Impacts discussion to follow.  

Mining the Vineyard I expansion site will result in additional tree impacts.  Based on the 
Foothill Associates tree inventory (May 2006) of the Vineyard I expansion site, two 
native trees, greater than 6 inches dbh would be removed as a result of project 
approval.  Tree #224 is a multi-trunk valley oak tree with an aggregate dbh of 13 inches 
and tree #225 is a multi-trunk Northern California black walnut with an aggregate dbh of 
27 inches.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would result in removal of 40 inches 
dbh of native trees.  Mitigation for native tree compensation has been included for 40 
inches dbh of native oak and black walnut trees.    

ASPEN IV SOUTH IMPACTS 
In the Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, it states 
that according to Teichert biologists, Teichert has planted 45 valley oaks and 95 interior 
oaks as perimeter plantings at the site.  Plate BR-10 shows the locations of these 140 
oak trees.  These 140 oak tree plantings will count as mitigation towards impacts on the 
Aspen IV South mining site.   

An arborist survey was conducted for the Aspen IV South property in 2005 by ECORP.  
ECORP and GC Wallace surveyed trees located in the Mayhew Road right-of-way 
during the winter of 2007.  In November 2011, Teichert biologist (B. Baba) re-surveyed 
the trees on the Aspen IV South property, as well as the trees located in the Mayhew 
Road right-of-way and updated the respective arborist surveys to account for growth 
over the past four to six years.  All trees grew and some trees that were not included in 
the prior arborist report because they were saplings (less than 6 inches dbh) in 2005 
and 2007 have been recorded since they now meet the County’s criteria as a County-
regulated oak tree.  A total of 875 additional inches dbh was recorded from updating the 
ECORP 2005 survey of native oak trees.  The 2011 arborist survey conducted by 
Teichert addresses additional oak trees that would be impacted by mining activities 
associated with changes to the original project footprint  
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Plate BR-10:  Teichert Aspen IV South Landscape and Perimeter Plantings  
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Based on the revised mining footprint on Aspen IV South, Teichert has provided a list of 
the trees expected to be impacted from mining activities and from construction of the 
Raised Bank Channel.  Table BR-3 provides a list of the trees to be impacted on the 
Aspen IV South property.   

 

Table BR-3:  Aspen IV South Tree Impacts 

Tree Number 
(From Updated 
Tree Survey, 2011) 

2011 DBH Inches 
(Rounded to whole 
number) 

801 15
802 16
803 12
804 38
805* 0
806 11
807 17
808 10
809 16
810 23
811 15
812 12
813 21
814 15
815 18
816 8
817 22
818 12
819 10
820 18
821 9
822 13
823 14
824 12
825* 0
826* 0
827 18

*Tree previously mitigated under Aspen IV South Tunnel Project 
(County Control Number:  90-1607) 

Tree Number 
(From Updated 
Tree Survey, 2011) 

2011 DBH Inches 
(Rounded to whole 
number) 

828 13
829 24
830 16
831 55
832 32
833 26
834 13
843 12
846 11
847 10
2011-01 15
2011-02 7
2011-03 9
2011-04 7
2011-05 8
2011-06 7
2011-22 9
2011-23 7
2011-24 8
2011-25 8
2011-26 7
2011-29 9
2011-41 11
2011-42 13
2011-50 30
2011-51 29
2011-52 30

Total (51 Trees) 801
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The list of impacted trees was based on the tree impact graphic and arborist data table 
provided by Teichert.  The tree impact graphic of the Aspen IV South site is provided as 
Plate BR-11.  The trees included in Plate BR-11 include trees that are expected to be 
directly impacted (i.e., removed), as well as trees that are expected to be indirectly 
impacted (e.g., cuts and fills within the dripline of the tree).  For the purpose of this 
analysis, all trees are expected to have a direct impact since it is unknown how much fill 
or cut will occur within the dripline of the trees.  As stated in the Background section 
above, impacts to 50 percent or more of the dripline of a tree could be detrimental to the 
health and survival ability of the tree.  Since it is unknown if indirect impacts will result in 
less than 20 percent dripline encroachment (no mitigation would be required), or 
impacts between 20 percent and 50 percent encroachment (partial mitigation would be 
required), or greater than 50 percent encroachment (full mitigation required), it is 
assumed that indirect impacts are greater than 50 percent encroachment and full 
mitigation is required.  However, at the time of grading for the construction of the Raised 
Bank Channel and Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, if grading plans indicate less 
than 50 percent dripline encroachment, then adjustments for mitigation requirements 
can be made at that time between staff of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) section and the applicant.  A total of 51 trees would be impacted, 
resulting in a total of 801 inches dbh of native oak tree impacts. 

To determine impacts within the Mayhew Road right-of-way, a centerline was drawn 
down the center of the right-of-way and trees located on the west side are considered to 
be a part of Granite’s property and the trees located on the east side are considered to 
be a part of Teichert’s property.  An impact area was drawn within the right-of-way that 
corresponds to grading activities due to construction and connection of the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel (shown on Plate BR-12).  The 
impacts within the Mayhew Road right-of-way have been defined as either a Vineyard I 
(Granite) or Aspen IV South (Teichert) impact; however, as stated in the Vineyard I 
impact discussion prior, the tree impacts occurring within the Mayhew Road right-of-way 
will be mitigated within the preserve of the Raised Bank Channel on the Aspen IV South 
property.   
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Plate BR-11:  Trees on the Aspen IV South Property 
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Plate BR-12:  Trees Impacted in the Mayhew Road Right-of-Way 
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As shown on Table BR-4 below, within the Mayhew Road right-of-way impact area, 
Vineyard I tree impacts consist of 13 trees, for a total of 273 inches and Aspen IV South 
tree impacts consist of five trees for 74 total inches.    

 

Table BR-4:  Mayhew Road Right-of-Way Tree Impacts 

Aspen IV South 

Tree Number 
(From Updated 
Tree Survey, 2011) 

2011 DBH Inches 
(Rounded to whole 
number) 

T-3 16
T-4 10
T-5 20
EC-5 20
2011-53 8
Dead 0
TOTAL 74

 

Vineyard I  

Tree Number 
(From Updated 
Tree Survey, 2011)

2011 DBH Inches 
(Rounded to whole 
number) 

2011-54 8
2011-57 6
1 19
207 50
208 66
209 24
210 13
211 15
212 18
213 13
EC-3 19
EC-4 13
EC-6 9
Total 273
 

Total trees impacted in Mayhew Road Right-of-Way:   
18 trees, aggregate 347 inches dbh – 347 inches to be mitigated on Aspen IV South property. 

 

 

Based on the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South (revised 
January 24, 2012), the conceptual oak tree planting plan includes 1,071 deepot valley 
oak plantings, as well as an additional five (5) 15-gallon valley oak trees within the 
preserve corridor of the Raised Bank Channel (refer to Plate BR-13).  The planting plan 
also provides for contingency plantings, resulting in a total of 1,077 oak tree plantings.   

Total impacts within the Mayhew Road right-of-way (273 inches dbh) and on Aspen IV 
South (875 inches dbh) total 1,148 inches dbh.  As previously stated, Teichert has 
already provided 140 native oak tree plantings that will apply towards satisfying 
mitigation requirements on Aspen IV South.  Total impacts are now 1,008 inches dbh; 
the preserve will have 1,077 oak tree plantings which is sufficient to mitigate for tree 
impacts on Aspen IV South and within the Mayhew Road right-of-way.   
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Plate BR-13:  Aspen IV South Conceptual Oak Tree Planting Plan 
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CONCLUSION 
The revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel provides for a mitigation preserve for 
native oak tree impacts due to mining activities on the Granite Vineyard I mining site.  
The proposed Raised Bank Channel will contain a mitigation preserve for native oak 
tree impacts associated with Teichert’s Aspen IV South mining impacts and impacts 
within the Mayhew Road right-of-way (both Granite and Teichert impacts).  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised Bank Channel adequately 
compensates for the loss of the riparian areas and oak woodlands that were on the 
project site prior to mining activities.  Mitigation for impacts to vegetation communities 
requires that the applicant submit annual reports for ten years of monitoring (Mitigation 
Measure BR-3).  This report will include success criteria and ensures no net loss of oak 
trees.  Trees mitigated within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel will be subject to this monitoring period.   

The perimeter and landscape oak tree plantings that have been completed prior to 
mining the Aspen IV South mining site mitigates up to 140 inches dbh of oak tree 
impacts.  Of the 1,148 inches expected to be impacted on the Aspen IV South mining 
site, 140 inches have therefore been compensated within the perimeter plantings.  The 
remaining 1,008 inches dbh of oak trees will be adequately mitigated for within the 
Morrison Creek Raised Bank Channel preserve.  No additional tree compensation will 
be required of Teichert for the Aspen IV South site. 

Impacts to 3,562 inches dbh of native trees on the Vineyard I mining site will be 
adequately compensated within the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  The 
proposed reclamation plan amendment will add an additional 273 inches dbh of oak tree 
impacts within the Mayhew Road right-of-way, which will be mitigated on Aspen IV 
South.  Mining of the Vineyard I expansion site will result in additional 40 inches dbh of 
native tree impacts.  Granite will be required to compensate for 40 inches of new tree 
impacts consistent with the County tree ordinance.  It should be noted that 
compensation mitigation for impacts to the additional 40 inches of oak trees by Granite, 
requires a three-year monitoring plan.  The ten-year monitoring plan will apply to trees 
planted within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel.   

Upon compliance with the recommended mitigation, impacts will be reduced to less 
than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:   

BR-3 The mining operators for Vineyard I and Aspen IV South shall Implement 
Mitigation Measure BR-1 (submittal of recorded conservation easements) and 
BR-2 (implement the Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan for Vineyard I [refer to Appendix D1] and the Oak Tree 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South [refer to Appendix D2]).  
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BR-4 The removal of 40 inches by Granite for the Vineyard I expansion site shall be 
compensated by planting native oak trees (either valley oak/Quercus lobata, 
blue oak/ Quercus douglasii and/or interior live oak/Quercus wislizenii) 
equivalent to the dbh inches lost, based on the ratios listed below, at locations 
that are authorized by the Environmental Coordinator Department of 
Environmental Review and Assessment.  On-site preservation of native oak 
trees that are less than 6 inches (<6 inches) dbh, may also be used to meet this 
compensation requirement.  A total of 40 inches for Granite will require 
compensation.  

Equivalent compensation based on the following ratio is required: 

 One preserved native oak tree < 6 inches dbh on-site = 1 inch dbh 

 One D-pot seedling (40 cubic inches or larger) = 1 inch dbh 

 One 15-gallon tree = 1 inch dbh 

 One 24-inch box tree = 2 inches dbh 

 One 36-inch box tree = 3 inches dbh 

Replacement tree planting shall be completed prior to tree removal or a bond 
shall be posted by the Vineyard I mining expansion operator applicant in 
order to provide funding for purchase, planting, irrigation, and 3-year 
maintenance period, should the mining operator applicant default on 
replacement tree mitigation.  The bond shall be in an amount equal to the 
prevailing rate of the County Tree Preservation Fund and will be due within one 
year of posting the bond.  

Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit for the Vineyard I 
expansion site, a Replacement Oak Tree Planting Plan shall be prepared by a 
certified arborist or licensed landscape architect and shall be submitted to the 
Environmental Coordinator for approval. The Replacement Oak Tree Planting 
Plan(s) shall include the following minimum elements: 

1. Species, size and locations of all replacement plantings and < 6-inch dbh 
trees to be preserved; 

2. Method of irrigation; 

3. If planting in soils with a hardpan/duripan or claypan layer, include the 
Sacramento County Standard Tree Planting Detail L-1, including the 10-
foot deep boring hole to provide for adequate drainage; 

4. Planting, irrigation, and maintenance schedules; 
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5. Identification of the maintenance entity and a written agreement with that 
entity to provide care and irrigation of the trees for a 3-year establishment 
period, and to replace any of the replacement oak trees which do not 
survive during that period; and  

6. Designation of 20 foot root zone radius and landscaping to occur within 
the radius of oak trees < 6-inches dbh to be preserved on-site. 

No replacement tree shall be planted within 15 feet of the driplines of existing 
oak trees or landmark size trees that are retained on-site. The minimum 
spacing for replacement oak trees shall be 20 feet on-center.    

If oak tree replacement plantings are demonstrated to the satisfaction of the 
Environmental Coordinator to be infeasible for any or all trees removed, then 
compensation shall be through payment into the County Tree Preservation 
Fund.  Payment shall be made at a rate of $325.00 per dbh inch removed but 
not otherwise compensated, or at the prevailing rate at the time payment into 
the fund is made. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant   

WETLANDS 
 The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would result in the phased 
destruction of all waters/wetlands on the Vineyard I and Aspen IV South sites.  
This was considered a Significant Impact. 

The proposed project is a reclamation amendment for impacts to Vineyard I, Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South mining sites.  Table BR-5 below summarizes the impacts to 
waters of the U.S. associated with the three mining projects.  The Aspen III South site 
does not contain waters of the U.S.  Impacts as reported in the prior document to waters 
of the U.S. from Vineyard I and Aspen IV South sites total 19.0 acres.   

Table BR-5:  Impact on Waters of the U.S. (from the FEIR/EIS) 

Type Vineyard I Aspen IV South* 

Riparian (Morrison Creek) 12.24 1.09 

Tributary 3.84 0.44 

Seasonal Wetlands 1.14 0.25 

Total 17.22 1.78 

*Updated Aspen IV South wetland impacts are provided in Table BR-6. 
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The revisions to the Aspen IV South site results in an overall decrease in impacts to 
waters of the U.S.  An updated wetland delineation was provided by Teichert 
Aggregates and is provided on Plate BR-14.  The wetland delineation shows the 
preservation area around Morrison Creek, which corresponds to the Morrison Creek 
floodplain.  Table BR-6 provides the current acreages of water features on the Aspen IV 
South site and provides the impacts to waters of the U.S. of the prior project compared 
to impacts associated with the proposed project.  Although impacts to the creek are 
eliminated, impacts to wetlands and drainage features have increased under the 
proposed project.  This difference could be attributed to updated acreages of features 
since the last wetland delineation over 10 years ago.  The impact to waters of the U.S. 
on the Aspen IV South site has decreased by 0.436 acres.   

Table BR-6:  Comparison of Impact to Waters of the U.S. on Aspen IV South of 
Prior Project and Proposed Project 

Type Existing 
Acreage 
(current 

acreages) 

Prior Impact 
(in acres) 

Proposed 
Impact  

(in acres) 

Difference in 
Impact of 
Proposed 

Project 

Vernal Pool/ 
Seasonal 
Wetland 

0.942 0.25 0.835 +0.585 

Ephemeral/ 
Intermittent 
Drainage 

1.145 0.44 0.509 +0.069 

Creek 2.290 1.09 0 -1.09 

Total 3.812 1.78 1.344 -0.436 

 

 

To mitigate impacts to waters of the U.S. the prior FEIR/EIS required that the project 
proponents secure a Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG and obtain a Section 
404 permit pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act.  Information from the project 
proponents indicate that a Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG, a Section 404 
permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board have all been secured.  It 
should be noted that due to the revisions for Aspen IV South, Teichert is in the process 
of applying for a revision to their issued Section 404 permit. 



10 - Biological Resources 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 10-38 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

Plate BR-14:  Aspen IV South Wetland Delineation Map 
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The proposed project is a reclamation plan amendment to change the previously 
approved corridor and bypass channel to what is now proposed as the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel on Vineyard I and Aspen III South and the Morrison Creek Raised 
Bank Channel on Aspen IV South.  The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
eliminates the bypass channel around the mining site and places the recreated stream 
corridor “at-grade” rather than at the bottom of the mining pit (as previously proposed).  
The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been approved by the Corps of 
Engineers as adequate compensation for impacts to waters of the U.S.  In addition, the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to meet the requirements 
outlined in the issued Biological Opinion from the USFWS.   

Special Condition #2 of the issued Section 404 permit for Vineyard I mining site 
identified that the there would be a loss of 17.22 acres of waters of the U.S.  This 
condition required that as mitigation for the loss of 17.22 acres of waters of the U.S. the 
applicant shall construct at minimum 13.33-acre Morrison Creek replacement channel 
(the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel), including an ox-bow diversion 
channel, a 1.65-acre ephemeral drainage and 1.11 acres of in-channel and/or emergent 
seasonal and perennial wetland habitats within an approximately 89-acre and 650-foot 
wide onsite corridor.  This is in addition to the 3.79 acres of seasonal wetland/marsh 
and 0.53 acres of vernal pool habitat credits already purchased.  The off-site mitigation 
credits were purchased at the Laguna Creek Mitigation Bank in August of 2002. 

The issued Section 404 permit for Aspen IV South will be has been updated to reflect to 
the current project’s avoidance of Morrison Creek.  Impacts are now 1.344 acres of 
direct impacts to waters of the U.S.   

In the wetland delineation prepared by Zentner and Zentner (1997) for the prior project, 
there were no wetlands identified on the Vineyard I expansion site, therefore, the 
current proposal to mine the Vineyard I expansion site will not have any impacts to 
wetlands/waters of the U.S.   

To ensure that the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel adequately mitigates 
for impacts to waters of the U.S., mitigation measures BR-1 (submittal of recorded 
conservation easement) and BR-2 (implementation of ten-year monitoring plan) will be 
required.  Implementation of the recommended mitigation measures will ensure impacts 
to waters are less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:   

BR-5 Implement Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-2. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 
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WILDLIFE 
The project site is habitat to various wildlife species.  The prior FEIR/EIS made 
the following conclusions regarding impacts to wildlife:   

1. The proposed project would result in the loss of most existing wildlife habitat 
and some individual animals within the project site (Significant Impact). 

2. The loss of approximately two miles of the existing natural stream channel of 
Morrison Creek would disrupt the wildlife movement corridor across the 
project site (Less than Significant Impact). 

3. Post mining/post reclamation activities such as agricultural practices and 
operation of the processing plant would likely increase human presence within 
the project site which may disrupt wildlife feeding and breeding (Less than 
Significant).  

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining the properties would result in habitat loss and 
wildlife displacement.  Habitat destruction and disturbance would displace species into 
adjacent areas, which may result in increased mortality due to competition for limited 
resources.   

As mitigation, the applicants were required to implement their proposed reclamation 
plan as presented in their application for surface mining, including the wetland mitigation 
plans (Zentner and Zentner, 1994; Sugnet and Associates, 1994b and 1994c) to 
mitigate for impacts to the riparian forest/riparian scrub communities, wetlands and 
wildlife habitats within the project site.  Included in the mitigation was the requirement 
for monitoring of the riparian woodland, riparian scrub, and Valley oak savanna habitats 
for ten years to ensure success of the plantings and development of the habitats 
anticipated.   With mitigation, this impact was found to be less than significant.   

Mining the Vineyard I expansion site will not change the prior conclusion that mining 
activities would result in habitat loss and wildlife displacement.  The proposed Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will replace lost habitats.  Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-
2 have been recommended to ensure the recreated habitats function adequately.  In the 
Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plans, a wildlife survey 
will occur once per year and will be conducted in conjunction with vegetation monitoring. 
 Upon compliance, impacts to wildlife will be considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:   

BR-6 Implement Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-2 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 
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INVERTEBRATES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that there would be no significant impacts to 
general invertebrate populations (i.e., non-special status species populations).  
This impact was considered less than significant.   

The proposed project is a reclamation plan amendment that places the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel at grade, rather than at the bottom of the mining pit, and eliminates 
the need for a bypass channel, since the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel will accept up to 100-year flood flows.  This amendment to the 
reclamation plan does not change the prior conclusion that there would be no significant 
impacts to general invertebrate populations.  

Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would also not result in significant impacts to 
general invertebrate populations (non-special status species; for an analysis of impacts 
to special status species, please refer to the Special Status Species section below).  
The prior conclusion remains applicable to the proposed project; impacts to invertebrate 
populations are considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

FISHERIES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded the following: 

1. The proposed project would result in the loss of existing, warmwater fisheries 
habitat within approximately two miles of Morrison Creek, including oxbow 
channel, and some individual fish within the project site (Significant Impact).  

2. Loss of approximately two miles of the existing stream channel of Morrison 
Creek would disrupt fish migration (Significant Impact). 

The prior FEIR/EIS determined that habitat destruction and disturbance as a result of 
mining activities would displace fish species into upstream and downstream areas, 
which may result in increased mortality due to competition for limited resources.  It was 
acknowledged that fish may become established in the wetland mitigation/restored 
creek corridor, but some of these fish may be lost if they are entrained in the pump that 
will be located at the sump pond at the downstream end of the corridor on Vineyard I 
project site.   

The prior FEIR/EIS included mitigation that required the bypass channel to be designed 
to incorporate suitable habitat features, which were to be developed in consultation with 
the USFWS, CDFG, Corps and County and which were to provide opportunities for the 
native Sacramento blackfish as well as other species of aquatic wildlife, including 
special status amphibians and reptiles.    
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The revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been designed to mimic a natural 
stream (meandering channel), will have riparian vegetation planted throughout, and will 
connect upstream on the Aspen IV South mining site and to the downstream portion of 
existing Morrison Creek.   

The prior project included a pump on the Vineyard I mining site since the recreated 
creek channel was to be located at the bottom of the mining pit.  The pump was 
necessary to connect the recreated creek channel to the existing Morrison Creek 
channel at the western boundary of the Vineyard I mining site.  However, the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is now located “at-grade”, rather than at the bottom 
of the mining pit, which eliminates the need for the pump on the Vineyard I mining site.  
In addition, Morrison Creek will not be impacted on the Aspen IV South mining site; 
therefore, the prior significant impact relating to the loss of two miles of existing warm 
water fishery habitats within Morrison Creek has been lessened.   

This proposed change to the reclamation plan would not result in a loss of existing 
stream channel since existing Morrison Creek will not be diverted into the proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel until it is constructed and vegetated.  The Wetland, 
Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan contains a section on 
Sacramento blackfish and finds that  

The realignment of the Morrison Creek channel on the Project site will not pose a 
threat to the Sacramento blackfish.  As noted by Moyle and others, the ability of 
the Sacramento blackfish to survive in warm, turbid waters allows them to 
persevere despite changes in their environment.  Given the relatively short period 
of stream alteration, coupled with the blackfish’s physiological adaptability to 
extreme environments, construction of the new and temporary channel should 
not disrupt the propagation of the Sacramento blackfish. 

As proposed, the project will not have a significant impact to fish and aquatic species; 
impacts are now considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

AMERICAN BADGER 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would result in the loss 
of approximately 880 acres of existing suitable American badger habitat and may 
result in the loss of existing potential badger den sites.  This impact was 
determined to be less than significant.  

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that American badgers, which may utilize the site, would 
be forced to immigrate to adjacent areas during mining activities, which may result in 



10 - Biological Resources 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 10-43 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

increased mortality due to competition; however, it is unlikely that individuals would be 
killed during mining.  

The proposed project includes mining an additional 5.6 acres on the Vineyard I mining 
site, which is surrounded by active mining activities.  Since the site is actively being 
mined, the American badger has likely fled the project site; therefore, mining on the 
Vineyard I expansion site will not impact the American badger.  In addition, the 
recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel will provide 
suitable habitat for the badger at completion of mining.  Since the project will only result 
in temporarily displacing the American badger, impacts to the American badger are 
considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

PALLID BAT AND TOWNSEND’S WESTERN BIG-EARED BAT  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would result in the temporary loss 
of potential roosting habitat for the Pallid bat and Townsend’s western big-eared 
bat due to impacts to riparian habitat.  The project was also found to result in the 
loss of other potential bat roosting sites due to demolition of abandoned 
structures on the site.  

The proposed project does not change the conclusion of the prior FEIR/EIS regarding 
loss of roosting habitat for bats.  The loss of roosting habitat was considered to be 
temporary for the pallid bat and Townsend’s western big-eared bat; however, as the 
riparian habitat will be replaced via the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised 
Bank Channel, it is expected that the pallid bat and Townsend western big-eared bat 
would return to the site at completion of mining.   

The Vineyard I mining site contains an abandoned building which will have to be 
removed prior to mining.  The building is potential roosting habitat for bats in the area; 
removal of the building would be a loss of potential roosting habitat for bats.  However, 
this is not considered a significant impact.  Impacts to the pallid bat, Townsend’s 
western big-eared bat and other bats are considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

VALLEY ELDERBERRY LONGHORN BEETLE (VELB) 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the prior project would result in the loss of 
nine elderberry bushes, including at least three bushes that were observed to be 
used by the VELB and thus would result in the loss of individual beetles.   
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The prior FEIR/EIS stated that there would be seven elderberry bushes removed from 
the Vineyard I parcel.  Three of these were observed to contain emergence holes typical 
of the VELB.  These seven elderberry bushes contained 448 stems with diameters of 
one inch or greater.  Two elderberry bushes on the Aspen IV South site were to be 
removed due to mining activities.  Mitigation required elderberry bushes to be planted 
within the mitigation corridor on the Aspen IV South parcel following USFWS Mitigation 
Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (September 19, 1996).   

The proponents for the Aspen IV South mining site were issued a Biological Opinion 
from the USFWS in May 2009, completing their informal (Section 7) endangered 
species consultation for impacts to special status species.  ECORP conducted surveys 
on May 3 and June 16, 2006 and B. Baba, a biologist for Teichert Aggregates, 
conducted a survey on April 27, 2009.  Neither survey identified elderberry shrubs on 
the Aspen IV South mining site.  Therefore, the Service concurred with the applicant 
(Teichert) that mining the Aspen IV South site would not affect the VELB.   

The proponents for the Vineyard I mining site completed their Section 7 consultation 
with the USFWS for their impact to the VELB.  The service issued a Biological Opinion 
on March 18, 2002.  The Biological Opinion stated that the proposed project may 
adversely affect the VELB through the destruction of its habitat, as suitable habitat and 
evidence of the species was identified on the Vineyard I mining site.   

The Service had determined that it was appropriate to append the Granite Construction 
Vineyard I Aggregate Mining project to the Service’s September 19, 1996, 
Programmatic Formal Consultation Permitting Projects with Relatively Small Effects on 
the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Within the Jurisdiction of the Sacramento Field 
Office, California (Programmatic Consultation) (Corps File # 199600065).  In the issued 
Biological Opinion for the Vineyard I mining site, the USFWS determined that the 
riparian habitat associated with Morrison Creek contained elderberry shrubs, the 
necessary habitat for the federally threatened valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB). 
The Service made the determination that the proposed project will adversely affect the 
beetle by removing seven elderberry shrubs with stems greater than one inch diameter 
at ground level from the project site.  The USFWS required Granite Construction to 
either:  (1) purchase beetle credits at a Service-approved conservation bank equivalent 
to compensate for 410 elderberry plantings and 782 associated native plant plantings or 
(2) establish a Service-approved beetle conservation area that contains at least 410 
elderberry plantings and 782 associated native plant plantings within at least 4.93 acres. 
 Granite purchased 120 VELB units representing 410 elderberry bush seedlings and 
782 associated native plants.   

Although the prior FEIR/EIS stated that impacts to VELB were significant and 
unavoidable, incidental take permits from the USFWS are only issued when the Service 
considers that the impacts of the project will not adversely affect the continued 
existence of the species, consistent with the Endangered Species Act.  Since Granite 
received their incidental take permit for VELB from the Service for the Vineyard I mining 
site, and Granite completed compensatory mitigation via purchase of VELB credits at a 
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Service-approved conservation bank, impacts to VELB are now considered less than 
significant.    

The Vineyard I expansion site does not contain any elderberry bushes.  Inclusion of this 
site for mining activities will not result in the loss of elderberry bushes and will not affect 
the VELB.  Mitigation from the prior project has been completed.  No additional 
mitigation measures are required; impacts to VELB and their habitats are now 
considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required – prior mitigation has been completed 

SPECIAL STATUS VERNAL POOL INVERTEBRATES  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would eliminate some of 
the existing potential habitat for the federally listed threatened and endangered 
fairy shrimp and tadpole shrimp and may result in the loss of individuals of these 
species.  This was considered a significant impact. 

In the issued Biological Opinion for Granite Construction’s Vineyard I mining site, the 
USFWS determined that the project would adversely affect the vernal pool fairy shrimp 
by destroying a 0.53 acre wetland (identified as Wetland #6).  Consistent with the 
Crustacean Programmatic Consultation, Granite was required to purchase 1.06 acre of 
vernal pool preservation credits and 0.53 acre of vernal pool creation credits from a 
Service-approved conservation bank.  Granite purchased 1.06 acres of vernal pool 
preservation credits and 0.53 acres of vernal pool creation credits at the Sunrise-
Douglas Mitigation Bank in Sacramento County to mitigate for this impact.    

For Teichert Aggregate’s Aspen IV South mining site, surveys were conducted and no 
federally-listed vernal pool crustaceans were found to occupy any of the pools on the 
Aspen IV South site.  In the issued Biological Opinion the Service did not concur that 
mining the Aspen IV South site would not effect vernal pool crustaceans, but instead 
concluded that the project is not likely to adversely affect vernal pool crustaceans.       

In the wetland delineation prepared by Zentner and Zentner (1997) for the prior project, 
there were no wetlands on the proposed Vineyard I expansion site, therefore, mining 
the Vineyard I expansion site will not have any impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp or 
tadpole shrimp not previously identified.  The proposed project will not have an impact 
to special status vernal pool invertebrates.  Although the proposed project does not 
result in a significant impact to vernal pool invertebrates, the prior conclusion remains 
applicable.   

The project proponents have consulted with the USFWS and have purchased 
necessary vernal pool preservation and creation credits at an approved mitigation bank. 
The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will replace wetland habitats, and the 
Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan contains 
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monitoring efforts to ensure that the mitigation corridor provides the necessary wetland 
habitats; therefore, implementation of mitigation measures BR-2 has been 
recommended.  In addition, Mitigation Measure BR-1 (submittal of the recorded 
conservation easement prior to the issuance of a work authorization permit) has been 
included.  These measures will ensure that impacts to vernal pool invertebrates are less 
than significant. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

BR-7 Implement Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-2. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

SWAINSON’S HAWK AND OTHER SPECIAL STATUS BIRDS (BURROWING OWL AND 
TRICOLORED BLACKBIRD) 

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed project would result in the 
temporary loss of approximately 880 acres of potential foraging habitat, with 
potential nesting sites, for Swainson’s hawk (State threatened species) in those 
areas that would be reclaimed to agriculture and wetlands.  This would also 
relate to losses in suitable foraging and nesting habitat for other special status 
birds, including burrowing owls and tricolored blackbirds.  This was determined to 
be a significant impact. 

The loss of habitat for the special status birds was considered temporary since the post-
reclamation use of the project site would include a wetland/habitat mitigation corridor 
with areas of riparian, marsh and oak savannah restoration and agriculture.  The 
revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel does not change 
the overall post-reclamation use of the site and as such, the prior conclusion does not 
change.  The prior FEIR/EIS further stated that because mining would be phased, only 
75 to 150 acres of the 966-acre project site would be disturbed at any one time.  It was 
anticipated that the post-reclamation mining areas would provide potential nesting and 
foraging habitat for the Swainson’s hawk and other raptors, assuming the crops planted 
are suitable for Swainson’s hawk foraging (such as alfalfa, dry-land irrigated pasture, 
cereal grains, beet, tomato or other low-growing row or field crop).     

The prior FEIR/EIS indicated that burrowing owls may also nest within the post-
reclamation project site, within the mitigation corridor, the banks of the bypass channel 
and the side slopes of the individual mined sites, assuming that the rodents and small 
mammals remain to create potential den sites.   

For impacts to tricolored blackbirds, it was determined that the project would result in a 
temporary loss of potential nesting habitat along the Morrison Creek corridor.  Tricolored 
blackbirds utilizing the site would be forced to migrate to adjacent areas during the 
mining activities which may result in mortality due to competition.  The post-reclamation 



10 - Biological Resources 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 10-47 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

mitigation corridor is expected to provide suitable tricolored blackbird nesting habitat in 
the marsh and riparian habitats.   

The Vineyard I expansion site is surrounded by mining activities.  A portion of Morrison 
Creek is located along the eastern boundary of the Vineyard I expansion site (on APN:  
063-0090-009).  Riparian habitat along Morrison Creek provides potential habitat for the 
tricolored blackbird.  This portion of Morrison Creek will eventually be mined; however, 
not until the recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is in place.  The Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel is currently being constructed and will contain riparian, marsh 
and wetland habitats, which is suitable nesting habitat for the tricolored blackbird.     

The proposed reclamation plan amendment eliminates the bypass channel and places 
the recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel at-grade, rather than at the bottom of 
the mining pit.  However, the corridor retains the originally proposed riparian, marsh and 
wetland habitats as previously proposed.  Therefore, the proposed reclamation plan 
amendment does not adversely affect the Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl or tricolored 
blackbird.   

Mitigation to minimize the potential impacts to Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl and 
other special status birds was required.  Mitigation included pre-construction surveys 
and avoidance measures remain applicable to the Vineyard I expansion site and has 
been included below; upon compliance, impacts to Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl and 
other bird species will be considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Potentially Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

BR-8 Prior to the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit, if mining the Vineyard I 
expansion site is to occur between March 1 and September 15, a focused 
survey for Swainson’s hawk nests on the site and on nearby trees shall take 
place within ½ mile for rural sites and ¼ mile for urban sites, and shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist within 14 days prior to the start of 
construction work (including clearing and grubbing).  If active nests are found, 
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) shall be contacted to 
determine appropriate protective measures.  If no active nests are found during 
the focused survey, no further mitigation will be required. 

BR-9 Burrowing Owl Survey:  Prior to mining activities on the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site, a focused survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist for 
burrowing owls where suitable habitat is present in the project area.  Suitable 
habitat includes agricultural field margins, drainage ditches and fallow fields.  
Surveys shall be conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days 
prior to commencement of construction activities.  Surveys shall be conducted 
in accordance with CDFG protocol (CDFG, 1995).  
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a. If no occupied burrows are found in the survey area, a letter report 
documenting survey methods and findings shall be submitted to the 
County and no further mitigation is necessary.  

b. If an occupied burrow is found, the Vineyard I expansion mining 
operator the applicant shall contact the Environmental Coordinator 
DERA and consult with CDFG, prior to construction or mining activities, to 
determine if avoidance is possible or if burrow relocation will be required. 

c. If owls are to remain on-site, a minimum of 6.5 acres of foraging habitat for 
each occupied burrow needs to be permanently preserved according to 
CDFG guidelines.  

d. In order to avoid direct impacts to owls, no activity shall take place within 
160 feet of an active burrow from September 1 to January 31 (wintering 
season) or 250 feet from February 1 through August 31 (breeding 
season).  Protective fencing shall be placed, at the distances above, 
around the active burrows and no activity shall occur within the protected 
buffer areas.  

e. Any impact to active owl burrows, relocation of owls or mitigation for 
habitat loss shall be done in accordance with CDFG guidelines.  Written 
evidence from CDFG staff shall be provided to the Environmental 
Coordinator DERA attesting to the permission to remove burrows, 
relocated owls, mitigate for lost habitat and provide a method for 
preservation habitat in perpetuity.  

BR-10 Survey for Tricolored Blackbirds:  If mining activities on the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site occur between March 1 and July 31, a pre-construction survey 
for nesting tricolored blackbird shall be performed by a qualified biologist.  
Surveys shall include the project site and areas of appropriate habitat within 300 
feet of the site.  Surveys shall be conducted no less than 14 days and no more 
than 30 days prior to commencement of mining activities.  The biologist shall 
supply a brief written report (including date, time of survey, survey method, 
name of surveyor and survey results) to the Environmental Coordinator 
Department of Environmental Review and Assessment (DERA) prior to ground 
disturbing activity.  If no tricolored blackbirds are found during the pre-
construction survey, no further mitigation will be required.  If an active tricolored 
blackbird colony is found on-site or within 300 feet of the project site, the 
Vineyard I expansion mining operator  project proponent shall do the 
following:  

a. Consult with the CDFG to determine if project activity will impact the 
tricolored blackbird colony(s).  Provide to the Environmental 
Coordinator DERA with written evidence of the consult or a contact name 
and number from CDFG.  
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b. With CDFG permission, the mining operator applicant may avoid impacts 
to tricolored blackbirds by establishing a 300-foot temporary setback with 
fencing that prevents any project activity within 300 feet of the colony.  A 
qualified biologist shall verify that setbacks and fencing are adequate and 
will determine when the colonies are no longer dependent on the nesting 
habitat (i.e., nestling have fledged and are no longer using habitat).  The 
breeding season typically ends in July.  

c. If the tricolored blackbird habitat is permanently destroyed, follow CDFG 
procedure to mitigate for habitat loss.   

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant   

SPECIAL STATUS PLANTS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would not significantly impact any 
special status plants since none were known to occur within the project site.   

The prior FEIR/EIS stated that there were eleven special status plant species that had 
the potential to occur within the project site, but none were observed during surveys 
conducted by the project proponents.  Vernal pools and wetlands that were on the site 
were considered suitable habitat for these special status plants.  The proposed project 
replaces some of the wetland acreage that was lost as a result of mining the site; the 
proposed project will not impact wetlands or vernal pools since there are no wetlands or 
vernal pools on the Vineyard I expansion site.  The proposed project will not impact 
special status plants; impacts are considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required  

GIANT GARTER SNAKE 
The prior FEIR/EIS stated that the giant garter snake is not expected to use 
Morrison Creek in the project area;  however, in the Aspen IV South issued 
Biological Opinion, the USFWS presumed the presence of the giant garter snake 
in the project area.  Impacts to the giant garter snake are expected to be less 
than significant.  

The prior FEIR/EIS stated that the giant garter snake is not expected to use Morrison 
Creek in this area (page 5-51 of FEIR/EIS).  The giant garter snake is a federally 
threatened species.  The issued Biological Opinion for the Aspen IV South site included 
the following discussion:  

In your initiation letter you did not include the snake in your consultation.  
However, due to a hydrologic connection between the proposed action area and 
the closest known occurrence approximately 7 miles away, the Service has 
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determined the proposed project may affect the snake.  Morrison Creek which 
lies within the action area may provide dispersal habitat for the snake; however 
the project proponent has proposed minimization and avoidance measures which 
will reduce the effects of the proposed project down to a level of insignificance.  
Therefore, the Service has determined the proposed project is not likely to 
adversely affect the snake.  The minimization and avoidance measures proposed 
by the applicant are:  

o Prior to the start of construction for each year mining will occur 
within the creek, exclusion fencing will be installed along the 
western boundary of the project, extending 50 feet to the south and 
north of the creek.  This fencing will consist of silt fencing trenched 
in such that snakes will be unable to gain access under the fence.  
The fencing will be removed at the end of each construction 
season.  

o Prior to the start of construction for each year mining will occur 
within the creek, a pre-construction survey of the area to be mined 
will be conducted by a qualified biologist.  If giant garter snakes are 
located, the Service will be contacted.  

o Prior to the start of construction for each year mining will occur 
within the creek, worker awareness training will be conducted to 
educate workers regarding giant garter snake identification and 
procedures if a giant garter snake is located.  

Revisions to the Aspen IV South mining site will not result in mining activities through or 
near Morrison Creek.  The construction of the Raised Bank Channel will not impact the 
creek and in most locations will be constructed greater than 50 feet from the creek; 
therefore, the minimization and avoidance measures provided in the issued Biological 
Opinion are no longer applicable to this portion of the project on Aspen IV South.   

The issued Biological Opinion for the Vineyard I mining site does not address the giant 
garter snake; therefore, it is assumed that there are no impacts to the giant garter snake 
on the Vineyard I mining site.   

The proposed project will not have adverse impacts to the giant garter snake; impacts 
are considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The overall loss of a segment of Morrison Creek across Vineyard I does not result in a 
cumulative impact since the proposed recreated Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
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replaces the creek by recreating the lost habitats and has been designed to mirror 
(function as) a natural creek.  At the completion of mining, in the post reclamation 
condition, wildlife will return to the site since the habitats will be replaced and mining 
activities will have stopped.  The loss of native oak trees would be replaced and fully 
mitigated.  It has been determined through the federal permit process that pursuant to 
the Endangered Species Act, the continued existence of special status species would 
not be adversely affected.  For these reasons, cumulative biological resources impacts 
are considered less than significant.   
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11 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the project’s potential to impact traffic and circulation in the 
project area.    

The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed Project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed Project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed Project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The Vineyard 
I mining expansion would be the only aspect of the proposed project that could affect 
traffic as the reclamation plan amendment will not have an impact on traffic.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The mining sites (Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South) are located in central 
Sacramento County, south of Jackson Highway (SR 16) and east of Bradshaw Road.  
Other major roadways in the vicinity of the project include Watt Avenue (2.5 miles to the 
west), Kiefer Boulevard (1 mile to the north) and Elder Creek Road (1.1 mile to the 
south).  Highway 50 is 2.5 miles to the north. 
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Currently, surface mining is occurring on the Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen V 
South sites.  Aspen IV South is not currently being mined and is not expected to be 
mined until after mining is completed at Aspen V South.   

REGULATORY SETTING 

STATE 
Jackson Highway (SR 16) is in the project area.  The standard for Caltrans’ (California 
Department of Transportation) SR 16 (Jackson Highway) is detailed in the SR 16 Route 
Concept Report.  The minimum acceptable operating condition for SR 16 is LOS E.  

REGIONAL AND LOCAL 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR 2035 
The Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 2035 is a long range planning document 
for identifying and programming roadway improvements throughout the Sacramento 
region (Sacramento Area Council of Governments [SACOG] 2008).  The MTP has a 
history of being able to fund and deliver Tier 1 projects through State and local funding.  
In 2002, SACOG adopted the MTP 2035 that involved funding programs, connector 
projects, and expansion of public transit.  SACOG has developed a 2050 Blueprint 
Preferred Land-Use Alternative to develop a 2030 land use base for the next generation 
MTP.  

METHODOLOGIES 

LEVELS OF SERVICE 
Roadway operating conditions are described in terms of levels of service (LOS).  Level 
of service is a qualitative measure of the effect of a number of factors, which include 
speed and travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort 
and convenience and operating costs.  LOS is represented by a letter designation, 
ranging from LOS A to LOS F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions 
and LOS F as the worst.  The LOS definitions are provided in Table TC-1.   
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Table TC-1:  Level of Service (LOS) Definitions 

LOS A LOS A describes primarily free-flow operations at average travel 
speeds, usually 90 percent of the free-flow speed for the given street 
class.  Vehicles are completely unimpeded in their ability to 
maneuver within the traffic stream.  Control delay at signalized 
intersections is minimal. 

LOS B LOS B describes reasonably free-flow operations at average travel 
speeds, usually 70 percent of the free-flow speed for the given street 
class.  The ability to maneuver within the traffic stream is only slightly 
restricted and control delay at signalized intersections are not 
significant.  

LOS C LOS C describes stable operations; however, ability to maneuver 
and change lanes in midblock locations may be more restricted than 
at LOS B and longer queues, adverse signal coordination, or both 
may contribute to lower average travel speeds of about 50 percent of 
the free-flow speed for the street class.   

LOS D LOS D borders on a range in which small increases in flow may 
cause substantial increases in delay and decreases in travel speed.  
LOS D may be due to adverse signal progression, inappropriate 
signal timing, high volumes, or a combination of these factors.  
Average travel speeds are about 40 percent of the free-flow speed.  

LOS E LOS E is characterized by significant delays and average travel 
speeds of 33 percent or less of the free-flow speed.  Such operations 
are caused by a combination of adverse progression, high signal 
delay, high volumes, extensive delays at critical intersections and 
inappropriate signal timing.  

LOS F LOS F is characterized by urban street flow at extremely low speeds, 
typically one-third to one-fourth of the free-flow speed.  Intersection 
congestion is likely at critical signalized locations, with high delays, 
high volumes and extensive queuing.   

Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Special Report No. 209, 
Washington, D.C., 2000. 

 

Sacramento County identifies LOS E as the minimum acceptable standard for 
intersection and roadway operations within the Urban Service Boundary (USB), and 
LOS D outside the USB.  The project site is located within the USB; LOS E will be the 
minimum acceptable standard for the proposed project.  
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STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to traffic and 
circulation, a project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will: 

 Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in substantial increase in either 
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion 
at intersections); 

 Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads 
or highways;  

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

 Result in inadequate emergency access; or 

 Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks).  

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

Following the review of the prior Draft EIR/EIS, project proponents were able to reach 
agreement on the easements necessary to allow the conveyor access proposed in the 
“Proposed Project Without Vineyard Processing Plant”.  In addition, new conditions of 
approval were recommended.  The traffic model that was used in assessing the 
project’s impacts was re-run for the preferred project (“Proposed Project Without 
Vineyard Processing Plant”), assuming the recommended conditions were in place.  
This analysis was included in the FEIR/EIS as “scenario 4a”.  Scenario 4a had its own 
mitigation measures and it is those measures that will be addressed in this analysis 
section.   

ADDITIONAL HAUL TRUCKS ON THE ROADWAY SYSTEM 
The prior FEIR/EIS determined that the existing LOS would deteriorate due to 
trips generated by removal of overburden material and by employees and 
maintenance vehicle activity.  This was found to be a significant impact which 
could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.  

It has been estimated by Granite that mining the expansion site would take 
approximately 6 months time and that removal of overburden would not require the use 
of on-road haul trucks, as the overburden would be moved around the Vineyard I mining 
site by mining equipment and transportation of the mined aggregate to the processing 
plant would be via the existing conveyor.  There will be no new haul trucks on the local 
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roadway as a result of the proposed project.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would 
not result in an increase in workers.     

Caltrans submitted a comment letter during the NOP comment period for the proposed 
project and requested a Traffic Impact Study (TIS); however, it is the opinion of the 
preparers of this supplemental EIR that a TIS is not necessary since there will be no 
additional haul trucks on the local roadways as a result of project approval.   

Sacramento County Department of Transportation (SacDOT) provides maintenance, 
planning and design services.  Staff (T. Urquhart) of the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation (DOT) reviewed the proposed project and submitted 
conditions of approval for the three mining sites (letters dated July 11, 2008 for Vineyard 
I, July 25, 2008 for Aspen III South and July 28, 2008 for Aspen IV South).  DOT 
submitted the standard conditions of approval, such as right-of-way, public street 
improvements and driveway standards.  These will be addressed in the Planning 
Department’s staff report and they do not result in any significant environmental 
impacts.     

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that as a result of additional haul trucks on the roadway 
system, impacts would be considered significant.  Mitigation was proposed to reduce 
this impact to less than significant.  One of the recommended mitigation measures from 
the FEIR/EIS remains applicable to the proposed project.  This measure required that 
transportation of mined aggregate material to the processing plants was to be by 
conveyor only.  A new mitigation measure has been included for the proposed project to 
ensure that there are no additional trucks are added to the roadway system.  This 
mitigation states that if overburden must be removed from the Vineyard I mining site, 
overburden must be transported by conveyor or internal vehicles only. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Potentially Significant  

Mitigation Measures:  

The following mitigation measure is from the prior FEIR/EIS and is applicable to 
the Vineyard I expansion site:   

TC-1 The Vineyard I expansion mining operator proponents shall transport mined 
aggregate material to the processing plants only by conveyor and not by 
trucks.  

TC-2 If overburden from the Vineyard I mining expansion site is to be removed from 
the site, overburden transport shall be by conveyor and internal vehicles only 
and not by on-road haul trucks.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 
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IMPACTS ON TRAFFIC SAFETY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the introduction of truck traffic on (1) roads not 
designed to accommodate truck traffic and (2) at access points to heavily 
traveled roads, would have a significant adverse impact on traffic safety.  With 
mitigation, this impact was reduced to less than significant.    

The proposed project will not result in an increase in haul trucks.  Two mitigation 
measures were recommended in the FEIR/EIS that would reduce this impact to less 
than significant; both measures have already been completed by the mining 
proponents.  Impacts on traffic safety as a result of project approval are now considered 
to be less than significant.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

DETERIORATION OF PAVEMENT AND DAMAGE TO ROADWAY STRUCTURAL 

SECTIONS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the increased truck traffic of the project may 
contribute to additional deterioration of the pavement on roadways near the 
project site entrances, and have the potential to damage the roadway structural 
section.  This was found to be a significant impact that could be reduced to less 
than significant with mitigation.   

The proposed project will not result in the introduction of new trucks on the roadway 
system.  Trucks that are currently traveling to and from the project sites will not increase 
as a result of the proposed project.    

Mitigation from the prior FEIR/EIS required that the proponents repair any damages to 
structural paving material along sections of project site roadway segments upon which 
loaded trucks are routed; to the extent such damage is caused by traffic which occurs 
during the period of hauling operations.  The mitigation measure required an agreement 
between DOT and the mining proponents to be formalized prior to the issuance of work 
authorization.  This measure would reduce impacts to less than significant.  This 
agreement went before the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors in December 
2001 and was approved as a consent item.  With the agreement in place, impacts are 
now considered less than significant. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required  



11 - Traffic and Circulation 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 11-7 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

EXCEED LOS STANDARD  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that under scenario 4a, there would not be a 
significant impact to the level of service for the area roadways.  Under cumulative 
conditions, it was found that under scenario 4a, significant impacts could be 
reduced to less than significant.    

Since the proposed project will not result in an increase in truck traffic, the level of 
service for area roadways would not be impacted.  The cumulative condition in the prior 
FEIR/EIS was considered to be the year 2010.  Mitigation that could reduce significant 
impacts to less than significant in the cumulative condition has been completed.  Since 
the mitigation is in place, and there is not an increase in truck traffic as a result of 
project approval, impacts to the level of service on area roadways in the existing and 
cumulative conditions are considered less than significant.     

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACT 
The proposed project would not introduce new haul trucks to the local roadway network 
since the existing conveyor will be utilized to transport the mined material from the site 
to the processing plant located offsite.  In addition, roadway improvements that were 
required through the prior FEIR/EIS have been completed; thus, there are no additional 
impacts as a result of the proposed project.  The proposed project does not result in any 
significant traffic related impacts and the project will not generate any traffic in the 
cumulative condition as mining will be complete.  Therefore, there are no cumulative 
traffic and circulation impacts as a result of project approval; cumulative traffic impacts 
are considered less than significant.   
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12 LAND USE 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the existing land uses within the vicinity of the project site and 
analyzes the potential land use impacts of the proposed project as well as the project’s 
consistency with the Mather Field Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP).  Where 
appropriate, mitigation is included to reduce or eliminate land use impacts.   

The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flows.  On the Aspen IV South 
property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised bank 
flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed outside the 
effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the 
preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The location 
of a retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site has been determined for the proposed 
project, as well an option for a retention basin on the Aspen IV South mining site.   

LOCATION 

The proposed project is located within the Vineyard Community Plan Area in the 
unincorporated area of Sacramento County.  The Vineyard I project parcels are located 
at the northeast corner of Hedge Road and Elder Creek Road.  The Aspen III South 
project parcels are located in the southwest corner of Fruitridge Road and Mayhew 
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Road.  The Aspen IV South project parcels are located at the northeast corner of 
Mayhew Road and Elder Creek Road.  Plate LU-1 presents the regional location and 
Plate LU-2 presents the location of the project parcels and existing zoning. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project parcels are part of a larger aggregate mining area.  The project parcels are 
all zoned Industrial Reserve (IR) with a surface mining land use overlay, with the 
exception of one of the Vineyard I parcels with an assessor’s parcel number, 063-0090-
009.  This is one of the two parcels that are the subject of a requested rezone and 
mining use permit request. 

The Vineyard I mining expansion site is currently surrounded by active mining on the 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites.  Mining on the Aspen IV South property 
has not yet commenced.  The perimeter of Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining 
properties are enclosed by fencing and have vegetated screens in place.     

REGULATORY SETTING 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN (GP)  
The current General Plan Land Use Diagram (adopted November 2011) designates the 
project area as Agricultural-Urban Reserve with an Aggregate Resource Area 
combining land use.   

The Sacramento County General Plan provides the following descriptions of these land 
use designations:  

Agricultural – Urban Reserve:  This land use designation identifies areas for urban 
expansion after the 20-year planning period.  One large area given this designation is 
reserved for aggregate resource mining.  These areas will be evaluated for their 
development potential when the level of growth in the planned urban areas justifies their 
need, mining is completed, and the area is restored.  Because most of this land is 
intended for mining it will receive no additional urban services (e.g. water and sewer 
systems) above the level existing when the land was first designated.  Further, land 
divisions incompatible with orderly and well planned future urban development are not 
permitted. 
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Plate LU-1: Regional Project Location 

 

Approximate Project Location 



12 - Land Use 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 12-4 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

Plate LU-2: Project Location and Zoning Map 
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Combining Land Use Designations 

According to the General Plan Land Use Element, the Combining Land Use 
designations recognize the underlying zoning as the guide to land uses which are 
permitted on any particular piece of property.  This approach preserves selected natural 
resources without imposing unnecessary restrictions on the use of the land.  

Aggregate Resource Area:  The purpose of the Aggregate Resource Area 
combining designation is to identify areas with valuable mineral resources and 
protect those resources as open space until the area is mined.  While surface 
mining is an industrial activity, its locational requirements are dependent upon 
the physical location of aggregate resources.  Specific policies apply to these 
areas that encourage the conservation and efficient use of mineral resources, 
while ensuring the maximum feasible protection of the environment.  This land 
use designation is combined with designations such as Industrial Extensive, 
Agricultural-Urban Reserve, Agricultural Cropland, and General Agriculture (20 
and 80 acres).  These areas may be ultimately reclaimed for residential, 
industrial or other uses. 

COMMUNITY PLAN 
The Vineyard Community Plan designates the approved Vineyard I, Aspen III South and 
Aspen IV South aggregate mining sites as Industrial Reserve (IR), with a combining 
zone designation of surface mining (SM).  Granite has requested a Community Plan 
Amendment and corresponding rezone to designate the Vineyard I mining expansion 
properties as IR (SM) (F).   

ZONING 
The Vineyard I mining expansion parcels include APN 063-0090-018, previously known 
as the Cook property and APN 063-0090-009, previously known as the Smith property. 
The Cook parcel is currently zoned industrial reserve (IR) with a surface mining (SM) 
land use overlay and the Smith parcel is currently zoned industrial reserve (IR) with a 
tributary (T) combining land use.  The project parcels of the Vineyard I, Aspen III South 
and Aspen IV South sites are all zoned Industrial Reserve (IR) with a surface mining 
(SM) land use overlay.  In addition, a majority of the parcels have an additional flood 
combining zone, designated as (F), due to proximity to Morrison Creek.   

THE SURFACE MINING COMBINING LAND USE ZONE 
The Surface Mining (SM) combining land use zone is provided in Article 4 of Title II of 
the Zoning Code; Section 235-40 outlines the purpose of the SM Combining Zone as 
the following:  the SM Combining Zone is designed to protect the natural resources of 
Sacramento County from incompatible land use; to manage these mineral resources; to 
assure the County of an adequate supply of these resources with due consideration for 
the environment; and to provide for the restoration of mined lands for future use.  
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Section 235-43 provides a list of the mining operations permitted in the SM Combining 
Zone subject to approval of a conditional use permit by the Board after recommendation 
by the Project Planning Commission and Section 235-45 outlines the requirements for 
the issuance of a Work Authorization Permit.  In addition, aggregate mining application 
data, standards and guidelines are provided in Section 235-51 of the Zoning Code.  
These requirements address what information shall be contained in a mining application 
as they pertain to the following:  mining plan; reclamation plan; soils, geologic and 
hydrologic data; traffic; air pollution control measures; noise data; waste data; drainage 
plan; hazardous materials; landscaping plan; lighting plan; and a regional analysis of 
ancillary uses.   

The Zoning Code also provides operating standards for aggregate mining operations 
such as operating and haul out hours, fences, posting of warning and complaint 
information signs, visual screens, setbacks, noise standards, roadway repairs on loaded 
truck routes and standards for backfilling, regrading and slope stability.    

COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN (CLUP) AND MATHER AIRPORT POLICY 
The project site is located within the Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
(CLUP).  The CLUP contains restrictions on land uses for properties adjacent to Mather 
Airport in three major areas:  safety, noise and height restrictions.  Refer to the Impacts 
and Analysis section below for a discussion regarding consistency with the Mather 
Airport CLUP. 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to land use, a 
project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will: 

 Physically divide an established community; 

 Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect;  

 Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan; or 

 Be incompatible with existing land use or planned growth in the vicinity of the 
project. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

CONFLICT WITH NEARBY LAND USES 
The Morrison Creek Mining Reach Downstream (South) of Jackson Highway 
prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining in the area would potentially conflict with 
on-site and nearby land uses.  The addition of the 5.6 acres of mining land 
associated with the proposed project does not substantially change the prior 
conclusion.  

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the “proposed mining operations would potentially 
conflict with on-site and nearby land uses, especially residences located on agricultural 
parcels surrounded by the project site, and the adjacent residences, religious temple 
and health club” (page 5-84 of FEIR/S).  It was concluded that the adjacent uses would 
be directly exposed to several nuisances throughout the life of the project including:  
increased noise associated with aggregate mining and processing; increased heavy 
truck traffic and traffic noise during initial overburden removal and throughout the life of 
the project; windblown dust from mining operations and access roads; and adverse 
visual or aesthetic impacts resulting from changes in the adjacent landform.  The 
FEIR/EIS concluded that this would be a significant and unavoidable impact.  

The proposed project includes a request to add an additional 5.6 acres of mining to the 
previously approved Vineyard I mining site.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site is 
entirely surrounded by active mining and there are no adjacent residences to these two 
parcels.  Therefore, based on the existing land use setting, mining of the Vineyard I 
expansion site does not result in a conflict with nearby land uses and is not considered 
a significant impact.  Although, the Vineyard I mining expansion site does not conflict 
with nearby land uses, it will become part of the previously approved mining project, 
which was found to have significant and unavoidable impacts related to conflicts with 
nearby land uses.  Therefore, the conclusion of the prior FEIR/EIS still applies and 
impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.   

Level of Significance before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

The following mitigation measure from the prior FEIR/EIS remains is applicable to the 
proposed project Vineyard I expansion site:  

LU-1 In order to mitigate potential impacts to surrounding land uses, the Vineyard I 
expansion mining operator proponents shall be required to comply fully with 
mitigation measures identified in the Noise; Traffic and Circulation; Air Quality; 
and Visual Resources sections of the prior FEIR/EIS as amended by this SEIR. 
These mitigation measures employ appropriate state-of-the-art techniques for 
erosion control, reclamation, nuisance prevention, and environmental impact 
mitigation relative to surface mining and processing operations.  
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Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Significant and Unavoidable 

CONVERSION OF PRIME FARMLAND, FARMLAND OF STATEWIDE IMPORTANCE 

AND FARMLAND OF LOCAL IMPORTANCE 
The prior FEIR/EIS identified that the proposed project would disturb 31 acres of 
Prime Farmland, 435 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance and 419 acres 
of Farmland of Local Importance.  The FEIR/EIS concluded that this would be a 
significant impact which could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation. 
The current project would disturb an additional 2.0 acres of Prime Farmland and 
3.6 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance.   

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that all of the farmland located within the project site 
would only be temporarily disturbed during mining operations, since the proposed post-
reclamation use of the project site would be primarily agriculture.  The current proposed 
project will not change the post-reclamation use of the project site.  The Vineyard I 
mining expansion site totals 5.6 acres and is currently surrounded by active mining and 
is not currently in agricultural production.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site consists 
of three different soils:  Columbia sandy loam, drained 0-2 percent slopes, occasionally 
flooded; Hedge loam, 0-2 percent slopes and San Joaquin-Xerarents complex, leveled, 
0-1 percent slopes.  The Columbia sandy loam is classified as Prime Farmland, and 
Hedge loam and San Joaquin-Xerarents complex are both classified as Farmland of 
Statewide Importance. Mining on the Vineyard I expansion site would disturb 
approximately 2 acres of Prime Farmland and 3.6 acres of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance.   

The revised reclamation plan will locate the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel to the 
north of the existing Morrison Creek channel, the Vineyard I expansion site will not be a 
part of the recreated creek channel and consistent with the reclamation plan, the 
Vineyard I expansion site will be reclaimed to agricultural uses.    

The prior FEIR/EIS included mitigation that the proponent prepare and implement an 
Agricultural Management Plan as part of the required work authorization.  The plan was 
intended to describe the methods used to accomplish successful post-reclamation 
agricultural use of the project site.  With the aforementioned mitigation the prior 
FEIR/EIS concluded that impacts would be reduced to less than significant.  The 
mitigation remains applicable to the current proposed project.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

LU-2 In order to mitigate potential impacts to agricultural uses, prior to issuance of the 
work authorization permit for the Vineyard I mining expansion site, the 
mining operator Granite shall revise/prepare a plan, that includes the Vineyard I 
mining expansion site (5.6 acres), for the preservation and salvage of topsoil 
resources suitable for sustaining economically viable agricultural uses, consistent 
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with the performance standards set forth in Sections 3708 and 3711 of the State 
Mining and Geology Board Reclamation Regulations.   

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

POST PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 
The prior FEIR/EIS found that the proposed mining activities would restrict the 
possibility of utilizing the project site for future (post-project) development 
including recreational open space uses and recommended mitigation to reduce 
the impact to less than significant levels.    

The prior FEIR/EIS identified that the post-reclamation use of the project site would be 
restricted to agriculture, flood control, and/or open space, because the mining pits would 
be within the 100-year floodplain.  The project site would be primarily used for 
agricultural practices, with limited areas along the bottom of the pit used for stormwater 
retention ponds, wetlands and other natural habitats, including upland vegetation.  No 
park facilities would be provided, and access to open space areas along the realigned 
Morrison Creek channel would not occur.  

The proposed project includes a revision to the previous realigned Morrison Creek 
channel.  The proposed reclamation plan includes the construction of a new Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel that will be approximately 300 feet in width, at or near original 
grade (rather than at the bottom of the mining pit) and will include adjacent buffer lands 
for a total width of 650 feet (compared to the previously approved 600-foot wide pit floor 
riparian corridor).  The requested reclamation plan amendment improves on the 
previously approved reclamation plan and the new design better mirrors natural creek 
conditions and will not require the need of a pump system.   

A mitigation measure of the prior FEIR/EIS required that the project proponents 
dedicate to the County of Sacramento, a 600-foot wide open space easement that 
identified the limits of agricultural activity so as to guarantee sufficient area to allow for 
regeneration of the riparian corridor and allow for the subsequent establishment of a 
public trail system when deemed appropriate by the County.  This mitigation reduced 
the identified significant impact to less than significant.   

The County is no longer requesting an open space easement since the proposed 
project includes provision of a trail along the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel. This 
trail requirement was part of the permit received from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.  Southgate Recreation and Park District reviewed the proposed project and 
submitted a comment letter to the Vineyard I portion of the proposed project (comment 
letter dated October 19, 2011).  The Southgate Park District commented that the District 
has met with the project applicants and County staff regarding the open space and 
bicycle/pedestrian trail conditions.  Southgate Park District is coordinating with Teichert 
for the Aspen III South and Aspen IV South properties in order to provide a continuous 
bicycle/pedestrian trail though the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel.   
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Southgate Park District submitted conditions of approval relating to the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, the bicycle/pedestrian trail, improvements to the trail and perpetual 
funding for the trail.  The Southgate Park District states that the District will accept 
easements for the U.S. Army Corps authorized 14-foot wide trail crossing through the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and a 20-foot wide trail corridor easement along the 
entire northern property line and along the southern property line from Mayhew Road to 
the western most crossing, outside of the preserve, to allow for a 10-12 foot-wide paved 
trail.  The final trail surfaces, width and public access points to the trail will be mutually 
determined by the Applicant and Southgate Park District.  The Southgate Park District 
has not to date submitted final conditions of approval for the Teichert properties, Aspen 
III South and Aspen IV South.  However, final conditions of approval from Southgate 
Park District are likely to be similar to the conditions submitted for Vineyard I; therefore, 
the final conditions regarding the trail easements, location, surface material and access 
points do not result in any significant environmental impacts.  The final conditions of 
approval from Southgate Park District will be addressed in the Planning Department’s 
staff report.   

The prior FEIR/EIS had considered the lack of open space/recreational uses of the prior 
project a significant impact.  Mitigation creating open space dedicated to the County 
was included in the prior FEIR/EIS.  However as the post-reclamation use of the three 
mining sites now contains a recreational component (trail), this impact is no longer 
considered a significant impact.  It should be noted that the preserve areas of the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel are not intended to be 
accessible to the public.  Impacts regarding post-project development are now 
considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

LU-3 Prior to redirecting Morrison Creek to the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, the 
applicants Upon final reclamation, the mining operators shall provide copies 
to DERA and the Planning Division the Department of Community 
Development of executed trail easements dedicated to the Southgate 
Recreation and Park District, or a signed legal contract indicating future 
dedication of easements to the Southgate Recreation and Park District.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

CONSISTENCY WITH THE MATHER AIRPORT COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE 

PLAN (CLUP) 
The proposed project is consistent with the Mather Airport Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan (CLUP).  A Bird Airstrike Hazard (BASH) Analysis has been completed 
and with inclusion of mitigation, the potential for bird airstrikes over the project 
site is low.   



12 - Land Use 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 12-11 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

The project site is partially located within the 60-65 and 65-70 CNEL noise contours, as 
shown on Plate LU-3.  The prior FEIR/EIS found that mining and quarry activities, 
including the proposed post-reclamation use of the site for agriculture, open space and 
potential trail use as being compatible within these noise contours.  The proposed 
project will not introduce activities incompatible with the Mather CLUP noise contours. 

A very small portion of the Aspen IV South site is located within the Overflight Zone 
(refer to Plate LU-3) of Mather Airport.  

The Mather Airport CLUP defines mining and quarry activities as being compatible 
within the Overflight Zone subject to the following condition:  

(b) Uses compatible only if they do not result in a possibility that a water area 
may cause ground fog or result in a water hazard.   

Sacramento County Airport System (Airports) reviewed the proposed project and 
submitted comments (G. Rickelton, letter dated August 15, 2008).  Airports commented 
that the project site is located within 5 miles of Mather Airport and specific project 
components could potentially increase the exposure of aircraft operating at Mather 
Airport to bird strike hazards.  Airports recommended the following: (1) BASH (Bird 
Airstrike Hazard) Analysis should be conducted to address the wildlife attractions and 
potential of bird-wildlife aircraft strike hazards; and (2) Agriculture activities that include 
irrigation are considered to pose a greater hazardous wildlife threat to aircraft 
operations.  The Airport system recommended that only non-irrigated agricultural 
activities be accepted following reclamation.   

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that “the newly created wetland and open water habitat 
resulting from the proposed project could potentially attract additional birds in the project 
site.  However, because the wetlands would be distant from the Mather Field runway 
and would not be located in critical airspace, the potential for bird hazards to aircraft 
utilizing Mather Field is low” (page 5-124 of FEIR/EIS).  

The proposed project is substantially the same as the prior project.  The proposed 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel places a riparian/wetland corridor at-grade, as 
opposed to the prior approved reclamation plan that placed the riparian/wetland corridor 
at the bottom of the mining pit.  The existing Morrison Creek channel on the Aspen IV 
South mining site would be preserved and a Raised Bank Channel would be 
constructed outside the floodplain.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will have 
essentially the same biological functions as the existing Morrison Creek corridor.  And 
the existing Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South would remain untouched; 
therefore, the BASH potential of the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel do not increase as a result of project implementation.  It is 
expected that the use of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel post-mining by birds or 
other mammals will be similar to pre-mining conditions.   
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Plate LU-3: Mather CLUP 

 

Project Location 

Overflight zone 



12 - Land Use 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 12-13 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

The prior project included a permanent retention basin (somewhere on Vineyard I, but 
the exact location unknown) with a capacity of 309 acre-feet (ac-ft) that would contain 
runoff from all of the proposed mining sites.  Approvals of the prior project allowed for 
runoff from the Aspen IV South mining property to be conveyed to this basin. 

Under the proposed project, the permanent retention basin is located south of the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel on the Vineyard I mining site.  The 2011 Hydrology 
& Hydraulics Analysis (2011 H & H Analysis) prepared by Wood Rodgers (refer to 
Appendix B1) evaluated an alternative to the original 309 ac-ft basin.  The alternative in 
the 2011 H&H Analysis is to not convey runoff from Aspen IV South to the Vineyard I 
basin, but rather retain the runoff on the Aspen IV South property in a retention basin, 
with a volume of 30 ac-ft.  The retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site will retain 
the onsite isolated local runoff volume of 267 acre-feet (for a 100-year 10-day storm 
event) from solely the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The proposed 
combined 297 ac-ft retention basins will not increase in total overall surface area over 
the previously approved 309 acre-foot detention basin; therefore, this component of the 
project has not changed.   

The mean annual precipitation water balance conducted in the 2011 H&H Analysis finds 
that the two retention basins will be evacuated within 16 days for the Vineyard I basin 
and 8 days for the Aspen IV South basin.  Since the basins will not completely evacuate 
within 48 hours, and the project site is located within five miles of Mather Airport, there 
is a potential for bird airstrike hazards (BASH).  The retention basins are not 
substantially different than what was previously approved, and the function of the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will not be substantially different than the existing 
Morrison Creek corridor; therefore, the same determination that was made in the prior 
FEIR/EIS that bird air strike hazards are low remains applicable to the proposed project.  

However, due to comments received by Airport staff, the following is a brief analysis of 
bird strike hazards at the project site as a result of the stormwater retention basins.    

The proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, Raised Bank Channel, and proposed 
retention basins, will be located approximately 2.5 to 3 miles southwest of the Airport 
Operations Area (AOA) of Mather Airport.  According to the Hazardous Wildlife 
Attractants on or Near Airports (Air Circular No: 150/5200-33B, August 28, 2007), “the 
FAA recommends a distance of 5 statute miles between the farthest edge of the 
airport’s AOA and the hazardous wildlife attractant if the attractant could cause 
hazardous wildlife movement into or across the approach or departure airspace”.  See 
Plate LU-4.   
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Plate LU-4:  10,000-foot and 5-mile Radius from Mather Airport Runway 
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Based on the FAA’s circular, the project’s retention basins could potentially attract 
wildlife hazardous to aircraft operations.  In addition to the obvious safety concerns 
involving the risk of aircraft accidents resulting from wildlife strikes, Mather Airport is an 
FAA grant assured airport.  Any airport that receives grant money from the FAA is 
required to comply with all guidance documents such as Cert Alerts and Advisory 
Circulars (ACs) in addition to adopted rules and regulations.  Airport staff considers the 
“project” to fall within the regulation of the FAA; therefore compliance with the AC No. 
150/5200-33B stated above will be required.  Accordingly, Airport staff has required the 
applicant to prepare a Wildlife Hazard Assessment (WHA) to analyze the Bird Air Strike 
Hazard (BASH) associated with the proposed project. 

The Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports (Air Circular No:  150/5200-33B, 
August 28, 2007) outlines requirements for new stormwater management facilities.  This 
report states that off-airport stormwater management systems located within 5 miles of 
the AOA should be designed and operated so as not to create above ground standing 
water.  Stormwater detention basins should be designed, engineered, constructed and 
maintained for a maximum 48-hour detention period after the design storm and should 
remain completely dry between storms.   

The proposed stormwater retention basins will store localized runoff.  The 2011 H & H 
Analysis states that the basins will be evacuated solely by infiltration into the soil and 
evaporation off the basin water surface.  During a 100-year 10-day storm event, Wood 
Rodgers determined that it would take 16 days for the retention basin on Vineyard I to 
evacuate and it would take 8 days for the retention basin on Aspen IV South to 
evacuate.  Pumping or draining water out of the stormwater retention basin in order to 
not hold water for more than 48 hours would not be feasible, as Morrison Creek will not 
be able to accept the water without having adverse effects downstream.  Without the 
proposed stormwater retention basins there would be localized flooding, which could 
take at least 30 days to percolate and/or drain off the sites.   

The FAA and United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) report titled Wildlife 
Strikes to Civil Aircraft in the United States 1990-2008 (September 2009), finds that 
wildlife strikes between 1990 and 2008 totaled 89,727.  The report finds that about 59 
percent of the bird strikes occurred when the aircraft was at a height of 100 feet or less 
above ground level; 72 percent occurred at 500 feet or less above ground level and 92 
percent occurred at or below 3,000 feet above ground level.  The majority of bird strikes 
(59 percent) are occurring at heights of 100 feet or less above ground level, and only 20 
percent of the bird strikes are occurring between 500 and 3,000 feet above ground 
level.  The report also finds that most bird strikes (51 percent) occurred between July 
and October and that 60 percent occurred during the landing (descent, approach or land 
roll) phase of flight and 37 percent occurred during takeoff and climb.   

Information regarding flight track patterns over the project site was obtained from the 
Aircraft Noise Information Office of the Sacramento County Airport System.  The data 
sets provided flight data for departures, arrivals, touch-and-go and overflights for the 
month of August 2009 (since most bird strikes occur between July and October).  A 
penetration gate was orientated over the project site, in the general location of the larger 
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stormwater retention basin (on Vineyard I) and the recreated Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel.  The penetration gate was located on parcel APN:  063-0090-001, which is a 
part of the Vineyard I mining site.  The penetration gate spanned horizontally for 2 
nautical miles and was orientated to capture the majority of the flights that directly 
overfly the parcel (refer to Plate LU-5).   

Based on the provided data, there were 1,253 departures from Mather Airport.  Of 
these, 188 flew within a one-nautical mile radius of the parcel and 143 penetrated the 
gate.  These flights typically passed over the site at altitudes between 1,000 and 3,000 
feet.  For arrival flights, of the 1,225 flights arriving at Mather during August 2009, 73 
penetrated the gate over the parcel and passed at altitudes between 500 and 2,500 
feet.  For touch-and-go flights, the penetration gate was re-orientated to capture the 
relative proximity of the flight tracks to the parcel center and there were 326 touch-and-
go flights, of which 45 penetrated the gate over the parcel.  These flights were at 
altitudes between 1,000 and 3,500 feet.    

The flights that are passing over the parcel (through the penetration gate) are between 
500 and 3,500 feet above ground level.  As previously stated, based on the FAA/USDA 
report Wildlife Strikes to Civil Aircraft in the United States 1990-2008 (September 2009), 
only 20 percent of bird strikes are occurring between 500 and 3,000 feet above ground 
level, compared to 59 percent occurring at 100 feet or less above ground level.  
Because the flights that are passing over the site are at higher altitudes where the 
percentage of bird airstrikes is low, the potential for bird airstrikes over the project site is 
therefore low.    

Current mining activities are likely preventing birds from utilizing portions of the site as 
habitat (e.g., nesting, breeding. roosting).  However, at completion of mining, it is 
recognized the site would provide potential bird habitat, similar to how the conditions 
were prior to mining (the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank 
Channel will function similar to how the existing Morrison Creek channel functioned prior 
to mining activities).   

To facilitate the control of hazardous wildlife, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
recommends the use of steep-sided, rip-rap lined, narrow, linearly shaped water 
detention basins.  In addition, the FAA recommends that all vegetation in or around 
detention basins that provide food or cover for hazardous wildlife should be eliminated. 
These design modifications to the proposed retention basins are feasible measures to 
reduce the use of the retention basins by birds and has been included as mitigation, to 
the extent practicable.  With mitigation, the BASH risk remains low. 
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Plate LU-5:  Penetration Gate for Flight Path Data (from SCAS) 
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The same conclusion was made for a similar project, titled Aspen IV Special Planning 
Area (SPA) (County Control No. 2006-0396), which is located within 0.8 and 1.5 miles 
of airport property.  A Wildlife Hazard Assessment (WHA) was conducted and prepared 
by D. Airola of Airola Environmental Consulting (dated August 2, 2007).  The Aspen IV 
SPA site is located closer to the airport than the proposed project site.  For the BASH 
analysis, data from Sacramento County Airports System was collected and it was found 
that most flights occurred at heights 500-2,000 feet above the Aspen IV SPA project 
site.  The analysis concluded that the overall BASH potential for the site under the 
proposed project would remain low.  The primary factor responsible for keeping BASH 
risk low is the high altitudes (500+ feet) at which aircraft crosses the site.  Therefore, 
with inclusion of mitigation, the conclusion that the potential for bird airstrikes over the 
project site is low is a reasonable conclusion.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Potentially Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

LU-4 The retention basins on Vineyard I and Aspen IV South shall include the following 
design criteria to the maximum extent practicable, while still adhering to the 
federal agency regulations:  

a. The basin shall incorporate steep side slopes (3:1 or greater) 

b. The basin shall be designed to remain clear of vegetation that may 
provide nesting, roosting or foraging opportunities for birds.  Only 
herbaceous vegetation necessary for erosion control purposes will be 
allowed.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
At the completion of mining activities on the three mining sites, portions of the pit floors 
are expected to be near original grade due to the “drying bed” method (Teichert 
Aggregates) on Aspen III South and Aspen IV South and the use of overburden as fill 
on the Vineyard I mining site to bring portions of the pit floor to within five feet of original 
grade.  At the completion of mining, the site will be returned to agricultural production 
and the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel will be a riparian 
corridor with a trail easement.    

In the 2010 Bikeway Master Plan, there are Class II bike lanes proposed for Elder 
Creek Road and Fruitridge Road, located south and north of the project site.  In the draft 
2025 Sacramento County Bikeway System, Class II bike lanes are proposed for Hedge 
Avenue and Mayhew Road.  A trail system along the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel would eventually connect to a larger system of trails in the vicinity of the project 
site.  This is beneficial for future recreational uses of the site and is a positive outcome 
of the proposed project.   
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Since the project site will return to agricultural uses (the land use prior to mining 
activities) and there will be beneficial recreational opportunities in the future, there are 
no adverse significant impacts in the cumulative condition.  The cumulative land use 
impacts of the proposed project are considered less than significant.     
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13 NOISE 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the existing noise environment at the project site and analyzes 
the noise generating potential of the project and its potential impacts to surrounding 
land uses.  Where appropriate, mitigation is included to reduce or eliminate noise 
impacts.   

The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flows.  On the Aspen IV South 
property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised bank 
flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed outside the 
effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect with the 
preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above.  The location 
of a retention basin on the Vineyard I mining site has been determined for the proposed 
project, as well an option for a retention basin on the Aspen IV South mining site.   

SETTING 

The project site is generally located south of Fruitridge Road, west of Bradshaw Road, 
east of Hedge Avenue, and north of Elder Creek Road.  Mayhew Road is between 
Vineyard I and Aspen IV South mining sites.  Jackson Highway is located approximately 
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1 mile north of the Vineyard I expansion site and Bradshaw Road is located 
approximately 4,165 feet (0.7 mile) east of the Vineyard I expansion site.  

The project mining sites are actively mined and there are barriers (consistent with the 
previous project’s mitigation measures for noise and aesthetics) in place around the 
perimeter of the mining properties to shield mining operation noise from sensitive 
receptors.   

When Mather Air Force Base was in operation, the average ambient noise levels within 
the project as a result of aircraft overflights historically ranged from 70-80+ CNEL (daily 
average), with single event noise levels when aircraft flew over the project site much 
higher than this average.  Since the closure of the Air Force Base and conversion of the 
airport to civilian uses, noise levels have substantially reduced.   

Another source of noise in the project area is from nearby roadways, such as Jackson 
Highway and Bradshaw Road.   

REGULATORY SETTING 

COUNTY GENERAL PLAN NOISE ELEMENT 
The Noise Element of the Sacramento General Plan establishes noise exposure criteria 
to aid in determining land use compatibility.  The goal of the Noise Element is to:   

“…protect the citizens of the county from exposure to excessive noise.”   Further, 
the Noise Element must protect the economy of the county by preventing 
encroachment of noise sensitive land uses upon noise producing developments. 
 Both of these tasks are accomplished through policies that limit the noise levels 
received in residential or other noise sensitive areas, and describe a process for 
regulating noise.”    

The policies in the Noise Element of the General Plan define the limits of noise 
exposure for sensitive land uses.  The policies of the Noise Element are organized 
based on:  traffic and railroad noise sources, aircraft noise sources, non-transportation 
noise sources, construction noise, noise from transportation projects, and general noise 
policies.     

The following policy for non-transportation noise sources from the Noise Element of the 
General Plan applies to the project:  

NO-6 Where a project would consist of or include non-transportation noise 
sources, the noise generation of those sources shall be mitigated so as 
not exceed the interior and exterior noise level standards of Table 2 at 
existing noise-sensitive areas in the project vicinity. 
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Table 2 

Non-Transportation Noise Standards 
Sacramento County Noise Element 
Median (L50) / Maximum (Lmax)1  

 

 

Outdoor Area2 Interior3   

Receiving Land Use 

 

Daytime Nighttime Day & Night Notes 
 
All Residential 

 
55 / 75 50 / 70 35 / 55   

 
Transient Lodging 

 
55 / 75 --- 35 / 55 4 

 
Hospitals & Nursing Homes 

 
55 / 75 --- 35 / 55 5, 6 

 
Theaters & Auditoriums 

 
--- --- 30 / 50 6 

 
Churches, Meeting Halls, 
Schools, Libraries, etc. 

 
55 / 75 --- 35 / 60  6 

 
Office Buildings 

 
60 / 75 --- 45 / 65 6 

 
Commercial Buildings 

 
--- --- 45 / 65 6 

 
Playgrounds, Parks, etc. 

 
65 / 75 --- --- 6 

 
Industry 

 
60 / 80 --- 50 / 70 6 

Notes: 
1. The Table 2 standards shall be reduced by 5 dB for sounds consisting primarily of speech or music, and for 

recurring impulsive sounds.  If the existing ambient noise level exceeds the standards of Table 2, then the 
noise level standards shall be increased at 5 dB increments to encompass the ambient. 

2. Sensitive areas are defined in the acoustic terminology section. 

3. Interior noise level standards are applied within noise-sensitive areas of the various land uses, with windows 
and doors in the closed positions. 

4. Outdoor activity areas of transient lodging facilities are not commonly used during nighttime hours. 

5. Hospitals are often noise-generating uses. The exterior noise level standards for hospitals are applicable only 
at clearly identified areas designated for outdoor relaxation by either hospital staff or patients. 

6. The outdoor activity areas of these uses (if any), are not typically utilized during nighttime hours. 

7. Where median (L50) noise level data is not available for a particular noise source, average (Leq) values may 
be substituted for the standards of this table provided the noise source in question operates for at least 30 
minutes of an hour.  If the source in question operates less than 30 minutes per hour, then the maximum 
noise level standards shown would apply.  
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SACRAMENTO COUNTY ZONING CODE  
Section 235-52 of the Sacramento County Zoning Code outlines standards for 
aggregate mining operations (including sand and gravel mines, hard rock quarries and 
dredger tailing mining operations).  Section 235-52(f) pertains to noise standards and 
states the following:  

Noise Standards.  Unless otherwise provided by the Sacramento County Code 
the sound level created by the mining use at the boundary line of the authorized 
mining area shall not exceed 70 dBA except along a boundary contiguous to 
another area authorized to mine for sand or aggregates.  A violation of the noise 
standard will occur if the noise level at the property line exceeds:  

(1) The noise limit for a cumulative period of more than thirty (30) minutes in 
any hour, or;  

(2) The noise limit plus 5 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 1 minute 
in any hour, or the noise limit plus 20 dBA for any period of time.  

MATHER AIRPORT COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN AND MATHER AIRPORT 

POLICY AREA 
The project site is located approximately 2 miles southwest of the southwest end of 
Mather Airport’s runway, a primary source of noise in the project area.   

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to noise, a 
project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will:  

 Exposes persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the Sacramento County General Plan and Zoning Code,  

 Exposes persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels,  

 Results in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project 
vicinity above levels existing without the Project, or 

 Results in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in 
the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the aggregate processing plant would increase noise 
levels at the project site boundary line and found that this would be considered a 
significant impact.  Mitigation was proposed for this impact; however the mitigation 
measure did not apply to the Proposed Project Without the Vineyard I Processing Plant 
Alternative.  The prior project did not construct the processing plant on the Vineyard I 
site; therefore, this impact no longer exists and the mitigation measure is no longer 
applicable to the proposed project.   

NOISE LEVELS IN EXCESS OF THE NOISE STANDARDS OF THE ZONING CODE 

AND NOISE ELEMENT  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that noise levels in excess of 75 dBA may occur at 
nearby residences and other sensitive off-site receivers due to scrapers and 
other mobile mining equipment, and that the noise standard could be exceeded 
when mining equipment is operating close to the mining site boundary.  This was 
considered a significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with 
mitigation measures.  The proposed project includes two properties for mining, 
which are located within the previously approved mining site and are not located 
adjacent to sensitive receptors.    

The prior FEIR/EIS identified a mitigation measure that required noise barriers along the 
residential/project property lines, that would reduce significant noise impacts to less 
than significant.  The barriers are in place for the Vineyard I mining site; therefore the 
inclusion of 5.6 acres for mining on the Vineyard I site would not cause noise levels in 
excess of standards for sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the project site.  The 
Reclamation Plan amendment portion of the proposed project will not generate noise in 
excess of the standard.  The prior mitigation measure is no longer applicable to the 
proposed project, since it has been completed through the prior project.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required – Prior Mitigation has been completed through the 
prior project. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATION OF THE ZONING CODE NOISE STANDARD DUE TO THE 

CONVEYOR SYSTEM  
The prior FEIR/EIS found that the noise impact from the conveyor system would 
be a less than significant impact.  The proposed project would utilize the existing 
conveyor system.  

The prior FEIR/EIS stated that the conveyor system was proposed to be located at least 
250 feet from the nearest residential property line and over 500 feet from the nearest 
residence.  Worst case conveyor system noise level at the nearest residential property 
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line was determined to be 57 dB, and at the nearest residence the noise level was 
determined to be 51 dB.  It was concluded that the temporal nature of this aspect of the 
project’s operation, coupled with the comparatively low amounts of anticipated noise, 
makes this a less than significant impact.   

The proposed project does not change this conclusion, as there are no changes to the 
uses or location of the conveyor system.  Impacts remain less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required 

HEAVY TRUCK TRAFFIC AND OPERATION OF PROCESSING PLANT MAY 

CONSTITUTE A NOISE SOURCE  
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project’s increased truck traffic along area 
roadways is not expected to result in significant noise impacts.  The proposed 
project does not involve heavy trucks on roadways (all trucks will remain onsite) 
and there is not a processing plant associated with the mining project.   

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that there would be approximately 28,600 truckloads 
associated with overburden removal and operation of the processing plant would 
produce an average rate of 600 trips per day and a peak rate of 800 trips per day, 
generally occurring from 6:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.  The short term increase in noise levels 
on Jackson Highway is estimated to be less than 2 dB during the peak hour.  Typically, 
a 3-5 dB change in Ldn is needed before the change in noise level becomes noticeable. 
In addition, the General Plan Noise Element indicates that residential uses in 
agricultural areas such as the project vicinity are considered compatible with noise 
levels of up to 65 dB Ldn.   

The processing plant was never built as part of the prior project; there is no longer a 
potential for noise impacts as a result of the processing plant.  

The proposed project includes a reclamation plan amendment and inclusion of 5.6 
acres to the previously approved Vineyard I mining site.  The reclamation plan 
amendment does not result in the potential for heavy truck traffic or operational noise 
impacts.    

Since the additional 5.6 acres for mining will not require any truck trips on local 
roadways (all mined material will be sent to an offsite processing plant via the conveyor 
system) there is no potential for noise impacts associated with heavy truck traffic; 
impacts remain less than significant.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The proposed project will not contribute to any significant noise impact.  The project, in 
combination with other projects in the area will not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the noise environment.  In addition, in the post reclamation condition of 
the project site, the project will not contribute to noise in excess of standards.  
Accordingly, the proposed project will not result in a cumulative noise impact; 
cumulative impacts are considered less than significant.   
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14  PUBLIC SAFETY 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses the public safety impacts associated with the project.  The 
primary public safety issues for the project include slope stability and hazards posed by 
mining operations should a member of the public inadvertently enter the project site 
during mining operations.  Slope stability is further discussed in the Geology and Slope 
Stability Chapter of this SEIR.   

The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South. 
The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  In addition, the Vineyard I mining expansion will be 
incorporated into the previously approved reclamation plan, including revisions 
consistent with the requested reclamation amendments described above. 

SETTING 

The project site consists of three active mining sites, Vineyard I, Aspen III South and 
Aspen IV South.  These three mining sites were previously approved for mining in 1999. 
The Vineyard I mining expansion site is located within the Vineyard I mining site and is 
surrounded by active mining.  The existing Morrison Creek channel has not been mined 
to date.    
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The revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel has been constructed in phases on the 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites and consists of a meandering channel and 
is vegetated with native grasses and trees.   

The prior FEIR/EIS identified that public safety would be an issue if there were no 
fencing to keep the public out of the mining sites.  The prior FEIR/EIS reiterated the 
Zoning Code regulation regarding fences and warning signs.   

Mitigation for the project required that there be perimeter fencing in place at the project 
site until a post-reclamation /future use of the project site occurred.   

REGULATORY CONTEXT 

The Sacramento County Zoning Code and the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 
(SMARA) contain regulations pertaining to surface mining.  Many of these regulations 
focus on the safe operation of the mine.  For example Sections 235-54 of the Zoning 
Code addresses fences and requires that they be at least six feet in height, meet the 
ground within four inches and be kept in good repair with gates installed to fence height 
at all entrances.  Other requirements are for a reclamation plan and financial bonding 
mechanism to ensure the future reclamation of the site back to a safe and stable 
landform.   

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of CEQA provides guidance for assessing the significance of potential 
environmental impacts.  Appendix G does not contain specific public safety standards; 
however, impacts to public safety would be similar to those impacts found for 
geology/slope stability, hazardous materials and hydrology (drainage and flooding).  
These impacts are analyzed in the respective chapters of this environmental document. 
In addition, there are many local, State and federal safety regulations pertaining to mine 
safety that must be in place for mining operations.  Therefore, for this chapter, a 
significant impact to public safety would result if the proposed project did not protect the 
public from inadvertent entry into the active mining sites.    

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS DURING MINING OPERATIONS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining operations at the project site had the 
potential to create hazardous conditions.  This was found to be a significant 
impact that could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.   
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The prior FEIR/EIS stated that due to the use of heavy equipment such as bulldozers, 
scrapers, and front-end loaders, and the creation of a 25± foot deep, steep-sided pit, 
inadvertent public entry to the mining site could create a public safety hazard.  The 
inclusion of mitigation that requires retention of perimeter fencing until post-reclamation 
development or future use of the site occurs, was found to reduce this impact to public 
safety to less than significant.   

The project was required to install fences and warning/trespass signs that comply with 
Section 235-54 and 235-55 of the Zoning Code.  The Smith-Cook properties are located 
within the boundaries of the existing Vineyard I mining site.  Appropriate fencing and 
warning signs are already in place that prevents the inadvertent entry of the public into 
the mining areas.  

If the Vineyard I expansion site is approved for inclusion to the Vineyard I site for 
mining, the project would be required to comply with all local, State and federal 
regulations pertaining to mine safety.  Since this is an area of alluvial and not hard rock 
deposits, no blasting or storage of explosives is expected.  The Geology and Slope 
Stability chapter provides analysis of the slope stability of the active and reclaimed pit 
walls and stability of the embankment of the revised Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
and Raised Bank Channel.  Mitigation would ensure that stable slopes are achieved; 
therefore, no public safety impacts are expected from slope instability.  Compliance with 
existing local, State and federal regulations will ensure that no significant public safety 
impacts are generated by the proposed project.   

The proposed project does not change the prior conclusion that this impact is 
significant.  The prior mitigation remains applicable to the proposed project and has 
been included below.  This mitigation was found to reduce impacts to less than 
significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  

The following mitigation measure is from the prior FEIR/EIS and is applicable to 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site: 

PS-1 All perimeter fencing shall be retained until post-reclamation development/ 
future use of the project site occurs.  

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS POST-RECLAMATION 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded under the Part B Alternative, a different ultimate 
land use potential could be considered, including park areas.  Public facilities 
within the mining pits after the completion of mining would require more stringent 
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construction standards to protect public health, safety, or general welfare.  This 
was found to be a less than significant impact.   

The proposed project consists of a revised reclamation plan that creates an open space 
recreation area opportunity (trail) within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and 
Raised Bank Channel.  As proposed, there will be public access and use of the trail 
after mining operations cease.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel is constructed 
at grade; however, just south of the corridor is an open mine pit.  At the bottom of this 
pit, it has been proposed that there would be an ephemeral drainage with a riparian 
vegetation community.  As discussed in the Land Use chapter, Southgate Recreation 
and Park District requests that a trail easement be dedicated to Southgate for public 
recreational uses.  Slopes of the Morrison Creek Realignment Channel, Raised Bank 
Channel and mining pits will not have slopes steeper than 2:1 (horizontal:vertical).  
Slope stability has been analyzed in the Geology and Slope Stability Chapter of this 
EIR.  Furthermore, the Post-Reclamation use of the site would be limited to public 
recreational uses along the trail and agricultural activities.  There are no hazardous 
conditions post-reclamation.  Impacts are considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The proposed project in combination with other mining projects in the area does not 
result in a significant public safety impact due to the controls in place to assure that the 
general public is protected from inadvertent entry into active mining sites.  Additionally, 
the requirement that all mines have a reclamation plan and financial bond assures a 
stable safe landform after the conclusion of mining.  Cumulative public safety impacts 
are considered less than significant.  
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15 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the visual characteristics of the project site and vicinity and 
analyzes the impact of the project on visual resources.  Visual resource impacts include 
changes to the visual character of the area, the degree of screening by vegetation, and 
introduction of new sources of light or glare.  Mitigation, where appropriate, is included 
to reduce or eliminate visual resources impacts.   

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The mining sites in this project include Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen 
IV South. The previously approved reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-
foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit, in 
generally the same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel around the perimeter of the three mining sites.   The proposed project revises 
the previously approved reclamation plan by eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
channel component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-
flow channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on 
the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed Project also consists of a request for a rezone and a use permit 
amendment to allow aggregate mining on an additional 5.61 acres (two parcels) and to 
incorporate this new area into the previously approved Vineyard I mining plan (referred 
as Vineyard I mining expansion).  These two sites are located between Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South mining sites.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site consists of the previously approved mining sites known as Vineyard I, 
Aspen III South and Aspen IV South.  These three mining sites are bordered by 
Jackson Highway and Fruitridge Road to the north, Bradshaw Road to the east, Elder 
Creek Road to the south, and Hedge Avenue to the west.  The mining sites are inset 
within a rural setting.    
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The prior FEIR/EIS provided the following discussion of aesthetic and visual resources 
in the project vicinity. 

Landscape characteristics of the project area consist of gently sloping rangeland 
in a rural setting.  Single family residences, a religious temple, and commercial 
properties, including a former health club (now a church and school), are located 
on properties adjacent to the project site, and would be subjected to views of the 
mining operations, and eventually the reclaimed pit areas, unless screening 
occurs.   Travelers along Jackson Highway, Bradshaw Road, Eider Creek Road, 
Hedge Avenue, and Fruitridge Road would also have a view of the operations.  
Less sensitive receptors, including adjacent surface mining operations and 
industrial uses also surround the property. 

The following policies in the Conservation Element of the Sacramento County 
General Plan provide for orderly extraction of minerals and subsequent 
reclamation of mined areas with minimal adverse impacts on surrounding 
residential uses and scenic values: 

CO-44. Surface mining shall maintain substantial minimum set backs from 
adjoining rural residential land uses. 

CO-45. Surface mining shall not be allowed without adequate plans for 
reclamation of mined areas. 

These policies are largely implemented through existing Zoning Code provisions 
and CEQA.  The Zoning Code outlines standards for sand and gravel mines that 
provide minimal buffering for adjacent properties.  Unless otherwise provided by 
condition of the use permit, the Zoning Code requires standard chain link fencing 
(Section 235-54), a 25-foot minimum setback from unmined land adjacent to 
public roadways, and a 25-foot setback (Section 235-59) along all other property 
lines around the mining site (the first five feet to consist of unmined land and the 
remainder to be reclaimed to original grade within one year of mining).  The 
Board of Supervisors is also allowed to require, as a condition of the use permit, 
visual screening through the use of berms, screen fences, landscaping, 
setbacks, or combinations thereof (Section 235-56). 

The prior FEIR/EIS described the following possible reactions by the observer: 

The aesthetic value assigned to changed landforms resulting from mining 
activities is very subjective.  To some viewers from the perimeter rim roads, the 
reclaimed pits would be seen as an interesting mosaic of cropland, uplands, 
wetlands, ponds, and riparian canopy.  The visual contrast of water with irregular 
shoreline, undulating topography, and corresponding variable patterns of natural 
and agricultural vegetation would create an aesthetically pleasing viewshed from 
all sides of the pit perimeter. Inclusion of forest canopy throughout the basin 
would screen and soften the artificially steep sides of the pit.  To others, 
especially those few properties that would remain within the noncontiguous site 
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area, the changed landforms resulting from the proposed projects mining 
activities, pits, and bypass channel may be visually objectionable. 

The mining sites are fenced from the public and visual screening is provided either by 
these screen fences or through vegetation.   

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides guidance for 
assessing the significance of potential environmental impacts.  Relative to aesthetics 
and visual resources, a project will normally have a significant effect on the environment 
if it will:   

 Have a substantial affect on a scenic vista;  

 Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway;  

 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings; or  

 Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which could adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area.  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

DEGRADATION OF THE VISUAL CHARACTER OR QUALITY OF THE SITE AND 

ITS SURROUNDINGS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that unless visual screening is adequate there 
would be a significant impact associated with the views of the mining operations. 
The inclusion of the Vineyard I mining expansion site to the Vineyard I mining site 
does not change this impact. The mitigation from the prior project is in place.   

The prior FEIR/EIS noted that the value assigned to changed landforms resulting from 
mining activities is very subjective.  It was noted that the mining project could create an 
aesthetically pleasing viewshed from all sides of the pit perimeter due to visual contrasts 
and undulating topography.  On the other hand, it was recognized that the mining 
activities, pits, and bypass channel may be visually objectionable.   

The proposed Project revises the previously approved Reclamation Plan, which 
eliminates the bypass channel and creates a new Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
on the Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties, which will be constructed at-
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grade, with a meandering low flow channel, creating a more natural creek corridor 
compared to its previously approved location at the bottom of the mined pit area.  The 
creek will meander similar to how a natural creek would.  In addition, the new Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel will be planted to recreate a riparian and oak woodland 
habitat.  There will be trail crossings over the main preserve and maintenance will occur 
in perpetuity.  The proposed project will increase the habitat value of the Morrison Creek 
corridor which could be seen by most people as aesthetically positive.  In addition, on 
the Aspen IV South site, the existing Morrison Creek will be preserved and a Raised 
Bank Channel will be constructed outside of the floodway.  The Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel will connect with the existing Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV 
South.  As Teichert Aggregates will not be mining through the existing Morrison Creek 
channel on the Aspen IV South, there are no adverse aesthetic impacts to this portion of 
the Morrison Creek channel.   

Mining activities on the Vineyard I mining expansion site do not substantially change the 
prior FEIR/EIS conclusion.  There are no homes or roadways adjacent to these two 
properties that could be affected by the additional mining.   

Mitigation was included in the prior document that required the proponents to screen 
mining operations from public roadways, private property and other sensitive receptors 
by providing a combination of visual screens.  These screens were to include 25-foot 
minimum buffers, chain link fencing, berming and landscaping with fast-growing, closely 
spaced shrubs.  In addition, landscaping was to be initiated at least one year prior to 
commencement of mining operations to allow plant establishment and sufficient 
screening growth.  The landscaping plan for Vineyard I (where the additional mining 
activities are to take place) was signed off as complete and acceptable in January 2001. 
  

The two small parcels proposed for inclusion into the Vineyard I mining site will be 
screened from the public view by the existing visual screenings installed by the 
proponents; impacts are considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Required – Prior Measures have been completed 

CREATE A NEW SOURCE OF SUBSTANTIAL LIGHT OR GLARE AFFECTING 

NIGHTTIME VIEWS IN THE AREA 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the nighttime landscape in the vicinity of the 
project would be changed.  Urban type lighting will exist on the project site which 
has not existed in the past and will be visible to existing residents and travelers 
passing by.  This was found to be a significant impact.  Mitigation reduced the 
impact to less than significant.  The proposed project does not substantially 
change this conclusion and impacts can be mitigated to less than significant. 
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The prior FEIR/EIS stated that most of the lighting would be located in the vicinity of the 
proposed processing plant.  The light within the mining area would vary in setback and 
height relative to adjacent uses, depending upon which area of the site is actively being 
mined at any particular time and the depth to which the mining of that particular area 
has proceeded.  The processing plant was not constructed as part of the prior project.  
The lighting associated with the mining is the only nighttime lighting impact associated 
with the project.   

The reclamation amendment of the proposed project will not require any lighting and the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site will be located on the existing Vineyard I mining site, 
which is currently being mined.  There are lights currently associated with the mining 
activities; therefore, there are no new impacts associated with the inclusion of the 5.6 
acres for mining.  

Mitigation measures included below were proposed in the prior FEIR/EIS and remain 
applicable to the proposed project.  With mitigation, impacts will be considered less than 
significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  

With minor changes, the mitigation measure from the FEIR/EIS below is applicable to 
the Vineyard I mining expansion site the proposed Project.   

AV-1 Any lighting shall be arranged and controlled so as not to illuminate public rights-
of-way or adjacent properties.  In order to reduce direct and reflected light 
pollution, lighting at the project site shall be equipped with shields that 
concentrate the illumination downward such that no direct light is cast off the site. 
Energy efficient lights shall be used, similar to the types used as residential 
outdoor security lights.  The candle power of the illumination at ground level shall 
not exceed what is required by any safety or security regulations of any 
government agency with regulatory oversight of the mining operation.   

Level of Significance After Mitigation:  Less Than Significant 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The project, in combination with other projects in the vicinity of the project site, would 
not create an adverse aesthetic impact.  At the completion of mining, the three mining 
sites (Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South) would return to agricultural 
production, which is the approved Post-Reclamation use of the site.   

At the completion of mining, the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel on Vineyard I and 
Aspen III South would be completed and planted with riparian and oak vegetation.  The 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel would connect to the preserved Morrison Creek and 
proposed Raised Bank Channel on Aspen IV South.  Vegetation and oak tree mitigation 



15 - Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 15-6 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

plantings would be within this Raised Bank Channel.  The proposed Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel would have a higher aesthetic value 
compared to the No Project condition since the new channel will mirror a natural creek 
more than the previously approved bypass channel and pit bottom riparian corridor/low-
flow channel.  In addition, a pedestrian trail is proposed within the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel and Raised Bank Channel, which ultimately is planned to connect a 
larger network on recreational trails in the area.  This also increases the aesthetic value 
of the proposed project.   
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16 PUBLIC SERVICES 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses the public services available at the project site and identifies any 
impact associated with the provision of public services.   

The proposed project includes revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan, 
consistent with permits received from the County, State and federal regulatory 
agencies.  The previous reclamation plan consisted of a below grade, 600-foot wide 
riparian corridor/low-flow channel within the bottom of the mining pit in generally the 
same location as the existing creek and an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel around 
the perimeter of the three mining sites.  The proposed project revises the previously 
approved reclamation plan by completely eliminating the at-grade trapezoidal bypass 
component and changing the below grade, 600-foot wide riparian corridor/low-flow 
channel to an at-grade mitigation corridor (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) on the 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining properties.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel has been designed to contain the 100-year flood flows.  On the Aspen IV 
South property, the existing Morrison Creek channel will now be preserved and a raised 
bank flood control channel (Raised Bank Channel) is proposed to be constructed 
outside the effective FEMA floodway.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will 
connect with the preserved Morrison Creek channel on Aspen IV South.   

The proposed project also includes a request for Granite to incorporate two small 
properties, totaling 5.6 acres, to their Vineyard I site for mining activities.  The Vineyard I 
mining expansion site is located within the Vineyard I mining site and is surrounded by 
mining activities.  

SETTING 

The project site is located within the Sacramento County Urban Services Boundary 
(USB) and is within the active service area of a variety of public utility and service 
districts.  Service providers were provided an opportunity to review and comment on the 
proposed project through the NOP process and through application distribution by the 
Planning Department.  The following agencies commented on the proposed project and 
have been addressed below:  

 Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District (letter dated July 8, 2008) 

 Southgate Recreation and Park District (letter dated October 19, 2011) 

 Sacramento Area Sewer District (letter dated July 7, 2008) 
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 Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (letter dated June 20, 
2008) 

 Environmental Management Department (letter dated January 3, 2008) 

FIRE PROTECTION 
The project site is serviced by the Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District.  Staff (M. 
Keehn) submitted comments and recommended conditions of approval for the Vineyard 
I portion of the proposed project.  These requested appropriate Fire District access to all 
unimproved and recreational areas, firebreaks and fencing for wetland, open space and 
unimproved and recreational areas as wells as a recommendation that fencing be 
constructed on non-combustible materials.  All conditions of approval will be included 
within the staff report prepared by the Planning Department.     

PARKS AND RECREATION 
Staff of the Southgate Recreation and Park District (M. Casey) reviewed the proposed 
Project and submitted comments and conditions of approval (letter dated October 19, 
2011) for the Vineyard I portion of the project.   The Southgate Park District commented 
that the District has met with the project applicant and County staff regarding the open 
space and bicycle/pedestrian trail conditions.  Southgate Park District is coordinating 
with Teichert for the Aspen III South and Aspen IV South properties in order to provide a 
continuous bicycle/pedestrian trail though (or nearby) the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel.   

Southgate Park District submitted conditions of approval relating to the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel, the bicycle/pedestrian trail, improvements to the trail and perpetual 
funding for the trail.  The Southgate Park District states that the District will accept 
easements for the U.S. Army Corps authorized 14-foot wide trail crossing through the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and a 20-foot wide trail corridor easement along the 
entire northern property line and along the southern property line from Mayhew Road to 
the western most crossing, outside of the preserve, to allow for a 10-12 foot-wide paved 
trail.  The final trail surfaces, width and public access points to the trail will be mutually 
determined by the Applicant and Southgate Park District.  The Southgate Park District 
has not to date submitted final conditions of approval for the Teichert properties, Aspen 
III South and Aspen IV South.  However, final conditions of approval from Southgate 
Park District is likely to be similar to the conditions submitted for Vineyard I; therefore, 
the final conditions regarding the trail easements, location, surface material and access 
points do not result in any significant environmental impacts.  The final conditions of 
approval from Southgate Park District will be addressed in the Planning Department’s 
staff report.   

The Land Use chapter includes mitigation that requires that the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel be dedicated to a third party entity and that funding be provided for 
the maintenance and monitoring in perpetuity.   
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SOLID WASTE SERVICE 
Public sewer service within Sacramento County is provided by the Sacramento 
Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) and the Sacramento Area Sewer District 
(SASD), formally County Sanitation District No. 1 (CSD-1).  The project site lies within 
the existing boundaries of both service districts.  Each of the districts provides a distinct 
service. 

SASD operates, maintains and constructs sewage trunks and collection lines that carry 
between 1 and 10 million gallons per day.  SASD provides collection and transport of 
sanitary sewage and industrial wastes from its facilities to the major transmission, 
treatment, and disposal facilities operated by SRCSD. 

The SRCSD provides sewage transport via interceptor lines with capacities exceeding 
10 million gallons per day.  Sewage collected locally by the SASD (along with other 
public agencies) is transported by SRCSD via one of four interceptor sewers to the 
Regional Treatment Plant near the town of Freeport.  The Regional Plant provides 
secondary sewage treatment through a pure oxygen activated sludge process and then 
discharges treated effluent into the Sacramento River downstream from domestic water 
supply intake facilities. 

Both agencies, SASD and SRCSD, reviewed the proposed Vineyard I expansion of the 
proposed project and submitted comments and conditions which are included in the 
Impacts and Analysis section below.   

ENERGY SERVICE 
Existing electrical service is provided from the Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
(SMUD).  No comment letter has been received to date from SMUD.    

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The criteria used to evaluate the significance of public services and utility impacts 
resulting from the proposed project were developed based on CEQA Guidelines and on 
professional standards.  Impacts of the proposed project on public service and utilities 
were considered significant if implementation of the project would:  

 Result in inadequate wastewater treatment and disposal facilities for full 
buildout of the project;  

 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of electric or natural gas service;  



16 - Public Services 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 16-4 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of emergency services such as to substantially increase emergency response 
times;  

 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of park and recreation services 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

IMPACTS TO SRCSD AND SASD (FORMALLY CSD-1) SEWAGE LINES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the proposed mining operations would 
eliminate possible routes for gravity sewers being considered by SRCSD and 
CSD-1, which was considered a significant impact that could be reduced to less 
than significant with mitigation.  

The prior FEIR/EIS noted that SRCSD and CSD-1 completed a Sewerage Expansion 
Study and a 1994 Update Expansion Study, in part to investigate the most feasible trunk 
and interceptor alignment to serve areas within the USB.  The 1994 Update provided for 
an interceptor alignment through the project site.  This was identified as the Bradshaw 
Interceptor alignment, which was proposed adjacent to Bradshaw Road.  The Bradshaw 
Interceptor was proposed to be constructed through the area by 2005.  It was noted in 
the prior FEIR/EIS that the mining operations would most likely not be started prior to 
the construction of the planned sewer lines.  Therefore, it was concluded that 
excavation activities associated with mining would have the potential to effect and/or 
eliminate possible routes for gravity sewers being considered by SRCSD and CSD-1.   

The Bradshaw Interceptor has been installed and completed in the project area.  The 
proposed project would not have an impact to this sewer facility.   

In 2002, CSD-1 prepared a Master Plan (approved in 2004), and in 2006 CSD-1 
conducted a Master Plan Update to the 2002 Master Plan.  The Master Plan Update 
sought to establish the future capital needs of the CSD-1 trunk sewer system, 
addressing capacity relief projects for the existing system, as well as expansion projects 
to serve newly developed areas.  Based on the 2006 Master Plan Update, a trunk 
expansion is proposed at the intersection of Elder Creek Road and South Watt Avenue, 
where it travels east along Elder Creek Road and appears to travel north up Mayhew 
Road.  This trunk expansion is proposed for the years 2011 to 2020.   

Elder Creek is the southern limit of the project site.  The CSD-1 Master Plan and Master 
Plan Update have identified future trunk and interceptor locations.  Based on the Master 
Plan Update, the proposed project will not adversely impact any planned sewer 
facilities.   
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SRCSD Staff (R. Armstrong) reviewed the proposed project and commented (letter 
dated June 20, 2008) that the SRCSD Northwest Interceptor, Section 1, which is an 84-
inch line located on the north side of Fruitridge Road, is located within the proposed 
project boundaries.  SRCSD further commented that improvements associated with the 
proposed project do not appear to conflict with this facility.   

Staff (S. Khan) of SASD commented (letter dated July 7, 2008) that the subject property 
is outside the boundaries of SASD and would be subject to the Environmental 
Management Department (EMD) approval for on-site waste disposal facilities.  The 
proposed project would not require an on-site waste disposal facility.  

As there are no new sewer facilities planned through the project site and new facilities 
are located along existing roadways, mining and excavation of the project sites will not 
affect planned sewer facilities.  This impact is now considered less than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Required 

IMPACTS TO EXISTING SEPTIC SYSTEMS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that seepage from septic systems could cause 
adverse impacts when excavation occurs near a septic system site, especially in 
areas with gravelly soils.  This was found to be a significant impact that could be 
reduced to less than significant.  In addition, the prior FEIR/EIS determined that 
proposed mining operations would require the removal of onsite septic systems, 
which was found to be a less than significant impact.  

The prior FEIR/EIS identified the locations of known septic systems on the project site.  
It was concluded that excavation near an existing septic system site could have adverse 
impacts (especially where excavation occurs in areas of gravelly soils) and this was 
considered a significant impact.  However, compliance with the Zoning Code regarding 
mining setbacks for sewerage systems was found to reduce this impact to less than 
significant.   

Mining setbacks for sewerage systems are provided in the Sacramento County Zoning 
Code, Section 235-52(e)(5) [old Zoning Code Section 235-59(d), as stated in the prior 
FEIR/EIS], which states:  

In the event there are individual sewage disposal systems near or within the 
mining site, the mining setbacks shall conform to the provisions of the 
Sacramento County Code, Chapter 6.32 and shall be subject to the approval of 
the Sacramento County Environmental Management Department and the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Approval of these agencies must be 
obtained on the minimum mining setbacks before a Work Authorization Permit 
can be obtained, per Section 235-45(a)(2).  If setbacks of the mining use permit 
are established which exceed the setbacks prescribed in this Section, the Board 
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shall specify in writing reasons for requiring the additional setback and the 
setbacks shall become conditions of the use permit.    

The applicant for Vineyard I mining site has submitted an exhibit that shows the location 
of dust control wells, landscape irrigation wells and the approximate location of other 
wells/septic.  The proposed Vineyard I expansion site contain a dust control well and a 
well/septic.  There are no septic systems located near the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel.   

The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the mining operations would require the removal of 
onsite septic systems in compliance with Sacramento County EMD and Building 
Department guidelines.  This was found to be a less than significant impact.  Conditions 
from the prior FEIR/EIS required that the proponents submit a site plan for review to the 
Sacramento County EMD showing the exact locations of existing wells and septic 
systems within 300 feet of the project site.  Wells proposed to be used during mining 
operations, wells and/or septic systems proposed for abandonment and any proposed 
well(s) must be indicated on the plans.  Furthermore, the project proponents were 
required to abandon any existing septic systems according to EMD procedures and 
standards.   

Compliance with the Sacramento County Code and Zoning Code will ensure that mining 
and excavation activities would not have an adverse impact to septic systems.  Impacts 
on septic systems as a result the Vineyard I expansion mining site are considered less 
than significant.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

USE OF ONSITE WATER 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining activities would require water to be 
used for dust control and landscaping.  The rate of use would depend upon dust 
control and plant needs.  Aggregate processing incorporates both well water from 
new wells constructed within the project site and recycled settling pond water.  
This was found to be a less than significant impact.   

The prior FEIR/EIS included a condition that required the proponents to submit for 
review by EMD, a site plan showing the exact location of existing wells and septic 
systems within 300 feet of the project site.  The plan is to also indicate the wells 
proposed for use during the mining operation, wells and/or septic systems proposed for 
abandonment and the proposed location of any new wells.   

Although it was determined that this impact was less than significant, mitigation was 
included that required all new wells constructed within the project site be located and 
designed to minimize interference with existing wells within and outside the project site, 
to the satisfaction of EMD.   
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The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that there are no plans to provide public water to the 
project site or surrounding area during or following mining operations.  The proposed 
project does not change the prior conclusion.  Impacts remain less than significant. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measure:  None Required 

REMOVAL OF WATER WELLS 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining operations would require the removal 
of water wells.  However, since removal of wells would have to be in compliance 
with regulations of EMD and the Building Department guidelines, this was found 
to be a less than significant impact.  

There is one dust control water well located within the Vineyard I expansion site.  There 
are also existing wells located on Aspen III South and Aspen IV South mining sites.   

Staff (C. Hawkins) of EMD reviewed the proposed project and submitted a comment 
letter (letter dated January 3, 2008) requesting that “any existing well that will not be 
operational must be destroyed under permit from EMD” be included as a condition for 
the proposed project.  Removal of water wells prior to excavation would be in 
compliance with EMD regulations, which will ensure impacts associated with removal of 
water wells are less than significant.    

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

ELECTRIC FACILITIES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that electrical facilities would need to be installed 
to serve the proposed project, including those for the aggregate processing 
facility.  This was considered a less than significant impact.   

The processing facility was not included as part of the prior project.  The mined material 
was to be sent to existing processing facilities via the conveyor system.  It was 
determined in the prior FEIR/EIS that electricity needed for the project site would be 
supplied from SMUD’s Sunrise/Jackson substation.  Even with the inclusion of the 
processing facility, it was determined that the electric power demand would not 
constitute a significant increase in demand.   

Although this impact was considered less than significant, there were two mitigation 
measures included for this impact.  One mitigation measure pertained to the proposed 
processing facility on the Vineyard I mining site.  That mitigation measure is not 
applicable to the project.  The other mitigation measure required that any existing 
overhead power lines shall remain, and if necessary be relocated at the proponents’ 
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expense as the operation proceeds.  The Vineyard I expansion site does not have any 
overhead power lines located on the site. This mitigation measure is not applicable to 
the proposed project.   

The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, Raised Bank Channel and the Vineyard I 
expansion site will not require additional electric facility use over what was originally 
permitted.  This impact remains less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

NATURAL GAS FACILITIES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the installation of natural gas facilities would 
need to be installed to serve the proposed project, including the hot asphalt plant. 
 This was considered to be a less than significant impact.   

The processing plant that was previously proposed for Vineyard I was not built as part 
of the previous project, since Granite was able to obtain the necessary easements for a 
conveyor system to their existing off-site plant.  The proposed project will not require the 
use of natural gas; therefore, natural gas facilities will not need to be installed.  This is 
no longer an impact.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

PARK SERVICES 
The project site is within the boundaries of Southgate Recreation and Park 
District.  The proposed project will provide trails through the mitigation corridor for 
public use. 

The revised reclamation plan creates a wetland/riparian stream corridor and includes 
trails for public use/ open space.  Southgate Recreation and Park District reviewed the 
proposed project and submitted comments and recommended conditions of approval.  
The District requests for a trail easement within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
and Raised Bank Channel.   

The provision of trails and open space on the project site is addressed in the Land Use 
Chapter.  The use of the project site as open space was found to not have a significant 
impact on the post development and use of the project site.  The provision of park 
services to the project site is considered a less than significant impact.  Although 
impacts are considered less than significant, mitigation consistent with the Land Use 
Chapter has been included.   

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 
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Mitigation Measures:  Implement Mitigation Measure LU-3 

EMERGENCY SERVICES 
The proposed project will provide public use of the mitigation corridor.  The 
Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District provides fire protection service to the 
project area and provided conditions of approval.  The project will not adversely 
affect the provision of fire services.   

The project proposes to have trails through the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel.  These trails will eventually connect to future bike 
trails, as shown on the 2010 Bikeway Master Plan.  The trails will be considered open 
space, to be used by the general public.  The Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District 
reviewed the proposed project and submitted comments and recommended conditions 
of approval.  Upon compliance with recommendations of the Fire District, the project as 
proposed is not expected to adversely affect the provision of fire services.  Impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation:  Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures:  None Required 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Service providers were given the opportunity to comment on the proposed project and 
none identified existing deficiencies in capacity or ability to provide service to which the 
proposed project would contribute.  Based on this information, the proposed project 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a public 
service impact; cumulative impacts are considered less than significant.  
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17 CLIMATE CHANGE 

INTRODUCTION TO CLIMATE CHANGE AND GLOBAL WARMING 

The average surface temperature of the Earth has risen by about 1 degree Fahrenheit 
in the past century, with most of that occurring during the past two decades (World 
Meteorological Organization, 2005).  To the layperson, this apparently small amount of 
warming may appear insignificant.  Correspondingly, the probable increases in average 
temperatures of between 3 to 8 degrees Fahrenheit (Cayan, et al., 2006a) may appear 
noticeable, but still insignificant.  The word average is of critical importance to 
understanding climate change and global warming.  In July, the average high 
temperature in Sacramento is 94 degrees Fahrenheit (The Weather Channel website, 
2007).  This number is created by averaging temperatures over decades, not just for 
one particular year.  Although the average is 94 degrees Fahrenheit, residents know 
that the individual days and weeks making up that average are as much as 20 degrees 
warmer or cooler in the extreme cases and up to 10 degrees warmer or cooler on a 
more regular basis.  Therefore, applying an average increase of 8 degrees in a strictly 
linear way (omitting forcing effects) would mean that the average July temperature in 
Sacramento would be 102 degrees, and that temperatures could get as hot as 122 
degrees in an extreme event (the current record is 114) and could regularly reach 112 
degrees.  This kind of temperature shift would have significant consequences to citizens 
and the environment alike. 

The principal greenhouse gases (GHGs) that enter the atmosphere because of human 
activities are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and fluorinated 
gases.  From 1750 to 2004, concentrations of CO2, CH4, and N2O have increased 
globally by 35, 143, and 18 percent, respectively.  Other greenhouse gases, such as 
fluorinated gases, are created and emitted solely through human activities. (EPA 2006) 
Carbon dioxide is the gas that is most commonly referenced when discussing climate 
change because it is the most commonly emitted gas.  While some of the less common 
gases do make up less of the total greenhouse gases emitted to the atmosphere, some 
have a greater climate-forcing effect per molecule and/or are more toxic than carbon 
dioxide. 

“In order to stabilize the concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere, emissions would 
need to peak and decline thereafter.  The lower the stabilization level, the more quickly 
this peak and decline would need to occur.  Mitigation efforts over the next two to three 
decades will have a large impact on opportunities to achieve lower stabilization levels.”  
(IPCC 2007c) 
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CARBON DIOXIDE 
Carbon dioxide emissions are mainly associated with combustion of carbon-bearing 
fossil fuels such as gasoline, diesel, and natural gas used in mobile sources and 
energy-generation-related activities.  The U.S. EPA estimates that CO2 emissions 
accounted for 84.6% of greenhouse gas emissions in the United States in 2004 (EPA 
2006).  The California Energy Commission (CEC) estimates that CO2 emissions 
account for 84% of California’s anthropogenic (manmade) greenhouse gas emissions, 
nearly all of which is associated with fossil fuel combustion (CEC 2005).  Total CO2 
emissions in the United States increased by 20% from 1990 to 2004 (EPA 2006). 

METHANE 
CH4 has both natural and anthropogenic sources.  Landfills, natural gas distribution 
systems, agricultural activities, fireplaces and wood stoves, stationary and mobile fuel 
combustion, and gas and oil production fields categories are the major sources of these 
emissions.  The U.S. EPA estimates that CH4 emissions accounted for 7.9% of total 
greenhouse gas emissions in the United States in 2004.  (EPA 2006)  The CEC 
estimates that CH4 emissions from various sources represent 6.2% of California’s total 
greenhouse gas emissions (CEC 2005).  Total CH4 emissions in the United States 
decreased by 10% from 1990 to 2004 (EPA 2006). 

NITROUS OXIDE 
N2O is produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including those reactions 
which occur in fertilizers that contain nitrogen.  Global concentration for N2O in 1998 
was 314 ppb, and in addition to agricultural sources for the gas, some industrial 
processes (fossil fuel fired power plants, nylon production, nitric acid production, and 
vehicle emissions) also contribute to its atmospheric load.  (EPA 2006) 

The U.S. EPA estimates that N2O emissions accounted for 5.5% of total greenhouse 
gas emissions in the United States in 2004 (EPA 2006).  The CEC estimates that 
nitrous oxide emissions from various sources represent 6.6% of California’s total 
greenhouse gas emissions (CEC 2005).  Total N2O emissions in the United States 
decreased by 2% from 1990 to 2004 (EPA 2006). 

FLUORINATED GASES (HFCS, PFCS, AND SF6) 
Fluorinated gases, such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs) and 
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), are powerful greenhouse gases that are emitted from a variety 
of industrial processes.  The primary sources of fluorinated gas emissions in the United 
States include the production of HCFC-22, electrical transmission and distribution 
systems, semiconductor manufacturing, aluminum production, magnesium production 
and processing, and substitution for ozone-depleting substances.  The U.S. EPA 
estimates that fluorinated gas (HFC, PFC, and SF6) emissions accounted for 2.0% of 
total greenhouse gas emissions in the United States in 2004.  (EPA 2006)  The CEC 
estimates that fluorinated gas emissions from various sources represent 3.4% of 
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California’s total greenhouse gas emissions (CEC 2005).  Total fluorinated gas 
emissions in the United States increased by 58% from 1990 to 2004 (EPA 2006). 

WORLDWIDE, NATIONAL AND STATEWIDE EMISSIONS 

Table CC-1 presents estimated GHG emissions from California, the United States, and 
from worldwide sources.  The results are presented in units of million metric tons per 
year of CO2 equivalents (MMTCO2Eq). 

Table CC-1: 
Greenhouse Gases Emissions Worldwide, United States, and California  

 

Geographic Region 

CO2 CH4 N2O 

MMTCO2Eqa MMTCO2Eqb MMTCO2Eqc

Worldwide GHG Emissions for calendar 
year 20001 

38,000 5,434 3,002

United States GHG Emissions for 
calendar year 20042 

5,973.0 639.5 353.7

California GHG Emissions for calendar 
year 20043 

427.4 25.9 15.1

Notes:  
aMMTCO2Eq means million metric tons per year of CO2 equivalent, using Global Warming Potential (GWP) values 
provided by IPCC in its Fourth Assessment Report (TAR) (IPCC 2007a). The GWP for CO2 is 1. 
bThe GWP from IPCC’s TAR for CH4 is 21. 
cThe GWP from IPCC’s TAR for N2O is 310. 

CO2 = carbon dioxide; N2O = Nitrous oxide; CH4 = Methane. 
1 Worldwide GHG emissions taken from Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 4th Assessment Report, Climate 
Change 2007: Synthesis Report, page 36. 
2United States GHG emissions taken from Emissions of Greenhouse Gases in the United States 2004, Energy 
Information Administration, U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, DC, December 2005. 
3California GHG emissions taken from Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to 2004, 
California Air Resources Board, November 2007. 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY EMISSIONS 

The ICLEI (Local Governments for Sustainability) Clean Air and Climate Protection 
Model (CACP) was used to estimate unincorporated Sacramento County emissions, 
along with the emissions of all of the incorporated cities in the County.  This complete 
inventory was done to provide a regional picture, but the County does not have control 
over incorporated city emissions 
(http://www.sustainability.saccounty.net/ReportsPublications/default.htm, click on the 



17 - Climate Change 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 17-4 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

Reports and Publications link to download the full Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 
for Sacramento County).  The baseline year 2005 was chosen based on availability of 
information.  In cases where 2005 data was unavailable, 2006 or other recent-year data 
was substituted.  The software inventories community GHG emissions for all operations, 
with a separate government analysis tab that determines GHG emissions of local 
government operations as a subset of the community analysis.  The community analysis 
divides GHG emissions among residential (energy usage), commercial and industrial 
(energy usage), transportation (exhaust emissions), off-road vehicle use (exhaust 
emissions), waste (landfill emissions), wastewater treatment (energy usage), agriculture 
(fertilizers, enteric fermentation, etc), High GWP (high global warming potential, such 
are refrigerants), and airport (emissions from County buildings and fleets – does not 
include fleet owned by airlines) sectors.  The government analysis divides emissions 
among buildings, vehicle fleet, employee commute, streetlights, water/sewage, and 
waste sectors. 

For the community analysis, energy use was obtained for the Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District (SMUD) and the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E).  Community 
waste generation for Sacramento County was collected through the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) web site and through consultation with 
staff of Sacramento County Municipal Services Agency.  The SMUD reported its 2005 
GHG emissions and an emissions factor for all electricity sold to customers that was 
verified and certified by the California Climate Action Registry.  This emissions factor 
was input into the model as a replacement for the statewide emissions factor for 
electricity consumption to generate more accurate GHG emissions estimates for 
Sacramento County electricity consumption.  The analysis also uses localized vehicle 
miles traveled information using the outputs from the Sacramento Regional Travel 
Demand Model (SACMET) and the emissions factors from the Emission Factors Model 
2007 (EMFAC 2007).  The software default emissions factors for other GHGs, which are 
based on statewide averages, were used in all other instances. 

As shown in Table CC-2, the County 2005 emission baseline is approximately 5.2 MMT 
per year, with the transportation sector as the largest contributor at 40% of the total.  
The emissions per sector drop precipitously from there, with the residential sector 
emitting only half of the transportation sector total.  However, the residential and 
commercial sectors can be combined to give a more overarching view, because though 
these sectors operate differently, the source of emissions are the same: private building 
and interior equipment energy usage.  Combining these sectors, transportation 
accounts for 40% of emissions, and operation of residential, commercial, and industrial 
buildings accounts for 35% of emissions.  The off-road vehicle, waste, wastewater, 
agriculture, and high global warming potential greenhouse gases (High GWP GHG) 
sectors combined are responsible for only 21% of the County emissions, with the airport 
as an additional 4%. 
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Table CC-2: 2005 Community Emissions by Sector 

Sector CO2e (metric tons) Percent 

Residential 1,033,142 19.9 

Commercial and Industrial 772,129 14.8 

Transportation 2,046,617 39.3 

Off-Road Vehicle Use 236,466 4.5 

Waste 435,348 8.3 

Wastewater Treatment 70,662 1.4 

Agriculture 197,132 3.8 

High GWP GHGs 203,528 3.9 

Airport 200,404 3.9 

Total 5,201,313 100 

EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed 
several emission trajectories of carbon dioxide needed to stabilize global temperatures 
and climate change impacts.  It concluded that a stabilization of greenhouse gases at 
400 – 450 ppm carbon dioxide-equivalent concentration is required to keep global mean 
warming below 2°C, which in turn is assumed to be necessary to avoid dangerous 
climate change (IPCC 2007a).  The California Climate Change Center (CCCC) at UC 
Berkeley has determined that an 11 percent reduction of greenhouse gases from 2005 
levels is required by year 2010, a 25 percent reduction is required by 2020, and an 80 
reduction by 2050 in order to stabilize greenhouse gases at 400 – 450 ppm carbon 
dioxide-equivalent concentrations and avoid potentially dangerous climate change 
impacts (CCCC 2006).  The California Legislature required these reduction levels by 
enacting Assembly Bill 32. 

Though reduction rates were established in California law (AB 32), as of the writing of 
this document there are no established statewide CEQA thresholds for greenhouse 
gases.  AB 32 requires ARB to adopt a statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit 
equivalent to the statewide greenhouse gas emissions levels in 1990 to be achieved by 
2020, as specified. 

AB 1493 – GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION STANDARDS FOR AUTOMOBILES 
California Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 in 2002 required the California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) to develop and adopt the nation’s first GHG emission standards for automobiles. 
The legislature declared in AB 1493 that global warming was a matter of increasing 
concern for public health and environment in the state.  It cited several risks that 
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California faces from climate change, including reduction in the state’s water supply, 
increased air pollution creation by higher temperatures, harm to agriculture, and 
increase in wildfires, damage to the coastline, and economic losses caused by higher 
food, water energy, and insurance prices.  Further the legislature stated that 
technological solutions to reduce GHG emissions would stimulate California economy 
and provide jobs. 

The State of California in 2004 submitted a request for a waiver from federal clean air 
regulations (as the State is authorized to do under the Clean Air Act) to allow the State 
to require reduced tailpipe emissions of CO2.  In late 2007, the EPA denied California’s 
waiver request and declined to promulgate adequate federal regulations limiting GHG 
emissions.  In early 2008, the State brought suit against EPA related to this denial. 

A recent ARB study (ARB 2008a) showed that in calendar year 2016, AB 1493 (also 
referred to as the Pavley standard or the Pavley rules) would reduce California’s GHG 
annual emissions by 16.4 million metric tons (MMT) of carbon dioxide equivalents 
(CO2e). This is almost 50% more than the 11.1 MMT reduction produced by currently 
proposed federal fleet average standards for model years 2011 – 2015. 

Further, by 2020, California is committed to implement revised, more stringent GHG 
emission limits, the Pavley Phase 2 rules (See discussion of scoping plan below). 
California’s requirements would reduce California GHG emissions by 31.7 MMTCO2e in 
calendar year 2020, 45 percent more than the 21.9 MMTs reductions under the 
proposed federal rules in that year. Since the California rules are significantly more 
effective at reducing GHGs than the federal CAFE (fuel economy) program, they also 
result in better fuel efficiency – roughly 43 miles per gallon (mpg) in 2020 for the 
California vehicle fleet as compared to the new CAFE standard of 35 mpg. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER S-3-05 
Executive Order S-3-05 was the precursor to Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32 is described in 
the next section) and was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in June 2005.  This 
Executive Order was significant because of its clear declarative statements that climate 
change poses a threat to the State of California.  The Executive Order states that 
California is “particularly vulnerable” to the impacts of climate change, and that climate 
change has the potential to reduce Sierra snowpack (a primary source of drinking 
water), exacerbate existing air quality problems, adversely impact human health, 
threaten coastal real estate and habitat by causing sea level rise, and impact crop 
production.  The Executive Order also states that “mitigation efforts will be necessary to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions”. 

To address the issues described above, the Executive Order established emission 
reduction targets for the state: reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels by 2010, to 1990 
levels by 2020 and to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.  The Secretary of the California 
Environmental Protection Agency was named as coordinator for this effort, and the 
Executive Order required a progress report by January 2006 and biannually thereafter.  
As a result, the Climate Act Team was created by the California Environmental 
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Protection Agency.  The first report from the Climate Act Team was released in March 
of 2006, which proposed to meet the emissions targets through voluntary compliance 
and state incentive and regulatory programs. 

Currently only the 2020 target has been adopted by the state through legislation (see 
Assembly Bill 32, below).  As a result, all of the impact discussions, mitigation, and 
strategies are based on meeting the 2020 target, not the longer-term 2050 target. 

ASSEMBLY BILL 32 
In September 2006, Assembly Bill (AB) 32 was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger of 
California.  AB 32 requires that California GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 
the year 2020, just like Executive Order S-3-05.  However, AB 32 is a comprehensive 
bill that requires ARB to adopt regulations requiring the reporting and verification of 
statewide greenhouse gas emissions, and it establishes a schedule of action measures. 
AB 32 also requires that a list of emission reduction strategies be published to achieve 
emissions reduction goals. 

As of this writing, the first six critical path items have occurred.  AB 32 is in effect and 
the list of early action measures was adopted by the ARB on June 21, 2007 (Resolution 
07-25), and many other measures were added at a hearing on October 25, 2007.  The 
Scoping Plan was adopted on December 11, 2008.  Regulations to implement various 
early action measures have been adopted (such as the Low Carbon Fuel Standard). 

SENATE BILL 375 
On September 30, 2008, Senate Bill (SB) 375 was signed by Governor 
Schwarzenegger of California.  SB 375 combines regional transportation planning with 
sustainability strategies in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in California’s 
urbanized areas.  Existing law requires each regional transportation planning agency, 
which in Sacramento County’s case is the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG), to adopt a Metropolitan Transportation Plan.  SB 375 required the California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) to set performance targets for reduction of passenger 
vehicle emissions per capita in each of 16 Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) 
in the state for 2020 and 2035.  For the SACOG MPO, these targets were set at 7% 
below 2005 per capita emissions for 2020 and 16% below 2005 per capita emissions for 
2035.  MPOs are not required to meet the greenhouse gas emission targets established 
by ARB, but if they conclude it is not feasible to do so, they must prepare an Alternative 
Planning Scenario to demonstrate what further land use and/or transportation actions 
would be required to meet the targets.  SB 375 also requires that the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan for each MPO include a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 
that integrates the land use and transportation components, and amends CEQA to 
provide incentives for housing and mixed use projects that help to implement an 
MTP/SCS that meets the ARB targets. 



17 - Climate Change 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South Final SEIR 17-8 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016, & PLNP2008-00017 

SENATE BILL 97 CHAPTER 185, STATUTES OF 2007 
Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) requires that the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) prepare 
guidelines to submit to the California Resources Agency regarding feasible mitigation of 
greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of GHG emissions as required by CEQA.  The 
California Resources Agency is required to certify and adopt these revisions to the State 
CEQA Guidelines by January 1, 2010.  The Natural Resources Agency adopted the 
amendments on December 30, 2009.  On February 16, 2010, the Office of 
Administrative Law approved the Amendments, and filed them with the Secretary of 
State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations.  The Amendments became 
effective on March 18, 2010. 

ENDANGERMENT FINDING 
On December 7, 2009, the U.S. EPA made an Endangerment Finding and a Cause or 
Contribute Finding related to greenhouse gases.  The U.S. EPA Administrator found 
that the current and projected concentrations of the six key well-mixed greenhouse 
gases – carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons 
(HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) – in the atmosphere 
threaten the public health and welfare of current and future generations 
(endangerment).  The Administrator also found that the combined emissions of these 
well-mixed greenhouse gases from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines 
contribute to the greenhouse gas pollution which threatens public health and welfare 
(Cause or Contribute). 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA EMISSION REDUCTION/ADAPTATION STRATEGIES 

Several strategies to reduce vehicle emissions have been identified by the California 
Environmental Protection Agency’s Climate Action Team.  These include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 

VEHICLE CLIMATE CHANGE STANDARDS 
With the passage of AB 1493, Pavley, Chapter 200, Statutes of 2002, California moved 
to the forefront of reducing vehicle climate change emissions.  This bill required the 
state to develop and adopt regulations that achieve the maximum feasible and cost-
effective reduction of climate change emissions emitted by passenger vehicles and light 
duty trucks.  Regulations were adopted by the ARB in September 2004.  The ARB 
analysis of this regulation indicates emissions savings of 1 million tons CO2 equivalent 
(MMTCO2e) by 2010 and 30 million tons CO2 equivalent by 2020. 
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DIESEL ANTI-IDLING 
Reduced idling times and the electrification of truck stops can reduce diesel use in 
trucks by about 4 percent, with major air quality benefits.  In July 2004 the ARB adopted 
a measure to limit diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicle idling.  AB 32 analysis 
indicates that anti-idling measures could reduce climate change emissions by 1.2 
MMTCO2e in 2020.   

OTHER NEW LIGHT DUTY VEHICLE TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENTS 
In September 2004 the California Air Resources Board approved regulations to reduce 
climate change emissions from new motor vehicles.  The regulations apply to new 
passenger vehicles and light duty trucks beginning with the 2009 model year.  The 
standards adopted by the Board phase in during the 2009 through 2016 model years. 
When fully phased in, the near term (2009 – 2012) standards will result in about a 22 
percent reduction as compared to the 2002 fleet, and the mid-term (2013 – 2016) 
standards will result in about a 30 percent reduction. 

New standards would be adopted to phase in beginning in the 2017 model year 
(following up on the existing mid-term standards that reach maximum stringency in 
2016).  Assuming that the new standards call for about a 50 percent reduction, phased 
in beginning in 2017, this measure would achieve about a 4 MMT reduction in 2020. 
The reduction achieved by this measure would significantly increase in subsequent 
years as clean new vehicles replace older vehicles in the fleet – staff estimates a 2030 
reduction of about 27 MMT. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER S-01-07 
This Executive Order was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger on January 18, 2007 
and directed the Climate Action Team to determine whether the items in the Order could 
be established as an early action measure pursuant to AB 32 – which the Climate 
Action Team has now done.  The Executive Order states that the State of California 
relies on petroleum-based fuels for 96% of its transportation needs, there were more 
than 24 million motor vehicles registered in California, and statewide gasoline 
consumption was almost 16 billion gallons in 2005.  To address the carbon emitted by 
this use of fuel, the Executive Order states that a statewide goal must be established to 
reduce the “carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels” by at least 10% by the 
year 2020 and that a Low Carbon Fuel Standard for transportation fuels be established. 
The Low Carbon Fuel Standard applies to all “refiners, blenders, producers or importers 
of transportation fuels in California”. 

CALIFORNIA CLIMATE ADAPTATION STRATEGY 
In December 2009, the California Resources Agency, in coordination and partnership 
with multiple other state agencies, released their California Climate Adaptation Strategy. 
 This document summarizes the best known science on climate change impacts in 
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seven specific sectors, including: public health, biodiversity-habitat, ocean & coastal 
resources, water management, agriculture, forestry, and transportation and energy 
infrastructure.  The strategy provides recommendations on how to manage against 
threats to these sectors.  The strategy is in direct response to Gov. Schwarzenegger's 
November 2008 Executive Order S-13-08 that specifically asked the Natural Resources 
Agency to identify how state agencies can respond to rising temperatures, changing 
precipitation patterns, sea level rise, and extreme natural events. 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY EMISSION REDUCTION EFFORTS 

CLIMATE ACTION PLAN 
In May of 2009 Sacramento County published a Phase I Draft Climate Action Plan 
(Phase I CAP).  The Phase I CAP provides a framework and overall policy strategy for 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions and managing our resources in order to comply 
with AB 32.  It also highlights actions already taken to become more efficient, and 
targets future mitigation and adaptation strategies.  This document is available at 
http://www.sustainability.saccounty.net/ClimateActionPlan/default.htm.  The draft Phase 
I CAP contains policies/goals related to agriculture, energy, transportation/land use, 
waste, and water. 

Goals in the section on agriculture focus on promoting the consumption of locally-grown 
produce, protection of local farmlands, educating the community about the intersection 
of agriculture and climate change, educating the community about the importance of 
open space, pursuing sequestration opportunities, and promoting water conservation in 
agriculture.  Actions related to these goals cover topics related to urban forest 
management, water conservation programs, open space planning, and sustainable 
agriculture programs. 

Goals in the section on energy focus on increasing energy efficiency and increasing the 
usage of renewable sources.  Actions include implementing green building ordinances 
and programs, community outreach, renewable energy policies, and partnerships with 
local energy producers. 

Goals in the section on transportation/land use cover a wide range of topics but are 
principally related to reductions in vehicle miles traveled, usage of alternative fuel types, 
and increases in vehicle efficiency.  Actions include programs to increase the efficiency 
of the County vehicle fleet, and an emphasis on mixed use and higher density 
development, implementation of technologies and planning strategies that improve non-
vehicular mobility. 

Goals in the section on waste include reductions in waste generation, maximizing waste 
diversion, and reducing methane emissions at Kiefer landfill.  Actions include solid 
waste reduction and recycling programs, a regional composting facility, changes in the 
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waste vehicle fleet to use non-petroleum fuels, carbon sequestration at the landfill, and 
methane capture at the landfill. 

Goals in the section on water include reducing water consumption, emphasizing water 
efficiency, reducing uncertainties in water supply by increasing the flexibility of the water 
allocation/distribution system, and emphasizing the importance of floodplain and open 
space protection as a means of providing groundwater recharge.  Actions include 
metering, water recycling programs, water use efficiency policy, water efficiency audits, 
greywater programs/policies, river-friendly landscape demonstration gardens, 
participation in the water forum, and many other related measures. 

Publication of a Phase II CAP is anticipated to occur one year from the adoption of the 
2030 Sacramento County General Plan.  This Phase II CAP is intended to flesh out the 
strategies involved in the Phase I CAP, and will include economic analysis, intensive 
vetting with all internal departments, community outreach/information sharing, timelines, 
and detailed performance measures. 

CHICAGO CLIMATE EXCHANGE 
In February 2007, the County joined the Chicago Climate Exchange. The Chicago 
Climate Exchange is the world’s first and North America’s only voluntary, legally binding 
rules-based greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction and trading system.  Chicago 
Climate Exchange Phase I members commit to reduce GHG emissions 1% per year 
over the years 2003 through 2006 relative to a 1998 through 2001 average baseline.  
Members agree to reduce GHG emissions by a total of 4% below the baseline by 2006. 
 Chicago Climate Exchange Phase II members commit to reduce GHG emissions from 
1¼% to ½% per year through the years 2007 through 2010 for grand total of 6% below 
the baseline. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION/ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAM 
The Board of Supervisors approved an Energy Conservation/Energy Efficiency Program 
in 2001.  The essence of the program is to reduce electrical energy usage during peak 
periods of the day.  The program contains ten measures such as participating in 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s Voluntary Emergency Curtailment Program, 
setting building temperatures to 78° F to decrease cooling demand and dual switching 
of lights.  The preliminary baseline for direct and indirect emissions for the County is 
226,700 metric tons of CO2. 

CALIFORNIA CLIMATE ACTION REGISTRY 
The County joined the California Climate Action Registry (Registry) in December 2006. 
The Registry is a non-profit public/private partnership that serves as a voluntary GHG 
registry to protect, encourage and promote early actions to reduce GHG emissions. 
Registry participants agree to calculate, certify and publicly report GHG emissions.  The 
Registry provides a reporting tool, standards and protocol for reporting GHG emissions. 
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AB32 recognizes participation in the Registry in a number of ways.  First, AB 32 
requires the ARB to incorporate the standards and protocols developed by the Registry 
in the rulemaking process.  Second, AB 32 provides that entities that join the Registry 
prior to December 31, 2006 and report their emissions according to the Registry 
protocols will not be required to significantly alter their reporting program. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS FOR SUSTAINABILITY (ICLEI) 
The Local Governments for Sustainability is administered under the International 
Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI), which the County joined in 2007.  
Cities for Climate ProtectionTM (CCP) is ICLEI's flagship campaign.  The program is 
designed to educate and empower local governments worldwide to take action on 
climate change.  CCP is a performance-oriented campaign that offers a framework for 
local governments to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve livability within 
their municipalities.  This campaign would give Sacramento County a framework and 
tools to develop a plan for greenhouse emissions. The basic framework is called the 5 
Milestones and consists of the following steps: completion of a baseline emissions 
inventory and forecast, adoption of an emissions reduction target, development of a 
Local Action Plan, implementation of policies and measures, and monitoring and 
verification of results. 

The County has completed the emissions inventory and it is available on the 
Department of Environmental Review and Assessment website at 
www.dera.saccounty.net (see the home page under special studies). 

GREEN FLEETS 
The City and County of Sacramento have adopted a heavy-duty low-emission vehicle 
(LEV) acquisition policy.  The policy goal is to reduce oxides of nitrogen (NOx) 
emissions from heavy-duty fleet vehicles to meet the year 2005 standard for ozone in 
the Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-attainment area.  The efforts will focus on the 
conversion of the on-road, heavy-duty equipment fleets to certified low-emission 
vehicles as these vehicles are replaced as part of regular systematic replacement 
programs.  As of 2004 the County has committed to replace 50% off the fleet to low-
emission vehicles. 

COOL COUNTIES INITIATIVE 
On July 16, 2007 at the National Association of Counties Annual Conference in 
Richmond, Virginia, 12 pioneering counties representing 17 million people launched 
“Cool Counties.” The Cool Counties initiative seeks to marshal the resources of all 
3,066 counties across the nation to address the challenges climate change poses to our 
communities.  On May 27, 2008 the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors approved 
a resolution to become a Cool County and participate in the initiative. 
 
Participating counties commit to four smart actions:  
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1. reducing our own contributions to climate change through our internal operations;  

2. demonstrating regional leadership to achieve climate stabilization and protect our 
communities;  

3. helping our community become climate resilient;  

4. urging the federal government to support our efforts.  

These actions are consistent with the state requirements under Assembly Bill (AB) 32 
and Executive Order S-3-05, including: 

  Assessing local operations that impact greenhouse gas emissions; 

   Working to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 80% below current levels by 2050; 

 Identifying local vulnerabilities to climate change and creating a plan to address 
them; 

 Working with counties nationally to urge the federal government to adopt 
legislation to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 80% below current levels by 2050. 

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

CEQA Guidelines section 16064.4 states that an agency should make a “good faith 
effort . . . to describe, calculate, or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions 
resulting from a project”.  It is left to the lead agency’s discretion to use a quantitative or 
qualitative approach.  Factors that should be considered when determining significance 
are: 

1. The extent to which the project may increase or decrease greenhouse gas 
emissions compared to the baseline; 

2. whether the project exceeds any applicable significance threshold; and 

3. the extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted 
to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

The guidelines do not include a numeric significance threshold, but instead defer to the 
lead agency to determine whether there are thresholds which apply to the project.  With 
regard to the third item, statewide plans include AB 32 and SB 375, as described in the 
Regulatory setting.  The underlying strategy and assumptions of the AB 32 Scoping 
Plan were used to develop County thresholds.  AB 32 requires emissions be reduced to 
1990 levels by the year 2020, which is estimated in the AB 32 Scoping Plan to be 15% 
below existing (2005) emissions.  The text is emphasized to note that the goal is not 
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15% below what is known as “business-as-usual” conditions or unmitigated project 
emissions; it is 15% below the emissions which were existing in California as of the year 
2005. 

As previously discussed, Sacramento County prepared a GHG emissions inventory for 
the County, and as an offshoot of that process has published a Draft Climate Action 
Plan.  Thresholds have been developed based on the County inventory (see Table 
CC-3).  As shown below, separate thresholds have been included for each sector.  The 
purpose of this division is to provide additional information about the source of 
emissions.  When making a final determination of significance, these thresholds can be 
combined to generate a total emissions threshold; it is this total threshold that will 
ultimately determine whether impacts are found to be significant. 

Table CC-3: Greenhouse Gas Significance Thresholds, in Metric Tons 

Sector 
2005 

Baseline 
2020 

Target 
Thresholds 

Residential Energy 1,033,142 877,883 1.33 per capita 

Commercial & 
Industrial Energy 

772,129 656,660 7.87 per Kft2 

Transportation 2,046,617 1,740,000 2.64 per capita 

Trucks 488,806 415,218 0.10 per 100 VMT 

Also note that the transportation sector is expressed in per capita, which is not 
applicable to non-residential projects.  The determination was made that, in general, 
non-residential projects redistribute existing trips made by passenger vehicles – they do 
not generate new trips.  The majority of trips to and from a commercial project are 
generated by residential uses.  Residential projects are already being required to 
account for transportation emissions, so including them for commercial projects as well 
would result in double-counting.  Therefore, only the truck-trips generated by a 
commercial project itself will be subject to analysis.  An exception to this rule is any 
commercial project which is a regional draw or unique draw, and thus may cause the 
redistribution of existing trips in a manner that will increase total existing VMT. 

Thresholds applicable to construction activities have not been developed.  Emissions 
resulting from the usage of off-road vehicles is only 4.5% of the total inventoried 
emissions in Sacramento County, which includes recreational and other vehicles, not 
just construction fleets.  Furthermore, while emissions from the actual use of newly 
constructed buildings adds to existing building stock and thus results in a cumulative 
year-on-year increase in emissions, the amount of construction in a region does not 
result in cumulative additions.  Though construction may increase or decrease in a 
given year due to market demand, the average amount of construction undertaken does 
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not tend to increase over time.  For this reason, even without mitigation the amount of 
annual emissions resulting from construction is expected to decrease over time as a 
result of the implementation of existing regulations (such as the low carbon fuel 
standard) and fleet turnover.  An analysis of the data for construction equipment within 
the EMFAC (Emissions Factor Model) 2011 indicates that construction fleet emissions 
will reduce by approximately 11% between 2005 and 2020.  Standard mitigation applied 
for the purpose of reducing other air pollutants (see the Air Quality chapter) will further 
reduce emissions.  For the foregoing reasons, it was determined that construction 
emissions would not contribute to a significant climate change impact, and no threshold 
is necessary. 

METHODOLOGY 

The applicant provided estimated fuel usage over the life of the Project.  Carbon dioxide 
emissions were directly calculated from the fuel data by using Environmental Protection 
Agency estimates of CO2 emissions per unit of fuel consumed.  According to “Direct 
Emissions from Mobile Pollutant Sources” (May 2008)1, a total of 22.38 pounds of CO2  
is emitted for each gallon of diesel fuel consumed. 

IMPACTS AND ANALYSIS 

According to data provided by the applicant, the project will result in the consumption of 
19,628.62 gallons of diesel fuel for the mining of 5.6 additional acres.  Multiplied by the 
emissions factor of 22.38, this results in approximately 199 metric tons of CO2 
emissions.  Though these emissions result from the operation of a quasi-industrial 
enterprise, the emissions will only occur over a time period of six months and will then 
cease.  The purpose of the significance thresholds is to reduce the cumulative effect of 
a year-on-year buildup of emissions, which is not what the Project will cause.  Project 
emissions are more alike to construction emissions in this way, which result in only a 
temporary source of emissions.  Given that the project will not cause an increase in year 
2020 emissions – the emissions will have ceased long before then – no mitigation or 
further analysis is necessary.  Project impacts are short-term, like construction impacts, 
and will not impede the ability of the County or the State to achieve 2020 target year 
emissions; impacts are less than significant.   

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
As stated above, since mining of the Vineyard I mining expansion site is short-term in 
nature and will not impede the ability of the County or the State to achieve 2020 target 
year emissions, the project will not have a cumulative greenhouse gas emission impact; 
the cumulative greenhouse gas emission impacts are considered less than significant. 

                                            

1 http://www.epa.gov/climateleaders/documents/resources/mobilesource_guidance.pdf  
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18 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND THEIR DISPOSITION 

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED 

Approval of the project will result in significant effects in the areas of air quality, geology 
and slope stability and land use that cannot be avoided.  These effects are as follows:  

AIR QUALITY 
Mining the Vineyard I expansion site would not increase exhaust emissions as a result 
of overburden removal.  However, the use of heavy equipment would increase NOx 
emissions above established thresholds.  Mitigation has been recommended to reduce 
impacts; however, not below significant levels.  

GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY 
The prior project was found to have a significant and unavoidable impact due to the 
permanent alteration of the project site’s landform.  Mining the Vineyard I expansion site 
would increase the amount of land permanently altered by mining.  The proposed 
project does not lessen the prior impact.  There is no feasible mitigation to reduce this 
impact.  

LAND USE 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that that mining area would potentially conflict with onsite 
and nearby land uses and this was considered a significant and unavoidable impact.  
The Vineyard I expansion request does not result in a conflict with onsite and nearby 
land uses since the expansion site is currently surrounded by mining operations; 
however, as the Vineyard I mining expansion site will be included to the approved 
Vineyard I mining site, the prior conclusion remains.  Although mitigation was 
recommended in the prior FEIR/EIS and is applicable to the proposed project; the 
mitigation measure does not reduce impacts to less than significant.  

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS WHICH COULD BE AVOIDED  
WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

Approval of the project would result in the following significant effects in the areas of 
aesthetics and visual resources, airport compatibility, cultural resources, groundwater 
hydrology and quality, land use, public safety and traffic and circulation, which could be 
avoided with implementation of mitigation measures:  
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AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 
The project was found to have a significant impact as a result of creating a new source 
of substantial light or glare affecting nighttime views in the area.  The proposed project 
does not create any new impacts to nighttime lighting or glare; however this impact 
remains significant.  Mitigation from the prior project remains applicable and includes 
controlling the lighting so as not to create unnecessary light pollution.   

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The project would have a significant effect as a result of the loss of natural vegetative 
communities on the site from prior mining activities.  Mining of the Vineyard I mining 
expansion site does not change this conclusion.  Mitigation requiring implementation of 
the Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan will ensure the 
success of replacement habitats and will reduce this impact.  

Prior approval of mining the Vineyard I site resulted in the loss of 3,562 inches of native 
oak and black walnut trees.  This impact is fully mitigated with the incorporation of the 
oak tree planting plan within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel across the 
Vineyard I and Aspen III South mining sites.  The Vineyard I mining expansion site 
would result in an additional 40 inches of native oak and black walnut trees to be 
removed.  Mitigation requiring planting of oak trees on an inch-for-inch basis has been 
included and reduces this impact.   

The revision to the Aspen IV South site results in the loss of 801 inches of native oak 
trees.  Impacts due to the connection and construction of the Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel within the Mayhew Road right-of-way would result in 
74 inches of oak tree impacts on Aspen IV South and 273 inches on Vineyard I.  The 
total 875 inches of impacts on the Aspen IV South mining site and the 273 inches on the 
Vineyard I site will be mitigated within the preserve of the Raised Bank Channel located 
on Aspen IV South.   

The project will result in the loss of Morrison Creek on the Vineyard I mining site; 
however, the reclamation plan revision to recreate a Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
mitigates for the loss of Morrison Creek.  Mining will not occur through Morrison Creek 
on the Aspen IV South site; the project revision eliminates prior impacts to the creek.  

The prior project resulted in the loss of wildlife habitat due to mining activities.  The 
proposed project does not change this impact; however, with the reclamation plan 
amendment to construct the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, impacts will be 
reduced to less than significant.  

The prior project was found to have a significant impact to vernal pool invertebrates.  
Although the Vineyard I expansion site does not contain any wetlands and there are no 
impacts to vernal pool invertebrates under the proposed project; the prior conclusion 
remains applicable.  However, vernal pool preservation credits have been purchased, 
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and the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will replace lost vernal pool habitats.  
Impacts are reduced to less than significant.   

Impacts to Swainson’s Hawk and other special status birds (burrowing owl and 
tricolored blackbird) were found to be a potentially significant impact under the prior 
project.  The proposed project does not change this impact; however, the recreated 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will recreate suitable habitats for these birds/raptors 
in the post reclamation condition and will therefore not result in an adverse impact to 
these birds/raptors.  Mitigation requiring pre-construction surveys remain applicable to 
the proposed project and impacts are reduced to less than significant.   

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Mining the Vineyard I expansion site could uncover subsurface archaeological 
materials.  This was found to be a potentially significant impact.  Mitigation has been 
included that requires construction work to stop and notification to a professional 
archeologist if a subsurface deposit believed to be cultural or human in origin is 
discovered during construction.  An additional mitigation measure is recommended that 
requires the applicant to contact the County Coroner in the event human remains are 
discovered.  These measures reduce the cultural resources impacts to less than 
significant.    

GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY AND QUALITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that gravel extraction may alter drainage and 
groundwater flow and quality which could affect surrounding properties and domestic 
septic leachfield systems on adjacent surrounding properties.  Mitigation from the prior 
FEIR/EIS is remains applicable to the Vineyard I mining expansion site that requires 
the storing of contaminants in a manner that will contain any spills and that any spills in 
the operating areas should be cleaned up immediately.   

GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the project’s reclaimed slopes would be subject to 
slope instability.  The proposed project does not change this prior significant impact.  
Mitigation has been included requiring side slopes at a minimum of 1.5:1 2:1 and proper 
soil compaction.  In addition, mining on Aspen IV South will be within 25 feet of the 
Mayhew Road right-of-way and it is anticipated that the subsurface materials on the 
Aspen IV South site are stable under long-term static and seismic conditions.  However, 
soil testing is recommended for this potentially significant impact to ensure that mining 
within the right-of-way does not result in a significant impact.  Implementation of the 
recommended mitigation measures will reduce the level of significance. 

The slopes of the mining pit and recreated channel of the proposed project would be 
subject to erosion and slope instability if not properly vegetated and maintained. 
Mitigation to ensure that the slopes of the pit are vegetated to reduce excessive erosion 
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and enhance slope stability has been recommended.  An additional measure, requiring 
a ten-year monitoring plan that outlines monitoring requirements and identifies 
mitigating steps for any significant erosion should it occur in a specific location along the 
flow channel, has also been recommended.  Implementation of the recommended 
mitigation measures will reduce impacts to less than significant. 

LAND USE 
The prior project was found to disturb 31 acres of Prime Farmland, 435 acres of 
Farmland of Statewide Importance and 419 acres of Farmland of Local Importance.  
The proposed Vineyard I expansion site will disturb an additional 5.6 acres of Prime 
Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance.  Mitigation to prepare/revise a plan 
for the preservation and salvage of topsoil resources suitable for sustaining 
economically viable agricultural uses has been recommended, consistent with the State 
Mining and Geology Board’s Reclamation Regulations.  This mitigation will reduce 
impacts to less than significant. 

AIRPORT COMPATIBILITY 
The proposed project is consistent with the Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan (CLUP).  A Bird Airstrike Hazard (BASH) Analysis has been completed for the 
proposed project and the potential for bird airstrikes over the project site is low.  Impacts 
were found to be potentially significant.  Mitigation that outlines design standards for the 
stormwater detention basin has been recommended to reduce this impact to less than 
significant.  

PUBLIC SAFETY 
The use of heavy equipment, the creation of a 25± foot deep, steep-sided pit and 
inadvertent public entry to the mining site could create a public safety hazard.  
Mitigation from the prior project requiring fences and warning/trespass signs around the 
perimeter of the mining sites has been completed.  Mitigation requiring perimeter 
fencing until post-reclamation development or future use of the site occurs remain 
applicable to the proposed project and would reduce this impact to less than significant.  

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION   
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that the additional haul trucks on the roadway system 
would significantly degrade the existing level of service.  Removal of the overburden 
from the Vineyard I expansion site would not result in additional haul trucks on the 
roadway system and would not result in a significant increase in worker trips.  In order 
to ensure that there is not an increase in haul trucks on the roadways related to 
overburden removal and mined aggregate material, mitigation is recommended 
requiring that the mined material be transported to the processing plant by conveyor 
only.  With implementation, this impact will be reduced to less than significant.    
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EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that unless there is adequate visual screening, the 
mining project would have a significant impact associated with views of the mining 
operations.  The prior required mitigation for visual screening is in place and mining of 
the Vineyard I expansion site does not change this conclusion.   

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The prior project was found to not have significant impacts to general invertebrate 
populations, fisheries and special status species such as the American Badger, Pallid 
bat, Townsend’s Western big-eared bat, giant garter snake and special status plants.  
This conclusion remains applicable under the proposed project.  

The prior project was found to have a significant impact to the valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle (VELB) due to removal of seven elderberry bushes on the Vineyard I 
mining site.  Mitigation requiring consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for 
impacts to VELB has been completed and compensatory mitigation has been 
purchased for this impact.  In addition, there are no elderberry bushes located on the 
Vineyard I expansion site.  Impacts to VELB are now less than significant.   

SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE  
The proposed revisions to the previously approved reclamation plan would not result in 
increasing the Morrison Creek floodplain upstream of the site; will not result in an 
increase in the peak flows downstream of the site; will not result in flooding onsite; and 
will not result in damage to the Jackson Highway bridge due to high Morrison Creek 
flows.  In addition, the embankments/levees of the proposed Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel are not likely to fail; however, in the extreme unlikely 
event that the embankments/levees do fail, the downstream flows would not be reduced 
significantly and there would not be offsite flooding.  A safety and evacuation plan will 
address embankment failure and will be in effect during mining operations to ensure 
safety to workers and visitors.  

GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS determined that mining operations could alter or disrupt future 
monitoring of contamination plumes at Mather Airport.  This was found to be a 
significant impact that could be reduced with mitigation.  The contamination plume of 
question has not migrated beyond Jackson Road.  As the project site is located 
approximately one mile south of Jackson Road, mining operations on the Vineyard I 
mining expansion site will not affect future monitoring efforts at Mather Airport.  This 
impact is now considered less than significant.  
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 
There are no significant or historical resources on the Vineyard I mining expansion site.  
Impacts to known cultural resources are less than significant.’ 

AIR QUALITY 
The prior FEIR/EIS concluded that mining operations would create new sources of air 
pollutants.  The use of heavy equipment would result in dust generation on the project 
site, which would increase particulate emissions.  However, Basic Construction 
Emission Control Practices will be implemented and the mining activities on the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site would not exceed 15 acres which, according to the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, the project will not have the 
potential to exceed the District’s concentration-based threshold of significance for PM10 
(and PM2.5) at an offsite location.  

CLIMATE CHANGE 
The purpose of the significance threshold for greenhouse gas emissions is to reduce 
the cumulative effect of a year-on-year buildup of emissions, which is not what the 
proposed project will create since the duration of mining the Vineyard I expansion site 
will take up to six months timeframe.  The emissions associated with the project are 
considered temporary and does not impede the ability of the County or State to achieve 
2020 target year emissions.    

GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY 
The loss of the availability of a mineral resource is not an impact of the proposed project 
since the project is provides for the continued extraction of mineral resources.  

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 
The prior FEIR/EIS found significant impacts to traffic safety due to increased truck 
traffic on roads not designed to accommodate truck traffic.  The proposed project will 
not result in an increase in haul trucks.  Prior mitigation for this impact has been 
completed; this impact is now considered less than significant.   

The proposed project will not result in the introduction of new trucks on the roadway 
system and will not result in the deterioration of pavement or damage to roadway 
structural sections.  

The level of service (LOS) in the prior FEIR/EIS was found to be significant and reduced 
to less than significant with mitigation.  The proposed project will not result in a 
degradation of the LOS since the improvements to roadways from the prior project have 
been constructed and there is not an increase in truck traffic associated with the 
proposed project.  This impact is now considered less than significant.  
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LAND USE 
The prior project was found to have a significant impact as the post-project development 
of the site was limited and lacked open space/ recreational uses of the site.  The 
proposed project now includes for a trail to be used by the public; this impact is now 
considered less than significant. 

PUBLIC SAFETY 
The prior project was found to not create hazardous conditions post reclamation.  The 
proposed project does result in hazardous conditions post reclamation and the prior 
conclusion remains.   

PUBLIC SERVICES 
The proposed project will not have a significant impact to the following public services:  

 Sewer services 

 Existing septic systems 

 Water supply (use of onsite well water and removal of water wells) 

 Electric facilities 

 Natural gas facilities 

 Park services 

 Emergency services 

IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

An irretrievable commitment of natural resources, including aggregate harvested for 
urban uses, the use of petrochemicals during mining and the overall change of the 
landform are considered irreversible changes. 

GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 

The project site is located in close proximity to urban growth areas and resources 
harvested from the Vineyard I expansion site would be used to supply development 
consistent with adopted land use plans and policies within Sacramento County, adjacent 
cities and possibly beyond.  The contribution of growth to the region resulting from the 
project is considered minimal and since extension of urban infrastructure would not be 
necessary to facilitate the project, growth-inducing impacts would be considered less 
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than significant.  In addition, there would not be a growth-inducing impact associated 
with the Reclamation Plan amendment component of the proposed project.   

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Title 14, CCR § 15355 defines cumulative impacts as the following:  

“Cumulative impacts” refers to two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environmental impacts.  

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

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

Cumulative impacts are discussed in each respective individual chapter and there were 
no significant cumulative impacts identified.  A summary of the cumulative impact 
discussion from each chapter is provided below.   

 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

o The project, in combination with other projects in the vicinity of the project 
site, would not create an adverse aesthetic impact.  During mining 
operations, the mining site is screened from the public and at the 
completion of mining, the three mining sites will be returned to agricultural 
production.  The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will be planted with 
riparian and oak trees (as part of mitigation) and the Raised Bank Channel 
will contain oak tree mitigation plantings.  The Morrison Creek Realigned 
Channel and Raised Bank Channel will have a higher aesthetic value 
compared to the prior approved reclamation plan (approved bypass 
channel and pit bottom riparian corridor/ low-flow channel).    

 Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage 

o The design of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised 
Bank Channel, as well as the weir on Granite I operating and functioning 
in the “As-Built Condition” results in no adverse drainage or surface water 
hydrological impacts.  The proposed project does not contribute 
incrementally to any flow related impacts; therefore the proposed project 
does not have a cumulative hydrological impact.   
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 Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality  

o Mining the Vineyard I expansion site will reduce the depth to the 
groundwater in the project area.  This reduction, in combination with the 
prior project’s four mining sites and other mining sites in the vicinity of the 
project site would not result in a cumulatively considerable incremental 
contribution to a cumulatively significant groundwater hydrology or 
groundwater quality impact.  

 Cultural Resources  

o The proposed project does not result in an impact to known significant 
cultural resources; therefore the project does not contribute to the 
degradation of the overall cultural landscape.  The proposed project would 
not result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to 
cultural resources. 

 Geology and Slope Stability  

o The proposed project will not have a long-term adverse impact due to 
slope stability.  The mining pits, if not brought back to within two feet of 
original grade at the completion of mining, would not be accessible by the 
public.  The project will not have a cumulative impact as it relates to soil 
stability or erosion. 

 Biological Resources 

o The overall loss of a segment of Morrison Creek across Vineyard I does 
not result in a cumulative impact since the proposed created Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel replaces the creek by recreating the lost 
habitats and has been designed to mirror, and function as, a natural creek.  
At the completion of mining, in the post-reclamation condition, wildlife will 
return to the site since the habitats will be replaced and mining would have 
ceased.  The loss of native oak trees would be replaced and fully 
mitigated.  It has been determined through the federal permit process that 
pursuant to the Endangered Species Act, the continued existence of 
special status species would not be adversely affected.  For these 
reasons, the identified biological resources impacts of the proposed 
project do not contribute to a cumulatively significant biological resource 
impact.  

 Traffic and Circulation 

o The proposed project does not result in an increase of truck traffic or other 
significant traffic related impacts.  The project will not generate any traffic 
in the cumulative condition as mining will be complete.  The proposed 
project will not have cumulative traffic and circulation impacts.  
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 Air Quality 

o The Vineyard I mining expansion site would result in the continuation of 
mining activities for three months, up to six months time after completion 
of the approved portion of the Vineyard I property.  Although the 
continuation of mining for an additional six months time was found to have 
a significant exhaust emissions impact, there is not a long term 
operational impact of mining the Vineyard I mining expansion site since 
the cumulative condition (e.g., 2020), mining activities on the Vineyard I 
expansion site will be complete and the site would be returned to 
agricultural activities.  In addition, the reclamation plan amendment 
component of the proposed project would not contribute emissions.  The 
approval for the use permit for the Vineyard I mining expansion site and 
reclamation plan amendment would not result in a cumulatively 
incremental increase in emissions to the Sacramento Valley air basin.  

 Land Use 

o The project site will be returned to agricultural uses (the land use prior to 
mining activities) and the proposed trail will provide for beneficial 
recreational opportunities in the future.  There are no adverse cumulative 
land use impacts of the proposed project.  

 Noise 

o The project, in combination with other projects in the area, will not result in 
a cumulatively considerable contribution to the noise environment.  In 
addition, in the post-reclamation condition of the project site, the project 
will not contribute to noise in excess of standards.  Accordingly, the 
proposed project will not result in a cumulative noise impact. 

 Public Safety 

o The proposed project, in combination with other mining projects in the 
area, does not result in a significant public safety impact due to the 
controls in place to assure that the general public is protected from 
inadvertent entry into active mining sites.   

 Public Services 

o The proposed project will not result in a cumulatively considerable 
incremental contribution to a public service impact.  

 Climate Change 

o Mining of the Vineyard I expansion site is short-term in nature and will not 
impede the ability of the County or the State to achieve 2020 target year 
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emissions.  The project will not have a cumulative greenhouse gas 
emission impact. 
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19 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

INTRODUCTION 

Individual responses to comments received on the Draft SEIR are provided in this 
chapter of the Final SEIR.  Four comment letters were received on the Draft SEIR.    
Each Draft SEIR reviewer that submitted written comments is listed below.  The letters 
are listed by respondent, in alphabetical order.  The comments contained in the letters 
have been repeated below, separated and numbered (where necessary) with responses 
immediately following each comment.  The comment letters are reproduced in their 
original form at the end of this chapter.   

In some cases the response to the comment is “comment noted”.  This response 
indicates that the comment was a statement that did not require an answer.  While no 
further response to the comment is provided, the comment letters are forwarded to the 
Board of Supervisors for consideration via this Final EIR.  Pursuant to Section 15088 of 
the CEQA Guidelines, no written responses are provided for those letters or comments 
that did not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

When comments have resulted in changes to the text of the Draft SEIR, added text is 
provided in bold italics and deleted text is provided in strikethrough format.  Minor 
typographical errors and punctuation corrections are not tracked in this manner unless 
the corrections are germane to a comment or analysis. 

The following comment letters were received:  

1.  Central Valley Flood Protection Board  

2.  Granite Construction Company 

3.  Southgate Parks and Recreation District 

4.  Taylor & Wiley Attorneys  

 

LETTER #1 – CENTRAL VALLEY FLOOD PROTECTION BOARD 

COMMENT 1.1 
The proposed project is located within the regulated areas of Morrison Creek under the 
jurisdiction of the Central Valley Flood Protection Board.  The Board is required to 
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enforce standards for the construction, maintenance, and protection of adopted flood 
control plans that will protect public lands from floods.  The jurisdiction of the Board 
includes the Central Valley, including all tributaries and distributaries of the Sacramento 
River and the San Joaquin River, and designated floodways (Title 23 California Code of 
Regulations (CCR), Section 2).  

A Board permit is required prior to starting the work within the Board’s jurisdiction for the 
following:  

 The placement, construction, reconstruction, removal or abandonment of any 
landscaping, culvert, bridge, conduit, fence, projection, fill, embankment, building, 
structure, obstruction, encroachment, excavation, the planting, or removal of 
vegetation, and any repair or maintenance that involves cutting into the levee 
(CCR Section 6);  

 Existing structures that predate permitting or where it is necessary to establish the 
conditions normally imposed by permitting.  The circumstances include those 
where responsibility for the encroachment has not been clearly established or 
ownership and use have been revised (CCR Section 6);  

 Vegetation plantings will require the submission of detailed design drawings; 
identification of vegetation type; plant and tree names (i.e., common name and 
scientific name); total number of each type of plant and tree; planting spacing and 
irrigation method that will be utilized within the project area; a complete vegetative 
management plan for maintenance to prevent the interference with flood control, 
levee maintenance, inspection and flood fight procedures (CCR Section 131).  

Vegetation requirements in accordance with Title 23, Section 131(c) states “Vegetation 
must not interfere with the integrity of the adopted plan of flood control, or interfere with 
maintenance, inspection, and flood fight procedures.” 

RESPONSE 1.1 
Comment noted.  The project proponents will be conditioned in the Staff Report to 
secure any necessary permit(s) from the Central Valley Flood Protection Board prior to 
diversion of Morrison Creek into the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.   

COMMENT 1.2 
The accumulation and establishment of woody vegetation that is not managed has a 
negative impact on channel capacity and increases the potential for levee over-topping. 
 When a channel develops vegetation that then becomes habitat for wildlife, 
maintenance to initial baseline conditions becomes more difficult as the removal of 
vegetative growth is subject to federal and State agency requirements for on-site 
mitigation within the floodway. 
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RESPONSE 1.2 
The vegetation proposed within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and the Raised 
Bank Channel will be maintained and managed as outlined in the Wetland, Oak 
Woodland and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Vineyard I and Aspen IV 
South.  In addition, the hydrology report (refer to Chapter 5, Surface Water Hydrology) 
analyzed the impacts of the proposed vegetated channel/corridor on upstream and 
downstream flows and flooding potential and found that the increased vegetation does 
not result in adverse hydrological impacts.    

COMMENT 1.3 
Hydraulic Impacts – Hydraulic impacts due to encroachments could impede flood flows, 
reroute flood flows, and/or increase sediment accumulation.  The DEIR should include 
mitigation measures for channel and levee improvements and maintenance to prevent 
and/or reduce hydraulic impacts.  Off-site mitigation outside of the State Plan of Flood 
Control should be used when mitigating for vegetation removed within the project 
location.  

RESPONSE 1.3 
Refer to Responses 1.1 and 1.2.  In addition, Mitigation Measure GS-2 requires 
submittal of a report prepared by a California registered professional engineer certifying 
the channel and embankment engineering and foundation soils of the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel.  The report is to address soil stability, soil compaction rates, 
foundation soils, potential failure mechanisms and provide contingencies for repairing 
failures.  Furthermore, Mitigation Measure BR-2 requires implementation of the 
Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan which includes 
reports on the status of the creek (hydrology and vegetation) within the Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel and if required based on the reports, any recommendations needed 
for remediation.  These measures will effectively reduce the potential for hydraulic 
impacts.   

COMMENT 1.4 
The permit application and Title 23 CCR can be found on the Central Valley Flood 
Protection Board’s website at http://www.cvfpb.ca.gov/  Contact your local, federal and 
State agencies, as other permits may apply.  

RESPONSE 1.4 
Comment Noted. 
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LETTER #2 – GRANITE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 

COMMENT 2.1 
Mitigation Measure GS-1 (pp 2-7, 9-5):  This measure should be modified to provide 
clarification that the 90% compaction requirement applies to the slopes of the Morrison 
Creek Realigned Channel, and not all perimeter slopes at the Vineyard I property.  This 
modification remains consistent with the explanation on Page 9-4 that states that the 
“Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan prepared for the 
Granite Vineyard I site by ECORP (revised July 20, 2007) (provided as Appendix C) 
provides contingency measures that state that the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel 
would be engineered to a minimum of 90% compaction and would be constructed to 
federal and local standards.” 

RESPONSE 2.1 
Mitigation Measure #1 has been clarified as follows: 

GS-1:  For the Vineyard I mining expansion site, the mining operator shall limit 
the finished side slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and mining pit 
slopes to 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) to ensure stability for existing soil conditions.  
For the slopes of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel, soils shall be placed 
and compacted to 90 percent of the maximum dry density, at or near optimum 
moisture conditions, in all finished slopes.  Since local stability of the slope is 
critically dependent upon proper compaction of the overburden soils, a qualified 
soils engineer shall be regularly present throughout grading operations to 
determine compliance with job specifications.   

COMMENT 2.2 
Mitigation Measure BR-1 (pp 2-9, 10-18):  Timing for submittal of recorded Conservation 
Easements should correspond to the requirements of the Section 404 permits issued by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and not the Work Authorization Permits issued by 
Sacramento County.  As a condition of Granite’s current federal entitlements, a 
Conservation Easement should be recorded prior to November 30, 2013.  

RESPONSE 2.2 
Mitigation Measure BR-1 has been updated to require the proponents (both Granite and 
Teichert) to submit recorded Conservation Easements per the timing set in the Section 
404 permits.  
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COMMENT 2.3 
Plate PD-6 (p 3-11) and BR-6 (p 10-11):  These plates should be replaced with the 
correct Proposed Reclamation Plan for Vineyard I, attached to this letter.  

RESPONSE 2.3 
Correction made to Plate PD-6 and Plate BR-6.     

LETTER #3 – SOUTHGATE RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT 

COMMENT 3.1  
Chapter 10 – Biological Resources:  Biological resources are a critical element of the 
recreation and park resources that the District has been appointed to manage and 
protect.  Impacts to these resources are of primary concern to the District.  As part of 
the mitigation measures for this project, the loss of native oak trees are to be 
compensated for by planting oak trees equivalent to the dbh (diameter at breast height) 
inches lost, based on the required ratios.  The District requests that these trees be 
planted within the dedicated project corridor open space if feasible.  

RESPONSE 3.1 
The mitigation measures for the three mining sites provide for native oak tree 
compensation on an inch-for-inch basis and the majority of oak tree replacement will 
occur within the mitigation corridors (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel and Raised 
Bank Channel).   

As stated on page 10-21 of the Draft SEIR, for the Vineyard I mining site, impacts to 
native oak trees totaled 809 inches dbh.  On page 10-24, mining the Vineyard I 
expansion site would result in the removal of an additional 40 inches dbh of native oak 
trees.  This is a total of 849 inches dbh of native oak trees.  Table BR-2 on page 10-22 
shows that within the preserve corridor there will be 1,780 oak trees (combination of 
blue oak, valley oak and interior live oak) planted.  An additional 905 oak trees would be 
planted within the ephemeral drainage portion of the preserve corridor.  The oak trees 
are fully mitigated within the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  In addition, the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel contains riparian tree plantings to compensate for 
the impacts to California Black Walnuts.  The number of trees planted exceeds the 
number of inches dbh of impacted trees.   

For the impacts to trees on the Aspen IV South site, 140 inches of native oak trees have 
been compensated through perimeter plantings.  Within the Raised Bank Channel on 
Aspen IV South, there will be oak trees planted equivalent to 1,008 inches dbh.  The 
majority of the trees planted as mitigation will occur within the Raised Bank Channel 
(preserve).    
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The request by the District has been met.  Comment noted. 

COMMENT 3.2 
Chapter 12 – Land Use, Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor:  The District understands 
that the 650-foot wide Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor proposed in the Revised 
Reclamation Plan will be owned and managed by the Project Applicant and a 
conservation easement will be recorded and granted to an easement holder accredited 
by the Land Trust Alliance and approved by the Army Corps of Engineers.  The District 
requests copies of all Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
California Department of Fish and Game and any other permitting agency final permits, 
conditions and restrictions, management plans and/or wetland delineations as they 
pertain to the bicycle/pedestrian trail crossings within the 650-foot wide open space 
corridor.  

RESPONSE 3.2 
This is a not a comment on the adequacy of the environmental document.  This 
comment has been forwarded to the staff writer for consideration in the final Staff 
Report as a condition of approval.  Comment noted.       

COMMENT 3.3 
Chapter 16 – Public Services:  The District is working with the project applicant and 
County staff regarding the open space and bicycle/pedestrian trail conditions for this 
project and visited the Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor site on June 16, 2010.  In 
September 2011 the applicant submitted a proposed trail alignment to the District.  
Based on these meetings, the site visit, and the new trail proposal the District has 
revised their comments previously submitted for this project.  The District will continue 
to coordinate with the project applicant, in order to provide a continuous 
bicycle/pedestrian trail acceptable to the District through the Morrison Creek open 
space corridor.  

RESPONSE 3.3 
As stated on page 16-2 of the Draft SEIR, the final recommended conditions of approval 
from the Southgate Recreation and Park District do not result in any significant 
environmental impacts and the final recommended conditions of approval from the 
District will be addressed in the Staff Report.  This comment has been forwarded to the 
staff writer for consideration in the Staff Report.  Comment noted.   

COMMENT 3.4 
Chapter 16 – Public Services, Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Trail:  The District shall accept easements for the authorized 14-foot wide trail crossings 
through the Primary Preserve Area and a 20-foot wide trail easement, adjacent to but, 
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outside of the preserve, to allow for a 12-foot wide trail.  The final trail easement 
location, appropriate buffers and setbacks from adjacent land uses and structures, trail 
surfacing and width and public access points to the trial will be mutually determined by 
the project applicant and the District.  

RESPONSE 3.4 
This was stated on page 16-2 of the Draft SEIR.  This comment has been forwarded to 
the staff writer for consideration in the Staff Report.  Comment noted.   

COMMENT 3.5 
Chapter 16 – Public Services, Morrison Creek Preserve Corridor Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Trail Improvements:  The project applicant shall adjust the grade and the side slopes of 
the trail corridor to provide for safe use and entry and exit to the trail.  The District 
requires fencing along the trail where side slopes within 20 feet of the 20-foot wide 
easement are steeper than 4:1, for the safety of trail users.  The ACOE 404 permit 
requires appropriate permanent fencing to be constructed and maintained along any 
authorized publicly accessible trails within the preserve.  The project applicant is 
required to install and maintain fencing once the 10-year monitoring period is completed 
and the trails are opened for public access or according to ACOE 404 permit 
requirements, whichever comes first.   

The District prefers 12-foot wide paved trails for multi-use trails and understands that 
surfacing for the trail crossing segments within the preserve must be authorized by the 
ACOE.  It is understood that the project applicant shall install a crushed rock base for 
the trail.  The plans and specifications for the trail, as well as the buffers and setbacks, 
shall be approved by the District in advance.  The District will execute the easement for 
the completed trail corridor and crossings only after the trail improvements have passed 
County inspections and are accepted by the District and the Army Corps of Engineers (if 
applicable).   

If the ACOE authorizes asphalt, or other overlay paving material, over the aggregate 
base of the trail for the crossings with the Preserve, the District will be responsible for 
securing funding for the future installation of this overlay paving for the trail.  

RESPONSE 3.5 
Comment noted.  This comment has been forwarded to the staff writer for inclusion in 
the Staff Report.   

COMMENT 3.6 
Chapter 16- Public Services, Maintenance Funding for the Bicycle/Pedestrian Trail:  The 
District understands that the trail within the Preserve will not be open for public use until 
the 10 year monitoring period is complete.  The District also understands that the 
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Operations and Management (O&M) Plan for Morrison Creek Nature Preserve dated 
July 20, 2007 requires the Preserve Manager to be responsible for monitoring and 
general inspections of the preserve as well as maintenance of gates, fences, and signs, 
coordinating trash removal and plant management.  It is also understood that funding 
for the perpetual monitoring and maintenance of the Preserve will be provided through 
an endowment.  The O&M plan requires that adequate funds be included in the 
endowment to insure that trails within the preserve are appropriately fenced and that 
these fences are maintained.   

The District will be responsible for identifying future funding sources to ensure that 
adequate funding is available to pay for costs associated with the installation, repair and 
maintenance of the bicycle/pedestrian trail outside of the Preserve and any asphalt or 
other overlay paving material on the trail, including the trail crossing sections within the 
Preserve (as authorized by ACOE).  Maintenance funding for trail paving maybe 
established through the provision of an endowment and/or the annexation to financing 
districts or participation in any future financing plans.   

Upon final reclamation, the SRPD reserves the option to defer acceptance of the 
easement, and construction of the public bicycle/pedestrian trail until an urban land use 
plan has been approved by the Board of Supervisors on adjacent properties or until 
development takes place adjoining or nearby the preserve, to help the SRPD determine 
appropriate alignment.  

RESPONSE 3.6 
Comment noted. This condition does not result in an environmental impact not 
previously identified in the Draft SEIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the staff 
writer for consideration in the Staff Report.   
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LETTER #4 – TAYLOR & WILEY ATTORNEYS 

COMMENT 4.1 
As mentioned in the Preface, the DSEIR analyzes the use permit and reclamation plan 
amendments for Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South together, i.e., as a 
single “Project.” (see DSEIR, p. 1-1)  However, many of the mitigation measures 
identified in the DSEIR do not apply to all three properties or to both applicants (Teichert 
and Granite).  In order to avoid confusion and simplify future implementation of these 
conditions, the SDEIR’s mitigation measures should be revised to clearly identify the 
property subject to the specified mitigation as well as the applicant responsible for 
satisfaction of each condition.  Our page-specific comments, below, identify where 
these revisions should be made.  In addition, the following table summarizes the 
property and applicant subject to each of the mitigation measures specified in the 
DSEIR: 

Mitigation Measure Company 
Responsible 

Affected Property 

GW-1 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
CR-1 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
CR-2 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
AQ-1 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
AQ-2 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
AQ-3 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
GS-1 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
GS-2 Granite Vineyard I 
GS-3 Teichert Aspen IV South 
GS-4 Teichert Aspen IV South 
GS-5 Granite Vineyard I 

GS-6 
Granite Vineyard I 
Teichert Aspen III South 

BR-1 
Granite Vineyard I 

Teichert 
Aspen III South 
Aspen IV South 

BR-2 
Granite Vineyard I 

Teichert 
Aspen III South 
Aspen IV South 

BR-3 
Granite Vineyard I 
Teichert Aspen IV South 

BR-4 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 

BR-5 
Granite Vineyard I 
Teichert Aspen IV South 

BR-6 
Granite Vineyard I 
Teichert Aspen IV South 

BR-7 
Granite Vineyard I 
Teichert Aspen IV South 

BR-8 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
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BR-9 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
BR-10 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
TC-1 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
TC-2 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
LU-1 Granite Vineyard I 
LU-2 Granite Vineyard I Expansion 
LU-3 Granite Vineyard I 

LU-4 
Granite Vineyard I 
Teichert Aspen IV South 

PS-1 
Granite Vineyard I 

Teichert 
Aspen III South 
Aspen IV South 

AV-1 
Granite Vineyard I 

Teichert 
Aspen III South 
Aspen IV South 

RESPONSE 4.1 
With the exception of the following clarifications, the suggested changes have been 
made to the mitigation measures so that responsibility of each mitigation measure is 
clear.  Mitigation Measure LU-3 is applicable to both mining operators.  Mitigation 
Measure GS-6 is applicable to the Vineyard I mining operator since it applies only to the 
Morrison Creek Realigned Channel.  Mitigation Measure PS-1 requires that the 
Vineyard I mining expansion site operators maintain all perimeter fencing until post-
reclamation development of the site occurs.  This measure is not repeated for the 
Teichert Aspen III South and Aspen IV South since a similar measure is already 
applicable to these mining sites through the prior use permit.  The same rational for PS-
1 is applied to Mitigation Measure AV-1.  

COMMENT 4.2 
Throughout the DSEIR, there are references to a single “reclamation plan”. (See, e.g., 
p. 2-1, third paragraph.)  In fact, there are three separate reclamation plan amendments 
being analyzed in the DSEIR:  Vineyard I, Aspen III South, and Aspen IV South.  Where 
appropriate, please revise all references to a single reclamation plan to identify the 
specific reclamation plan being discussed.  

RESPONSE 4.2 
All mining sites (Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South) are requesting the 
elimination of the originally approved reclamation plan that consisted of constructing a 
bypass channel around the mining sites (drainage mitigation plan) and placing a 
mitigation corridor at the bottom of the mining pits (wetland mitigation plan and 
reclamation plan).  The following specifications for each mining site are as follows:  

Granite Construction is requesting approval for the construction of a Morrison Creek 
Realigned Channel which mitigates for the original impacts to wetlands and trees and 



19 - Response to Comments 

Vineyard I, Aspen III South, Aspen IV South Final SEIR 19-11 2005-0062, PLNP2008-00016 & PLNP2008-00017 

amends the drainage mitigation plan by eliminating the previously approved elevated 
bypass channel.   Granite’s mitigation channel (Morrison Creek Realigned Channel) is 
located across Granite’s Vineyard I mining site and on a portion of Teichert Aggregates’ 
Aspen III South site.   The Morrison Creek Realigned Channel will connect upstream 
with the existing Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV South mining site and downstream at 
Hedge Road (on the Vineyard I mining property) at the boundary of the City of 
Sacramento and Sacramento County.      

Teichert Aggregates is requesting amendments for two mining sites.  The Aspen III 
South mining site did not have any wetland or tree impacts as a result of mining 
activities.  Therefore, the reclamation amendment for the Aspen III South site is the 
elimination of the previously approved elevated bypass channel (drainage mitigation 
plan) and elimination of the previously approved pit bottom 600-foot wide riparian 
corridor (wetland mitigation plan/reclamation plan) and instead requests approval of the 
construction of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (Granite’s mitigation corridor) on 
a portion of the Aspen III South mining site.    

The reclamation plan amendment for the Aspen IV South mining site consists of the 
request to eliminate the previously approved elevated bypass channel (drainage 
mitigation plan) and pit bottom 600-foot wide riparian corridor (wetland mitigation 
plan/reclamation plan) and instead requests to construct a raised flood control berm 
(referred to as the Raised Bank Channel) outside of the Morrison Creek floodway to 
preserve the existing Morrison Creek.  Through this project approval, Teichert will not 
be approved to mine through existing Morrison Creek on Aspen IV South and instead 
will preserve the creek and its floodway.     

The above project description clarification has only been updated for the Project 
Description and Executive Summary chapters.  These changes have not been made to 
the other chapter introductions as all other chapters are corrected via this response.   

COMMENT 4.3 
It should be clarified throughout the DSEIR that most of the Raised Bank Channel on 
Aspen IV South will be constructed outside the floodway (as opposed to the floodplain) 
of Morrison Creek.  The Channel will overlap with a small portion of the floodway near 
Mayhew Road because doing so is necessary to connect with the Realigned Channel 
on the Vineyard I site.  By contrast, some mining on Aspen IV South will occur within the 
floodplain of Morrison Creek.  

RESPONSE 4.3 
The project descriptions do note that the Raised Bank Channel on Aspen IV South will 
be constructed outside of the effective FEMA floodway (the project descriptions do not 
state floodplain).  A clarification that there will be some encroachment to the floodway 
for the connection of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel with the Raised Bank 
Channel has been noted in the project description revisions in the Project Description, 
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and Executive Summary chapters.  This correction has also been made on page 5-9 of 
the Final SEIR.   

COMMENT 4.4/RESPONSE 4.4 
The remaining comments are specific to certain pages or sections within the Draft SEIR. 
 The comments pertain specifically to clarification on which mining operator is 
responsible for carrying out certain mitigations.  The recommended changes are 
consistent with the request found in Comment 4.1 and clarification of which mining 
operator is responsible for mitigation measures has been made in the Final SEIR.  The 
original comment letter is included at the end of this chapter where the individual 
specific comments can be found.   
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Comment Letter #1  
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Comment Letter #1 – Page 2 
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Comment Letter #2  
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Comment Letter #3  
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COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
CALIFORNIA 

 
BOARD ADDENDUM # 1 

 
For the Agenda of: 

January 8, 2013 
 
 

 
To: Board of Supervisors 

From: Department of Community Development 

Subject: PLNP2008-00017.  Aspen IV South.  Request For Reclamation Plan 
Amendment, Use Permit Amendment, Zoning Agreement Amendment, And 
Release From The Prior Zoning Ordinance For The Aspen IV South Mining 
Project Approved In 1999 For The Property Located At The Northeast Corner 
Of Mayhew Road And Elder Creek Road, In The Vineyard Community.  
Applicant: Teichert Aggregates; APNs:  063-0100-001, 011, 014, 015, 016, and 
019; 063-0130-001, 002, 009, 010, and 011; Environmental Document:  Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Supervisorial 
District: Nottoli 

Contact: John Lundgren, Senior Environmental Analyst, 874-8043; 
lundgrenj@saccounty.net 

  

Overview: 
On December 4, 2012, the County Board of Supervisors took tentative action to approve the 
subject project by a vote of 5-0 and continued the project to January 8, 2013 for the preparation 
of CEQA Findings and the Rezone Ordinance and Release from a Prior Agreement.   
 
Recommendations: 
Staff is recommending the Board take the following actions: 

1. Adopt the CEQA Findings of Fact (Attachment 1). 

2. Adopt the Zoning Ordinance (Attached). 

3. Adopt the Release Resolution (Attached), and the Release and Discharge from a prior 
Zoning Agreement (Attached). 

4. Approve the project as reviewed by the Board of Supervisors on December 4, 2012, 
including the Zoning Agreement, Use Permit and Reclamation Plan Amendments with a 
new modification to condition #27 as specified in the discussion below. 

5. Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Attachment 2). 

 
  

48
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DISCUSSION 
 
The change to condition #27 is needed because it reflects necessary changes to mitigation 
measure BR-2 so that it references the most current mitigation plans.  This was pointed out in 
Teichert’s comment letter on the project and was erroneously omitted from earlier versions of the 
mitigation measure.  The changes have been made in the attached zoning conditions (attachment 
2).  The following shows the changes with bold indicating new text and strikethrough indicating 
deleted text.   

Mitigation Measure BR-2 (Zoning Condition 27) 

The mining operator for Aspen IV South shall implement the ECORP prepared Wetland 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South and Aspen V South at Aspen VI Off-Site 
Mitigation Area (ECORP 2012a) and the ECORP prepared Oak Tree Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South (ECORP 2012b) (refer to Appendix D2 of the SEIR) and 
submit to the Department of Community Development the annual monitoring reports as specified 
in the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South those reports, as described 
below. 
The monitoring reports shall be prepared pursuant to the Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan for Aspen IV South and Aspen V South at Aspen VI Off-Site Mitigation Area (ECORP 
2012a) shall present the status of the wetlands, including individual wetland data, photo-
documentation, status of the wetland plantings, and any recommended remediation.  The 
reports shall also include an assessment of the monitoring results against the success 
criteria described in the Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South and 
Aspen V South at Aspen VI Off-Site Mitigation Area.  These monitoring reports shall be 
submitted to the Department of Community Development (and the Corps and CDFG) by 
December 31st of each monitoring years one through four.  The report and shall include: 

a. A map showing the mitigation area, including wetland locations, location of various 
monitoring activities, and photo points; 

b. Hydrology, vegetation, wildlife, and photographic monitoring results as described 
above; 

c. An assessment of the monitoring results against established success criteria;   

d. A description of the overall site condition and any management actions taken during 
that year; and 

e. Any recommended management actions to be done within the mitigation area (if 
necessary, a contingency plan will be prepared.) 

The monitoring reports prepared pursuant to the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
for Aspen IV South (ECORP 2012b) shall present the status of the native oak plantings on 
the Aspen IV South Project.  These monitoring reports shall be prepared and submitted to 
the Department of Community Development by December 31st of each monitoring years 
one through four.  The report shall include: 
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a. A map showing the tree planting areas with respective site photographs;  

b. An assessment of the monitoring results against the established success criteria as outlined 
in the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South;  

c. A description of the overall site conditions and any management actions taken during that 
year; and 

d. Any recommended management or remediation actions to be conducted (if necessary, a 
contingency plan, as described in Section 6.0 of the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan for Aspen IV South will be prepared).  

At the end of year five, a comprehensive Final Year monitoring report shall be prepared and 
submitted to the Department of Community Development by December 31st.  This report shall 
include:   

a. Maps showing the location of planting areas;  

b. Summary of the data collected over the five year monitoring period;  

c. A comparison of the results against the established success criteria; and  

d. Representative site photos taken during monitoring. 

At the end of the five-year monitoring period, monitoring will cease if the Raised Bank Channel 
is native oak tree mitigation is found by the Department of Community Development, Corps 
and CDFG to be in substantial compliance with the established success criteria.  If the mitigation 
obligation has not been met at the end of the five-year monitoring period, the County and the 
mining operator for Aspen IV South will meet to determine appropriate measures.  Those 
measures include, but are not limited to; (a) replanting at a different location to the satisfaction of 
the Environmental Coordinator, (b) paying into the County Tree Preservation Fund at the 
prevailing rate at the time payment into the fund is made, on a per inch dbh that the mitigation 
falls short, to the satisfaction of the Environmental Coordinator or, (c) an equivalent measure to 
the satisfaction of the Environmental Coordinator that replaces the dbh inches that were not met 
through the implementation of this measure.  
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
LORI A. MOSS, Director 
Department of Community Development  
 

APPROVED: 
BRADLEY J. HUDSON 
County Executive 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BY: ________________________________ 

ROBERT B. LEONARD 
Chief Deputy County Executive 

 

 

Attachments: 

ADD 1 ORD - Zoning Ordinance including attachments 

ADD 1 RES - Resolution to release the property from a prior Zoning Agreement 

ADD 1 REL - Release and Discharge from a prior Zoning Agreement 

BOS 01-08-13 ATT 1 - CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 

BOS 01-08-13 ATT 2 - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 



Aspen IV South 
PLNP2008-00017 
063-0100-001, 011, 
014, 015, 016, and 
019; 063-0130-001, 
002, 009, 010, and 011 

 
 
 

ORDINANCE NO. SZC 2013-____________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
OF SACRAMENTO COUNTY AMENDING THE 
ZONING CODE OF SACRAMENTO COUNTY, 

ORDINANCE NO. 83-10, AS AMENDED, 
CHANGING THE LAND USE ZONE OF CERTAIN PROPERTY  

KNOWN AS ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NOS. 063-0100-001, 011, 014, 015, 016, and 019; 063-
0130-001, 002, 009, 010, and 011 

 
 
 The Board of Supervisors of the County of Sacramento, State of California, ordains as 

follows: 

 SECTION 1:  Section 101-103 of the Zoning Code of Sacramento County, Ordinance 

No. SZC 83-10, as amended, which incorporates Comprehensive Zoning Plan Unit No. 308/188, 

was amended on December 15, 1999 to change the land use zone of the property described in 

Exhibits “A” and “B” from the AR-1 Agricultural-Residential, IR(F) Industrial Reserve Flood 

Combining, and IR(SM) Industrial Reserve Surface Mining Combining Land Use Zones to the 

IR(F)(SM) Industrial Reserve Flood/Surface Mining Combining Land Use Zone by Ordinance 

No. SZC-99-0068, and that zoning remains in place, but the conditions attached thereto are 

amended and superseded as described in Section 2.  The property is further depicted on attached 

Exhibit “B” which is attached and incorporated herein as though set forth in full and which is 

commonly referred to and known as Assessor Parcel Nos. 063-0100-001, 011, 014, 015, 016, and 

019; 063-0130-001, 002, 009, 010, and 011 (“Subject Property”).  The property is approximately 

180± acres in size.   

 SECTION 2:  The change in the Land Use Zone for the Subject Property provided for in 

Section 1 hereof shall be subject to, and conditioned upon, compliance with all the amended 
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conditions set forth in Exhibit “C”, which is attached hereto and incorporated herein as though 

set forth in full.  The conditions set forth in Ordinance No. SZC-99-0068 are superseded by the 

conditions set forth in Exhibit “C” for the Subject Property described in Exhibit “A”, and shall 

have no further force and effect. 

 SECTION 3:  The conditions set forth in Exhibit “C” and incorporated herein shall run 

with the land and shall be directly enforceable by the County against the owner(s), successors 

and assigns of the Subject Property. 

 SECTION 4:  The Board of Supervisors finds in connection with its adoption of this 

ordinance, and the imposition of the conditions enumerated in Exhibit “C” hereof and 

incorporated herein, that the owners of the Subject Property have consented to the imposition of 

the conditions enumerated in Exhibit “C” hereof.  This consent is memorialized in Exhibit “D” 

which is attached hereto and incorporated herein as though set forth in full. 

 SECTION 5:  This ordinance shall take effect and be in full force on thirty (30) days 

from the date of its passage, and before expiration of fifteen (15) days from the date of its 

passage it shall be published once with the names of the members of the Board of Supervisors 

voting for and against the same, said publication to be made in a newspaper of general 

circulation published within the County of Sacramento, State of California. 
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 On a motion by Supervisor ______________________, seconded by Supervisor 

_____________________, the foregoing ordinance was passed and adopted by the Board of 

Supervisors of the County of Sacramento, State of California, this _____ day of ___________, 

2013, by the following vote, to wit: 

 
 
AYES:  Supervisors 
NOES:  Supervisors 
ABSENT: Supervisors 
ABSTAIN: Supervisors 
 
 
 
 
 
              ________________________________ 
            CHAIR OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  
            OF SACRAMENTO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
 
 
ATTEST:  __________________________ 
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ORDINANCE EXHIBIT A  
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ORDINANCE EXHIBIT B 
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ORDINANCE EXHIBIT “C” 

The conditions with which Owners shall comply are as follows: 

Surface Water Hydrology and Quality 

1. Given the risks involved to surface and groundwater contamination, measures shall be 
implemented to minimize the risk of toxic contamination of surface and/or groundwater 
during mining, reclamation or post-reclamation activities.  These activities shall include an 
aggressive policy to restrict use of toxic contaminants on the project site to those absolutely 
necessary to conduct operations.  Any form of pollutant shall be immediately contained, 
removed from the project site, and safely disposed.  No storage of toxic materials shall be 
allowed in the gravel pits; storage will be allowed only in restricted upland areas where the 
opportunity for containment over less permeable ground exists.  Any mining equipment 
associated with mining or reclamation operations shall be protected from flooding and from 
contact with surface water.  (Original Condition) 

2. An agricultural management plan shall be developed to ensure that post-mining agricultural 
practices do not result in groundwater or surface water contamination.  The plan shall be 
submitted for review by the Agricultural Commissioner and for approval by the 
Environmental Management Department.  The plan shall provide information on crops, 
crop rotation, pesticides, fertilizers, irrigation and drainage.  The Environmental 
Management Department shall be notified of any changes in the plan.  (Original Condition) 

3. The proponent shall obtain and comply with all permits required by the SWRCB and 
RWQCB.  The proponent shall also prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan.  Consistency with the adopted Water Quality Control Plan will be 
required and administered by the SWRCB and RWQCB during their review of the 
proposed project.  (Original Condition) 

4. The proposed mining operations shall be consistent with the Aspen IIIS, IVS and Granite 
Vineyard I Post Reclamation Plan Hydrology & Hydraulic Analysis, prepared by Wood 
Rodgers, dated June 2011, and the technical memo for the Granite Vineyard I/ Aspen VI 
Weir Sensitivity Analysis, dated July 6, 2011; which can be found and are on file with the 
Department of Community Development.  (Planning Division Condition) 

5. All applicable State Fish & Game and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permits shall be 
obtained prior to grading or building permit issuance.  (Original Condition) 

6. In order to mitigate erosion and sediment control impacts within the project site, all mining 
plans shall be required to comply with the County’s Land Grading and Erosion Control 
Ordinance.  (Original Condition) 

Groundwater Hydrology and Quality 

7. The proponent shall store contaminants in the gravel operation area in a manner that will 
contain any spills (i.e., containment berms).  Any spills occurring in operational areas 
should be cleaned up immediately.  (Original Condition) 

8. The proponent shall obtain all necessary permits for the construction or 
removal/abandonment of any water wells and septic systems from the Sacramento County 
Environmental Management Department, Environmental Health Division.  (Original 
Condition) 

BOS ORDINANCE 01-08-2013 
Page 6 of 18



SDL: 
or2008-00017 7 

9. Maintain compliance with the minimum mining setback from any adjacent sewage disposal 
systems as may be required by the Sacramento County Environmental Management 
Department, Environmental Health Division and the California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board.  (Original Condition) 

10. The proponent shall coordinate mining activities with the Air Force to avoid potential 
disruption of the ongoing Mather Field groundwater cleanup program to ensure that vital 
data collection is not disrupted.  (Original Condition) 

Cultural Resources 

11. Should any cultural resources, such as structural features, unusual amounts of bone or shell, 
artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains be encountered during any development 
activities, work shall be suspended and the Department of Environmental Review and 
Assessment (440-7914) and Army Corps of Engineers (557-5263) shall be immediately 
notified.  At that time, the Department of Environmental Review and Assessment will 
coordinate any necessary investigation of the find with appropriate specialists as needed.  
The project proponent shall be required to implement any mitigation deemed necessary for 
the protection of the cultural resources.  In addition, pursuant to Section 5097.97 of the 
State Public Resources Code, and Section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code, in 
the event of the discover of human remains, all work is to stop and the County Coroner 
shall be immediately notified.  If the remains are determined to be Native American, 
guidelines of the Native American Heritage Commission shall be adhered to in the 
treatment and disposition of the remains.  (Original Condition) 

Air Quality 

12. The proponent shall submit to the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 
District an Air Pollution Control Plan for review and approval prior to commencement of 
grading operations.  (Original Condition) 

13. Carry-out of mud or dirt onto public roads during initial overburden removal shall be 
controlled by creating either a gravel apron or a mud trap (series of metal bars or grating 
with space underneath to accumulate material) to remove mud or dust from truck tires.  
Public roads near project site access points shall be regularly swept to avoid accumulation 
of dust on the road surface.  (Original Condition) 

14. Unpaved haul roads shall be regularly treated with appropriate dust suppressants (e.g., 
water or chemical dust palliatives).  The frequency of application shall vary according to 
the weather and moisture level of the soils on the site, but shall be frequent enough to avoid 
visible dust plumes.  (Original Condition) 

15. Overburden stockpiles shall be treated with appropriate dust suppressants, regularly 
watered or otherwise treated to minimize wind erosion.  (Original Condition) 

16. Every effort shall be made to remove overburden during the period of the year when 
surface soils are moist.  If overburden is removed when surface soils are dry, water 
spraying equipment shall be used to reduce dust emission.  Water spraying equipment shall 
likewise be used, as needed, when removing aggregate.  The duration and timing of water 
spraying shall be determined by the Municipal Services Agency.  (Original Condition) 

17. The moisture content of material being conveyed on and off-site shall be maintained at a 
level sufficient to avoid visible dust from the conveyor loading and transfer points.  
(Original Condition) 
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Geologic and Slope Stability  

18. For the embankments of the Raised Bank Channel and the mining slopes on the Aspen IV 
South mining site, the Aspen IV South mining operator shall follow the recommendations 
contained in the GEOCON Consulting Incorporated report (September, 2011).  At the 
completion of the construction of the Raised Bank Channel, a report, signed by a California 
registered professional engineer, shall be submitted to the Environmental Coordinator 
indicating completion of the recommendations from the GEOCON report.  During mining, 
a report, prepared and signed by a California registered professional engineer, shall be 
submitted indicating implementation of the recommendations regarding the mining pit 
slopes.  (Mitigation Measure GS-3) 

19. Except as specified in the above condition, the proponents shall limit finished side slopes to 
2:1 (horizontal:  vertical) or flatter as referenced by the Reclamation Plan to ensure stability 
for existing soil conditions.  (Original Condition) 

20. Prior to mining within 25 feet of the Mayhew Road right-of way, the Aspen IV South 
mining operator shall submit a report, prepared by a geotechnical engineer or engineering 
geologist, on the soils observed at 25 feet from the right-of-way and whether or not the 
soils observed are consistent with those anticipated.  If the soils observed differ 
significantly from what was anticipated, the engineer shall increase the proposed 12-foot 
setback accordingly.  This report shall be submitted to the Department of Community 
Development for review and approval prior to commencement of mining within 25 feet of 
the Mayhew Road right-of-way.  (Mitigation Measure GS-4) 

21. The proponent shall ensure that the side slopes of the pit are vegetated following final slope 
placement to prevent excessive erosion and enhance slope stability.  The side slopes shall 
be revegetated with an erosion control mix for which species, seeding rates and 
methodology are specified in a separate Erosion Control Plan, which the proponent shall 
prepare and submit to the County.  The species chosen for the erosion control mix shall not 
be invasive in the wetland creation areas.  This reclamation revegetation shall occur on an 
annual basis prior to the wet season (i.e., before October 1).  The Erosion Control Plan 
shall include performance standards that can be used to determine the success of erosion 
control measures and the revegetation efforts, and shall discuss monitoring requirements.  
The plan shall include remedial measures to be implemented if revegetation is not 
successful.  (Original Condition) 

Paleontological Resources 

22. Should fossils be discovered on the project site, the proponent shall terminate work in the 
immediate area of the discovery and contact the County Department of Environmental 
Review and Assessment and the University of California at Davis or California State 
University Sacramento to jointly develop an action plan to assess and/or preserve the fossil 
resources.  (Original Condition) 

Biological Resources 

23. The proponent shall secure a Streambed Alteration Agreement (CDFG 1601-1607) with 
CDFG before re-routing existing stream channels.  The Streambed Alteration Agreement 
should include a program and appropriate plans to protect upstream and downstream 
habitats.  Best Management Practices should be employed to minimize alterations of 
natural water flows and reduce downstream sediment.  (Original Condition) 
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24. The Aspen IV South mining operator shall submit to the Department of Community 
Development the recorded Conservation Easement for the Raised Bank Channel by the 
date set in the issued U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit (May 13, 2017).  
In the event that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers changes the date for the permit, a copy 
of the recorded Conservation Easement shall be submitted within five (5) days of the new 
approved date.  (Mitigation Measure BR-1) 

25. The proponent shall develop and implement a water quality and erosion control plan for all 
mining and reclamation-related project activities.  The plan shall include the following: 

a. Control disposal of runoff during mining and reclamation-related project activities as 
well as any water encountered during such activities.  There must not be any 
discharge to state waters unless authorized under permit by the California Department 
of Fish and Game and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board; 

b. Methods to control surface discharge away from disturbed areas and along roadways;  

c. Methods to be used for slope stabilization and to limit erosion on disturbed areas or 
any other area subject to erosion; 

d. Methods to be implemented that ensure proper operation, maintenance, and use of 
erosion control devices; 

e. Seasonal variation in use of erosion control measures must be addressed, including 
winterizing all areas from October 15 through May 15 of each calendar year; and 

f. A detailed revegetation and slope stabilization plan.  (Original Condition) 

26. The proposed project (through the Lead Agencies) shall comply with the consultation 
requirements set forth in Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act (per 16 USC 
Sec. 1531 et seq.), and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC Sec. 661 et seq.).  
(Original Condition) 

27. The mining operator for Aspen IV South shall implement the ECORP prepared Wetland 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South and Aspen V South at Aspen VI Off-
Site Mitigation Area (ECORP 2012a) and the ECORP prepared Oak Tree Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South (ECORP 2012b) (refer to Appendix D2 of the SEIR) 
and submit to the Department of Community Development the annual monitoring reports 
as specified in those reports, as described below.  

The monitoring reports prepared pursuant to the Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
for Aspen IV South and Aspen V South at Aspen VI Off-Site Mitigation Area (ECORP 
2012a) shall present the status of the wetlands, including individual wetland data, photo-
documentation, status of the wetland plantings, and any recommended remediation.  The 
reports shall also include an assessment of the monitoring results against the success 
criteria described in the Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South and 
Aspen V South at Aspen VI Off-Site Mitigation Area. These monitoring reports shall be 
submitted to the Department of Community Development (and the Corps) by December 
31st of each monitoring year, and shall include: 

a. A map showing the mitigation area, including wetland locations, location of various 
monitoring activities, and photo points; 

b. Hydrology, vegetation, wildlife, and photographic monitoring results as described 
above; 
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c. An assessment of the monitoring results against established success criteria; 

d. A description of the overall site condition and any management actions taken during 
that year; and 

e. Any recommended management actions to be done within the mitigation area (if 
necessary, a contingency plan will be prepared.) 

The monitoring reports prepared pursuant to the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
for Aspen IV South (ECORP 2012b) shall present the status of the native oak plantings on 
the Aspen IV South Project. These monitoring reports shall be prepared and submitted to 
the Department of Community Development by December 31st of each monitoring years 
one through four.  The report shall include:  
a. A map showing the tree planting areas with respective site photographs;  
b. An assessment of the monitoring results against the established success criteria as 

outlined in the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South;  
c. A description of the overall site conditions and any management actions taken during 

that year; and 
d. Any recommended management or remediation actions to be conducted (if necessary, 

a contingency plan, as described in Section 6.0 of the Oak Tree Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South will be prepared).  

At the end of year five, a comprehensive Final Year monitoring report shall be prepared 
and submitted to the Department of Community Development by December 31st.  This 
report shall include:   

a. Maps showing the location of planting areas; 
b. Summary of the data collected over the five year monitoring period; 
c. A comparison of the results against the established success criteria; and 
d. Representative site photos taken during monitoring. 

At the end of the five –year monitoring periods, monitoring will cease if the native oak tree 
mitigation is found by the Department of Community Development to be in substantial 
compliance with the established success criteria.  If the mitigation obligation has not been 
met at the end of the five-year monitoring period, the County and the mining operator for 
Aspen IV South will meet to determine appropriate measures.  Those measures include, but 
are not limited to; (a) replanting at a different location to the satisfaction of the 
Environmental Coordinator, (b) paying into the County Tree Preservation Fund at the 
prevailing rate at the time payment into the fund is made, on a per inch dbh that the 
mitigation falls short, to the satisfaction of the Environmental Coordinator or, (c) an 
equivalent measure to the satisfaction of the Environmental Coordinator that replaces the 
dbh inches that were not met through the implementation of this measure.  (Mitigation 
Measure BR-2) 

28. The following mitigation is recommended to minimize the potential impacts to the 
Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, and other special status raptor species.  The measures 
listed below are related to the aforementioned species only. 

a. Prior to issuance of any grading permits, the proponent shall submit, to the 
Department of Environmental Review and Assessment, a current survey conducted 
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by a qualified wildlife biologist indicating the location and status of any active nest 
on the project site. 

b. Prior to disturbance of any nest, the proponent shall secure the required permits from 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service for such removal, pursuant to the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act. 

c. No construction shall be allowed within 150 feet from any active nest site until all of 
the young have fledged, or a permit has been secured from the appropriate resource 
agency to allow disturbance or removal of the active nests.  The 150-foot “no 
construction” buffer zone must be adequately fenced and signed. 

d. The post-reclamation agricultural areas shall be planted only with crops that are 
suitable for Swainson’s hawk foraging; these crops shall be approved by the 
California Department of Fish and Game. 

e. The post-reclamation project site shall not be operated with any rodent or small 
mammal control program that would eliminate all rodents and small mammals from 
the project site.  The proponent shall ensure that any rodent or small mammal control 
program is approved by the California Department of Fish and Game, US Army 
Corps of Engineers, and County prior to its implementation.  (Original Condition) 

Traffic and Circulation 

29. The proponent shall limit material to be removed from the project site by truck to 300,000 
cubic yards of overburden.  (Original Condition) 

30. The proponent shall transport mined aggregate material to the processing plants by 
conveyor only, and no trucks shall be used for this purpose.  (Original Condition) 

31. Grant an Irrevocable Offer of Dedication (IOD) for Mayhew Road based on an 84-foot 
standard and widen/upgrade it to accommodate two-way truck traffic to the satisfaction of 
the Transportation Division.  (Original Condition) 

32. Grant the County right-of-way for Elder Creek Road based on an 84-foot standard, 
pursuant to the Sacramento County Improvement Standards.  (Original Condition) 

33. Grant the County additional right-of-way on Elder Creek Road/Mayhew Road, for 
intersection widening per standard drawings H-24 and H-25 of the Sacramento County 
Improvement Standards.  This condition shall apply only to those locations where right-of-
way can be dedicated by the project proponent, and does not apply to those locations where 
off-site right-of-way would need to be acquired.  (Original Condition) 

34. The proposed conveyor tunnels under various roadways shall be designed to accommodate 
the ultimate roadway cross-section to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Transportation/Caltrans.  (Original Condition) 

35. The location, number and design of project access driveways for various project sites shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department of Transportation.  (Original Condition) 

36. All overburden removed from the Aspen IV South project by trucks shall be routed onto 
Mayhew Road north to Jackson Road.  If an on-site crossing of Morrison Creek is required, 
the creek crossing shall be consistent with all U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and California Department of Fish and Game permits required for the 
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project.  Any temporary private bridge crossing of Morrison Creek shall be removed prior 
to completion of the project reclamation plan.  (Original Condition) 

37. Overburden hauling from the project site shall not exceed 24 per hour during the peak 
traffic periods.  (Original Condition) 

38. Prior to initiation of overburden removal from the project site, the proponent shall install a 
right-turn on the northbound Mayhew Road approach to the Jackson Road intersection.  
The cost of this improvement shall be split on a fair-share basis between Teichert 
Aggregates and Granite Construction.  Within six months of the use permit approval, the 
proponent shall submit improvement plans to the Department of Transportation for review 
and approval.  (Original Condition) 

39. The proponent shall agree to repair any damages to structural paving material along 
sections of project site roadway segments upon which loaded trucks are routed, to the 
extent such damage is caused by traffic which occurs during the period of hauling 
operations.  Such agreement with the Department of Transportation shall be formalized 
prior to issuance of the work authorization permit.  (Original Condition) 

40. No mining shall take place within 25 feet of the ultimate right-of-way of Mayhew Road, 
except that the Public Works Director may authorize mining to proceed up to 12 feet from 
the ultimate right-of-way, with appropriate backfill and compaction to preexisting grade to 
the required 25-foot setback line (with a slope no steeper than 2:1).  The mining and 
backfilling proposal shall be supported by a soils report prepared by a qualified soils 
engineer, certifying that the overburden and underlying aggregate can support the proposed 
activity and anticipated traffic levels of Mayhew Road without adversely affecting the 
County right-of-way.  The 25-foot setback area adjacent to the right-of-way of Mayhew 
Road shall be backfilled and compacted prior to the onset of the rainy season, and the 
compaction shall be certified to at least 90% by a soils engineer.  (Original Condition) 

Land Use 

41. The proponent shall maintain the following setbacks:   

a. A 25-foot minimum setback from adjoining rural residential land uses, 
the first 10 feet of which shall consist of undisturbed land. 

b. No mining may occur within 50 feet of any habitable structures in 
existence on adjacent properties at the time of mining. 

c. A 25-foot minimum landscaped setback from all public streets consisting 
entirely of unmined land, or unless otherwise specified herein. 

d. The setback area consisting of mined land shall be reclaimed to original 
grade within one year or less of completion of mining.  (Original 
Condition) 

42. In order to mitigate potential impacts to surrounding land uses, the proponent shall be 
required to comply fully with mitigation measures identified in the Noise, Traffic and 
Circulation; Air Quality; and Visual Impacts sections of the EIR/EIS and SEIR, unless 
otherwise amended by the conditions set forth herein.  These mitigation measures will 
employ appropriate state-of-the-art techniques for erosion control, reclamation, nuisance 
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prevention, and environmental impact mitigation relative to surface mining operations.  
(Original Condition) 

43. In order to mitigate potential impacts to agricultural uses, prior to issuance of the work 
authorization permit, the proponent shall prepare a plan for the preservation and salvage of 
topsoil resources suitable for sustaining economically viable agricultural uses, consistent 
with the performance standards set forth in Sections 3708 and 3711 of the State Mining and 
Geology Board Reclamation Regulations.  (Original Condition) 

44. Upon request by the SRPD, the Aspen IV South mining operator agrees to provide a trail 
and setback easement (hereafter the “Trail Easement”), not to exceed 20 feet in width, so 
long as said easement does not conflict with any requirements or easements stemming from 
any permit issued, or that may be issued, by an agency of the State of California or the 
federal government.  Said easement shall be located consistent with the attached Public 
Trail Map (Exhibit A).  

a. Trail Improvements.  At the request of the SRPD and after acceptance of 
the Trail Easement by SRPD, the Operator shall improve the Trail 
Easement area by constructing a trail surface not exceeding 12 feet in 
width.  Operator’s responsibilities with respect to improvement of the 
Trail Easement area shall be limited to the installation of a suitably 
compacted base rock foundation as the trail surface, the grade and slopes 
of which shall be designed to provide for safe use, entry and exit by 
members of the public.  The cost of other improvements of the Trail 
Easement area, including the installation of asphalt or other overlay 
paving, shall be the responsibility of SRPD.  Fencing shall not be 
required unless (a) required by any applicable state or federal permits or, 
(b) required under adopted SRPD safety and design standards.  SRPD 
shall be responsible for the cost to install any such fencing, if required. 

b. Trail Maintenance.  The SRPD shall provide for funding necessary for 
maintenance of the Trail Easement area, including any fencing required 
pursuant to subdivision (a), above. 

c. Modification or Termination of Condition.  This condition shall cease to 
be binding in the event (a) the requirement for an easement dedication 
and/or trail installation is superseded by a condition of approval for a trail 
easement on a development application covering the same property; (b) 
the Operator and the SRPD enter into an agreement rendering all or part 
of this condition null and void; or, (c) at the latest, upon expiration of the 
use permit and any extensions that may be granted thereto, unless SRPD 
has previously requested the dedication of a Trail Easement.  (Southgate 
Recreation & Park District Condition and Mitigation Measure LU-3) 

Noise 

45. Comply with the following operation hours, unless modified on an interim basis by the 
Zoning Administrator of the Department of Community Development: 
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a. Monday through Friday:  6:00 a.m. until 10:00 p.m. 

b. Saturday:  6:00 a.m. through 3:00 p.m. 

c. Sunday and labor union holidays:  No mining or processing.  (Original Condition) 

46. For all other common residential/project property lines, the proponent shall provide noise 
barriers consisting of 8-foot high earthen berms or temporary portable barriers installed and 
moved along property boundaries as mining progresses.  The noise barriers shall be 
maintained at least until sufficient pit excavation has occurred to block the line of sight 
between nearby residences and mining activities.  If temporary portable barriers are used, 
they shall either be constructed with 4 x 8 sheets of ¾-inch plywood, placed side by side 
with an overlap of 1-2 inches to prevent gapping, or shall be constructed with other 
materials which achieve equivalent or greater sound attenuation as verified by a qualified 
acoustical consultant.  (Note: While the above cited ¾-inch plywood can provide 
acceptable temporary noise attenuation, this method as currently practiced is subject to 
weather damage, and lack of maintenance severely limits its effectiveness and aesthetic 
appeal.  Alternatives which provide durability and improved aesthetics for nearby residents 
and passersby should be explored.)  (Original Condition) 

 

Airport Compatibility 

47. The retention basin on Aspen IV South shall include the following design criteria to the 
maximum extent practicable, while still adhering to the federal agency regulations: 

a. The basin shall incorporate steep side slopes (3:1 or greater) 

b. The basin shall be designed to remain clear of vegetation that may provide nesting, 
roosting or foraging opportunities for birds.  Only herbaceous vegetation necessary 
for erosion control purposes will be allowed.  (Mitigation Measure LU-4) 

Public Safety 

48. Except along boundaries contiguous with approved mining operations, the proponent shall 
install fences and provide warning/trespass signs to comply with the Zoning Code.  
(Original Condition) 

49. All perimeter fencing shall be retained until post-reclamation development of the project 
site occurs.  (Original Condition) 

50. Existing public infrastructure (roads, water and sewer, electrical, etc.) shall be protected 
from undermining and collapse.  To protect the roadway and other public infrastructure, the 
proponent shall construct adjacent pit sides to standards approved by Water Resources 
Division (WRD).  (Original Condition) 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

51. The proponent shall screen mining operations from public roadways, private property, and 
other sensitive receptors by providing an appropriate combination of visual enhancements.  
Unless otherwise specified herein, these enhancements may include a combination of 25-
foot minimum buffers, chain link fencing, berming, and landscaping with fast-growing, 
closely spaced shrubs.  To the extent possible, earthen berms shall meander and be 
contoured to reflect a more natural pattern with variations in width, height and direction.  
(Original Condition) 
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52. Landscaping shall be initiated upon issuance of the use permit and, if possible, at least one 
year prior to commencement of the mining operations to allow plant establishment and 
sufficient screening growth.  Plantings shall be irrigated by trenching or with individual 
bubblers on an automatic irrigation system.  Along public streets, landscaping shall be 
installed exterior to earthen berms or chain link fencing to provide the least “industrial” 
appearance and the highest compatibility with neighboring uses.  Slats may be used in the 
fencing only if mining occurs before vegetation has reached screening height and density.  
(Original Condition) 

53. Landscaping adjacent to public streets and residential properties shall be consistent with the 
Landscape Plan (Control No. 01-PAB-0686) as approved by the Board of Supervisors on 
July 24, 2002.  (Original Condition as amended by the Planning Division) 

54. Any lighting shall be arranged and controlled so as not to illuminate public rights-of-way 
or adjacent properties.  Mercury vapor type lights shall be used, similar to the type used as 
residential outdoor security lights.  The top of the lights shall be covered with a metal cap, 
and a 10- 12-inch plastic shield shall surround the bulb.  The design of the light shall result 
in a minimum 90% of the light being projected downward, and the plastic shield shall 
prevent glare.  (Original Condition) 

Public and Private Utilities 

55. The proponent shall submit for review by the Environmental Management Department a 
site plan showing the exact locations of the wells proposed for use during the mining 
operation, the wells and/or septic systems proposed for abandonment, and the proposed 
locations for any new wells.  (Original Condition) 

56. The proponent shall abandon any existing septic systems according to the Environmental 
Management Department and Building Department procedures and standards.  Use of the 
system to be excavated shall be discontinued six months prior to excavation, and the tanks 
shall be pumped at that time.  Should any septic system be uncovered during mining 
activities, it shall be destroyed as per the requirements of the Environmental Management 
Department.  (Original Condition) 

57. The proponent shall ensure that water wells located in each phase of mining shall be 
abandoned to the satisfaction of the Environmental Management Department prior to 
initiation of the mining of that phase.  Any existing wells shall be abandoned according to 
the Environmental Management Department and Building Department procedures and 
standards.  Should any well be uncovered during mining activities, it shall be destroyed as 
per the requirements of the Environmental Management Department.  (Original Condition) 

58. The proponent shall contact the SMUD Distribution Planning Department and consult with 
SMUD through project planning and development so that any required facilities and 
easements would be developed in a coordinated manner.  The proponent shall keep SMUD 
informed of all decisions or changes in schedules that pertain to the proposed project, 
including setbacks, landscaped corridors, or any other planning efforts which may affect 
SMUD electrical facilities.  The proponent shall coordinate with SMUD for the 
construction of SMUD facilities during the different phases of development.  (Original 
Condition) 
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59. All new wells constructed on the project site shall be located and designed to minimize 
interference with existing wells within and outside the project site, to the satisfaction of the 
Environmental Management Department.  (Original Condition) 

60. Any existing overhead power lines shall remain and/or, if necessary, be relocated at the 
proponent’s expense as the operation proceeds.  (Original Condition) 

Miscellaneous 

61. This action does not relive the proponent of the obligation to comply with all ordinances, 
statutes, regulations and procedures applicable at the time of development.  Any required 
subsequent procedural actions (e.g., issuance of a Work Authorization Permit) shall take 
place within 36 months of the date on which the use permit became effective or this action 
shall automatically be null and void.  (Original Condition) 

62. This use permit shall expire on December 15, 2025 (i.e., all mining shall cease on 
December 15, 2025).  Any additional reclamation work shall be completed within 24 
months of the completion of mining.  (Original Condition as amended by the County 
Planning Commission) 

63. Prior to issuance of the work authorization permit, provide Sacramento County with a 
performance bond for each of the projects made payable to the County of Sacramento and 
the Department of Conservation of the State of California in the amount of $9,955 to 
financially guarantee reclamation of the property.  The amount of the bond shall be subject 
to annual review and adjustment pursuant to the requirements of SMARA.  (Original 
Condition) 

64. Comply with the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for this project 
as follows: 

a. It shall be the responsibility of the Aspen IV South mining operator to reimburse the 
County for all expenses incurred in the implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program (MMRP), including any necessary enforcement actions.  The 
mining operator shall pay an initial deposit of $6,000.00.  Over the course of the 
project, DERA will regularly conduct cost accountings and submit invoices to the 
mining operator when the County monitoring costs exceed the initial deposit. 

b. Until the MMRP has been recorded and initial deposit paid, no work authorization 
permit, grading permit or encroachment permit from Sacramento County shall be 
approved.  (Original Condition as amended by the Division of Environmental Review 
and Assessment) 

65. Teichert Land Company shall grant to Granite Construction Company, in a manner not 
inconsistent with the terms and conditions set forth in the License Agreement Regarding 
Conveyor Belt, a non-exclusive license for the construction, operation, maintenance and 
demolition of the Granite Conveyor Belt access road and power distribution facilities in the 
location shown on Exhibit A of said agreement.  (Original Condition) 

66. Provide a sign at the main entry to the project with primary contact and phone number in 
case of emergency or nuisance problems.  (Original Condition) 
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PUBLIC TRAIL MAP 
(CONDITIONS EXHIBIT A) 
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ORDINANCE EXHIBIT D 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY 
 
 
 

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 
 
NAME 
 
 
MAILING  
ADDRESS 
 
 
CITY, STATE 
ZIP CODE 
 

 

       SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE RESERVED FOR RECORDER’S USE 
 

RESOLUTION NO. _______________ 
 

RELEASE AND DISCHARGE 
 

RELEASES PORTION OF ZONING AGREEMENT 
RECORDED IN BOOK 20000103 AT PAGE 0266 et seq. 

OFFICIAL RECORDS  
 

 BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDERED that the Chair of the Board of Supervisors be and is hereby authorized 

and directed to execute a RELEASE on behalf of the COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO relating to that certain 

Agreement executed on December 15, 1999 and adopted by Ordinance No. SZC 99-0068 with  

 TEICHERT LAND COMPANY 

and to do and perform everything necessary to carry out the purpose of this resolution. 

 AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors does hereby consent to, authorize, and 

direct the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to record this Release, attached hereto, in the office of the Recorder of 

Sacramento County. 

 On a motion by Supervisor _____________, seconded by Supervisor ______________, the foregoing 

resolution was passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sacramento, State of California, at a 

regular meeting thereof this _________ day of _____________, 2013, by the following vote, to wit: 

AYES:  Supervisors: 
NOES:  Supervisors: 
ABSENT: Supervisors: 
ABSTAIN: Supervisors: 
       __________________________________________ 
       CHAIR OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
       OF SACRAMENTO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
 
 
ATTEST:    _______________________________ 
                     CLERK OF THE  
                         BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

cookseyg
Text Box
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Aspen IV South 
PLNP2008-00017 
063-0100-001, 011, 014, 015, 
016, and 019; 063-0130-001, 
002, 009, 010, and 011 

 
 
 

RELEASE AND DISCHARGE 
(Upon Rezone) 

 
 THIS RELEASE AND DISCHARGE, made this _______ day of ____________, 2013, by 

the County of Sacramento, a political subdivision of the State of California: 

W I T N E S S E T H 

 WHEREAS, on December 15, 1999 the COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO entered into an 

Agreement with:  

TEICHERT LAND COMPANY 
 
which Agreement was adopted by Ordinance No. SZC 99-0068 and was recorded in Book 

20000103 at Page 0266 et seq on January 3, 2000, Official Records of Sacramento County, and 

affecting certain real property situated in the County of Sacramento, State of California.  

TEICHERT LAND COMPANY was obligated to comply with certain conditions regarding said 

real property; and  

 WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors, in connection with a request to amend the  

above-referenced Agreement has determined to amend the conditions attached thereto pursuant 

to Ordinance No. SZC 2013-________, thereby requiring the release of said property from the 

conditions imposed thereon by the aforesaid Agreement. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, the County of Sacramento, acting by and through its governing body, 

the Board of Supervisors, hereby releases the following described property from the conditions 

and obligations imposed thereon by that certain Agreement adopted on December 15, 1999 by 
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Ordinance No. SZC 99-0068 and recorded in Book 20000103 at Page 0266 et seq, in the Office 

of the Recorder of Sacramento County: 

All that certain real property situated in the County of Sacramento, State of California as 
described as follows: 

 

See Exhibit “A” 
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                 ___________________________________________ 
                 CHAIR OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
                 OF SACRAMENTO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ATTEST: _________________________ 
                    CLERK OF THE 
           BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
OF THE COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 

 
       Control Nos.: 

PLNP2008-REB-UPB-00016 
PLNP2008-REB-UPB-ZGB-00017 

       State Clearing House No. 1995102057 
 
 
 
Re:  Teichert Aggregates – Aspen III 
South Reclamation Plan Amendment and 
Use Permit Amendment; and Aspen IV 
South Reclamation Plan Amendment, Use 
Permit Amendment, Zoning Agreement 
Amendment, and Release from Prior 
Zoning Ordinance 
__________________________________

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
CEQA FINDINGS  

OF FACT  
 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (“FSEIR”) prepared for 
Teichert Aggregates (“Teichert”) Aspen III South Reclamation Plan Amendment and 
Use Permit Amendment, and Aspen IV South Reclamation Plan Amendment, Use 
Permit Amendment, Zoning Agreement Amendment and Release from Prior Zoning 
Ordinance (collectively the “Teichert Project”), and the Granite Construction 
Company (“Granite”) Vineyard I Community Plan Amendment, Rezone, Use Permit, 
Reclamation Plan Amendment, and Zoning Agreement Amendments (collectively the 
“Granite Project”) addresses the environmental effects associated with the Teichert 
Project and the Granite Project (collectively, the “Projects”). The environmental 
effects addressed in the FSEIR have either resulted from proposed changes to 
Teichert and Granite’s existing use permits and reclamation plans for these sites, or 
from new impacts and/or mitigation measures that result from changed 
circumstances. The Teichert Project and the Granite Project comprise separate 
applications but are so closely related in geographic proximity that they have been 
incorporated together for purposes of the evaluation of environmental impacts. 
 
The existing (1999-2000) conditional use permits and reclamation plans for the 
Aspen III South, Aspen IV South and Vineyard I sites were each the subject of a 
previously certified Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 
Statement entitled Morrison Creek Mining Reach (South) of Jackson Highway (State 
Clearinghouse No. 95102057) (the “Morrison Creek FEIR/FEIS”).  A separate set of 
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CEQA findings and a statement of overriding considerations were adopted in 
December 1999, at the time the existing conditional use permits and reclamation 
plans were approved. These findings and statement of overriding considerations are 
attached hereto as Exhibit F1 and are incorporated herein by reference. Unless 
expressly noted in these Findings, these original findings and statement of overriding 
considerations remain in effect. 

The Teichert Project and the Granite Project have separate findings of fact due to the 
identification of separate and distinct environmental impacts and mitigation measures 
for each project. These CEQA Findings of Fact for Aspen III South and Aspen IV 
South (“Findings”) address the significant environmental impacts associated with the 
Teichert Project only. The Board of Supervisors of the County of Sacramento 
(“Board”) has adopted a separate set of findings addressing the impacts of the Granite 
Project. 

These Findings have been prepared to comply with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) and 
the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.), and are supported by 
information and analysis in the FSEIR, the Morrison Creek FEIR/FEIS, the responses 
to all public comments, and technical appendices, together comprising the FSEIR, 
and other evidence presented as part of the administrative record at the public 
hearings on the Project. 
 

II. DEFINITIONS 
 
“Applicant” means Teichert Aggregates. 
 
“Board” means the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sacramento. 
 
“CEQA” means the California Environmental Quality Act. 
 
“Condition” means a condition of approval adopted by the County in connection with 
approval of the Teichert Project. 
 
“County” means the County of Sacramento. 
 
“CPAC” means Community Planning Advisory Council. 
 
“Department” means the County Department of Community Development, Planning 
and Environmental Review Division, successor entity to the County of Sacramento 
Division of Environmental Review and Assessment. 

BOS ATTACHMENT 1 
01-08-2013 

Page 2 of 29



3 
 

 
“DERA” means the County of Sacramento Division of Environmental Review and 
Assessment, predecessor entity of the Department of Community Development, 
Planning and Environmental Review Division. 
 
“Drainage Master Plan” or “DMP” means the Morrison Creek Mining Reach 
Drainage Master Plan. 
 
“Draft SEIR” or “DSEIR” means the “Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report: Vineyard I Community Plan Amendment, Rezone, Use Permit, Reclamation 
Plan Amendment, and Zoning Agreement Amendments; and Aspen III South 
Reclamation Plan and Use Permit Amendments; and Aspen IV South Reclamation 
Plan, Use Permit, and Zoning Agreement Amendments (February 2012).”  
 
“FEMA” means the Federal Emergency Management Agency. 
 
“Final SEIR” or “FSEIR” means the “Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report: Vineyard I Community Plan Amendment, Rezone, Use Permit, Reclamation 
Plan Amendment, and Zoning Agreement Amendments; and Aspen III South 
Reclamation Plan and Use Permit Amendments; and Aspen IV South Reclamation 
Plan, Use Permit, and Zoning Agreement Amendments (September 2012).” 
 
“Findings” means these Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
which address impacts associated with the Teichert Project. 
 
“Granite” means Granite Construction Company. 
 
“Granite Project” means the Vineyard I Community Plan Amendment, Rezone, Use 
Permit, Reclamation Plan Amendment, and Zoning Agreement Amendments. 
 
“MMRP” means Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
 
“Morrison Creek FEIR/FEIS” means the previously certified Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement titled Morrison Creek Mining Reach 
(South) of Jackson Highway (Control Nos. 94-UPB-04841, 91-CZB-UPB-0118, 90-
CZB-UPB-1607 and 94-CZB-UPB-0671; State Clearinghouse No. 9510205074). 
 
“Morrison Creek Realigned Channel” or “MCRC” means the channel alignment 
depicted at Plates PD-9 and PD-10 (FSEIR, pp. 3-19 to 3-20.) 
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“MSL” means Mean Sea Level. 
 
“NOC” means Notice of Completion. 
 
“NOP” means Notice of Preparation. 
 
“Planning Commission” means the Planning Commission of the County of 
Sacramento. 
 
“Preserve” means the portion of the Raised Bank Channel that will be permanently 
preserved, via conservation easement, per the Applicant’s Clean Water Act Section 
404 permit for Aspen IV South. 
 
“[T]he Projects” means the proposed amendments to the existing use permits and 
reclamation plans for the Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South sites, 
collectively. 
 
“Raised Bank Channel” or “RBC” means the channel alignment depicted at Plate PD-
13 (FSEIR, p. 3-24.) 
 
“Record” means the record of proceedings for the Teichert Project as discussed in 
Section V herein. 

“Teichert” means “Teichert Aggregates.” 

 
“Teichert Project” means the Aspen III South Reclamation Plan Amendment and Use 
Permit Amendment, and the Aspen IV South Reclamation Plan Amendment, Use 
Permit Amendment, Zoning Agreement Amendment and Release from Prior Zoning 
Ordinance, collectively. 
 
Any additional terms or phrases not defined herein shall have the definitions set forth 
in the FSEIR. 
 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

A. Project Location  
 
The Teichert Project sites are located within the Vineyard Community Plan Area 
in the unincorporated area of Sacramento County. The parcels comprising the 
Aspen III South site are located at the southwest corner of Fruitridge Road and 
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Mayhew Road, while the parcels comprising the Aspen IV South site are located 
at the northeast corner of Mayhew Road and Elder Creek Road.  
 

B. Project Setting 
 
The Projects are located on three adjoining properties, consisting of 
approximately 700 total acres, within a larger aggregate mining area.   
 
As described in the Morrison Creek FEIR/FEIS, the Teichert Project site is 
located within the upper Morrison Creek watershed, in the reach between Jackson 
Highway and Hedge Road.  Morrison Creek flows from the low foothills of 
eastern Sacramento County to the Sacramento River Delta at Snodgrass Slough.  
The Morrison Creek corridor occupies a shallow valley with sparse riparian 
vegetation.  The lower watershed is highly urbanized and Morrison Creek has 
been channelized.  The majority of the Teichert Project site is located within a 
federally designated floodplain. 
 
The Aspen III South site has been disturbed by prior mining activities. In 
addition, the portion of the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (“MCRC”) 
located on the Aspen III South site has been constructed as depicted at Plate PD-3 
of the FSEIR. (FSEIR, p. 3-7.) There were no wetland or other biological impacts 
associated with the mining of Aspen III South. 
 
The majority of the Aspen IV South site has not yet been mined and consists 
primarily of non-native annual grassland upon which livestock grazing occurs. 
Overburden material has been removed from a small portion of the Aspen IV 
South site in preparation for future aggregate mining activities. Based upon a 
wetland delineation verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Aspen IV 
South site contains 3.81 acres of wetlands and other waters of the United States, 
approximately 1.34 acres of which will be impacted by the proposed mining 
activities.  Teichert has obtained all necessary permits from federal and State 
regulatory agencies authorizing these impacts. 
 

C. Project Description 

In October 1999, the Board approved conditional use permits and reclamation 
plans for aggregate mining projects on the Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen 
IV South sites, and also certified the Morrison Creek FEIR/FEIS for those 
projects. The approved reclamation plans for Aspen III South and Aspen IV South 
require that those sites be reclaimed for agricultural, flood control and open space 
uses.  Reclamation is to be accomplished in conjunction with mining of the site by 
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replacing topsoil and overburden material and then grading it to provide a suitable 
growing media for the establishment of vegetation.  The approved reclamation 
plan for Aspen III South also envisions that an at-grade, trapezoidal bypass 
channel will be constructed around the northern perimeter of that site. The 
approved reclamation plan for Aspen IV South further requires the construction of 
an at-grade, trapezoidal bypass channel as well as a 600-foot wide riparian 
corridor/low-flow channel on the pit floor.  

In the ensuing years since this approval was granted, the Applicant worked with 
Granite, operator of the adjacent Vineyard I mining project, to study options for 
reducing potential flooding risks and impacts to sensitive resources associated 
with the approved mining projects. The Teichert Project modifies the Applicant’s 
previously-approved reclamation plan and conditional use permits for Aspen III 
South and Aspen IV South to incorporate new reclamation design addressing 
these issues. In addition, the Applicant seeks to update its approved reclamation 
plans and use permits to integrate updated technical studies, entitlements, and 
mitigation measures which were obtained and/or identified subsequent to the 
original approvals for Aspen III South and Aspen IV South.  The specifics of the 
Teichert Project are discussed below. 

1. Aspen III South:  
 
a. Habitat Mitigation/Flood Control - Pursuant to the Teichert Project, the 

Applicant plans to build a portion of an at-grade mitigation corridor, 
known as the Morrison Creek Realigned Channel (“MCRC”), through the 
southern portion of the Aspen III South site. The MCRC has been 
designed to contain the 100-year flows of Morrison Creek and operate as a 
self-sustaining stream corridor, while incorporating habitat mitigation 
required by the Morrison Creek EIR/EIS. The channel will be constructed 
to mimic a natural meandering stream with varied slopes ranging from 3:1 
to 7:1 (horizontal to vertical).  The MCRC will connect upstream (at 
Mayhew Road) with the natural channel of Morrison Creek. In addition, a 
recreational trail will be constructed within the MCRC.  
 
A Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
was prepared by ECORP Consulting, Inc. for the MCRC.  This plan 
proposes a variety of features in the design of the corridor such as 
backwaters, benches, as well as deeper pools to provide areas for different 
plant communities and wetland types.  A significant number of trees, 
native shrubs and wetland plants will be planted throughout the corridor 
and monitoring will continue for up to 10 years.  Pursuant to Granite’s 
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Clean Water Act Section 404 permit for Vineyard I, a conservation 
easement will be placed over the portion of the MCRC on Aspen III 
South, to be held in perpetuity by a third-party conservation entity and 
managed pursuant to an endowment funded by Granite. 

 
b. Drying Beds – The Teichert Project includes a proposed amendment to the 

Applicant’s reclamation plan for Aspen III South in order to allow the use 
of drying beds as part of the reclamation process for that property.  The 
“drying beds” method, which was previously approved by the County via 
use permit 04-UPB-0230, involves the accumulation of silt-like material 
obtained from washing aggregate and the subsequent placement of this 
material on mined out areas to facilitate reclamation. Depending upon the 
availability of the silt-like material, the final elevation of the mined floor 
may be within 2 feet of the original adjacent grade.  

 
c. Landscaping - In 2002, the Board approved detailed landscape plans for 

the portions of Aspen III South adjacent to public streets and rural 
residential properties. (01-PAB-0686). The Teichert Project includes an 
amendment to the Aspen III South reclamation plan to reflect those plans. 

 
d. Conditional Use Permit Amendments – The Teichert Project includes a 

request to revise several conditions of the approved conditional use permit 
for Aspen III South in order to reflect the proposed changes to the 
reclamation plan for that site and also to reflect revised and/or updated 
studies prepared for the Teichert Project. 

 
 

2. Aspen IV South: 
 
a. Habitat Mitigation/Flood Control – The previously-approved mining plan 

for Aspen IV South included mining through a portion of Morrison Creek.  
Pursuant to the Teichert Project, the Applicant now plans to completely 
avoid mining within Morrison Creek. Instead, the Applicant will mine up 
to the southern edge of the floodway for Morrison Creek and will 
construct flood control berms outside of the floodway on both sides of the 
creek to create a corridor known as the Raised Bank Channel 
(“RBC”).The constructed berms will be approximately 4-6 feet in height 
in order to provide a minimum of 3 feet of freeboard for the 100-year 
floodplain elevation of Morrison Creek. A recreational trail will be 
conducted within the RBC. 
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A Wetland, Oak Woodland and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
as well as an Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV 
South were prepared by ECORP Consulting.  Collectively, those plans 
propose a total of 1,077 oak tree plantings within the RBC to compensate 
for oak tree impacts associated with the Aspen IV South mining, as well as 
monitoring of those plantings for a period of 10 years.  Pursuant to 
Teichert’s Clean Water Act Section 404 permit for Aspen IV South, a 
conservation easement will be placed over the 17.5-acre RBC to be held in 
perpetuity by a third-party conservation entity and managed pursuant to an 
endowment funded by Teichert. 

 
b. Drying Beds – The Teichert Project includes a proposed amendment to the 

Applicant’s reclamation plan for Aspen IV South in order to allow the use 
of drying beds as part of the reclamation process for that property.  The 
“drying beds” method, which was previously approved by the County via 
use permit 04-UPB-0230, involves the accumulation of silt-like material 
obtained from washing aggregate and the subsequent placement of this 
material on mined out areas to facilitate reclamation. Depending upon the 
availability of the silt-like material, the final elevation of the mined floor 
may be within 2 feet of the original adjacent grade.  

 
c. Landscaping - In 2002, the Board approved detailed landscape plans for 

the portions of Aspen IV South adjacent to public streets and rural 
residential properties. (01-PAB-0686). The Teichert Project includes an 
amendment to the Aspen IV South reclamation plan to reflect those plans. 

 
d. Conditional Use Permit Amendments – The Teichert Project includes a 

request to revise several conditions of the approved conditional use permit 
for Aspen IV South in order to reflect the proposed changes to the 
reclamation plan for that site and also to reflect revised and/or updated 
studies prepared for the Teichert Project. 
 

D. Project Objectives 
 
The Applicant has provided the following objectives for the Teichert Project: 
 
 The MCRC better mirrors the natural creek condition, while eliminating 

the need for a mechanical pump system. 
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 The at-grade, single channel design of the MCRC avoids the separation of 
creek function and habitat. 

 The revised reclamation plan allows the Applicant to mine aggregates with 
fewer operational constraints while minimizing impacts to the 
environment.  

 Mining on Aspen IV South will avoid Morrison Creek which eliminates 
direct impacts to the creek and related habitat. 

 There is currently a great demand for aggregates in Sacramento County 
and surrounding areas and this demand continues to increase as the 
population of the region grows. 
 

E. Requested Entitlements 
 
The Teichert Project includes the following entitlements to permit its physical 
development:  
 
1. Aspen III South: 
 

a. A reclamation plan amendment for the Aspen III South aggregate mining 
operation (Control No. 94-UPB-0484) to allow:  
 

1.) A revision to the drainage and wetland mitigation plans for the 
Aspen III South site that will include the construction of a new 
MCRC that will be approximately 300 feet in width at or near 
original grade, and will include adjacent buffer lands for a total 
width of 650 feet.  This new MCRC will accommodate 100-
year flood flows and incorporate wetland/riparian habitat 
mitigation elements. 

2.) The previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison 
Creek would be replaced with the construction of the MCRC as 
described above. 

3.) Selected pit floor elevations may be raised to within 2 feet of 
the original grade over the term of the use permit (i.e., 22 
years) using the “drying bed” method, as discussed above. 

 
b. A use permit amendment for the Aspen III South aggregate mining 

operation to allow:  
 

1.) Amendments to several of the conditions of the original 
approval that reference the approved elevated bypass channel 
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for Morrison Creek, and instead reference the new MCRC, as 
described above. 

2.) An update of several conditions to reflect the 2011 Morrison 
Creek Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis prepared for the 
Projects. 

3.) An update of several conditions to reflect landscape plans 
approved for the Project in 2002 (Control No. 01-PAB-0686). 

4.) An update of several conditions to reflect new wetland and oak 
woodland mitigation consistent with recent approvals by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
 

2. Aspen IV South:  
 
a. A reclamation plan amendment for the Aspen IV South mining operation 

(Control Number: 90-CZB-UPB-1607) to allow: 
 
1.)  A revision to the drainage and wetland mitigation plans for the Aspen 

IV South site that consists of completely avoiding Morrison Creek on 
the Aspen IV South property and constructing the RBC. Teichert will 
mine up to the southern edge of the floodway of Morrison Creek, and 
will construct berms outside the floodway on the north and south sides 
of the creek to create a RBC. 

2.) The previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek, 
and the 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor would be superseded 
by the construction of the RBC, as described above. 

3.) Selected pit floor elevations may be raised to within 2 feet of the 
original grade over the term of the use permit using the “drying beds” 
method (i.e., the accumulation of silt-like material obtained from 
aggregate washings or direct import). 

4.) Two options for on-site retention of stormwater: (a) drain to the 
adjacent Vineyard I mining site (this option was approved in 1999), or 
(b) retain on site in an engineered retention basin. 
 

b. A use permit amendment and zoning agreement amendment to the Aspen 
IV South approval to allow: 
 
1.) Amendments to several of the conditions of the original approval 

that reference the previously approved elevated bypass channel for 
Morrison Creek and a 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor, and 
instead reference the new RBC, as described above. 
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2.) An update of several conditions to reflect the 2011 Morrison Creek 
Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis prepared for the Projects. 

3.) An update of several conditions to reflect landscape plans 
approved for the project in 2002 (Control No. 01-PAB-0686). 

4.) An update of several conditions to reflect new wetland and oak 
woodland mitigation consistent with recent approvals from the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

5.) A revision to conditions requiring the dedication of a public trail 
easement corresponding to the alignment of Morrison Creek. 
 

c. A release from the prior zoning ordinance, adopted by Ordinance No. SCZ 
99-0068, to be replaced by an amended zoning ordinance. 
 

IV. BACKGROUND 
 
The Vineyard I and Aspen IV South applications were originally submitted by 
Granite and the Applicant in February 1991 and December 1990, respectively.  
During this same period, the County Department of Water Resources (“DWR”) was 
undertaking preliminary steps to prepare a drainage master plan, entitled Morrison 
Creek Mining Reach Drainage Mitigation Plan (“Drainage Master Plan” or “DMP”), 
for various reaches of Morrison Creek.  It was determined that the DMP would affect 
the reclamation and drainage mitigation plans for both of these mining sites.  As a 
result, the Applicant and Granite placed their applications on hold pending release of 
the final DMP.  
 
In January 1992, the County approved a use permit to allow mining and reclamation 
on the portion of the Aspen III South site located outside of the 100-year floodplain.  
 
In 1994, the Applicant and Granite resubmitted revised applications to mine the 
Aspen IV South and Vineyard I sites. These revised applications were consistent with 
the DMP. In that same year, Teichert submitted an application to revise its use permit 
for Aspen III South to expand mining into the 100-year floodplain area, as well as to 
allow the relocation and construction of a Morrison Creek bypass channel along the 
site’s northern and eastern boundary as proposed in the DMP. Teichert also filed an 
application for a conditional use permit to mine a fourth site, Aspen V South, which 
is not part of the Projects currently being considered. 
 
A joint Draft EIR/EIS entitled “Morrison Creek Mining Reach Downstream (South) 
of Jackson Highway” was prepared for use by the County in its deliberation on the 
revised applications for Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South, and by the 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers during its review and consideration of the Section 404 
permits required for Vineyard I, Aspen IV South and Aspen V South. This joint Draft 
EIR/EIS was released in February 1997. 
 
On October 20, 1999, after numerous public hearings and extensive public testimony, 
the Board certified the Morrison Creek FEIR/FEIS, and began its deliberations to 
approve the Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South mining projects.  The 
Board approved the Aspen III South and Aspen IV South projects on December 15, 
1999, and the Vineyard I mining project on January 12, 2000. The Board adopted 
CEQA findings and a statement of overriding considerations for those projects on 
January 12, 2000. 
 
On January 15, 2008, the Applicant submitted an application for the Teichert Project, 
as described above. This application was amended November 21, 2011. 
 
On May 22, 2009, the County issued a Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) of a 
Supplemental EIR for the Projects.  A Supplemental EIR was found to be appropriate 
in this instance because “[o]nly minor additions or changes would be necessary to 
make the previous EIR adequately apply to the project in the changed situation.” 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15163(a).) The NOP was distributed to the State Clearinghouse, 
responsible agencies, interested groups and individuals, and surrounding property 
owners.  The NOP was circulated for a 30-day comment period, which ended on June 
22, 2009. Three (3) letters were received in response to the NOP.   
 
Along with a Notice of Completion (“NOC”), the Draft Supplemental EIR (“DSEIR”) 
was released to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to begin the public 
review period (Public Resources Code, Section 21161) on February 24, 2012.  
Concurrent with the NOC, the County also provided public notice of the availability 
of the DSEIR for public review through publication in a newspaper of general 
circulation, publication on the Division of Environmental Review and Assessment 
(“DERA”) website and with notices sent to individuals who had requested such 
notification.  The public review and written comment period began on February 24, 
2012 and ended on April 9, 2012. Four comment letters were received regarding the 
Project: one from Granite, one from Teichert, one from the Central Valley Flood 
Protection Board and one from the Southgate Recreation and Park District. The 
Response to Comments chapter of the FSEIR contains all of the written comments 
received during the public comment period on the DSEIR. (See FSEIR, pp. 19-1 to 
19-28.) 
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On April 10, 2012, the Vineyard Community Planning Advisory Council (“CPAC”) 
considered the Projects and received public comments regarding the Projects and the 
DSEIR. The Vineyard CPAC recommended approval of the Projects by a vote of 3-0. 
 
On May 21, 2012, the County Planning Commission held a public hearing to consider 
the Projects. Although an opportunity was provided for the public to provide oral 
comments on the DSEIR, no comments were made. After closing the public comment 
period on the DSEIR, the Planning Commission voted 4-0 to direct DERA to prepare 
the FSEIR, and to recommend approval of the Projects.  
 
On September 5, 2012, the FSEIR for the Projects was published by the County. 
 
On December 4, 2012, the Board held a public hearing regarding the Projects.  After 
receiving public comments on the Projects, the Board certified the FSEIR and 
tentatively approved the Projects, with conditions.   
 
On January 8, 2013, the Board formally approved the Projects (Including Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Programs) with conditions and adopted these Findings. 
 

V. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 
 
The record of proceedings for the Board’s decision on the Teichert Project consists of 
the following documents, at a minimum:  
 
 The Morrison Creek FEIR/FEIS, including all Findings of Fact and Statement 

of Overriding Considerations, the Mitigation and Monitoring Program 
approved by the Board in connection thereto, and all documents, exhibits, 
studies and/or written materials attached to any of these documents. 

 The application packages for the Teichert Projects, including written 
documentation, maps and subsequent amendments and submittals;  

 The NOP and any other public notices issued by the County in conjunction 
with the Projects;  

 The DSEIR prepared for the Projects (January 2012);  
 All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the 

comment period on the DSEIR and responses to those comments;  
 The FSEIR prepared for the Projects (Sept. 5, 2012), including comments 

received on the DSEIR and responses to those comments;  
 All comments and correspondence submitted to the County with respect to the 

Projects, in addition to the timely comments on the DSEIR;  
 All conditions of approval for the Teichert Project;  
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 The mitigation, monitoring and reporting program for the Teichert Project;  
 All findings and resolutions adopted by the Board in connection with the 

Teichert Project, and all documents cited or referred to therein;  
 All reports, studies, memoranda, maps, staff reports or other planning 

documents relating to the Teichert Project prepared by the County, consultants 
to the County or responsible or trustee agencies with respect to the County’s 
compliance with the requirements of CEQA and with respect to the County’s 
action on the Teichert Project;  

 Any minutes and/or verbatim transcripts of all information sessions, public 
meetings and public hearings held by the County in connection with the 
Teichert Project;  

 Any documentary or other evidence submitted to the County at such 
information sessions, public meetings and public hearings;  

 Matters of common knowledge to the Board including, but not limited to: 
o Federal, state and local laws and regulations;  
o The County General Plan (1993 and 2011), including the Land Use 

Map and elements thereof;  
o The Vineyard Community Plan (1985);  
o The Zoning Code of Sacramento County;  
o The Sacramento County Code; and 
o Other formally adopted policies and ordinances. 

 Any documents expressly cited in these Findings, in addition to those cited 
above; and 

 Any other materials required for the record of proceedings by the Public 
Resources Code Section 21167.6, subdivision (e). 

The official custodian of the record is the Clerk of the Sacramento County Board of 
Supervisors, 700 H Street, Sacramento, California, 95814. 

VI. FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA 
 

Public Resources Code section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve 
projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available 
which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]” 
(Emphasis added.)  The same statute states that the procedures required by CEQA “are intended 
to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed 
projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or 
substantially lessen such significant effects.” (Emphasis added.)  Section 21002 goes on to state 
that “in the event [that] specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such 
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project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of 
one or more significant effects thereof.” 

The mandate and principles announced in Public Resources Code section 21002 are 
implemented, in part, through the requirement that agencies must adopt findings before 
approving projects for which EIRs are required.  (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (a); 
CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a).)  For each significant environmental effect identified in an 
EIR for a proposed project, the approving agency must issue a written finding reaching one or 
more of three permissible conclusions.  The first such finding is that “[c]hanges or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant environmental effect as identified in the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, 
subd. (a)(1).)  The second permissible finding is that “[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the finding.  
Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such 
other agency.”  (CEQA Guidelines, §15091, subd. (a)(2).)  The third potential conclusion is that 
“[s]pecific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
project alternatives identified in the final EIR.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(3).)  
Public Resources Code section 21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, social and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines section 15364 
adds another factor: “legal” considerations.  (See also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (“Goleta II”) (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 565.) 

The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular 
alternative or mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project.  
(City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417.)  “[F]easibility’ under 
CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on reasonable balancing 
of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.”  (Id.; see also 
Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715.) 

The CEQA Guidelines do not define the difference between “avoiding” a significant 
environmental effect and merely “substantially lessening” such an effect.  The County must 
therefore glean the meaning of these terms from the other contexts in which the terms are used.  
Public Resources Code section 21081, on which CEQA Guidelines section 15091 is based, uses 
the term “mitigate” rather than “substantially lessen.”  The CEQA Guidelines therefore equate 
“mitigating” with “substantially lessening.”  Such an understanding of the statutory term is 
consistent with the policies underlying CEQA, which include the policy that “public agencies 
should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of 
such projects.”  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002.) 
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For purposes of these findings, the term “avoid” refers to the effectiveness of one or more 
mitigation measures to reduce an otherwise significant effect to a less than significant level.  In 
contrast, the term “substantially lessen” refers to the effectiveness of such measure or measures 
to substantially reduce the severity of a significant effect, but not to reduce that effect to a less 
than significant level.  These interpretations appear to be mandated by the holding in Laurel Hills 
Homeowners Association v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 519-521, in which the 
Court of Appeal held that an agency had satisfied its obligation to substantially lessen or avoid 
significant effects by adopting numerous mitigation measures, not all of which rendered the 
significant impacts in question less than significant. 

Although CEQA Guidelines section 15091 requires only that approving agencies specify 
that a particular significant effect is “avoid[ed] or substantially lessen[ed],” these findings, for 
purposes of clarity, in each case will specify whether the effect in question has been reduced to a 
less than significant level, or has simply been substantially lessened but remains significant.  
Moreover, although section 15091, read literally, does not require findings to address 
environmental effects that an EIR identifies as merely “potentially significant,” these findings 
will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. 

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

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially 
lessened, a public agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if 
the agency first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons 
why the agency found that the project’s “benefits” rendered “acceptable” its “unavoidable 
adverse environmental effects.”  (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15093, 15043, subd. (b); see also Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (b).)  The California Supreme Court stated, “[t]he wisdom of 
approving … any development project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is 
necessarily left to the sound discretion of the local officials and their constituents who are 
responsible for such decisions.  The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires that those 
decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.”  (Goleta II, 52 Cal.3d at p. 576.) 

These findings constitute the County’s best efforts to set forth the evidentiary and policy 
bases for its decision to approve the Project in a manner consistent with the requirements of 
CEQA.  To the extent that these findings conclude that various proposed mitigation measures 
outlined in the Final EIR are feasible and have not been modified, superseded or withdrawn, the 
County hereby binds itself to implement these measures.  These findings, in other words, are not 
merely informational, but rather constitute a binding set of obligations that will come into effect 
when the Board adopts a resolution approving the Project. 
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VII. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) was prepared for the Teichert 
Project and was approved by the Board by the same resolution that has adopted these findings.  
(See Pub. Resources Code, §21081.6, subd. (a)(1); CEQA Guidelines, §15097.)  The County will 
use the MMRP to track compliance with the Teichert Project’s mitigation measures.  The MMRP 
will remain available for public review during the compliance period. 

 
VIII. SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

These Findings do not address impacts that are considered less than significant or 
beneficial prior to mitigation.  Therefore, these Findings do not address the following impacts 
because they were determined to be either less than significant or beneficial in the FSEIR: 

 Aesthetics and Visual Resources – Cumulative Impacts (FSEIR, pp. 15-5 to 15-6.) 
 Air Quality – Cumulative Impacts (FSEIR, p. 8-17.) 
 Biological Resources – Fisheries (FSEIR, pp. 10-41 to 10-42.) 
 Biological Resources – Giant Garter Snake (FSEIR, pp. 10-49 to 10-50.) 
 Biological Resources - Cumulative Impacts (FSEIR, pp. 10-50 to 10-51.) 
 Climate Change – Cumulative Impacts (FSEIR, p. 17-15.) 
 Cultural Resources- Cumulative Impacts (FSEIR, p. 7-16.) 
 Geology and Slope Stability – Cumulative Impacts (FSEIR, p. 9-8.) 
 Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality – Disrupt or Alter Mather Field Groundwater 

Contamination Monitoring (FSEIR, p. 6-5.) 
 Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality – Cumulative Impacts (FSEIR, p. 6-6.) 
 Land Use – Post-Project Development (FSEIR, pp. 12-9 to 12-10.) 
 Land Use – Cumulative Impacts (FSEIR, pp. 12-18 to 12-19.) 
 Noise – Potential Violation of the Zoning Code Noise Standard Due to the Conveyor 

System (FSEIR, pp. 13-5 to 13-6.) 
 Noise – Heavy Truck Traffic and Operation of Processing Plant May Constitute a Noise 

Source (FSEIR, p. 13-6.) 
 Noise – Cumulative Impacts (FSEIR, p. 13-7.) 
 Public Safety – Hazardous Conditions Post-Reclamation (FSEIR, pp. 14-3 to 14-4.) 
 Public Safety – Cumulative Impacts (FSEIR, p. 14-4.) 
 Public Services – Impacts to SRCSD and SASD (formerly CSD-1) Sewage Lines 

(FSEIR, pp. 16-4 to 16-5.) 
 Public Services – Impacts to Existing Septic Systems (FSEIR, pp. 16-5 to 16-6.) 
 Public Services – Use of Onsite Water (FSEIR, pp. 16-6 to 16-7.) 
 Public Services – Removal of Water Wells (FSEIR, p. 16-7.) 
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 Public Services – Electric Facilities (FSEIR, pp. 16-7 to 16-8.) 
 Public Services – Natural Gas Facilities (FSEIR, p. 16-8.) 
 Public Services – Park Services (FSEIR, pp. 16-8 to 16-9.) 
 Public Services – Emergency Services (FSEIR, p. 16-9.) 
 Public Services – Cumulative Impacts (FSEIR, p. 16-9.) 
 Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage – Increase Morrison Creek Floodplain Upstream 

in the Post-Reclamation Condition (FSEIR, p. 5-11.) 
 Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage – Increase Morrison Creek Downstream Flows in 

the Post-Reclamation Condition (FSEIR, p. 5-13.) 
 Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage – Result in On-Site Flooding in the Post-

Reclamation Condition (FSEIR, p. 5-14.) 
 Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage – Embankment/Levee Failure (FSEIR, pp. 5-16 

to 5-18.) 
 Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage – Damage to the Jackson Highway Bridge Due 

to High Morrison Creek Flows (FSEIR, p. 5-19.) 
 Surface Water Hydrology and Drainage – Cumulative Impacts (FSEIR, p. 5-19.) 
 Traffic and Circulation – Impacts on Traffic Safety (FSEIR, p. 11-6.) 
 Traffic and Circulation – Deterioration of Pavement and Damage to Roadway Structural 

Sections (FSEIR, p. 11-6.) 
 Traffic and Circulation – Exceed LOS Standard (FSEIR, p. 11-7.) 
 Traffic and Circulation – Cumulative Impacts (FSEIR, p. 11-7.) 

The Teichert Project's impacts to these environmental issues are less-than-significant.  
Therefore, the FSEIR did not identify or require mitigation measures for these issues. 

In addition, the following impacts identified in the FSEIR apply only to the Granite 
Project: 

 Aesthetics and Visual Resources – Degradation of the Visual Character or Quality of the 
Site and Its Surroundings (FSEIR, pp. 15-3 to 15-4.) 

 Aesthetics and Visual Resources – Create a New Source of Substantial Light or Glare 
Affecting Nighttime Views in the Area (FSEIR, pp. 15-4 to 15-5.) 

 Air Quality – Increase in Exhaust Emissions (FSEIR, pp. 8-11 to 8-15.) 
 Air Quality – Particulate Matter (PM10) Dust Emissions (FSEIR, pp. 8-15 to 8-16.) 
 Biological Resources – Wildlife (FSEIR, p. 10-40.) 
 Biological Resources – Invertebrates (FSEIR, p. 10-41.) 
 Biological Resources – Impacts to Special Status Species, American Badger (FSEIR, pp. 

10-42 to 10-43.) 
 Biological Resources – Impacts to Special Status Species, Pallid Bat and Townsend’s 

Western Big-Eared Bat (FSEIR, p. 10-43.) 
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 Biological Resources – Impacts to Special Status Species, Valley Elderberry Longhorn 
Beetle (FSEIR, pp. 10-43 to 10-45.) 

 Biological Resources – Special Status Vernal Pool Invertebrates (FSEIR, pp. 10-45 to 10-
46.) 

 Biological Resources – Swainson’s Hawk and Other Special Status Birds (Burrowing 
Owl and Tricolored Blackbird) (FSEIR, pp. 10-46 to 10-49.) 

 Biological Resources – Special Status Plants (FEIR, p. 10-49.) 
 Cultural Resources – Impact to Known Cultural or Historic Resources on the Vineyard I 

Expansion Site (FSEIR, pp. 7-14 to 7-15.) 
 Cultural Resources – Impact to Buried Resources on the Vineyard I Expansion Site 

(FSEIR, pp. 7-15 to 7-16.) 
 Geology and Slope Stability – Permanently Alter the Landform (FSEIR, p. 9-3.) 
 Geology and Slope Stability – Erosion Impacts (FSEIR, pp. 9-6 to 9-8.) 
 Geology and Slope Stability – Loss of Availability of Mineral Resources (FSEIR, pp. 9-

8.) 
 Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality – Alter Drainage and Groundwater Flow and 

Affect Groundwater Quality (FSEIR, pp. 6-4 to 6-5.) 
 Land Use – Conflict With Nearby Land Uses (FSEIR, pp. 12-7 to 12-8.) 
 Land Use – Conversion of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance and 

Farmland of Local Importance (FSEIR, pp. 12-8 to 12-9.) 
 Noise – Noise Levels in Excess of the Noise Standards of the Zoning Code and Noise 

Element (FSEIR, p. 13-5.) 
 Public Safety – Hazardous Conditions During Mining Operations (FSEIR, pp. 14-2 to 14-

3.) 
 Traffic and Circulation – Additional Haul Trucks on the Roadway System (FSEIR, pp. 

11-4 to 11-5.) 

Because these impacts are not caused by the Teichert Project, they are not discussed further in 
these Findings. The Board has adopted a separate set of findings addressing the impacts of the 
Granite Project. 

The FSEIR identified some significant or potentially significant environmental effects (or 
“impacts”) that the Teichert Project will or may cause. All of these significant effects can be 
fully avoided through adoption of feasible mitigation measures.   

The Teichert Project would result in significant or potentially significant environmental 
effects with respect to the following issues or resources: 

 Biological Resources – Vegetation (FSEIR, p. 10-16 to 10-20.) 
 Biological Resources – Native Trees (FSEIR, p. 10-20 to 10-36.) 
 Biological Resources – Wetlands (FSEIR, p. 10-36 to 10-39.) 
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 Geology and Slope Stability – Slope Stability (FSEIR, p. 9-3 to 9-6.) 
 Land Use – Consistency with the Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) 

(FSEIR, pp. 12-10 to 12-18.) 

The FSEIR identified mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant 
level. Each of these impacts will be discussed in turn. 

 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

1. Vegetation (FSEIR, pp. 10-16 to 10-20.) 
 
a. Impact. The Teichert Project will result in permanent impacts to various 

natural vegetation communities on the Aspen III South and Aspen IV South 
sites. This impact was identified and analyzed in the Morrison Creek EIR/EIS, 
and mitigation was identified to reduce this impact; however, the proposed 
Teichert Project amends this previously-adopted mitigation plan. 
   

b. Findings Regarding Significance of Finding Prior to Mitigation. The Board 
concurs with the reasoning stated in the FSEIR and in the Record, and finds 
that the above-referenced impact is a significant environmental impact that 
could arise from implementation of the Teichert Project. 
 

c. Proposed Mitigation. In order to avoid adverse impacts, the FSEIR requires 
the Applicant to implement the following mitigation measures: 
 
BR-1 The Aspen IV South mining operator shall submit to the 

Department of Community Development the recorded 
Conservation Easement for the Raised Bank Channel by the date 
set in the issued U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit 
(May 13, 2017).  In the event that the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers changes the date for the permit, a copy of the recorded 
Conservation Easement shall be submitted within five (5) days of 
the new approved date. 

 
BR-2 The mining operator for Aspen IV South shall implement the 

ECORP prepared Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for 
Aspen IV South and Aspen V South at Aspen VI Off-Site Mitigation 
Area (ECORP 2012a) and the ECORP prepared Oak Tree 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South (ECORP 
2012b) (refer to Appendix D2 of the SEIR) and submit to the 
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Department of Community Development the annual monitoring 
reports as specified in those reports, as described below. 

 
The monitoring reports prepared pursuant to the Wetland 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South and Aspen V 
South at Aspen VI Off-Site Mitigation Area (ECORP 2012a) shall 
present the status of the wetlands, including individual wetland 
data, photo-documentation, status of the wetland plantings, and 
any recommended remediation.  The reports shall also include an 
assessment of the monitoring results against the success criteria 
described in the Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for 
Aspen IV South and Aspen V South at Aspen VI Off-Site Mitigation 
Area. These monitoring reports shall be submitted to the 
Department of Community Development (and the Corps) by 
December 31st of each monitoring year, and shall include: 
 
a. A map showing the mitigation area, including wetland 

locations, location of various monitoring activities, and 
photo points;  

b. Hydrology, vegetation, wildlife, and photographic 
monitoring results as described above;  

c. An assessment of the monitoring results against established 
success criteria;  

d. A description of the overall site condition and any 
management actions taken during that year; and 

e. Any recommended management actions to be done within 
the mitigation area (if necessary, a contingency plan will be 
prepared.) 

 
The monitoring reports prepared pursuant to the Oak Tree 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South (ECORP 
2012b) shall present the status of the native oak plantings on the 
Aspen IV South Project. These monitoring reports shall be 
prepared and submitted to the Department of Community 
Development by December 31st of each monitoring years one 
through four.  The report shall include: 
 
a. A map showing the tree planting areas with respective site 

photographs;  
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b. An assessment of the monitoring results against the 
established success criteria as outlined in the Oak Tree 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South;  

c. A description of the overall site conditions and any 
management actions taken during that year; and 

d. Any recommended management or remediation actions to 
be conducted (if necessary, a contingency plan, as 
described in Section 6.0 of the Oak Tree Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South will be prepared).  

At the end of year five, a comprehensive Final Year monitoring 
report shall be prepared and submitted to the Department of 
Community Development by December 31st.  This report shall 
include:   

a. Maps showing the location of planting areas;  
b. Summary of the data collected over the five year 

monitoring period;  
c. A comparison of the results against the established success 

criteria; and  
d. Representative site photos taken during monitoring. 

At the end of the five -year monitoring periods, monitoring will 
cease if the native oak tree mitigation is found by the Department 
of Community Development to be in substantial compliance with 
the established success criteria.  If the mitigation obligation has not 
been met at the end of the five-year monitoring period, the County 
and the mining operator for Aspen IV South will meet to determine 
appropriate measures.  Those measures include, but are not limited 
to; (a) replanting at a different location to the satisfaction of the 
Environmental Coordinator, (b) paying into the County Tree 
Preservation Fund at the prevailing rate at the time payment into 
the fund is made, on a per inch dbh that the mitigation falls short, 
to the satisfaction of the Environmental Coordinator or, (c) an 
equivalent measure to the satisfaction of the Environmental 
Coordinator that replaces the dbh inches that were not met through 
the implementation of this measure.  

d. Findings Regarding Proposed Mitigation.  The Board finds that the mitigation 
measure in subparagraph c., above, is both reasonably feasible and appropriate 
in mitigating for the impacts to the loss of existing natural vegetation 
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communities at the Teichert Project sites.  The Board hereby adopts such 
mitigation measures. 
 

e. Findings Regarding Significance of Impact After Mitigation. Based on the 
FSEIR and the entire Record before the Board, the Board finds that the 
impacts of the Teichert Project on existing natural vegetation communities 
have been avoided by the mitigation measures adopted in subparagraph d., 
above, because they require the implementation of the Applicant’s Wetland 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South and Aspen V South at 
Aspen VI Off-Site Mitigation Area and Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan for Aspen IV South to mitigate for impacts to the vegetative communities 
on the Aspen III South and Aspen IV South sites, and require monitoring of 
the mitigation for success, with appropriate remediation if the success criteria 
are not met, approved by the applicable resource agencies. 
 

2. Native Trees (FSEIR, pp. 10-20 to 10-36.) 
 
a. Impact. The Teichert Project will result in permanent impacts to native oak 

trees on the Aspen IV South site. Although this impact was identified and 
analyzed in the Morrison Creek EIR/EIS, and mitigation was identified to 
reduce this impact, the proposed Teichert Project amends this previously-
adopted mitigation plan.   
 

b. Findings Regarding Significance of Finding Prior to Mitigation. The Board 
concurs with the reasoning stated in the FSEIR and in the Record, and finds 
that the above-referenced impact is a significant environmental impact that 
could arise from implementation of the Teichert Project. 
 

c. Proposed Mitigation. 
 

BR-3 The mining operator for Aspen IV South shall implement 
Mitigation Measure BR-1 (submittal of recorded conservation 
easements) and BR-2 (implement the Oak Tree Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South [refer to FSEIR Appendix 
D2]).  

 
d. Findings Regarding Proposed Mitigation. The Board finds that the mitigation 

measure in subparagraph c., above, is both reasonably feasible and appropriate 
in mitigating for the impacts to the loss of existing native oak trees on the 
Teichert Project sites.  The Board hereby adopts such mitigation measures. 
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e. Findings Regarding Significance of Impact After Mitigation. Based on the 

FSEIR and the entire Record before the Board, the Board finds that the 
impacts of the Teichert Project on native trees have been avoided by the 
mitigation measures adopted in subparagraph d., above, because they require 
the implementation of the Applicant’s Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring 
plan for Aspen IV South to mitigate for impacts to the native oak trees on the 
Aspen IV South site, and require monitoring of the mitigation for success, 
with appropriate remediation if the success criteria are not met, approved by 
the applicable resource agencies. 

 
3. Wetlands (FSEIR, pp. 10-36 to 10-39.) 

 
a. Impact. The Teichert Project actually results in an overall decrease 

(approximately 0.436) in impacts to waters of the United States as compared 
to the previously-approved use permits and reclamation plans. Although 
impacts to Morrison Creek are eliminated pursuant to the Teichert Project, 
impacts to wetlands and drainage features have increased. This difference is 
likely due to updated acreages of features since the previous delineation was 
completed over ten years ago. In addition, the Teichert Project amends the 
previously-approved wetland mitigation plan for Aspen IV South. 
 

b. Findings Regarding Significance of Finding Prior to Mitigation. The Board 
concurs with the reasoning stated in the FSEIR and in the Record, and finds 
that the above-referenced impact is a significant environmental impact that 
could arise from implementation of the Teichert Project. 
 

c. Proposed Mitigation. 
 

BR-5 Implement Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-2. (See above.) 
 

d. Findings Regarding Proposed Mitigation. The Board finds that the mitigation 
measure in subparagraph c., above, is both reasonably feasible and appropriate 
in mitigating for the impacts to the loss of wetlands and other waters of the 
United States on the Aspen IV South site as a result of the Teichert Project.  
The Board hereby adopts such mitigation measures. 
 

e. Findings Regarding Significance of Impact After Mitigation. Based on the 
FSEIR and the entire Record before the Board, the Board finds that the 
impacts of the Teichert Project on wetlands have been avoided by the 
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mitigation measures adopted in subparagraph d., above, because they require 
the implementation of the Applicant’s Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan for Aspen IV South and Aspen V South at Aspen VI Off-Site Mitigation 
Area to mitigate for impacts to the wetlands and other waters of the United 
States on the Aspen IV South site, and require monitoring of the mitigation for 
success, with appropriate remediation if the success criteria are not met, 
approved by the applicable resource agencies. 

 

GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY  

4. Slope Stability (FSEIR, pp. 9-3 to 9-6.) 
 
a. Impact. The RBC on Aspen IV South will be comprised of an earthen levee. 

Although potential seepage conditions are not expected to adversely affect the 
stability of the channel’s slopes, Teichert’s consultant (GEOCON) 
recommends that certain mitigation measures be implemented to ensure that 
slopes remain stable. In addition, Teichert is proposing to mine closer than the 
recommended 25 feet from the Mayhew Road right-of-way. Although 
GEOCON opined that slope stability is expected to be adequate to allow this 
practice, GEOCON recommends that soil testing be conducted to verify the 
conclusions of its report. 
 

b. Findings Regarding Significance of Finding Prior to Mitigation. The Board 
concurs with the reasoning stated in the FSEIR and in the Record, and finds 
that the above-referenced impact is a significant environmental impact that 
could arise from implementation of the Teichert Project. 
 

c. Proposed Mitigation. 
 

GS-3 For the embankments of the Raised Bank Channel and the mining 
slopes on the Aspen IV South mining site, the Aspen IV South 
mining operator shall follow the recommendations contained in the 
GEOCON Consulting, Inc. report (September, 2011).  At the 
completion of the construction of the Raised Bank Channel, a 
report, signed by a California registered professional engineer, 
shall be submitted to the Environmental Coordinator indicating 
completion of the recommendations contained in the GEOCON 
report.  During mining, a report, prepared and signed by a 
California registered professional engineer, shall be submitted 
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indicating implementation of the recommendations regarding the 
mining pit slopes. 

 
GS-4 Prior to mining within 25 feet of the Mayhew Road right-of-way, 

the Aspen IV South mining operator shall submit a report, 
prepared by a geotechnical engineer or engineering geologist, on 
the soils observed at 25 feet from the right-of-way and whether or 
not the soils observed are consistent with those anticipated.  If the 
soils observed differ significantly from what was anticipated, the 
engineer shall increase the proposed 12-foot setback accordingly.  
This report shall be submitted to the Department of Community 
Development for review and approval prior to commencement of 
mining within 25 feet of the Mayhew Road right-of-way. 

 
d. Findings Regarding Proposed Mitigation. The Board finds that the mitigation 

measures in subparagraph c., above, are both reasonably feasible and 
appropriate in mitigating for the impacts to slope stability on the Aspen IV 
South site as a result of the Teichert Project.  The Board hereby adopts such 
mitigation measures. 
 

e. Findings Regarding Significance of Impact After Mitigation. Based on the 
FSEIR and the entire Record before the Board, the Board finds that the 
impacts of the Teichert Project on slope stability of the RBC have been 
avoided by the mitigation measures adopted in subparagraph d., above, 
because they require the Applicant to implement the recommendations in the 
GEOCON Consulting, Inc. report and to obtain a report by a registered 
engineer documenting its compliance with those recommendations.  
Furthermore, prior to mining within 25 feet of the Mayhew Road right-of-
way, the Applicant must obtain and submit to the County, for review and 
approval, a report by a registered engineer confirming that the soils within the 
25-foot setback area are consistent with those observed by GEOCON.   

 

LAND USE 

5. Consistency with the Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) 
(FEIR, pp. 12-10 to 12-18.) 
 
a. Impact. A very small portion of the Aspen IV South site is located within the 

Overflight Zone of Mather Airport.  The FSEIR recognizes that the potential 
for bird airstrikes over the Teichert Project sites is very low. However, 
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according to comments received from the County Airport System, mitigation 
should be implemented to ensure that the Teichert Project does not increase 
the exposure of aircraft operating at Mather Airport to bird strike hazards.  
 

b. Findings Regarding Significance of Finding Prior to Mitigation. The Board 
concurs with the reasoning stated in the FSEIR and in the Record, and finds 
that the above-referenced impact is a significant environmental impact that 
could arise from implementation of the Teichert Project. 
 

c. Proposed Mitigation. 
 

LU-4 The retention basin Aspen IV South shall include the following 
design criteria to the maximum extent practicable, while still 
adhering to the federal agency regulations:  
 
a. The basin shall incorporate steep side slopes (3:1 or 

greater) 
b. The basin shall be designed to remain clear of vegetation 

that may provide nesting, roosting or foraging opportunities 
for birds.  Only herbaceous vegetation necessary for 
erosion control purposes will be allowed. 

 
d. Findings Regarding Proposed Mitigation. The Board finds that the mitigation 

measure in subparagraph c., above, is both reasonably feasible and appropriate 
in mitigating for potential bird airstrike hazards as a result of the Teichert 
Project.  The Board hereby adopts such mitigation measures. 
 

e. Findings Regarding Significance of Impact After Mitigation. Based on the 
FSEIR and the entire Record before the Board, the Board finds that the 
potential bird airstrike hazard associated with the Teichert Project have been 
avoided by the mitigation measures adopted in subparagraph d., above, 
because the mitigation measure requires the incorporation of certain design 
measures as part of the construction of the retention basin(s) on Aspen IV 
South which will reduce the use of these basin(s) by hazardous wildlife. 

 

 The Teichert Project will not result in any significant and unavoidable environmental 
effects. Accordingly, a statement of overriding considerations is not required for the Teichert 
Project. 

IX. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
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As mentioned in the FSEIR, the Projects are amalgamations of the alternatives analyzed 
in the Morrison Creek EIR/EIS.  The previously-approved mining and reclamation plans for 
Vineyard I, Aspen III South and Aspen IV South allowed for mining of Morrison Creek and the 
construction of an at-grade trapezoidal bypass channel, pump station and a riparian/low-flow 
corridor at the bottom of the mining pits.  These plans were not favored by the federal and State 
regulatory agencies from a biological standpoint. Granite and Teichert worked with these 
agencies to redesign these reclamation plans to minimize biological impacts, consistent with the 
environmentally superior alternative identified in the Morrison Creek EIR/EIS. (See FSEIR, 
Chapter 4.) 

In addition, where a significant impact can be mitigated to an acceptable level (i.e., solely 
by the adoption of mitigation measures, the agency, in drafting its findings, has no obligation to 
consider the feasibility of environmentally superior alternatives, even if their impacts would be 
less severe than those of the proposed project as mitigated. (Laurel Hills Homeowner’s 
Association v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 521; see also, Laurel Heights 
Improvement Association of San Francisco, Inc. v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 
47 Cal.3d 376, 400-403; Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 
692, 730-731; see also Pub. Resources Code § 21002.) All of the previously described 
significant impacts associated with the Teichert Project have been mitigated to a less-than-
significant level. Accordingly, a discussion of alternatives to the Teichert Project is not required.  
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ADOPTION OF FINDINGS 

 The Board hereby recognizes and adopts the Findings of Fact for the Teichert Project. 

 

 

DATE:  , 2013   By:        

       CHAIR, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
       COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
        STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 

 

 

DATE:  , 2013   ATTEST:       

        CLERK,  
SACRAMENTO COUNTY  

        BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY 
AND WHEN RECORDED   
MAIL TO: 

NAME: Department of 
Community Development, 
Planning and Environmental 
Review Division 

COUNTY MAIL CODE: 01-220 

No Fee--For the Benefit of 
Sacramento County (Code 
6103) 

 

 SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE RESERVED FOR RECORDER’S USE 

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW DIVISION 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
 

CONTROL NUMBER:  PLNP2008-REB-UPB-ZGB-00017  

NAME:  Aspen IV South Reclamation Plan, Use Permit and Zoning Agreement 
Amendments   

LOCATION: The Aspen IV South project site is located at the northeast corner of Mayhew 
Road and Elder Creek Road, in the unincorporated Vineyard community planning area of 
Sacramento County. 

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER:  063-0100-001, 011, 014, 015, 016, AND 019; 063-0130-001, 
002, 009, 010 AND 011 

OWNER:  

Teichert Land Company 
Attn:  John Lane 
 

 
 
 

APPLICANT: REPRESENTATIVE 

Teichert Aggregates 
Attn:  John Lane 
 

Taylor & Wiley Attorneys 
Attn:  Kate A. Wheatley 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    

1. A Reclamation Plan Amendment for an aggregate mining operations known as 
Aspen IV South approved in 1999 (Control Number:  90-CZB-UPB-1607) to allow:  

a. A revision to the drainage and wetland mitigation plans for the project site 
that consists of completely avoiding Morrison Creek on the Aspen IV South 
property and construction a “Raised Bank Channel”.  Teichert will mine up 
to the southern edge of the floodway of Morrison Creek, and will construct 
berms outside of the floodway on the north and south sides of the creek to 
create a Raised Bank Channel.  

b. The previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison Creek, and 
the 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor would be superseded with the 
construction of the Raised Bank Channel, as described above.  

c. Selected pit floor elevations may be raised to within 2 feet of the original 
grade over the term of the mining permit (i.e., 22 years) using the “drying 
bed” method (i.e., the accumulation of silt like material obtained from 
aggregate washings or direct import).  

d. Two options for on-site retention of stormwater:  (a) drain to the adjacent 
Vineyard I mining site (this option was approved in 1999), or (b) retain on 
site in an engineered retention basin.  

2. A Use Permit Amendment and Zoning Agreement Amendment to the Aspen IV 
South approval to allow:  

a. Amendments to several of the conditions of the original approval that 
reference the previously approved elevated bypass channel for Morrison 
Creek and 600-foot wide pit floor riparian corridor, and instead reference the 
new Raised Bank Channel, as described above.  

b. An update of several conditions to reflect the 2011 Morrison Creek 
Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis prepared for the project.  

c. An update of several conditions to reflect landscape plans approved for the 
project in 2002 (Control No 01-PAB-0686).  

d. An update of several conditions to reflect new wetland land oak woodland 
mitigation consistent with recent approvals by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.  

e. A revision to conditions requiring the dedication of a public trail easement 
corresponding to the alignment of Morrison Creek.  

3. A Release from the prior Zoning Ordinance, adopted by Ordinance No. SZC 99-
0068 to be replaced by an amended Zoning Ordinance. 
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TYPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT: 

 Negative Declaration  Prior Negative Declaration 

 Environmental Impact Report  Prior Environmental Impact Report

X Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  

PREPARED BY: Sacramento County Department of Community Development  
 Planning and Environmental Review Division 
 827 7th Street, Room 220 
 Sacramento, CA 95814 

PHONE:  (916) 874-7914  

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
ADOPTED BY:      DATE:   
 

ATTEST:___________________________________ 

 SECRETARY/CLERK 

State of California 
County of Sacramento 

On   before me,  (name, title of officer), 
personally appeared:  

 ,   

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are 
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), 
or entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

   

Signature 
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DECLARATION OF AGREEMENT 

 
This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program applies to certain real property, a Legal 
Description of which is attached as Exhibit A.  I (We) the undersigned agree that this 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program applies to the real property described in 
Exhibit A.  I (We) the undersigned am (are) the legal owner(s) of that property, and agree 
to comply with the requirements of this Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(Summary and Mitigation Measures attached). 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this declaration is hereby executed by the undersigned named 
legal owner(s) of the subject property on this ____ day of ______________, 20____. 
 
OWNER(S): 
 
 

(Print company, corporation, or organization name, if applicable) 
 

(Print name and/or title above)  (Signature above) 

ALL PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

State of California 
County of Sacramento 

On   before me, 
 (name, title of officer), personally appeared:  

 ,   

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose 
name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that 
he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by 
his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or entity upon behalf of which 
the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

 

Signature

 

 
CAPACITY CLAIMED BY SIGNER 
 
  INDIVIDUAL(S) SIGNING FOR ONESELF/THEMSELVES 
 
 

 CORPORATE __________________________________ 
 OFFICER(S) TITLE(S) 
 
  _________________________________________________ 
  COMPANY 
 
 

  PARTNER(S) __________________________________ 
  PARTNERSHIP 
 
 

  ATTORNEY- __________________________________ 
  IN-FACT PRINCIPAL(S) 
 
 

  TRUSTEE(S) __________________________________ 
  TRUST 
 
 

  OTHER __________________________________ 
  TITLE(S) 
 
 
 __________________________________________________ 
  TITLE(S) 
 
 
 __________________________________________________ 
  ENTITY(IES) REPRESENTED 
 
 
 __________________________________________________ 
  ENTITY(IES) REPRESENTED 
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TABLE OF MEASURES 

  MITIGATION MEASURE GS-3:  GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY – RAISED BANK 

CHANNEL ...................................................................................................................... 9 

  MITIGATION MEASURE GS-4:  GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY – MINING WITHIN 25 

FEET OF RIGHT-OF-WAY ............................................................................................... 11 

  MITIGATION MEASURE BR-1:  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – RAISED BANK CHANNEL .. 13 

  MITIGATION MEASURE BR-2:  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – OAK TREE MITIGATION AND 

MONITORING PLAN ...................................................................................................... 15 

  MITIGATION MEASURE LU-3:  LAND USE – POST DEVELOPMENT ............................. 19 

  MITIGATION MEASURE LU-4:  LAND USE – AIRPORT COMPATIBILITY ....................... 22 
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PURPOSE AND PROCEDURES 

Pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and Chapter 20.02 of the 
Sacramento County Code, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been 
established for the project entitled  Aspen IV South Reclamation Plan, Use Permit and 
Zoning Agreement Amendments  (Control Number:  PLNP2008-REB-UPB-ZGB-00017 
). 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this program is to assure diligent and good faith compliance with the 
Mitigation Measures which have been recommended in the environmental document, 
and adopted as part of the project or made conditions of project approval, in order to 
avoid or mitigate potentially significant effects on the environment. 

NOTIFICATION AND COMPLIANCE 
It shall be the responsibility of the project applicant to provide written notification to the 
Environmental Coordinator, in a timely manner, of the completion of each Mitigation 
Measure as identified on the following pages.  The Environmental Coordinator will verify 
that the project is in compliance with the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP).  Any non-compliance will be reported to the project applicant/owner, 
and it shall be the project applicant’s/owner’s responsibility to rectify the situation by 
bringing the project into compliance and re-notifying the Environmental Coordinator.  
Any indication that the project is proceeding without good-faith compliance could result 
in the imposition of administrative, civil and/or criminal penalties upon the project 
applicant in accordance with Chapter 20.02 of the Sacramento County Code. 

PAYMENT 
It shall be the responsibility of the project applicant/property owner to reimburse the 
County for all expenses incurred in the implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), including any necessary enforcement actions.  The 
applicant/property owner shall pay an initial deposit of $2,500.00.  This deposit includes 
administrative costs of $800.00, which must be paid to the Department of Community 
Development, Planning and Environmental Review Division prior to recordation of the 
MMRP and prior to recordation of any final parcel or subdivision map.  The 
remaining balance will be due prior to review of any plans by the Environmental 
Coordinator or issuance of any building or grading permits.  Over the course of the 
project, Department of Community Development, Planning and Environmental Review 
Division will regularly conduct cost accountings and submit invoices to the 
applicant/property owner when the County monitoring costs exceed the initial deposit. 
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RECORDATION 
In order to record the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program with the 
County Recorder as required by Section 20.02.050(b)(2) of the Sacramento County 
Code, the project applicant/owner shall provide to the Department of Community 
Development, Planning and Environmental Review Division a Legal Description for the 
real property that is the subject of the project. 

COMPLETION 
Pursuant to Section 20.02.060 of the Sacramento County Code, upon the determination 
of the Environmental Coordinator that compliance with the terms of the approved 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been achieved, and that there has 
been full payment of all fees for the project, the Environmental Coordinator shall record 
and issue a Program Completion Certificate for the project. 

PROPERTY TRANSFER 
The requirements of this adopted Program run with the real property that is the subject 
of the project, as described in Exhibit A.  Successive owners, heirs and assigns of this 
real property are bound to comply with all of the requirements of the adopted Program. 

Prior to any lease, sale, transfer or conveyance of any portion of the real property that is 
the subject of the project, the record owner(s) at the time of the application for the 
project, or his or her successor’s in interest, shall provide a copy of the adopted 
Program to the prospective lessee, buyer, transferee, or one to whom the conveyance 
is made. 

PENALTIES 
Chapter 20.02 of the Sacramento County Code permits civil remedies and criminal 
penalties to be imposed in the event of non-compliance with an adopted Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program.  The civil remedies, which are found in Section 
20.02.090 of the Sacramento County Code, include injunctive relief, stop work orders, 
revocation of any special permit granted concurrently with the approval of a Program, 
and the abatement of any resulting nuisance.  The criminal penalties, which are found in 
Section 20.02.080 of the Sacramento County Code, include a fine not to exceed five 
hundred dollars or imprisonment in the County jail not to exceed six months, or both. 

Plans that are inconsistent with the adopted Mitigation Measures will not be approved. 

In the event of an ongoing, serious non-compliance issue, the Environmental 
Coordinator may call for a “stop work order” on the project.   
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STANDARD PROVISIONS 

Page one of all Project Plans must include the following statement in a 
conspicuous location:  

“All Plans associated with this project are subject to the conditions of Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program  PLNP2008-REB-UPB-ZGB-00017 .  For any 
questions regarding compliance with the MMRP document, contact MMRP staff at 
(916) 874-7914.” 

All Project Plans and any revisions to those Plans shall be in full compliance with the 
adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).  The project 
applicant/owner shall submit one copy of all such Plans and any revisions to the 
Environmental Coordinator prior to final approval by the Sacramento County Building 
Permits and Inspection Division (BPID) or Site Improvement and Permit Section (SIPS).  
If the Environmental Coordinator determines that the Plans are not in full compliance 
with the adopted MMRP, the Plans shall be returned to the project applicant/owner with 
a letter specifying the items of non-compliance, and instructing the applicant/owner to 
revise the Plans, and then resubmit one copy of the revised Plans to the Environmental 
Coordinator, for determination of compliance, prior to final approval by BPID or SIPS. 

Additionally, the project applicant/owner shall notify the Environmental Coordinator no 
later than 48 hours prior to the start of construction and no later than 24 hours after its 
completion.  The applicant/owner shall notify the Environmental Coordinator no later 
than 48 hours prior to any/all Final Inspection(s) by the County of Sacramento. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE GS-3:  GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY – RAISED 

BANK CHANNEL 
GS-3 For the embankments of the Raised Bank Channel and the mining slopes on 

the Aspen IV South mining site, the Aspen IV South mining operator shall 
follow the recommendations contained in the GEOCON Consulting, Inc. 
report (September 2011).  At the completion of the construction of the Raised 
Bank Channel, a report, signed by a California registered professional 
engineer, shall be submitted to the Environmental Coordinator indicating 
completion of the recommendations from the GEOCON report.  During 
mining, a report, prepared and signed by a California registered professional 
engineer shall be submitted indicating implementation of the 
recommendations regarding the mining pit slopes.  

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Include the above measure verbatim as a Construction Note and incorporate it 
into all applicable Plans and Specifications for the project, and submit one copy 
to the Environmental Coordinator for review and approval prior to the start of any 
mining activities (including clearing and grubbing).   

3. Submit engineer report at completion of constructing Raised Bank Channel.  

4. Submit engineer report regarding mining pit slopes.  

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans prior to the start of mining activiites.  Approve Project 
Plans that are determined to be in compliance with all required mitigation. 

2. Review and approve submitted reports. 

3. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work. 

4. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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Comments: 

Completion of Mitigation Verified: 

Division of Environmental Review and Assessment 

Signature:    Date:   
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 MITIGATION MEASURE GS-4:  GEOLOGY AND SLOPE STABILITY – MINING 

WITHIN 25 FEET OF RIGHT-OF-WAY 
GS-4 Prior to mining within 25 feet of the Mayhew Road right-of way, the Aspen IV 

South mining operator shall submit a report, prepared by a geotechnical 
engineer or engineering geologist, on the soils observed at 25 feet from the 
right-of-way and whether or not the soils observed are consistent with those 
anticipated.  If the soils observed differ significantly from what was 
anticipated, the engineer shall increase the proposed 12-foot setback 
accordingly.  This report shall be submitted to the Department of Community 
Development for review and approval prior to commencement of mining 
within 25 feet of the Mayhew Road right-of-way.   

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Submit required report prior to commencement of mining within 25 feet of 
Mayhew Road right-of-way.  

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review and approve the submitted report.   

2. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work. 

3. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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Comments: 

Completion of Mitigation Verified: 

Signature:    Date:   
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 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-1:  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – RAISED BANK 

CHANNEL  
BR-1 The Aspen IV South mining operator shall submit to the Department of 

Community Development the recorded Conservation Easement for the 
Raised Bank Channel by the date set in the issued U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers Section 404 Permit (May 13, 2017).  In the event that the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers changes the date for the permit, a copy of the 
recorded Conservation Easement shall be submitted within five (5) days of 
the new approved date.  

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Submit recorded Conservation Easement.   

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review and approve the submitted recorded Conservation Easement.  

2. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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Comments: 

Completion of Mitigation Verified: 

Signature:    Date:   
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 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-2:  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – WETLAND AND 

OAK TREE MITIGATION AND MONITORING PLAN 
BR-2 The mining operator for Aspen IV South shall implement the ECORP 

prepared Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South and 
Aspen V South at Aspen VI Off-Site Mitigation Area (ECORP 2012a) and the 
ECORP prepared Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV 
South (ECORP 2012b) (refer to Appendix D2 of the SEIR) and submit to the 
Department of Community Development the annual monitoring reports as 
specified in those reports, as described below.   

The monitoring reports prepared pursuant to the Wetland Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South and Aspen V South at Aspen VI Off-Site 
Mitigation Area (ECORP 2012a) shall present the status of the wetlands, 
including individual wetland data, photo-documentation, status of the wetland 
plantings, and any recommended remediation.  The reports shall also include 
an assessment of the monitoring results against the success criteria 
described in the Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South 
and Aspen V South at Aspen VI Off-Site Mitigation Area.  These monitoring 
reports shall be submitted to the Department of Community Development 
(and the Corps) by December 31st of each monitoring year and shall include:   

a. A map showing the mitigation area, including wetland locations, 
location of various monitoring activities, and photo points;  

b. Hydrology, vegetation, wildlife and photographic monitoring results as 
described above;  

c. An assessment of the monitoring results against established success 
criteria;  

d. A description of the overall site condition and any management actions 
taken during that year; and  

e. Any recommended management actions to be done within the 
mitigation area (if necessary, a contingency plan will be prepared).  

The monitoring reports prepared pursuant to the Oak Tree Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South (ECORP 2012b) shall present the status 
of the native oak plantings on the Aspen IV South Project.  These monitoring 
reports shall be prepared and submitted to the Department of Community 
Development by December 31st of each monitoring years one through four.  
The report shall include:   

a. A map showing the tree planting areas with respective site 
photographs;  
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b. An assessment of the monitoring results against the established 
success criteria as outlined in the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan for Aspen IV South;  

c. A description of the overall site conditions and any management 
actions taken during that year; and  

d. Any recommended management or remediation actions to be 
conducted (if necessary, a contingency plan, as described in Section 
6.0 of the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South 
will be prepared).  

At the end of year five, a comprehensive Final Year monitoring report shall be 
prepared and submitted to the Department of Community Development by 
December 31st.  This report shall include:  

a. Maps showing the location of the planting areas;  

b. Summary of the data collected over the five year monitoring period;  

c. A comparison of the results against the established success criteria; 
and  

d. Representative site photos taken during monitoring. 

At the end of the five-year monitoring period, monitoring will cease if the 
native oak tree mitigation is found by the Department of Community 
Development to be in substantial compliance with the established success 
criteria.  If the mitigation obligation has not been met at the end of the five-
year monitoring period, the County and the mining operator for Aspen IV 
South will meet to determine appropriate measures.  Those measures 
include, but are not limited to, (a) replanting at a different location to the 
satisfaction of the Environmental Coordinator, (b) paying into the County Tree 
Preservation Fund at the prevailing rate at the time payment into the fund is 
made, on a per inch dbh that the mitigation falls short, to the satisfaction of 
the Environmental Coordinator, or (c) an equivalent measure to the 
satisfaction of the Environmental Coordinator that replaces the dbh inches 
that were not met through the implementation of this measure.  

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Submit monitoring reports during years one through four.  

3. Submit the comprehensive Final Year Monitoring Report 

BOS ATTACHMENT 2 
01-08-2013 

Page 16 of 23



 Aspen IV South Reclamation Plan, Use Permit and Zoning Agreement Amendments   

DERA MMRP-17  PLNP2008-REB-UPB-ZGB-00017  

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review and approve the monitoring reports.  

2. Review and approve the Final Year Monitoring Report.  

3. Coordinate with mining operator, Corps and CDFG if necessary.   

4. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work. 

5. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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Comments: 

Completion of Mitigation Verified: 

Signature:    Date:   
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 MITIGATION MEASURE LU-3:  LAND USE – POST DEVELOPMENT 
LU-3 Upon request by the SRPD, the Vineyard I mining operator agrees to provide 

a trail and setback easement (hereafter the “Trail Easement”), not to exceed 20 
feet in width, so long as said easement does not conflict with any requirements or 
easements stemming from any permit issued, or that may be issued, by an 
agency of the State of California or the federal government.  Said easement shall 
be located coincident with the maintenance road on the north levee within the 
Morrison Creek Preserve (as approved by the ACOE in an e-mail dated 
September 26, 2012) and shall be consistent with the attached Public Trail Map 
(Exhibit A). 

a. Trail Improvements:  At the request of the SRPD and after acceptance 
of the Trail Easement by SRPD, the Operator shall improve the Trail 
Easement area by constructing a trail surface not exceeding 12-feet in 
width.  Operator’s responsibilities with respect to improvement of the 
Trail Easement area shall be limited to the installation of a suitably 
compacted base rock foundation as the trail surface, the grade and 
slopes of which shall be designed to provide for safe use, entry and 
exit by members of the public.  The cost of other improvements of the 
Trail Easement area, including the installation of asphalt or other 
overlay paving, shall be the responsibility of SRPD.  SRPD shall also 
bear the cost of installing fencing around the Trail Easement area 
(hereafter “Trail Fencing”) and interpretive signage on said fencing 
(hereafter “Trail Signage”) to the satisfaction of ACOE.  

b. Trail Maintenance:  As a condition of allowing the trail to be located 
within the Morrison Creek Preserve, the SRPD shall provide for 
funding necessary for the removal of trash from the Trail Easement 
area and all other maintenance of the Trail Easement area, Trail 
Fencing and Trail Signage required by ACOE to keep the trail in good 
repair.  

c. Modification or Termination of Condition:  This condition shall cease to 
be binding in the event (a) the requirement for an easement dedication 
and/or trail installation is superseded by a condition of approval for a 
trail easement on a development application covering the same 
property; (b) the Operator and the SRPD enter into an agreement 
rendering all or part of this condition null and void or, (c) at the latest, 
upon expiration of the use permit and any extensions that may be 
granted thereto, unless SRPD has previously requested the dedication 
of a Trail Easement.   
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Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Include the above measure verbatim as a Construction Note and incorporate it 
into all Plans and Specifications for the project, and submit one copy to the 
Environmental Coordinator for review and approval prior to the start of any 
construction work (including clearing and grubbing).   

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans prior to the start of construction.  Approve Project Plans 
that are determined to be in compliance with all required mitigation. 

2. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work. 

3. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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Comments: 

Completion of Mitigation Verified: 

Signature:    Date:   
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 MITIGATION MEASURE LU-4:  LAND USE – AIRPORT COMPATIBILITY 
LU-4 The retention basin on Vineyard I shall include the following design criteria 

to the maximum extent practicable, while still adhering to the federal agency 
regulations:  

a. The basin shall incorporate steep side slopes (3:1 or greater).  

b. The basin shall be designed to remain clear of vegetation that may 
provide nesting, roosting or foraging opportunities for birds.  Only 
herbaceous vegetation necessary for erosion control purposes will be 
allowed.  

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Include the above measure verbatim as a Construction Note and incorporate it 
into all Plans and Specifications for the project, and submit one copy to the 
Environmental Coordinator for review and approval prior to the start of any 
construction work (including clearing and grubbing).   

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans prior to the start of construction.  Approve Project Plans 
that are determined to be in compliance with all required mitigation. 

2. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work. 

3. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 

BOS ATTACHMENT 2 
01-08-2013 

Page 22 of 23



 Aspen IV South Reclamation Plan, Use Permit and Zoning Agreement Amendments   

DERA MMRP-23  PLNP2008-REB-UPB-ZGB-00017  
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Comments: 

Completion of Mitigation Verified: 

Signature:    Date:   
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
This Oak Tree Mitigation Monitoring Plan (Plan) has been prepared for the Aspen IV South 
Project (Project).  The approximately 183-acre Aspen IV South Project is located in the County 
of Sacramento, California (Figure 1.  Project Site and Vicinity).  The site is generally bordered by 
Mayhew Road to the west, Bradshaw Road to the east, Elder Creek Road to the south and 
Jackson Road to the north (see Figure 1).  Coordinates of the site are Lat.: 38° 31’ 00” N, 
Long.: 121° 20’ 20” W, which corresponds to a portion of Section 29, Township 8 North, Range 
6 East, MDBM in Sacramento County of the “Carmichael, California” 7.5 minute quadrangles 
(U.S. Department of the Interior, Geological Survey 1992).  As mitigation for the Aspen IV South 
Project native oak tree impacts, replacement plantings will be installed.  This Plan describes the 
methods by which this mitigation will be accomplished and defines how the success of the 
native oak tree plantings will be monitored and judged. 
 
1.1 Project Description 
 
The purpose of the Aspen IV South Project is to mine aggregate resources on a majority of the 
site 30 to 50 feet below existing grade.  The portion of the Project which contains Morrison 
Creek will be avoided/left in its current state and within an on-site open space preserve 
(preserve), anticipated to be a requirement of the revised U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit 
(see Figure 1).  Within the anticipated on-site open space preserve, native oak tree plantings 
will be installed to compensate for losses to the limited oak trees found within the Project that 
are impacted during mining activities and to restore an oak woodland corridor that existed 
before the property was used for agriculture.  Some of the required native oak tree mitigation 
plantings may also be installed within a nearby off-site property, Aspen VI (see Attachment A – 
Aspen IV South Proposed Additional Oak Planting Area), should the restoration specialist for the 
project determine during implementation that it would be of benefit to reduce the number of 
trees planted within the on-site preserve.  
 
1.2 Project History 
 
A Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South and 
Aspen V South (2009 Plan) was previously developed by ECORP Consulting, Inc. on 8 May 2009.  
The 2009 Plan proposed various types of mitigation for both the Aspen IV South and Aspen V 
South Projects, including oak and riparian mitigation.  Since the 2009 Plan was developed, 
significant changes to the Aspen IV Project have been made.  Therefore, although the 2009 
Plan will still be implemented for the Aspen V South Project, this Plan supersedes the native oak 
tree mitigation proposed in the 2009 Plan for the Aspen IV South Project.  This document also 
supersedes the 18 November 2011 version of this plan, as the Aspen V South Project design has 
been refined since that date, resulting in a reduction to total number of trees impacted. 
 
2.0 OAK TREE IMPACTS 
 
An arborist survey of the Aspen IV South Project was conducted in 2005 by ECORP Consulting, 
Inc.  These data were updated in 2011 by Teichert Aggregates biologists.  During the 2011 
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effort, the diameter at breast height1 (DBH) and dripline radius of previously recorded trees 
planned for impact were updated to reflect growth that occurred since 2005.  Additionally, data 
were collected on any trees that were not previously documented due to their small size (i.e., 
they were previously too small but that now have a DBH of 6 inches or greater). 
 
A total of 51 County-regulated native oak trees will be impacted during the implementation of 
the Aspen IV South Project (Figure 2.  Aspen IV South Oak Trees).  These impacts consist of 
direct impacts to 46 naturally occurring Valley oaks (Quercus lobata) totaling 677 inches DBH, 
direct impacts to 1 planted Valley oak totaling 11 inches DBH, and indirect impacts to 4 planted 
Valley oaks totaling 102 inches DBH.  The planted Valley oaks were installed approximately 10 
years ago along a fence line located in the northern part of the Project (see Figure 2).  Of these, 
1 planted Valley oak (DBH 11 inches) will be directly impacted.  The remaining 4 planted Valley 
oaks (DBH totaling 102 inches) considered indirectly impacted will not be removed but will have 
more than 1 foot of fill soil placed within their driplines. 
 
Three (3) Valley oak trees totaling 52 inches DBH located along the eastern boundary of the 
Aspen IV South Project were impacted and mitigated for as part of an Aspen IV South Tunnel 
Excavation Area project as detailed in the Aspen V South Oak Mitigation Plan for Aspen V-South 
(Mining Area) and IV-South (Tunnel Excavation Area) (Teichert 2005) and amendment (Teichert 
2008).  These documents were approved by the County on 19 January 2006 and 23 September 
2008, respectively (Control Number 90-CZB-UPB-1607).   As such, these 3 trees are not 
included in the overall impacts for the Aspen IV South Project (see Figure 2). 
 
In addition to trees surveyed on the Aspen IV South Project site, trees within the Mayhew Road 
right-of-way were assessed.  The Mayhew Road right-of-way is located along the western 
boundary of the Aspen IV South Project and the eastern boundary of the adjacent Granite 
Vineyard I Project (owned by Granite Construction Company) and Teichert Aspen III South 
project (see Figure 2).  The impacts within the right-of-way are anticipated to connect these 
projects together through the right of way.  Impacts within this area are included in this Plan.  
An arborist survey of the Mayhew Road right-of-way was conduced in 2007 and updated in 
2011.  Impacts within the Mayhew Road right of way consist of direct impacts to 17 naturally 
occurring Valley oaks totaling 305 inches DBH, and indirect impacts to 2 naturally occurring 
Valley oaks totaling 38 inches DBH.  The 2 Valley oaks considered indirectly impacted will not be 
removed but will have more than 1 foot of fill or cut soil within their driplines. 
 
Combining the oak tree impacts for the Aspen IV South Project and the impacts for the Mayhew 
Road right of way, a total of 65 naturally occurring Valley oak trees totaling 1,020 inches DBH 
will be directly or indirectly impacted, and 5 planted Valley oaks totaling 113 inches DBH will be 
directly or indirectly impacted.  These impacts are summarized in Table 1 below. 

                                                      
1 Defined as the trunk diameter at 4.5 feet above grade.  Occasional deviations from this height occurred for trees 
with branching at this level, or with unusual structural configurations (e.g., horizontal trunks).  On multi-trunked 
trees (trees with multiple vertical trunks in contact at or near ground level) the DBH recorded equaled the aggregate 
diameter at 4.5 feet above grade for each of trunks that were measured. 
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Table 1 – Oak Impact Summary 

 
Direct 

Impacts 
(Trees/Inches) 

Indirect 
Impacts 

(Trees/Inches) 

Avoided 
(Trees/Inches) 

Previously 
Mitigated 

(Trees/Inches) 

Total Trees 
Present 
(Trees/ 
Inches) 

Aspen IV 
South      

Valley oaks 
(naturally 
occurring): 

46 (677”) -- 23 (306”) 3 (52”) 72 (1,035”) 

Valley oaks 
(planted): 1 (11”) 4 (102”) 17 (198”) -- 22 (311”) 

Mayhew 
Road      

Valley oaks 
(naturally 
occurring): 

17 (305”) 2 (38”) 13 (219)” -- 32 (562”) 

TOTAL: 64 (993”) 6 (140”) 53 (723”) 3 (52”) 126 (1,908”)
 

 
It should be noted that if, during Project implementation, a tree that is expected to be impacted 
is not impacted, then mitigation for the non-impacted tree is no longer required, even if 
included in this Plan.  Changes to impacts and mitigation requirements from what is outlined in 
this Plan will be detailed in the annual letter reports/final year monitoring report that are to be 
prepared as detailed in Section 5.0 below. 
 
3.0 MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS 
 
Pursuant to the Sacramento County Tree Preservation Ordinance (Sacramento County Code 
480, Chapter 19.12, Sections 19.12.010 through 19.12.240) and the Sacramento County 
General Plan (Policy CO-130, Section 5), mitigation is required for impacts to native oak species, 
including interior live oak, Valley oak, blue oak (Quercus douglasii), and oracle oak (Quercus x 
morehus), that measure ≥ 6 inches DBH, and ≥ 10 inches DBH for multi-trunked trees 
(measured as an aggregate diameter).  The Sacramento County General Plan protects non-oak 
native trees (excluding cottonwoods and willows) and landmark trees (defined as non-native 
oak trees measuring 19 inches DBH). 
 
Tree mitigation requirements for the Aspen IV South Project were calculated for direct and 
indirect impacts to naturally occurring and planted Valley oak trees.  For direct and indirect 
impacts for naturally occurring Valley oak trees, 1 inch DBH of impact equates to 1 Deepot or 
TreePot-sized native oak tree planting installed.  For direct or indirect impacts to planted Valley 
oak trees, 1 tree impacted equates 1, 15-gallon-sized Valley oak tree planting installed.  As a 
total of 1,020 inches DBH of naturally occurring Valley oak trees are planned for direct or 
indirect impact, 1,020 Deepot or TreePot-sized Valley oak plantings are required to be installed 
as mitigation.  As a total of 5 planted Valley oak trees are planned for direct or indirect impact, 
5, 15-gallon sized Valley oak plantings are required to be installed as mitigation for impacts.  
Therefore, a total of 1,025 Valley oak tree plantings are required. 
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In addition to the 1,025 Valley oak trees installed as mitigation, and additional 51 Deepot or 
TreePot-sized Valley oaks and 1, 15-gallon sized Valley oak will be also installed within the 
preserve.  The intent of these additional plantings is to act as contingency trees to help ensure 
the Project successfully meets the minimum oak tree mitigation requirements.   
 
As noted above, some of the required native oak tree mitigation plantings may also be installed 
within a nearby off-site property, Aspen VI, should the restoration specialist for the project 
determine during implementation that it would be of benefit to reduce the number of trees 
planted within the on-site preserve. 
 
3.1 Planting Design 
 
A conceptual oak tree planting plan has been developed to show the approximate locations of 
the 1,077 trees that will be planted within the open space preserve (Attachment B), including 
the 1,025 required mitigation trees and 53 contingency trees.  It is anticipated that all of the 
mitigation and contingency trees can be planted within the preserve, as mentioned previously  
The trees will be installed by a qualified landscape contractor (Contractor) in later fall or early 
winter after seasonal rains have started and soils are somewhat moist.  As outlined in 
Attachment C, each planting will receive an application of a natural-based slow release fertilizer.  
Sterile bark mulch or weed free rice straw may also be applied around each planting to control 
weeds and conserve soil moisture and should be augmented annually to a depth of 6 inches.  
The planting locations should be weeded2, at minimum, once annually in early spring, for at 
least the first 2 years.  This will reduce competition between the plantings and weeds for water 
and nutrients. 
 
4.0 IRRIGATION AND MAINTENANCE 
 
The plantings will be irrigated with a drip irrigation system to ensure that the plantings are 
successful.  Irrigation will be decreased and finally eliminated during the monitoring period to 
help determine that the plantings will survive in the long-term without irrigation.  Irrigation 
should deliver deep, infrequent watering and should normally take place between April 15st and 
September 30th of each year.  This can be adjusted for seasonal variations if a year is 
particularly hot earlier or later in the year.  A recommended irrigation schedule is outlined in 
Table 1, but should be adjusted as needed after plantings are installed to account for site-
specific soil conditions. 
 
Table 2 – Irrigation Schedule 
Duration Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

April 15th  – September 30th  8 gallons, 
once/10 days

10 gallons, 
once/18 days

10 gallons, 
once/25 days

October 1st – April 15th Irrigation off Irrigation off Irrigation off 

 
 

                                                      
2 Use of herbicide to control weeds if necessary is approved per the Operations and Management Plan for the 
Morrison Creek Nature Preserve Phase II (ECORP 2009b). 
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After the 3rd year it will be decided if the trees should be watered for the 4th summer.  The 
irrigation system will remain in place until the end of the monitoring period.  At the end of the 
monitoring period, the Contractor can remove above ground irrigation equipment, if necessary.  
No irrigation is proposed for year 4 and beyond.  This will allow, at a minimum, 1 year of 
monitoring after irrigation has ceased. 
 
Maintenance of the plantings should occur regularly during the 5 year monitoring period.  
Maintenance will include monthly check of the irrigation system during the dry system and 
irrigation system repairs as necessary.  The plantings will receive, at a minimum, quarterly 
maintenance as needed which will include applications of supplemental mulch and fertilizer, 
weeding around the plantings, and incidental litter removal.  
 
5.0 MONITORING AND SUCCESS CRITERIA 
 
In order to help ensure that the required 1,025 mitigation trees will eventually grow to replace 
the trees that were impacted, the planted mitigation trees will be monitored over a 5-year 
period.  To be counted as successful, a planting must be surviving in at least fair condition by 
the end of year 5.  If the success rate (discussed below) of the plantings has fallen below 100% 
in any of the first 2 monitoring years, additional native oak trees will be planted to bring the 
numbers up to the amount required. 
 
Tree monitoring will be conducted once annually toward the end of the dry season (i.e., July or 
August) after the trees have experienced high stress conditions.  This time frame will ensure 
greater accuracy in determining plant condition and survivorship.  During monitoring, each 
planting will be located and its condition will be recorded.  Plant condition will recorded as 
follows: 
 
Plant Condition Class 

 Dead; 
 Poor (alive but with a few green leaves and no apical growth); 
 Fair (alive with healthy foliage but minimal apical growth); and 
 Good (alive and growing vigorously). 

 
This data will be entered into a spreadsheet for analysis.  Results calculated will include the total 
number of plantings monitored (all condition classes), total plantings found in each condition 
class, and the success rates for both individual species and for the plantings as a whole, as 
calculated below.  
 
The success rate will be calculated according to the following formula: 
 
 total # in good or excellent condition during survey 
 Success Rate (%) =      X 100 
 total # required to be planted for mitigation (1,025 trees) 
 
In year 5, success may instead be determined by actually measuring the DBH of the planted 
trees.  The DBH measurement will be taken to the tenth of an inch as the trees being impacted 
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were measured to the tenth of an inch.  Less that 100% success rate is allowed in these years if 
the collective DBH of the trees is equal or exceeds the inches required (1,025 inches DBH). 
 
In conjunction with the above-described monitoring activities, representative site photographs 
of the tree plantings will be taken. 
 
A letter report will be submitted to the County by December 31st of monitoring years 1 through 
4.  This letter report will include the County’s Control Number, a summary of the mitigation 
requirements, and the annual monitoring results.   At the end of year 5, a comprehensive Final 
Year monitoring report will be prepared and submitted to the City by December 31st.  This Final 
Year report will include the County’s Control Number, maps showing the location of the planting 
areas, a summary of the data collected over the 5-year monitoring period, a comparison of the 
results against the established success criteria, and a selection of the representative site photos 
taken during monitoring. 
 
6.0 CONTINGENCY PLAN 
 
If the mitigation obligation has not been met at the end of the 5-year monitoring period, the 
project proponent (Teichert) will meet and confer with the County regarding the mitigation 
shortfall.  Potential options include replanting at another appropriate Teichert property or paying 
the County’s in-lieu mitigation fee per inch for each DBH inch that the mitigation falls short.  
This amount will be measured either by the number of trees which are not surviving in at least 
good condition, or by measuring the number of inches lacking as determined by measuring the 
DBH inches of the mitigation trees, whichever shortfall is less.
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Oak Seedling Planting Detail 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Setting 
 
Phase II of the Morrison Creek Nature Preserve is located in Sacramento County (Figure 1. 
Project Site and Vicinity).  An Operations and Management Plan for the Morrison Creek Nature 
Preserve was previously submitted and approved by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 
for the Granite Vineyard I project site owned by Granite Construction Company (Granite) as well 
as a portion of the Aspen III South site, owned by Teichert Land Company (TLC).  This is 
referred to as Phase I of the Morrison Creek Nature Preserve.  Phase II of the Morrison Creek 
Nature Preserve consists of the Morrison Creek corridor that runs through the Aspen IV South 
and Aspen V South project sites (Projects), and is made up of the Aspen IV South Open Space 
Preserve (Aspen IV South Preserve) and the Aspen V South Open Space Preserve (Aspen V 
South Preserve) (Figure 2.  Aerial View of Project Site).  Both the Aspen IV South Preserve and 
Aspen V South Preserve (Preserves) are owned by TLC.  Teichert Aggregates (Teichert) is the 
applicant for the Projects.  The Preserves will be managed according to this Operations and 
Management Plan (Plan).  This Plan does not preclude additional reaches of Morrison Creek 
from being added to the overall Morrison Creek Nature Preserve in the future. 
 
The Preserves are located in the County of Sacramento (County).  The Aspen IV South Project is 
generally bordered by Mayhew Road to the west, Bradshaw Road to the east, Elder Creek Road 
to the south, and Jackson Road to the north (see Figure 1).  Coordinates of the Aspen IV South 
Project are Lat.: 38° 31’ 00” N, Long.: 121° 20’ 20” W, which corresponds to a portion of 
Section 29, Township 8 North, Range 6 East, MDBM in Sacramento County of the “Carmichael, 
California” 7.5 minute quadrangles (U.S. Department of the Interior, Geological Survey 1992).  
The Aspen V South Project is located adjacent to and east of Bradshaw Road, south of Jackson 
Road (see Figure 1).  Coordinates of the Aspen V South Project are Lat.: 38° 31’ 43” N, Long.: 
121° 19’ 56” W, which corresponds to a portion of Section 29, Township 8 North, Range 6 East, 
MDBM in Sacramento County of the “Carmichael, California” 7.5 minute quadrangles (U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Geological Survey 1992). 
 
1.1.1 Regulatory Background and Project Description 
 
In January 1996, Teichert submitted to the Corps an application for an Individual Permit under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  On 25 April 2000, Teichert withdrew its 404 permit 
application in response to a federal court decision: National Mining Ass’n v. U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, 145 F.3d 1399 (D.C. Cir. 1998), which held that incidental fallback as a result of 
excavation could not be regulated as a “discharge of dredged material” under the Clean Water 
Act.  Subsequent to Teichert’s application withdrawal, the Corps revised its regulations to clarify 
that, in most cases, excavation in Waters may be regulated by the Corps.  Therefore, on 2 May 
2008 Teichert submitted to the Corps a revised application for an Individual Permit under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, and the Corps issued a Section 404 Individual Permit 
(Permit) for the Aspen IV South Project (Regulatory Branch # SPK-1994-00504) and Aspen V 
Project (Regulatory Branch # SPK-1994-00693) on 18 November 2010 (Attachment A). 
 
Due to the changes in the economic climate, the Aspen IV South Project, as permitted, is no 
longer economically feasible.  Therefore, the design of the Aspen IV South Project was modified 
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in 2011 to incorporate an approximately 5-acre off-site area located to the north of the original 
Project boundary and to reduce the impacts to on-site wetlands/Waters of the U.S.  A permit 
modification request was submitted to the Corps on DATE.  The revised permit reflecting Aspen 
IV South Project changes was issued by the Corps on DATE (Permit; Attachment B).  
 
Both Projects will result in mining of the aggregate resources to a depth of approximately 30 to 
60 feet below existing site grade, and then reclaimed for agricultural uses.  For the Aspen IV 
South Project, approximately 20.98 acres of the site which contains Morrison Creek will be 
avoided/left in its current state and established as the Aspen IV South Preserve, while the 
remainder of the site will be mined.  Within the Aspen IV South Preserve, oak tree plantings will 
be installed to compensate for oak trees losses incurred during implementation of the Aspen IV 
South Project.  For the Aspen V South Project , the portion of site known as the “Slavic Church” 
property will be reclaimed to grade and rendered adaptable to uses suitable for the M-1 zone in 
which it is located (e.g., commercial, institutional or industrial uses).  The Aspen V South 
Preserve will be approximately 15.98 acres in size.  As part of the permit requirements for the 
Aspen V South Project, the area along Morrison Creek within the Aspen V South property was 
originally planned for avoidance, however during the permitting process the Corps required that 
this portion of Morrison Creek be placed into a Preserve and protected through deed 
restrictions/conservation easement. 
 
The Wetland, Oak Woodland, and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for Aspen IV South 
and Aspen V South dated 8 May 2009 (2009 Plan) was previously developed by ECORP 
Consulting, Inc. (ECORP).  The 2009 Plan proposed various types of mitigation for both the 
Aspen IV South and Aspen V South Projects, including wetland mitigation.  Because of the 
Aspen IV South Project changes, the 2009 Plan has been superseded by the Wetland Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan For  Aspen IV South and Aspen V South At Aspen VI Off-Site Mitigation 
Area (ECORP 2012a) and the Oak Tree Mitigation and Monitoring Plan For  Aspen IV South 
(ECORP 2012b). 
 
1.1.2 Surrounding Land Uses 
 
The land uses surrounding the Aspen IV South Preserve will be a combination of mining 
operations, commercial/industrial facilities, and rural residences with agriculture/grazing (see 
Figure 2).  Post-mining, agriculture is the currently-approved future use of the area directly 
surrounding the Aspen IV South Preserve.  In the future, the land use of the areas adjacent to 
the Preserve may change.  For example, there is the potential for the land to be used for 
residential development. 
 
The land uses surrounding the Aspen V South Preserve will be a combination of mining 
operations, commercial/industrial uses, and agriculture.  The area surrounding the Aspen V 
South Preserve is zoned M-1 (industrial); however, agriculture is the anticipated future use of 
most of the area surrounding the Preserve.  The area directly southeast of Morrison Creek is 
owned by the Slavic Missionary Church and is currently used for commercial purposes (church 
and associated facilities) and will likely continue to be used in this fashion.  In the future, the 
land use of the areas adjacent to the Aspen V South Preserve may change.  For example, there 
is the potential for the land to be used for residential development. 
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1.1.3 Historic, Present, and Proposed Uses of the Preserve 
 
The Aspen IV South and Aspen V South sites were historically used for agricultural practices, 
including row crops, irrigated pasture, and other farming activities.  Currently, both properties 
are being used for agriculture and livestock grazing and a portion of Aspen V South is being 
mined.  Several existing homes and other structures are located on the Aspen IV South 
property.  There are no existing structures on Aspen V South.  The proposed future uses of the 
Preserve are passive recreation (through the use of planned recreational trails), oak woodland 
habitat creation/restoration, and habitat preservation. 
 
1.1.4 General Preserve Description 
 
The Aspen IV South Preserve is approximately 20.98 acres in size (Figure 3. Preserve Layout – 
Aspen IV South).  The Aspen IV South Preserve contains a total of approximately 2.510 acres of 
existing Waters, including 2.337 acres of Morrison Creek, 0.107 acres of seasonal wetlands, 
0.005 acres of ephemeral drainage, and 0.061 acres of intermittent drainage.  Native oak 
plantings will be installed within the upland grassland habitat.  The limits of the Aspen IV South 
Preserve were determined using a combination of existing property boundaries and 100-year 
floodplain data as determined in the Aspen IIS, IVS and Granite Vineyard I Post Reclamation 
Plan Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis (Wood Rodgers 2011).  Berms will be built just outside of 
the Aspen IV South Preserve boundary, conceptually designed to provide a minimum of 3 feet 
of freeboard above the 100-year flood elevation.   
 
The Aspen V South Preserve is approximately 15.98 acres in size and contains approximately 
1.15 acres of Waters (existing Morrison Creek), as well as existing riparian oak woodland 
habitat, riparian oak tree mitigation, and fallow agricultural land to function as a buffer for the 
Preserve and Morrison Creek (Figure 4.  Preserve Layout – Aspen V South). 
 
1.2 Topography, Geology, and Soils 
 
The Projects are currently comprised of pastureland that occurs on flat to gently rolling 
topography at elevations ranging from 50 to 60 feet above mean sea level.  On the Aspen IV 
South site, a low area containing Morrison Creek is located in the northern portion of the 
project.  Morrison Creek is the predominant drainage feature on site, crossing Aspen IV South in 
an east-west direction.  In addition, on Aspen IV South, a small intermittent drainage feature 
enters the existing Morrison Creek near the northeastern upstream connection within the site.   
 
On the Aspen V South site, Morrison Creek enters the project near the center of its northern 
border and crosses the northwestern portion of the site in an east-west direction.  A small 
intermittent drainage feature enters the southeast portion of Aspen V South (in the area not to 
be mined) and flows westerly along the southern border of Aspen V South and eventually into 
Aspen IV South where it becomes the drainage feature referenced above.    
 
The Riverbank formation is the only geologic unit that occurs within the Preserves (Figure 5.  
Regional Geology).  According to the Soil Survey of Sacramento County, California (U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service 1993), six soil units, or types, have been 
mapped for the Projects (Figure 6.  Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Types).  These 
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are: (118) Columbia sandy loam, drained (0 to 2% slopes), (157) Hedge loam (0 to 2% slopes), 
(164) Kimball silt loam (0 to 2% slopes), (165) Kimball silt loam (2 to 8 % slopes), (213) San 
Joaquin silt loam, leveled (0-1% slopes), and (215) San Joaquin silt loam (3-8% slopes). 
 
1.3 Vegetation  
 
Within the Aspen IV South Preserve, vegetation consists of limited existing riparian vegetation 
located along Morrison Creek.  The upland habitats are comprised of annual grassland species.  
The few wetlands scattered within the annual grassland support species typical of those wetland 
habitats.  Native oak tree plantings will be installed to compensate for losses to the limited oak 
trees found within the Aspen IV South site that are impacted during mining activities and to 
restore an oak woodland corridor that likely existed before the property was used for 
agriculture.  
 
Within the Aspen V South Preserve, vegetation consists of existing riparian oak woodland 
habitat, riparian oak tree mitigation, and fallow agricultural land to function as a buffer for the 
Preserve and Morrison Creek.  In addition, the Aspen V South Preserve includes an 
approximately 2.26-acre area south of Morrison Creek which has been planted with more than 
350 native oaks and 300 associated native species as oak mitigation for Teichert projects. 
 
1.4 Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 
 
In July 1994 Teichert submitted a wetland delineation of the Projects to the Corps for 
verification.  On 14 November 1994, the Corps verified that the Aspen IV South property 
contained 1.78 acres of waters of the United States (Waters).  This verification was valid for 10 
years.   
 
An updated wetland delineation for Aspen IV South was prepared by ECORP and submitted to 
the Corps on 5 July 2006.  The wetland delineation was verified on 2 May 2007 (Regulatory # 
199400504) and included 2.29 acres of creek (Morrison Creek), 0.55-acre of intermittent 
drainage, 0.03-acre of ephemeral drainage, 0.01-acre of vernal pool, and 0.93-acre of seasonal 
wetland.   With the addition of the approximately 5-acre off-site area located to the north of the 
original Project boundary in 2011, an additional 0.07-acre of creek (Morrison Creek) was 
mapped by ECORP biologists using a combination of aerial photo interpretation and publically 
available Sacramento County LIDAR data.   
 
Likewise, an updated wetland delineation was prepared for Aspen V South by EIP and Foothill 
Associates and was submitted to the Corps on 13 April 2007.  The wetland delineation was 
verified on 2 May 2007 (Regulatory # 199400693).   A total of 8.46 acres of jurisdictional 
Waters were mapped on-site, including 5.47 acres of seasonal wetland, 0.96 acres of vernal 
pool, 0.05 acre of seasonal marsh, 0.27 acres of seasonal swale, 1.15 acres of creek (Morrison 
Creek), 0.52 acres of jurisdictional ditch, and 0.04 acres of pond. 
 
Table 1 below details the existing and impacted wetlands/Waters at the Projects. 
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Table 1 – Wetlands/Waters Impact and Preserve Acreages 

Type 
Existing 

Verified On-
Site Acreage 

Existing Non-
Verified Off-
Site Acreage1 

Proposed 
Impact 

Preserved/ 
Avoided 

Aspen IV South 
Wetlands 

Vernal Pool 0.01 -- 0.01 -- 
Seasonal Wetland 0.93 -- 0.83 0.12 

Other Waters 
Ephemeral Drainage 0.03 -- 0.02 0.01 
Intermittent Drainage 0.55 -- 0.49 0.06 
Creek (Morrison Creek) 2.29 0.07 0.00 2.342 

Total for Aspen IV South:  3.81 0.07 1.34 2.53 
Aspen V South 
Wetlands 

Seasonal Wetland 5.47 -- 3.07 2.40 
Vernal Pool 0.96 -- 0.02 0.95 
Seasonal Marsh 0.05 -- -- 0.06 

Other Waters 
Seasonal Swale 0.27 -- 0.20 0.07 
Creek (Morrison Creek) 1.15 -- -- 1.153 
Jurisdictional Ditch 0.52 -- 0.13 0.39 
Pond 0.04 -- -- 0.05 

Total for Aspen V South: 8.46 -- 3.42 5.05 
TOTAL FOR PROJECTS: 12.27 0.07 4.76 7.58 
1 The portion of Morrison Creek within the approximately 5-acre off-site area added to the northern part of the Aspen IV South 
Project in 2011 was not part of the 2006 verified wetland delineation.  This acreage was determined by ECORP biologists using a 
combination of aerial photo interpretation and Sacramento County LIDAR data.  

2This includes 0.10 acres of Morrison Creek that will be temporary impacted during the installation/tie in of a drainage ditch as 
described in Section 8.3 below. 
31.03 acres of Morrison Creek will be preserved within the Aspen V South portion of the Preserve (the remainder falls within road 
rights-of-way).  The remainder of the avoided wetlands fall within the Aspen V South property, but are not part of the Aspen V 
South Project. 

 
1.4.1 Wetlands/Waters Types 
 
The following paragraphs describe the various wetlands/Water types that are present within the 
Preserves.   
 
1.4.1.1 Seasonal Wetland 
 
Within the Aspen IV South Preserve, two seasonal wetlands lie within (on-channel) Morrison 
Creek, with a third linear seasonal wetland running north-south and draining into Morrison 
Creek.  Seasonal wetlands are ephemerally wet areas where surface runoff and rainwater 
accumulate within low-lying areas.  Inundation periods are usually shorter than those of vernal 
pools, and they tend to be dominated by non-native annual, and sometimes perennial, 
hydrophytic species.  The vegetative composition of the seasonal wetlands is comprised of non-
native wetland generalist plants such as ryegrass, Mediterranean barley, curly dock, Bermuda 
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grass, and hyssop loosestrife (Lythrum hyssopifolium).  Scattered native plants within seasonal 
wetlands include creeping sprikerush (Eleocharis macrostachya), Carter’s buttercup (Ranunculus 
bonariensis), slender popcorn flower (Plagiobothrys stipitatus), and Vasey’s coyote thistle 
(Eryngium vaseyi). 
 
1.4.1.2 Ephemeral Drainage 
 
One ephemeral drainage is located in the northwestern portion of the Aspen IV South Preserve.  
This drainage has been historically excavated to provide a drainage conduit from the property 
immediately west of the site into Morrison Creek.  It is unlikely that this drainage is influenced 
by groundwater at any time during the year, as it is relatively narrow and has been excavated 
with a relative small watershed.  Vegetation is absent from the bed of the drainage. 
 
1.4.1.3 Intermittent Drainage 
 
One intermittent drainage is located in the northeastern portion of the Aspen IV South Preserve.  
The drainage appears to be influenced by groundwater during a portion of the year.  Vegetation 
is largely absent from the bed of the drainage, but hydrophytic species have become 
established on the banks.  This drainage is tributary to Morrison Creek. 
 
1.4.1.4 Creek (Morrison Creek) 
 
Morrison Creek is the predominant drainage feature on site in the Preserves, crossing both 
Projects in an east-west direction.  Morrison Creek has become perennial over the last 15 years 
and is expected to be perennial in the future.  Vegetation is largely absent from the bed of the 
creek, but hydrophytic species such as Baltic rush (Juncus balticus) and tall flatsedge (Cyperus 
eragrostis) are situated on the banks.  The length of Morrison Creek within the Preserves will be 
protected in its current state. 
 
1.5 Plan Goal 
 
The goal of this Plan is to ensure that the preserved creek, wetland, riparian, grassland, and oak 
woodland habitats (both existing and planted) are maintained in good condition such that they 
will continue to support the flora and fauna that the Preserves were established to protect in 
perpetuity and to define the specific methods necessary to meet this goal.  Specific 
management strategies and biological monitoring designed to accomplish this are discussed in 
Section 7.0. 
 
In order to realize the Plan Goal, the following biological objectives are established: 
 

• To maintain in perpetuity, the suitability of the wetland and creek ecosystem, associated 
watershed, riparian, oak woodland and grassland areas within the Preserves; 

• Preserve the abundance and diversity of the native plant and animal species within the 
wetland, upland and riparian habitats; 

• Protect the Preserves from the effects of adjacent land uses that may adversely impact 
the Preserves; and 

• Utilize the interest from the Preserve’s endowments to correct problems located during 
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monitoring (e.g., damage from illegal off-road vehicle use) as appropriate.   
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2.0. PRESERVE OWNERSHIP, LEGAL PROTECTION, AND FUNDING 
 MECHANISM 
 
2.1 Preserve Owner 
 
The owner of the Preserves will be TLC. 
 
2.2 Legal Protection 
 
The Preserves will be ultimately be protected through the recordation of conservation 
easements in favor of a Corps-approved easement holder.  This will be completed in a phased 
manner.  As the Aspen V South project will be mined immediately upon receipt of the Projects’ 
Corps permit and approval of this document, a Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions (deed 
restrictions, Attachment C) will be placed over the Aspen V South Preserve until such time that 
an easement holder is established and a conservation easement (Attachment D) can be 
recorded.  The conservation easement for the Aspen IV South Preserve will be recorded within 
five years of wetland impacts (Attachment E). 
 
2.3 Conservation Easement Holder 
 
The holder of the easements will be a Corps-approved 501c(3) non-profit organization that will 
hold the conservation easements over the Preserves and assume responsibility for the 
management, monitoring and maintenance of the Preserves in perpetuity, in accordance with 
the Plan. 
 
2.4 Funding Mechanism 
 
Funding for the perpetual monitoring and maintenance of the Preserves will be provided 
through endowments.  Property Analysis Records (PARs) were used to calculate the amount 
needed for the management of the Preserves.  PARs are generated through the use of a 
computer program written by the Center for Natural Lands Management to allow government 
agencies, land trusts, and preserve management foundations and organizations to better define 
and understand the financial obligations that come with managing natural areas.  The program 
lists a number of activities, structures, and overhead costs associated with preserve 
management and allows the user to choose the tasks that apply.  These costs are then 
tabulated and printed out for budgeting purposes.  The PAR printouts for the Preserves have 
been included as Attachments F and G.  The endowment funds for the Preserves are intended 
to be added to the endowment funds that will be in place for Phase I of the Morrison Creek 
Nature Preserve.  Acquiring additional funds through grant writing, although not required by this 
Plan, is allowed. 
 
2.4.1 Funding for Aspen IV South Preserve 
 
The Preserve endowment fund for the Aspen IV South Preserve will be added to the existing 
Phase I endowment.  The endowment amount needed to fund the monitoring and maintenance 
of the Aspen IV South Preserve in perpetuity is approximately $311,640.  Attachment F details 
the funding available for the Aspen IV South Preserve.  Within five years of wetland impacts, 
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the conservation easement will be recorded over the Aspen IV South Preserve.  For the first 10 
years following wetland impacts Teichert will be contributing to the endowment fund as outlined 
in the paragraph below.  Teichert may choose to fund the endowment sooner if the funds are 
available.  Prior to wetland impacts, Teichert will provide the selected easement holder with 10 
years of funds to conduct the following annual activities: one general inspection ($420), drafting 
of the general inspection memo ($420), review of the annual monitoring report ($210), 
administrative costs ($328), and an assumed 3% annual increase for inflation.  All other 
costs/activities required during the endowment funding period are the responsibility of Teichert.  
Therefore, the interim contribution from Teichert to the easement holder at the start of the 10 
year endowment funding period is $15,798.  Other than the above-funded tasks, Teichert will 
be responsible for all monitoring described in this Plan, until the endowment is fully funded.  
When the endowment is fully funded, the conservation easement holder will assume all 
preserve management and monitoring duties described in this Plan. 
 
Teichert will fund the Aspen IV South Preserve endowment as follows: Teichert will post a 
performance bond, in a form approved by the Corps, for the full amount of the endowment 
($311,640) plus one year of annual costs ($15,582) to guarantee that the Preserve endowment 
will be fully funded at the end of the 10 year performance bond monitoring period.  During the 
endowment funding period, Teichert will contribute 10% of the endowment amount into the 
already existing Phase I endowment fund annually and each year the performance bond will be 
reviewed and decreased accordingly.  The 10% contributed annually shall be adjusted each year 
to reflect inflation such that at the end of the 10 years the endowment will be fully funded in 
current dollars.  By the end of the 10-year period, adequate measures will be in place to ensure 
that the endowment fund will be self-sustaining, that is, that it will continue to grow and accrue 
interest.  The Preserve Owner will be responsible for paying annual taxes associated with the 
Preserve.  Teichert will be responsible for all monitoring described in this Plan (with the 
exception of the general inspection conducted by the conservation easement holder as 
described in the paragraph above), until the endowment is fully funded.  At that time the 
conservation easement holder will assume all management and monitoring duties described in 
this Plan. 
 
2.4.2 Funding for Aspen V South Preserve 
 
Funding for the long-term monitoring and management of the Aspen V South Preserve totals 
$132,100.  Attachment G details the funding available for the Aspen V South Preserve.  For the 
first 10 years following the recordation of the deed restrictions, Teichert will be contributing to 
the endowment fund as outlined in the paragraphs below.  Teichert may choose to fund the 
endowment sooner if the funds are available.  Upon recordation of the Aspen V South 
conservation easement, Teichert will provide the easement holder with 10 years of funds to 
conduct the following annual activities: one general inspection ($210), drafting of the general 
inspection memo ($105), review of the annual monitoring report ($220), administrative costs 
($1,000), and an assumed 3% annual increase for inflation.  All other costs/activities required 
during the endowment funding period are the responsibility of Teichert.  Therefore, the interim 
contribution from Teichert to the easement holder at the start of the 10 year endowment 
funding period is $17,597.  Teichert will be responsible for all monitoring described in this Plan, 
until the endowment is fully funded.  At that time the conservation easement holder will assume 
all preserve management and monitoring duties described in this Plan. 
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Teichert will fund the endowment as follows: Teichert will post a performance bond, in a form 
approved by the Corps, for the full amount of the endowment ($132,100) plus one year of 
annual costs ($4,521) to guarantee that the Aspen V South Preserve endowment will be fully 
funded at the end of the 10 year performance bond monitoring period.  During the endowment 
funding period, Teichert will contribute 10% of the endowment amount into the Phase I 
endowment fund annually and each year the performance bond will be reviewed and decreased 
accordingly.  The 10% contributed annually shall be adjusted each year to reflect inflation such 
that at the end of the 10 years the endowment will be fully funded in current dollars.  By the 
end of the 10-year performance bond monitoring period, adequate measures will be in place to 
ensure that the endowment fund will be self-sustaining, that is, that it will continue to grow and 
accrue interest.  The Preserve Owner will be responsible for paying annual taxes associated with 
the Preserve.  Teichert will be responsible for all monitoring described in this Plan, until the 
endowment is fully funded.  At that time the conservation easement holder will assume all 
management and monitoring duties described in this Plan. 
 
2.5 Acquisition of Additional Preserve Land  
 
With approval of the necessary agencies, this Plan does not preclude additional lands being added 
to the overall Preserves.  In the event of the addition of land to the Preserves, an additional PAR/ 
endowment amount would be determined.  The new landowner would be required to contribute to 
the endowment amounts already in existence for the Preserves.   
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3.0 PRESERVE MANAGER 
 
Within five years of wetland impacts on the Aspen IV South project, a conservation easement 
will be recorded over the Aspen IV South Preserve.  During the 10-year performance 
endowment funding period (which will begin with the first wetland impact), the easement holder 
will only be responsible for those items outlined in Section 2.4.  These consist of two general 
inspections to ensure that Teichert is managing the Aspen IV South Preserve according to this 
Plan, writing an inspection memo, and review of the annual report required by this Plan.  Once 
the success monitoring is completed, the easement holder’s responsibilities are as outlined in 
Section 3.1, below.   
 
As outlined in Section 2.2, deed restrictions will be recorded over the Aspen V South Preserve, 
until such time an easement holder is established and a conservation easement can be 
recorded.  For the 10-year endowment funding period after the deed restrictions (followed by a 
conservation easement) are recorded, Teichert will fund an endowment for the Aspen V South 
Preserve.  During this time, Teichert will be responsible for the management and monitoring 
required by this Plan.  When the conservation easement is recorded the easement holder will be 
responsible for those items listed in Section 2.4.  These consist of two general inspections to 
ensure that Teichert is managing the Aspen V South Preserve according to this Plan, writing an 
inspection memo, and review of the annual report required by this Plan.  When the endowment 
for the Aspen V South Preserve is fully funded, the easement holder’s responsibilities are as 
outlined in Section 3.1, below.   
 
3.1 Preserve Manager’s Responsibilities 
 
Aspen IV South Preserve and Aspen V South Preserve: 
 

• Coordinating General Inspections of the Preserves as required by this Plan; 
• Assuring that gates, fencing, and signage at the Preserves are maintained; 
• Coordinating trash removal from the Preserve; 
• Coordinating Biological Inspections of the Preserves by a qualified biologist (the 

Monitoring Biologist);   
• Reviewing monitoring data and coordinating with the Monitoring Biologist and the Corps 

for any remedial action; 
• Submitting to the Corps an Annual Report in coordination with the Monitoring Biologist 

regarding the status of the Preserves; 
• Maintaining a File for the Preserves.  This File will contain a record of management and 

maintenance related activities, correspondence and determinations regarding the 
Preserves; 

• Monitoring and seeking correction for impacts to the Preserves from adjacent land uses; 
and 

• Working with agency (Corps, California Department of Fish and Game [CDFG], 
Sacramento County) staff. 
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Aspen IV South Preserve Only: 
 

• Reviewing and providing public comment for potential future construction activities 
adjacent to the Preserve; and 

• Coordinating thatch or non-native plant management. 
 
3.2 Use of Qualified Personnel/Monitoring Biologist 
 
The Preserve Manager shall retain professional biologists, botanists or other types of specialists 
(the Qualified Personnel, including the Monitoring Biologist, as needed) to conduct specialized 
tasks.  The Monitoring Biologist shall be familiar with California flora and fauna, and in 
particular, shall have knowledge regarding wetland species and their ecology.   
 
3.2.1 Qualified Personnel/Monitoring Biologist Potential Responsibilities 
 
Overall, duties of the Qualified Personnel may include but are not limited to: 
 

• Wetland function and erosion monitoring tasks; 
• Evaluating the accumulation of dead vegetative matter (thatch) and recommending 

removal, if needed;  
• Evaluating grazing practices and recommending changes, if needed; 
• Evaluating the presence of newly introduced non-native plant species in the Morrison 

Creek channel and wetland areas and upland side slopes, and recommend management, 
if needed (this will be limited to new populations or new species);   

• Conducting the Biological Inspection, collecting data on the Preserves and preparing 
reports required by this Plan; 

• Evaluating site conditions and recommending remedial action to the Preserve Manager; 
• Assisting in reviewing or planning restoration activities; and 
• Working with agency staff. 

 
3.3 Changes in Personnel 
 
If the Qualified Personnel are changed, the outgoing and incoming personnel will tour the 
Preserves together and the former will advise the latter of trends, problem areas, and any 
administrative difficulties.   
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4.0 LONG-TERM PRESERVE INSPECTIONS AND REPORTING 
 
4.1 Schedule 
 
Monitoring of the Aspen IV South Preserve will begin when the conservation easement is 
recorded.  Monitoring of the Aspen V South Preserve will begin when the deed restrictions are 
recorded.  The monitoring schedule for each area is described below: 
 
4.1.1 Aspen IV South 
 
The long-term monitoring of the Aspen IV South Preserve will begin upon recordation of the 
conservation easement.  This monitoring will occur in perpetuity.  The schedule of inspections 
for the Preserve is as follows: 
 

• The Monitoring Biologist/Qualified Personnel shall conduct two Biological Inspections 
each year, one in the spring, and one in early fall.   

• The Corps-approved easement holder shall arrange to conduct (at minimum) two 
General Inspections each year, one in winter and one in summer. 

 
Please see Attachment H for a monitoring timeline.  The first inspection will focus on the 
hydrology of the preserved wetlands and creek and the second will focus on upland and riparian 
habitats, problem areas, and the grazing regime.  Although each of these surveys has a focus, 
all aspects of the Preserve will be reviewed, generally, during each visit.    
 
4.1.2 Aspen V South 
 
The long-term monitoring of the Aspen V South Preserve will begin upon recordation of the 
deed restrictions.  This monitoring will occur in perpetuity.  The schedule of inspections for the 
Preserve is as follows: 
 

• The Monitoring Biologist will conduct one combined General and Biological Inspection 
each year, in Spring. 

 
Please see Attachment H for monitoring timelines. 
 
4.2 General Inspections 
 
The Preserve Manager shall arrange for the General Inspections to be made to ensure the 
integrity of the Preserves.  Inspections will concentrate on an evaluation of the following 
factors: erosion, fencing integrity, condition of signage, trash accumulation, and evidence of 
unauthorized use by motor vehicles.  The entire perimeter of the Preserves should be covered, 
as well as meandering transects through their interior.  A Preserve Inspection Sheet 
(Attachment I) will be utilized in order to evaluate the above criteria during each field visit.  
Previous inspection sheets should be reviewed before each visit in order to ensure that a 
possible or recurring problem area is not missed.  If any problems are identified, more frequent 
inspections will be done in order to closely track any problems as well as to ensure that 
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remedial actions are effective.  Evaluation and corrective actions for each factor are described 
below. 
 
4.2.1 Erosion and Sedimentation 
 
If it is determined during the inspection that adjacent sheet-flow drainage (i.e., from the two 
culverts) is causing an unreasonable level of erosion, sedimentation or other adverse effects 
upon the Preserve, immediate standard erosion control measures (such as the installation of 
wattles) will be implemented.  An unreasonable level of erosion would be in excess of the 
typical/natural erosion associated with a meandering creek.  It is not the intention of this Plan to 
require the Preserve Manager correct unreasonable levels of erosion or problematic natural 
erosion associated with the creek.  If any unreasonable erosion/sedimentation problems occur, 
the Preserve Owner and the Corps will be notified and a qualified erosion control specialist will 
be consulted.  
 
4.2.2 Fencing, Gates, and Signage 
 
The condition of the fencing, gates, and signage at the Preserves will be checked during the 
General Inspection.  The Preserve Manager will be responsible for maintaining the fencing, 
gates, and signage.   
 
4.2.3 Trash Accumulation 
 
The Preserve Manager will arrange for the removal of trash from the Preserves annually or more 
frequently if needed.  
 
4.2.4 Unauthorized Motor Vehicle Use 
 
The perimeter of the Preserves will be inspected for evidence of unauthorized motor vehicle 
use/access.  If necessary, corrective actions such as repairing locks and gates will be taken.    
 
4.3 Biological Inspections 
 
In managing the Preserves, measures must be taken to help ensure that the existing conditions 
are maintained in perpetuity.  Inspections by a qualified biologist will help ensure the long-term 
integrity of the wetland, upland and riparian habitats.      
 
The Biological Inspections will be conducted in order to monitor specific aspects of the 
Preserve’s habitats as well as general wetland function, thatch accumulation, newly introduced 
exotic species, and overall Preserve function.  The entire perimeters of the Preserves should be 
covered, as well as meandering transects through their interior.  The goal of all these surveys is 
to help ensure that the various habitat types are maintained in perpetuity.  The surveys are 
more particularly described below.     
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4.3.1 Biological Inspection Tasks 
 
In general, the following aspects of the Preserves should be monitored during all Biological 
Inspections. 
 
4.3.1.1 Habitat Function 
 
The purpose of assessing habitat function is to ensure that the preserved wetland and upland 
habitats continue to have the appropriate hydrologic regime for that habitat type, to monitor 
anthropogenic influences on the different habitats, and to document (make a species list as 
meandering transects are walked) the plant species that are present and animal species that are 
using the Preserves.  
 
4.3.1.2 Thatch Accumulation 
 
The Monitoring Biologist will make an annual determination as to the extent of thatch 
accumulation.  If excess thatch is present, the Monitoring Biologist will work with the Preserve 
Manager to determine the best removal practice for the site.  Several management practices 
can be used to address this issue including controlled burning, mowing, or grazing as described 
in Section 7.2.2.  Monitoring of thatch accumulation is only required for Aspen IV Preserve. 
 
4.3.1.3 Newly Introduced Non-Native and Invasive Plant Species 
 
The Monitoring Biologist will assess the presence of any newly introduced non-native plant 
species and recommend corrective actions as needed.  Special attention will be paid to non-
native plants that are considered invasive species and have the potential to adversely affect the 
habitat function of the Preserve.  A baseline map of non-native and invasive plants developed in 
the first few years of monitoring will be used in this annual assessment.  Monitoring of non-
native and invasive plant species is only required for the Aspen IV South Preserve. 
 
4.3.1.4 Preserve Function 
 
The overall function of the Preserves should be assessed, taking into account the above factors 
and the purpose of the Preserves, which is to support the flora and fauna of the creek, 
wetlands, uplands and riparian areas in perpetuity. 
 
4.4 Agency Monitoring/Inspection  
 
The Corps may inspect and monitor the condition of the Preserves at any time with reasonable 
advance notice to the Preserve Manager. 
 
4.5 Annual Reporting Requirements 
 
The Monitoring Biologist will prepare an Annual Report in conjunction with the Preserve 
Manager, which will be submitted to the Corps by December 31st of each year.  The letter report 
will include at minimum: maps of the Preserves, photos documenting the status of the 
Preserves, a description of proposed activities and maintenance or management actions as 



 

Morrison Creek Nature Preserve Phase II 
Operations and Management Plan – Rvsd 4-6-12 Copyright © 2012 ECORP Consulting, Inc. 

16 

required by this Plan, a description of actions for which Corps notification or approval was not 
needed, but were carried out during the year, observations from the Biological Inspections, and 
recommendations for altered management practices as needed.  The reports will be sent to the 
attention of Chief, Sacramento Valley Office, Regulatory Branch, at the Corps.  A copy of the 
report will also be provided to the Preserve Owner. 
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5.0 AGENCY NOTIFICATION  
 
The Corps has expressed a desire to be notified when certain management and maintenance 
activities are undertaken within the Preserves.  It is also recognized that the Preserve Manager 
needs be able to carry out management and maintenance activities in a timely and responsive 
manner.  The following notification requirements have been defined: 
 
5.1 No Notification Required 
 
If an activity in this Plan does not have a specific requirement for notification, is not a Prohibited 
Activity (see Section 6.0) and review and approval or a permit is not required, then no 
notification is required.  If an activity was not anticipated by this Plan, and therefore is not 
mentioned, notification is required. 
 
5.2 Notification 
 
For those activities noted in this Plan as requiring Corps notification, the following action will be 
taken.  All efforts will be made to outline the activities for the coming year in the annual letter 
report, which is to be submitted by December 31st of each calendar year.  If this is not possible, 
then the Preserve Manager will submit a separate letter to the Corps.  Either form of 
correspondence will include a written description of the activity, including when the activity will 
take place and what methodology will be used, as well as a map showing what areas will be 
targeted.  The Corps will have 30 days to contact the Preserve Manager to discuss the activity if 
they do not approve.  If the Preserve Manager is not contacted within 30 days, then the activity 
will be considered approved.  Notification will be made either by fax, registered mail, or 
overnight transmittal.  
 
5.3 Review and Approval 
 
For those activities noted in this Plan as requiring Corps review and approval, notification will be 
made by the Preserve Manager as outlined above.  The Corps will have 60 days to review, 
discuss, and approve or disapprove the activity.  For these activities, the approval from the 
Corps must be written.  Submittal of activities for review and approval as well as written 
approval back from the Corps will be made either by fax, email, registered mail, or overnight 
transmittal. 
 
5.4 Activities Requiring a Permit 
 
Some of the activities mentioned in this Plan may have the potential to impact wetlands or 
Waters.  The term “loss of waters of the U.S.”, which is the closest term defined in the Federal 
Register to “impact”, is defined on page 2094 of the Federal Register, Volume 67, No. 10 / 
Tuesday, January 15, 2002 / Notices, as follows:   
 

“Waters of the U.S. that include the filled area and other waters that are 
permanently adversely affected by flooding, excavation, or drainage because of 
the regulated activity.  Permanent adverse effects include permanent above-
grade, at-grade, or below-grade fills that change an aquatic area to dry land, 
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increase the bottom elevation of a waterbody, or change the use of a waterbody.  
The acreage of loss of waters of the U.S. is the threshold measurement of the 
impact to the existing waters for determining whether a project may qualify for a 
NWP [Nationwide Permit]; it is not a net threshold calculated after considering 
compensatory mitigation that may be used to offset losses of aquatic functions 
and values.  The loss of stream bed includes the linear feet of stream bed that is 
filled or excavated.  Waters of the U.S. temporarily filled, flooded, excavated, or 
drained, but restored to preconstruction contours or elevations after construction, 
are not included in the acreage or linear foot measurements of loss of waters of 
the U.S. or loss of stream bed, for the purposes of determining compliance with 
the threshold limits of the NWPs.” 

 
The purpose of this section is to clarify, that while this Plan may call out future activities as 
allowed in the Preserves, this does not mean that the activity does not require a separate 
authorization (permit) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act if it will impact Waters/wetland 
not previously permitted.  Also, if a project will not result in the permanent loss of wetlands or 
Waters, only temporary loss or “impact”, a permit is still required.  There are several Nationwide 
Permits (Nationwide Permits are permits for activities resulting in the loss of less than 0.50-acre 
of wetlands or Waters) currently (2012) available for maintenance activities.  These permits 
include, but are not limited to, NWP 3, Maintenance; NWP 7, Outfall Structures and 
Maintenance; NWP 12, Utility Line Activities; NWP 13, Bank Stabilization; NWP 27, Stream and 
Wetland Restoration Activities; and NWP 31, Maintenance of Existing Flood Control Facilities.  
Issuance of a permit by the Corps may require the Corps to consult with the Service.  Specific 
maintenance activities may also qualify for the Clean Water Act Section 404(f) exemption for 
maintenance.  If there is a question regarding whether a maintenance activity will require a 
Corps permit, the Preserve Manager should seek guidance from the Corps. 
 
Some of these activities may also need a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFG.  
Pursuant to Section 1600 of the CDFG Code, the CDFG requires that entities obtain a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement for activities affecting the bed, bank, or channel of a lake, river, stream, or 
drainage, as defined by CDFG.   
 
5.5 Emergency Situations 
 
Should an emergency situation arise that requires immediate action in an upland area, and 
would normally require that the Corps be notified or have review and approval authority, the 
Corps will be notified verbally within forty-eight (48) hours, with written confirmation of the 
actions taken within one (1) week.  In these situations, “emergency'' is a situation which would 
result in an unacceptable hazard to life, a significant loss of property, or an immediate,  
unforeseen, and significant economic hardship.  
 
Should an emergency situation arise that requires immediate action in a wetland or Waters, but 
such action would normally require that a permit be obtained from the Corps, the following 
applies as stated in the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 33, Chapter II, Part 325, Section 
325.2 - Processing of Applications: 
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“Emergency procedures - Division engineers are authorized to approve special 
processing procedures in emergency situations.  An “emergency'' is a situation 
which would result in an unacceptable hazard to life, a significant loss of 
property, or an immediate, unforeseen, and significant economic hardship if 
corrective action requiring a permit is not undertaken within a time period less 
than the normal time needed to process the application under standard 
procedures.”   

   
California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 also contains emergency procedures that may 
apply in this instance. 
 
5.6 Changes in Notification Requirements 
 
The easement holder and the Corps may agree to change the notification requirements for certain 
activities that do not require a permit.  These would be cases where repeated notification or 
requests for approval have been made for a certain activity and a course of action has been 
established.  To reduce staff time required from both the easement holder and the Corps, the 
easement holder would follow the approved course of action and notification would not be 
required. 
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6.0 PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES WITHIN THE PRESERVE 
 
This section outlines the restrictions on activities that can take place in the Preserves.  It is 
understood that the following activities are prohibited, except as needed to accomplish the 
management and maintenance activities outlined in this Plan or as described below.  
Additionally, if any of these prohibited activities must be undertaken due to special 
circumstances, they may be reviewed and approved by the Corps on a case-by-case basis.   
 
6.1 Access to the Preserve 
 
The intent of this Plan is to maintain and monitor the preserved habitats within the Preserves in 
perpetuity.  Limited access to the Preserves will further this goal.  Regular, off-trail access to the 
Preserves should be discouraged through fencing and signage.  See Section 7.2.1 for a 
description of authorized access.  All other access to the Preserves is not allowed.   
 
6.2 Vegetation Removal  
 
No killing, removal, destroying, or cutting trees, shrubs or other vegetation will be done, except 
as required for: fire breaks, recreational trail maintenance, thatch management, prevention or 
treatment of disease, flood control maintenance, maintaining the flows of Morrison Creek, 
removal of non-native and invasive species, or utility line clearance. 
 
6.3 Burning and Dumping  
 
No burning or dumping of rubbish, garbage, or any other wastes or fill materials will be allowed 
in the Preserves.  The foregoing prohibition shall not be interpreted to prohibit controlled 
burning as a method of thatch management (see Section 7.2.2.1). 
 
6.4 Disking 
 
Disking is the process of loosening soil with an implement such as a plow.  After the initial 
establishment of the oak plantings within the Aspen IV South Preserve on or as needed for 
remediation of the oak plantings, no disking may occur. 
 
6.5 Additional Roads, Recreational Trails, and Utility Lines 
 
Roads, recreational trails, and utility lines not mentioned in this Plan will not be allowed in the 
Preserve without review and approval of the Corps. 
 
6.6 Equipment or Fuel Storage 
 
There will be no equipment or fuel storage within the Preserves except if needed during 
installation of the native oak tree plantings.  The equipment will be located away from any 
biologically sensitive areas. 
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6.7 Topography Alteration 
 
Other than alterations indicated in this Plan (which include construction of a drainage ditch, 
flood control maintenance, installation and removal of a temporary crossing for mining activities, 
oak woodland creation/restoration, utility line maintenance/replacement, levee repair/ 
maintenance, culvert maintenance/replacement, and/or installation of the recreational trail and 
crossing; see Section 8.1), no alteration may be made to the existing topography of the 
Preserves.  This includes leveling or grading, building roads and recreational trails (except as 
otherwise allowed herein), paving or otherwise covering the Preserves with concrete, asphalt, or 
any other impervious material.  
 
6.8 Pesticides and Chemical Agents 
 
Except as needed for the establishment of new native plantings, management of the Preserves’ 
habitats (non-native and invasive species control), or for mosquito abatement activities, the 
following uses of pesticides and chemical agents are restricted: use of pesticides, fungicides, 
insecticides, fertilizers, herbicides, biocides, or any other chemical agents or agricultural 
chemicals used to kill or suppress plants, animals, or fungi in the Preserve; incompatible fire 
protection activities; and any and all other uses which may adversely affect the Preserves. 
 
6.9 Motor Vehicle Use 
 
No motorized vehicles shall be ridden, brought, used, or permitted on any portion of the 
Preserves with the exception of the following, or as allowed in this Plan: motorized vehicular use 
will be restricted to that required for the Preserves’ initial construction purposes, ongoing 
maintenance and monitoring purposes, mosquito abatement, non-native and invasive plant 
species management, fencing repair or replacement, grazing operations, for emergency or law 
enforcement situations requiring access by medical, flood control, levee repair, fire or law 
enforcement vehicles, access as necessary for utility maintenance/replacement. 
 
6.10 Construction and Maintenance 
 
The construction and maintenance of signs, fencing, bollards, recreational trails, recreational 
trail crossings, underground storm water culverts and reclamation water slurry lines, outfalls, 
utility lines, levee repair, structures associated with grazing and irrigation lines outlined in this 
Plan are allowed within the Preserves.  No other construction, reconstruction, or placement of 
any building, billboard, sign, structure, road, or other improvement shall be allowed in the 
Preserve without the review and approval of the Corps. 
 
6.11 Non-Native Plants and Animals 
 
No planting, introduction, or dispersal of non-native or exotic plant or animal species will occur 
in the Preserves, except for the use of biological controls for non-native plant species control (as 
discussed in Section 7.2.4.3). 
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7.0 LONG-TERM MANAGEMENT OF THE PRESERVE 
 
7.1 Adaptive Management 
 
In preparing a management plan for habitat to be preserved in perpetuity, it must be 
acknowledged that there will undoubtedly be future developments in habitat and species 
management that may affect how the Plan Goal is met.  This Plan can only provide guidance for 
adopting new technologies or practices as they are developed.  Ultimately, the Preserve 
Manager in coordination with the Monitoring Biologist, the Corps, and the Preserve Owner must 
determine the appropriate management decision for a given situation (Refer to Section 8.7 for 
Preserve Owner’s reserved rights).  The management strategies, approved uses, and restrictions 
presented in this Plan are intended to provide a framework for the long-term management and 
operation of the Preserve.  Before considering any management action, the Preserve Manager 
must consider the Plan Goal, which is to ensure that the protected creek, wetland, and upland 
habitats within the Preserves are maintained in good condition such that the Preserves will 
continue to support the flora and fauna of the uplands and wetlands in perpetuity.  
Furthermore, this Plan cannot anticipate all possible site conditions.  Therefore, if a condition 
arises which is not specifically addressed by this Plan, the Preserve Manager may, upon review 
and approval by the Corps, adopt techniques not described here.  
 
7.2 Preserve Management Activities and Guidelines 
 
The following outlines management and maintenance activities that are allowed within the 
Preserves.   
 
7.2.1 Authorized Access 
 
The intent of this Plan is to maintain the habitats of the Preserves in perpetuity.  Limited access 
to the Preserves will further this goal.  Regular, off-trail access to the Preserves should be 
discouraged through fencing and signage.  Access to the Preserves for maintenance activities 
(such as utility maintenance) is allowed, but should be restricted to the immediate area where 
maintenance is occurring.  Access to the Preserves by the grazing contractor is allowed.  Access 
to the Preserves in emergency or law enforcement situations, by medical, flood control, levee 
repair, fire, law enforcement, utility crews, or mosquito abatement personnel or vehicles is 
allowed.  The Preserve Manager and Corps are allowed to access the Preserve for inspections 
and studies as required by this Plan.  Approved access to the Preserves for clean-up, or habitat 
restoration activities is also allowed (See Section 9.0).   
 
7.2.2 Grassland/Thatch Management 
 
Historically, grassland habitats burned periodically due to the occasional wildfire.  These fires 
would burn dead plant material or thatch, keeping it from building up.  Native ungulates, and 
later cattle, historically would have inhabited the grasslands within the area.  The grazing and 
trampling action of these animals also reduced the amount of dead plant material.  Minimizing 
wildfires and/or the removal of grazers can result in a buildup of thatch.  Buildup of thatch can 
be detrimental to the Preserves’ habitats.  During one of the annual biological surveys of the 
Aspen IV South Preserve (Section 4.3.2.3), the Monitoring Biologist will make a determination as 
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to the extent of thatch accumulation and if it is adversely impacting habitats.  Controlled burns 
and mowing are discussed in sections 7.2.2.1 and 7.2.2.2 below.  Grazing as a method of 
grassland/thatch management and habitat management is discussed in a separate section at 
7.2.3.  Refer to Figure 7. Firebreak Location – Aspen V South, and Section 8.4 for a discussion 
of firebreak mowing. 
 
7.2.2.1 Controlled Burns 
 
Controlled burning is an excellent way to eliminate accumulated plant matter and also serves to 
reduce cover of non-native annual grasses (Pollak and Kan 1996).  While prescribed burning is 
an effective tool in the long-term management of thatch accumulation, controlled burns can 
present a potential public safety hazard.  A controlled burn would require a burn permit and 
supervision by California Department of Fire/Sacramento County fire personnel.  Currently, 
controlled burns are not intended to be used for thatch management.  However, controlled 
burns are not prohibited by this Plan.  When carefully planned with the local fire authorities, 
some controlled burns have been successfully conducted in urban areas.  If a controlled burn is 
planned for the Preserves, the Corps will be notified. 
 
7.2.2.2 Mowing 
 
Another method to remove thatch is mechanical mowing.  In order for mowing to be effective 
for thatch removal, the cut material would need to be removed from the site.  In addition, the 
mowing regime should be timed in order to minimize the invasion of non-native, invasive upland 
species, particularly yellow starthistle (Centaurea solstitialis).  According to CDFA (2010), the 
optimal time for mowing of yellow starthistle is when approximately 2% to 10% of the plants 
have begun to bloom.  To date, little research has been conducted on mowing for thatch 
management.  It is anticipated that such mowing practices would be needed, at most, once 
every three years.  Mowing equipment is allowed in the Preserves for thatch management.  
Mowing for thatch management does not require agency notification. 
 
7.2.3 Grazing for Habitat Management 
 
The goals of grazing within the Preserves are to maintain species diversity and desired species 
composition by reducing the accumulation of thatch within the wetland and upland areas.  
Grazing is not required by this Plan but is discussed here in the event that it is selected as a 
management technique.  Due to the size of the Preserves, goats or sheep would likely be the 
preferred grazers. 
 
An essential component of the success of this grazing management is regular communication 
between the Preserve Manager, the Monitoring Biologist, and the grazing contractor regarding 
decisions about adjusting the below mentioned grazing variables.  Coordination of grazing 
practices with the other long-term management methods of the Preserves will enhance the 
overall long-term viability the Preserves.  The grazing contractor will be oriented from the start 
as to the sensitivity of the habitat present at the Preserves and of the goals of this Plan.  The 
Preserve Manager should choose a grazing contractor who understands, and is in agreement 
with, the goals of managing the Preserves. 
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7.2.4 Non-Native Plant Species Management 
 
Management of non-native plant species can be a complex and expensive task and is funded for 
the Aspen IV South Preserve only.  It is important to recognize that the Preserve Manager can 
only conduct as much non-native and invasive species management as can be accomplished 
with the funding provided as part of this Plan or by obtaining other funds such as grant funds 
(not required by this Plan).   
 
7.2.4.1 Native and Non-Native Plant Species Definitions 
 
Native and non-native plant species are mentioned in several sections of this Plan.  The 
following definitions of these terms have been included to assist the Preserve Manager in 
determining the status of plant species found in the Preserve.  
 
Native Plants 
 
For the purposes of this Plan, plants native to the Preserves will be defined as those plants 
believed by the scientific community to have been present in Sacramento County prior to the 
settlement of Europeans.  The Jepson Manual (Hickman 1993) can be a reference for 
determining if a plant is native or non-native.  However, this reference is only subregion 
specific.  As a result, this reference is not necessarily specific enough, and therefore the 
Preserve Manager can consult with the Monitoring Biologist, local botanists, or the local chapter 
of the California Native Plant Society to determine if a plant should be considered native to the 
Preserves.  Other comparable future publications or resources can be utilized as they become 
available. 
 
Non-Native Plants 
 
Based on the above definition of plants considered to be native to the Preserves, there are 
several ways to view what a non-native plant is: there are plants that are not locally native 
(native to Sacramento County), plants that are not regionally native (native to Northern 
California), and plants that are not native to California or the U.S. 
 
Invasive Pest Plants 
 
Invasive pest plants are plants that are not native, and can be invasive, replacing native 
vegetation or native habitats, with the potential to adversely affect the habitat function of the 
Preserves.  The Monitoring Biologist/Qualified Personnel and the Preserve Manager can refer to 
the species found on the California Invasive Plant Inventory (Cal-IPC) table of Invasive Non-
native Plants that Threaten Wildlands in California (Cal-PIC 2006 and 2007).  The current table 
has been included as Attachment J; however, this list may be updated from time to time by Cal-
IPC.  The new list will be appended to this Plan as it is updated.   
 
Under current conditions (prior to project implementation), the site is known to support a 
number of non-native and invasive species, many of which have become naturalized.  They are 
predominantly annual species that occur in grasslands.  During the first two or three years of 
surveys within the Aspen IV South Preserve, a general map of invasive pest plants on 
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Attachment J will be mapped either through the use of aerial photographs or GPS technology or 
a combination thereof.  When finalized, the map can be added to this Plan.  The map should be 
updated every five years or as needed.  In these years and for the initial mapping, funding for 
mapping will be from the funds set aside for non-native species management.  This map can be 
used in subsequent years as a baseline of existing conditions.  The required management of 
non-native plants will therefore be limited to the management of newly introduced invasive pest 
plants and working to contain the spread of existing invasive pest plant populations that are a 
threat to the Conservation Values as limited by available funding.  
 
Beyond management activities, if the Preserve Manager would like to pursue more extensive 
removal of non-native species through volunteer efforts or grant funding, that is encouraged.  
The Monitoring Biologist and the Preserve Manager can refer to the species found on the Cal-
IPC table to assist them in determining if a plant is an invasive plant species of concern, and 
which species should be given priority for management (Attachment J).   
 
In addition to looking for these species during the General Inspections, the Monitoring Biologist 
will also assess the presence of any newly introduced invasive pest plant species within the 
Aspen IV South Preserve during the Biological Inspections and recommend removal as needed.  
Three methods of removing or controlling these species are outlined below: 
 
7.2.4.2 Hand/Mechanical Removal/Grazing/Animal Impact 
 
Hand removal or use of small hand powered or handheld equipment (such as a Weed Wrench 
or a chainsaw) should always be the preferred method of removing invasive pest plant species 
from the Preserves, if practical.  If hand removal methods are tried and found to be ineffective, 
or the problem is too widespread for hand removal to be practical, then mechanical methods 
(use of larger equipment with motors such as mowers) or biological controls as described below 
can be implemented.  Also, in certain situations, intense grazing and/or animal impact can be 
used for non-native species management.   
 
7.2.4.3 Biological Controls 
 
Biological controls are natural parasites, predators or pathogens that are released to combat 
non-native species.  For example, there are several natural enemies of yellow starthistle (e.g., 
hairy weevils) that have been introduced from Europe to act as biological controls against this 
invasive species.  The hairy weevil begins life within the seed head of the flower and develops 
there, feeding on the seeds.  The County Agricultural Commissioner (CAC) would be the point of 
contact for use of these biological controls within the Preserves.  The CAC does not currently 
(2012) have a program for providing the hairy weevil for biological control; however, the CAC 
may be contacted for a list of nurseries that supply weevils in the area.   
 
Biological controls should be used with caution and only after contact with the CAC office.  If 
biological control methods are tried and found to be ineffective or if biological control methods 
are not available for the target species, then herbicides can be used, but only as outlined below.  
The Corps will be notified if biological controls will be used in the Preserves.   
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7.2.4.4 Use of Herbicides for Non-Native Plant Management  
 
Herbicides can be used only for the management of non-native plant species.  Hand or 
mechanical removal should be the first choice for all non-native plant species removal.  
Herbicides can be potentially harmful, however non-native, invasive species can also be 
extremely detrimental to native habitats.  The use of chemicals should be considered carefully 
and the most recent research regarding the appropriate herbicide for the target plant should be 
consulted.  The use of ALS/AHAS herbicides is prohibited due to their non-target adverse 
effects.  Chemicals must be applied according to the label.  This approval does not obviate the 
need for the Preserve Manager to obtain any other applicable approvals for the use of these 
chemicals. 
 
7.2.5 Tree Removal 
 
If any of the native trees within the Preserves become diseased and presents a threat to other 
trees or are a danger to public safety or private property, removal will be allowed.  Removal of 
trees that fall onto the recreational trail or have the potential to fall on the recreational trail is 
the responsibility of the entity responsible for recreational trail maintenance and not the 
Preserve Manager.  These statements do not imply permission to undertake the removal of any 
tree without obtaining any appropriate State and/or Federal permits or local tree removal 
permits, if applicable.  Non-native tree removal is allowed, consistent with Section 7.2.4.1.  In 
addition, removal will be consistent with CDFG regulations if the tree is in a riparian area.  
Removal may require a nesting raptor survey consistent with applicable laws.  If a tree has died 
but is not a threat to other trees, a danger to public safety or to private property, or a flood 
hazard, removal is not required.  Dead trees are important habitat elements for wildlife and 
should remain in the Preserve. 
 
7.2.6 Beaver Management 
 
The Preserve Manager will be responsible for assessing the beaver population within the 
Preserves.  If beaver dams become established, the Preserve Manager should consult with the 
Monitoring Biologist to determine if it is best to: leave the beavers alone as they are a natural 
part of the ecosystem, install beaver baffling devices and allow the beavers to remain, breach 
the beaver dam, or remove the beavers if appropriate.  Situations where beaver management 
may be prudent are when beaver dams are causing water levels to rise such that they inundate 
seasonal wetlands or oak woodland habitat (both existing and planted).  Care should be taken 
to weigh the effects of the beaver’s presence.  Beaver dams can also result in positive impacts 
to streamside habitat.  If the Preserve Manager decides to breach the beaver dam, work should 
be done by hand, or if the dam is too large, equipment such as backhoe with rubber tracks/tires 
can be used.  The Preserve Manager should contact the CDFG to determine if a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement is needed to undertake removal of a dam.  If the work requires soil 
movement it may require a permit from the Corps (Section 5.4).  If the Preserve Manager 
determines that beaver removal is appropriate, the Preserve Manager will work with the local 
CDFG to trap and relocate or hunt the beaver population.  The Preserve Manager will notify the 
Preserve Owner if the presence of beavers is impeding the flow conveyance of Morrison Creek 
and flooding is a potential concern.   
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7.2.7 Mosquitoes  
 
If mosquito control within the Preserves is necessary, as determined by the Sacramento County 
Mosquito Vector Control District, the Preserve Manager will consult with the District to assist in 
selecting control mechanisms that are the least damaging to the Preserves’ habitats and 
conservation values.  The Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District has developed 
a Mosquito and Mosquito-Borne Disease Management Plan (2005) currently (2012) available on 
the web at http://www.fightthebite.net/download/Mosquito_Management_Plan.pdf. 
 
7.2.8  Altered Hydrology 
 
In order to maintain hydrology of the Preserves, the Preserve Manager will work with individual 
landowners or developments adjoining the Preserves to prevent them from directing the flow of 
drainage, landscaping, and storm water runoff from their property into the Preserves.  This does 
not preclude the use of drip irrigation in the Preserves for the establishment period for native 
plantings if used in current or future creation/restoration or enhancement.   
 
If, due to climate change, the Preserves’ habitats and/or functions become altered, the Preserve 
Owner, Preserve Manager/Conservation Easement Holder will not be held liable.   
 
7.2.9 Trash Removal 
 
At minimum, the Preserve Manager will arrange for the removal of accumulations annually or 
more frequently if needed.
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8.0 INSTALLATION AND LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE OF STRUCTURES 
 AND IMPROVEMENTS 
 
The following paragraphs outline the allowed maintenance of structures and improvements 
present or allowed within the Preserves.  Vegetation removal type maintenance (e.g., mowing 
vegetation along underground sewer line alignments) associated with these structures is not 
allowed unless explicitly stated below or if allowed by a previously existing easement.  If 
maintenance or replacement activities associated with these structures will directly impact 
preserved wetlands or Waters, the Corps will be notified and any appropriate permits will be 
obtained (see Section 5.4).  If wetlands or Waters will not be impacted by maintenance or 
replacement of any of these structures or improvements, then the Preserve Manager will review 
the plans for the activity to be sure that as little disturbance to the Preserves occurs as possible, 
but the Corps will not have to be notified.  These activities will be described in the Annual 
Report.  In addition, areas disturbed will be restored (see Section 9.0).  If a Corps permit is not 
required, the Corps will also be notified 30 days in advance when any of the allowed structures 
are first constructed within the Preserves (with the exception of fencing/gates, signage, grazing 
structures, and native plantings). 
 
8.1 Structures Allowed Within the Preserve 
 

• Installation, maintenance, and replacement of fencing, gates and bollards as 
discussed in Section 8.2 (Figure 8. Preserve Detail – Aspen IV South and Figure 9 
Preserve Detail – Aspen V South) (Aspen IV South and Aspen V South);  

• Installation, maintenance, and replacement of Preserve and interpretive signs as 
discussed in Section 8.2 (see Figures 8 and 9) (Aspen IV South and Aspen V South); 

• Installation, maintenance, and replacement of a corrugated steel pipe arch pipe with 
controlled outflow flap gate (or equivalent) and associated cobbles within an existing 
intermittent drainage near Mayhew Road in Aspen IV South Preserve (see Figure 8). 
Replacement of the structure to maintain flood control is also allowed; 

• Installation and maintenance of a constructed drainage ditch along with associated 
structures consisting of two parallel corrugated metal culverts with controlled outflow 
flap gates (or equivalent) in the northeastern portion of the Aspen IV South Preserve 
(see Figure 8).  Replacement of the structures to maintain flood control is also 
allowed; 

• Installation, maintenance, and replacement of berm near Mayhew Road in the Aspen 
IV South Preserve for flood protection (see Figure 8); 

• Installation, maintenance, and replacement of existing utilities in the Aspen V South 
Preserve (see Figure 9); 

• Installation, maintenance, and replacement of underground utilities, underground 
storm water culverts, underground reclamation water slurry lines, sewer lines, and 
underground water conveyance lines in the Aspen IV South Preserve, including 
below Morrison Creek (final locations to be determined); 

• Installation, maintenance, and removal of a temporary crossing over a portion of 
Morrison Creek in the Aspen IV South Preserve (see Figure 8); 

• Installation, maintenance, and replacement of a recreational trail/crossing through 
portions of the Aspen IV and V South Preserves (see Figure 9 and location to be 
determined for Aspen IV South); 
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• Installation and maintenance of native oak tree restoration plantings and associated 
structures (e.g., irrigation lines, tree shelters) in the Aspen IV South Preserve; 

• Installation and maintenance of temporary structures associated with grazing; and 
• Maintenance, and replacement of a domestic groundwater irrigation well in Aspen IV 

South (see Figure 8). 
 

8.2 Signage, Fencing, Gates, and Bollards  
 
8.2.1 Preserve and Interpretive Signs 
 
Preserve signage will be installed to inform the public of the presence of the Preserves.  Sample 
sign language has been included as Attachment K.  The signs will be placed at regular intervals 
along the outside perimeters and within the Preserves (see Figures 8 and 9).  If the Preserve 
Manager determines that additional signage is warranted then more may be installed.   
 
In addition to the smaller signs posted along the Preserves boundaries, interpretive signs may 
be placed within the Aspen IV South Preserve.  The content of those signs will educate the 
public about the creek, riparian, annual grassland, and oak woodland habitats located within the 
Aspen IV South Preserve, their conservation, and common species observed.   
 
The signs will be placed at various locations within and along the Preserves (see Figures 8 and 
9), and are intended to encourage respect for the Preserves.  Exact locations should be 
determined in the field to ensure the best view of the Preserves’ habitats in conjunction with 
each sign.  The Preserve Owner will be responsible for the initial cost of installing Preserve and 
interpretive signage.  The Preserve Manager will be responsible for the maintenance and 
replacement of the signage.  Funding for the maintenance and replacement of the signs will be 
provided through the endowment. 
 
8.2.2 Initial Installation of Fencing and Fencing Types 
 
The initial installation of fencing will be the responsibility of the Preserve Owner.  Permanent 
open fencing such as split rail, post and cable, barbed wire, or chain link will be placed around 
the Preserves (see Figures 8 and 9).  At this time, post and cable is the anticipated fencing type. 
 
8.2.3 Maintenance and Repair 
 
Maintenance and replacement of fencing and signage must be restricted to the minimum area 
needed to fix the fencing.  Whenever possible, maintenance and replacement of fencing should 
take place from outside the Preserves (e.g., from the maintenance road shown on Figure 8 
which is located outside of the Aspen IV South Preserve or the recreational trail within the 
Aspen V South Preserve shown on Figure 9).  The Preserve Manager will be responsible for the 
maintenance and replacement of Preserve fencing.  The funding for this fencing will be provided 
through the endowment.  
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8.2.4 Bollards and Gates 
 
The Preserve Manager will be responsible for the maintenance of authorized gates into the 
Preserves and for keeping them locked to prevent unauthorized motor vehicle access.  
Authorized gates are used for allowing access for grazing, maintenance vehicles, and emergency 
access to the Preserves.  All other gates, such as gates installed by other entities allowing 
access into the Preserves, are prohibited.  The Preserve Manager will be responsible for 
notifying any party that has installed an unauthorized gate into the Preserve fencing and will 
require its removal and replacement with the appropriate fencing.  The Preserve Manager will 
be responsible for the maintenance and replacement of the bollards and for keeping them 
locked in the upright position when maintenance vehicles are not accessing the Preserves. 
 
8.3 Culverts and Drainage Ditch 
 
A 60” x 46” corrugated steel arch pipe with a controlled outflow flap gate (or equivalent) will 
outfall into the Aspen IV South Preserve near Mayhew Road (see Figure 8).  In addition, a 
constructed drainage ditch and two associated 36” diameter corrugated metal culverts with flap 
gates will outfall into Morrison Creek along the northeastern Aspen IV South Preserve boundary 
(see Figure 8).  Maintenance associated with these culverts and ditch is allowed.  Replacement 
of these culverts to maintain flood protection is also allowed.  Maintenance is expected to 
include occasional removal of vegetation to allow for unrestricted flows.  The locations for these 
culverts and ditch are conceptual and may shift location slightly upon implementation. 
 
8.4 Firebreaks 
 
The Preserve Manager can implement up to a 30-foot firebreak within the Aspen V South 
portion of the Preserve although the Corps or this Plan does not require it (see Figure 7).  
Firebreaks are not expected to be needed within the Aspen IV South portion of the Preserve due 
to the berms and maintenance road that are located just outside of the Preserve boundary in 
these areas.  These berms are not part of the Preserve and as such firebreaks can be installed 
on them as needed, and the maintenance road can act as firebreaks.  The Corps requires that a 
survey for ground nesting birds be conducted if fire breaks within the Preserve are to be cut 
before July 1st to eliminate impacts to these species.  Therefore, the Preserve Manager will be 
responsible for arranging for a ground nesting bird survey to be conducted each year prior to 
the mowing of fire breaks.  Fire breaks may be mowed (not disked unless required by law or 
appropriate legal authority) such that vegetation is 2 inches high or less.  Firebreaks may also 
be grazed. 
 
8.5 Grading 
 
There are two areas within the Aspen IV South Preserve where temporary grading impacts to 
upland habitats are allowed.  One area is located in two spots along the southwestern boundary 
of the Aspen IV South Preserve along the Mayhew Road right-of-way (see Figure 8).  The 
grading here will occur during the installation of the berms that run adjacent to the Aspen IV 
South Preserve.  Additionally, temporary grading will occur within upland habitat associated with 
the temporary crossing within the Aspen IV South Preserve (see Figure 8 and Section 8.8).  
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Neither of these activities will impact Waters.  Other than the temporary grading in these areas, 
no other grading within the Preserves is allowed. 
 
8.6 Utilities 
 
There are no known utilities currently in the Aspen IV South Preserve.  The Aspen V South 
Preserve contains a sewer interceptor line that is adjacent and parallel to Bradshaw Road (see 
Figure 9).  Existing and future easements within the Preserves are outlined in Section 8.7 below.   
 
8.7 Easements 
 
Within the Aspen IV South Preserve, there are three existing County drainage easements.  Two 
of these easements – one 5 feet wide and one 40 feet wide – exist in the northern part of the 
Aspen IV South site.  The other easement, which is 15 feet wide, is located on the property 
immediately to the north of the Aspen IV South site.  In addition, the Aspen IV South Preserve 
will be subject to easements for the underground public utilities, the underground storm water 
culverts, and underground reclamation water slurry lines below Morrison Creek.  The Aspen IV 
South Preserve may also be subject to a County of Sacramento water flowage easement in 
order to convey the upstream flows of Morrison Creek. 
 
Within the Aspen V South Preserve, there are two existing drainage easements and two existing 
easements for sewer and incidental purposes.  The Aspen V South Preserve may, in the future, 
be subject to easements for underground public utilities, underground storm water culverts, and 
underground water conveyance lines which may be installed below Morrison Creek.  The Aspen 
V South Preserve may also be subject to a County of Sacramento water flowage easement in 
order to convey the upstream flows of Morrison Creek. 
 
8.8 Temporary Crossing 
 
A temporary crossing over Morrison Creek is allowed within the Aspen IV South Preserve (see 
Figure 8).  This temporary conveyor crossing would be used by the applicant during a portion of 
the mining phase of Aspen IV South to move rock material from Teichert’s Aspen III South 
through an existing infrastructure into Aspen IV South Project.  While no impacts to Morrison 
Creek will occur, some grading associated to the span over Morrison Creek is expected.  Once 
mining in either Aspen III South or IV South is complete, the temporary crossing will be 
removed and the conveyor pad areas restored. 
 
8.9 Recreational Trail and Recreational Trail Crossing Maintenance 
 
The construction of a paved recreation trail is allowed within the Aspen V South Preserve.  One 
trail crossing over Morrison Creek is allowed in both Preserves to allow access to the southern 
portion of each property.  The contemplated uses for these trails/crossings will be passive 
recreational uses including, but not limited to, biking, walking and running.  The Aspen V South 
recreational trail alignment and both crossing locations will be finalized in the future.  
Maintenance of the recreational trails will include occasional resurfacing and mowing a 2-foot 
shoulder on either side.  Maintenance of the recreational trail crossings may include occasional 
debris removal from around the bridge abutments.  Neither of these activities will impact 
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Waters.  Should more extensive maintenance be required the Preserve Manager will notify the 
Corps to determine if a permit is required. 
 
8.10 Oak Tree Mitigation 
 
Native oak tree plantings and associated tree structures/irrigation (if needed) will be installed 
within the Aspen IV South Preserve as shown on Figure 8.  Additionally, the area along the 
northern portion of Morrison Creek within the Aspen V South Preserve area can be utilized for 
future oak tree mitigation.  Installation and maintenance of oak trees and other native species 
within this area as well as the existing riparian/oak mitigation that occurs south of Morrison 
Creek is allowed. 
 
8.11 Grazing Structures 
 
Grazing may occur within the Preserve as described in Section 7.2.3.  Structures associated with 
grazing activities (e.g., temporary electric fences, water sources, salt/mineral licks) are allowed 
to be installed within the Preserve.  Care will be taken so that any grazing structures will avoid 
being placed in or adjacent to sensitive habitat areas such as wetlands. 
 
8.12 Irrigation Well 
 
A domestic groundwater irrigation well is allowed within the Aspen V South Preserve as well as 
associated access route and structures.  This well will be used to irrigate the oak tree mitigation 
plantings, and may be used as a water source for future grazing activities. 
 
8.13 Preserve Owner Reserved Rights 
 
As outlined in the Declaration of Restrictions and the Conservation Easements, the Preserve 
Owner will have the following reserved rights:   
 
Aspen IV South Preserve: 
 

• The right to install, repair, maintain and replace fencing, gates, bollards, and signage on 
or within the Preserve as described in this Plan; 

• The right to construct, install, repair, maintain and replace a corrugated steel arch pipe 
with controlled outflow flap gate (or equivalent) and associated cobbles within an 
existing intermittent drainage near Mayhew Road, as described in Section 8.3; 

• The right to construct, install, repair, maintain and replace a constructed drainage ditch 
along with associated structures consisting of two parallel corrugated metal culverts with 
controlled outflow flap gates (or equivalent), as described in Section 8.3; 

• The right to construct, install, repair, replace and maintain a berm near Mayhew Road in 
the for flood protection as described in Section 8.5; 

• The right to construct, install, repair, maintain and replace underground utilities,  
underground storm water culverts, sewer lines, underground reclamation water slurry 
lines, sewer lines, and underground water conveyance lines below the Preserve 
Property, as described in this Plan;   
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• The right to grant public utility easements for underground utilities, storm water 
culverts, underground reclamation water slurry lines, and/or underground water 
conveyance lines below the Preserve Property;   

• The right to grant to the County of Sacramento a water flowage easement within the 
Preserve in order to convey the upstream flows of Morrison Creek in the channel;   

• The right to perform flood control maintenance including non-native vegetation removal 
within Morrison Creek and wetlands as necessary to protect the public health and safety 
and preserve the integrity of the preserved wetlands, and the right to perform 
maintenance and/or repair in order to maintain the integrity of the Preserve’s levees; 

• The right to construct, install, repair and maintain a temporary crossing over a portion of 
Morrison Creek, as described in this Plan; 

• The right to construct, install, repair, maintain and replace a permanent recreational trail 
crossing over Morrison Creek which would include the construction, installation, repair 
and maintenance of a bridge across Morrison Creek, as outlined in this Plan; 

• The right to install and maintain native oak tree restoration plantings and associated 
structures within the Preserve; 

• The right to graze animal species on the Preserve for the purposes of vegetation and 
thatch control, including the right to create, utilize, maintain and replace livestock 
watering and feeding areas and to install, repair, maintain and replace associated 
grazing structures to the extent allowed in this Plan;  

• The right to access, utilize, repair, maintain and replace the domestic groundwater 
irrigation well as described in this Plan; 

• The right to control thatch and/or non-native vegetation that is adversely impacting 
Preserve habitats, as determined by the Monitoring Biologist during the annual surveys 
of the Preserve, by means of the methods described in this the Plan; and 

• The right to remove trees, as needed, consistent with Section 7.2.5. 
 
Aspen V South Preserve: 
 

• The right to install, maintain and replace fencing on or within the Preserve Property to 
the extent shown in this Plan;  

• The right to construct, install, repair, maintain and replace the underground sewer 
interceptor line, underground public utilities, underground storm water culverts, and 
underground water conveyance lines below the Preserve Property, as described in this 
Plan;   

• The right to utilize portions of the Preserve Property for underground water conveyance 
lines and to grant public utility easements for underground utilities, storm water culverts, 
underground reclamation water slurry lines, and/or underground water conveyance lines 
below the Preserve Property;   

• The right to grant to the County of Sacramento a water flowage easement within the 
Preserve Property in order to convey the upstream flows of Morrison Creek;  

• The right to perform flood control maintenance including non-native vegetation removal 
and repair within the Morrison Creek channel as necessary to protect the public health 
and safety and preserve the integrity of Morrison Creek;  

• The right to construct, install, repair, maintain and replace a recreational trail/crossing 
which will include the construction, installation, repair and maintenance of a bridge 
across Morrison Creek as outlined in this Plan;  
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• The right to maintain and install native oak tree restoration plantings and associated 
structures within the Preserve; 

• The right to graze animal species on the Preserve for the purposes of vegetation and 
thatch control, including the right to create, utilize, maintain and replace livestock 
watering and feeding areas and to install, repair, maintain and replace associated 
grazing structures to the extent allowed in this Plan;  

• The right to control thatch and/or non-native vegetation that is adversely impacting 
Preserve habitats, as determined by the Monitoring Biologist during the annual surveys 
of the Preserve, by means of the methods described in this the Plan; and 

• The right to remove trees, as needed, consistent with Section 7.2.5.  
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9.0 REMEDIATION/RESTORATION ACTIVITIES 
 
9.1 Restoration of Conservation Easement/Violations/Vandalism 
 
It is difficult to anticipate and provide mitigation measures for all potential violations of the 
Preserve’s Plan Goal, however, the following table outlines some potential violations and 
mitigation guidelines.  If a particular situation is not listed here, that does not mean that 
restoration and/or mitigation is not required.  In these cases, determining an appropriate 
mitigation measure will be at the discretion of the Preserve Manager in coordination with the 
Monitoring Biologist.   
 
Type of Disturbance Mitigation Guideline 
Disturbance of Grassy Upland Areas Restoration of grassy upland areas due to disturbance 

resulting in bare ground should include seeding the area 
with appropriate native grass seed (Attachment L) and 
implementing the proper erosion control measures until 
the bare ground becomes vegetated again. 

Removal of Native Tree or Shrub Habitat Restoration for the unauthorized removal of native trees 
or shrubs should result in the replacement of the habitat.  
This could be in the form of planting tree/shrub seeds or 
seedlings in an amount sufficient to ultimately result in 
the survival to maturity of the same number of trees or 
shrubs that were removed (Attachment M).  Monitoring 
of the replacement plants should be done for at least two 
seasons. 

Wetlands/Waters of the U.S. Restoration for fill/loss of Waters should result in the 
removal of fill from the feature, potentially the minor re-
grading and revegetation of the feature (if appropriate) 
and monitoring for at least two seasons to gauge the 
feature’s recovery.  The Preserve Manager will contact 
the Corps if fill/loss of wetlands or Waters has occurred 
and submit for review and approval what 
remediation/restoration is proposed (see Section 5.3).  
While the normal time period for the Corps to review and 
approve an action is 60 days, the Corps will make every 
effort to respond in a timely manner to requests 
regarding wetlands/Waters so that restoration can be 
implemented at the appropriate time of year (e.g. before 
the rainy season). 

Fencing Restoration for the destruction or modification (e.g., 
installing an unauthorized gate) of Preserve fencing 
should include fixing or replacing the section of fencing 
to its original specifications. 

Structures, Landscaping, Other 
Improvements, etc. 

Any unauthorized structure, landscaping, or other 
improvement should be removed from the Preserves.  If 
any of the above habitats was disturbed, mitigation will 
be required using the above mitigation measures as 
guidelines. 

 



 

Morrison Creek Nature Preserve Phase II 
Operations and Management Plan – Rvsd 4-6-12 Copyright © 2012 ECORP Consulting, Inc. 

36 

9.2 Timing/Process for Corrective Actions 
 
Minor corrective measures not requiring notification or approval of the Corps (e.g., prevention of 
unexpected runoff, prevention of unauthorized access to the area by placing locks on gates, 
etc.) will be carried out by the Preserve Manager within 60 days, unless site conditions warrant 
delay (i.e., if soil is saturated and equipment would damage the upland habitat in the Preserves, 
it may be necessary to delay work until conditions improve).  All other corrective actions will 
take place when conditions are best suited for restoration to occur, unless as otherwise outlined 
in this Plan, and after the Corps has been notified or the Preserve Manager has received 
approval. 
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10.0 EDUCATION AND RECREATION 
 
10.1 Educational Activities in the Preserve 
 
Individuals or groups using the Preserves for scientific or educational purposes must coordinate 
their use and obtain the prior written permission of the Preserve Owner. 
 
10.2 Recreation 
 
Recreational activities outside of the use of the recreational trail are not currently allowed within 
the Preserves.   
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Figure 2. Aerial View of Project Site
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Figure 3. Preserve Layout - Aspen IV South
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Figure 4. Preserve Layout - Aspen V South
2005-045 Aspen IV South
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Figure 7. Firebreak Location - Aspen V South
2005-045 Aspen IV South
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Figure 8. Preserve Detail - Aspen IV South
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 
 
[Grantee name] 
[Address] 
[City, State ZIP] 
Attn:  ______________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Space Above Line for Recorder's Use Only 
 
 

CONSERVATION EASEMENT DEED 
Morrison Creek Nature Preserve, Phase II – Aspen IV South 

 
THIS CONSERVATION EASEMENT DEED ("Conservation Easement") is made as of 

the ______ day of _________________, 20____, by TEICHERT LAND CO., a California 
corporation ("Grantor"), in favor of [GRANTEE NAME], a California nonprofit corporation 
("Grantee"), with reference to the following facts: 
 

RECITALS 
 

A. Grantor is the sole owner in fee simple of certain real property containing 
approximately 20.98 acres, located in the County of Sacramento, State of California, and 
designated as portions of Assessor’s Parcel Number(s) 063-0100-001, -014, -015, 016 and -019 
(the "Preserve Property").  The Preserve Property is legally described and depicted in Exhibits A 
and B attached to this Conservation Easement and incorporated in it by this reference.  
 

B. The Preserve Property possesses wildlife and habitat values (collectively, 
“Conservation Values”) of great importance to Grantee, the people of the State of California and 
the people of the United States.  The Preserve Property will provide high quality preserved 
jurisdictional waters of the United States, including a portion of Morrison Creek and wetlands, 
and adjacent upland and other native vegetation and/or wildlife. Individually and collectively, 
these wildlife and habitat values comprise the “Conservation Values” of the Preserve Property. 
 

C. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ("USACE") has jurisdiction over waters of the 
United States pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. Section 1251, et seq. 
 

D. Grantee is authorized to hold this conservation easement pursuant to California 
Civil Code Section 815.3 and Government Code Section 65965.  Specifically, Grantee is (i) a 
tax-exempt nonprofit organization qualified under section 501(c) (3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, as amended, and qualified to do business in California; (ii) a “qualified 
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organization” as defined in section 170(h) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code; and (iii) an 
organization which has as its primary and principal purpose and activity the protection and 
preservation of natural lands or resources in its natural, scenic, agricultural, forested, or open 
space condition or use. 
 

E. This Conservation Easement is granted for the purpose of providing conservation 
measures and mitigation for certain impacts located in the County of Sacramento, State of 
California, described in USACE Permit Number SPK-1994-00504 (“Permit”) issued to Teichert 
Aggregates, an affiliate of Grantor, by the USACE, Sacramento District, on May 13, 2009 and 
revised November 18, 2010 [and/or April XX, 2012], and attached hereto as Exhibit D. 
 

A final, approved copy of the Permit and the “Operations and Management Plan for 
Morrison Creek Nature Preserve Phase II” (“Plan”), dated  April 5, 2012, and any amendments 
thereto approved by the USACE, shall be kept on file at the office of the USACE, Sacramento 
District.  If Grantor, or any successor or assign, requires an official copy of the Permit or the 
Plan, it should request a copy from the USACE at its address for notices listed in Section 12 of 
this Conservation Easement. 
 

The Permit and the Plan are incorporated by this reference into this Conservation 
Easement as if fully set forth herein. 
 

F. All section numbers referred to in this Conservation Easement are references to 
sections within this Conservation Easement, unless otherwise indicated. 
 

COVENANTS, TERMS, CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS 
 

For good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby 
acknowledged, and pursuant to the laws of the United States and the State of California, 
including California Civil Code Section 815, et seq., Grantor hereby voluntarily grants and 
conveys to Grantee a conservation easement in perpetuity over the Preserve Property. 
 

1. Purposes. 
The purposes of this Conservation Easement are to ensure that the Preserve 

Property will be retained forever in its natural, restored, or enhanced condition as contemplated 
by the Permit and the Plan, and to prevent any use of the Preserve Property that will impair or 
interfere with the Conservation Values of the Preserve Property.  Grantor intends that this 
Conservation Easement will confine the use of the Preserve Property to activities that are 
consistent with such purposes, including, without limitation, those involving the preservation, 
restoration and enhancement of native species and their habitats implemented in accordance with 
the Permit and the Plan. 
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2. Grantee's Rights. 
To accomplish the purposes of this Conservation Easement, Grantor hereby grants 

and conveys the following rights to Grantee: 
 
(a) To preserve and protect the Conservation Values of the Preserve Property. 

 
(b) To enter the Preserve Property at reasonable times, in order to monitor 

compliance with and otherwise enforce the terms of this Conservation Easement, the Permit and 
the Plan, and to implement at Grantee's sole discretion Plan activities that have not been 
implemented, provided that Grantee shall not unreasonably interfere with Grantor's authorized 
use and quiet enjoyment of the Preserve Property. 
 

(c) To prevent any activity on or use of the Preserve Property that is 
inconsistent with the purposes of this Conservation Easement and to require the restoration of 
such areas or features of the Preserve Property that may be damaged by any act, failure to act, or 
any use or activity that is inconsistent with the purposes of this Conservation Easement. 
 

(d) To require that all mineral, air and water rights as Grantee reasonably 
deems necessary to preserve and protect the biological resources and Conservation Values of the 
Preserve Property shall remain a part of and be put to beneficial use upon the Preserve Property, 
consistent with the purposes of this Conservation Easement. 
 

(e) All present and future development rights appurtenant to, allocated, 
implied, reserved or inherent in the Preserve Property, except as provided in Section 8.0 of the 
Plan and/or described in Exhibit C to this document; such rights are hereby terminated and 
extinguished, and may not be used on or transferred to any portion of the Preserve Property, nor 
any other property adjacent or otherwise.  
 

3. Prohibited Uses. 
Except as otherwise authorized by the Permit and the Plan or approved in the 

future by USACE, any activity on or use of the Preserve Property that is inconsistent with the 
purposes of this Conservation Easement is prohibited.  Without limiting the generality of the 
foregoing, the following uses and activities by Grantor, Grantor's agents, and third parties are 
expressly prohibited: 
 

(a) Unseasonable watering; use of fertilizers, pesticides, biocides, herbicides 
or other agricultural chemicals; weed abatement activities; incompatible fire protection activities; 
and any and all other activities and uses which may impair or interfere with the purposes of this 
Conservation Easement except for the authorized removal of vegetation as specifically provided 
in Sections 6.2 and 7.2 of the Plan, and the limited use of pesticides and chemicals for the 
establishment of new native plantings, the management of non-native species and/or for 
mosquito abatement purposes, as provided in Section 6.8 of the Plan. 
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(b) Use of off-road vehicles and use of any other motorized vehicles except as 
specified in Section 6.9 of the Plan. 
 

(c) Agricultural activity of any kind except grazing for vegetation 
management as specifically provided in Section 7.2.3 of the Plan.  

(d) Recreational activities, including, but not limited to, horseback riding, 
hunting or fishing, except for personal, non-commercial, recreational activities of the Grantor, so 
long as such activities are consistent with the purposes of this Conservation Easement and 
specifically provided for in the Plan. 
 

(e) Commercial, industrial, residential, or institutional uses. 
 

(f) Any legal or de facto division, subdivision or partitioning of the Preserve  
Property. 
 

(g) Construction, reconstruction, erecting, placement or maintenance of any 
building, billboard or sign, or any other structure or improvement of any kind, except for the 
items specifically listed in Sections 6.10, 8.1, 8.2 and 8.3 of the Plan. 
 

(h) Depositing or accumulation of soil, trash, ashes, refuse, waste, bio-solids 
or any other materials. This condition shall not limit the ability of Grantor to undertake any of 
the work authorized by the Permit or maintenance activities contemplated in the Plan. 
 

(i) Planting, introduction or dispersal of non-native or exotic plant or animal 
species. 
 

(j) Filling, dumping, excavating, draining, dredging, mining, drilling, 
removing or exploring for or extracting minerals, loam, soil, sand, gravel, rock or other material 
on or below the surface of the Preserve Property, or granting or authorizing surface entry for any 
of these purposes. This condition shall not limit the ability of Grantor to undertake any of the 
work authorized by the Permit or maintenance activities contemplated in the Plan. 
 

(k) Altering the surface or general topography of the Preserve Property, 
including but not limited to any alterations to habitat, building roads or trails, paving or 
otherwise covering the Preserve Property with concrete, asphalt or any other impervious 
material. This condition shall not limit the ability of Grantor, its agents or assigns to undertake 
any of the work authorized by the Permit or activities contemplated in the Plan. 
 

(l) Removing, destroying, or cutting of trees, shrubs or other vegetation, 
except as required by law for (i) fire breaks, (ii) maintenance of existing foot trails or roads, (iii) 
prevention or treatment of disease, and/or (iv) for the reasons outlined in Sections 6.2 and 7.2.5 
of the Plan. 
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(m) Manipulating, impounding or altering any natural water course, body of 
water or water circulation on the Preserve Property, and any activities or uses detrimental to 
water quality, including but not limited to degradation or pollution of any surface or sub-surface 
waters, except as authorized by the Permit. 
 

(n) Without the prior written consent of Grantee, which Grantee may 
reasonably withhold, transferring, encumbering, selling, leasing, or otherwise separating the 
mineral, air or water rights for the Preserve Property; changing the place or purpose of use of the 
water rights; abandoning or allowing the abandonment of, by action or inaction, any water or 
water rights, ditch or ditch rights, spring rights, reservoir or storage rights, wells, ground water 
rights, or other rights in and to the use of water historically used on or otherwise appurtenant to 
the Preserve Property, including but not limited to:  (i) riparian water rights; (ii) appropriative 
water rights; (iii) rights to waters which are secured under contract with any irrigation or water 
district, to the extent such waters are customarily applied to the Preserve Property; and (iv) any 
water from wells that may be constructed in the future on the Preserve Property. 
 

(o) Engaging in any use or activity that may violate, or may fail to comply 
with, relevant federal, state, or local laws, regulations, or policies applicable to Grantor, the 
Preserve Property, or the use or activity in question. 
 

4. Grantee’s Duties. 
 

(a) To ensure that the purposes of this Conservation Easement as described in 
Section 1 are being accomplished, Grantee and its successors and assigns shall: 
 

(1) Perform the tasks specified in Section 3.0 of the Plan;  
 

(2) Perform, at a minimum on an annual basis, compliance monitoring 
inspections of the Preserve Property, as set forth in Section 4.0 of the Plan;  
 

(3) Prepare reports on the results of the compliance monitoring 
inspections, and provide these reports to the USACE, Sacramento District, on an annual basis, as 
set forth in Section 4.5 of the Plan; and 
 

(4) Provide notice as required by Section 5.0 of the Plan. 
 

(b) In the event that the Grantee’s interest in this easement is held by, reverts 
to, or is transferred to the State of California, Section 4(a) shall not apply. 
 
 

5. Grantor's Duties. 
Grantor shall undertake all reasonable actions to prevent the unlawful entry and 

trespass by persons whose activities may degrade or harm the Conservation Values of the 
Preserve Property or that are otherwise inconsistent with this Conservation Easement.  In 
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addition, Grantor shall undertake all necessary actions to perfect and defend Grantee’s rights 
under Section 2 of this Conservation Easement, and to observe and carry out the obligations of 
Grantor under the Permit and the Plan. 
 
 

6. Reserved Rights. 
 
A. Grantor reserves to itself, and to its personal representatives, heirs, 

successors, and assigns, all rights accruing from Grantor's ownership of the Preserve Property, 
including the right to engage in or permit or invite others to engage in all uses of the Preserve 
Property that are not prohibited or limited by, and are consistent with the purposes of, this 
Conservation Easement including, but not limited to: (i) the right to engage in or invite others to 
engage in activity on or use of the Preserve Property for the purpose of monitoring Morrison 
Creek and its associated habitats, and for the purpose of performing maintenance activities 
related to the Preserve Property; (ii) the right to engage or invite others to engage in activity on 
or use of the Preserve Property for the purpose of complying with the requirements of any 
governmental permits, laws, regulations, rules, or authorizations including, but not limited to, 
those granted pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act, the California Endangered 
Species Act, Section 404 of the Clean Water Act or Section 1603 of the California Fish and 
Game Code; (iii) the right to engage in or invite others to engage in all uses of the Preserve that 
are not expressly prohibited herein and are not inconsistent with the conservation purposes of 
this Conservation Easement. 
 
  B. This Easement includes Waters consisting of (i) any riparian water rights 
appurtenant to the Preserve Property, (ii) any appropriative water rights held by Grantor to the 
extent those rights are appurtenant to the Preserve Property, (iii) any waters, the rights to which 
are secured under contract between the Grantor and any irrigation or water district, to the extent 
such waters are customarily applied to the Preserve Property and (iv) any water from wells that 
may be constructed in the future on the Preserve Property or on those lands described as 
excepted from the Preserve Property in the legal description and that were historically used, by 
the Grantor to maintain the Preserve Property in a flooded condition (collectively, "Easement 
Waters"). The Easement Waters are limited to the amount of Grantor’s water reasonably required 
to maintain the Conservation Values of the Preserve Property. Any water right held by Grantor in 
excess of the amount reasonably necessary to maintain Conservation Values shall continue to be 
enjoyed by Grantor. 
 
  C. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in Paragraph 3 or 
elsewhere in this Easement, Grantor shall have the following rights, as specified in Section 8.13 
of the Plan: 
 
  1. The right to install, maintain, repair and replace fencing, gates, bollards 
and signage on or within the Preserve Property as described in Sections 8.1 and 8.2 of the Plan;  
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2. The right to construct, install, repair, maintain and replace a corrugated 
steel arch pipe with controlled outflow flap gate (or equivalent) and associated cobbles within an 
existing intermittent drainage near Mayhew Road, as described in Sections 8.1 and 8.3 and 
shown in Figure 8 of the Plan;  

 
3. The right to construct, repair, maintain and replace a constructed drainage 

ditch along with associated structures consisting of two parallel corrugated metal culverts with 
controlled outflow flap gates (or equivalent), as described in Sections 8.1 and 8.3 and shown in 
Figure 8 of the Plan;  
 

4. The right to construct, install, repair, maintain and replace a berm near 
Mayhew Road for flood protection as described in Sections 8.1 and 8.5 and shown in Figure 8 of 
the Plan; 

 
5. The right  to construct, install, repair, maintain and replace underground 

utilities, underground storm water culverts, sewer lines, underground reclamation slurry lines, 
and underground water conveyance lines below the Preserve Property, as described in Sections 
8.1 and 8.6 the Plan; 
 

6. The right to grant public utility easements for underground utilities, storm 
water culverts, underground reclamation water slurry lines, and/or underground water 
conveyance lines below the Preserve Property, as described in Sections 8.1 and 8.7 of the Plan;  
 
  7. The right to grant to the County of Sacramento a water flowage easement 
within the Preserve Property in order to convey the upstream flows of Morrison Creek; 
 

8. The right to perform flood control maintenance including non-native 
vegetation removal  within Morrison Creek and wetlands as necessary to protect the public 
health and safety and preserve the integrity of the preserved wetlands, and the right to perform 
maintenance and/or repair in order to maintain the integrity of the Preserve Property’s levees;  

 
9. The right to construct, install, repair, maintain, replace and remove a 

temporary conveyor crossing over a portion of Morrison Creek, as described in Sections 8.1 and 
8.8 and shown in Figure 8 of the Plan;  

 
10. The right to construct, install, repair, maintain and replace a permanent 

recreational trail crossing over Morrison Creek which would include the construction, 
installation, repair, maintenance and possibly replacement of a bridge across Morrison Creek, as 
outlined in Sections 8.1 and 8.9 of the Plan;  
 

11. The right to install and maintain native oak tree restoration plantings 
within the Preserve Property, as set forth in Sections 8.1 and 8.10 of the Plan. 
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12. The right to graze animal species on the Preserve Property for the 
purposes of vegetation and thatch control, including the right to create, utilize, maintain and 
replace livestock watering and feeding areas and to install, repair, maintain and replace 
associated grazing structures as described in Sections 8.1 and 8.11 of the Plan; 

 
13. The right to access, utilize, repair, maintain and replace the domestic 

irrigation groundwater well as described in Sections 8.1 and 8.12 and as shown on Figure 8 of 
the Plan;  

 
  14. The right to control thatch and/or non-native vegetation that is adversely 
impacting Preserve habitats, as determined by the Monitoring Biologist during the annual 
surveys of the Preserve Property, by means of the methods described in Sections 7.2.2, 7.2.3 and 
7.2.4 of the Plan; and 
 

15. The right to remove trees, as needed, consistent with Section 7.2.5 of the 
Plan; 
 
 

7. Grantee's Remedies. 
If Grantee determines that a violation of this Conservation Easement has occurred 

or is threatened, Grantee shall give written notice to Grantor of such violation and demand in 
writing the cure of such violation (“Notice of Violation”).  If Grantor fails to cure the violation 
within thirty (30) days after receipt of a Notice of Violation, or if the cure reasonably requires 
more than thirty (30) days to complete and Grantor fails to begin the cure within the thirty (30)-
day period or fails to continue diligently to complete the cure, Grantee may bring an action at 
law or in equity in a court of competent jurisdiction for any or all of the following:  to recover 
any damages to which Grantee may be entitled for violation of the terms of this Conservation 
Easement or for any injury to the Conservation Values of the Preserve Property; to enjoin the 
violation, ex parte as necessary, by temporary or permanent injunction without the necessity of 
proving either actual damages or the inadequacy of otherwise available legal remedies; to pursue 
any other legal or equitable relief, including but not limited to, the restoration of the Preserve 
Property to the condition in which it existed prior to any violation or injury; or to otherwise 
enforce this Conservation Easement.  Without limiting the liability of Grantor, Grantee may 
apply any damages recovered to the cost of undertaking any corrective action on the Preserve 
Property. 
 

If Grantee, in its sole and reasonable discretion, determines that circumstances 
require immediate action to prevent or mitigate injury to the Conservation Values of the Preserve 
Property, Grantee may pursue its remedies under this Conservation Easement without prior 
notice to Grantor or without waiting for the period provided for cure to expire.  Grantee’s rights 
under this section apply equally to actual or threatened violations of this Conservation Easement. 
 

Grantor agrees that Grantee’s remedies at law for any violation of this 
Conservation Easement are inadequate and that Grantee shall be entitled to the injunctive relief 
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described in this section, both prohibitive and mandatory, in addition to such other relief to 
which Grantee may be entitled, including specific performance of this Conservation Easement, 
without the necessity of proving either actual damages or the inadequacy of otherwise available 
legal remedies.  Grantee’s remedies described in this section shall be cumulative and shall be in 
addition to all remedies now or hereafter existing at law or in equity, including but not limited to 
the remedies set forth in California Civil Code Section 815, et seq.  The failure of Grantee to 
discover a violation or to take immediate legal action shall not bar Grantee from taking such 
action at a later time. 
 

(a) Costs of Enforcement. 
All costs incurred by Grantee, where Grantee is the prevailing party, in 

enforcing the terms of this Conservation Easement against Grantor, including, but not limited to, 
costs of suit and attorneys' and experts' fees, and any costs of restoration necessitated by 
negligence or breach of this Conservation Easement, shall be borne by Grantor. 
 

(b) Grantee's Discretion. 
Enforcement of the terms of this Conservation Easement by Grantee in 

order to protect the Conservation Values of the Preserve Property shall be at the discretion of 
Grantee, and any forbearance by Grantee to exercise its rights under this Conservation Easement 
in the event of any breach of any term of this Conservation Easement shall not be deemed or 
construed to be a waiver of such term or of any subsequent breach of the same or any other term 
of this Conservation Easement or of any rights of Grantee under this Conservation Easement.  
No delay or omission by Grantee in the exercise of any right or remedy shall impair such right or 
remedy or be construed as a waiver. 
 

(c) Acts Beyond Grantor's Control. 
Nothing contained in this Conservation Easement shall be construed to 

entitle Grantee or the Corps to bring any action against Grantor for any injury to or change in the 
Preserve Property resulting from (i) any natural cause beyond Grantor's control, including, 
without limitation, fire not caused by Grantor, flood, drought, storm, and earth movement, or any 
prudent action taken by Grantor under emergency conditions to prevent, abate, or mitigate 
significant injury to the Preserve Property or surrounding property resulting from such causes; or 
(ii) acts by Grantee or its employees. 
 

(d) Enforcement; Standing. 
All rights and remedies conveyed to Grantee under this Conservation 

Easement shall extend to and are enforceable by USACE as the Third-Party Beneficiary (as set 
forth  in Section 14(m)).  These enforcement rights are in addition to, and do not limit, the rights 
of enforcement under the Permit and the Plan.  If at any time in the future Grantor uses, allows 
the use, or threatens to use or allow use of, the Preserve Property for any purpose that is 
inconsistent with or in violation of this Conservation Easement then, despite the provisions of 
California Civil Code Section 815.7, the Third-Party Beneficiary has standing as an interested 
party in any proceeding affecting this Conservation Easement. 
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(e) Notice of Conflict. 
If Grantor receives a Notice of Violation from Grantee or a Third-Party 

Beneficiary with which it is impossible for Grantor to comply consistent with any prior uncured 
Notice(s) of Violation, Grantor shall give written notice of the conflict (hereinafter "Notice of 
Conflict") to the Grantee and Third-Party Beneficiary.   In order to be a valid, a Notice of 
Conflict shall be given within fifteen (15) days of the date Grantor receives a conflicting Notice 
of Violation, shall include copies of the conflicting Notices of Violation, and shall describe the 
conflict with specificity, including how the conflict makes compliance with the uncured 
Notice(s) of Violation impossible.  Upon issuing a valid Notice of Conflict, Grantor shall not be 
required to comply with the conflicting Notices of Violation until such time as the entity or 
entities issuing said conflicting Notices of Violation issue(s) revised Notice(s) of Violation that 
resolve the conflict.  Upon receipt of a revised Notice of Violation, Grantor shall comply with 
such notice within the time period(s) described in the first grammatical paragraph of this Section.  
The failure of Grantor to issue a valid Notice of Conflict within fifteen (15) days of receipt of a 
conflicting Notice of Violation shall constitute a waiver of Grantor's ability to claim a conflict. 
 

(f) Reversion. 
If the USACE determines that Grantee is not holding, monitoring or 

managing this Conservation Easement for conservation purposes in the manner specified in this 
Conservation Easement or in the Permit and Plan then, pursuant to California Government Code 
Section 65965(c), this Conservation Easement shall revert to the State of California, or to another 
public agency or nonprofit organization qualified pursuant to Civil Code Section 815.3 and 
Government Code Section 65965 (and any successor or other provision(s) then applicable) and 
approved by the USACE. 
 

8. Access. 
Access to the Preserve shall be limited to that described in Section 7.2.1 of the 

Plan. This Conservation Easement does not constitute an offer of dedication, or create any right 
for public use of the Preserve Property by the public, or convey a general right of access to the 
Preserve Property to the public. 
 

9. Costs and Liabilities. 
Grantor retains all responsibilities and shall bear all costs and liabilities of any 

kind related to the ownership of the Preserve Property.   Grantee, as the Preserve Manager, will 
be responsible for the operation, upkeep and maintenance of the Preserve Property as set forth in 
Sections 2.3, 2.4.1 and 3.1 of the Plan. Grantor agrees that, in the event Grantee does not fulfill 
these obligations, it remains fully responsible for the operation, upkeep or maintenance of the 
Preserve Property. Grantor further agrees that USACE, as a Third-Party Beneficiary, shall not 
have any duty or responsibility for the operation, upkeep or maintenance of the Preserve 
Property, and that neither Grantee nor the USACE shall be responsible for the monitoring of 
hazardous conditions on the Preserve Property, or the protection of Grantor, the public or any 
third parties from risks relating to conditions on the Preserve Property.  Unless otherwise 
provided in the Plan, the Permit or this Conservation Easement, Grantor remains solely 
responsible for obtaining any applicable governmental permits and approvals required for any 
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activity or use permitted by this Conservation Easement, and any activity or use shall be 
undertaken in accordance with all applicable federal, state, local and administrative agency laws, 
statutes, ordinances, rules, regulations, orders and requirements.  
 

(a) Taxes; No Liens. 
Grantor shall pay before delinquency all taxes, assessments (general and 

special), fees, and charges of whatever description levied on or assessed against the Preserve 
Property by competent authority (collectively "Taxes"), including any Taxes imposed upon, or 
incurred as a result of, this Conservation Easement, and shall furnish Grantee with satisfactory 
evidence of payment upon request.  Grantor shall keep the Preserve Property free from any liens 
(other than a security interest that is expressly subordinated to this Conservation Easement, as 
provided in Section 14(k)), including those arising out of any obligations incurred by Grantor for 
any labor or materials furnished or alleged to have been furnished to or for Grantor at or for use 
on the Preserve Property. 
 

(b) Hold Harmless.  
(1) Grantor shall hold harmless, protect and indemnify Grantee and its 

directors, officers, employees, agents, contractors, and representatives and the heirs, personal 
representatives, successors and assigns of each of them (each a "Grantee Indemnified Party" and 
collectively, "Grantee's Indemnified Parties") from and against any and all liabilities, penalties, 
costs, losses, damages, expenses (including, without limitation reasonable attorneys' fees and 
experts' fees), causes of action, claims, demands, orders, liens or judgments (each a "Claim" and, 
collectively, "Claims"), arising from or in any way connected with:  (i) injury to or the death of 
any person, or physical damage to any property, resulting from any act, omission, condition, or 
other matter related to or occurring on or about the Preserve Property, regardless of cause, except 
that this indemnification shall be inapplicable to any Claim due to the negligence of Grantee or 
any of its employees; (ii) the obligations specified in Sections 5, 9 and 9(a); and (iii) the 
existence or administration of this Conservation Easement.  If any action or proceeding is 
brought against any of the Grantee's Indemnified Parties by reason of any such Claim, Grantor 
shall, at the election of and upon written notice from Grantee, defend such action or proceeding 
by counsel reasonably acceptable to the Grantee's Indemnified Party. 
 

(2) Grantor shall hold harmless, protect and indemnify Third-Party 
Beneficiary and their respective directors, officers, employees, agents, contractors, and 
representatives and the heirs, personal representatives, successors and assigns of each of them 
(each a "Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party" and collectively, "Third-Party Beneficiary 
Indemnified Parties") from and against any and all Claims arising from or in any way connected 
with:  (i) injury to or the death of any person, or physical damage to any property, resulting from 
any act, omission, condition, or other matter related to or occurring on or about the Preserve 
Property, regardless of cause and (ii) the existence or administration of this Conservation 
Easement.  Provided, however, that the indemnification in this Section 9 (b) (2) shall be 
inapplicable to a Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party with respect to any Claim due to the 
negligence of that Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party or any of its employees.  If any 
action or proceeding is brought against any of the Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Parties 
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by reason of any Claim to which the indemnification in this Section 9 (b) (2) applies, then at the 
election of and upon written notice from the Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party, Grantor 
shall defend such action or proceeding by counsel reasonably acceptable to the applicable Third-
Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party or reimburse the Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party 
for all charges incurred for services of the U.S. Department of Justice in defending the action or 
proceeding. 
 

(3) Grantee and Grantee’s successors shall hold harmless, protect and 
indemnify Grantor and the Grantor Indemnified Parties (as defined below) from and against any 
and all Claims arising from or in any way connected with:  (i) injury to or the death of any 
person, or physical damage to any property, resulting from any act or omission of Grantee, its 
directors, officers, employees, agents, contractors, and representatives and the heirs, personal 
representatives, successors and assigns of each of them on or about the Preserve Property, and 
(ii) the administration of this Conservation Easement by Grantee or Grantee’s successors.  
Provided, however, that the indemnification in this Section 9 (b)(3) shall be inapplicable to a 
Grantor Indemnified Party with respect to any Claim due to the negligence of that Grantor 
Indemnified Party or any of its employees.  If any action or proceeding is brought against any of 
the Grantor Indemnified Parties by reason of any Claim to which the indemnification in this 
Section 9 (b) (3) applies, then at the election of and upon written notice from the Grantor 
Indemnified Party, Grantee shall defend such action or proceeding by counsel reasonably 
acceptable to the applicable Grantor Indemnified Party or reimburse the Grantor Indemnified 
Party for all charges incurred in defending the action or proceeding. 
 

(c)  Insurance:  
At all times during their respective periods of ownership of this 

Conservation Easement, Grantee and its employees, agents, contractors and representatives and 
the heirs, personal representatives, successors and assigns of each of them shall carry workers 
compensation insurance, employer’s liability insurance and commercial general liability 
insurance to protect the Grantee and Grantor, including its members, directors, officers, agents 
and assigns, employees and contractors (“Grantor Indemnified Parties”), from the following 
claims that may result from the operations and activities of the Grantee and its successors and 
assigns at the Preserve or by anyone for whose acts any of them may be liable: (i) claims under 
workers compensation laws; (ii) claims for damages because of bodily injury, occupational 
sickness or disease, or death of employees; (iii) claims for damages to any tangible property, 
including loss of use; (iv) claims for damages because of bodily injury, sickness or disease, or 
death of any person not an employee.  The commercial general insurance and employer’s 
liability insurance required by this Section shall contain limits of liability of not less than One 
Million Dollars ($1,000,000) per occurrence.  All such insurance shall be endorsed to contain a 
waiver of subrogation in favor of the Grantor Indemnified Parties and the commercial general 
liability insurance shall name the Grantor Indemnified Parties as additional insureds.  Upon 
request, Grantee shall furnish the Grantor Indemnified Parties with certificates of insurance and 
copies of said insurance policies and endorsements that evidence such insurance coverage. 
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(d) Extinguishment. 
If circumstances arise in the future that render the preservation of 

Conservation Values, including wetland functions and values, or other purposes of this  
Conservation Easement impossible to accomplish, this Conservation Easement can only be 
terminated or extinguished, in whole or in part, by judicial proceedings in a court of competent 
jurisdiction. 
 

(e) Condemnation. 
The purposes of this Conservation Easement are presumed to be the best 

and most necessary public use as defined at California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1240.680 
notwithstanding Code of Civil Procedure Sections 1240.690 and 1240.700. 
 

10. Transfer of Conservation Easement or Preserve Property. 
 

(a) Conservation Easement. 
   This Conservation Easement may be assigned or transferred by Grantee 
upon written approval of the USACE, which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld or 
delayed, but Grantee shall give Grantor and the USACE at least sixty (60) days prior written 
notice of the proposed assignment or transfer.  Grantee may assign or transfer its rights under 
this Conservation Easement only to an entity or organization: (i) authorized to acquire and hold 
conservation easements pursuant to California Civil Code Section 815.3 and Government Code 
Section 65965 (and any successor or other provision(s) then applicable), or the laws of the 
United States; and (ii) otherwise reasonably acceptable to the USACE. Grantee shall require the 
assignee to record the assignment in the county where the Preserve Property is located.  The 
failure of Grantee to perform any act provided in this section shall not impair the validity of this 
Conservation Easement or limit its enforcement in any way.  Any transfer under this section is 
subject to the requirements of Section 11. The endowment funds described in Section 2.4 of the 
Plan must be transferred to Grantee’s successor in interest along with the Conservation 
Easement. 
 

(b) Preserve Property. 
Grantor agrees to incorporate the terms of this Conservation Easement by 

reference in any deed or other legal instrument by which Grantor divests itself of any interest in 
all or any portion of the Preserve Property, including, without limitation, a leasehold interest.  
Grantor agrees that the deed or other legal instrument shall also incorporate by reference the 
terms of the Permit and the Plan, and any amendment(s) to those documents.  Grantor further 
agrees to give written notice to Grantee and the USACE of the intent to transfer any interest at 
least sixty (60) days prior to the date of such transfer.  Grantee or the USACE shall have the right 
to prevent any transfers in which prospective subsequent claimants or transferees are not given 
notice of the terms, covenants, conditions and restrictions of this Conservation Easement 
(including the exhibits and documents incorporated by reference in it).  The failure of Grantor to 
perform any act provided in this section shall not impair the validity of this Conservation 
Easement or limit its enforceability in any way.  Any transfer under this section is subject to the 
requirements of Section 11. 
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11. Merger. 
The doctrine of merger shall not operate to extinguish this Conservation Easement 

if the Conservation Easement and the Preserve Property become vested in the same party.  If, 
despite this intent, the doctrine of merger applies to extinguish the Conservation Easement then, 
unless Grantor, Grantee, and the USACE otherwise agree in writing, a replacement conservation 
easement or restrictive covenant containing the same protections embodied in this Conservation 
Easement shall be recorded against the Preserve Property. 
 

12. Notices. 
Any notice, demand, request, consent, approval, or other communication that 

Grantor or Grantee desires or is required to give to the other shall be in writing, with a copy to 
each of the USACE, and served personally or sent by recognized overnight courier that 
guarantees next-day delivery or by first class United States mail, postage fully prepaid, addressed 
as follows: 
 

To Grantor: Teichert Land Co. 
P.O. Box 13308 
Sacramento, CA 95813 

 Attn:  President 
 

 
To Grantee:  [Name/Contact Info] 
   [address to be provided] 

 
 
 

To USACE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Sacramento District 
1325 “J” Street, Room 1350 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922 
Attn:  Chief, Regulatory Division 

 
 
or to such other address a party or USACE shall designate by written notice to Grantor, Grantee 
and the USACE.  Notice shall be deemed effective upon delivery in the case of personal delivery 
or delivery by overnight courier or, in the case of delivery by first class mail, three (3) days after 
deposit into the United States mail. 
 

13. Amendment. 
This Conservation Easement may be amended only by mutual written agreement 

of Grantor and Grantee and written approval of the USACE, which approval shall not be 
unreasonably withheld or delayed.  Any such amendment shall be consistent with the purposes of 
this Conservation Easement and California law governing conservation easements, and shall not 
affect its perpetual duration.  Any such amendment shall be recorded in the Official Records of 
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Sacramento County, and Grantee shall promptly provide a conformed copy of the recorded 
amendment to the Grantor and the USACE. 
 

14. Additional Provisions. 
 

(a) Controlling Law. 
The interpretation and performance of this Conservation Easement shall 

be governed by the laws of the United States and the State of California, disregarding the 
conflicts of law principles of such state. 
 

(b) Liberal Construction. 
Despite any general rule of construction to the contrary, this Conservation 

Easement shall be liberally construed to effect the purposes of this Conservation Easement and 
the policy and purpose of California Civil Code Section 815, et seq. and Government Code 
Section 65965.  If any provision in this instrument is found to be ambiguous, an interpretation 
consistent with the purposes of this Conservation Easement that would render the provision valid 
shall be favored over any interpretation that would render it invalid. 
 

(c) Severability. 
If a court of competent jurisdiction voids or invalidates on its face any 

provision of this Conservation Easement, such action shall not affect the remainder of this 
Conservation Easement.  If a court of competent jurisdiction voids or invalidates the application 
of any provision of this Conservation Easement to a person or circumstance, such action shall not 
affect the application of the provision to any other persons or circumstances. 
 

(d) Entire Agreement. 
This document (including its exhibits, the Permit and the Plan 

incorporated by reference in this document) sets forth the entire agreement of the parties and the 
USACE with respect to the Conservation Easement and supersedes all prior discussions, 
negotiations, understandings, or agreements of the parties relating to the Conservation Easement.  
No alteration or variation of this Conservation Easement shall be valid or binding unless 
contained in an amendment in accordance with Section 13. 
 

(e) No Forfeiture. 
Nothing contained in this Conservation Easement will result in a forfeiture 

or reversion of Grantor's title in any respect. 
 

(f) Successors. 
The covenants, terms, conditions, and restrictions of this Conservation 

Easement shall be binding upon, and inure to the benefit of, the parties and their respective 
personal representatives, heirs, successors, and assigns, and shall constitute a servitude running 
in perpetuity with the Preserve Property. 
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(g) Termination of Rights and Obligations. 
A party's rights and obligations under this Conservation Easement 

terminate upon transfer of the party's interest in the Conservation Easement or Preserve Property, 
except that liability for acts, omissions or breaches occurring prior to transfer shall survive 
transfer. 
 

(h) Captions. 
The captions in this instrument have been inserted solely for convenience 

of reference and are not a part of this instrument and shall have no effect upon its construction or 
interpretation. 
 

(i) No Hazardous Materials Liability.  
 

(1) Grantor represents and warrants that it has no knowledge or notice 
of any Hazardous Materials (defined below) or underground storage tanks existing, generated, 
treated, stored, used, released, disposed of, deposited or abandoned in, on, under, or from the 
Preserve Property, or transported to or from or affecting the Preserve Property.   
 

(2) Without limiting the obligations of Grantor under Section 9 (b), 
Grantor hereby releases and agrees to indemnify, protect and hold harmless the Grantee’s 
Indemnified Parties (defined in Section 9 (b) (1)) from and against any and all Claims (defined in 
Section 9 (b)(1)) arising from or connected with any Hazardous Materials or underground 
storage tanks present, alleged to be present, released in, from or about, or otherwise associated 
with the Preserve Property at any time, except any Hazardous Materials placed, disposed or 
released or exacerbated by Grantee or any of its employees.  This release and indemnification 
includes, without limitation, Claims for (A) injury to or death of any person or physical damage 
to any property; and (B) the violation or alleged violation of, or other failure to comply with, any 
Environmental Laws (defined below).  If any action or proceeding is brought against any of the 
Grantee’s Indemnified Parties by reason of any such Claim, Grantor shall, at the election of and 
upon written notice from the applicable Grantee Indemnified Party, defend such action or 
proceeding by counsel reasonably acceptable to the Grantee Indemnified Party. Notwithstanding 
the foregoing, Grantee’s Indemnified Parties shall assert any Claims resulting from the acts or 
omissions of third parties directly against such third parties and shall cooperate with Grantor in 
pursuing any Claims against such third parties that Grantor elects to pursue. 
 

(3) Without limiting the obligations of Grantor under Section 9 (b), 
Grantor hereby releases and agrees to indemnify, protect and hold harmless the Third-Party 
Beneficiary Indemnified Parties (defined in Section 9 (b)(2)) from and against any and all Claims 
arising from or connected with any Hazardous Materials or underground storage tanks present, 
alleged to be present, released in, from or about, or otherwise associated with the Preserve 
Property at any time, except that this release and indemnification shall be inapplicable to a Third-
Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party with respect to any Hazardous Materials placed, disposed or 
released by that Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party or Grantee or any of their employees.  
This release and indemnification includes, without limitation, Claims for (A) injury to or death of 
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any person or physical damage to any property; and (B) the violation of alleged violation of, or 
other failure to comply with, any Environmental Laws.  If any action or proceeding is brought 
against any of the Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Parties by reason of any such Claim, 
Grantor shall, at the election or and upon written notice from the applicable Third-Party 
Beneficiary Indemnified Party, defend such action or proceeding by counsel reasonably 
acceptable to the Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party for all charges incurred for services 
of the U.S. Department of Justice in defending the action or proceeding. 

 
(4) Grantee hereby releases and agrees to indemnify, protect and hold 

harmless Grantor from and against any and all Claims (defined in Section 9(b)(1)) arising from 
or connected with any Hazardous Materials or underground storage tanks present, alleged to be 
present, released in, from or about, or otherwise associated with the Preserve Property at any 
time that were placed, disposed, released or exacerbated by Grantee or any of its employees, 
agents, contractors, and representatives and the heirs, personal representatives, successors and 
assigns of each of them. This release and indemnification includes, without limitation, Claims for 
(A) injury to or death of any person or physical damage to any property; and (B) the violation or 
alleged violation of, or other failure to comply with, any Environmental Laws (defined below).  
If any action or proceeding is brought against any of the Grantor by reason of any such Claim, 
Grantee shall, at the election or and upon written notice from Grantor, defend such action or 
proceeding by counsel reasonably acceptable to Grantor. 
 

(5) Despite any contrary provision of this Conservation Easement, the 
parties do not intend this Conservation Easement to be, and this Conservation Easement shall not 
be, construed such that it creates in or gives to Grantee or any Third-Party Beneficiary any of the 
following: 
 

(A) The obligations or liability of an "owner" or "operator," as 
those terms are defined and used in Environmental Laws (defined below), including, without 
limitation, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 
1980, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 9601, et seq.; hereinafter, "CERCLA"); or 
 

(B) The obligations or liabilities of a person described in 42 
U.S.C. § 9607(a)(3) or (4); or 
 

(C) The obligations of a responsible person under any 
applicable Environmental Laws; or 
 

(D) The right to investigate and remediate any Hazardous 
Materials associated with the Preserve Property; or 
 

(E) Any control over Grantor's ability to investigate, remove, 
remediate or otherwise clean up any Hazardous Materials associated with the Preserve Property. 
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(6) The term "Hazardous Materials" includes, without limitation, (a) 
material that is flammable, explosive or radioactive; (b) petroleum products, including by-
products and fractions thereof; and (c) hazardous materials, hazardous wastes, hazardous or toxic 
substances, or related materials defined in CERCLA, the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. § 6901, et seq.; hereinafter, "RCRA"); the Hazardous Materials 
Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. §5101, et seq.; hereinafter, "HTA"); the Hazardous Waste Control 
Law (California Health & Safety Code § 25100, et seq.; hereinafter, "HCL"); the Carpenter-
Presley-Tanner Hazardous Substance Account Act (California Health & Safety Code § 25300, et 
seq.; hereinafter "HSA"), and in the regulations adopted and publications promulgated pursuant 
to them, or any other applicable Environmental Laws now in effect or enacted after the date of 
this Conservation Easement. 
 

(7) The term "Environmental Laws" includes, without limitation, 
CERCLA, RCRA, HTA, HCL, HSA, and any other federal, state, local or administrative agency 
statute, ordinance, rule, regulation, order or requirement relating to pollution, protection of 
human health or safety, the environment or Hazardous Materials.  Grantor represents, warrants 
and covenants to Grantee and Third-Party Beneficiary that activities upon and use of the 
Preserve Property by Grantor, its agents, employees, invitees and contractors will comply with 
all Environmental Laws. 
 

(j) Warranty. 
Grantor represents and warrants that Grantor is the sole owner of the 

Preserve Property.  Grantor also represents and warrants that, except as specifically disclosed in 
the Plan or described in Exhibit C, there are no outstanding mortgages, liens, encumbrances or 
other interests in the Preserve Property (including, without limitation, mineral interests) which 
may conflict or are inconsistent with this Conservation Easement or the holder of any 
outstanding mortgage, lien, encumbrance or other interest in the Preserve Property (including, 
without limitation, mineral interest) which conflicts or is inconsistent with this Conservation 
Easement has expressly subordinated such interest to this Conservation Easement by a recorded 
Subordination Agreement approved by Grantee and the USACE.  
 

(k) Additional Interests. 
Except as set forth in Sections 8.1 and 8.9 of the Plan and/or described in 

Exhibit C, Grantor shall not grant any additional easements, rights of way or other interests in 
the Preserve Property (other than a security interest that is expressly subordinated to this 
Conservation Easement), nor shall Grantor grant, transfer, abandon or relinquish (each a 
“Transfer”) any mineral, air, or water right or any water associated with the Preserve Property, 
without first obtaining the written consent of Grantee and the USACE.  Such consent may be 
withheld if Grantee or the USACE reasonably determine(s) that the proposed interest or Transfer 
is inconsistent with the purposes of this Conservation Easement or will impair or interfere with 
the Conservation Values of the Preserve Property.  This Section 14(k) shall not limit the 
provisions of Section 2(d) or 3(n), nor prohibit transfer of a fee or leasehold interest in the 
Preserve Property that is subject to this Conservation Easement and complies with Section 10.  
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Grantor shall provide a copy of any recorded or unrecorded grant or Transfer document to the 
Grantee and USACE. 
 

(l) Recording. 
Grantee shall record this Conservation Easement in the Official Records of 

the County in which the Preserve Property is located, and may re-record it at any time as Grantee 
deems necessary to preserve its rights in this Conservation Easement. 
 

(m) Third-Party Beneficiary. 
Grantor and Grantee acknowledge that the USACE (the “Third-Party 

Beneficiary”) is a third party beneficiary of this Conservation Easement with the right of access, 
upon reasonable notice, to the Preserve Property and the right to enforce all of the obligations of 
Grantor including, but not limited to, Grantor’s obligations under Section 14, and all other rights 
and remedies of the Grantee under this Conservation Easement. 
 

(n) Funding. 
Endowment funding for the perpetual management, maintenance and 

monitoring of the Preserve Property is specified in and governed by the Permit and the Plan. In 
the event Grantee assigns or transfers its interest in this Conservation Easement to another entity 
pursuant to Section 10(a), the endowment funds described in Section 2.4 of the Plan must be 
transferred to Grantee’s successor in interest along with the Conservation Easement. 

 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF Grantor has executed this Conservation Easement Deed the 

day and year first above written. 
 
 
 
GRANTOR:  
 
TEICHERT LAND CO. 
 
BY:  _______________________________  
  
NAME:  ____________________________  
 
TITLE:  ____________________________  
   
DATE: _____________________________  
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BY:  _______________________________  
  
NAME:  ____________________________  
 
TITLE:  ____________________________  
   
DATE: _____________________________ 
 
 
 
GRANTEE: 
 
[GRANTEE NAME] 
 
 
BY:  _______________________________  
  
NAME:  ____________________________  
 
TITLE:  ____________________________  
   
DATE: _____________________________ 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 
 
[Name of Grantee] 
[Address] 
[City, State ZIP] 
Attn:  ______________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Space Above Line for Recorder's Use Only 
 
 

CONSERVATION EASEMENT DEED 
Morrison Creek Nature Preserve– Aspen V South 

 
THIS CONSERVATION EASEMENT DEED ("Conservation Easement") is made as of 

the ______ day of _________________, 20____, by TEICHERT LAND CO., a California 
corporation ("Grantor"), in favor of [GRANTEE NAME], a California nonprofit corporation 
("Grantee"), with reference to the following facts: 
 

RECITALS 
 

A. Grantor is the sole owner in fee simple of certain real property containing 
approximately 15.98 acres, located in the County of Sacramento, State of California, and 
designated as portions of Assessor’s Parcel Number(s) 063-0200-006, -007, -008, -009, -010 and 
063-0190-040 (the "Preserve Property").  The Preserve Property is legally described and depicted 
in Exhibits A and B attached to this Conservation Easement and incorporated in it by this 
reference. 
 

B. The Preserve Property possesses wildlife and habitat values (collectively, 
“Conservation Values”) of great importance to Grantee, the people of the State of California and 
the people of the United States.  The Preserve Property will preserve high quality jurisdictional 
waters of the United States, namely, Morrison Creek, as well as adjacent upland and other native 
vegetation and/or wildlife.  Individually and collectively, these wildlife and habitat values 
comprise the “Conservation Values” of the Preserve Property. 
 

C. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ("USACE") has jurisdiction over waters of the 
United States pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. Section 1251, et seq. 
 

D. Grantee is authorized to hold this conservation easement pursuant to California 
Civil Code Section 815.3 and Government Code Section 65965.  Specifically, Grantee is (i) a 
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tax-exempt nonprofit organization qualified under section 501(c) (3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, as amended, and qualified to do business in California; (ii) a “qualified 
organization” as defined in section 170(h) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code; and (iii) an 
organization which has as its primary and principal purpose and activity the protection and 
preservation of natural lands or resources in its natural, scenic, agricultural, forested, or open 
space condition or use. 
 

E. This Conservation Easement is granted for the purpose of providing conservation 
measures and mitigation for certain impacts located in the County of Sacramento, State of 
California, described in USACE Permit Number SPK-1994-00693 (“Permit”) issued to Teichert 
Aggregates, an affiliate of Grantor, by the USACE, Sacramento District, on May 13, 2009, and 
revised November 18, 2010, and attached hereto as Exhibit D. 
 

A final, approved copy of the Permit and the “Operations and Management Plan for 
Morrison Creek Nature Preserve Phase II” (“Plan”), as revised January [DATE], 2012, and any 
amendments thereto approved by USACE, shall be kept on file at the office of the USACE, 
Sacramento District.  If Grantor, or any successor or assign, requires an official copy of the 
Permit or the Plan, it should request a copy from the USACE at its address for notices listed in 
Section 12 of this Conservation Easement. 
 

The Permit and the Plan are incorporated by this reference into this Conservation 
Easement as if fully set forth herein. 
 

F. All section numbers referred to in this Conservation Easement are references to 
sections within this Conservation Easement, unless otherwise indicated. 
 

COVENANTS, TERMS, CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS 
 

For good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby 
acknowledged, and pursuant to the laws of the United States and the State of California, 
including California Civil Code Section 815, et seq., Grantor hereby voluntarily grants and 
conveys to Grantee a conservation easement in perpetuity over the Preserve Property. 
 

1. Purposes. 
The purposes of this Conservation Easement are to ensure that the Preserve 

Property will be retained forever in its natural condition as contemplated by the Plan, and to 
prevent any use of the Preserve Property that will impair or interfere with the Conservation 
Values of the Preserve Property.  Grantor intends that this Conservation Easement will confine 
the use of the Preserve Property to activities that are consistent with such purposes, including, 
without limitation, those involving the preservation of native species and their habitats 
implemented in accordance with the Permit and the Plan. 
 

2. Grantee's Rights. 
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To accomplish the purposes of this Conservation Easement, Grantor hereby grants 
and conveys the following rights to Grantee: 
 

(a) To preserve and protect the Conservation Values of the Preserve Property. 
 

(b) To enter the Preserve Property at reasonable times, in order to monitor 
compliance with and otherwise enforce the terms of this Conservation Easement, the Permit and 
the Plan and to implement at Grantee's sole discretion Plan activities that have not been 
implemented, provided that Grantee shall not unreasonably interfere with Grantor's authorized 
use and quiet enjoyment of the Preserve Property. 
 

(c) To prevent any activity on or use of the Preserve Property that is 
inconsistent with the purposes of this Conservation Easement and to require the restoration of 
such areas or features of the Preserve Property that may be damaged by any act, failure to act, or 
any use or activity that is inconsistent with the purposes of this Conservation Easement. 
 

(d) To require that all mineral, air and water rights as Grantee reasonably 
deems necessary to preserve and protect the biological resources and Conservation Values of the 
Preserve Property shall remain a part of and be put to beneficial use upon the Preserve Property, 
consistent with the purposes of this Conservation Easement. 
 

(e) All present and future development rights appurtenant to, allocated, 
implied, reserved or inherent in the Preserve Property, except as provided in Section 8.0 of the 
Plan and/or set forth in Exhibit C to this document; such rights are hereby terminated and 
extinguished, and may not be used on or transferred to any portion of the Preserve Property, nor 
any other property adjacent or otherwise. 
 

3. Prohibited Uses. 
Except as otherwise authorized by the Permit and the Plan or approved in the 

future by USACE, any activity on or use of the Preserve Property that is inconsistent with the 
purposes of this Conservation Easement is prohibited.  Without limiting the generality of the 
foregoing, the following uses and activities by Grantor, Grantor's agents, and third parties are 
expressly prohibited: 
 

(a) Unseasonable watering; use of fertilizers, pesticides, biocides, herbicides 
or other agricultural chemicals; weed abatement activities; incompatible fire protection activities; 
and any and all other activities and uses which may impair or interfere with the purposes of this 
Conservation Easement, except for the authorized removal of vegetation  as specifically provided 
in Sections 6.2 and 7.2 of the Plan, and the limited use of pesticides and chemicals for the 
establishment of new native plantings, the management of non-native species and/or for 
mosquito abatement purposes, as specifically provided in Section 6.8 of the Plan.  
 

(b) Use of off-road vehicles and use of any other motorized vehicles except as 
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specified in Section 6.9 of the Plan. 
 
(c) Agricultural activity of any kind except grazing for vegetation 

management as specifically provided in Section 7.2.3 of the Plan. 
 

(d) Recreational activities, including, but not limited to, horseback riding, 
hunting or fishing, except for activities allowed on the recreational trail, as discussed in Section 
8.8 of the Plan, and for personal, non-commercial, recreational activities of the Grantor, so long 
as such activities are consistent with the purposes of this Conservation Easement and specifically 
provided for in the Plan. 
 

(e) Commercial, industrial, residential, or institutional uses. 
 

(f) Any legal or de facto division, subdivision or partitioning of the Preserve 
Property. 
 

(g) Construction, reconstruction, erecting,  placement or maintenance of any 
building, billboard or sign, or any other structure or improvement of any kind except for the 
items specifically listed in Sections 6.10, 8.1, 8.2 and 8.3 of the Plan. 
 

(h) Depositing or accumulation of soil, trash, ashes, refuse, waste, bio-solids 
or any other materials. This condition shall not limit the ability of Grantor, its agents, or assigns 
to undertake any of the maintenance activities contemplated by the Plan. 
 

(i) Planting, introduction or dispersal of non-native or exotic plant or animal 
species. 
 

(j) Filling, dumping, excavating, draining, dredging, mining, drilling, 
removing or exploring for or extracting minerals, loam, soil, sand, gravel, rock or other material 
on or below the surface of the Preserve Property, or granting or authorizing surface entry for any 
of these purposes. This condition shall not limit the ability of Grantor, its agents or assigns to 
undertake any of the maintenance activities contemplated in the Plan. 
 

(k) Altering the surface or general topography of the Preserve Property, 
including but not limited to any alterations to habitat, building roads or trails, paving or 
otherwise covering the Preserve Property with concrete, asphalt or any other impervious material 
except for the recreational trail described in Section 8.8 of the Plan and the activities specified in 
Section 6.7 of the Plan. This condition shall not limit the ability of Grantor, its agents or assigns 
to undertake any of the maintenance activities contemplated in the Plan. 
 

(l) Removing, destroying, or cutting of trees, shrubs or other vegetation, 
except as required by law for (i) fire breaks, (ii) maintenance of trails or roads, or (iii) prevention 
or treatment of disease, and/or (iv) for the reasons outlined in Sections 6.2 and 7.2.5 of the Plan. 
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(m) Manipulating, impounding or altering any natural water course, body of 

water or water circulation on the Preserve Property, and any activities or uses detrimental to 
water quality, including but not limited to degradation or pollution of any surface or sub-surface 
waters except as authorized by the Permit. 
 

(n) Without the prior written consent of Grantee, which Grantee may 
reasonably withhold, transferring, encumbering, selling, leasing, or otherwise separating the 
mineral, air or water rights for the Preserve Property; changing the place or purpose of use of the 
water rights; abandoning or allowing the abandonment of, by action or inaction, any water or 
water rights, ditch or ditch rights, spring rights, reservoir or storage rights, wells, ground water 
rights, or other rights in and to the use of water historically used on or otherwise appurtenant to 
the Preserve Property, including but not limited to:  (i) riparian water rights; (ii) appropriative 
water rights; (iii) rights to waters which are secured under contract with any irrigation or water 
district, to the extent such waters are customarily applied to the Preserve Property; and (iv) any 
water from wells that are in existence or may be constructed in the future on the Preserve 
Property. 
 

(o) Engaging in any use or activity that may violate, or may fail to comply 
with, relevant federal, state, or local laws, regulations, or policies applicable to Grantor, the 
Preserve Property, or the use or activity in question. 
 

4. Grantee’s Duties. 
 

(a) To ensure that the purposes of this Conservation Easement as described in 
Section 1 are being accomplished, Grantee and its successors and assigns shall: 
 

(1) Perform the tasks enumerated in Section 3.1 of the Plan;  
 

(2) Perform, at a minimum on an annual basis, compliance monitoring 
inspections of the Preserve Property, as set forth in Section 4.0 of the Plan;  
 

(3) Prepare reports on the results of the compliance monitoring 
inspections, and provide these reports to the USACE, Sacramento District, on an annual basis, as 
set forth in Section 4.5 of the Plan; and 
 

(4) Provide notice as required by Section 5.0 of the Plan. 
 

(b) In the event that the Grantee’s interest in this easement is held by, reverts 
to, or is transferred to the State of California, Section 4(a) shall not apply. 
 
 

5. Grantor's Duties. 
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Grantor shall undertake all reasonable actions to prevent the unlawful entry and 
trespass by persons whose activities may degrade or harm the Conservation Values of the 
Preserve Property or that are otherwise inconsistent with this Conservation Easement.  In 
addition, Grantor shall undertake all necessary actions to perfect and defend Grantee’s rights 
under Section 2 of this Conservation Easement, and to observe and carry out the obligations of 
Grantor under the Permit and the Plan. 
 
 

6. Reserved Rights.  
A. Grantor reserves to itself, and to its personal representatives, heirs, 

successors, and assigns, all rights accruing from Grantor's ownership of the Preserve Property, 
including the right to engage in or permit or invite others to engage in all uses of the Preserve 
Property that are not prohibited or limited by, and are consistent with the purposes of, this 
Conservation Easement including, but not limited to: (i) the right to engage in or invite others to 
engage in activity on or use of the Preserve Property for the purpose of monitoring Morrison 
Creek and its associated habitats, and for the purpose of performing maintenance activities 
related to the Preserve Property; (ii) the right to engage or invite others to engage in activity on 
or use of the Preserve Property for the purpose of complying with the requirements of any 
governmental permits, laws, regulations, rules, or authorizations including, but not limited to, 
those granted pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act, the California Endangered 
Species Act, Section 404 of the Clean Water Act or Section 1603 of the California Fish and 
Game Code; (iii) the right to engage in or invite others to engage in all uses of the Preserve that 
are not expressly prohibited herein and are not inconsistent with the conservation purposes of 
this Conservation Easement. 
 
  B. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in Paragraph 3 or 
elsewhere in this Conservation Easement, Grantor shall have the following rights as specified in 
Section 8.9 of the Plan: 
 
  1. The right to install and maintain fencing, gates, bollards and signage on or 
within the Preserve Property as described in Sections 8.1 and 8.2 of the Plan;  
 

2. The right  to construct, install, repair, maintain and replace underground 
water conveyance lines, underground storm water culverts and/or underground utilities below the 
Preserve Property, as described in Section 8.1 of the Plan; 

 
3. The right to grant public utility easements for underground utilities and/or 

storm water culverts below the Preserve Property;  
 
4. The right to maintain and replace existing utilities within and beneath the 

Preserve as described in Section 8.1 of the Plan;  
 
  5. The right to grant to the County of Sacramento a water flowage easement 



Conservation Easement Deed 
Morrison Creek Nature Preserve– Aspen V South 

DRAFT Version January 31, 2012 
 

7 

within the Preserve Property in order to convey the upstream flows of Morrison Creek;  
 
  6. The right to perform flood control maintenance including non-native 
vegetation removal and repair within the Morrison Creek channel as necessary to protect the 
public health and safety and preserve the integrity of Morrison Creek;  
 
  7. The right to graze animal species on the Preserve Property for the 
purposes of vegetation and thatch control, including the right to create, utilize, and maintain 
livestock watering and feeding areas as and to the extent allowed in the Plan;  
 
  8. The right to control thatch and/or non-native vegetation that is adversely 
impacting Preserve habitats, as determined by the Monitoring Biologist during the annual 
surveys of the Preserve, by means of the methods described in Sections 7.2.2, 7.2.3 and 7.2.4 of 
the Plan;  
 

9. The right to remove trees, as needed, consistent with Section 7.2.5 of the 
Plan;  

 
10. The right to construct, install, repair and maintain a recreational trail 

which will include the construction, installation, repair and maintenance of a crossing over 
Morrison Creek as outlined in Section 8.8 of the Plan; and 

 
11. The right to install and maintain oak trees and other native species within 

the Preserve area, as set forth in Section 8.10 of the Plan. 
 

 
7. Grantee's Remedies. 

If Grantee determines that a violation of this Conservation Easement has occurred 
or is threatened, Grantee shall give written notice to Grantor of such violation and demand in 
writing the cure of such violation (“Notice of Violation”).  If Grantor fails to cure the violation 
within thirty (30) days after receipt of a Notice of Violation, or if the cure reasonably requires 
more than thirty (30) days to complete and Grantor fails to begin the cure within the thirty (30)-
day period or fails to continue diligently to complete the cure, Grantee may bring an action at 
law or in equity in a court of competent jurisdiction for any or all of the following:  to recover 
any damages to which Grantee may be entitled for violation of the terms of this Conservation 
Easement or for any injury to the Conservation Values of the Preserve Property; to enjoin the 
violation, ex parte as necessary, by temporary or permanent injunction without the necessity of 
proving either actual damages or the inadequacy of otherwise available legal remedies; to pursue 
any other legal or equitable relief, including but not limited to, the restoration of the Preserve 
Property to the condition in which it existed prior to any violation or injury; or to otherwise 
enforce this Conservation Easement.  Without limiting the liability of Grantor, Grantee may 
apply any damages recovered to the cost of undertaking any corrective action on the Preserve 
Property. 
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If Grantee, in its sole and reasonable discretion, determines that circumstances 

require immediate action to prevent or mitigate injury to the Conservation Values of the Preserve 
Property, Grantee may pursue its remedies under this Conservation Easement without prior 
notice to Grantor or without waiting for the period provided for cure to expire.  Grantee’s rights 
under this section apply equally to actual or threatened violations of this Conservation Easement. 
 

Grantor agrees that Grantee’s remedies at law for any violation of this 
Conservation Easement are inadequate and that Grantee shall be entitled to the injunctive relief 
described in this section, both prohibitive and mandatory, in addition to such other relief to 
which Grantee may be entitled, including specific performance of this Conservation Easement, 
without the necessity of proving either actual damages or the inadequacy of otherwise available 
legal remedies.  Grantee’s remedies described in this section shall be cumulative and shall be in 
addition to all remedies now or hereafter existing at law or in equity, including but not limited to 
the remedies set forth in California Civil Code Section 815, et seq.  The failure of Grantee to 
discover a violation or to take immediate legal action shall not bar Grantee from taking such 
action at a later time. 
 

(a) Costs of Enforcement. 
All costs incurred by Grantee, where Grantee is the prevailing party, in 

enforcing the terms of this Conservation Easement against Grantor, including, but not limited to, 
costs of suit and attorneys' and experts' fees, and any costs of restoration necessitated by 
negligence or breach of this Conservation Easement, shall be borne by Grantor. 
 

(b) Grantee's Discretion. 
Enforcement of the terms of this Conservation Easement by Grantee in 

order to protect the Conservation Values of the Preserve Property shall be at the discretion of 
Grantee, and any forbearance by Grantee to exercise its rights under this Conservation Easement 
in the event of any breach of any term of this Conservation Easement shall not be deemed or 
construed to be a waiver of such term or of any subsequent breach of the same or any other term 
of this Conservation Easement or of any rights of Grantee under this Conservation Easement.  
No delay or omission by Grantee in the exercise of any right or remedy shall impair such right or 
remedy or be construed as a waiver. 
 

(c) Acts Beyond Grantor's Control. 
Nothing contained in this Conservation Easement shall be construed to 

entitle Grantee or the Corps to bring any action against Grantor for any injury to or change in the 
Preserve Property resulting from (i) any natural cause beyond Grantor's control, including, 
without limitation, fire not caused by Grantor, flood, drought, storm, and earth movement, or any 
prudent action taken by Grantor under emergency conditions to prevent, abate, or mitigate 
significant injury to the Preserve Property or surrounding property resulting from such causes; or 
(ii) acts by Grantee or its employees. 
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(d) Enforcement; Standing. 
All rights and remedies conveyed to Grantee under this Conservation 

Easement shall extend to and are enforceable by USACE as the Third-Party Beneficiary (as set 
forth in Section 14(m)).  These enforcement rights are in addition to, and do not limit, the rights 
of enforcement under the Permit and the Plan.  If at any time in the future Grantor uses, allows 
the use, or threatens to use or allow use of, the Preserve Property for any purpose that is 
inconsistent with or in violation of this Conservation Easement then, despite the provisions of 
California Civil Code Section 815.7, the Third-Party Beneficiary has standing as an interested 
party in any proceeding affecting this Conservation Easement. 
 

(e) Notice of Conflict. 
If Grantor receives a Notice of Violation from Grantee or the Third-Party 

Beneficiary with which it is impossible for Grantor to comply consistent with any prior uncured 
Notice(s) of Violation, Grantor shall give written notice of the conflict (hereinafter "Notice of 
Conflict") to the Grantee and Third-Party Beneficiary.   In order to be a valid, a Notice of 
Conflict shall be given within fifteen (15) days of the date Grantor receives a conflicting Notice 
of Violation, shall include copies of the conflicting Notices of Violation, and shall describe the 
conflict with specificity, including how the conflict makes compliance with the uncured 
Notice(s) of Violation impossible.  Upon issuing a valid Notice of Conflict, Grantor shall not be 
required to comply with the conflicting Notices of Violation until such time as the entity or 
entities issuing said conflicting Notices of Violation issue(s) revised Notice(s) of Violation that 
resolve the conflict.  Upon receipt of a revised Notice of Violation, Grantor shall comply with 
such notice within the time period(s) described in the first grammatical paragraph of this Section.  
The failure of Grantor to issue a valid Notice of Conflict within fifteen (15) days of receipt of a 
conflicting Notice of Violation shall constitute a waiver of Grantor's ability to claim a conflict. 
 

(f) Reversion. 
If USACE determines that Grantee is not holding, monitoring or managing 

this Conservation Easement for conservation purposes in the manner specified in this 
Conservation Easement or in the Permit and Plan then, pursuant to California Government Code 
Section 65965(c), this Conservation Easement shall revert to the State of California, or to another 
public agency or nonprofit organization qualified pursuant to Civil Code Section 815.3 and 
Government Code Section 65965 (and any successor or other provision(s) then applicable) and 
approved by the USACE. 
 

8. Access. 
Access to the Preserve shall be limited to that described in Section 7.2.1 of the 

Plan. This Conservation Easement does not constitute an offer of dedication, or create any right 
for public use of the Preserve Property by the public, or convey a general right of access to the 
Preserve Property to the public. 
 

9. Costs and Liabilities. 
Grantor retains all responsibilities and shall bear all costs and liabilities of any 



Conservation Easement Deed 
Morrison Creek Nature Preserve– Aspen V South 

DRAFT Version January 31, 2012 
 

10 

kind related to the ownership of the Preserve Property.  Grantee, as the Preserve Manager, will 
be responsible for the operation, upkeep and maintenance of the Preserve Property as set forth in 
Sections 2.3 and 3.1 of the Plan. Grantor agrees that, in the event Grantee does not fulfill these 
obligations, it remains fully responsible for the operation, upkeep or maintenance of the Preserve 
Property. Grantor further agrees that USACE, as a Third-Party Beneficiary, shall not have any 
duty or responsibility for the operation, upkeep or maintenance of the Preserve Property, and that 
neither Grantee nor the USACE shall be responsible for the monitoring of hazardous conditions 
on the Preserve Property, or the protection of Grantor, the public or any third parties from risks 
relating to conditions on the Preserve Property.  Unless otherwise provided in the Plan, the 
Permit or this Conservation Easement, Grantor remains solely responsible for obtaining any 
applicable governmental permits and approvals required for any activity or use permitted by this 
Conservation Easement  and any activity or use shall be undertaken in accordance with all 
applicable federal, state, local and administrative agency laws, statutes, ordinances, rules, 
regulations, orders and requirements. 
 

(a) Taxes; No Liens. 
Grantor shall pay before delinquency all taxes, assessments (general and 

special), fees, and charges of whatever description levied on or assessed against the Preserve 
Property by competent authority (collectively "Taxes"), including any Taxes imposed upon, or 
incurred as a result of, this Conservation Easement, and shall furnish Grantee with satisfactory 
evidence of payment upon request.  Grantor shall keep the Preserve Property free from any liens 
(other than a security interest that is expressly subordinated to this Conservation Easement, as 
provided in Section 14(k)), including those arising out of any obligations incurred by Grantor for 
any labor or materials furnished or alleged to have been furnished to or for Grantor at or for use 
on the Preserve Property. 
 

(b) Hold Harmless.  
(1) Grantor shall hold harmless, protect and indemnify Grantee and its 

directors, officers, employees, agents, contractors, and representatives and the heirs, personal 
representatives, successors and assigns of each of them (each a "Grantee Indemnified Party" and 
collectively, "Grantee's Indemnified Parties") from and against any and all liabilities, penalties, 
costs, losses, damages, expenses (including, without limitation reasonable attorneys' fees and 
experts' fees), causes of action, claims, demands, orders, liens or judgments (each a "Claim" and, 
collectively, "Claims"), arising from or in any way connected with:  (i) injury to or the death of 
any person, or physical damage to any property, resulting from any act, omission, condition, or 
other matter related to or occurring on or about the Preserve Property, regardless of cause, except 
that this indemnification shall be inapplicable to any Claim due to the negligence of Grantee or 
any of its employees; (ii) the obligations specified in Sections 5, 9 and 9(a); and (iii) the 
existence or administration of this Conservation Easement.  If any action or proceeding is 
brought against any of the Grantee's Indemnified Parties by reason of any such Claim, Grantor 
shall, at the election of and upon written notice from Grantee, defend such action or proceeding 
by counsel reasonably acceptable to the Grantee's Indemnified Party. 
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(2) Grantor shall hold harmless, protect and indemnify Third-Party 
Beneficiary and their respective directors, officers, employees, agents, contractors, and 
representatives and the heirs, personal representatives, successors and assigns of each of them 
(each a "Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party" and collectively, "Third-Party Beneficiary 
Indemnified Parties") from and against any and all Claims arising from or in any way connected 
with:  (i) injury to or the death of any person, or physical damage to any property, resulting from 
any act, omission, condition, or other matter related to or occurring on or about the Preserve 
Property, regardless of cause and (ii) the existence or administration of this Conservation 
Easement.  Provided, however, that the indemnification in this Section 9 (b) (2) shall be 
inapplicable to a Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party with respect to any Claim due to the 
negligence of that Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party or any of its employees.  If any 
action or proceeding is brought against any of the Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Parties 
by reason of any Claim to which the indemnification in this Section 9 (b) (2) applies, then at the 
election of and upon written notice from the Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party, Grantor 
shall defend such action or proceeding by counsel reasonably acceptable to the applicable Third-
Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party or reimburse the Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party 
for all charges incurred for services of the U.S. Department of Justice in defending the action or 
proceeding. 
 

(3) Grantee and Grantee’s successors shall hold harmless, protect and 
indemnify Grantor and the Grantor Indemnified Parties (as defined below) from and against any 
and all Claims arising from or in any way connected with:  (i) injury to or the death of any 
person, or physical damage to any property, resulting from any act or omission of Grantee, its 
directors, officers, employees, agents, contractors, and representatives and the heirs, personal 
representatives, successors and assigns of each of them on or about the Preserve Property, and 
(ii) the administration of this Conservation Easement by Grantee or Grantee’s successors.  
Provided, however, that the indemnification in this Section 9 (b)(3) shall be inapplicable to a 
Grantor Indemnified Party with respect to any Claim due to the negligence of that Grantor 
Indemnified Party or any of its employees.  If any action or proceeding is brought against any of 
the Grantor Indemnified Parties by reason of any Claim to which the indemnification in this 
Section 9 (b) (3) applies, then at the election of and upon written notice from the Grantor 
Indemnified Party, Grantee shall defend such action or proceeding by counsel reasonably 
acceptable to the applicable Grantor Indemnified Party or reimburse the Grantor Indemnified 
Party for all charges incurred in defending the action or proceeding. 
 

(c) Insurance:  
At all times during their respective periods of ownership of this 

Conservation Easement, Grantee and their employees, agents, contractors, and representatives 
and the heirs, personal representatives, successors and assigns of each of them shall carry 
workers compensation insurance, employer’s liability insurance and commercial general liability 
insurance to protect the Grantee and Grantor, including its members, directors, officers, agents 
and assigns, employees and contractors (“Grantor Indemnified Parties”), from the following 
claims that may result from the operations and activities of the Grantee and its successors and 
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assigns at the Preserve Property or by anyone for whose acts any of them may be liable: (i) 
claims under workers compensation laws; (ii) claims for damages because of bodily injury, 
occupational sickness or disease, or death of employees; (iii) claims for damages to any tangible 
property, including loss of use; (iv) claims for damages because of bodily injury, sickness or 
disease, or death of any person not an employee.  The commercial general insurance and 
employer’s liability insurance required by this Section shall contain limits of liability of not less 
than One Million Dollars ($1,000,000) per occurrence.  All such insurance shall be endorsed to 
contain a waiver of subrogation in favor of the Grantor Indemnified Parties and the commercial 
general liability insurance shall name the Grantor Indemnified Parties as additional insureds.  
Upon request, Grantee shall furnish the Grantor Indemnified Parties with certificates of 
insurance and copies of said insurance policies and endorsements that evidence such insurance 
coverage. 

 
(d) Extinguishment. 

If circumstances arise in the future that render the preservation of 
Conservation Values or other purposes of this Conservation Easement impossible to accomplish, 
this Conservation Easement can only be terminated or extinguished, in whole or in part, by 
judicial proceedings in a court of competent jurisdiction. 
 

(e) Condemnation. 
The purposes of this Conservation Easement are presumed to be the best 

and most necessary public use as defined at California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1240.680 
notwithstanding Code of Civil Procedure Sections 1240.690 and 1240.700. 
 

10. Transfer of Conservation Easement or Preserve Property. 
 

(a) Conservation Easement. 
   This Conservation Easement may be assigned or transferred by Grantee 
upon written approval of the USACE, which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld or 
delayed, but Grantee shall give Grantor and the USACE at least sixty (60) days prior written 
notice of the proposed assignment or transfer.  Grantee may assign or transfer its rights under 
this Conservation Easement only to an entity or organization: (i) authorized to acquire and hold 
conservation easements pursuant to California Civil Code Section 815.3 and Government Code 
Section 65965 (and any successor or other provision(s) then applicable), or the laws of the 
United States; and (ii) otherwise reasonably acceptable to the USACE. Grantee shall require the 
assignee to record the assignment in the county where the Preserve Property is located.  The 
failure of Grantee to perform any act provided in this section shall not impair the validity of this 
Conservation Easement or limit its enforcement in any way.  Any transfer under this section is 
subject to the requirements of Section 11. The endowment funds described in Section 2.4 of the 
Plan must be transferred to Grantee’s successor in interest along with the Conservation 
Easement. 
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(b) Preserve Property. 
Grantor agrees to incorporate the terms of this Conservation Easement by 

reference in any deed or other legal instrument by which Grantor divests itself of any interest in 
all or any portion of the Preserve Property, including, without limitation, a leasehold interest.  
Grantor agrees that the deed or other legal instrument shall also incorporate by reference the 
terms of the Permit and the Plan, and any amendment(s) to those documents.  Grantor further 
agrees to give written notice to Grantee and the USACE of the intent to transfer any interest at 
least sixty (60) days prior to the date of such transfer.  Grantee or the USACE shall have the right 
to prevent any transfers in which prospective subsequent claimants or transferees are not given 
notice of the terms, covenants, conditions and restrictions of this Conservation Easement 
(including the exhibits and documents incorporated by reference in it).  The failure of Grantor to 
perform any act provided in this section shall not impair the validity of this Conservation 
Easement or limit its enforceability in any way.  Any transfer under this section is subject to the 
requirements of Section 11. 
 

11. Merger. 
The doctrine of merger shall not operate to extinguish this Conservation Easement 

if the Conservation Easement and the Preserve Property become vested in the same party.  If, 
despite this intent, the doctrine of merger applies to extinguish the Conservation Easement then, 
unless Grantor, Grantee, and the USACE otherwise agree in writing, a replacement conservation 
easement or restrictive covenant containing the same protections embodied in this Conservation 
Easement shall be recorded against the Preserve Property. 
 

12. Notices. 
Any notice, demand, request, consent, approval, or other communication that 

Grantor or Grantee desires or is required to give to the other shall be in writing, with a copy to 
each of the USACE, and served personally or sent by recognized overnight courier that 
guarantees next-day delivery or by first class United States mail, postage fully prepaid, addressed 
as follows: 
 

To Grantor: Teichert Land Co. 
P.O. Box 13308 
Sacramento, CA 95813 

 Attn: President 
 

 
To Grantee:  [CONTACT INFORMATION] 

 
To USACE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Sacramento District 
1325 “J” Street, Room 1480 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922 
Attn:  Chief, Regulatory Branch 
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or to such other address a party or USACE shall designate by written notice to Grantor, Grantee 
and USACE.  Notice shall be deemed effective upon delivery in the case of personal delivery or 
delivery by overnight courier or, in the case of delivery by first class mail, three (3) days after 
deposit into the United States mail. 
 

13. Amendment. 
This Conservation Easement may be amended only by mutual written agreement 

of Grantor and Grantee and written approval of the USACE, which approval shall not be 
unreasonably withheld or delayed.  Any such amendment shall be consistent with the purposes of 
this Conservation Easement and California law governing conservation easements, and shall not 
affect its perpetual duration.  Any such amendment shall be recorded in the Official Records of 
Sacramento County, and Grantee shall promptly provide a conformed copy of the recorded 
amendment to the Grantor and the USACE. 
 

14. Additional Provisions. 
 

(a) Controlling Law. 
The interpretation and performance of this Conservation Easement shall 

be governed by the laws of the United States and the State of California, disregarding the 
conflicts of law principles of such state. 
 

(b) Liberal Construction. 
Despite any general rule of construction to the contrary, this Conservation 

Easement shall be liberally construed to effect the purposes of this Conservation Easement and 
the policy and purpose of California Civil Code Section 815, et seq. and Government Code 
Section 65965.  If any provision in this instrument is found to be ambiguous, an interpretation 
consistent with the purposes of this Conservation Easement that would render the provision valid 
shall be favored over any interpretation that would render it invalid. 
 

(c) Severability. 
If a court of competent jurisdiction voids or invalidates on its face any 

provision of this Conservation Easement, such action shall not affect the remainder of this 
Conservation Easement.  If a court of competent jurisdiction voids or invalidates the application 
of any provision of this Conservation Easement to a person or circumstance, such action shall not 
affect the application of the provision to any other persons or circumstances. 
 

(d) Entire Agreement. 
This document (including its exhibits, the Permit and the Plan 

incorporated by reference in this document) sets forth the entire agreement of the parties and the 
USACE with respect to the Conservation Easement and supersedes all prior discussions, 
negotiations, understandings, or agreements of the parties relating to the Conservation Easement.  
No alteration or variation of this Conservation Easement shall be valid or binding unless 
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contained in an amendment in accordance with Section 13. 
 

(e) No Forfeiture. 
Nothing contained in this Conservation Easement will result in a forfeiture 

or reversion of Grantor's title in any respect. 
 

(f) Successors. 
The covenants, terms, conditions, and restrictions of this Conservation 

Easement shall be binding upon, and inure to the benefit of, the parties and their respective 
personal representatives, heirs, successors, and assigns, and shall constitute a servitude running 
in perpetuity with the Preserve Property. 
 

(g) Termination of Rights and Obligations. 
A party's rights and obligations under this Conservation Easement 

terminate upon transfer of the party's interest in the Conservation Easement or Preserve Property, 
except that liability for acts, omissions or breaches occurring prior to transfer shall survive 
transfer. 
 

(h) Captions. 
The captions in this instrument have been inserted solely for convenience 

of reference and are not a part of this instrument and shall have no effect upon its construction or 
interpretation. 
 

(i) No Hazardous Materials Liability. 
 

(1) Grantor represents and warrants that it has no knowledge or notice 
of any Hazardous Materials (defined below) or underground storage tanks existing, generated, 
treated, stored, used, released, disposed of, deposited or abandoned in, on, under, or from the 
Preserve Property, or transported to or from or affecting the Preserve Property.   
 

(2) Without limiting the obligations of Grantor under Section 9 (b), 
Grantor hereby releases and agrees to indemnify, protect and hold harmless the Grantee’s 
Indemnified Parties (defined in Section 9 (b) (1)) from and against any and all Claims (defined in 
Section 9 (b)(1)) arising from or connected with any Hazardous Materials or underground 
storage tanks present, alleged to be present, released in, from or about, or otherwise associated 
with the Preserve Property at any time, except any Hazardous Materials placed, disposed or 
released or exacerbated by Grantee or any of its employees.  This release and indemnification 
includes, without limitation, Claims for (A) injury to or death of any person or physical damage 
to any property; and (B) the violation or alleged violation of, or other failure to comply with, any 
Environmental Laws (defined below).  If any action or proceeding is brought against any of the 
Grantee’s Indemnified Parties by reason of any such Claim, Grantor shall, at the election of and 
upon written notice from the applicable Grantee Indemnified Party, defend such action or 
proceeding by counsel reasonably acceptable to the Grantee Indemnified Party. Notwithstanding 
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the foregoing, Grantee’s Indemnified Parties shall assert any Claims resulting from the acts or 
omissions of third parties directly against such third parties and shall cooperate with Grantor in 
pursuing any Claims against such third parties that Grantor elects to pursue. 
 

(3) Without limiting the obligations of Grantor under Section 9 (b), 
Grantor hereby releases and agrees to indemnify, protect and hold harmless the Third-Party 
Beneficiary Indemnified Parties (defined in Section 9 (b)(2)) from and against any and all Claims 
arising from or connected with any Hazardous Materials or underground storage tanks present, 
alleged to be present, released in, from or about, or otherwise associated with the Preserve 
Property at any time, except that this release and indemnification shall be inapplicable to a Third-
Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party with respect to any Hazardous Materials placed, disposed or 
released by that Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party or Grantee or any of their employees.  
This release and indemnification includes, without limitation, Claims for (A) injury to or death of 
any person or physical damage to any property; and (B) the violation of alleged violation of, or 
other failure to comply with, any Environmental Laws.  If any action or proceeding is brought 
against any of the Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Parties by reason of any such Claim, 
Grantor shall, at the election or and upon written notice from the applicable Third-Party 
Beneficiary Indemnified Party, defend such action or proceeding by counsel reasonably 
acceptable to the Third-Party Beneficiary Indemnified Party for all charges incurred for services 
of the U.S. Department of Justice in defending the action or proceeding. 

 
(4) Grantee hereby releases and agrees to indemnify, protect and hold 

harmless Grantor from and against any and all Claims (defined in Section 9(b)(1)) arising from 
or connected with any Hazardous Materials or underground storage tanks present, alleged to be 
present, released in, from or about, or otherwise associated with the Preserve Property at any 
time that were placed, disposed, released or exacerbated by Grantee or any of its employees, 
agents, contractors, and representatives and the heirs, personal representatives, successors and 
assigns of each of them. This release and indemnification includes, without limitation, Claims for 
(A) injury to or death of any person or physical damage to any property; and (B) the violation or 
alleged violation of, or other failure to comply with, any Environmental Laws (defined below).  
If any action or proceeding is brought against any of the Grantor by reason of any such Claim, 
Grantee shall, at the election or and upon written notice from Grantor, defend such action or 
proceeding by counsel reasonably acceptable to Grantor. 
 

(5)  Despite any contrary provision of this Conservation Easement, the 
parties do not intend this Conservation Easement to be, and this Conservation Easement shall not 
be, construed such that it creates in or gives to Grantee or any Third-Party Beneficiary any of the 
following: 
 

(A) The obligations or liability of an "owner" or "operator," as 
those terms are defined and used in Environmental Laws (defined below), including, without 
limitation, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 
1980, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 9601, et seq.; hereinafter, "CERCLA"); or 
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(B) The obligations or liabilities of a person described in 42 

U.S.C. § 9607(a)(3) or (4); or 
 

(C) The obligations of a responsible person under any 
applicable Environmental Laws; or 
 

(D) The right to investigate and remediate any Hazardous 
Materials associated with the Preserve Property; or 
 

(E) Any control over Grantor's ability to investigate, remove, 
remediate or otherwise clean up any Hazardous Materials associated with the Preserve Property. 
 

(6) The term "Hazardous Materials" includes, without limitation, (a) 
material that is flammable, explosive or radioactive; (b) petroleum products, including by-
products and fractions thereof; and (c) hazardous materials, hazardous wastes, hazardous or toxic 
substances, or related materials defined in CERCLA, the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. § 6901, et seq.; hereinafter, "RCRA"); the Hazardous Materials 
Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. §5101, et seq.; hereinafter, "HTA"); the Hazardous Waste Control 
Law (California Health & Safety Code § 25100, et seq.; hereinafter, "HCL"); the Carpenter-
Presley-Tanner Hazardous Substance Account Act (California Health & Safety Code § 25300, et 
seq.; hereinafter "HSA"), and in the regulations adopted and publications promulgated pursuant 
to them, or any other applicable Environmental Laws now in effect or enacted after the date of 
this Conservation Easement. 
 

(7) The term "Environmental Laws" includes, without limitation, 
CERCLA, RCRA, HTA, HCL, HSA, and any other federal, state, local or administrative agency 
statute, ordinance, rule, regulation, order or requirement relating to pollution, protection of 
human health or safety, the environment or Hazardous Materials.  Grantor represents, warrants 
and covenants to Grantee and Third-Party Beneficiaries that activities upon and use of the 
Preserve Property by Grantor, its agents, employees, invitees and contractors will comply with 
all Environmental Laws. 
 

(j) Warranty. 
Grantor represents and warrants that Grantor is the sole owner of the 

Preserve Property.  Grantor also represents and warrants that, except as specifically disclosed in 
the Plan or described in Exhibit C, there are no outstanding mortgages, liens, encumbrances or 
other interests in the Preserve Property (including, without limitation, mineral interests) which 
may conflict or are inconsistent with this Conservation Easement or the holder of any 
outstanding mortgage, lien, encumbrance or other interest in the Preserve Property (including, 
without limitation, mineral interest) which conflicts or is inconsistent with this Conservation 
Easement has expressly subordinated such interest to this Conservation Easement by a recorded 
Subordination Agreement approved by Grantee and the USACE. 
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(k) Additional Interests. 

Except as specifically set forth in Sections 8.1 and 8.9 of the Plan and/or 
described in Exhibit C, Grantor shall not grant any additional easements, rights of way or other 
interests in the Preserve Property (other than a security interest that is expressly subordinated to 
this Conservation Easement), nor shall Grantor grant, transfer, abandon or relinquish (each a 
“Transfer”) any mineral, air, or water right or any water associated with the Preserve Property, 
without first obtaining the written consent of Grantee and the USACE.  Such consent may be 
withheld if Grantee or the USACE reasonably determine(s) that the proposed interest or Transfer 
is inconsistent with the purposes of this Conservation Easement or will impair or interfere with 
the Conservation Values of the Preserve Property.  This Section 14(k) shall not limit the 
provisions of Section 2(d) or 3(n), nor prohibit transfer of a fee or leasehold interest in the 
Preserve Property that is subject to this Conservation Easement and complies with Section 10.  
Grantor shall provide a copy of any recorded or unrecorded grant or Transfer document to the 
Grantee and USACE. 
 

(l) Recording. 
Grantee shall record this Conservation Easement in the Official Records of 

the County in which the Preserve Property is located, and may re-record it at any time as Grantee 
deems necessary to preserve its rights in this Conservation Easement. 
 

(m) Third-Party Beneficiary. 
Grantor and Grantee acknowledge that the USACE (the “Third-Party 

Beneficiary”) is a third party beneficiary of this Conservation Easement with the right of access 
to the Preserve Property, upon reasonable notice, and the right to enforce all of the obligations of 
Grantor including, but not limited to, Grantor’s obligations under Section 14, and all other rights 
and remedies of the Grantee under this Conservation Easement. 
 

(n) Funding. 
Endowment funding for the perpetual management, maintenance and 

monitoring of the Preserve Property is specified in and governed by the Permit and the Plan. In 
the event that Grantee assigns or transfers its interest in this Conservation Easement to another 
entity pursuant to Section 10(a), the endowment funds described in Section 2.4 of the Plan must 
be transferred to Grantee’s successor in interest along with the Conservation Easement. 
 

15. Termination of Existing Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions. 
The recording of this Conservation Easement shall automatically terminate the 

“Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions, Morrison Creek Preserve, Phase II – Aspen V 
South,” executed by Grantor on _______, 2012, and recorded in the Official Records of 
Sacramento County, California on ________, 2012, as Document # ___________.  
 
 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF Grantor has executed this Conservation Easement the day and 
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BY:  _______________________________ 
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TITLE:  ____________________________  
   
DATE: _____________________________  
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TITLE:  ____________________________  
   
DATE: _____________________________  
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Monitoring Timelines



ANNUAL LONG-TERM MONITORING TIMELINE 
Morrison Creek Nature Preserve – Aspen IV South 

 
January February March April May June 

      
 General Inspection** 

Although February is 
suggested, this General 
Inspection can happen at 
any time of year.  See 
Section 4.2.   

 Spring Biological 
Inspection*  
See Section 4.3. 

Preserve Manager to 
schedule ground nesting 
bird survey prior to 
mowing of firebreaks.  
See Section 8.6.  
 
 

Preserve Manager to 
discuss coming year’s 
grazing with grazing 
contractor.  Take care of 
paperwork and contract. 
 
 

 
 
 

     

July August September October November December 
   

Fall Biological Inspection*   
See Section 4.3. 

 
General Inspection** 
Although July is 
suggested, this General 
Inspection can happen at 
any time of year.  See 
Section 4.2.   

  
Preserve 
Manager/Monitoring 
Biologist – Submit Annual 
Letter Report to U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and 
U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers by December 
31.  See Section 4.5. 

 
 
 

     

 
*Biological Inspection Tasks:  evaluate habitat function, thatch accumulation, newly introduced non-native plant species, and overall Preserve function. 
**General Inspection Tasks:  evaluate erosion and sedimentation, fencing, gates, signage, trash accumulation, unauthorized motor vehicle use. 



ANNUAL LONG-TERM MONITORING TIMELINE 
Morrison Creek Nature Preserve – Aspen V South 

 
January February March April May June 

      
   Spring Biological and 

General Inspection*  
See Section 4.3. 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

     

July August September October November December 
   

 
 
 

  
Preserve 
Manager/Monitoring 
Biologist – Submit Annual 
Letter Report to U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and 
U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers by December 
31.  See Section 4.5. 

 
 
 

     

 
*Biological Inspection Tasks:  evaluate habitat function, thatch accumulation, newly introduced non-native plant species, and overall Preserve function. 
**General Inspection Tasks:  evaluate erosion and sedimentation, fencing, gates, signage, trash accumulation, unauthorized motor vehicle use. 
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Preserve Inspection Sheet 



PRESERVE INSPECTION SHEET 
Morrison Creek Nature Preserve 

 
 
DATE:______________________ STAFF:_____________________________ 
 
Preserve Condition Actions Taken  

(date and by whom) 
Trash Accumulation? 
 
 

 

Unauthorized Construction/Fill? 
 
 

 

Fencing/Gates/Signage? 
 
 

 

Unauthorized Motor Vehicle Use? 
 
 

 

Erosion/Sedimentation? 
 
 

 

Preserve Condition? 
 
 

 

Other Notes: 
 
 

 

 
Page ___ of ___ 
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Cal-IPC List 



Invasive plants are one of the most 
serious environmental issues facing 

California. They disrupt ecosystems by 
altering physical processes, displacing 
native plants, and degrading wildlife 
habitat. The California Invasive Plant 
Inventory is a vital resource for those 
working to protect the state’s natural 
areas. The Inventory summarizes the 
impacts, potential for spread, and distri-
bution of more than 200 non-native plants 
that invade wildlands in California. The 
Inventory represents the best available 
knowledge of the state’s invasive plant 
experts. It is designed to prioritize plants 
for control at the state and local levels, 
to provide key information to those 
working in habitat restoration, to show 
areas where research is needed. to aid 
those preparing or commenting on envi-
ronmental planning documents, and to 
educate public policy makers. Detailed 
assessments for each plant, with docu-
mented sources, are available online at 
www.cal-ipc.org.

Front cover photo credits: 
Centaurea solstitialis (yellow starthistle) left, and 
Eichornia crassipes (water hyacinth) bottom right,  
by Bob Case. 
Cynara cardunculus (artichoke thistle) center right,  
by Jason and Jesse Giessow, Dendra, Inc.
Delairea odorata (Cape-ivy) top right, by Carolyn 
Martus, California Native Plant Society.

California Invasive Plant Council
Protecting California’s wildlands from invasive plants 

through research, restoration, and education.
www.cal-ipc.org

Pampasgrass (Cortaderia selloana) displaces 
native plant communities in coastal habitats. 
(Photo by Bob Case, California Native Plant 
Society). 
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The California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) formed as a non-profit organiza-
tion in 1992 to address the growing ecological and economic impacts caused by 
invasive plants in California’s wildlands. We promote research, restoration, and 
education in pursuit of this goal. Formerly known as the California Exotic Pest 
Plant Council, Cal-IPC is a member-driven organization with land managers, re-
searchers, policy makers, and concerned citizens working together to protect the 
state’s natural areas from invasive plants. For more information, visit our website 
at www.cal-ipc.org.

PROVIDING INPUT FOR FUTURE REVISIONS
If you have additional information to add to a plant assessment, please submit it 
to info@cal-ipc.org. The Inventory Review Committee will meet periodically to 
consider additions and modifications to the Inventory.
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Invasive plants damage ecosystems around the 
world. They displace native species, change 

plant community structure, and reduce the value 
of habitat for wildlife.1 Invasive plants may disrupt 
physical ecosystem processes, such as fire regimes, 
sedimentation and erosion, light availability, and nu-
trient cycling. In aquatic ecosystems, invasive plants 
clog lakes, streams, and waterways, reducing oxygen 
levels for fish and degrading habitat for waterbirds. 
The impact is especially severe in California, with 
its rich diversity of natural resources.
 The California Invasive Plant Inventory cat-
egorizes non-native invasive plants that threaten 
the state’s wildlands. Categorization is based on an 
assessment of the ecological impacts of each plant. 
The Inventory represents the best available knowl-
edge of invasive plant experts in the state. However, 
it has no regulatory authority, and should be used 
with full understanding of the limitations described 
later in this Introduction. 
 California is home to 4,200 native plant species, 
and is recognized internationally as a “biodiversity 
hotspot.” Approximately 1,800 non-native plants 
also grow in the wild  in the state. A small number 
of these, approximately 200, are the ones that this 
Inventory considers invasive. Improved understand-
ing of their impacts will help those working to proj-
ect California’s treasured biodiversity.

The Inventory
The Inventory categorizes plants as High, Moderate, 
or Limited, reflecting the level of each species’ nega-
tive ecological impact in California. Other factors, 
such as economic impact or difficulty of manage-
ment, are not included in this assessment. 
 It is important to note that every species listed 
in Table 1 is invasive, regardless of its overall rating, 
and should be of concern to land managers. Although 
the impact of each plant varies regionally, its rating 
represents cumulative impacts statewide. Therefore, 
a plant whose statewide impacts are categorized as 
Limited may have more severe impacts in a particu-

Introduction

lar region. Conversely, a plant categorized as having 
a High cumulative impact across California may 
have very little impact in some regions.  
 Members of the Inventory Review Committee, 
Cal-IPC staff, and volunteers drafted assessments 
for each plant based on the formal criteria system 
described below. The committee solicited informa-
tion from land managers across the state to comple-
ment the available literature. Assessments were 
released for public review before the committee 
finalized them. All plant assessments that form the 
basis for this summary document are available at 
www.cal-ipc.org. The final list includes 39 High spe-
cies, 65 Moderate species, and 89 Limited species. 
Additional information, including updated observa-
tions, will be added to the Cal-IPC website periodi-
cally, with revisions tracked and dated.

Definitions
The Inventory categorizes “invasive non-native plants 
that threaten wildlands” according to the definitions 
below. Plants were evaluated only if they invade 

In the past 15 years, approximately $15 million has been 
spent statewide to control Arundo donax (giant reed) in 
California. (Photo by David Chang, Santa Barbara County 
Agricultural Commissioner’s office)

CALIFORNIA INVASIVE PLANT INVENTORY | 1
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California wildlands with native habitat values. The 
Inventory does not include plants found solely in ar-
eas of human-caused disturbance such as roadsides 
and cultivated agricultural fields.

 •  Wildlands are public and private lands that sup-
port native ecosystems, including some working 
landscapes such as grazed rangeland and active 
timberland.

 •  Non-native plants are species introduced to 
California after European contact and as a direct 
or indirect result of human activity.

 •  Invasive non-native plants that threaten 
wildlands are plants that 1) are not native to, 
yet can spread into, wildland ecosystems, and 
that also 2) displace native species, hybridize 
with native species, alter biological communi-
ties, or alter ecosystem processes.

Criteria for Listing
The California Invasive Plant Inventory updates 
the 1999 “Exotic Pest Plants of Greatest Ecological 
Concern in California.”2 Cal-IPC’s Inventory Review 
Committee met regularly between 2002 and 2005 
to review 238 non-native species with known or sus-
pected impacts in California wildlands. These assess-
ments are based on the “Criteria for Categorizing 
Invasive Non-Native Plants that Threaten Wildlands”3 
which were developed in collaboration with the 
Southwestern Vegetation Management Association 
in Arizona (www.swvma.org) and the University 
of Nevada Cooperative Extension (www.unce.unr.

Dense mats formed by aquatic plants such as water hyacinth 
(Eichhornia crassipes) reduce habitat for waterfowl and fish. 
(Photo by Bob Case, California Native Plant Society)

Figure 1. The Criteria System

Section 1. Ecological Impact 
1.1 Impact on abiotic ecosystem processes 

(e.g. hydrology, fire, nutrient cycling)
1.2 Impact on native plant community 

composition, structure, and interactions
1.3 Impact on higher trophic levels, 

including vertebrates and invertebrates
1.4 Impact on genetic integrity of native 

species (i.e. potential for hybridization)

Section 2. Invasive Potential 
2.1   Ability to establish without 

anthropogenic or natural disturbance 
2.2   Local rate of spread with no 

management
2.3   Recent trend in total area infested 

within state
2.4   Innate reproductive potential (based on 

multiple characteristics)
2.5   Potential for human-caused dispersal
2.6 Potential for natural long-distance (>1 

km) dispersal
2.7   Other regions invaded worldwide that 

are similar to California 

Section 3. Distribution 
3.1  Ecological amplitude (ecological types 

invaded in California)
3.2  Ecological intensity (highest extent of 

infestation in any one ecological type)

Documentation Levels 
Assessed as highest level of documentation for 
each criterion.

4 = Reviewed scientific publications
3 = Other published material (reports or other 

non-peer-reviewed documents)
2 = Observational (unpublished information 

confirmed by a professional in the field)
1 = Anecdotal (unconfirmed information)
0 = No information

Complete description of criteria system  
and detailed plant assessments available at 
www.cal-ipc.org.
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edu) so that ratings could be applied across political 
boundaries and adjusted for regional variation. The 
goals of the criteria system and the Inventory are to:

 •  Provide a uniform methodology for categorizing 
non-native invasive plants that threaten wild-
lands;

 •  Provide a clear explanation of the process used 
to evaluate and categorize plants;

 •  Provide flexibility so the criteria can be adapted 
to the particular needs of different regions and 
states;

 •  Encourage contributions of data and documen-
tation on evaluated species;

 •  Educate policy makers, land managers, and the 
public about the biology, ecological impacts, and 
distribution of invasive non-native plants.

The criteria system generates a plant’s overall rating 
based on an evaluation of 13 criteria, which are divid-
ed into three sections assessing Ecological Impacts, 
Invasive Potential, and Ecological Distribution (Fig. 
1). Evaluators assign a score of A (severe) to D (no im-
pact) for each criterion, with U indicating unknown.
The scoring scheme is arranged in a tiered format, 
with individual criteria contributing to section scores 
that in turn generate an overall rating for the plant.  
 Detailed plant assessment forms list the ratio-
nale and applicable references used to arrive at each 
criterion’s score. The level of documentation for each 
question is also rated, and translated into a numeri-
cal score for averaging (Fig. 1). The documentation 
score presented in the tables is a numeric average of 
the documentation levels for all 13 criteria.

Inventory Categories
Each plant in Table 1 has received an overall rating of 
High, Moderate or Limited based on evaluation us-
ing the criteria system. The meaning of these overall 
ratings is described below. In addition to the over-
all ratings, specific combinations of section scores 
that indicate significant potential for invading new 
ecosystems triggers an Alert designation so that land 
managers may watch for range expansions. Table 3 
lists plants categorized as Evaluated But Not Listed 
because either we lack sufficient information to as-
sign a rating or the available information indicates 
that the species does not have significant impacts at 
the present time. 

 •  High – These species have severe ecological 
impacts on physical processes, plant and animal 
communities, and vegetation structure. Their 
reproductive biology and other attributes are 
conducive to moderate to high rates of dispersal 
and establishment. Most are widely distributed 
ecologically.

 •  Moderate – These species have substantial and 
apparent—but generally not severe—ecological 
impacts on physical processes, plant and animal 
communities, and vegetation structure. Their 
reproductive biology and other attributes are 
conducive to moderate to high rates of dispersal, 
though establishment is generally dependent 
upon ecological disturbance. Ecological ampli-
tude and distribution may range from limited to 
widespread.

 •  Limited – These species are invasive but their 
ecological impacts are minor on a statewide level 
or there was not enough information to justify 
a higher score. Their reproductive biology and 
other attributes result in low to moderate rates of 
invasiveness. Ecological amplitude and distribu-
tion are generally limited, but these species may 
be locally persistent and problematic.

Reading the Tables
The core of the Inventory is Table 1, which lists 
those plants we have categorized as invasive plants 
that threaten California wildlands.. The types of in-
formation contained in Table 1 is described below. 

When Bromus tectorum (downy brome or  cheatgrass) 
replaces native perennial grasses, the frequency of 
wildfires shortens from 60-100 years to 3-5 years. (Photo 
by Joe DiTomaso, UC Davis)
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Table 2 contains four plants that are native to spe-
cific regions of California but have become invasive 
in other regions of the state to which humans have 
moved them.  Table 3 lists those plant species that 
were evaluated but did not meet the threshold for 
listing. Finally, Table 4 contains plants that were 
nominated for review but dismissed without a formal 
assessment because either they do not invade wild-
lands (except for isolated instances) or the Inventory 
Review Committee lacked adequate information to 
answer the criteria questions. 
 Table 1 summarizes rating information for all 
plant species categorized as invasive by this Inventory. 
The columns contain the following information: 
 •  A diamond (◆) in the first column designates an 

Alert status for that species. 
 •  Scientific nomenclature for most species follows 

The Jepson Manual.4

 •  For each species, the first common name is based 
on the Weed Science Society of America,5  followed 
by other names commonly used in California. 
(Appendix 4 provides an index of common names.)

 •  The overall rating for the plant (High, Moderate, 

or Limited) is listed next. (Because Table 1 is or-
ganized alphabetically, we have included a listing 
organized by rating level in Appendix 1.)

 •  Section scores are shown for Ecological Impact, 
Invasive Potential, and Distribution. These can 
typically be interpreted as A=high, B=moderate, 
C=limited, D=none, U=unknown. 

 •  Documentation Level presents the average level 
of the references used to evaluate that species, 
from 0 (no information) to 4 (all information 
based on peer-reviewed scientific publications). 

 •  Ecological Types Invaded and Other Comments 
provides additional information of interest. The 
classification of ecological types is adapted from 
a system developed by the California Department 
of Fish and Game.6 (Appendix 3 provides detailed 
examples of ecological types.)

 •  Regions Invaded are based on floristic regions de-
scribed in The Jepson Manual4 (Fig. 2) and indi-
cate heavily impacted areas.  This information is 
incomplete for many species, so regions listed in 
this column should be considered the minimum 
area invaded.

Figure 2. Jepson Geographic Regions

Mojave 
Desert 
(DMoj)

Sierra Nevada (SN)

Eastern Sierra Nevada 
(SNE)

Modoc Plateau (MP)Northwest 
(NW)

Cascade Range (CaR)

Central West 
(CW)

Great Valley 
(GV)

Southwest 
(SW)

Sonoran Desert 
(DSon)

 CA  =  all of California

 CA-FP  =    California Floristic Province 
(NW, CaR, SN, GV, CW, SW)

 GB =   Great Basin Province  
(MP, SNE)

 D =   Desert Province  
(DMoj, DSon)

Reprinted from The Jepson Manual,  
J. Hickman, Ed., 1993, with permission  
from the Jepson Herbarium. © Regents  
of the University of California.

CA-FP GB

CA-FP

GB

D

D
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Uses and Limitations
The California Invasive Plant Inventory serves as a 
scientific and educational report. It is designed to 
prioritize plants for control, to provide information 
to those working on habitat restoration, to show 
areas where research is needed, to aid those who 
prepare or comment on environmental planning 
documents, and to educate public policy makers. 
Plants that lack published information may be good 
starting points for student research projects. 
 The Inventory cannot address, and is not in-
tended to address, the range of geographic variation 
in California, nor the inherently regional nature of 
invasive species impacts. While we have noted where 
each plant is invasive, only the cumulative statewide 
impacts of the species have been considered in the 
evaluation.  The impact of these plants in specific 
geographic regions or habitats within California may 
be greater or lesser than their statewide rating indi-
cates. Management actions for a species should be 
considered on a local and site-specific basis, as the 

inventory does not attempt to suggest management 
needs for specific sites or regions. The criteria sys-
tem was designed to be adapted at multiple scales, 
and local groups are encouraged to use the criteria 
for rating plants in their particular area. 

REFERENCES
1. Bossard, C. C., J. M. Randall, and M. C. Hoshovsky. 2000. 
Invasive Plants of California’s Wildlands. University of California 
Press: Berkeley, CA.

2. Cal-EPPC. 1999. The Cal-EPPC List: Exotic Pest Plants of 
Greatest Ecological Concern in California. California Exotic 
Pest Plant Council: San Juan Capistrano, CA. Available: www.
cal-ipc.org.

3. Warner, P.J., C. C. Bossard, M.L. Brooks, J. M. DiTomaso, 
J. A. Hall, A. M. Howald, D. W. Johnson, J. M. Randall, C. L. 
Roye, and A. E. Stanton. 2003. Criteria for Categorizing Invasive 
Non-native Plants that Threaten Wildlands. California Exotic 
Pest Plant Council and Southwest Vegetation Management 
Association. Available: www.cal-ipc.org.

4. Hickman, J. C. (ed.) 1993. The Jepson Manual: Higher Plants 
of California. University of California Press: Berkeley, CA.

5. WSSA. 2005. Composite List of Weeds. Weed Science 
Society of America. Available: www.wssa.net.

6. Holland, R. F. 1986. Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial 
Natural Communities of California. Unpublished report. 
California Department of Fish and Game: Sacramento, CA. 

Cirsium vulgare (bull thistle) is spreading at high elevations, 
such as in Yosemite National Park. (Photo by Bob Case, 
California Native Plant Society)

Lepidium latifolium (perennial pepperweed or tall 
whitetop) concentrates salt in marsh soils, threatening 
several rare plant species. (Photo by Bob Case)
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TABLE 1:  Invasive Non-Native Plants that Threaten Wildlands in California (continued)
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TABLE 1:  Invasive Non-Native Plants that Threaten Wildlands in California (continued)
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TABLE 1:  Invasive Non-Native Plants that Threaten Wildlands in California (continued)
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TABLE 1:  Invasive Non-Native Plants that Threaten Wildlands in California (continued)
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TABLE 1:  Invasive Non-Native Plants that Threaten Wildlands in California (continued)
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TABLE 1:  Invasive Non-Native Plants that Threaten Wildlands in California (continued)
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TABLE 1:  Invasive Non-Native Plants that Threaten Wildlands in California (continued)
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TABLE 1:  Invasive Non-Native Plants that Threaten Wildlands in California (continued)

Sc
ie

nt
ifi

c 
na

m
es

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
T

he
 Je

ps
on

 M
an

ua
l. 

Fo
r 

ea
ch

 s
pe

ci
es

, t
he

 fi
rs

t c
om

m
on

 n
am

e 
is

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
th

e 
W

ee
d 

Sc
ie

nc
e 

So
ci

et
y 

of
 A

m
er

ic
a’s

 “
C

om
po

si
te

 L
is

t o
f W

ee
ds

” 
(w

w
w

.w
ss

a.
ne

t)
, f

ol
lo

w
ed

 b
y 

ot
he

r 
na

m
es

 u
se

d 
in

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
. S

co
re

s:
 A

 =
 S

ev
er

e,
 B

 =
 M

od
er

at
e,

 C
 =

 L
im

ite
d,

 D
 =

 N
on

e,
 U

 =
 U

nk
no

w
n.

 D
oc

um
en

ta
tio

n 
le

ve
l a

ve
ra

ge
d.

 R
eg

io
ns

 in
va

de
d 

ba
se

d 
on

 J
ep

so
n 

ge
og

ra
ph

ic
 r

eg
io

ns
. P

la
nt

 a
ss

es
sm

en
t f

or
m

s,
 li

te
ra

tu
re

 c
ita

tio
ns

, a
nd

 fu
ll 

ra
tin

g 
cr

ite
ri

a 
av

ai
la

bl
e 

at
 w

w
w

.c
al

-ip
c.

or
g.



16 | CALIFORNIA INVASIVE PLANT INVENTORY 

Alert ◆

Sc
ie

nt
ifi

c 
N

am
e

Co
m

m
on

 N
am

e
Ra

tin
g

Impacts

Invasiveness

Distribution

Doc. Level

Ec
ol

og
ic

al
 Ty

pe
s 

In
va

de
d 

an
d 

O
th

er
 C

om
m

en
ts

Re
gi

on
s 

In
va

de
d

Pe
nn

ise
tu

m
 se

ta
ce

um
 

cr
im

so
n 

fo
un

ta
in

gr
as

s
M

od
er

at
e

B
B

B
2.

9
C

oa
st

al
 d

un
es

 a
nd

 s
cr

ub
, c

ha
pa

rr
al

, g
ra

ss
la

nd
s.

 S
om

e 
ho

rt
ic

ul
tu

ra
l c

ul
tiv

ar
s 

st
er

ile
. V

er
y 

in
va

si
ve

 in
 H

aw
ai

i.
C

W
, N

W
, S

N
, S

W

Ph
al

ar
is 

aq
ua

tic
a 

ha
rd

in
gg

ra
ss

M
od

er
at

e
B

B
B

2.
6

C
oa

st
al

 s
ite

s,
 e

sp
ec

ia
lly

 m
oi

st
 s

oi
ls

. L
im

ite
d 

di
st

rib
ut

io
n.

 C
an

 b
e 

hi
gh

ly
 in

va
si

ve
 lo

ca
lly

.
C

W
, N

W
, S

N
, S

W

Ph
oe

ni
x 

ca
na

rie
ns

is
C

an
ar

y 
Is

la
nd

  
da

te
 p

al
m

Li
m

ite
d

C
B

D
2.

3
D

es
er

t w
as

he
s;

 a
gr

ic
ul

tu
ra

l c
ro

p 
pl

an
t. 

Li
m

ite
d 

di
st

rib
u-

tio
n 

in
 s

ou
th

er
n 

C
A

. I
m

pa
ct

s 
ca

n 
be

 h
ig

he
r l

oc
al

ly.
C

W
, S

W

Pi
cr

is 
ec

hi
oi

de
s

br
is

tly
 o

xt
on

gu
e

Li
m

ite
d

C
B

B
2.

4
C

oa
st

al
 p

ra
iri

e,
 s

cr
ub

, r
ip

ar
ia

n 
w

oo
dl

an
d.

 W
id

es
pr

ea
d 

lo
ca

lly
. A

bi
ot

ic
 im

pa
ct

s 
un

kn
ow

n.
C

A
-F

P

Pi
pt

at
he

ru
m

 m
ili

ac
eu

m
sm

ilo
gr

as
s

Li
m

ite
d

C
B

B
2.

4
C

oa
st

al
 d

un
es

, s
cr

ub
, r

ip
ar

ia
n,

 g
ra

ss
la

nd
. E

xp
an

di
ng

 
ra

ng
e.

 Im
pa

ct
s 

la
rg

el
y 

un
kn

ow
n.

G
V,

 C
W

, S
W

Pl
an

ta
go

 la
nc

eo
la

ta
bu

ck
ho

rn
 p

la
nt

ai
n,

 
E

ng
lis

h 
pl

an
ta

in
Li

m
ite

d
C

C
B

2.
1

M
an

y 
ha

bi
ta

ts
. T

ur
f w

ee
d 

pr
im

ar
ily

. L
ow

 d
en

si
ty

 a
nd

 
im

pa
ct

 in
 w

ild
la

nd
s.

C
A

-F
P

Po
a 

pr
at

en
sis

K
en

tu
ck

y 
bl

ue
gr

as
s

Li
m

ite
d

C
B

B
2.

7
G

ra
ss

la
nd

s 
sc

ru
b,

 ri
pa

ria
n 

ar
ea

s.
 W

id
es

pr
ea

d 
tu

rf
 p

la
nt

. 
A

bi
ot

ic
 im

pa
ct

s 
un

kn
ow

n.
C

A

◆
Po

ly
go

nu
m

 c
us

pi
da

tu
m

 
(=

Fa
llo

pi
a 

ja
po

ni
ca

)
Ja

pa
ne

se
 

kn
ot

w
ee

d
M

od
er

at
e

B
B

D
2.

7
R

ip
ar

ia
n 

ar
ea

s,
 w

et
la

nd
s,

 fo
re

st
 e

dg
es

. M
or

e 
se

ve
re

 
im

pa
ct

s 
in

 N
W

 w
et

la
nd

s.
 D

is
tr

ib
ut

io
n 

lim
ite

d 
in

 C
A

.
N

W
, C

aR
, S

N
, G

V,
 

C
W

◆
Po

ly
go

nu
m

 sa
ch

al
in

en
se

Sa
kh

al
in

 k
no

tw
ee

d
M

od
er

at
e

B
A

D
2.

5
R

ip
ar

ia
n 

ar
ea

s.
 M

or
e 

se
ve

re
 im

pa
ct

s 
in

 N
W

 w
et

la
nd

s.
 

D
is

tr
ib

ut
io

n 
lim

ite
d 

in
 C

A
.

N
W

, C
aR

, S
N

, G
V,

 
C

W

Po
ly

po
go

n 
m

on
sp

el
ie

ns
is 

an
d 

su
bs

pp
.

ra
bb

itf
oo

t 
po

ly
po

go
n,

 
ra

bb
itg

oo
t g

ra
ss

Li
m

ite
d

C
C

B
2.

3
M

ar
gi

ns
 o

f p
on

ds
 a

nd
 s

tr
ea

m
s,

 s
ea

so
na

lly
 w

et
 p

la
ce

s,
 

ed
ge

 o
f c

oa
st

al
 d

un
es

. W
id

es
pr

ea
d.

 Im
pa

ct
s 

ap
pe

ar
 to

 
be

 m
in

or
.

C
A

Po
ta

m
og

et
on

 c
ris

pu
s 

cu
rly

le
af

 
po

nd
w

ee
d

M
od

er
at

e
B

B
B

3.
2

Fr
es

hw
at

er
 a

qu
at

ic
 sy

st
em

s. 
C

an
 b

e 
ve

ry
 in

va
siv

e 
lo

ca
lly

.
N

W
, G

V,
 C

W
, S

W
, 

D
M

oj

Pr
un

us
 c

er
as

ife
ra

ch
er

ry
 p

lu
m

,  
w

ild
 p

lu
m

Li
m

ite
d

C
B

B
1.

8
R

ip
ar

ia
n 

ha
bi

ta
ts

, c
ha

pa
rr

al
, w

oo
dl

an
d.

 L
im

ite
d 

di
st

ri-
bu

tio
n.

 A
bi

ot
ic

 im
pa

ct
s 

un
kn

ow
n.

N
W

, C
W

Py
ra

ca
nt

ha
 a

ng
us

tif
ol

ia
, 

P.
 c

re
nu

la
ta

, P
. c

oc
ci

ne
a

py
ra

ca
nt

ha
, 

fir
et

ho
rn

Li
m

ite
d

C
B

B
2.

8
C

oa
st

al
 s

cr
ub

 a
nd

 p
ra

iri
e,

 ri
pa

ria
n 

ar
ea

s.
 H

or
tic

ul
tu

ra
l 

es
ca

pe
. I

m
pa

ct
s 

un
kn

ow
n 

or
 m

in
or

.
N

W
, C

W
, S

W

Ra
nu

nc
ul

us
 re

pe
ns

cr
ee

pi
ng

 b
ut

te
rc

up
Li

m
ite

d
C

C
B

2.
9

R
ip

ar
ia

n 
ar

ea
s,

 c
on

ife
ro

us
 fo

re
st

. I
m

pa
ct

s 
ap

pe
ar

 to
 b

e 
m

in
or

 to
 n

eg
lig

ib
le

 in
 m

os
t a

re
as

.
N

W
, C

aR
, S

N
, C

W
, 

SW

Ra
ph

an
us

 sa
tiv

us
ra

di
sh

Li
m

ite
d

C
C

B
2.

5
Pr

es
en

t a
t l

ow
 le

ve
ls

 in
 n

um
er

ou
s 

ha
bi

ta
ts

. W
id

es
pr

ea
d 

in
 d

is
tu

rb
ed

 s
ite

s.
C

A
-F

P

TABLE 1:  Invasive Non-Native Plants that Threaten Wildlands in California (continued)
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TABLE 1:  Invasive Non-Native Plants that Threaten Wildlands in California (continued)
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TABLE 1:  Invasive Non-Native Plants that Threaten Wildlands in California (continued)
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TABLE 1:  Invasive Non-Native Plants that Threaten Wildlands in California (continued)
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A few native species have become invasive in regions outside their natural range. This table lists those 
species that cause negative impacts in their introduced range. No overall rating is provided, since impacts 
are not statewide, but the section scores for each of the three plants assessed would result in Moderate 
ratings for the areas in which they are invasive.

Scientific 
Name

Common 
Name

Im
pa

ct
s

In
va

si
ve

ne
ss

Di
st

rib
ut

io
n

Do
c. 

Le
ve

l

Ecological Types Invaded 
and Other Comments

Native 
Range

Invasive 
Range

Cupressus 
macrocarpa

Monterey cypress B B B 2.3 Native to Monterey area. Invades coastal 
prairie, desert scrub, riparian areas.

CW NW

Lupinus arboreus yellow bush lupine B B B 3.5 Native south of Point Reyes. Invasive in 
north coast dunes.

SW, CW 
Bay Area

NW

Phragmites 
australis

common reed Unable to 
score.

Genetic issues make it unclear which strains 
are native to CA.

Uncertain

Pinus radiata 
cultivars

Monterey pine B B B 2.6 Five populations native to CA. Invades 
coastal scrub, prairie, and chaparral.

CW NW

TABLE 2:  Species Native to Part of California, but Invasive in Other  
Parts of the State

Scientific names based on The Jepson Manual. For each species, the first common name is based on the Weed Science Society of America’s 
“Composite List of Weeds” (www.wssa.net), followed by other names used in California. Scores: A = Severe, B = Moderate, C = Limited,  
D = None, U = Unknown. Documentation level averaged. Regions invaded based on Jepson geographic regions. Plant assessment forms, 
literature citations, and full rating criteria available at www.cal-ipc.org.
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In general, this designation is for species for which information is currently inadequate to respond with cer-
tainty to the minimum number of criteria questions (i.e., too many “U” responses), or for which the sum effects 
of Ecological Impacts, Invasive Potential, and Ecological Amplitude and Distribution fall below the threshold 
for ranking (i.e. the overall score falls below Limited). Many such species are widespread but are not known to 
have substantial ecological impacts (though such evidence may appear in the future). All species receiving a D 
score for Ecological Impacts, regardless of other section scores, are by default placed into this category. 

Scientific Name Common Name

Im
pa

ct
s

In
va

si
ve

ne
ss
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st

rib
ut
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n

Do
c. 

Le
ve

l 

Comments

Acacia paradoxa kangaroothorn D C C 2.5 Does not spread in wildlands.

Aeschynomene rudis rough jointvetch D C D 3.2 Serious agricultural weed, but not known to have impacts in 
wildlands.

Aira caryophyllea silver hairgrass D C A 2.6 Widespread in grasslands, but impacts appear negligible.

Aira praecox European hairgrass D C C 2.8 Appears to be spreading locally, but impacts unknown.

Albizia lophantha plume acacia U B C 1.5 Present in Golden Gate National Recreation Area. Need more 
information

Allium triquetrum three-cornered leak U C C 1.6 Impacts unknown.

Anthemis cotula mayweed chamomile, 
dog fennel

D B B 2.4 Abiotic and wildife impacts unknown

Bellis perennis English daisy D C C 2.8 Present along trails, not known to spread into undisturbed areas.

Berberis darwinii Darwin barberry U B D 2.1 Impacts unknown.

Buddleja davidii butterflybush D B D 2.5 Not known to be invasive in CA, although it is a problem in 
Oregon.

Cestrum parqui willow jessamine U B C 2.0 Impacts unknown.

Chorispora tenella blue mustard U C C 1.5 Impacts unknown.

Cistus ladanifer gum rockrose D C C 3.3 Negligible known impacts in wildlands.

Convolvulus 
arvensis

field bindweed D B B 3.5 Only known as agricultural weed.

Daucus carota wild carrot, 
Queen Anne’s lace

D C B 2.7 Very widespread, but primarily in disturbed sites, particularly 
roadsides.

Dimorphotheca 
sinuata

African daisy D C B 1.8 Impacts to abiotic processes and plant communities unknown.

Erigeron 
karvinskianus

Mexican daisy U B C 1.9 Impacts unknown, but appears to be expanding. May become 
more problematic in future.

Erodium botrys broadleaf filaree D C A 2.8 Present in wildlands but known impacts are negligible. Often 
transient.

Erodium 
brachycarpum

short-fruited filaree D C A 2.6 Present in wildlands but known impacts are negligible. Often 
transient.

Erodium 
moschatum

whitestem filaree D C A 2.7 Primarily an agricultural weed, little impact in wildlands.

Euphorbia lathyris caper spurge D C B 2.2 Abiotic impacts unknown.

Fumaria officinalis fumitory D C D 2.3 Abiotic impacts unknown.

Geranium molle dovefoot geranium D B A 1.7 Present in wildlands, but known impacts are negligible.

TABLE 3:  Species Evaluated But Not Listed
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Scientific Name Common Name
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Comments

Geranium retrorsum New Zealand geranium D B B 1.9 Present in wildlands, but known impacts are negligible.

Geranium 
robertianum

herb-robert, Robert 
geranium

D B C 2.8 Present in wildlands, but known impacts are negligible.

Gleditsia triacanthos honey locust D B C 3.3 Very limited distribution.

Lactuca serriola prickly lettuce D C B 3.1 Primarily an agricultural and roadside weed.

Leptospermum 
laevigatum

Australian tea tree D C D 2.2 Very limited distribution.

Ligustrum lucidum glossy privet D B C 3.1 May prove problematic in riparian areas.

Lotus corniculatus birdsfoot trefoil D B B 2.8 Primarily a turf or agricultural weed in CA.

Malephora crocea coppery mesembryan-
themum

D C C 2.0 A problem on southern CA islands, but statewide impacts are 
limited.

Maytenus boaria mayten D C D 2.4 Infestation on Angel Island, San Francisco Bay.

Melilotus officinalis yellow sweetclover D C C 3.3 Present in human-disturbed habitats only.

Nerium oleander oleander D B D 2.6 Not known to be invasive, although reported from riparian 
areas in Central Valley and San Bernardino Mtns.

Nothoscordum 
gracile

false garlic D B D 2.1 Mainly an urban garden weed.

Nymphaea odorata fragrant waterlily D B C 2.3 Present only at one site.

Oxalis corniculata creeping woodsorrel D C C 2.2 Primarily a turf weed in CA.

Parkinsonia 
aculeata

Mexican palo-verde D B D 2.2 Has not escaped into wildlands enough to cause impacts.

Pistachia chinensis Chinese pistache U C D 0.9 Impacts unknown.

Pittosporum 
undulatum

Victorian box D C D 2.7 Infestations in CA are small. More problematic on north coast.

Plantago coronopus cutleaf plaintain U C B 1.7 Impacts unknown. Common on north coast.

Solanum 
elaeagnifolium

silverleaf nightshade D B B 2.8 Primarily an agricultural weed, but escaping to wildlands in 
other countries. May prove to be more important in future.

Sonchus asper spiny sowthistle D B B 3.1 Primarily an agricultural weed.

Taraxacum officinale common dandelion D B B 2.8 Primarily a turf weed in CA.

Tragopogon dubius yellow salsify D C B 3.2 Generally a minor component of disturbed areas.

Tropaeolum majus garden nasturtium D C C 1.4 Impacts on abiotic processes and native plants unknown.

Ulmus pumila Siberian elm D B B 2.5 Impacts unknown.

Verbena bonariensis, 
V. litoralis

tall vervain, seashore 
vervain

D B C 2.1 Often in disturbed areas of irrigation canals.

Vicia villosa hairy vetch D C B 2.8 Primarily an agricultural weed. Widespread but impacts minor 
in wildlands.

Vulpia bromoides squirreltail fescue D C B 2.9 Less common than V. myuros.

TABLE 3:  Species Evaluated But Not Listed (continued)
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The following species were nominated for review, but not evaluated because either they are not known to 
escape into wildlands or we lacked sufficient information to complete an assessment. 

Scientific Name Common Name Comments

Aptenia cordifolia baby sun rose, heartleaf 
iceplant

Occasional ornamental escape.

Araujia sericifera bladderflower Need more information.

Brassica oleracea cabbage Disturbed areas along north and central coast. 

Catalpa bignonioides southern catalpa Reported from Sacramento/San Joaquin Valley riparian corridors. Need more 
information.

Chrysanthemum segetum corn daisy Disturbed areas only.

Coprosma repens creeping mirrorplant 1999 Cal-EPPC list indicated no evidence of wildland threat.

Crepis capillaris smooth hawksbeard Primarily in pastures and roadsides in coastal areas of northwest CA.

Erica lusitanica Spanish heath Reported from Humboldt and Del Norte Cos. Need more information.

Eriogonum fasciculatum California buckwheat Invades along roadsides and other areas of human disturbance. Not known 
to threaten wildlands.

Gazania linearis gazania Reported to invade in San Francisco Bay Area. Need more information.

Grindelia squarrosa curlycup gumweed, 
gumplant

Mainly along roadsides. More a problem in Nevada.

Kniphofia uvaria redhot poker Primarily along roadsides.

Lathyrus latifolius perennial sweetpea Reported from the north coast. Need more information.

Lathyrus tingitanus Tangier pea Along roadsides. Need more information.

Limonium ramosissimum ssp. 
provinciale

sea-lavender Present in salt marshes. Need more information.

Melilotus indicus Indian sweetclover Reported from disturbed sites. Need more information.

Mesembryanthemum nodiflorum slenderleaf iceplant Common in San Diego area along coast. Need more information on impacts.

Osteospermum fruticosum shrubby daisybush Occasional ornamental escape in southern CA. Does not appear to be 
invasive.

Passiflora caerulea blue passionflower Not known to invade wildlands.

Phalaris arundinacea reed canarygrass Jepson Manual lists it as native in CA. Acts like a native in most areas of the 
state. A problem in NW states. 

Phoenix dactylifera date palm Reported from southern CA deserts. Need more information.

Phytolacca americana pokeweed Reported invading riparian areas in northern Sacramento Valley. Need more 
information.

Salsola soda glasswort Reported from San Francisco Bay shorelines and creek mouths. Need more 
information.

Ulmus parvifolia Chinese elm Present in disturbed areas or old homesites only.

Watsonia borbonica watsonia May be confused with W. meriana, which is invasive in Mendocino Co.

Zoysia spp. zoysiagrass Does not appear to have escaped from turf.

TABLE 4: Species Nominated but Not Reviewed
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APPENDIX 1. Species Listed by Category

◆ = Alert

High

 Aegilops triuncialis (barb goatgrass)

◆ Alternanthera philoxeroides (alligatorweed)

 Ammophila arenaria (European beachgrass)

 Arundo donax (giant reed)

 Brassica tournefortii (Saharan mustard, African 
mustard)

 Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens (=B. rubens) (red 
brome)

 Bromus tectorum (downy brome, cheatgrass)

 Carpobrotus edulis (Hottentot-fig, iceplant)

 Centaurea maculosa (=C. bibersteinii) (spotted 
knapweed)

 Centaurea solstitialis (yellow starthistle)

 Cortaderia jubata (jubatagrass)

 Cortaderia selloana (pampasgrass)

 Cytisus scoparius (Scotch broom)

 Delairea odorata (=Senecio mikanioides) (Cape-ivy, 
German-ivy)

 Egeria densa (Brazilian egeria)

 Ehrharta calycina (purple veldtgrass)

◆ Eichhornia crassipes (water hyacinth)

◆ Euphorbia esula (leafy spurge)

 Foeniculum vulgare (fennel)

 Genista monspessulana (French broom)

 Hedera helix, H. canariensis (English ivy, Algerian ivy)

◆ Hydrilla verticillata (hydrilla)

 Lepidium latifolium (perennial pepperweed, tall 
whitetop)

◆ Ludwigia hexapetala (=L. uruguayensis) (Uruguay 
water-primrose)

 Ludwigia peploides ssp. montevidensis (creeping 
water-primrose)

 Lythrum salicaria (purple loosestrife)

◆ Myriophyllum aquaticum (parrotfeather)

 Myriophyllum spicatum (Eurasian watermilfoil)

 Onopordum acanthium (Scotch thistle)

 Rubus armeniacus (=R. discolor) (Himalaya 
blackberry, Armenian blackberry)

◆ Salvinia molesta (giant salvinia)

◆ Sesbania punicea (red sesbania, scarlet wisteria)

◆ Spartina alterniflora hybrids (smooth cordgrass,  
Atlantic cordgrass)

◆ Spartina densiflora (dense-flowered cordgrass)

 Spartium junceum (Spanish broom)

 Taeniatherum caput-medusae (medusahead)

 Tamarix parviflora (smallflower tamarisk)

 Tamarix ramosissima (saltcedar, tamarisk)

 Ulex europaeus (gorse)

Moderate

 Ageratina adenophora (croftonweed, eupatorium)

 Ailanthus altissima (tree-of-heaven)

 Alhagi maurorum (=A. pseudalhagi) (camelthorn)

 Anthoxanthum odoratum (sweet vernalgrass)

◆ Arctotheca calendula (fertile) (fertile capeweed)

 Arctotheca calendula (sterile) (sterile capeweed)

◆ Asparagus asparagoides (bridal creeper, smilax 
asparagus)

◆ Asphodelus fistulosus (onionweed)

 Atriplex semibaccata (Australian saltbush)

 Avena barbata (slender wild oat)

 Avena fatua (wild oat)

◆ Brachypodium sylvaticum (perennial false-brome)

 Brassica nigra (black mustard)

 Bromus diandrus (ripgut brome)

◆ Cardaria chalepensis (=C. draba ssp. chalepensis)  
(lens-podded whitetop)

 Cardaria draba (hoary cress)

 Carduus nutans (musk thistle)

 Carduus pycnocephalus (Italian thistle)

 Carpobrotus chilensis (sea-fig, iceplant)

◆ Carthamus lanatus (woolly distaff thistle)
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Moderate (continued)

 Centaurea calcitrapa (purple starthistle)

◆ Centaurea debeauxii (=C. x pratensis) (meadow 
knapweed)

 Centaurea melitensis (Malta starthistle, tocalote)

 Centaurea virgata ssp. squarrosa (=C. squarrosa) 
(squarrose knapweed)

 Chondrilla juncea (rush skeletonweed)

 Chrysanthemum coronarium (crown daisy)

 Cirsium arvense (Canada thistle)

 Cirsium vulgare (bull thistle)

 Conium maculatum (poison-hemlock)

 Cotoneaster franchetii (orange cotoneaster)

 Cotoneaster lacteus (Parney’s cotoneaster)

 Cotoneaster pannosus (silverleaf cotoneaster)

 Cynara cardunculus (artichoke thistle)

 Cynodon dactylon (bermudagrass)

 Cynoglossum officinale (houndstongue)

 Cynosurus echinatus (hedgehog dogtailgrass)

 Cytisus striatus (Portuguese broom, striated broom)

 Dipsacus fullonum (wild teasel)

 Dipsacus sativus (fuller’s teasel)

◆ Dittrichia graveolens (stinkwort)

 Ehrharta erecta (erect veldtgrass)

◆ Ehrharta longiflora (long-flowered veldtgrass)

 Elaeagnus angustifolia (Russian-olive)

◆ Emex spinosa (spiny emex, devil’s thorn)

 Erechtites glomerata, E. minima (Australian fireweed, 
Australian burnweed)

 Eucalyptus globulus (Tasmanian blue gum)

◆ Euphorbia terracina (carnation spurge)

 Festuca arundinacea (tall fescue)

 Ficus carica (edible fig)

 Geranium dissectum (cutleaf geranium)

 Glyceria declinata (waxy mannagrass)

 Halogeton glomeratus (halogeton)

 Hirschfeldia incana (shortpod mustard, summer 
mustard)

 Holcus lanatus (common velvetgrass)

 Hordeum marinum, H. murinum (Mediterranean 
barley, hare barley, wall barley)

◆ Hypericum canariense (Canary Island hypericum)

 Hypericum perforatum (common St. Johnswort, 
klamathweed)

 Hypochaeris radicata (rough catsear, hairy dandelion)

◆ Ilex aquifolium (English holly)

 Isatis tinctoria (dyer’s woad)

 Kochia scoparia (kochia)

 Leucanthemum vulgare (oxeye daisy)

 Linaria genistifolia ssp. dalmatica (=L. dalmatica) 
(Dalmation toadflax)

 Lolium multiflorum (Italian ryegrass)

 Lythrum hyssopifolium (hyssop loosestrife)

 Mentha pulegium (pennyroyal)

◆ Mesembryanthemum crystallinum (crystalline 
iceplant)

 Myoporum laetum (myoporum)

 Nicotiana glauca (tree tobacco)

 Oxalis pes-caprae (buttercup oxalis, yellow oxalis, 
Bermuda buttercup)

 Pennisetum setaceum (crimson fountaingrass)

 Phalaris aquatica (hardinggrass)

◆ Polygonum cuspidatum (=Fallopia japonica) 
(Japanese knotweed)

◆ Polygonum sachalinense (Sakhalin knotweed, giant  
knotweed)

 Potamogeton crispus (curlyleaf pondweed)

◆ Retama monosperma (bridal broom)

 Rumex acetosella (red sorrel, sheep sorrel)

◆ Sapium sebiferum (Chinese tallowtree)

 Sisymbrium irio (London rocket)

◆ Spartina anglica (common cordgrass)

◆ Stipa capensis (Mediterranean steppegrass,  
twisted-awned speargrass)

 Tanacetum vulgare (common tansy)

 Torilis arvensis (hedgeparsley)

 Trifolium hirtum (rose clover)

 Vinca major (big periwinkle)

 Vulpia myuros (rattail fescue)

◆ Washingtonia robusta (Mexican fan palm, 
Washington palm)

APPENDIX 1: Species Listed by Category (continued)
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Limited

Acacia melanoxylon (black acacia, blackwood acacia)

Agrostis avenacea (Pacific bentgrass)

Agrostis stolonifera (creeping bentgrass)

Bassia hyssopifolia (fivehook bassia)

Bellardia trixago (bellardia)

Brassica rapa (birdsrape mustard, field mustard)

Briza maxima (big quackinggrass, rattlesnakegrass)

Bromus hordeaceus (soft brome)

Cakile maritima (European sea-rocket)

Cardaria pubescens (hairy whitetop)

Carduus acanthoides (plumeless thistle)

Carduus tenuifolius (slenderflower thistle)

Conicosia pugioniformis (narrowleaf iceplant)

Cordyline australis (giant dracaena, New Zealand-
cabbage tree)

Cotula coronopifolia (brassbuttons)

Crataegus monogyna (English hawthorn)

Crocosmia x crocosmiiflora (montbretia)

Crupina vulgaris (common crupina, bearded creeper)

Dactylis glomerata (orchardgrass)

Descurainia sophia (flixweed, tansy mustard)

Digitalis purpurea (foxglove)

Echium candicans (pride-of-Madeira)

Erodium cicutarium (redstem filaree)

Eucalyptus camaldulensis (red gum)

Euphorbia oblongata (oblong spurge)

Helichrysum petiolare (licoriceplant)

Hypochaeris glabra (smooth catsear)

Iris pseudacorus (yellowflag iris)

Lobularia maritima (sweet alyssum)

Marrubium vulgare (white horehound)

Medicago polymorpha (California burclover)

Myosotis latifolia (common forget-me-not)

Olea europaea (olive)

Ononis alopecuroides (foxtail restharrow)

Parentucellia viscosa (yellow glandweed, sticky 
parentucellia)

Pennisetum clandestinum (kikuyugrass)

Phoenix canariensis (Canary Island date palm)

Picris echioides (bristly oxtongue)

Piptatherum miliaceum (smilograss)

Plantago lanceolata (buckhorn plantain, English 
plantain)

Poa pratensis (Kentucky bluegrass)

Polypogon monspeliensis and subspp. (rabbitfoot 
polypogon, annual beardgrass, rabbitfoot grass)

Prunus cerasifera (cherry plum, wild plum)

Pyracantha angustifolia, P. crenulata, P. coccinea, etc.  
(pyracantha, firethorn)

Ranunculus repens (creeping buttercup)

Raphanus sativus (radish)

Ricinus communis (castorbean)

Robinia pseudoacacia (black locust)

Rumex crispus (curly dock)

Salsola paulsenii (barbwire Russian-thistle)

Salsola tragus (Russian-thistle)

Salvia aethiopis (Mediterranean sage)

Saponaria officinalis (bouncingbet)

Schinus molle (Peruvian peppertree)

Schinus terebinthifolius (Brazilian peppertree)

Schismus arabicus, S. barbatus (mediterraneangrass)

Senecio jacobaea (tansy ragwort)

Silybum marianum (blessed milkthistle)

Sinapis arvensis (wild mustard, charlock)

Spartina patens (saltmeadow cordgrass)

Tamarix aphylla (athel tamarisk)

Undaria pinnatifida (wakame)

Verbascum thapsus (common mullein, woolly mullein)

Watsonia meriana (bulbil watsonia)

Zantesdeschia aethiopica (calla lily)

APPENDIX 1: Species Listed by Category (continued)



This table is provided so that those familiar with other commonly-used ratings systems may compare those 
lists to the 2006 Cal-IPC ratings. See the cited websites for explanations of rating systems. Species not 
included in this appendix do not appear on any of these lists.

Cal-EPPC 1999 – Cal-EPPC. 1999. The Cal-EPPC List: Exotic Pest Plants of Greatest Ecological Concern 
in California. California Exotic Pest Plant Council: San Juan Capistrano, CA. Available: www.cal-ipc.org.

CDFA – CDFA. 2005. EncycloWeedia: Notes on Identification, Biology, and Management of Plants Defined 
as Noxious Weeds by California Law. California Department of Food and Agriculture: Sacramento, CA. 
Available: www.cdfa.ca.gov/weedhome.

USDA – Plant Protection and Quarantine. 2002. Federal Noxious Weed List. USDA Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service. US Department of Agriculture: Washington, D.C. Available: plants.usda.gov.

AZ – Arizona Invasive Plant Working Group. 2005. Invasive Non-native Plants that Threaten Wildlands in 
Arizona. Southwest Vegetation Management Association. Available: www.swvma.org.

NatureServe – NatureServe. 2005. Invasive Species Impact Ranks for the United States: Summary of 
Results as of January 10, 2005. NatureServe: Arlington, VA. Available: www.natureserve.org.

Scientific Name Cal-EPPC 1999 CDFA USDA Arizona NatureServe

Acacia melanoxylon Need More Info Medium/Insignificant

Acacia paradoxa B

Acroptilon repens B High High/Medium

Aegilops triuncialis Annual Grasses B

Aeschynomene rudis Need More Info A

Ageratina adenophora B ✔

Agrostis avenacea Need More Info

Ailanthus altissima A-2 * Medium/Low

Aira caryophyllea Medium/Insignificant

Albizia lophantha Considered, not listed

Alhagi maurorum (=A. pseudalhagi) Red Alert A Medium Medium/Low

Alternanthera philoxeroides A Medium

Ammophila arenaria A-1 High/Medium

Anthemis cotula Medium/Insignificant

Anthoxanthum odoratum Considered, not listed

Aptenia cordifolia Need More Info

Araujia sericifera B

Arctotheca calendula (fertile strains) Red Alert A
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Scientific Name Cal-EPPC 1999 CDFA USDA Arizona NatureServe

Arundo donax A-1 * High High

Asparagus asparagoides Low/Insignificant

Asphodelus fistulosus Need More Info ✔ Low

Atriplex semibaccata A-2 High/Low

Avena barbata Annual Grasses

Avena fatua Annual Grasses Medium High/Low

Bassia hyssopifolia B Low/Insignificant

Bellardia trixago B Medium/Insignificant

Brachypodium sylvaticum High/Low

Brassica nigra B

Brassica tournefortii A-2 Medium High/Low

Bromus diandrus Annual Grasses Medium-Alert

Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens (=B. rubens) A-2 High

Bromus tectorum A-1 High High

Buddleja davidii High/Low

Cardaria chalepensis (=C. draba ssp. chalepensis) B B Medium-Alert

Cardaria draba A-2 B Medium-Alert

Cardaria pubescens B Medium-Alert

Carduus acanthoides Need More Info A Medium/Low

Carduus nutans A Medium High/Low

Carduus pycnocephalus B C Medium

Carduus tenuifolius C Unknown

Carpobrotus chilensis Considered, not listed Medium

Carpobrotus edulis A-1 High

Carthamus lanatus B

Centaurea debeauxii (=C. x pratensis) A

Centaurea diffusa A Medium

Centaurea maculosa (=C. bibersteinii) Red Alert A Medium

Centaurea melitensis B C Medium Medium/Low

Centaurea solstitialis A-1 C High High/Medium

Centaurea virgata ssp. squarrosa (=C. squarrosa) A

Chondrilla juncea A Medium-Alert Medium/Insignificant

Chorispora tenella B Insignificant

Cirsium arvense B B Medium

Cirsium vulgare B * Low

Cistus ladanifer Need More Info

Conicosia pugioniformis A-2

APPENDIX 2: Cal-IPC Species Listed by Other Rating Systems (continued)
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Scientific Name Cal-EPPC 1999 CDFA USDA Arizona NatureServe

Conium maculatum B Medium-Alert Medium/Low

Convolvulus arvensis Considered, not listed C Medium Medium/Low

Coprosma repens Considered, not listed

Cordyline australis Need More Info

Cortaderia jubata A-1 * Medium

Cortaderia selloana A-1 Medium Medium/Low

Cotoneaster franchetii Need More Info

Cotoneaster lacteus A-2

Cotoneaster pannosus A-2 Medium

Crataegus monogyna B

Crocosmia x crocosmiiflora Considered, not listed

Crupina vulgaris Red Alert A ✔ Medium/Low

Cupressus macrocarpa Need More Info

Cynara cardunculus A-1 B Medium

Cynodon dactylon C Medium Medium/Low

Cynoglossum officinale Low Medium/Low

Cytisus scoparius A-1 C High/Medium

Cytisus striatus A-2

Dactylis glomerata Medium/Insig

Daucus carota Low

Delairea odorata A-1 * Medium

Descurainia sophia Need More Info Medium/Low

Digitalis purpurea Considered, not listed Medium/Insignificant

Dimorphotheca sinuata Need More Info

Dipsacus fullonum Considered, not listed High/Low

Dipsacus sativus Considered, not listed

Echium candicans Need More Info

Egeria densa A-2 C High/Medium

Ehrharta calycina A-2 Medium/Low

Ehrharta erecta B Medium/Insignificant

Ehrharta longiflora Need More Info

Eichhornia crassipes A-2 High-Alert High

Elaeagnus angustifolia A-2 High High

Emex spinosa ✔ Insignificant

Erechtites glomerata, E. minima B Medium/Insignificant

Erica lusitanica Need More Info

Erodium brachycarpum Insignificant

APPENDIX 2: Cal-IPC Species Listed by Other Rating Systems (continued)
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Scientific Name Cal-EPPC 1999 CDFA USDA Arizona NatureServe

Erodium cicutarium Medium Medium/Low

Eucalyptus globulus A-1 Medium

Euphorbia esula A-2 A High-Alert High/Medium

Euphorbia lathyris Need More Info

Euphorbia oblongata B

Festuca arundinacea B

Ficus carica A-2 Medium

Foeniculum vulgare A-1 Medium/Low

Fumaria officinalis Considered, not listed

Gazania linearis Need More Info

Genista monspessulana A-1 C Medium

Glyceria declinata Need More Info

Halogeton glomeratus Red Alert A High/Medium

Hedera helix B High/Medium

Hedera canariensis Need More Info

Helichrysum petiolare Red Alert

Hirschfeldia incana Need More Info High/Low

Holcus lanatus B

Hordeum marinum, H. murinum Medium High/Low

Hydrilla verticillata Red Alert A ✔ Not listed High/Medium

Hypericum canariense Need More Info Low

Hypericum perforatum B C High/Medium

Hypochaeris radicata Need More Info High/Low

Ilex aquifolium B High/Low

Iris pseudacorus B

Isatis tinctoria Need More Info B High/Low

Lactuca serriola Low/Insignificant

Lepidium latifolium A-1 B High-Alert High

Leucanthemum vulgare B Low Medium/Low

Ligustrum lucidum Need More Info

Limonium ramosissimum ssp. provincale Need More Info

Linaria genistifolia ssp. dalmatica (=L. dalmatica) A Medium-Alert

Lolium multiflorum Annual Grasses

Lotus corniculatus Medium/Low

Ludwigia hexapetala (=L. uruguayensis) Need More Info

Lupinus arboreus A-2

Lythrum salicaria Red Alert B

APPENDIX 2: Cal-IPC Species Listed by Other Rating Systems (continued)
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Scientific Name Cal-EPPC 1999 CDFA USDA Arizona NatureServe

Malephora crocea Need More Info

Marrubium vulgare Medium/Low

Maytenus boaria Need More Info

Medicago polymorpha Considered, not listed

Melilotus officinalis Considered, not listed Medium Medium/Low

Mentha pulegium A-2

Mesembryanthemum crystallinum B Low

Mesembryanthemum nodiflorum Need More Info Medium-Alert

Myoporum laetum A-2

Myriophyllum aquaticum B High-Alert High/Medium

Myriophyllum spicatum A-1 High-Alert High

Nerium oleander Considered, not listed Low/Insignificant

Nicotiana glauca Need More Info High/Low

Olea europaea B

Ononis alopecuroides Red Alert Q

Onopordum acanthium A Low

Oxalis pes-caprae Need More Info

Parentucellia viscosa Need More Info

Passiflora caerulea Need More Info

Pennisetum clandestinum Need More Info C ✔

Pennisetum setaceum A-1 High High/Medium

Phalaris aquatica B

Picris echioides Considered, not listed

Pinus radiata cultivars Need More Info

Piptatherum miliaceum Need More Info

Pistachia chinensis Need More Info

Pittosporum undulatum High/Low

Plantago lanceolata High/Low

Polygonum cuspidatum (=Fallopia japonica) B

Polygonum sachalinense High/Medium

Polypogon monspeliensis and subspp. High/Low

Potamogeton crispus B Medium

Prunus cerasifera Need More Info Medium/Insignificant

Pyracantha angustifolia, crenulata, coccinea, etc. Need More Info Hi/Low, Low/Insig

Ranunculus repens High/Medium

Retama monosperma Red Alert

Ricinus communis B

APPENDIX 2: Cal-IPC Species Listed by Other Rating Systems (continued)
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Scientific Name Cal-EPPC 1999 CDFA USDA Arizona NatureServe

Robinia pseudoacacia B

Rubus armeniacus (=R. discolor) A-1 Medium-Alert Medium/Insignificant

Salsola paulsenii C Medium Low

Salsola soda Need More Info

Salsola tragus (=S. kali) Need More Info C Medium

Salvia aethiopis Need More Info B Low

Salvinia molesta Red Alert ✔ High-Alert Medium

Sapium sebiferum Red Alert

Saponaria officinalis A-2 Low/Insignificant

Schinus molle B Medium/Low

Schinus terebinthifolius B

Schismus arabicus, S. barbatus Annual Grasses Medium Medium, Hi/Medium

Senecio jacobaea B B Low

Sesbania punicea Red Alert

Silybum marianum Considered, not listed Medium/Low

Sisymbrium irio Medium/Insignificant

Solanum elaeagnifolium B

Sonchus asper Medium

Spartina alterniflora hybrids A-2

Spartina anglica Red Alert

Spartina densiflora Red Alert High/Medium

Spartina patens Red Alert

Spartium junceum B *

Stipa capensis Need More Info

Taeniatherum caput-medusae A-1 C High

Tamarix aphylla Need More Info Low

Tamarix parviflora A-1 *

Tamarix ramosissima A-1 * High High

Tanacetum vulgare Need More Info Low

Ulex europaeus A-1 B

Ulmus pumila Medium Medium/Low

Verbascum thapsus B Not listed Medium

Verbena bonariensis, V. litoralis Need More Info

Vinca major B Medium-Alert

Zantesdeschia aethiopica Considered, not listed Medium/Low

Zoysia spp. Considered, not listed

APPENDIX 2: Cal-IPC Species Listed by Other Rating Systems (continued)
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APPENDIX 3. Examples of Ecological Types 

These ecological types were used to score the Distribution section of plant assessment forms. Adapted from 
“Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California” drafted by R. F. Holland for 
the California Department of Fish and Game (1986). Communities within minor ecotypes include all those 
listed in Holland (1986). Additional information from Sawyer, J. O., and T. Keeler-Wolf. 1995.  A Manual of 
California Vegetation.  California Native Plant Society: Sacramento, CA.  

Major 
Ecological Types

Minor 
Ecological Types Communities within Minor Ecotypes

Marine Systems marine systems kelp and other macroalgae

Freshwater and 
Estuarine Aquatic 
Systems

lakes, ponds, reservoirs submergent and emergent vegetation in standing water

rivers, streams, canals submergent and emergent vegetation in moving ephemeral, intermittent or 
perennial water

estuaries submergent vegetation in estuaries (seagrass beds)

Dunes

coastal foredunes, dune scrub

desert desert dunes and sand fields

interior interior and relictual dunes, primarily in the Great Valley

Scrub and 
Chaparral

coastal bluff scrub northern and southern coastal bluff scrub

coastal scrub coyote bush, salal, silk-tassel, coastal sage, maritime succulent, Diegan 
coastal, Diablan, and Riversidian sage scrubs

Sonoran desert scrub Sonoran creosote bush, Sonoran mixed woody and succulent scrubs 

Mojavean desert scrub Mojave creosote bush, blackbush, Mojave mixed woody, Mojave mixed steppe, 
and Mojave wash scrubs; Joshua tree woodland

Great Basin scrub big sagebrush and rabbitbrush scrubs; sagebrush steppe

chenopod scrub desert saltbush, desert sink, desert greasewood, shadscale, valley sink, and 
valley saltbush scrubs

montane dwarf scrub low sagebrush series

Upper Sonoran subshrub scrub bladderpod-California ephedra-narrowleaf goldenbush series

chaparral mixed, redshank, semi-desert, and montane  (mixed, ceanothus, manzanita) 
chaparrals; chamise

Grasslands,  
Vernal Pools, 
Meadows, and 
other Herb 
Communities

coastal prairie coastal terrace and bald hills prairies

valley and foothill grassland valley needlegrass, valley sacaton, serpentine bunchgrass, valley wildrye and, 
pine bluegrass grasslands

Great Basin grassland open, steppe-like vegetation of perennial bunchgrasses 

vernal pool hardpan, claypan, basalt flow, and San Diego mesa vernal pools

meadow and seep wet or dry montane meadows; wet or dry subalpine or alpine meadows;  
alkali meadows and seeps; freshwater seep

alkali playa low, grayish, microphyllous, and succulent shrubs primarily in transmontane 
deserts

pebble plain dense clay soils with quartzite pebbles
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Major 
Ecological Types

Minor 
Ecological Types Communities within Minor Ecotypes

Bog and Marsh
bog and fen sphagnum bog, Darlingtonia bog, fen

marsh and swamp salt, brackish, freshwater, transmontane alkali, and vernal marshes; 
freshwater swamp

Riparian and 
Bottomland

riparian forest cottonwood, cottonwood-sycamore, red alder, white alder, aspen, willow,  
live oak, valley oak, Mojave, and mixed riparian forests; mesquite bosque

riparian woodland sycamore, sycamore-alder, desert dry wash, and fan palm oasis woodlands

riparian scrub riparian, mulefat, willow, mesquite, and buttonbush, desert wash, tamarisk 
and arrowweed scrubs; elderberry savanna; desert washes

Woodland

cismontane blue oak, coast live oak, interior live oak, valley oak, island oak, California 
walnut, and foothill pine woodlands

piñon and juniper juniper woodland and scrub, pinon woodland

Sonoran thorn crucifixion thorn and Arizona woodlands

Forest

broadleaved upland mixed evergreen, California bay, coast live oak, black oak, tan oak,  
red alder, and aspen forests

North Coast coniferous redwood , Sitka spruce-grand fir, western hemlock, Douglas-fir, and 
Port Orford Cedar forests

closed cone coniferous beach pine, bishop pine, Monterey pine, Torrey pine, Monterey 
cypress, pygmy cypress, interior cypress, knobcone pine forests

lower montane coniferous Coast Range coniferous, Klamath coniferous, ponderosa pine,  
Coulter pine, white pine, white fir, and big tree forests

upper montane coniferous Jeffrey pine, upper montane mixed coniferous, upper montane fir,  
and Klamath enriched coniferous forests

subalpine coniferous lodgepole pine, whitebark pine, foxtail pine, bristlecone pine, and 
limber pine forests

Alpine Habitats
 

alpine boulder and  
rock field

fell-field, talus and scree slope, snow margin

alpine dwarf scrub shrub dominated communities above the treeline

APPENDIX 3: Examples of Ecological Types (continued)
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APPENDIX 4. Species by Common Name
Includes Species from Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4.

acacia, blackwood  Acacia melanoxylon 
acacia, plume Albizia lophantha
alligatorweed Alternanthera philoxeroides 
alyssum, sweet Lobularia maritima
asparagus, smilax  Asparagus asparagoides
barberry, Darwin Berberis darwinii
barbwire Russian-thistle Salsola paulsenii
barley, Mediterranean Hordeum marinum, 
barley, wall Hordeum murinum
beachgrass, European Ammophila arenaria 
beardgrass, annual  Polypogon monspeliensis  

and subspp.
bellardia Bellardia trixago 
bentgrass, creeping Agrostis stolonifera
bentgrass, Pacific Agrostis avenacea
bermudagrass Cynodon dactylon
bindweed, field   Convolvulus arvensis
birdsfoot trefoil  Lotus corniculatus
blackberry, Armenian    Rubus armeniacus  

(=R. discolor)
blackberry, Himalaya   Rubus armeniacus  

(=R. discolor)
bladderflower Araujia sericifera
bluegrass, Kentucky   Poa pratensis
blue gum, Tasmanian  Eucalyptus globulus 
bouncingbet Saponaria officinalis 
brassbuttons Cotula coronopifolia
brome, downy Bromus tectorum 
brome, red  Bromus madritensis ssp.  

rubens (=B. rubens)
brome, ripgut Bromus diandrus
brome, soft Bromus hordeaceus 
broom, bridal Retama monosperma
broom, French Genista monspessulana
broom, Portuguese Cytisus striatus
broom, Scotch  Cytisus scoparius
broom, Spanish  Spartium junceum 
broom, striated Cytisus striatus
buckwheat, California Eriogonum fasciculatum
burclover, California Medicago polymorpha
burnweed, Australian  Erechtites glomerata, E. minima 
buttercup, Bermuda  Oxalis pes-caprae
buttercup, creeping  Ranunculus repens
butterflybush Buddleja davidii
cabbage Brassica oleracea
cabbage tree, New Zealand Cordyline australis 
calla lily Zantesdeschia aethiopica

camelthorn  Alhagi maurorum (=A. 
pseudalhagi)

canarygrass, reed Phalaris arundinacea
Cape-ivy  Delairea odorata  

(=Senecio mikanioides)
capeweed, fertile Arctotheca calendula (fertile)
capeweed, sterile Arctotheca calendula (sterile)
carrot, wild Daucus carota
castorbean Ricinus communis
catalpa, southern  Catalpa bignonioides
catsear, rough Hypochaeris radicata
catsear, smooth Hypochaeris glabra
chamomile, mayweed Anthemis cotula 
charlock Sinapis arvensis
cheatgrass Bromus tectorum 
cherry plum Prunus cerasifera
Chinese tallowtree Sapium sebiferum
clover, California bur  Medicago polymorpha
clover, rose  Trifolium hirtum 
cordgrass, Atlantic Spartina alterniflora 
cordgrass, common Spartina anglica
cordgrass, dense-flowered  Spartina densiflora
cordgrass, saltmeadow Spartina patens
cordgrass, smooth Spartina alterniflora hybrids
cotoneaster, orange  Cotoneaster franchetii
cotoneaster, Parney’s  Cotoneaster lacteus
cotoneaster, silverleaf  Cotoneaster pannosus
creeper, Australian bluebell  Sollya heterophylla
creeper, bearded  Crupina vulgaris
creeper, bridal Asparagus asparagoides
cress, hoary Cardaria draba
croftonweed Ageratina adenophora
crupina, common   Crupina vulgaris
cypress, Monterey   Cupressus macrocarpa
daisy, African Dimorphotheca sinuata
daisy, corn Chrysanthemum segetum
daisy, crown Chrysanthemum coronarium
daisy, English Bellis perennis
daisy, Mexican Erigeron karvinskianus
daisy, oxeye Leucanthemum vulgare 
daisybush, shrubby  Osteospermum fruticosum
dandelion, common Taraxacum officinale
dandelion, hairy Hypochaeris radicata 
devil’s thorn Emex spinosa
dock, curly Rumex crispus 
dogtailgrass, hedgehog  Cynosurus echinatus 
dracaena, giant Cordyline australis
dyer’s woad Isatis tinctoria 
egeria, Brazilian Egeria densa 
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elm, Chinese Ulmus parvifolia
elm, Siberian Ulmus pumila
emex, spiny Emex spinosa
eupatorium Ageratina adenophora
false-brome, perennial  Brachypodium sylvaticum
fennel Foeniculum vulgare 
fennel, dog Anthemis cotula
fescue, rattail Vulpia myuros 
fescue, squirreltail Vulpia bromoides
fescue, tall Festuca arundinacea 
fig, edible Ficus carica
filaree, broadleaf Erodium botrys
filaree, redstem Erodium cicutarium
filaree, shortfruited Erodium brachycarpum
filaree, whitestem Erodium moschatum
firethorn Pyracantha spp.
fireweed, Australian   Erechtites glomerata, E. minima 
fivehook bassia Bassia hyssopifolia 
flixweed Descurainia sophia
forget-me-not, common  Myosotis latifolia
fountaingrass, crimson Pennisetum setaceum 
foxglove Digitalis purpurea
foxtail restharrow Ononis alopecuroides
fumitory Fumaria officinalis
garlic, false Nothoscordum gracile
gazania Gazania linearis
geranium, cutleaf Geranium dissectum 
geranium, dovefoot Geranium molle 
geranium, New Zealand Geranium retrorsum
geranium, Robert Geranium robertianum
German-ivy Delairea odorata 
glandweed, yellow Parentucellia viscosa
glasswort Salsola soda
goatgrass, barb Aegilops triuncialis 
gorse Ulex europaeus
grass, rabbitfoot Polypogon monspeliensis 
gumweed, curlycup Grindelia squarrosa
hairgrass, European Aira praecox
hairgrass, silver Aira caryophyllea
halogeton Halogeton glomeratus
hardinggrass Phalaris aquatica 
hawksbeard, smooth  Crepis capillaris
hawthorn, English Crataegus monogyna 
heath, Spanish  Erica lusitanica
hedgeparsley Torilis arvensis
herb-robert  Geranium robertianum
holly, English  Ilex aquifolium 
horehound, white  Marrubium vulgare 
Hottentot-fig Carpobrotus edulis

houndstongue Cynoglossum officinale 
hydrilla Hydrilla verticillata
hypericum, Canary Island Hypericum canariense
iceplant Carpobrotus chilensis 
iceplant Carpobrotus edulis
iceplant, crystalline  Mesembryanthemum 

crystallinum
iceplant, heartleaf Aptenia cordifolia
iceplant, narrowleaf Conicosia pugioniformis 
iceplant, slenderleaf  Mesembryanthemum nodiflorum
iris, yellowflag  Iris pseudacorus 
ivy, Algerian Hedera canariensis
ivy, English Hedera helix
jessamine, willow Cestrum parqui
jointvetch, rough Aeschynomene rudis
jubatagrass Cortaderia jubata 
kangaroothorn Acacia paradoxa 
kikuyugrass Pennisetum clandestinum
klamathweed Hypericum perforatum 
knapweed, diffuse  Centaurea diffusa
knapweed, meadow   Centaurea debeauxii  

(=C. x pratensis) 
knapweed, Russian Acroptilon repens 
knapweed, spotted   Centaurea maculosa  

(=C. bibersteinii)
knapweed, squarrose  Centaurea virgata ssp. squarrosa 

(=C. squarrosa)
knotweed, Japanese  Polygonum cuspidatum 

(=Fallopia japonica)
knotweed, Sakhalin  Polygonum sachalinense
kochia Kochia scoparia 
leek, three-cornered  Allium triquetrum
lettuce, prickly  Lactuca serriola
licoriceplant Helichrysum petiolare
locust, black  Robinia pseudoacacia
locust, honey Gleditsia triacanthos
London rocket Sisymbrium irio 
loosestrife, hyssop Lythrum hyssopifolium
loosestrife, purple Lythrum salicaria
lupine, yellow bush  Lupinus arboreus
mannagrass, waxy Glyceria declinata
mayten Maytenus boaria
Mediterraneangrass Schismus arabicus, S. barbatus
Mediterranean sage Salvia aethiopis 
medusahead Taeniatherum caput- medusae
mesembryanthemum,  

coppery   Malephora crocea
milkthistle, blessed Silybum marianum
mirrorplant, creeping  Coprosma repens

APPENDIX 4: Species by Common Name (continued)
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montbretia Crocosmia x crocosmiiflora
mullein, common Verbascum thapsus 
mullein, woolly Verbascum thapsus 
mustard, birdsrape Brassica rapa 
mustard, black Brassica nigra
mustard, blue Chorispora tenella
mustard, field Brassica rapa 
mustard, Saharan Brassica tournefortii 
mustard, shortpod Hirschfeldia incana
mustard, summer Hirschfeldia incana 
mustard, tansy Descurainia sophia
mustard, wild Sinapis arvensis 
myoporum Myoporum laetum
nasturtium, garden Tropaeolum majus
nightshade, silverleaf Solanum elaeagnifolium 
oat, slender wild Avena barbata
oat, wild Avena fatua
oleander Nerium oleander
olive, Russian- Elaeagnus angustifolia
olive Olea europaea
onionweed Asphodelus fistulosus
orchardgrass Dactylis glomerata
oxalis, buttercup  Oxalis pes-caprae
oxalis, yellow Oxalis pes-caprae 
oxtongue, bristly  Picris echioides
palm, Canary Island date Phoenix canariensis
palm, date  Phoenix dactylifera
palm, Mexican fan  Washingtonia robusta
palm, Washington  Washingtonia robusta
paloverde, Mexican Parkinsonia aculeata
pampasgrass Cortaderia selloana 
parentucellia, sticky Parentucellia viscosa
parrotfeather Myriophyllum aquaticum 
passionflower, blue Passiflora caerulea
pea, perennial sweet  Lathyrus latifolius
pea, Tangier Lathyrus tingitanus
pennyroyal Mentha pulegium
peppertree, Brazilian Schinus terebinthifolius 
peppertree, Peruvian Schinus molle 
pepperweed, perennial  Lepidium latifolium
periwinkle, big Vinca major
pine, Monterey  Pinus radiata cultivars
pistache, Chinese Pistachia chinensis
plantain, buckhorn Plantago lanceolata
plantain, cutleaf Plantago coronopus
plantain, English Plantago lanceolata 
plum, wild Prunus cerasifera 
poison-hemlock Conium maculatum 
pokeweed Phytolacca americana

polypogon, rabbitfoot  Polypogon monspeliensis 
and subspp.

pondweed, curlyleaf Potamogeton crispus
pride-of-Madeira Echium candicans
privet, glossy  Ligustrum lucidum
pyracantha Pyracantha spp. 
quackinggrass, big Briza maxima
Queen Anne’s lace Daucus carota
radish Raphanus sativus
ragwort, tansy   Senecio jacobaea
rattlesnakegrass Briza maxima
red gum Eucalyptus camaldulensis
redhot poker Kniphofia uvaria
reed, common  Phragmites australis
reed, giant  Arundo donax 
rockrose, gum   Cistus ladanifer
rose, baby sun Aptenia cordifolia
Russian-thistle Salsola tragus
ryegrass, Italian  Lolium multiflorum
salsify, yellow Tragopogon dubius
saltbush, Australian Atriplex semibaccata 
saltcedar Tamarix ramosissima
salvinia, giant  Salvinia molesta
sea-fig Carpobrotus chilensis
sea-lavender  Limonium ramoissimum  

ssp. provincale
sea-rocket, European Cakile maritima
sesbania, red Sesbania punicea 
skeletonweed, rush Chondrilla juncea 
smilograss Piptatherum miliaceum
sorrel, red Rumex acetosella
sorrel, sheep  Rumex acetosella
sowthistle, spiny Sonchus asper 
speargrass, twisted-awned Stipa capensis
spiny emex Emex spinosa
spurge, caper Euphorbia lathyris
spurge, carnation Euphorbia terracina
spurge, leafy Euphorbia esula
spurge, oblong Euphorbia oblongata 
St. Johnswort, common  Hypericum perforatum
starthistle, Malta Centaurea melitensis 
starthistle, purple  Centaurea calcitrapa
starthistle, yellow Centaurea solstitialis
steppegrass, Mediterranean Stipa capensis
stinkwort Dittrichia graveolens
sweetclover, Indian Melilotus indicus
sweetclover, yellow  Melilotus officinalis
sweetpea, perennial Lathyrus latifolius
tallowtree, Chinese   Sapium sebiferum

APPENDIX 4: Species by Common Name (continued)
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tamarisk Tamarix ramosissima
tamarisk, athel Tamarix aphylla
tamarisk, smallflower Tamarix parviflora
tansy, common Tanacetum vulgare
tea tree, Australian  Leptospermum laevigatum
teasel, fuller’s Dipsacus sativus
teasel, wild Dipsacus fullonum
thistle, artichoke  Cynara cardunculus
thistle, bull Cirsium vulgare 
thistle, Canada Cirsium arvense
thistle, Italian Carduus pycnocephalus
thistle, musk Carduus nutans
thistle, plumeless Carduus acanthoides
thistle, Scotch Onopordum acanthium 
thistle, slenderflower Carduus tenuifolius 
thistle, woolly distaff Carthamus lanatus 
toadflax, Dalmatian    Linaria genistifolia ssp. 

dalmatica (=L. dalmatica)
tobacco, tree Nicotiana glauca
tocalote Centaurea melitensis
tree-of-heaven Ailanthus altissima 
veldtgrass, erect Ehrharta erecta 
veldtgrass, long-flowered Ehrharta longiflora
veldtgrass, purple Ehrharta calycina 

velvetgrass, common  Holcus lanatus 
vernalgrass, sweet  Anthoxanthum odoratum
vervain, seashore Verbena litoralis
vervain, tall Verbena bonariensis
vetch, hairy Vicia villosa
Victorian box Pittosporum undulatum
wakame Undaria pinnatifida
water hyacinth Eichhornia crassipes 
waterlily, fragrant Nymphaea odorata
watermilfoil, Eurasian  Myriophyllum spicatum 
water-primrose, creeping  Ludwigia peploides ssp.  

montevidensis
water-primrose, Uruguay  Ludwigia hexapetala  

(=L. uruguayensis) 
watsonia Watsonia borbonica
watsonia, bulbil Watsonia meriana
whitetop, hairy  Cardaria pubescens
whitetop, lens-podded  Cardaria chalepensis  

(=C. draba ssp. chalepensis)
whitetop, tall Lepidium latifolium 
wisteria, scarlet Sesbania punicea
woodsorrel, creeping  Oxalis corniculata
zoysiagrass Zoysia spp.

APPENDIX 4: Species by Common Name (continued)

The Nation Park Service’s Exotic Plant Management Team removes satellite 
infestations of Centaurea solstitialis (yellow starthistle) to prevent the plant’s 
spread. (Photo by Bobbi Simpson, Point Reyes National Seashore)
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Circular clones of Spartina alterniflora x foliosa (smooth cordgrass hybrid) spread in San 
Francisco Bay. (Photo by Stephen Joseph, Invasive Spartina Project)
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New Weeds Added to Cal-IPC Inventory
The California Invasive Plant Inventory will be updated annually to reflect new information submitted to Cal-IPC. In February 2007, 

the Inventory Review Committee met to review submissions received between February 2006 and January 2007. Seven species were 
added to the Inventory and two were evaluated but not listed. Minor revisions were made to four listed species. Ratings were not changed 
for any species listed in the 2006 Inventory. The Inventory may be downloaded as a free pdf file from our website (choose Invasive Plant 
Inventory from the Quicklinks box at www.cal-ipc.org). Complete Plant Assessment Forms with detailed information and literature citations 
may be viewed in the online Inventory database.  

Species Nominated But Not Reviewed  
If you have information on these species, please submit it to Elizabeth Brusati, edbrusati@cal-ipc.org.

Acacia baileyana, A. cyclops, A. 
longifolia

cootamundra wattle, cyclops 
acacia, Sydney golden wattle

Not widespread in wildlands, no information on impacts

Agrostis capillaris  colonial bentgrass Impacts not known

Alopecurus pratensis meadow foxtail Too limited in wildlands to review

Casuarina equisetifolia beach sheoak Impacts not known

Descurainia pinnata western tansymustard Native to California according to the Jepson Manual

Festuca pratensis meadow fescue Impacts not known

Gypsophila paniculata baby’s breath Too limited in wildlands to review

Hedera hibernica Atlantic ivy Not confirmed present in California

Lapsana communis common nipplewort Impacts not known

Melilotus alba yellow sweetclover Impacts not known

Nassella tenuissima finestem needlegrass On Symposium weed alerts, but too limited to review

Phleum pratense timothy Impacts not known

Poa annua annual bluegrass Not a wildland weed

Polypogon interruptus ditch rabbitsfoot grass Too limited in wildlands to review

Populus alba white poplar Impacts not known

Salsola kali Russian thistle Synonym of Salsola tragus (Limited)

Schinus polygamous Hardee peppertree No information

Sisymbrium altissimum tall tumblemustard Impacts not known

New Species Reviewed

Acacia dealbata silver wattle Moderate

Brachypodium distachyon annual false-brome Moderate

Bromus japonicus Japanese brome Limited

Fraxinus uhdei evergreen ash Evaluated But Not Listed

Linaria vulgaris yellow toadflax Moderate

Pennisetum villosum feathertop Evaluated But Not Listed

Phytolacca americana common pokeweed Limited

Salsola soda oppositeleaf Russian thistle Moderate

Saccharum ravennae ravennagrass Moderate - Alert

Revisions to Listed Species

Cupressus macrocarpa Monterey cypress Remove Sonoran shrub as ecotype invaded and change distribu-
tion in coastal scrub from C to D.

Sesbania punicea scarlet wisteria Add Central West as invaded Jepson region

Taeniatherum caput-medusae medusahead Add Central West as invaded Jepson region

Vinca major periwinkle Add Central West as invaded Jepson region
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Preserve Sign Sample/Proper Preserve Sign Installation  
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Guidelines for Native Grass Seed Mixes, Application, and Suppliers 







NATIVE SEED SUPPLIERS 
(in alphabetical order) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For more information on native seed providers contact: 
California Native Grass Association  
P.O. Box 72405 
Davis, CA, 95617-6405 
Phone: (530) 759-8458  
admin@cnga.org 

Central Valley Area 
 
Hedgerow Farms 
21740 County Road 88 
Winters, CA  95694 
Phone: (530) 662-4570 
Fax: (530) 668-8369 
Web: www.hedgerowfarms.com 
 
Horizon Irrigation 
861 Galleria Boulevard 
Roseville, California 95667 
Phone: (916) 780-2033 
Fax: (916) 780-2034 
www.horizononline.com/ 
 
Pacific Coast Seed, Inc. 
533 Hawthorne Place 
Livermore, CA 94551 
Ph (925) 373-4417 
Fx (925) 373-6855 
info@pcseed.com  
 
Shilling Seed 
P.O. Box 2446, 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 
Phone: (866) 370-7333 
Fax: (530) 477-6219 
 

Great Basin / Eastern Sierra 
Area   
 
Comstock Seed  
917 Hwy 88 
Gardnerville, NV 89460 
Phone: (775) 265-0090 
Fax: (775) 265-0040 
www.comstockseed.com 
(Comstock is an excellent 
specialty seed supplier.) 
 
Granite Seed  
1697 West 2100 North  
Lehi, Utah 84043 
(801) 768-4422 
www.graniteseed.com/ 
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Native Plants for Use in Restoration 



Native Plants for Use in Restoration

Scientific Name Common Name
Trees

Acer negundo Box elder
Aesculus californica California buckeye
Alnus rhombifolia White alder
Fraxinus latifolia Oregon ash
Juglans californica California black walnut
Platanus racemosa Western sycamore
Populus fremontii Fremont cottonwood 
Quercus douglasii Blue oak 
Quercus lobata Valley oak 
Quercus wislizeni Interior live oak 
Salix exigua Narrowleaf willow
Salix gooddingii Gooding’s black willow 
Salix laevigata Red willow 
Salix lasiolepis Arroyo willow

Shrubs
Baccharis pilularis Coyote brush
Ceanothus cuneatus Wedgeleaf ceanothus 
Cephalanthus occidentalis Button-willow 
Cercis occidentalis Western redbud 
Fremontodendron californicum Flannelbush
Heteromeles arbutifolia Toyon
Mimulus aurantiacus Bush monkeyflower
Rhamnus ilicifolia Hollyleaf redberry
Rhamnus tomentella Hoary coffeeberry
Rubus ursinus California blackberry
Rosa californica California rose 
Salix exigua Narrow-leaved willow
Salix lasiolepis Arroyo willow 
Vitis californica California wild grape 

Grasses
Bromus carinatus California brome
Elymus elymoides Squirreltail
Elymus glaucus Blue wildrye
Frestuca idahoiensis Idaho fescue
Hordeum branchyantherum Meadow barley
Leymus triticoides Creeping wildrye
Melica californica Oniongrass
Muhlenbergia rigens Deer grass
Nassella pulchra Purple needle grass
Poa secunda One-sided bluegrass
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