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or 
P.O. Box 15830 MS B203 
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Attn: Kimberly Crawford, Project Manager 
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Introduction 
This document has been prepared to evaluate Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s 
(SMUD) proposed project for compliance under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).  SMUD is the lead agency responsible for complying with the provisions of CEQA. 

SMUD proposes the Iron Point Buckingham Distribution Substation Project (also referred to 
as the “proposed project”) in order to provide a reliable source of electricity to meet the 
electrical demand of existing and approved development within a 1- to 1.5-mile radius of 
the proposed substation. 

Proposed Project Description 
SMUD proposes the Iron Point Buckingham Distribution Substation Project in order to 
provide a reliable source of electricity to meet the electrical demand of existing and 
approved development within a 1- to 1.5-mile radius of the proposed substation.  The 
substation site would be about 0.5 acre, located on the south side of Iron Point Road and 
southwest of Buckingham Way, in Folsom, California. 

The proposed substation would consist of one 25-MVA transformer, capacitor banks, a 
backup battery, metal clad switchgear, grounding grid, and a low-profile 69–kV bus 
structure.  Additional improvements include new cement slabs for the equipment and a  
10-foot high masonry wall to encompass the footprint of the substation. 

The substation would be energized by connecting to an existing 69-kV line (Lake Circuit #6) 
in an underground utility corridor adjacent to the south side of Iron Point Road.  The 
substation would receive 69-kV electricity and step it down to 12 kV.  As part of the 
proposed project, four new underground 12-kV feeders would be added and tie the 
substation into the existing underground distribution lines on both the north and south 
sides of Iron Point Road.  The 12-kV power would be distributed throughout the near 
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vicinity, where existing local transformers would step down the power to household or 
retail business service voltage levels.  

Findings 
As lead agency for compliance with CEQA requirements, SMUD finds that the proposed 
project would be implemented without causing a significant adverse impact on the 
environment.  Mitigation measures for potential impacts associated with biological 
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, 
hydrology and water quality, noise, and transportation/traffic would be implemented as 
part of SMUD’s proposed project description. 

Cumulative Impacts 
CEQA requires that SMUD assess whether its proposed project’s incremental effects are 
significant when viewed in connection with the effects of other projects.  Based on the 
analysis presented in this Initial Study, the proposed project would not contribute 
incrementally to considerable environmental changes when considered in combination with 
other projects in the area.  This is because: (1) the area that would be developed into the new 
substation is small in size (0.5 acre); (2) potential environmental effects of the proposed 
project were determined to be less than significant; and (3) all identified potentially 
significant impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

Growth-Inducing Impacts 
SMUD exists as a public agency to supply electricity.  It has an obligation to serve all new 
development approved by Sacramento County, City of Folsom, and other local agencies.  
SMUD does not designate where and what new development may occur.  The presence of 
the substation would not induce population growth; it would accommodate the electrical 
service needs of the existing and approved development within Folsom.  Therefore, SMUD 
projects are not considered to be “growth inducing,” as defined by CEQA.  In addition, 
SMUD’s proposed project would not cause increased demand on public infrastructure, 
public services, housing, circulation, or other resources. 

Determination 
On the basis of this evaluation, SMUD concludes: 

The proposed project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
species, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory. 

a. The proposed project would not achieve short-term environmental goals to the 
disadvantage of long-term environmental goals. 

b. The proposed project would not have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable. 
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c. The proposed project would not have environmental effects that would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. 

d. No substantial evidence exists to demonstrate that the proposed project would have 
a substantive negative effect on the environment. 

Once approved, this Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) will be filed pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines.  Written comments should be submitted to SMUD at the address previously 
identified by 5:00 p.m. on July 10, 2009. 

 

____________________________________ 

(Signature) 

 

Environmental, Safety, & Health Specialist I ________________________________ 

(Title) (Date) 
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CHAPTER 1 

Project Overview and Background 

Project Overview 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) proposes the Iron Point Buckingham 
Distribution Substation Project (also referred to as the “proposed project”) in order to 
provide a reliable source of electricity to meet the electrical demand of existing and 
approved development within a 1- to 1.5-mile radius of the proposed substation.  The 
substation site would be about 0.5 acre, located on the south side of Iron Point Road and 
southwest of Buckingham Way, in Folsom, California. 

The proposed substation would consist of one 25-megavolt-ampere (MVA) transformer, 
capacitor banks, a backup battery, metal clad switchgear, grounding grid, and a low-profile 
69-kilovolt (kV) bus structure.  Additional improvements include new cement slabs for the 
equipment and a 10-foot high masonry wall to encompass the footprint of the substation. 

The substation would be energized by connecting to an existing 69-kV line (Lake Circuit #6) 
in an underground utility corridor adjacent to the south side of Iron Point Road.  The 
substation would receive 69-kV electricity and step it down to 12 kV.  As part of the 
proposed project, four new underground 12-kV feeders would be added and tie the 
substation into the existing underground distribution lines on both the north and south 
sides of Iron Point Road.  The 12-kV power would be distributed throughout the near 
vicinity, where existing local transformers would step down the power to household or 
retail business service voltage levels. 

Purpose of this Document 
The purpose of this Initial Study (IS)/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is to disclose 
environmental impacts that may result from the proposed project.  This Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) assesses the environmental effects of the 
proposed project, as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and in 
compliance with State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 15000, et 
seq.), which requires that all state and local government agencies consider the environmental 
consequences of projects over which they have discretionary authority, before acting on 
those projects. 

As CEQA lead agency for the project, SMUD has prepared the IS for public review, in 
consultation with other relevant agencies, to determine whether an MND is needed or an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) should be prepared.  If the IS concludes that the impacts 
of the project are either less than significant or can be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
with mitigation that is either incorporated into the project or agreed to by the project 
sponsor (SMUD), the lead agency can prepare an MND.  If the lead agency determines that 
substantial evidence exists that any aspect of the proposed project (either individually or 
cumulatively) may cause a significant effect on the environment, it must prepare an EIR. 
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As stated below, SMUD has analyzed the potential environmental impacts created by this 
proposed project, determined that project impacts can be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level with mitigation, and has prepared an MND. 

Organization of the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative 
Declaration 
This IS/MND is organized into the following chapters: 

Chapter 1 – Project Overview and Background:  provides summary information about the 
proposed project, describes the public review process for the IS/MND, and includes the 
CEQA determination for the project. 

Chapter 2 – Project Description:  contains a detailed description of the proposed project. 

Chapter 3 – Environmental Checklist:  provides an assessment of project impacts by 
resource topic.  The Environmental Checklist form, from Appendix G of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, is used to make one of the following conclusions for impacts of the proposed 
project: 

• No Impact: identifies areas in which the proposed project would have no impact. 

• Less-Than-Significant Impact: identifies impacts that are considered to be less than 
significant and do not require the implementation of mitigation measures. 

• Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation: identifies impacts that could be 
mitigated with incorporation of mitigation measures that SMUD has agreed to 
implement as part of the proposed project. 

• Potentially Significant Impact: identifies impacts that need additional study and 
require analysis in an EIR. 

The Environmental Checklist concludes with a determination as to whether additional 
environmental documentation is required. 

Chapter 4 – List of Preparers:  identifies the individuals who contributed to the 
environmental document. 

Chapter 5 – References Cited:  identifies the information sources used in preparing this 
environmental document. 

Technical Appendices are found at the end of this report. 
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General Project Information 
This section gives a brief project description and general project information.  A detailed 
project description is provided in Chapter 2. 

Project Title: Iron Point Buckingham Distribution Substation Project 

Lead Agency: Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
 6201 S Street 
 Sacramento, CA 95817-1899 

 or 

 P.O. Box 15830 MS B203 
 Sacramento, CA 95852-1830 

Contact Person: Kimberly Crawford 
 Environmental, Safety, & Health Specialist I – Project Manager 
 916-732-5063 or kcrawfo@smud.org 

Project Location: City of Folsom, and County of Sacramento, California 

 

Project Description: 

SMUD proposes the Iron Point Buckingham Distribution Substation Project to provide a 
reliable source of electricity to meet the electrical demand of existing and approved 
development within a 1- to 1.5-mile radius of the proposed substation.  The substation site 
would be about 0.5 acre, located on the south side of Iron Point Road and southwest of 
Buckingham Way, in Folsom, California. 

The proposed substation would consist of one 25-MVA transformer, capacitor banks, a 
backup battery, metal clad switchgear, grounding grid, and a low-profile 69–kV bus 
structure.  Additional improvements include new cement slabs for the equipment and a  
10-foot high masonry wall to encompass the footprint of the substation. 

The substation would be energized by connecting to an existing 69-kV line (Lake Circuit #6) 
in an underground utility corridor adjacent to the south side of Iron Point Road.  The 
substation would receive 69-kV electricity and step it down to 12 kV.  As part of the 
proposed project, four new underground 12-kV feeders would be added and tie the 
substation into the existing underground distribution lines on both the north and south 
sides of Iron Point Road.  The 12-kV power would be distributed throughout the near 
vicinity, where existing local transformers would step down the power to household or 
retail business service voltage levels. 

Public Review Process 
This IS/MND is being circulated for a 30-day public review period to all individuals who 
have requested a copy, local libraries, the City of Folsom, Sacramento County, and 
appropriate resource agencies.  A Notice of Intent (NOI) is also being distributed to all 
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property owners of record identified by the Sacramento County Assessor’s office within 
500 feet of the project boundaries.  The NOI identifies where the document is available for 
public review and invites interested parties to provide written comments for incorporation 
into the final IS/MND.  The NOI also invites interested parties to attend a public meeting on 
the proposed project.  A copy of the NOI is included in this document. 

A final IS/MND, including written responses to comments received on significant 
environmental issues, will be prepared.  The final IS/MND will be circulated to all parties 
commenting on the IS/MND before a decision on the proposed project is made. 

SMUD Board Approval Process 
The SMUD Board of Directors must adopt the IS/MND and approve the mitigation 
monitoring plan before it can approve the proposed project.  The project and environmental 
documentation pertaining thereto will be formally presented to the SMUD Board of 
Directors for information at an Integrated Resource and Customer Services (IRCS) 
Committee meeting.  The SMUD Board of Directors will then consider adoption of the final 
IS/MND at the next Board of Directors meeting.  The IRCS Committee and Board of 
Directors meetings are held at SMUD’s Headquarters (6201 S Street, Sacramento, CA 95817-
1899) and are open to the public.  The public may comment at both meetings.  Once the 
IS/MND has been adopted, the SMUD Board of Directors may render a decision on project 
approval or defer such a decision to a later date. 
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CHAPTER 2  

Project Description 

The proposed project includes mitigation measures designed to reduce environmental 
impacts resulting from project construction and/or operation to a less-than-significant level. 

Project Objectives 
SMUD proposes the Iron Point Buckingham Distribution Substation Project to provide a 
reliable source of electricity to meet the electrical demand of existing and approved 
development within a 1- to 1.5-mile radius of the proposed substation. 

SMUD Distribution Substation Site Selection Guidelines 
SMUD guidelines for distribution substation site selections require the following: 

• Proximity to load centers 

• Available (and capable of developing) 69-kV circuit (power line) capacity 

• Preference for most compatible adjacent land uses  

• Community input 

Typically, 69-kV circuits that deliver power to the distribution substations are built 
overhead in public utility easements that are 10 to 25 feet wide or in existing transmission 
line rights-of-way.  The proposed project would utilize existing underground utility 
corridors. 

Project Location 
The proposed project is located about 1,000 feet north of State Highway 50, on the south side 
of Iron Point Road southwest of Buckingham Way, in Folsom, California (see Figure 1).  The 
proposed substation site is about 0.5 acre and is part of a larger parcel being developed. 

Project Area Land Use and Zoning 
Surrounding Land Uses and Setting 
The vicinity of the project area consists of a mixture of residential, office, commercial, and 
undeveloped land (see Figure 2).  The substation is on a parcel of land being developed by 
California Independent System Operator (CAL-ISO) to be used for its new headquarters.  
Currently, an office building is located to the east; residences to the northeast; open space to 
the north with residences beyond; open space to the south and Highway 50 beyond; and 
open space to the west.  The future California ISO facility will be constructed in the open 
space that surrounds the parcel to the south and west. 
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General Plan Designation 
Assessor’s Parcel Number 072-0020-031 is listed as Industrial (IND) in the Sacramento 
County General Plan Map (Sacramento County, 2006) and the City of Folsom General Plan 
Map (City of Folsom, 1988). 

Zoning 
The zoning classification for the site is SP 92-1 per the Willow Creek Specific Plan with an 
underlying zoning designation of Light Industrial/Business Park.  The Willow Springs 
Specific Plan was adopted by resolution, pursuant to Section 17.37 of the Folsom Municipal 
Code and serves as a regulatory land use plan functioning in the place of traditional zoning.  
A Planned Development permit and site plan review procedure is established in Section 
4.10 of this Specific Plan and the project will be subject to the Planned Development 
Guidelines established for Light Industrial Business Park areas (City of Folsom, 2008). 

Project Features 
The proposed substation would be constructed on a 0.5-acre parcel and consist of one  
25-MVA transformer, capacitor banks, a backup battery, metal clad switchgear, grounding 
grid, and a low-profile 69- kV bus structure.  Additional improvements include new cement 
slabs for the equipment and a 10-foot high masonry wall to encompass the footprint of the 
substation. 

The substation would be energized by connecting to an existing 69-kV line (Lake Circuit #6) 
in an underground utility corridor adjacent to the south side of Iron Point Road.  The 
substation would receive 69-kV electricity and step it down to 12 kV.  As part of the 
proposed project, four new underground 12-kV feeders would be added and tie the 
substation into the existing underground distribution lines on both the north and south 
sides of Iron Point Road.  The 12-kV power would be distributed throughout the near 
vicinity, where existing local transformers would step down the power to household or 
retail business service voltage levels. 

Project Construction 
Construction would consist of site preparation, foundation excavation and concrete 
pouring, equipment delivery and installation, and wiring and testing.  The proposed 
substation will be accessed from Iron Point Road via an access driveway.  A 50-foot wide 
temporary construction easement would be utilized by SMUD for the duration of 
construction. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less-Than-
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

II.  AGRICULTURE RESOURCES 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources 
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  Would 
the project: 

 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract?     

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

    

 

Environmental Setting 
The proposed substation site is not located within an area designated as Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, according to the State of California 
Resources Agency (California Resources Agency, 2006).  The proposed project is located 
within the City of Folsom and County of Sacramento.  The project site is on land that is 
currently designated for commercial development as identified in the Willow Springs 
Specific Plan pursuant to the Folsom Municipal Code and based on the City of Folsom and 
Sacramento County General Plan land use designations. 

Preservation of farmland in California is encouraged by the California Land Conservation 
Act, more commonly known as the “Williamson Act.” The California Legislature passed the 
Williamson Act in 1965.  The Act creates an arrangement under a legal agreement between a 
private landowner and the county or city, whereby the landowner voluntarily restricts land 
to agriculture or open-space uses in exchange for lowered property taxes.  None of the 
parcels impacted by the proposed project is being farmed or has a Williamson Act Contract. 

Impacts 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
Question a:  The project site is not located on land designated as Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.  No farmland or agricultural resources 
would be affected; therefore, no impact would occur. 
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Question b:  The project site is not on land zoned for farming or that has a Williamson Act 
contract; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question c:  The proposed project would not involve other changes to the environment that 
could result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses; therefore, no impact 
would occur. 

Mitigation 
No significant impacts have been identified, so no mitigation is required. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less-Than-
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

III.  AIR QUALITY 

Where available, the significance criteria established by 
the applicable air quality management or air pollution 
control district may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations.  Would the project: 

 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan?       

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

    

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

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?     

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people?     

 

Environmental Setting 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) have designated each county within California as either attainment or 
non-attainment for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and the 
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS).  Pursuant to the federal Clean Air Act, 
USEPA has designated Sacramento County as non-attainment for ozone (O3), with a 
“severe” classification; non-attainment for particulate matter (PM) less than 10 microns in 
diameter (PM10), with a “moderate” classification; attainment for PM less than 2.5 microns 
in diameter (PM2.5), and a moderate maintenance area for carbon monoxide (CO), with 
respect to the NAAQS.  CARB has designated Sacramento County as non-attainment for O3 
(with a one-hour classification of “serious”), non-attainment for PM10, non-attainment for 
PM2.5, and attainment for CO with respect to the CAAQS (CARB, 2006 and 2007). 

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) is the regional 
agency that establishes and administers air quality regulations in the proposed project area.  
SMAQMD regulates air pollution from stationary sources through rules, regulations, and 
permits.  In 1994, SMAQMD established a Clean Air Plan or State Implementation Plan for 
attaining the federal 1-hour O3 standard in the Sacramento Air Basin.  This plan includes 
assumptions and allowances for growth and development in the region and details the 
control measures and BMPs that must be employed for the region to make progress toward 
attainment.  The 1994 Clean Air Plan has been updated numerous times since its 
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promulgation.  The most recent update to the Clean Air Plan is the Sacramento Regional  
8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan (Plan) (release date 
December 18, 2008).  The air districts in Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area (SFNA) 
held public hearings in January and February 2009 to consider its adoption.  In addition to 
the Plan adoption, SMAQMD will consider certification of the Plan’s EIR.  The Plan covers 
all of Sacramento and Yolo counties, and portions of Placer, El Dorado, Solano, and Sutter 
counties.  As of March 2009, the Boards of Directors of the air districts in the SFNA are 
considering the adoption of the Plan. 

The Plan shows that the region is meeting requirements of the Clean Air Act for the 1997  
8-hour ozone standard including meeting minimum emission reduction progress and 
reaching air quality standards not later than 2018.  The Plan also updates the emission 
inventory and establishes new emission budgets for transportation and general conformity. 
In addition, the plan makes commitments to adopt and implement new reasonably available 
control measures. 

Impacts 
The air quality impacts of the proposed project were evaluated based on the SMAQMD 
CEQA Thresholds of Significance.  SMAQMD has adopted the following three types of 
thresholds (SMAQMD, 2002): 

• Mass Emission Thresholds 

– Construction (short-term): generate more than 85 pounds per day (lb/day) of 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx) 

– Operation (long-term): generate more than 65 lb/day of either reactive organic 
gases (ROG) or NOx 

• Emission Concentration Threshold 

– CAAQS would be applied as significance criteria to all phases of a project 

• Substantial Contribution Threshold 

If the project would emit pollutants at a level equal to or 
greater than 5 % of the CAAQS, it would be considered to 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected CAAQS 
violation.  These are also incorporated in SMAQMD’s Guide to 
Air Quality Assessment (SMAQMD, 2004). 

 of 

 of 
 

2.5 
concentrations by more than 1.75 µg/m3, the impact would be considered significant. 

 
For construction projects, the main pollutant of concern that could potentially exceed 5 %
the CAAQS is PM10, primarily from generation of fugitive dust.  The CAAQS for PM10 is 
50 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) (24-hour averaging time).  Consequently, if a 
construction project were to increase ambient off-site PM10 concentrations by more than 
2.5 µg/m3, then the impact would be considered significant.  Another potential pollutant
concern emitted during construction would be PM2.5.  The primary source of PM2.5 from
construction would be exhaust from construction equipment.  The CAAQS for 24-hour 
average PM2.5 is 35 µg/m3.  Consequently, if a construction project were to increase PM
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To determine whether construction emissions would exceed 2.5 µg/m3 of PM10 or 
1.75 µg/m3 of PM2.5 would require use of an ambient air quality dispersion model.  
Appendix B of the SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment contains guidelines to 
determine if the use of an ambient air quality dispersion model is required to demonstrate 
compliance (SMAQMD, 2004).  If the proposed project does not exceed the recommended 
criteria, then the project is considered to have a less-than-significant impact.  The criteria 
state that projects less than 5 acres are below the significance threshold for PM10 
construction impacts and no mitigation measures are required.  The total disturbance from 
substation construction would be about 0.5 acre, so mitigation measures for PM10 would not 
be required.  Because SMAQMD has not established thresholds for PM2.5, it is assumed that 
the same criteria for PM10 would apply to PM2.5. 

SMAQMD has not established significance thresholds for construction-related emissions of 
ROG and USEPA and CARB has not established NAAQS or CAAQS for this group of air 
pollutants.  However, SMAQMD recommends including ROG emissions from construction 
as part of an air quality assessment because ROG and NOx are precursors to O3 formation. 

Answers to Checklist Questions 
Question a: The proposed project would result in short-term emissions from construction 
activities.  For construction projects, mitigation measures are prescribed if the emissions of 
NOx from the project exceed the SMAQMD significance thresholds.  The proposed project 
would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the Clean Air Plan because 
emissions of NOx would not exceed the SMAQMD significance thresholds (see Question b).  
Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question b: 

Construction Impacts.  Construction of the substation is planned to begin in the fall of 2009 
and be operational in the fall of 2010.  Construction of the proposed project would take 
about 3 months.  SMUD will receive the site rough-graded.  Only fine grading would be 
needed to prepare the site for the proposed substation. 

Construction would consist of site preparation, foundation excavation and concrete 
pouring, equipment delivery and installation, and wiring and testing.  The proposed 
substation will be accessed from Iron Point Road via an access driveway.  A 50-foot wide 
temporary construction easement would be utilized by SMUD for the duration of 
construction. 

Typically, a 10-person crew would be used during construction, with up to 13 people 
working onsite during the peak of construction activities.  Major construction equipment   
would include a line truck, crane, crew truck, dump truck, backhoe, and 18-wheel tractor-
trailer. 

Fugitive dust from construction equipment would be minimal, as SMUD’s  Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) for dust suppression would be employed (see mitigation 
section).  Air emissions would also be generated during the construction phase by short-
term exhaust emissions from construction equipment and worker vehicles.  Therefore, 
construction would result in the temporary generation of ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions.  
These activities have been analyzed, and based on the results of the analysis, it is concluded 
that construction impacts would be less than significant.  
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URBEMIS2007 v. 9.2.4 was used to estimate the maximum daily emission rates associated 
with construction of the proposed substation.  The SMAQMD-approved URBEMIS model 
estimates emissions from equipment exhaust, worker vehicle trips, and land disturbance. 

Table 2 presents the maximum potential daily emission rates for construction of the 
proposed substation.  These conservative estimates assume that the following types and 
number of equipment are used for 8 hours per day, running concurrently: 

• During Fine Site Grading:  One each of a tractor/loader/backhoe combination, 
dump truck, water truck. 

• During Facility Construction: One each of a line truck, crane, crew truck, 
tractor/loader/backhoe combination, 18-wheel tractor-trailer. 

Table 1 

Substation Construction Emissions Estimates 

Project Phases ROG (lb/day) NOx (lb/day) 
PM10 (lb/day) 
(Unmitigated) 

PM10 (lb/day) 
(Mitigated) 

Fine Site Grading 3.2 30.5 10.6 2.0 

Facility Construction 1.3 9.5 0.65 0.65 

SMAQMD Construction 
Threshold* 

None 85.0 >2.5 µg/m3 >2.5 µG/M3 

Significant? -- No No No 

* Note that the significance criteria for PM10 is in µg/m3 rather than lb/day. 

NOx and ROG 

As presented in Table 1, the maximum construction-related emissions of NOx would be 
30.5 lb/day.  Emissions would be less than the SMAQMD significance threshold of 
85 lb/day.  Therefore, construction impacts would be considered less than significant. 

SMAQMD has not established construction emission thresholds for ROG and no NAAQS  
or CAAQS exist for ROG.  SMAQMD recommends including ROG emissions in the 
construction emissions because ROG is a precursor to O3.  ROG emissions associated with 
the proposed project are minimal and expected to result in a less-than-significant impact. 

PM10 

SMAQMD has not established a mass emission threshold for PM10, but has a “substantial 
contribution” threshold to determine whether a project would violate or contribute to a 
projected violation of the CAAQS for PM10.  Appendix B, Table B-1, of the SMAQMD Guide 
to Air Quality Assessment outlines screening criteria for construction projects to determine 
if an ambient air quality assessment using a computer model is required (SMAQMD, 2004).  
Appendix B of the SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment indicates that projects less 
than 5 acres are below the significance threshold for PM10 construction impacts and no 
mitigation measures are required (SMAQMD, 2004).  The substation construction would 
disturb less than 1 acre.  Maximum construction-related emissions of PM10 would be 
10.6 lb/day during fine site grading.  This is considered to be a less-than-significant impact; 
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nevertheless, as part of its BMPs to further reduce emissions, SMUD would implement air 
quality BMPs (see Mitigation section), reducing PM10 emissions to 2.0 lb/day. 

SMAQMD has not established a mass emission threshold or screening criteria for PM2.5.  
Therefore, because PM10 emissions would be less than significant, it was determined that 
PM2.5 emissions from construction would also be less than significant. 

Operational Impacts.  No operational emissions are associated with the proposed project; 
therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question c:  During construction, the impact would be less than significant (as explained 
above in Question b).  During operation, there would be no impact to air quality because no 
stationary emissions would result from operation of the substation.  Periodic maintenance 
would occur, which would require vehicle trips to the project site.  These routine trips 
would require a single vehicle and would represent an additional stop on an existing multi-
stop trip.  Emissions from these vehicles would be minimal.  Therefore, a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant would be less than significant. 

Question d:  Locations where the very young, elderly, and those suffering from certain 
illnesses or disabilities reside are considered to be “sensitive receptors” to air quality 
impacts.  Examples of sensitive receptors include schools, daycare centers, parks, 
recreational areas, medical facilities, rest homes, convalescent care facilities, and residences.  
Land use conflicts can arise when sensitive receptors are located near major sources of air 
pollutant emissions.  Although the proposed project would be located near a residential 
area, as indicated above under Question b, the proposed project would not generate 
pollutant emissions.  Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 

Question e:  The proposed project is not anticipated to generate any objectionable odors, so 
it would not affect a substantial number of people and no impact would occur. 

Mitigation 
No significant impacts to air quality have been identified; therefore, no mitigation is 
required.  However, as part of its BMPs, SMUD would implement the following measures to 
reduce fugitive dust: 

Air Quality Best Management Practices 

a) Apply water or suitable soil stabilizers to inactive areas or other areas that can give 
rise to airborne dust. 

b) Water exposed surfaces up to three times daily to prevent fugitive dust from 
migrating beyond the project’s boundaries. 

c) Cover all inactive stockpiles with tarps or water to prevent airborne dust. 

d) Water all haul roads as needed to prevent airborne dust. 

e) Limit speeds on any unpaved roads to less than 15 miles per hour. 

f) Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as construction in these areas is 
completed. 

g) Maintain 2 feet of freeboard space on haul trucks. 
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h) Water soil piles three times daily. 

i) Minimize the amount of disturbed area, the amount of material actively worked, 
and the amount of material stockpiled. 

j) Sweep or wash paved streets adjacent to the project construction site at least once a 
day to remove accumulated dust. 
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IV.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Where available, the significance criteria established by 
the applicable air quality management or air pollution 
control district, or lead agency may be relied upon to 
make the following determinations.  Would the project: 

−  

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that may have a significance impact on 
the environment? 

    

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation 
of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

    

Environmental Setting 
Some scientists have concluded that climate change (“global warming”) is a regional as well 
as global concern that may be caused in large part by human activity.  Many believe that it 
may have serious and potentially damaging effects in the decades ahead.  GHG emissions, 
primarily CO2, from cars, power plants, and other human activities, are believed to be the 
primary cause of contemporary global warming, due largely to the combustion of fossil 
fuels, atmospheric concentrations of CO2, the principal GHG, are at elevated levels.  N2O 
and free CH4 are also believed to be contributors in small amounts.  GHGs from human 
activities are believed to trap more of the sun’s heat in the earth’s atmosphere, resulting in 
warming. 

Currently there are no formally adopted quantitative CEQA thresholds of significance to 
address project-related GHGs.  In 2008, the Office of the California Attorney General issued 
“The California Environmental Quality Act—Addressing Global Warming Impacts at the 
Local Agency Level” (Office of California Attorney General, 2008).  This document provides 
information that may be helpful to local agencies in carrying out their duties under CEQA 
as they relate to global warming.  Included in this document are various measures that may 
help to reduce the global warming-related impacts of a project.  As appropriate, the 
measures can be included as design features of a project, required as changes to the project, 
or imposed as mitigation (whether undertaken directly by the project proponent or funded 
by mitigation fees).  The list of measures is not exhaustive.  Moreover, the measures cited 
may not be appropriate for every project.  The decision of whether to approve a project as 
proposed or with required changes or mitigation—is for the local agency, exercising its 
informed judgment in compliance with the law and balancing a variety of public objectives. 

The Attorney General’s document presents feasible mitigation measures for seven specific 
areas: 

• Energy efficiency 
• Renewable energy  
• Water conservation and efficiency  
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• Solid waste measures 
• Land use measures 
• Transportation and motor vehicles 
• Off-site mitigation 

 

The suggested mitigation measures consist of a wide variety of methods, practices, and 
products to reduce thermal and electric energy use and thus reduce activities that contribute 
to the formation of GHG.  A discussion of GHG studies and regulations follows. 

Federal Framework 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Administration (EPA) prepared a national GHG 
inventory report, which presents estimates of U.S. GHG emissions and sinks for the years 
1990 through 2009 (USEPA, 2009).  This report discusses the methods and data used to 
calculate the emission estimates.  The purpose of the inventory is to track the national trend 
in emissions and removals since 1990.  The national GHG inventory was submitted to the 
United Nations in accordance with the Framework Convention on Climate Change.  On 
March 10, 2009, in response to the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2008 (House of 
Representatives [H.R.] 2764; Public Law 110–161), USEPA proposed a rule (EPA Docket ID. 
No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508, 40 Code of Federal Register [CFR] Parts 86, 87, 89, et al.) that 
requires mandatory reporting of GHG emissions from large sources in the United States.  
The proposed rule would collect accurate and comprehensive emissions data to inform 
future policy decisions.  The public comment period for this rule is open until June 9, 2009. 

On April 17, 2009, USEPA began the process of creating a comprehensive regulatory 
program aimed at climate change by releasing a proposed finding that GHGs in the 
atmosphere endanger public health and welfare.  The USEPA also proposed a finding that 
GHG emissions from new motor vehicles are contributing to these atmospheric GHG levels. 
If finalized, it is likely that regulations addressing GHG emissions from new motor vehicles 
will be forthcoming.  Legislation is also in process that may take the form of a cap-and-trade 
program that would require emitters of CO2 and other GHGs to buy emission permits. 

State Framework 

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (California Assembly Bill [AB] 32) 
recognizes the serious threat to the “economic wellbeing, public health, natural resources, 
and the environment of California” resulting from global warming.  To counter such effects, 
AB 32 requires the State to reduce its carbon emissions by approximately 25 percent by the 
year 2020 (Cyberregs, 2009).  AB 32 requires the CARB to adopt a scoping plan and 
regulations to reduce emissions, establish a statewide GHG emissions cap, require 
monitoring and reporting protocols for GHG emission sources, and account for GHG 
emissions. 

The CARB has issued a preliminary draft staff proposal for setting interim significance 
thresholds for GHGs for public review (CARB, 2008).  CARB describes the document as a 
“first step toward developing recommended statewide interim thresholds of significance for 
GHGs that may be adopted by local agencies for their own use,” and has solicited feedback, 
in the form of public comment. 
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CARB believes that different GHG thresholds of significance may apply to projects in 
different sectors.  They are currently developing interim threshold concepts for sectors such 
as residential, commercial, transportation projects, large dairies, and electricity generation.  
CARB is in favor of a threshold that allows small projects to be considered insignificant.  
CARB used existing data for the industrial sector to derive a “proposed hybrid threshold” of 
7,000 metric tons of CO2 equivalent per year (MTCO2e/year) for operational emissions, and 
performance standards for construction and transportation emissions. 

California law (SB 97, Chapter 185, 2007) states GHG emissions and the effects of GHG 
emissions are subject to the CEQA.  Pursuant to this law, the Governor’s OPR has recently 
proposed amendments to Public Resources Code (PRC), Sections 21083.05 and 21097, the 
state CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions “for the mitigation of GHG emissions or the 
effects of GHG emissions” (OPR, 2009).  Under the proposed amendments, a lead agency 
should make a good faith effort to determine the significance of GHG emissions based on 
available information and describe, calculate, or estimate the amount of GHG emissions.  
The lead agency would have the discretion to use a mode or methodology to quantify the 
GHG emissions or rely on a qualitative analysis or performance-based standards.  The lead 
agency may consider the following: 

1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared 
to the existing environmental setting; 

2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead 
agency applies to the project; 

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 
GHG emissions.  Such regulations or requirements must be adopted by the relevant 
public agency through a public review process and must include specific 
requirements that reduce or mitigate the project’s incremental contribution of GHG 
emissions.  If there is substantial evidence that the possible effects of a particular 
project are still cumulatively considerable notwithstanding compliance with the 
adopted regulations or requirements, an EIR must be prepared for the project. 

The proposed amendments state that lead agencies shall consider mitigation measures to 
reduce GHG emissions from an existing plan, implementation of project features and 
designs, off-site measures, including offsets, measures to sequester GHG, and under an 
adopted plan or ordinance identification of specific measures on a project-by-project basis.  
The Natural Resources Agency must certify and adopt the guidelines on or before January 1, 
2010. 

Local Framework 

The SMAQMD is the regional agency that establishes and administers air quality 
regulations in the proposed project area.  Currently there are no formally adopted 
quantitative thresholds of significance for project-related GHGs.  However, the CAPCOA 
has issued a resource guide to addressing GHG emissions from projects subject to CEQA 
(CAPCOA, 2008). This guide provides guidance on the analysis and mitigation of GHG 
emissions for commercial and other projects. 
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Impacts 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
Question a.  The proposed project would result in the generation of GHG emissions 
through the combustion of gasoline and diesel fuel by construction equipment and 
associated vehicles.  The GHG impacts of the proposed project were evaluated considering 
the documents and policies discussed above. 

Construction Impacts.  Short-term exhaust emissions would be generated by construction 
equipment.  Several pieces of heavy-duty construction equipment would be used during 
construction.  Construction GHG emissions were quantified using modeling software 
URBEMIS 2007, a CARB-approved emissions model for estimating exhaust emissions from 
vehicles and construction equipment associated with land use development projects. 

Construction assumptions are presented in the air quality section.  Assuming the same 
equipment and schedule as used for estimating daily construction emissions, URBEMIS 
2007 was used to estimate the total GHG emissions, as CO2, that would result from 
construction.  For the total of the two construction phases (Fine Site Grading and Facility 
Construction), the predicted increase in GHG emissions is 27.4 tons of CO2.  Therefore, 
construction would result in the temporary generation of GHGs. 

As discussed, neither SMAQMD nor any other governmental agency has established a mass 
emission significance threshold for construction or operational GHGs, but these emissions 
are of concern and will be under greater scrutiny in the future.  However, in the interim, and 
based on their analysis of available data, CARB believes that the 7,000 MTCO2e/year 
benchmark may be a suitable significance threshold for GHG emissions.  The construction 
GHG emissions for the Proposed Project are well below this proposed threshold; therefore, 
the GHG emissions would be considered to be a less-than-significant impact. 

Operational Impacts.  No operational emissions are associated with the proposed project; 
therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question b:  With the passage of AB 32 in 2006, California has addressed the issue of 
climate change.  SMUD supports long term carbon reduction goals that are consistent with 
minimizing climate impacts, specifically a reduction of GHGs from generation of electricity 
to 10 percent of its 1990 CO2  emission levels by 2050 (i.e. - <350,000 metric tons/year), and a 
near-term reduction target to reduce emissions by 15 percent below today’s levels by 2020.  
SMUD is also supporting the statewide Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) by taking steps 
to maintain one of the cleanest resource mixes in California by adopting a 33 percent RPS by 
2020. 

SMUD’s RPS includes, but is not limited to photovoltaicsolar, wind, biomass development, 
and ongoing research into the use of distributed generation and related technologies.   
SMUD continues to work in engaging customers to reduce GHG emissions.  These efforts 
include helping to develop and implement a customer carbon calculator and a local GHG 
offset program, launching our Solar Shares program, and replacing gas mowers with 
rechargeable mowers.  In the near future, SMUD plans on installing smart-meters at area 
residence and businesses that will allow customers the opportunity to monitor the use of 
their electricity consumption.  Further, SMUD is working with the SMAQMD and the City 
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of Sacramento to bring a broader group of local governments to the table on the climate 
change issue. 

SMUD continues to participate in the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) and is 
currently working toward SMUD’s 7th year of certified emissions inventories.  This 
participation has provided useful input to the CARB’s development of mandatory reporting 
guidelines for the electric sector.  SMUD’s internal efforts to reduce GHG emissions include 
the adoption of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) building 
standards, improved sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) gas reporting, and the ongoing development 
of an Environmental Sustainability Program that addresses SMUD’s Clean Fleet, 
Environmental Procurement, Green Building, Information Technology Energy Efficiency, 
and Waste Management Programs.   In addition, SMUD is evaluating carbon offset 
programs to reduce its fleet vehicle emissions. 

The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an 
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.  Therefore, no impact 
would occur. 

Mitigation 
No significant impacts have been identified, so no mitigation is required. 
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V.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance?  

    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local or regional habitat 
conservation plan?  

    

 

Environmental Setting 
Existing Conditions 
The proposed substation site is located about 1,000 feet north of State Highway 50, on the 
south side of Iron Point Road southwest of Buckingham Way, in the City of Folsom, 
Sacramento County, California.  The site is approximately 0.5 acre and is part of a larger 
parcel being developed.  The property is located in the Folsom U.S. Geological Survey 
(USGS) topographic quadrangle map.  The vicinity of the project area consists of residences 
to the north and west, office and commercial buildings to the east, and Highway 50 about 
0.2 mile to the south. 

Biologically sensitive habitats were identified within the proposed project vicinity using 
literature review, database searches, and site visits conducted on September 8, 2008 and 
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March 18, 2009.  The proposed project site is undeveloped and slopes gradually to the 
southeast.  Annual grassland is the dominant vegetation, with many common forbs and 
wildflowers present on the project site.  Blue oak woodland occurs southeast of the site and 
is contiguous with undeveloped land to the east.  Individual blue oak, valley oak, and 
interior live oak trees are scattered singly and in small groups around the perimeter of the 
site. The area surrounding the project site consists of non-native annual grassland 
containing small stands of shrubs and scattered oak trees.  An elevated plateau is located 
near the southwest corner of the site that spans about 115- by 260-feet.   Small depressions 
and drainages are present within the non-native annual grassland south of the site.  The 
biological resources report is presented in Appendix B and photographs of the site are 
included in Appendix C. 

General Plants 
During the site visits on September 8, 2008 and March 18, 2009, vegetation communities 
were identified.  Non-native annual grassland is the dominant vegetation within the 
proposed project site with many common forbs and wildflowers interspersed.  The non-
native annual grassland is dominated by non-native Mediterranean grasses with a variety of 
other herbaceous species, including soft brome (Bromus hordeaceu), foxtail (Setaria spp.), 
medusa-head (Taeniatherum capt-medusae), wild oat (Avena fatua), tarweed (Hemizonia spp.), 
ryegrass (Lolium spp.), and other non-native species.  A variety of weedy forbs occur 
including yellow star thistle (Centaurea solstitialis).  Yellow star thistle is considered to be a 
noxious weed by the California Department of Food and Agriculture (California Exotic Pest 
Plant Control [CalEPPC], 1999).  Noxious weeds are subject to regulation or quarantine by 
county agricultural departments.  Yellow star thistle is documented as an aggressive 
invader that displaces native plants and disrupts natural habitats.  This noxious weed 
spreads easily through seed dispersal and can become a problem in a single growing season. 

Adjacent plant communities were also characterized by dominant vegetation.  Dominant 
tree species include blue oak (Quercus douglasii), interior live oak (Q. wislizenii), and valley 
oak (Q. lobata).  Herbaceous vegetation found in the understory includes coyote brush 
(Baccharis pilularis), curly dock (Rumex crispus), poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), 
common dandelion (Taraxacum officinale), filaree (Erodium spp.), and vinegar weed 
(Trichostema lanceolatum). 

Special-Status Plant Species 
Twenty-three special-status plants were identified in the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) search for Folsom and the 
eight surrounding 7 ½ minute quadrangles (California Department of Fish and Game 
[CDFG], 2009; USFWS, 2008) (See Table B-1 in Appendix B).  Eight of the special-status 
plants are vernal pool or wetland plants (California Native Plant Society [CNPS], 2008) and 
are not likely to occur within the site because there are no wetland features present.  Five 
special-status plant species had CNDDB occurrences within 5 miles of the site.  Four of these 
plants are associated with wetlands:  Bogg’s Lake hedge hyssop (Gratiola heterosepala), 
pincushion navarretia (Navarretia myersii ssp. myersii), Sacramento Orcutt grass (Orcuttia 
viscida), and Sanford’s arrowhead (Sagittaria sanfordii).  The remaining special-status plant 
species, including brandegee’s clarkia (Clarkia biloba ssp. brandegeeae), which was recorded 
within 5 miles of the site, are not likely to occur at the site due to lack of suitable habitat. 
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General Wildlife 
The proposed project site provides habitat for a number of wildlife species.  Amphibians 
and reptiles are particularly sensitive to disturbances and pollutants.  Pacific chorus frog 
(Pseudacris regilla) is the most common frog in the Sacramento area and may be present 
onsite.  The grassland and oak woodlands onsite may support common reptiles, such as 
western fence lizards (Sceloporus occidentalis), gopher snakes (Pituophis melanoleucus), and 
alligator lizards (Elgaria coerulea).  Alligator lizards were observed in the area during 
reconnaissance level surveys. 

Raptor species and migratory birds may potentially nest or forage within, or in proximity to, 
the proposed project area.  Bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act that 
were observed during the field survey include a red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) that was 
seen on top of a blue oak tree at the corner of Iron Point Road and Outcropping Way.  Other 
bird species observed during the survey included the rock dove (Columbia livia). 

A number of vertebrate wildlife species may be supported by the annual non-native 
grassland.  Small rodents are common inhabitants of grasslands, including voles (Microtus 
sp.), pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae), and deer mice (Peromyscus maniculatus).  These small 
rodents and others provide food for larger predatory mammals and predatory birds in the 
vicinity. 

Special-Status Wildlife Species 
Thirty-eight special-status wildlife species were identified in the CNDDB and USFWS 
searches (CDFG, 2009; USFWS, 2008) (See Table B-1 in Appendix B).  Locations of species 
occurrence documented within a five-mile radius of the proposed project are depicted in 
Figure B-1 of Appendix B. Fifteen special status species are not likely to occur on the site 
because of a lack of suitable habitat and have no documented occurrences within 5 miles of 
the proposed project site.  Nine special status species were documented within 5 miles of the 
site but are not likely to occur on site because of a lack of suitable habitat.  Fourteen special-
status wildlife species have a low to moderate likelihood to occur at the project site. 

Nine of the special-status wildlife species not likely to occur are invertebrates (branchiopods 
and insects) that are found in vernal pools, wetlands, or riparian habitats.  These species 
include: vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecto lynchi), vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus 
packardi), California linderiella (Linderiella occidentalis), Ricksecker’s water scavenging beetle 
(Hydrochara rickseckeri), Midvalley fairy shrimp (Branchinecta mesovallensis), Hairy water flea 
(Dumontia oregonensis), Blennosperma vernal pool andrenid bee (Andrena blennospermatis), 
and Subasta vernal pool andrenid bee (Andrena subasta).  Vernal pool, wetland, and riparian 
habitat is not present at the site.  The CNDDB contains one record of the valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) within 1 mile of the site.  The valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle is completely dependent on its host plant, elderberry, and is not 
likely to occur within the proposed project area due to the lack of elderberry shrubs. 

Two special-status species have CNDDB occurrences within 5 miles of the proposed project 
site:  the western spadefoot toad (Spea hammondii) and northwestern pond turtle (Actinemys 
marmorata marmorata).  Northwestern pond turtles typically occur within perennial streams, 
creeks, ponds, marshes, and irrigation ditches with aquatic vegetation (Jennings and Hayes 
1994).  The availability of basking sites and suitable upland environments for egg laying 
(e.g., sandy banks or grassy open fields) are important aspects of suitable habitat.   There is 
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no suitable habitat present at the proposed project site, and the northwestern pond turtle is 
not likely to occur there.  The western spadefoot toad is not likely to occur on the proposed 
project site.  The western spadefoot toad utilizes ephemeral pools and drainages, which are 
typically absent of larger predatory fish and bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana), for egg-laying and 
larval development; however, this habitat is not present. Upon metamorphoses, the adults 
are largely terrestrial in nature and will burrow underground.  There is no suitable habitat 
present at the proposed project site, and the western spadefoot toad is not likely to occur 
there. 

Protected bird species may use the oak woodlands and grassland habitat within the 
proposed project site for foraging and nesting.  Eight special-status birds have CNDDB 
occurrences within 5 miles of the proposed project site: Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), 
tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), great egret (Ardea alba), great blue heron (Ardea 
erodias), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), white-tailed 
kite (Elanus leucurus), and double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus).  The great egret, 
great blue heron, and double-crested cormorant are not likely to occur because aquatic 
habitat is not present.  Suitable habitat is present to support the grasshopper sparrow 
(Ammodramus savannarum), ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis), merlin (Falco columbarius), and 
purple martin (Progne subis) although there were no reported CNDDB occurrences within 5 
miles. 

Three special-status mammals have a low likelihood of occurrence at the project site.  The 
special-status silver-haired bat (Lasionycteris noctivagans) has been recorded within 5 miles of 
the site (CNDDB, 2009); however, suitable foraging habitat such as marshes, ponds, and 
riparian corridors is not present.  The proposed project site may provide foraging and 
roosting habitat for the special-status pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus). Typical roost sites for 
this species include trees, snags, abandoned and occupied buildings, caves, mines, cliffs, 
and bridges.  The proposed project site may also provide suitable foraging habitat for the 
special-status American badger (Taxidea taxus), although there are no CNDDB occurrences 
documented within 5 miles. 

Impacts 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
Question a:  No records of special-status plant or animal species were identified at the 
proposed project site in the CNDDB and USFWS searches.  Several special-status species 
have potential to occur onsite or in the site vicinity.  The project site provides suitable 
habitat for special-status birds and mammals but lacks suitable habitat for special-status 
reptiles, amphibians, plants and invertebrates.  SMUD has included Mitigation Measures 
Bio-1 and Bio-2 to inform construction personnel of sensitive biological resources and 
minimize disturbance. 

Cooper’s hawk, tricolored blackbird, grasshopper sparrow, Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed 
kite, burrowing owl, ferruginous hawk, merlin, and purple martin may use the non-native 
grassland at the proposed project site for foraging.  The non-native grassland may also 
provide nesting habitat for burrowing owl and adjacent residential areas may provide 
nesting sites for purple martin; however, no burrowing owls or purple martin were seen 
during the site visit.  Potential impacts on avian species include electrocution, collision with 
power lines, and nesting on utility poles.  SMUD implements an Avian Protection Plan that 
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formalizes and enhances past practices of avian protection and incorporates industry best 
practices for installations, as necessary (SMUD, 2007).  SMUD has included mitigation 
measures Bio-4 through Bio-9 to reduce the potential impact on avian species that includes 
specific measures relating to Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owls. 

Construction activities may cause wildlife to temporarily relocate or leave the area until the 
activities are complete.  Construction during the breeding or nesting season could adversely 
affect the young or reproductive success of local species.  Grasslands at the proposed site 
would be impacted by construction activities.  SMUD has included Mitigation Measures 
Bio-5 through Bio-9 to reduce the potential impact on special-status bird species during the 
breeding and nesting season while construction of the subtransmission line is underway. 

SMUD would follow the avoidance and conservation measures outlined in the No Take 
Letter with USFWS as well as the mitigation measures included in this document to avoid 
the take of special-status species.  Therefore, this is considered a less-than-significant impact 
with mitigation incorporated. 

Question b:  The proposed substation would not directly affect riparian habitat.  No 
riparian habitat occurs within the proposed project site; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question c:  The proposed substation would not directly affect wetland habitat.  No 
wetland habitat occurs within the proposed project site; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question d:  The proposed project would not adversely affect wildlife migration corridors; 
the proposed project site area does not occur within an identified migration corridor for any 
wildlife species.  The proposed project would not extend into the flyway of any migratory 
bird species.  In addition, the proposed project would not affect fish habitat or impede the 
use of any wildlife nursery sites; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question e:  The proposed project is not anticipated to result in a significant impact to 
marsh or riparian areas, vernal pools or wetlands, urban streams, or fisheries.  The proposed 
project would be subject to the Folsom Tree Preservation Ordinance that regulates both the 
removal of protected trees and the encroachment of construction activities within their 
driplines.  Protected trees include native oak trees with a trunk diameter of 6 inches or 
greater or multiple-trunked oak trees with an aggregate trunk diameter of 20 inches.  SMUD 
will receive the project site in a rough-graded condition from California ISO.  SMUD would 
implement Mitigation Measure Bio-10; therefore, the impact would be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated. 

Question f:  No habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans are in 
effect for the proposed project area; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Mitigation 
SMUD would implement the following measures: 

• Bio-1:  Before construction activities, all on-site construction personnel will receive 
instruction regarding the presence of listed species and the importance of avoiding 
impacts to these species and their habitat.  Crews will be informed to stop work if 
any special-status species are encountered and contact the project manager. 
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• Bio-2:  A work zone will be identified on construction drawings, and/or will be 
adequately flagged or fenced in the field to limit construction equipment and 
personnel to the minimum area necessary to perform the proposed work. 

• Bio-3:  To prevent the spread of noxious weeds, all equipment shall be washed 
before coming to the site and before leaving the site.  Equipment rinse water shall be 
disposed of in a sanitary sewer. 

• Bio-4:  New power lines, utility poles, and associated equipment shall be constructed 
to minimize the potential for bird-strikes and electrocution by using methods 
described in SMUD’s Avian Protection Plan (SMUD, 2007). 

• Bio-5:  If vegetation will be removed by the proposed project and all necessary 
approvals have been obtained, potential nesting substrate (e.g., trees and shrubs) 
shall be removed between November 1 and February 28 to ensure that active nests 
are not destroyed or disturbed as a result of project construction activities. 

• Bio-6:  If construction activities would occur during the nesting season (estimated to 
be January through August), pre-construction surveys for the presence of special-
status bird species or any nesting bird species shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist within 500 feet of proposed construction areas.  This survey shall be 
conducted no more than 14 days prior to the initiation of construction activities 
during the breeding season (raptors – January through August; burrowing owl – 
February 1 through August 31).  During this survey, the biologist shall inspect all 
trees, grassland, and electrical towers in and immediately adjacent to the impact area 
for nests.  Specific mitigation measures for burrowing owl and Swainson’s hawk are 
included under Mitigation Measures Bio-7 through 9.  If any other nest sites of bird 
species protected under the MBTA are observed within the vicinity of the project 
site, then the project will be modified and/or delayed as necessary to avoid direct 
take of identified nest, eggs, and/or young. 

• Bio-7:  For the burrowing owl, a qualified biologist shall survey the proposed project 
site, including a 150-meter (m) buffer zone around the proposed project boundary no 
more than 14 days prior to the initiation of construction activities.  If an active 
burrowing owl nest is found within that area, the biologist, in consultation with 
CDFG, shall follow the Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines 
(California Burrowing Owl Consortium, 1993).  The Mitigation Guidelines state that 
if construction occurs during the non-breeding season (September 1 through January 
31), then a 50-meter radius must be maintained around the occupied burrow.  If 
construction occurs during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31), 
then a 75-meter radius must be maintained around the occupied burrow.  
Throughout the year, foraging habitat around occupied burrows must be maintained 
at a minimum of 6.5 acres. 

• Bio-8:  For the Swainson’s hawk, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-
construction survey for active Swainson’s hawk nests if construction occurs between 
February and July.  The survey shall be conducted within 0.5 mile of the project area.  
This survey shall be conducted no more than 14 days prior to the initiation of 
construction activities during the breeding season (January through August).  
During this survey, the biologist shall inspect all trees and electrical towers for 
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raptor nests in and immediately adjacent to the impact areas.  If a Swainson’s hawk 
is found nesting within 1,000 feet of the project area, the degree of avoidance 
necessary to prevent nest failure shall be discussed with the CDFG.  If exclusion 
zones cannot be implemented at these distances, the following measures may be 
implemented: 

o Construction may be postponed in that area until young are fledged, or 

o A qualified biological monitor shall be provided to monitor the birds on the nest 
and stop construction if it appears that the birds will abandon the nest and/or 
young, or 

o The CDFG shall be consulted if construction appears to jeopardize the nesting 
success and provide for the artificial rearing of eggs or young by qualified staff. 

• Bio-9:  Construction activities shall not be initiated within 0.25 mile of an actively 
nesting Swainson’s hawk tree during the nesting season (March 1 through 
September 15).  This buffer distance shall be increased to 0.5 mile in a location 
outside of urban areas or where intensive disturbance is not a normal occurrence 
during the nesting season (Sacramento County, 2007).  No nest tree removal shall 
occur without prior authorization. 

• Bio-10:  To protect trees, if project construction would affect trees or the dripline of 
trees with a trunk diameter of 6 inches or greater or multiple-trunked oak trees with 
an aggregate trunk diameter of 20 inches, SMUD would submit a tree permit 
application to the City of Folsom and comply with permit conditions. 
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VI.  CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project:     

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
15064.5?  

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to 15064.5?  

    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature?  

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries?     

 

Environmental Setting 
An archaeological inventory survey of the proposed project area indicated that no 
prehistoric or historic resources or archaeological deposits are present at the proposed 
project site.  A pedestrian survey was completed on March 10, 2009.  Because the project 
area is relatively small, a complete surface inspection of the area was completed for cultural 
resources.  The vegetation was sparse and visibility was good.  The surroundings outside 
the project area appeared to contain tailings piles.  However, the surface within the project 
area appeared heavily disturbed by recent construction on Iron Point Road.  A large cut 
west of the project area may have resulted in a large spoils pile and an accumulation of 
gravel, concrete debris, and large fractured bedrock in the project area. 

In addition to the pedestrian survey, a records search was conducted at the North Central 
Information Center (NCIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System at 
California State University, Sacramento, to determine if previous studies or known cultural 
resources are located within or adjacent to the project area.  No previously recorded cultural 
resources were found in or adjacent to the project area during the NCIC record search.  The 
record search revealed that 2 cultural resource studies have occurred within or partially 
within the project area and 13 cultural resources studies have occurred within a ½ mile of 
the project area.  All of these studies were negative for the presence of cultural resources 
within or adjacent to the project.  However, there are 31 previously recorded archaeological 
sites within ½ mile of the project area.  Historically, the project area is near or within the 
historic site of Prairie City, which is California Historic Landmark #464.  The plaque for this 
landmark is in front of Folsom High School.  Prairie City was a gold rush community in the 
1850s with a population near 2000.  CA-SAC-308H, the American River Gold Mining 
District, is one of the previously recorded archaeological sites located within ½ mile of the 
project area. Gold mining districts typically have numerous loci.  These loci include features 
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such as adits, tailings piles, and structures related to mining. Many of the archaeological 
sites recorded within ½ mile of the project area are related to CA-SAC-308H and other 
historic gold mining in the area. 

In addition to the records search, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was 
contacted with regard to the project (NAHC, 2009).  The NAHC examined their Sacred 
Lands File and found that no sites or traditional cultural properties were present in or near 
the project area.  The NAHC also provided a list of Native American individuals and 
organizations who may have interests or concerns about the project, or who might share 
knowledge about other cultural resources in or near the project area and letters were sent to 
them in April 2009 (Burleson Consulting, Inc., 2009). 

Impacts 
Discussion of Impact Checklist Questions 
Question a:  No historic resources were identified in the immediate project vicinity; 
therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question b:  No archaeological resources were identified in the project vicinity.  SMUD has 
included Mitigation Measures Cul-1 and Cul-2 in its project description in the event that 
subsurface archaeological resources are discovered during project construction.  Therefore, 
the impact is considered to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Question c:  No paleontological resources were identified in the project vicinity.  SMUD has 
included Mitigation Measure Cul-1 in its project description in the event that 
paleontological resources are discovered during project construction.  Therefore, the impact 
is considered to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Question d:  No human remains are known to be present in the project vicinity.  SMUD has 
included Mitigation Measures Cul-1 and Cul-3 in its project description in the event that 
human remains are discovered during project construction.  Therefore, the impact is 
considered to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation 
No significant impacts have been identified, so no mitigation is required.  However, there is 
always the possibility that potentially significant unidentified prehistoric, historic, or 
paleontologic materials could be encountered on or below the surface during project 
construction activities.  In such a situation, the following measures shall be implemented: 

• Cul-1: If any cultural resources, such as buildings, structures, or objects over 50 years 
old (including human remains) are encountered during any project development 
activities, work shall be suspended and the County of Sacramento shall be 
immediately notified.  At that time, the County will coordinate any necessary 
investigations of the site with appropriate specialists, as needed. 

• Cul-2:  When Native American archaeological, ethnographic, or spiritual resources 
are involved, all identification and treatment shall be conducted by qualified 
archaeologists who meet the federal standards, as stated in the Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) (36 CFR 61) and appurtenant (i.e.., pursuant to the National 
Historic Preservation Act [NHPA], SB 18) and Native American representatives who 
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are approved by the local Native American community as keepers of their cultural 
traditions.  In the event that no such Native American is available, persons who 
represent tribal governments and/or organizations in the locale in which resources 
could be affected shall be consulted. 

• Cul-3:  Pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains or bone of 
unknown origin is found during construction, all work shall stop in the vicinity of 
the find and the Sacramento County Coroner shall be contacted immediately.  If the 
remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner shall notify the NAHC, 
who shall notify the person it believes to be the most likely descendant.  The most 
likely descendant shall work with the contractor to develop a program for 
reinterment of the human remains and any associated artifacts.  No additional work 
shall take place within the immediate vicinity of the find until the identified 
appropriate actions have been implemented.  If the Coroner determines that the 
remains are not related to a crime scene, then a qualified archaeologist who meets 
the federal standards, as stated in 36 CFR 61, shall be retained to assess the find and 
make further recommendations. 
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VII.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project:     
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?      
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction?     

iv) Landslides?     
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil?      

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, 
or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, 
or collapse?  

    

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

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater?  

    

 

Environmental Setting 
The proposed project is located on lands within the City of Folsom and the County of 
Sacramento.  This area is within the Sierra Nevada geomorphic province of California.  The 
Sierra Nevada is bounded on the north by the Cascade mountain ranges, on the east by the 
Basin and Range, and on the west by the Central Valley. 

The subsurface of the proposed project area consists of soil derived from weathering of the 
underlying metamorphic rock.  The proposed project site is composed of Argonaut-Auburn 
complex soils that is the predominant soil in the area.  This soil type is well drained and 
shallow over weathered bedrock.  Argonaut soils have a high shrink-swell potential, while 
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Auburn soils have a slight shrink-swell potential and the hazard of water erosion is 
moderate (Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2009). 

The unsaturated (vadose) zone at the proposed project site extends from the surface to 
about 185 feet below ground surface (bgs).  Soil in the vadose zone is composed of up to 40 
inches of loam and clay overlying weathered bedrock.  The bedrock is reported to have a 
slow to very slow infiltration rate for water. 

The project site is not in an area that is likely to contain naturally occurring asbestos as 
identified by the SMAQMD (SMAQMD, 2009) and according to the California Geological 
Survey Special Report 192.  As a result, SMAQMD would impose no special restrictions 
beyond what is normally required for dust control during grading activities. 

Seismic Hazards 
The City of Folsom and Sacramento County are not listed as affected by earthquake fault 
zones as of August 16, 2007 (Department of Conservation [DOC], 2007).  The site lies within 
foothills of the Sierra Nevada geomorphic province.  The eastern boundary of the Sierra 
Nevada, approximately 70 miles east of the site, is considered to be seismically active (DOC 
1996).  The foothills fault zone is located about 5.5 miles east of the site.  According to the 
DOC (DOC, 2009), ground shaking expected at the site could be 0.1 to 0.25 times the force of 
gravity.  Comparison of the ground shaking to damage intensity maps (DOC, 1996) 
indicates that severe damage to poorly constructed structures is observed in areas that 
experience ground shaking at and above about 0.4 times the force of gravity.  Therefore, 
given the project site’s distance from this fault zone and location on thin soils above bedrock 
on shallow slopes, the potential for significant damage is considered to be low. 

Liquefaction, the loss of soil shear strength caused by a sudden increase in pore water 
pressure, is determined by a number of factors, including soil type, depth to water, soil 
density, and the duration and intensity of ground shaking.  Based on known soil, slope, 
groundwater, and ground shaking conditions in the project area, the potential for 
liquefaction, settlement, landslides, or lateral spreading in the project area is considered to 
be low. 

Impacts 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
Question a: Because the proposed substation does not overlie any known faults and is not 
within or near an Alquist-Priolo special-studies zone, the likelihood of ground rupture is 
very low; therefore, the impact is considered to be less than significant. 

The site lies within the Sierra Nevada part of California, distant parts of which are 
considered to be seismically active, and earthquake activity in neighboring regions, namely 
the San Francisco Bay area, could affect the project site with ground shaking, liquefaction, 
and lateral spreading.  However, given the distance to active faults, estimated maximum 
ground shaking, and site soil conditions, the likelihood of an impact is low; therefore, the 
impact is considered to be less than significant. 
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In addition, because the substation is located in an area characterized by gentle slopes, there 
is a low potential for landslides to occur; therefore, the impact is considered to be less than 
significant. 

Question b:  The proposed substation will be constructed on a rough graded parcel with a 
4 percent slope to the east.  The soils at the site are subject to potential erosion when 
disturbed. SMUD would implement mitigation measure Geo-1 to minimize erosion; 
therefore, this is considered to be a less-than-significant impact with mitigation 
incorporated. 

Question c: The project site is on a gentle (4 percent) slope with very low relief and not 
within a seismically active area.  The potential for lateral spreading, landsliding, 
liquefaction, or earthquake-induced settlement is considered to be low; therefore, the impact 
is considered to be less than significant. 

Question d: The proposed substation would be located on expansive soils1.  SMUD would 
implement mitigation measure Geo-2 to stabilize walls or structures if placed in expansive 
soils.  Therefore, this is considered to be a less-than-significant impact with mitigation 
incorporated. 

Question e:  Implementation of the proposed project would not require the use of septic 
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Mitigation 
SMUD would implement the following mitigation measures to minimize the effects of soil 
erosion and expansive soils on the proposed project: 

• Geo-1: If construction will occur on exposed soil during a rain event, then sediment 
containment devices shall be installed (e.g., silt fencing or straw waddles). 

• Geo-2: Wall footings and building foundations may be constructed with additional 
concrete thickness or other engineering refinements, such as reinforcement of 
foundations, to counteract the forces exerted by expansive soils. 

                                                                  

1 Expansive soils are largely created from the presence of clays that greatly increase in volume when wet and shrink when 
dried. This may cause building foundations to rise and fall during wet and dry periods. 
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VIII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

    

d) Be located on a site, which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan, 
or where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area?  

    

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan?  

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

    

 

Environmental Setting 
A hazardous materials review was conducted to determine the existing conditions of the 
project site and vicinity.  This review focused on possible locations of contamination by 
hazardous materials or waste and included a review of a database search (within 1 mile of 
the project area) report prepared by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) (see 
Appendix D).  In addition to the EDR search, information was obtained from Gencorp, the 
parent company of Aerojet General Corporation (Aerojet). 
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According to the EDR database search, Aerojet, located 0.275 mile southwest of the subject 
site, was listed in the federal records search under categories that report data for hazardous 
waste generation and storage, hazardous waste sites, groundwater contamination, soil 
contamination, and storage of hazardous materials.  In 1983, Aerojet was designated as a 
USEPA National Priorities List Superfund site under the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), making it a priority cleanup site 
because of the existence of hazardous waste sites from past practices.  Aerojet is also 
designated as a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) site because the facility 
generates, treats, stores, transports, or disposes of hazardous waste.  Hazardous waste is 
stored on site at accumulation locations, regulated by RCRA and CCR Title 22.  The waste is 
then shipped off-site to permitted treatment and disposal facilities. 

At the Aerojet site, unknown quantities of hazardous waste have been released into the soil 
and groundwater from past industrial activities since 1953 by Aerojet and the Cordova 
Chemical Company, located on the Aerojet complex.  Releases occurred from Aerojet’s 
manufacturing and testing of liquid and solid propellant rocket engines, and formulation of 
rocket propellant agents, and agricultural and pharmaceutical chemicals (USEPA, 2008).  
Some of the wastes were disposed in surface impoundments, landfills, deep injection wells, 
leachate fields, and open burning.   Groundwater and surface water contain volatile organic 
chemicals (VOC), such as trichloroethene (TCE), and other rocket propulsion waste 
products such as perchlorate and N-Nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA). 

Aerojet has installed monitoring wells to define the extent of groundwater contamination, 
and since 1983 has installed groundwater extraction and treatment (GET) facilities to 
prevent further movement of VOC-contaminated groundwater off the property.  In 1997, 
perchlorate, a component of solid rocket fuel, was found in off-site drinking water wells, 
and wells impacted above response levels have been closed. 

In 1989, a cleanup approach was designed that included dividing the Aerojet site into 
Operable Units (OU) to prioritize investigation and cleanup work (USEPA, 2008).  The 
cleanup approach is to control groundwater contamination from moving across the facility 
boundary and remediate the soil and groundwater at the source areas or OUs.  Aerojet 
currently operates five GET facilities.  Groundwater treatment involves biological treatment 
or ion-exchange for perchlorate contamination, ultraviolet light treatment for NDMA, and 
air stripping and activated carbon treatment for VOCs.  Groundwater from Aerojet flows 
towards the northwest in the project site vicinity. The nearest identified plume boundary 
from Aerojet is about 0.7 mile southwest of the project site. 

The project site is not in an area that is likely to contain naturally occurring asbestos as 
identified by the SMAQMD (SMAQMD, 2009) and according to the California Geological 
Survey Special Report 192.  As a result, SMAQMD would impose no special restrictions 
beyond what is normally required for dust control during grading activities. 
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Impacts 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
Questions a and b: 

Hazardous Materials Used Onsite during Construction 

During construction, construction equipment and vehicles containing petroleum products 
would be onsite.  Refueling would occur offsite at a SMUD facility.  Mineral oil would be 
transported to the site in the sealed transformer equipment and, therefore, the risk of release 
is minimal. 

The substation battery backup systems contain liquid sulfuric acid, and would be 
transported to the site in sealed cases; therefore, the potential for rupture of the battery is 
minimal.  During construction activities, minor spills of fuel or oils/lubricants from 
ruptured fuel and/or hydraulic lines on the construction equipment may occur.  SMUD has 
included Mitigation Measures Haz-1 in its project description to address accidental spills 
during construction; therefore, this is considered a less-than-significant impact with 
mitigation incorporated. 

Hazardous Materials Used Onsite during Substation Operation 

During project operation, SMUD would cool the transformers with polychlorinated 
biphenyl (PCB)-free mineral oil.  Sulfuric acid would be contained within the battery backup 
system in sealed equipment, and therefore, the risk of its release is minimal.  However, the 
potential for a leak or accidental release to occur at the substation site still exists.  SMUD has 
included Mitigation Measures Haz-1 in its project description; therefore, this is considered a 
less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated. 

Other Potential Public Hazards 

Substation equipment operates at high voltages.  Consequently, the potential exists for an 
electrocution to occur.  To prevent public access to onsite electrical equipment, the proposed 
substations would be enclosed with a fence on all sides.  Access would be restricted with a 
locked gate (Mitigation Measure Haz-2).  Therefore, this is considered a less-than-significant 
impact with mitigation incorporated.  Homeowners in neighborhoods adjacent to proposed 
substations and overhead power lines frequently express concerns regarding the potential 
for health effects from exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF). 2  The closest 
                                                                  

2 Electric and magnetic fields occur throughout nature. Electric fields are created between two objects that have a different 
voltage potential. Magnetic fields are created only when there is current flowing through a conductor or device. For example, 
when a lamp is plugged into a wall, an electric field is created around the cord to the lamp. A magnetic field is only present 
when the lamp is turned on and current flows through the light bulb. Typically, the main sources for electric and magnetic fields 
associated with a substation are the power lines that enter and exit the substation. Power frequency (60Hz [cycles per second]) 
EMF are invisible fields of force created by electric voltage (electric fields) and by electric current (magnetic fields). These fields 
are associated with all power lines, electric appliances, and with the wiring in buildings of homes, schools, and work structures. 
Voltage on any wire produces an electric field in the area surrounding the wire. Magnetic fields are produced from the flow of 
electricity (current) in a conductor (circuit) and can be calculated and measured. Widespread misunderstanding exists 
regarding EMF levels from different types of facilities and the rate at which these levels decline with distance from the source. 
There are four basic factors that affect the strength of EMF: distance, conductor spacing, load, and phase configuration. An 
alternating current power line typically consists of three energized phase wires. The nature of three-phase alternating power 
systems results in a partial cancellation effect of the magnetic fields if the conductors are adjacent to each other. Magnetic 
fields are very difficult to shield; placing the line underground does not shield the magnetic field. Overhead electric power lines 
will also produce electric fields; however, a house will shield most of the electric field from outside sources. Other objects, such 
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homeowners are located across Iron Point Road about 230 feet north of the project site.  The 
medical and scientific communities generally agree that the available research evidence has 
not demonstrated that EMF creates a health risk.  However, they also agree that the 
evidence has not dismissed the possibility of such a risk.  Finally, they agree that while this 
is an important issue that needs resolution, it is uncertain when such a resolution will occur.  
The present scientific uncertainty means that public health officials cannot establish any 
standard or level of exposure that is known to be either safe or harmful.  No CEQA 
standards or any health-based standards exist that indicate that EMF should be considered a 
significant impact of this project.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

The proposed project is northwest of Aerojet groundwater plume boundaries and any 
impact from Aerojet contamination would be less than significant. 

Question c: The project is located within the Folsom Cordova Unified School District.  The 
Folsom area is served by several public and private elementary, middle, and high schools.  
The nearest school to the project site, Folsom High School (located at 1655 Iron Point Road), 
is about 0.6 mile from the proposed project.  The proposed project would not involve the 
handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste and no impact 
would occur.  Temporary construction emissions from construction equipment are 
discussed in Chapter 3, Section III, Air Quality.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question d:  The project site was not identified as being on a list of hazardous materials 
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5a.  Based on historical 
photographs from 1953 through 2005, the project site has not been developed or used for 
agricultural purposes (see Appendix  D).  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question e:  The proposed project is not located within 2 miles of a public airport.  The 
proposed project site is about 5 miles east of Mather Airport in Sacramento County.  The 
Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) provides land use compatibility 
standards for height restrictions, noise compatibility, and safety of persons on the ground 
(Airport Land Use Commission, 1997).  Based on the CLUP, land use compatibility of a 
project to the Mather Airport is determined by comparing the proposed land use against the 
height, noise, and safety guidelines in the CLUP and to other requirements in the Public 
Utilities Code Section 21656 and 21658.  According to the CLUP, there are three specific 
airport safety zones – Clear Zone, Approach-Departure Zone, and Overflight Zone.  The 
proposed project is located outside all three of these zones.  The substation merely provides 
electricity to support SMUD’s customers and would not be a contributing factor for 
exposing people to safety hazards associated with an airport or aircraft.  Implementation of 
the proposed project would not result in a safety hazard for people who would work in the 
area; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question f: The proposed project is not located within 2 miles of a private airport.  The 
substation merely provides electricity to support SMUD’s customers and would not be a 
contributing factor for exposing people to safety hazards associated with an airport or 
aircraft.  Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a safety hazard for 
people who would work in the area; therefore, no impact would occur. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                            

as trees, shrubs, walls, and fences will also provide electric field shielding. SMUD’s Board of Director’s adopted Resolution No. 
91-04-18 on April 18, 1991, approving an EMF policy statement and authorizing the implementation of an EMF program. 
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Question g: Implementation of the proposed project would not have a significant impact on 
emergency evacuation plans.  The proposed project is located within the City of Folsom and 
County of Sacramento.  The nearest fire station is located at 70 Clarksville Road (Station 37) 
about 1.2 miles from the site.  Three additional fire stations serve the Folsom area and are 
located at 1300 Blue Ravine Road (Station 38), 9700 Oak Avenue Parkway (Station 36), and 
535 Glenn Drive (Station 35).  Although the proposed project would require the use of 
construction equipment and vehicles that may temporarily impact traffic or access to the 
residential and commercial properties and businesses located along the route, this 
construction would not interfere with emergency response or evacuation routes.  Therefore, 
this impact is considered to be less than significant. 

Question h: The risk of wildland fires in the vicinity of the proposed project is relatively low 
because of development, Highway 50, and grasslands with sparse trees in the area.  
Development of the proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Mitigation 
SMUD would implement the following measures Haz-1 and Haz-2 to minimize the 
potential impacts from hazardous materials: 

• Haz-1:  If an accidental release or spill occurs during construction of the project, the 
release shall be cleaned up immediately and reported in accordance with applicable 
federal, state, and local requirements. 

• Haz-2:  Construct a 10-foot high masonry wall around the substation and lock the 
substation site to prevent unauthorized access to the onsite electrical equipment. 
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IX.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements?     

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

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

    

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

    

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

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

    

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

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

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
 

Environmental Setting 
The project site is located in the northeast corner of Sacramento County within the 
American River watershed.  The American River flows westward from the crest of the  
Sierra Nevada mountains near Lake Tahoe to its confluence with the Sacramento River in 
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the City of Sacramento.  The Sacramento River joins the San Joaquin River approximately 
40 miles south of Sacramento and drains into the San Francisco Bay.  The Alder Creek 
watershed encompasses the project site and is a tributary to the American River.  Alder 
Creek drains to Lake Natoma. 

Lake Natoma, created by the construction of Nimbus Dam, is located 2 miles downstream of 
Folsom Lake on the American River and is less than 3 miles west of the project area.  Lake 
Natoma serves as a regulating afterbay to stabilize flow releases to the lower American 
River.  Daily water surface elevations in Lake Natoma typically fluctuate between 4 and 
7 feet.  The lake is used for water quality and temperature control to protect spawning 
habitat for anadromous fish (live mainly in the sea, breed in fresh water) in the lower 
American River and the Nimbus Hatchery. 

The area north of the project site is developed with Iron Point Road and a subdivision 
beyond, and drainage facilities are minimal.  Ponds along the tributary to Alder Creek are 
present about 400 feet east of the project site.  A commercial building is present about 
2,000 feet west of the project site.  Undeveloped land surrounds the project site to the west 
and south, with Highway 50 about 700 feet to the south.  Existing facilities consist of 
roadside concrete conveyances and a below grade storm water drainage system, that convey 
runoff to the tributary to Alder Creek. 

Because the site is currently undeveloped, implementation of the project will result in the 
addition of new impervious surfaces to the project site.  However, this is a normal 
consequence associated with the development of previously undeveloped parcels of land.  
As shown on the preliminary grading plan prepared for this project, the drainage patterns 
will be designed so as not to affect adjoining properties, and all drainage will be conveyed 
into existing or proposed storm drain facilities. 

The proposed substation site is not crossed by any surface water features.  A storm water 
conveyance is located along Iron Point Road immediately north of the project site.  The 
proposed project site is not located within the 100-year flood zone according to the 
Sacramento County Department of Water Resources 100 year floodplain map. 

Impacts 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
Question a: Runoff from the proposed substation project site would be directed into the 
existing surface and subsurface storm drain system along Iron Point Road.  Construction 
and operation of the substation would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question b: Construction and operation of the proposed project would not involve the use 
of groundwater or deplete the groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater 
recharge.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question c: Project construction and operation of the proposed substation would not alter 
the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, nor would it alter the course of a stream or 
river in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site.  The 
nearest creek is the ephemeral tributary to Alder Creek, which is approximately 400 feet east 
of the proposed project; therefore, no impact would occur. 
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Question d:  Construction of the proposed substation would include new cement slabs, a 
10-foot high masonry wall, and a grounding grid for the electrical equipment that would 
require grading 3 feet beyond the wall.  Runoff would be directed to the east and sheet flow 
through the east side gate and wall area onto the access driveway area, and would flow into 
the existing surface and subsurface storm drain system along Iron Point Road.  The small 
surface area of the transformers would not substantially increase the rate of surface runoff 
and result in flooding; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question e: As indicated in Question d, the amount of surface runoff from the proposed 
substation is not expected to increase substantially and exceed the capacity of the existing 
storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 
therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question f: During construction, accidental spills of potentially harmful materials or 
sediment could wash into the storm drain system.  Materials that could potentially spill or 
leak or contaminate the construction area include fuel or oils/lubricants from ruptured fuel 
and/or hydraulic lines on the construction equipment.  These potential impacts, as a result 
of accidental spills, are discussed in Section VII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

Mitigation measure Haz-1, which addresses the use of hazardous materials during 
construction, will be implemented.  This impact would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

In addition, SMUD would implement mitigation measure WA-1 during construction to 
ensure that project construction would not affect the water quality in the storm drain 
system.  Therefore, this impact is considered to be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

Question g: The construction of housing is not a part of the proposed project and the project 
is not located within a 100-year flood plain; therefore, housing would not be constructed 
within a 100-year flood plain and no impact would occur. 

Question h:  The proposed project is not located within a federally designated 100-year 
flood zone; therefore the substation will not impede or redirect flood flows.  Therefore, no 
impact would occur. 

Question i: Project implementation would have no effect on levees or dams and it would 
not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
flooding; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question j: People, structures, or land in the project vicinity would not be exposed to a 
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  A seiche is not expected to occur in the project area because 
no lakes, bays, or gulfs are located in the project vicinity and because of the minimal 
potential for seismic activity in Sacramento County.  A tsunami is not expected to occur in 
the project area because the project area is not near an ocean.  A mudflow is not expected to 
occur in the project area because the project area is located on a gentle slope; there is 
minimal potential for landslides to occur.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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Mitigation 
SMUD would implement Mitigation Measure WA-1 to minimize the potential impacts to 
water quality: 

• WA-1:  Excavated and stored materials shall be staged in stable upland sites away 
from the storm drain system.  If discharge of excavated and stored material is 
possible during a rainfall event, then sediment containment devices shall be installed 
(e.g., silt fencing or straw wattles).  Equipment containing hazardous materials shall 
be inspected periodically for signs of spills or leakage. 
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X.  LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?     
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 

or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan?     

 

Environmental Setting 
The proposed project is within the City of Folsom, California within Sacramento County.  
Land use impacts for the project site were previously studied as part of the MND for  
CAL-ISO New Headquarters Facility (City of Folsom, 2008); this substation site occupies a 
small area of the entire CAL-ISO facility.  The substation site is currently part of the larger 
CAL-ISO parcel; SMUD will purchase the parcel and obtain a separate APN to designate it 
separately from the CAL-ISO parcel. 

Assessor’s Parcel Number 072-0020-031 is listed as IND in the Sacramento County General 
Plan Map (Sacramento County, 2006) and the City of Folsom General Plan Map (City of 
Folsom, 1988).  The zoning classification for the site is SP 92-1 per the Willow Creek Specific 
Plan with an underlying zoning designation of Light Industrial/Business Park.  The Willow 
Springs Specific Plan was adopted by resolution, pursuant to Section 17.37 of the Folsom 
Municipal Code and serves as a regulatory land use plan functioning in the place of 
traditional zoning.  A Planned Development permit and site plan review procedure is 
established in Section 4.10 of this Specific Plan and the project will be subject to the Planned 
Development Guidelines established for Light Industrial Business Park areas (City of 
Folsom, 2008). 

The project site is currently undeveloped with a variety of vegetation including annual 
grasses and oak trees. An office building is located to the east; residences to the northeast; 
open space to the north with residences beyond; future CAL-ISO facility directly south and 
Highway 50 beyond; and open space to the west. 
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Impacts 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
Question a: The proposed project is within a developed area in the City of Folsom and in 
the County of Sacramento.  The proposed project would provide a reliable source of 
electricity to meet the electrical demand of existing and approved development within a  
1- to 1.5-mile radius of the proposed substation.  Implementation of the proposed substation 
would not divide the established community in the proposed project area.  Therefore, no 
impact would occur. 

Question b: Implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with the Willow 
Springs Specific Plan, City of Folsom General Plan, or Sacramento County General Plan; 
therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question c: No Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans are 
in effect for the project area; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Mitigation 
No significant impacts have been identified, so no mitigation is required. 
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XI.  MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Setting 
The proposed project is located in an area designated as a mineral resource zone with 
“aggregate deposits which cannot be evaluated from available data,” based on the 
Sacramento County General Plan, Open Space Element Background (Sacramento County, 
2007).  The proposed project site is near former locations of historic dredge mining 
operations and historic placer and lode gold mining.  Previous studies have identified a 
number of historic mining features including tunnels and vertical shafts southwest of the 
proposed project.  In more recent times, areas near the proposed project site were used as an 
aggregate processing facility (formerly used by American River Aggregates as part of their 
processing facility).  The proposed project site is not identified on the City’s General Plan as 
having a resource (e.g., quarry material) that would be of future value to the region and the 
residents of the State. 

Impacts 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
Question a: Implementation of the proposed project would have no effect on mineral 
resources; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question b: Implementation of the proposed project would have no effect on mineral 
resource recovery sites; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Mitigation 
No significant impacts have been identified, so no mitigation is required. 
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XII.  NOISE 

Would the project result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

    

Construction noise?     
Operation noise?     

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?     

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

 

Environmental Setting 
The proposed substation area consists of a mixture of office, industrial, commercial, 
residential, and undeveloped land.  The nearest noise-sensitive land uses are the residences 
located north of Iron Point Road along Buckingham Way. 

The existing noise level at and near the proposed substation site is influenced primarily by 
surface transportation noise emanating from vehicle traffic on Iron Point Road which is 
about 25 feet north of the project site.  The project is subject to the City of Folsom’s noise 
ordinance and General Plan standards.  The Folsom Municipal Code Title 8 Chapter 42 
establishes noise standards for both exterior noise levels and interior noise levels.  The 
exterior noise level standard applicable to this project is 50 decibels (dBA) in the daytime(7 
a.m. to 10 p.m.) and 45 dBA in the nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) as measured at the property 
line. 
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The Folsom Municipal Code excludes construction activities from meeting the General Plan 
standards, provided all phases of construction are limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. 
and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays and 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays and Sundays. 

Impacts 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
Question a: Construction activities are planned to occur from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on 
Monday through Friday, and from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays and Sunday.  These 
hours are within the City’s prescribed timeframes for construction activities.  To address 
construction-related noise, SMUD has incorporated Mitigation Measure Noi-1. 

The Proposed Project would include one 25-MVA transformer and supporting equipment 
(e.g., capacitor banks, a backup battery, metal clad switchgear, grounding grid, and a low-
profile 69-kV bus structure).  A 10-foot high masonry wall would be located around the 
substation.  The primary noise source at the site would be the transformer.  The typical noise 
level of SMUD-energized transformers is approximately 54 dBA. 

The nearest sensitive receptor is a single-family residence located on the north side of Iron 
Point Road.  The distance from the substation to the backyard of this receptor is about 200 
feet and the distance to the house is about 300 feet. 

Noise levels at distances from a noise source are mathematically propagated using the 
Inverse Square Law of Noise Propagation (L2 = L1 – 20 log (R2/R1)), where L1 is the noise 
level measured at a distance R1 from the source and L2 is the noise level at a selected 
distance R2 from the source.  Using this formula, the estimated noise level at the backyard 
location without a barrier wall would be about 25 dBA, while noise levels at the house 
would be approximately 17 dBA.  In addition, the 10-foot high wall would provide a 7 dBA 
reduction in noise from the transformer.  Background noise levels would be well above 
substation-related noise levels and the noise generated from the proposed project would be 
well below regulatory limits.  Consequently, noise levels from the substation would be 
undetectable at the nearest noise sensitive location and the impact would be less than 
significant. 

Question b: There are no state or city regulatory standards pertaining to ground-borne 
vibration and ground-borne noise.  The architectural damage risk level typically suggested 
by most agencies is 0.2 inch per second for continuous vibration, which is one-tenth the 
maximum safe level for single events, such as blasting.  Below this level, there is no risk of 
building damage (Caltrans, 2002). 

Construction of the proposed substation would not involve the use of major equipment that 
would result in high levels of ground vibration, such as impact pile drivers.  Construction 
equipment typically required for substation construction, including pavers, backhoes, 
cranes, and excavators, do not typically exceed vibration levels of 0.2 inch per second 
(Caltrans, 2002).  Likewise, operational equipment and activities would not involve the use 
of any equipment anticipated to generate ground-borne vibration of sufficient duration to 
result in an impact to nearby structures or sensitive receptors.  Therefore, this impact is 
considered less than significant. 
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Question c: In addition to comparing operational noise levels with applicable noise 
standards (Question a), another consideration in assessing noise impacts is the degradation 
of the existing noise environment.  In general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously 
existing ambient noise level, the less acceptable the new noise will be.  The nearest residence 
is located about 300 feet north of the proposed substation site.  At this distance there would 
not be a noticeable increase in ambient noise levels from substation operation or corona 
discharge due to the presence of the 10-foot high concrete wall.   Therefore, this impact is 
considered less than significant. 

Question d: Implementation of Mitigation Measure Noi-1 would reduce the short-term 
increase in ambient noise levels resulting from project construction activities; therefore, this 
is considered a less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated. 

Question e: The proposed project is not included within an airport land use plan and is not 
located within 2-miles of a public airport.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question f: The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  The 
proposed new substation merely provides electricity to support nearby uses.  SMUD’s 
project would not be the contributing factor for exposing people to aircraft noise.  Therefore, 
no impact would occur. 

Mitigation 
SMUD shall implement measure Noi-1: 

• Noi-1: 

a) Construction activities shall be limited to occur from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on 
Monday through Friday, and from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays and Sunday, 
pursuant to City of Folsom’s noise policies/ordinances. 

b) Construction activities shall be prohibited on federal- and state-recognized holidays. 

c) Construction equipment powered by an internal combustion engine shall be 
equipped with suitable exhaust and intake silencers, in accordance with 
manufacturers’ specifications, and shall be maintained in good working order. 

d) Stationary construction equipment (i.e., portable power generators, compressors) 
shall be located at the furthest distance possible from nearby residential units. 
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XIII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes 
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?     

 

Environmental Setting 
The City of Folsom had an average population of 71,094 between 2005 and 2007 
(U.S. Census Bureau [USCB], 2009).  The average number of housing units in the City of 
Folsom between 2005 and 2007 was 24,825 and 17,529 units were owner-occupied.  The 
median value of homes was $512,800 between 2005 and 2007 (USCB, 2009). 

Impacts 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
Question a:  SMUD must serve whatever new development may be approved by the City  
of Folsom and County of Sacramento.  SMUD does not designate where and what new 
development may occur.  The presence of the proposed substation would not induce 
population growth.  The proposed project would serve reliable electricity to customers 
within a 1- to 1.5-mile radius.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question b:  Development of the proposed project would not displace any housing, so the 
construction of replacement housing would not be necessary.  Therefore, no impact would 
occur. 

Question c:  The proposed substation would be constructed adjacent to a mixture of 
commercial, residential, and office properties.  The proposed project would not displace any 
people, so the construction of replacement housing would not be necessary.  Therefore, no 
impact would occur. 

Mitigation 
No significant impacts have been identified, so no mitigation is required. 
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XIV.  PUBLIC SERVICES 

Would the project: 

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times, or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services: 

 

Fire protection?     
Police protection?     
Schools?     
Parks?     
Other public facilities?     

 

Environmental Setting 
The proposed project would be located within the City of Folsom within Sacramento 
County.  The City of Folsom Fire Department provides fire protection services within 
Folsom city limits.  The nearest fire stations are located at 535 Glenn Drive (Station 35) and 
70 Clarksville Road (Station 37). The City of Folsom provides police protection within the 
city.  The City of Folsom is served by several public and private elementary, middle, and 
high schools that are part of the Folsom Cordova Unified School District.  The nearest school 
is Folsom High School, located about 0.5 mile from the substation site.  Developers are 
taxed, as necessary, to cover construction and modernization costs as demand increases for 
the schools.  

Parks in the City of Folsom are under the jurisdiction of the City of Folsom Parks and 
Recreation Department.  Two Folsom Public Libraries provide services in the City of 
Folsom. 

Impacts 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
Question a: SMUD would construct, operate, and maintain the proposed substation.  
Construction and operation of the substation would not have an effect on other public 
services in the City of Folsom; therefore, no impact would occur. 
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Mitigation 
No significant impacts have been identified, so no mitigation is required. 
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XV.  RECREATION 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

    

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

    

 

Environmental Setting 
Folsom Parks and Recreation Department provides and maintains a full range of 
recreational activities and park facilities for the City of Folsom. Numerous parks are located 
throughout Folsom; more than 20 parks are within 5 miles of the proposed project.  The 
nearest park is the Livermore Community Park at 6004 Riley Street, about 1 mile from the 
site. 

Impacts 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
Questions a and b:  The proposed substation would not interfere with existing or proposed 
recreational facilities in the area.  No adverse impacts to existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities would occur as a result of constructing and operating 
the proposed substation.  In addition, the proposed project does not include recreational 
facilities, nor does it require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities.  
Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Mitigation 
No significant impacts have been identified, so no mitigation is required. 
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XVI.  TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC 

Would the project: 

a) 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 a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

    

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level 
of service (LOS) standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

    

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

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?     
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

supporting alternative transportation  
(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

    

 

Environmental Setting 
The proposed project would be built in Folsom on the south side of Iron Point Road, just 
west of the intersection of Buckingham and Iron Point Road, and approximately 1,000 feet 
north of Highway 50. 

Access to the proposed project site location would be via an access driveway from Iron 
Point Road.  No traffic improvements have been planned as part of the proposed project. 

Impacts 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
Question a: Construction of the proposed substation would require about 3 months to 
complete.  The construction crew would typically consist of 10 people, with up to 13 people 
during the peak of construction activities.  There would be equipment and materials 
deliveries during the project construction period.  In some cases, the construction vehicles 
would be required to operate and park on the street.  Some minor short-term construction 
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traffic congestion is expected to occur on Iron Point Road.  However, Iron Point Road has 
two east-bound lanes plus a bike lane, which would ease any short-term effects during 
construction.  These effects are considered to be negligible.  SMUD has included Mitigation 
Measure Trans-1 to minimize traffic impacts during SMUD’s construction; therefore, this is 
considered to be a less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated. 

After completion, the proposed substation would be in continuous operation.  Substation 
maintenance and routine inspections would occur on a regular basis at two to four times per 
month for internal inspections and four times per year for perimeter maintenance.  Major 
maintenance would occur about every three years.  Equipment damaged by vandals or 
vehicle accidents would be replaced as needed. 

Question b: As indicated for Question a, traffic generated by project construction and 
operation would be minor.  Based on a recent traffic study conducted by MRO Engineers for 
the California ISO project site, the intersection at Iron Point Road/Oak Avenue Parkway is 
operating at LOS D (AM and PM peak hour).  The intersection at Iron Point 
Road/Outcropping Way is projected to operate at LOS B (AM and PM peak hour) when the 
California ISO project is complete (City of Folsom 2008).  The additional vehicle traffic from 
construction or operation of the proposed project would not change the LOS for either 
intersection.  Therefore, this is considered to be a less-than-significant impact. 

Question c: The proposed project is not near an airport and would not cause a change in 
traffic patterns or increase traffic levels.  Therefore, no impact is expected. 

Question d: Construction of the proposed project would not have any effect on roadway 
design hazards.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question e: As indicated for Question a, traffic associated with project construction may 
have a temporary effect on existing traffic circulation patterns, but should not affect access 
to nearby residences or emergency access.  Nevertheless, SMUD is proposing its standard 
traffic BMPs, which are identified as Mitigation Measure Trans-1; therefore, this is 
considered to be a less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated. 

Question f: Project implementation would not change the availability of existing parking in 
the area; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question g: The proposed project would not conflict with bus or light rail services in the 
vicinity, nor would it affect bicycling or carpooling that may occur nearby; therefore, no 
impact would occur. 
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Mitigation 
SMUD will implement the following Mitigation Measure Trans-1 to minimize the impacts to 
traffic: 

• Trans-1: 

a) Use appropriate signage, coning, and flag persons to alert the public regarding 
ongoing construction. 

b) Coordinate with the City of Folsom and Sacramento County regarding the 
implementation of local and regional road and infrastructure projects so that 
transportation conflicts (including effects on emergency access) are minimized 
during project construction activities. 
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XVII.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

    

b) Require or result in the construction of new water 
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? 

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid 
waste disposal needs? 

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste?     

 

Environmental Setting 
The City of Folsom Department of Utilities is responsible for providing and maintaining 
water, sewer, storm drainage, solid waste, and flood control services for residents and 
businesses in the City of Folsom.  Wastewater ultimately discharges into the Sacramento 
Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) interceptor sewer system and is treated by the 
Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant in Elk Grove. 

The City of Folsom’s water is supplied by Folsom Lake and is treated at the Folsom Water 
Treatment Plant. Municipal storm water discharges are regulated by an National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the State Water Board.  Under the 
NPDES permit, the Regional Water Quality Control Board issues Waste Discharge 
Requirements that regulate storm water discharge from the separate municipal storm drain 
systems.  The City of Folsom participates, in conjunction with the cities of Sacramento, 
Rancho Cordova, Citrus Heights, and Elk Grove and Sacramento County, in a joint NPDES 
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Municipal Storm Water permit.  The City of Folsom Solid Waste Division provides a 
comprehensive waste management and recycling system for residents and businesses in the 
City of Folsom. Solid waste is disposed of at the Kiefer Landfill in Sacramento County. 

Impacts 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
Question a: Implementation (construction and operation) of the proposed substation would 
have no effect on wastewater.  No exceedances of wastewater treatment requirements 
would occur as a result of the project; therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question b: Little water or wastewater demand would be placed on service systems during 
construction of the proposed substation, and no demand would be placed on service 
systems during project operation.  New or expanded water or wastewater treatment 
facilities would not be required as a result of project implementation; therefore, no impact 
would occur. 

Question c: As indicated for Question b, no demand would be placed on non-SMUD utility 
and service systems as a result of implementing the project.  New or expanded storm water 
drainage facilities would not be required as a result of project implementation.  Therefore, 
no impact would occur. 

Question d:  Water would only be needed for dust suppression purposes during 
construction of the proposed substation.  It is expected that water would be provided via 
water trucks.  The amount of water that would be used during the 3-month construction 
period is not expected to be a significant amount.  In addition, no water would be required 
to operate the project.  Therefore, this is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Question e: As indicated for Question b, little demand would be placed on non-SMUD 
utility and service systems as a result of implementing the project.  The Sacramento 
Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant capacity would not be affected, and new or expanded 
water or wastewater treatment facilities would not be required as a result of project 
implementation.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Question f: The proposed project would not be expected to generate a significant amount of 
solid waste.  The site would be received rough-graded and minimal soil, if any, would 
require off-site disposal.   This disposal activity would place only a minor demand on the 
capacity of existing landfills, and would not require the development of new or expanded 
landfills.  Therefore, this impact is considered to be less than significant. 

Question g: The project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
pertaining to solid waste.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Mitigation 
No significant impacts have been identified, so no mitigation is required. 
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XVIII.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
(a) A lead agency shall find that a project may have a 

significant effect on the environment and thereby 
require an EIR to be prepared for the project 
where there is substantial evidence, in light of the 
whole record, that any of the following conditions 
may occur: 

    

1) The project has the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment; 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species; cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels; threaten to eliminate plant or animal 
community; substantially reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
species; or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or 
prehistory. 

    

2) The project has the potential to achieve short-
term environmental goals to the disadvantage 
of long-term environmental goals. 

    

3) The project has possible environmental effects 
that are individually limited but cumulatively 
considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of an 
individual project are significant when viewed 
in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects. 

    

4) The environmental effects of a project will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly. 

(b)(1) Where, prior to the commencement of 
preliminary review of an environmental 
document, a project proponent agrees 
to mitigation measures or project 
modifications that would avoid any 
significant effect on the environment 
specified by subsection (a) or would 
mitigate the significant effect to a point 
where clearly no significant effect on 
the environment would occur, a lead 
agency need not prepare an 
environmental impact report solely 
because, without, mitigation, the 
environmental effects at issue would 
have been significant. 

(b)(2) Furthermore, where a proposed project 
has the potential to substantially 
reduce the number or restrict the range 
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of an endangered, rare, or threatened 
species, the lead agency need not 
prepare an EIR solely because of such 
an effect, if: 

(b)(2)(A) the project proponent is bound to 
implement mitigation requirements 
relating to such species and habitat 
pursuant to an approved habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan; 

(b)(2)(B) The state or federal agency approved 
the habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan in 
reliance on an environmental impact 
report or environmental impact 
statement; and 

(b)(2)(C)1. Such requirements avoid any net 
loss of habitat and net reduction in 
number of the affected species, or 

(b)(2)(C)2. Such requirements preserve, 
restore, or enhance sufficient habitat to 
mitigate the reduction in habitat and 
number of the affected species to 
below a level of significance. 

(c) Following the decision to prepare an 
EIR, if a lead agency determines that 
any of the conditions specified by 
subsection (a) will occur, such a 
determination shall apply to: 

(c)(1) The identification of effects to be 
analyzed in depth in the environmental 
impact report or the functional 
equivalent thereof, 

(c)(2) The requirement to make detailed 
findings on the feasibility of alternatives 
or mitigation measures to substantially 
lessen or avoid the significant effects 
on the environment, 

(c)(3) When found to be feasible, the making 
of changes in the project to 
substantially lessen or avoid the 
significant effects on the environment, 
and 

(c)(4) Where necessary, the requirement to 
adopt a statement of overriding 
considerations. 
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Discussion 
The Environmental Checklist was completed to assess the potential significance of 
environmental impacts that could result from the proposed project.  The following provides 
answers to the questions listed in the mandatory findings of significance section: 

1. As noted in the checklist for Biological Resources and Cultural Resources, as well as 
Appendix B, the project could have potential impacts to sensitive species and 
unidentified prehistoric, historic, or paleontological materials could be encountered.  
SMUD has designed the project to include mitigation measures to reduce impacts to 
the sensitive resources to a less-than-significant level. 

2. Implementation of the project would not result in achieving short-term 
environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals.  The 
mitigation measures incorporated into the project for impacts to biological resources, 
cultural resources, geology, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water 
quality, noise, and transportation would mitigate for both short- and long-term 
environmental impacts.  Impacts related to air and GHGs would have mitigation 
measures for short-term environmental impacts and would be less than significant 
or have no impact to long-term environmental goals.  Impacts to aesthetics and 
utilities are less than significant for short- and long-term goals. 

All of the potential short- and long-term environmental impacts within the project 
vicinity identified in this IS have been mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  
None of the impacts would interfere with SMUD’s short- and long-term goals of 
providing electricity to the surrounding area.  Therefore, this impact is considered 
less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

3. All of the potential impacts identified in this IS have been mitigated to a less-than-
significant level because SMUD has included mitigation measures.  The proposed 
substation site is located on a small area of the CAL-ISO facility, which is an adjacent 
probable future project.  The ISMND prepared for the CAL-ISO facility found less 
than significant impacts with mitigation incorporated to air quality (construction 
emissions), biology (impacts to nesting birds, elderberry shrubs, and oak trees), 
cultural resources, geology (erosion of soil), hydrology (drainage), noise 
(construction and operational noise), and traffic.  SMUD’s proposed substation 
project, with the mitigation measures identified in this IS, would not contribute to a 
cumulatively significant effect when considered with the CAL-ISO project.  
Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 

4. As indicated throughout this IS, substantial adverse effects are not expected to occur 
as a result of project construction or operation.  The proposed project’s impacts on 
the environment included impacts identified as having “no impact,” 
“less-than-significant impact,” and “less-than-significant with mitigation 
incorporated.” SMUD has included mitigation measures in its project description for 
all identified impacts.  As a result, preparation of an EIR is not required. 
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CHAPTER 4 
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The following people contributed to the preparation of this document. 
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Burleson Consulting, Inc. 
Roberta Tassey, Senior Reviewer 
Beth Kelly, Project Manager 
Ammon Rice, Biologist 
Greg Reller, PG, Geologist  
Joel Reisman, Air Quality and Transportation Engineer 
Matt Brown, Graphic Designer 
Nadia Burleson, PE, Quality Control 
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Table A-1 Iron Point Buckingham Distribution Substation Project Mitigation Monitoring Plan Summary 
Implementation Duration Monitoring Duration Responsibility 

Impact Mitigation One-time Ongoing One-time Ongoing Implementation Monitoring 
Biological Resources 

Construction 
crew 
awareness 
training 

Bio-1 Before construction activities, all on-site construction personnel 
will receive instruction regarding the presence of listed species 
and the importance of avoiding impacts to these species and 
their habitat.  Crews will be informed to stop work if any special-
status species are encountered and contact the project 
manager. 

Prior to the start 
of construction 

activities 

Throughout the 
project 

construction 
period 

Prior to the start 
of construction 

activities 

 SMUD and 
biologist 

SMUD and 
biologist 

Minimize 
impact area 

Bio-2 A work zone will be identified on construction drawings, and/or 
will be adequately flagged or fenced in the field to limit 
construction equipment and personnel to the minimum area 
necessary to perform the proposed work. 

Prior to the start 
of construction 

activities 

Throughout the 
project 

construction 
period 

Prior to the start 
of construction 

activities 

 SMUD and 
biologist 

SMUD and 
biologist 

Prevent 
spread of 
noxious 
weeds 

Bio-3 To prevent the spread of noxious weeds, all equipment shall be 
washed before coming to the site and before leaving the site.  
Equipment rinse water shall be disposed of in a sanitary sewer. 

 Throughout the 
project 

construction 
period 

 Throughout the 
project 

construction 
period 

SMUD SMUD 

Bird strikes Bio-4 New power lines, utility poles, and associated equipment shall 
be constructed to minimize the potential for bird-strikes and 
electrocution by using methods described in SMUD’s Avian 
Protection Plan (SMUD, 2007). 

During project 
design and the 

construction 
period 

Throughout the 
project 

construction 
period 

  SMUD  SMUD  

Effect on 
nesting 
substrate 

Bio-5 If vegetation will be removed by the proposed project and all 
necessary approvals have been obtained, potential nesting 
substrate (e.g., trees and shrubs) shall be removed between 
November 1 and February 28 to ensure that active nests are not 
destroyed or disturbed as a result of project construction 
activities. 

During project 
design and the 

construction 
period 

Throughout the 
project 

construction 
period 

 Throughout the 
project 

construction 
period 

SMUD  SMUD  
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Table A-1 Iron Point Buckingham Distribution Substation Project Mitigation Monitoring Plan Summary 
Implementation Duration Monitoring Duration Responsibility 

Impact Mitigation One-time Ongoing One-time Ongoing Implementation Monitoring 
Biological Resources (continued) 

Bio-6 If construction activities would occur during the nesting season 
(estimated to be January through August), pre-construction 
surveys for the presence of special-status bird species or any 
nesting bird species shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
within 500 feet of proposed construction areas.  This survey 
shall be conducted no more than 14 days prior to the initiation of 
construction activities during the breeding season (raptors – 
January through August; burrowing owl – February 1 through 
August 31).  During this survey, the biologist shall inspect all 
trees, grassland, and electrical towers in and immediately 
adjacent to the impact area for nests.  Specific mitigation 
measures for burrowing owl and Swainson’s hawk are included 
under Mitigation Measures Bio-7 through 9.  If any other nest 
sites of bird species protected under the MBTA are observed 
within the vicinity of the project site, then the project will be 
modified and/or delayed as necessary to avoid direct take of 
identified nest, eggs, and/or young. 

Prior to the start 
of construction 

activities 

Until nesting 
species have 

left 

Prior to the start 
of construction 

activities 

Until nesting 
species have 

left 

SMUD and 
biologist 

SMUD and 
biologist 

Effect on 
sensitive 
species, 
wildlife 
movement, 
and nursery 
sites 
 

Bio-7 For the burrowing owl, a qualified biologist shall survey the 
proposed project site, including a 150-meter (m) buffer zone 
around the proposed project boundary no more than 14 days 
prior to the initiation of construction activities.  If an active 
burrowing owl nest is found within that area, the biologist, in 
consultation with CDFG, shall follow the Burrowing Owl Survey 
Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines (California Burrowing Owl 
Consortium, 1993).  The Mitigation Guidelines state that if 
construction occurs during the non breeding season (September 
1 through January 31), then a 50-meter radius must be 
maintained around the occupied burrow.  If construction occurs 
during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31), 
then a 75-meter radius must be maintained around the occupied 
burrow.  Throughout the year, foraging habitat around occupied 
burrows must be maintained at a minimum of 6.5 acres. 

Prior to the start 
of construction 

activities 

Until nesting 
species have 

left 

Prior to the start 
of construction 

activities 

Until nesting 
species have 

left 

SMUD and 
biologist 

SMUD and 
biologist 
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Table A-1 Iron Point Buckingham Distribution Substation Project Mitigation Monitoring Plan Summary 
Implementation Duration Monitoring Duration Responsibility 

Impact Mitigation One-time Ongoing One-time Ongoing Implementation Monitoring 
Biological Resources (continued) 

Bio-8 For the Swainson’s hawk, a qualified biologist shall conduct a 
pre-construction survey for active Swainson’s hawk nests if 
construction occurs between February and July.  The survey 
shall be conducted within 0.5 mile of the project area.  This 
survey shall be conducted no more than 14 days prior to the 
initiation of construction activities during the breeding season 
(January through August).  During this survey, the biologist shall 
inspect all trees and electrical towers for raptor nests in and 
immediately adjacent to the impact areas.  If a Swainson’s hawk 
is found nesting within 1,000 feet of the project area, the degree 
of avoidance necessary to prevent nest failure shall be 
discussed with the CDFG.  If exclusion zones cannot be 
implemented at these distances, the following measures may be 
implemented: 

o Construction may be postponed in that area until young are 
fledged, or 

o A qualified biological monitor shall be provided to monitor 
the birds on the nest and stop construction if it appears that 
the birds will abandon the nest and/or young, or 

o The CDFG shall be consulted if construction appears to 
jeopardize the nesting success and provide for the artificial 
rearing of eggs or young by qualified staff. 

Prior to the start 
of construction 

activities 

Until nesting 
species have 

left 

Prior to the start 
of construction 

activities 

Until nesting 
species have 

left 

SMUD and 
biologist 

SMUD and 
biologist 

Effect on 
sensitive 
species, 
wildlife 
movement, 
and nursery 
sites 
 

Bio-9 Construction activities shall not be initiated within 0.25 mile of an 
actively nesting Swainson’s hawk tree during the nesting season 
(March 1 through September 15).  This buffer distance shall be 
increased to 0.5 mile in a location outside of urban areas or 
where intensive disturbance is not a normal occurrence during 
the nesting season (Sacramento County, 2007).  No nest tree 
removal shall occur without prior authorization. 

Prior to the start 
of construction 

activities 

 Prior to the start 
of construction 

activities 

 SMUD and 
biologist 

SMUD and 
biologist 

Construction 
near 
Landmark 
trees 

 

Bio-10 

 
 

To protect trees, if project construction would affect trees or the 
dripline of trees with a trunk diameter of 6 inches or greater or 
multiple-trunked oak trees with an aggregate trunk diameter of 
20 inches, SMUD would submit a tree permit application to the 
City of Folsom and comply with permit conditions. 

During project 
design and the 

construction 
period 

Throughout the 
project 

construction 
period 

During project 
design and the 

construction 
period 

Throughout the 
project 

construction 
period 

SMUD and 
biologist 

 

SMUD and 
biologist 

 




