
RESOLUTION NO. 2014-139 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ELK GROVE 
CERTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE SILVERADO 

VILLAGE PROJECT, EG-11-046; ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBERS: 127-0010-002, 
127-0010-017, 127-0010-040, 127-0010-104, 127-0010-105, & 127-0010-106 

\'VHEREAS, the Planning Department of the City of Elk Grove received an 
application on November 4, 2011 from Silverado Homes dba Vintara Holdings, LLC (the 
"Applicant") requesting establishment of a Special Planning Area, approval of a 
Tentative Subdivision Map, and estabiishment if a Deveiopment Agreement for the 
Silverado Village Project (the "Project"); and 

WHEREAS, the proposed Project is located on real property in the incorporated 
portions of the City of Elk Grove more particularly described as APNs: 127-0010-002, 
017, 040, 104, 105, & 106; and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), requires local 
agencies io consider ihe poieniiai environmeniai impacts of iheir decisions prior io 
taking action; and 

WHEREAS, in compliance with Public Resources Code §21080.4, a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) was prepared by the City of Elk Grove and was distributed to the 
State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, responsible agencies and other 
interested parties on January 25, 2013 with the comment period ending on February 26, 
2013; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Elk Grove distributed a Notice of Availability for the 
Project's Draft EIR on September 27, 2013, which started the 45-day public review 
period, ending on November 11, 2013; and 

WHEREAS, the Draft EIR, provided herein as Exhibit A, was filed with the State 
Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2013012060) and was distributed to public agencies and other 
interested parties for public review and comment; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Elk Grove prepared a Revised Final EIR (provided herein 
as Exhibit B), which consists of: (1) Draft EIR, (2) an errata to the Draft EIR, 
(3) comments received on the Draft EIR during the public review period, and 
(4) responses to comments received. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Elk 
Grove as follows: 

1. Certification of the Revised Final EIR 
A. The City Council hereby certifies that the Revised Final EIR has been completed 
in compliance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. 



B. The City Council hereby certifies that the Final SEIR was presented to the 
City Council and that the City Council reviewed and considered the information 
contained in the Final SEIR prior to taking action on the Project. 

C. The City Council hereby certifies that the Final SEIR reflects the 
independent judgment and analysis of the City Council. 

2. Findings on Impacts 

1 he l;ity Councii finds that the Revisea t-mai EiR identiTies potentiaiiy significant 
impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level and are thus 
considered significant and unavoidable. The City Council makes the findings with 
respect to these significant and unavoidable impacts as set forth in Exhibit C. 

3. Findings on Alternatives 

The City Council finds that the alternatives analyzed in the Revised Final EIR are 
rejected because the alternatives wouid not achieve the project objectives. The 
City Council makes the finding as set forth in Exhibit C, attached hereto and 
incorporated herein by reference. 

4. Statement of Overriding Considerations 

The City Council finds that there are no feasible mitigation measures or project 
alternatives that would mitigate or substantially lessen the impacts from the Project. 
Despiie the occurrence of these significani effects, however, the City Councii 
chooses to approve the project because, in its view, the environmental, social, and 
other benefits of the project will render the significant effects acceptable as described 
in Statement of Overriding Considerations as set forth in Exhibit C. 

5. Adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

A. The City Council hereby finds that the proposed mitigation measures described in 
the EiR and Findings are feasibie, and therefore wiii become binding upon the City 
and on future Applicants. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is included 
as Exhibit D. 

B. The City Council hereby adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, as set forth in Exhibit D, attached hereto and incorporated herein by 
reference. 



ATTEST: 

GARY .. D i ~ MXYOR of the 
C!TY OF ELK GROVE 

APPROVED AS TO FORivi: 



...... - . . . . . . . . . . . 

:-:-:n:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-
··r~-.....:1··-·.·.·.·.·.·.·.· .·.·.·.·.· 
<I . ,-:-:-:-:->:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-: ................... . · ... ·. · ......... · ..... · ..... · ... · .· .. ' 

........ - ......... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' .... ' ................... . . . ' .............. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

LGL~U~:[:.:[:::_:[:[:[::, 
't. . . . . . . . . . . ' ..... . 
1 ••••••••• 

•I • :- :-:-:-:-:-:-:-: ,r. . . . . . . . . , 
·.r~ ................. j . . . ' ..... . , ........ . 
;~::::::::: :: :::: :: : 

·-- -- -~- ~~ _,t_____!.__' ' .!c...!._'_ •• _ • .---- ------ ·r-·---------, . I I 
I 

,, 
I ·I i 

:~~===- t~=- --- _j ' . ----1 
I 

, " I 
r:~-:-:-.-.... ;j-=--===1 

1:::::::::::::::::: 1]· I 
· .·:: ::::::::::::: i1 1· 
:-:- :-: . : :-:.: . >jl 
. :- :- :. :- :- : -:-: -: 1f . l 
-: . : -: -: -: . :- :- : -:"'-:.·=c. =. =. 7'. ~-.c--:.-':".· ' ................... 
• • ' ' • ' • • • • • ' • • • • • • ' I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
• ' ' ' ' ' • ' • • • ' ' ' ' ' • • • I .................. ' 
•••••...••.•••••.•• i ................... 

' ................ ' ................... 
................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' 

................... 
. • ..• ·.• •.. · ....• • •..•.•••• • ••. • .•..•. ! ................... ' .............. ' .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' ·.· ... ·.·. · ... · ..... ·.·. ·.· ..... · ..... ' 

· ..... · ..... · ... ·. ·.·. ·•· ..... ·.·. · ... i . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
: . :- :- : . :- : : . :- : • :- :- : . :- :- :- :- : . : -: . i ................... ' 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::I 
. ·.· ... · ......... ·.· ... · ... · ... ·.,.·.,I ·ca--· - ............. -~ . I ............. . . . \ ............. . 
. l .L-....:, ••••••••••••• I 

:::: :u:::::: ::·.::: :;:: :: :> :::::: i 
.· ... ·. ·. ·. ·.· ... ·. ·.· ....... ·.· ... · .. ' 
. · ... •. · ...... · .· .·.· .· ..... ·.· ... ·.·I 

EXHIBIT A 

DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

FOR 

SILVERADO VILLAGE 

SCH# 2013012060 

SEPTEMBER 2013 

Prepared for: 

City ofEik Grove 
Attn: Christopher jordan 
8401 Laguna Palms Way 
Elk Grove, CA 95758 

Prepared by: 

De Novo Planning Gioup 
4630 Brand Way 
Sacramento, CA 95819 
www.denovopianning.com 

De Novo Planning Group 

A !..and Use Planning, Design. and Environmental Firm 

D -, 
' I 





DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

FOR 

SILVERADO ViLLAGE 

SCH# 2013012060 

SEPTEMBER 2013 

Prepared far: 

City of Elk Grove 
Attn: Christopher jordan 
8401 Laguna Palms Way 

Elk Grove, CA 95758 

Prepared by: 

De Novo Planning Group 
4630 Brand Way 

Sacramento, CA 95819 
www.denuVUIJlailning.conJ 





TABLE OF CONTENTS TOC 

Chapters Page Numbers 

Executive Summary .................................................................................................................... ES-1 

1.0 Introduction ........................................................................................................................ 1.0-1 

2.0 Project Description ............................................................................................................. 2.0-1 

3.1 Aesthetics ........................................................................................................................... 3.1-1 

3.2 Air Quality ........................................................................................................................... 3.2-1 

3.3 Biological Resources ........................................................................................................... 3.3-1 

3.4 Cultural Resources .............................................................................................................. 3.4-1 

3.5 Geology and Soils ................................................................................................................ 3.5-1 

3.6 Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change ............................................................................. 3.6-1 

3.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials ...................................................................................... 3.7-1 

3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality ............................................................................................. 3.8-1 

3.9 land Use Pianning .............................................................................................................. 3.9-1 

3.10 Noise ............................................................................................................................... 3.10-1 

3.11 Public Services and Recreation ....................................................................................... 3.11-1 

3.12 Transportation and Circulation ....................................................................................... 3.12-1 

3.13 Utilities ............................................................................................................................ 3.13-1 

4.0 Other CEQA Sections .......................................................................................................... 4.0-1 

5.0 Aiternatives ........................................................................................................................ 5.0-1 

6.0 Report Preparers ................................................................................................................. 6.0-1 

Tables Page Numbers 

Table ES-1: Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project ............................................ ES-4 

Table ES-2: Project Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measure ............................................... ES-6 

Table 2-1: Project and Surrounding Area land Use Designations ............................................ 2.0-1 

Table 2-2: land Use Summary .................................................................................................. 2.0-3 

Table 3.2-1: Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards ................................................ 3.2-5 

Table 3.2-2: State and National Attainment Status .................................................................. 3.2-7 

Table 3.2-3: SVAB Ambient air Quality Monitoring Data Summary- Ozone 2008-2010 ......... 3.2-7 

Draft Environmental Impact Report- Silverado Village [_ TOC-1 



TOC TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Table 3.2-4: SVAB Ambient air Quality Monitoring Data Summary- PM2.5 2008-2010 ......... 3.2-8 

Table 3.2-5: SVAB Ambient air Quality Monitoring Data Summary- PM10 2008-2010 .......... 3.2-8 

Table 3.2-6: Operational Emissions (Unmitigated) ................................................................. 3.2-13 

Table 3.2-7: Operational Emissions (Mitigated) ..................................................................... 3.2-14 

iabie 3.2-8: Construction Emissions (Unmitigated) ............................................................... 3.2-15 

Table 3.2-9: CARB Minimum Separation Recommendations ................................................. 3.2-22 

Table 3.3-1: CNDDB Documented Special-Status Occurrences within a S-Mile Radius ............ 3.3-7 

Table 3.3-2: Special-Status Animals within 10-Mile Radius of Project Site .............................. 3.3-7 

Table 3.3-3: Waters of the U.S ................................................................................................. 3.3-30 
..... _._,_ ...... "- .... _.._ ___ .._,_,,. ........ _ .. ,. ____ ..._ _____ ..._. ___ , _______ .._ .... ___ 1_ __ ..._,___ ......... ... 

1 ao1e ~-~-q.: t"Otenuet• L.lvtu vvau Lonsuucuon nnpau r:vdiUi:HiutJ ......................................... .3 • .3-.3'1-

Table 3.5-1 Project Soils ........................................................................................................... 3.5-2 

Table 3.5-2: Soil Attributes ....................................................................................................... 3.5-2 

Table 3.5-3: Fault Activity Rating .............................................................................................. 3.5-4 

Table 3.5-4: Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale for Earthquakes ............................................... 3.5-4 
"'I'"_LI_..,. r- r-_ r- ___ ,_.._, __ .._1__ •••-• __ ,.._ _ _ Lr-11_,____ _ ... .- r-
J ao1e .:) . .:>-.::>: retult~ trt tne vrc1n11Y or t:IK urove ......................................................................... .:\.:>-:> 

Table 3.7-1: GeoTracker Known Hazardous Material Release Sites ......................................... 3.7-3 

Table 3.8-1: 303(d) listed Impaired Waterbodies in Sacramento County ................................ 3.8-4 

Table 3.8-2: Definitions of FEMA Flood Zone Designations ...................................................... 3.8-9 

Table 3.9-2: Project and Surrounding Area Land Use Designations ......................................... 3.9-2 
-r_LI- ... ......... "T",,_, __ I 11.1-: __ I ----•- .., .,,.._., 

1 dUie .:> • .Lu-.L; 1 y~n .. dl '"u1se Level!:i ··························································································-'·.lU--' 

Table 3.10-2: Predicted Existing Traffic Noise Levels .............................................................. 3.10-4 

Table 3.10-3: General Plan Table NO-C Max. Allowable Noise Exposure, Transportation ..... 3.10-6 

Table 3.10-4: General Plan Table NO-C Noise Level Performance Standards, Non Trans ...... 3.10-7 

Table 3.10-5: Predicted Existing Traffic Noise Levels ............................................................ 3.10-10 

Table 3.10-6: ~~·---··-- -L n--=--.a. n--=..1--.a.- .&.- r ....... __ --r--U:- tu-:-- 1 -··-'- .., "'n "'"' 
I:AI-'U!IUI t: Ul t""IUJt:"l..l 1'\t:".:liiUt:"lll.:ll lU I""UlUit' lldllll.. 1'\IUI.:llt:" l..t'Vt'l!il ••••••••••••••••••••••••.::> • .LU-.1.1 

Table 3.10-7: Exposure to Future Traffic Noise Levels ......................................................... 3.10-12 

Table 3.10-8: Construction Equipment Noise ....................................................................... 3.10-14 

Table 3.9-1: Project and Surrounding Area Land Use Designations ......................................... 3.9-1 

Table 3.11-1: Elk Grove Police Department Crime Stats (2006-2010) .................................... 3.11-2 

Table 3.11-2: CCSD Elk Giove Call/Service Statistics .............................................................. 3.11-4 

Table 3.11-3: CCSD Park Facilities Inventory .......................................................................... 3.11-4 

Table 3.12-1: Intersection Level of Service Thresholds- Signalized lntersections ................. 3.12-4 

Table 3.12-2: Intersection Level of Service Thresholds -Unsignalized Intersections ............. 3.12-4 

Table 3.12-3: Intersection Level of Service- Existing Conditions ........................................... 3.12-5 
T-L..I- ~ .. ., A. \At--1 • ...1- .. T .. :- r-----.a.:-- .., .. ., .. n 
ldUit' ~.J..L-"1". VVt'CI\UdY 1111-' Ut:"llt:"ldLIUII •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••...••• .:> • .L£-.LU 

Table 3.12-5: Intersection Level of Service- Existing Plus Project Conditions ..................... 3.12-14 

Table 3.13-1: 2010 SCP Planning Scenarios and Projected ESDs ............................................ 3.13-2 

Table 3.13-2: Population Based Flow Projections (All Flows in Million of Gallons per Day) ... 3.13-3 

Table 3.13-3: 2010 SCP Land Use Categories and Design ESD Densities ................................ 3.13-4 

Table 3.13-4: n .. -; ...... + ~-···-- '"'-···- ~ .. ~ o I""IUjlt;\.1. Jt'WCI I""IUW.::. ...•.................................•......•.•••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~.J..~-0 

Table 3.13-5: EGWD Tariff Area No.2- Existing and Projected Water Demand ................. 3.13-11 

Table 3.13-6: Future Water Supply for Service Area #2 ....................................................... 3.13-12 

Table 3.13-7: Zone 40 Surface Water Supply Components .................................................. 3.13-12 

l __ TOC-G Draft Environmental Impact Report- Silverado Village 



'-

TABLE OF CONTENTS I TOC 

Table 3.13-8: Project Water Demand ................................................................................... 3.13-20 

Table 3.13-9: Water Demand ................................................................................................ 3.13-20 

Table 3.13-9: Disposal Rate .................................................................................................. 3.13-22 

Table 3.13-10: Disposal Facilities and Their Capacities ........................................................ 3.13-23 

Table 4-1: Population Tiends .................................................................................................... 4.0-2 

Table 4-2: City of Elk Grove Jobs Projections ............................................................................ 4.0-3 

Table 5-1: Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project ............................................ 5.0-12 

Figures 

Figures are located at the end of each section. 

Figure 2-1: Project location 

Figure 2-2: Conceptual Site Plan 

Figure 2-3: Detailed Site Plan 

Figure 3.3-1: Special-Status Species (S-Mile Radius) 

Figure 3.3-2: Wetlands 

Figure 3.5-1: Project Site Soils 

Figure 3.8-1: Water Features and Watersheds 

Figure 3.8-2: Groundwater Recharge Capability 

Figure 3.8-3a: FEMA Flood Map 

Figure 3.8-b: FEMA LOMR Map 

Figure 3.8-4: Detention/Water Quality Basin and Outfall Details 

Figure 3.9-1: General Plan Land Use and Zoning Designations 

Figure 3.10-1: Noise Barrier location 

Figure 3.12-1: Study Area 

Page Numbers 

Figure 3.12-2: Peak Hour Traffic Volume and Lane Configurations- Existing Conditions 

Figure 3.12-3: Trip Distribution 

Figure 3.12-4: Peak Hour Traffic Volume and lane Configurations- Existing Plus Project Conditions 

Appendices 

Appendix A- Notice of Preparation (NOP)/Initial Study and Comments in Response to NOP 

Appendix B- Air Quality Model Calculations 

Appendix C- Report of Findings Soil Sampling and Analysis 

Appendix D- Dialnage Study 

Appendix E- Environmental Noise Analysis 

Appendix F- Traffic Impact Study 

Appendix G- Water Supply Assessment 

Draft Environmental Impact Report- Silverado Village L ___ T()~:::3 ___ . 



TOC TABLE OF CONTENTS 

This page left intentionally blank. 

TOC-4 ~ Draft Environmental Impact Report- Silverado Village 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES 

iNTRODUCTION 

The City of Elk Grove (City) has determined that a project-level environmental impact report (EIR) 

is required for the proposed Siiverado Viiiage project (Project) pursuant to the requirements of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

This EIR is a Project EIR as defined in Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines. A Project EIR is 

an EIR which examines the environmental impacts of a specific development project. This type of 

E!R should focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would result from the 

development project. The EIR shall examine all phases of the project including planning, 

construction and operation. The project EIR approach is appropriate for the Project because it 

allows comprehensive consideration of the reasonably anticipated scope of the Project, as 

described in greater detail in Section 2.0. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The following provides a brief summary and overview of the Project. The reader is referred to 

Section 2.0 for a more complete and thorough description of the components of the Project and 

for graphics illustrating the location of the Project site and components of the Project. 

The Project proposes a 230-acre residential community located north of Bond Road and west of 

Waterman Road. The Project proposes 660 single family units, up to 125 independent/assisted 

living/memory care units, a community clubhouse, an 11.4-acre park and trail system, 93.7 acres 

of open space, including a 68.1-acre wetland preservation area and 14.7 acre detention basin, and 

supporting infrastructure. Figures 2-3 and 2--4 depict the key Project characteristics and Tab!e 2-2 

summarizes the proposed uses. 

The Project site is designated by the General Plan Land Use Policy Map as Ruial Residential, Low 

Density Residential, and Commercial/Office/Multi-Family. The Project site is zoned RD-2, RD-4, 

RD-5, RD- S(F), and 0. 

The residential component of the Project would be developed in three villages. Villages 1 and 2 

would include 393 single family residential uses. Village 3 would be a private senior community, 

with 267 single family patio homes, up to 125 units for independent, assisted, and/or memory-care 

in a multifamily lodge, and a Village clubhouse, atrium, and swimming pool. The lodge and 

ciubhouse faciiities wouid include retaii, office, medicai, and commercial uses to serve the 

community. 

Primary access would be from Bond and Waterman Roads. There would also be a secondary point 

of access from Bond Road which would allow only right-turn-in and right-turn-out movements. The 
Prnit:~rt inrlnriPc: nPriPc:tri~n ;mrl hirvdp fp;~turPs to orovide both internal connectivitv as well as . --.. --- ···-·---- .----------- ---- ---.--- --------- -- ,- - -- . 
connections to adjacent bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Two emergency vehicle accesses would 

be provided. The Project's circulation system, including the internal street system, is described in 

Section 2.0. 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, for a more complete description of the details of the 

Project. 

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

This Draft EIR addresses environmental impacts associated with the Project that are known to the 

City, were raised during the Notice of Preparation (NOP) process, or raised during preparation of 

the Dran tiK. The City received 16 written comment ietters on the NOP for the proposed 

Silverado Village Draft EIR. A copy of each letter is provided in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. A 

public seeping meeting was held on February 8, 2013 to present the project description to the 

public and interested agencies, and to receive comments from the public and interested agencies 

regarding the scope of the environmental analysis to be included in the Draft EIR. 

Aspects of the Project associated with environmental issues that could be of public concern 

include the following: 

o Off-site flooding and drainage impacts, particularly to the Quail Ridge, Sheldon Estates, 

and Campbell Road neighborhoods and Laguna Creek. These issues are addressed in 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

o Hydraulic impacts to Laguna Creek. This issue is addressed in Section 3.8, Hydrology and 

Water Quality. 

• Stormwater quality, This issue is addressed in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, and Section 

3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

• Roadway capacity, including impacts to Bond Road and VJateiman Road, and incieased 
vehicle trips. This issue is addressed in Section 3.12, Transportation and Circulation. 

o Potential for hazardous materia is and contaminated soiis to occur on the Project site. This 

issue is addressed in Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

o Prior use of Project site for dumping. This issue is addressed in Section 3.7, Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials. 

o Open space and sensitive habitat preservation. This issue is addressed in Section 3.3, 

Biological Resources. 

o Aesthetic impacts to adjacent neighborhoods. This issue is addressed in Section 3.1, 

Aesthetics. 

o Site lighting, with the recommendation that low sodium lights be made a condition of 

approval. This issue is addressed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics. 

o Water supply. This issue is addressed in Section 3.13, Utilities. 

o Groundwater quality. This issue is addressed in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES 

• Tree removal and location of trees that will be removed. This issue is addressed in Section 

3.3, Biological Resources. 

• Regional traffic impacts and effects on State highway facilities. This issue is addressed in 

Section 3.12, Transportation and Circulation. 

• Overcrowding of schools and effects on Elk Grove Elementary School, including drop-off 

and pick-up areas. Potentia! impacts to schools were determined to be !ess than significant 

in the Initial Study (see Appendix A). A project's impacts on school facilities are fully 

mitigated by the payment of the requisite new school construction fees established 

pursuant to Government Code Section 65995. 

• Public safety. This issue is addressed in Section 3.11, Public Services. 

• Air quality. This issue is addressed in Section 3.2, Air Quality. 

• Regional traffic impacts, including impacts to County roadways and Caltrans facilities 

(State Route 99, Interstate 5, and State Route 16). This issue is addressed in Section 3.12, 

Transportation and Circulation. 

• Impacts to housing and surrounding housing developments. Potential impacts of the 
n--:--... -- -··---··-...1: ...... &.. ....... : ...... ..1 ........ 1 .................. + .. ........ ...... ...1 ... 1'0. ....... ,1 : ... c..,.,.+;,.. ..... ~ 1 A. ...... +h.,.+i,. .. 
riUjt:'l.l Ull !)UIIUUIIUIIIE) IIUU.31115 Ut:VCIVjoJIIIII:"IIl.~ Cllt: CIUUit:.3.:u;u Ill .,.n;;\..LIVII~ J,.._, ,..,t:~1.111!;;'-llo'"'~l 

3.2, Air Quality, 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, 3.9, land Use Planning, 3.10, Noise, and 

3.12, Transportation and Circulation. 

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to describe a reasonable range of 

alternatives to the Project or to the location of the Project which would reduce or avoid significant 

impacts, and which could feasibly accomplish the basic objectives of the Project. The alternatives 

analyzed in this EIR include the following three alternatives in addition to the Project. 

• Aiternative 1: No Project (No Buiidj Alternative 

• Alternative 2: Reduced Density and Reconfigured Project Alternative 

• Alternative 3: Reconfigured Project Alternative 

Analysis of an alternative location was considered, but dismissed as described in Section 5.0, 

Alternatives. Alternatives are described in detail in Section 5.0, Alteinatives. Table ES-1 

summarizes the comparative environmental effects of implementing each alternative. 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

TABLE ES-l: COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE PROJECT IMPACTS TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL iSSUE 
No PRoJECT REVISED PROJECT RECONFIGURED PROJECT 

ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3 8 

Reduced in Reduced in Reduced in 
AESTHETICS comparison to the comparison to the Comparison to the 

Project Project Project 

Reduced in Reduced in 
Comparable to the 

AIR QUALITY comparison to the comparison to the 
Project Project 

Proposed Project 

Generally comparable 

Reduced in Reduced in 
to the Proposed 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES comparison to the comparison to the 
Project, but reduced 
in association with 

Project Project 
impacts to trees of 
local irnpor--w.nce 

Reduced in Reduced in 
Comparable to the 

CULTURAL RESOURCES comparison to the comparison to the 
n-~•~ .... n ....... ; ....... r Proposed Project 
I IUjO::\..L • 'up;:'-L 

Reduced in Reduced in 
Comparable to the 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS comparison to the comparison to the 
D.-n;<><'+ o ... ,.;., ... t- Proposed Project 
• • uo J'"''-'" •• uo J .......... 

Reduced in Reduced in 
Comparable to the GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE comparison to the comparison to the 

ProiPrt Project 
Proposed Project 

.. -~--· 
Reduced in Reduced in 

Comparable to the HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS comparison to the comparison to the 
Project Project Proposed Project 

Reduced in Reduced in 
Comparable to the HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY comparison to the comparison to the 

Project Project Proposed Project 

Reduced in Reduced in 
Comparable to the NOISE comparison to the comparison to the 

Project Project Proposed Project 

Reduced in Reduced in 
Comparable to the TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION comparison to the comparison to the 

Project Project Proposed Project 

Best in comparison Better than the 
Better than, but 

to the Project in Project terms of 
most comparable to, 

Overall terms of overall overall the Project in terms 

environmental environmental 
of overall 

effects effects 
environmental 

effects 

As shown in the table above, the Alternative 1 (No Project) is the environmentally superior 

alternative because it provides the greatest reduction of potential impacts in comparison to the 

Project. Since the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, an 

environmentally superior alternative must be selected between the remaining alternatives 

consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Alternative 2 (Reduced Density and Reconfigured 

Project Alternative) is the environmentally superior alternative, when compared to the Project and 

Alternative 3. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Summarized in Tabie ES-2 are the environmental impacts of the proposed Project, the impact ievei 
of significance prior to mitigation, the proposed mitigation measures and/or adopted policies and 

standard measures that are already in place to mitigate an impact, and the impact level of 
significance after mitigation. 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

TABLE ES-2: PIIOJECT IMIPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION ftiiEASURH 

ENVIRONMENTJIL IMPACT 

AESTHiiTICS 

Impact 3.1-1: The Project would not 
substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings. 

Impact 3.1-2: Project implementation 
may r"sult in light and glare impacts. 

AIR QUALITY 

Impact 3.2-1: Project operations have the 
potential to cause a violation of an air 
quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected 
air quality violation. 

CC- cumulatively considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LEl'EL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

MITUiATION MHASURE 
W~rHour 

MITIGATION 

LS None required. 

Mitigation MeasiJre 3.1-1 Outdoor lighl:ing shall be designed so that light is 
not directed off' the site and the light source is shielded downward from 
overhead viewing and from direct off-site viewing. Light spill and glare shall not 
exceed 0.1 foot-candle on adjacent properties. These reqLiirements shall be 
shown on the master home plans for the single family units and the project 
improvement plans for the multifamily, clubhouse, and parks facilities. 

PS Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 Street light fixtures shall use low-pressure 
sodium lamps or other similar lighting fixture and shall be installed and 
shielded in such a manner that no light rays are emitted from the .fixture at 
angles above the horizontal plane. High·intensit;y dischar:ge lamps shall be 
prohibited. Oflsite illumination shall not exceed two-foot candles. Street 
lighting plans shall be submitted with project improvement plans for Cit;y 
review and approval. 

LS None required. 

LCC -/e~:s than cumulatively considerc.rble 

S- significant 

LS -less than signijlcant 

SU- sign~{icant and unavoidable 

Nl- No Impact 
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ENVfRONMENl'AL IMPACT 

Impact 3.2-2: Project construction has the 
potential to eause a violation of an air 
quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected 
air quality violation. 

CC- cumulatiVl!ly considE'rable 

PS- potentially significant 

LE'VELOF 
SrGNIFrCANCE 

W.ITHOUT 
MITIGATION 

PS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MITfGATION MEASURE 

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: To reduce construction-re/aCed em1sswns, the 
Project Applicant shall implement the following SMAQMD Basic Construction 
Emissions Control Measures: 

• The following practices are required to control fugitive dust from a 
construction site. Control of fugitive dust is required by SMAQMD Rule 
403 and enforced by SMAQMD staff 

o Water all exposed surfaces two times dai~l. Exposed surfaces 
include,. but are not limited to soil piles, graded areas, 
unpaved parking areas, staging areas, and access roads. 

o Cover or maintain at least two feet of free board space on haul 
trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material on the 
site. Af1Y haul trucks that would be traveUng along freeways 
or major roadways should be covered. 

o Use wet power vacuum street sweepers to remove any visible 
trackout mud or dirt onto adjacent public roads at least once 
a day. Use of dry power sweeping is prohibited. 

o Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour 
(mph]. 

o All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, and parking Jots to be 
paved should be completed as soon as possible. In addition, 
building pads should be laid as soon as possible after grading 
unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

• The following practices are required for exhaust emission control for 
diesel-powered fleets working at a construction site. California 
regulations limit idling from both on-road and off-road diesel powered 
equipment The California Air Resources Board enforces the idling 
limitations. 

LCC -less than cumulative!y considerable 

S- significant 

LS- less than significant 

SU- significant anr:l unavoidl'lble 

N/- No Impact 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ENVIJiONMl!NTiiL IMPACT 

CC- cumulativetv considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

Ll!l'l!L OF 
SiGNIFICANCE 

WITHOUT 
MITIGATION 

Mmr;ATWN Ml>ASURE 

o Minimize idling <time either by shutting equipment off when 
not in use or reducing the time of idling to 5 minutes [required 
by California Code of Regulations, Title 13, sections 
2449(d)(3) and 2485]. Provide clear signage that posts this 
requirement for workers at the entrances to the site. 

• Inspect and maintain equipment to ensure work and fuel efficiencies. 

o Maintain all construction equipment in proper working 
condition according to manufacturer's specifications. The 
equipment must be checked by a certified mechanic and 
determine to be running in proper condition before it is 
operated. 

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: To reduce construction-related emissions~ the 
Project Applicant shall implement the following SMAQMD Enhanced Emission 
Control Measures: 

• The Project Applicant shall provide a plan for approval by the City of 
Elk Grove and SMAQMD demonstrating that the heavy-duty (50 
horsepower [hp] or more) off-mad vehicles to be used in the 
construction project, including owned, leased, and subcontractor 
vehicles,. will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20% NOX reduction 
and 45% particulate reduction compared to the most recent California 
Air Resources Board (ARB) fleet average. Acceptable options for 
reducin11 emissions may include use of late model engines, low
emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology~ 
after-treatment products, andjor other options as they become 
available. The SMAQMD's Construction Mitigation Calculator can be 
used to identify an equipment fleet that achieves this reduction. 

• The Project Applicant shall submit to the City of Elk Grove and 
SMAQMD a comprehensive inventory of all off-mad construction 

LCC- less than cumulatively considerable 

S- significant 

LS -less than significant 

SV- sign~ficant and unavoidable 

Ill- No Impact 
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ENVfRONMEN1'AL IMPACT 

CC- cumulatiVf~ly considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

WiTHOUT 
M171GAT/ON 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MmGAT/ON MEASURE 

equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that wW be used 
an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the 
construction project. The inventory shall include the horsepower 
rating, engine model year, and projected hours of use for each piece of 
equipment The invent01y shall be updated and ,;ubmitted month!y 
throughout the duration of the project, except that an inventory shall 
not be required for any 30-day period in which no construction activi~y 
occurs. At /east •!8 hours prior to the use of subject heavy-duly off-road 
equipment, the project representative shall provide the SMAQMD with 
the anticipated construction timeline including start date, and name 
and phone number of the project: manager and on-site foreman. The 
SMAQMD's Model Equipment List can be used to submit this 
information. 

• The Project Applicant shall ensure that emissions frnm all ofrroad 
diesel powered equipment used on the project site do not exceed 40% 
opacity for more than three minLftes in arty one hour. Any equipment 
found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be 
repaired immediately. Non-compliant equipment will be documented 
and a summary provided to the lead agency and SMAQMD monthly . .4 
visual survey of all in-operation equipment shall be made at least 
weekly, and a monthly summary of the visual sun1ey results shall be 
submiUed throughout the duration of the project, except that the 
month!y summary shall not be required for any 30-day period in which 
no construction activity occurs. The monthly summary shall include the 
quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well as the dates of each 
survey. The SMAQMD andjor other officials may conduct periodic site 
inspections to determine compliance. Nothing in this section shall 
supersede other SMAQMD, state or federal rules or regulations. 

• If at the time of construction, the SMAQ/11lJhas adopted a regulation 

LCC -Jess than cumulative~y considerable 

S- significant 

LS -less than sign~ficant 

SU- significant and unavoidable 

Nl- No Impact 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

LFWEL OF 
SIGNI.FICANCE 

ENVI/10NMENTAIL IMPACT 
WITHOUT 

Mm,;ATION MeASURE 

MITIGATION 

applicable to construction emissions, compliance with the regulation 

may completelY or partiallY replace this mitigation. Consultation with 
the SMAQMD prior to construction will be necessary to make this 
determination. 

Impact 3.2-3: The Project would not LS 
create carbon monoxide hotspot impacts. 

None required. 

Impact 3.2-4: The Project has the LS 
potential for public exposure to toxic air None required. 

contaminants. 

Impact 3.2-5: The Project has the LS None required. 

potential for exposure of sensitive 
receptors to odors. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact 3.3-1: Invertebrates- The Project 
has the potential for substantial adverse 
effects, either directly or through habitat Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: The Project Applicant shall comp/y with the Terms 

modifications, on species identified as and Conditions, Reporting Requirements, and Conservation Recommendations 

candidate, sensitive, or special-status PS in accordance with the USFWS Incidental Take Statement issued for the Project. 

species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Impact 3.3-2: Reptiles and Amphibians - LS None required. 
The Project has the potential for 

CC- cumulatively considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LCC -Jess than cumulatively considemble 

S- significant 

LS -less than significant Nl- No Impact 

SU- sign(ficant and unavoidable 
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ENVfRONMEN1'AL IMPACT 

substantial adverse effects, either directly 
or tlhrough habitat modifications, on 
species identified as candidate, sensitive, 
or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or 
by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Impact 3.3-3: Birds- The Project has the 
potential for substantial adverse effeclts, 
either directly or through habitat 
modifications,, on species identified as 
candidate, sensitive, or special-stat"s 
species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

CC- cumulativdy considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LE'VEL OF 

SIGNIFICANCE 

~fTHOUT 

MI1'fGATWN 

PS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MITrGATWN MEASURE 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-2: Within 30 days prior to the start of any construction 
activity, a qualified biologist shall conduct a burrow survey to determine if 
burrowing owls are present within the Project site. If burrowing owls are 
observed on the site, measures such as flagging the burrow ana' avoiding 
disturbance, passive relocation, or active relocation to move owls from the site, 
shall be implemented to ensure that no owls or active burrows are 
inadvertently buried during construction. All measures shall be determined by a 
qualified biologist and approved by the CDF~ 

All burrowing owl surveys shall be conducted according to CDFW protocol. The 
protocol requires, at a minimum, four field surveys of the entire site and areas 
within 500 feet of the site by walking transects close enough that the entire site 
is visible. The survey should be at least three hours in length, either from one 
hour before sunrise to two hours after or two hours before sunset to one hour 
after. Surveys shall not be conducted during inclement weather, when 
burrowing owls are typically less active and visible. 

MitigaUon Measure 3.3-3: If Project construction activities, including 
vegetation clearing, are to occur during the nesting season for birds protected 
under the California Fish and liame Code and Migrato~y Bird Treaty Act 
(approximately March 1-August 31) the ProjeCC Applicant shall retain a 
qualified biologist to perform preconstruction surveys for protected birds, 
including nesting raptors, on the Project site and in the immediate vicinity. Att 

LCC -ll~ss than cumulative~y considerable 

S- significant 

LS -less than sign~ficant 

SU- significant and unavoidable 

NI-No Impact 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ENVIJ!ONMENTiiL IMPACT 

CC- cumulative{ll considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LEIIELOF 

SIGNIFICANCE 

WITHOUT 

MITlGATION 

'I MITIGATION M,liASUR/i 

least two surveys shall be conducted no more than 15 days prior to the 
initiation of construction activities, including vegetation clearing. In the event 
that protected birds, including nesting raptors, are found on the Project site, 
offsite improvement corridors, or the immediate vicinity, the Project applicant 
shall: 

• Locate and map the location of the nest site. Within 2 working days of 
the surveys prepare a report and submit to 1che City and CDFW; 

• A no-disturbance buffer of250 feet shall be establish,ed; 

• On-going week{)• surveys shall be conducted to ensure that the no 
disturbance buffer is mrJintained. Construction can resume when a 
qualified biologist has confirmed that the birds have .fledged. 

In the event of destruction of a nest with eggs, or (fa juvenile or adult raptor 
should become stranded from the nest, injured or killed, the qualified biologist 
shall immediate!y notify the corn: The qualified biologist shall coordinate with 
the CDFW to have the i'~ured raptor either transferred to a raptor recovery 
center or, in the case of mortality~ transfer it to the CDFW within 411 hours of 

I

, notification. If directed/authorized by the CDFW during the notification, the 
qualified biologist may transfer the injured raptors to a raptor recovery center. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3'-4: Prior to the commencemen~~ of construction 
activities, the Project Applicant shall provide the Cit;y of Elk Grove with evidence 
that the Project is in compliance with the requirements of the City of Elk Grove 
Swainson's Hawk Chapter 16.130 of the Elk Grove Municipal Code. Compliance 
will require the Project Applicant to preserve 126.3'9 acres of suitable habitat 
The suUability of the habitat for preservation purposes sha/i be determined by 
the CDFW in coordination with the City of Elk Grove. The proposed open space 
and nature preservation area located within the Prcifect site may be utilized for 
a portion of the ''26.39 acres if approved by the CDFW 

LCC -less than cumulatively considerable 

S- sign(ficant 

LS- Jess than significant 

SU- sign~ficant and unavoidQ'b/e 

III- No Impact 
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ENV.IRONMENTAL IMPACT 

CC- cumulativf'ly considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LEVEL OF 

SIGNIFICANCE 

WITHOUT 

Ml1'1GATION 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MITIGATION MEASURE 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-S: If construction activities are planned to begin during 
the Swainson 's hawk nesting period (March 1 to September 15), a 
preconstruction survey and nes.ting season surveys for nesting Swainson 's 
hawks shall be conducted throughout areas of suitable nesl:ing habitat on the 
parcel and adjacent areas within 500 feet of the Project site. The pr"
constmction surveys shall be completed prior to the start of construction 
activities. The nesting season surveys shall be conducted once in April and once 
in May If an active Swainson's hawk nest is observed, the biologist shall notify 
the City of Elk G'rove and consult with the CDFW to determine whether projecc
related activities are likely to impact the nesting pair and to determine the 
appropriate protection measures to implement, which may include halting or 
postponing land clearing and construction activities unl:il all young have 
fledgeo' and additional nesting attempts no longer occur. If a nest tree is found 
on the Project site prior to construction and is proposed for removal, then 
appropriate permits [rum CDFW shall be obtained and mitigation implemented 
pursuant to CDFW guidelines. 

• Prior to issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant 
shall provide Development Services, Planning Department written 
verification that a qualified bioloaist has been retained by the Project 
Appliccmt to perform the preconstruction survey. This action may be 
waived if the biologist will be contracted by the City at the Project 
Applicant's expense. 

• No earlier than 30 days before commencement of construction 
activities, including land clearing, the qualified biologist shall submit 
and certify to the Planning Director the results of the pre-construction 
survey. Failure to submit the required survey results will delay the 
approval to initiate construction activities, including land clearing. 

• No later than April 30, the qualifiied biologist shall submit and certify 
to the Plannin~1 Director the results of the 500-j'oot site perimeter 

LCC -less than cumulative{y considerable 

5- significant 

LS -less than signjficant 

SU- significant and unavoidable 

N/- No Impact 

Draft Environmental impact Report -Silverado Villag'e 

ES 

RESULTING 

LEifEL OF 

SIGNlFICANCE 

ES-13 



ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ENVmONMENTJIL IMPACT 

Impact 3.3-4: Fish - The Project has the 
potential for substantial adverse effects, 
either directly or through habitat 
modi~ications, on species identified as 
candidate, sensitive, or spedal-status 
species in local] or regional plan:s, policies, 
or re:gulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Impact 3.3-5: Mammals -The Project has 
the potential for substantial adverse 
effects, either directly or throu1lh habitat 
modifitcations, on species identified as 

CC- cumulative(v considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LEIIELOF I, 

SIGNIFICANCE i 
MITIGATION M,WURE 

WITHOUT 

~ survey conducted in April. Failure Co submit the required survey results 
MITl'GAT/ON 

will cause any construction activi(y to be halted until such results are 
submitt.ed and approved by the Planning Director. If no construction 
activities have taken place, failure to submit the required survey 
results will delay the approval to initiate construction activities, 
including land clearing. 

. No later than Mqy 31, the qualified biologist shall submit and certify to 
the Planning Director the results of the 500-foot site perimeter survey 
conducted in Mqy. Failure to submit the required survey results wm 
cause any construction activity t:o be halted until such results are 
submitted and approved by the Planning Director. If no construction 
activities have taken place, failure to submit the required survey 
results will delay the approval to initiate construction activities, 
including land clearing. 

LS None required. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-6: Up to thirty days prior to the any disturbance 
activities, including but not limited to the commencement of construction 

PS andjor removal of trees on or adjacent to the Project site, the Project Applicant 
shall retain a qualified biologist Co conduct pre-construction bat su.rvey(s) of 
potential diurnal roosting trees (e.g. trees 24" DBH and greater, sna11s, hollow 

LCC -less than cumulatively considerable 

S- significant 

LS -less than significant 

SU- significant and unavoida•ble 

Ill- No Impact 
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ENVIRONMENTAL [MPA~r 

candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Impact 3.3-6: Plants- The Project has the 
potential for substantial adverse effects, 
either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on species identified as 
candiidate, S1~nsitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

CC- cumulativt1/y considE!rable 

PS- potentially significant 

LWELOF 

SIGNIFICANCE 

WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 

PS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MITIGATION MEASURE 

trees). During the survey(s) the qualified biologist will inspect all' potential 
diurnal roosting trees within the entire area(s) where construction will and 
within a surrounding 100 foot-huffer area using the appropriate and most 
effective methodology (e.g. camera inspection, exit survey with night optics, 
acoustic survey) in determining presence or absence of bat species. 

If active roosts are found, no construction activities shall take place within 250 
feet of the nest until the young have fledged. On-going weeklY surv~vs shall be 
conducted to ensure thai~ the no disturbance buffer is maintained. Construction 
can resume when a qualified biologist has confirmed that the young bats have 
fledged. 

MitigaUon Measure 3.3-7. Prior l:o the commencement of grading, the Project 
Applicant shall coordinate with the CNPS CO ensure efforts are made to salvage 
portions of the habitat or plant populations of Dwarf down.ingia und Legenere 
that will be lost as a result of implementation of the Projec1c This shall include 
relocat:ionjtransplanting the plants and/or seed bank that would be affected t!Y 
the Project to areas proposed for wetland creation or another appropriate area 
for either re-establishment after construction is complete or for planting. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-8: Up to thirty days prior to any ~rround disturbance 
activities, the Project Applicant shall refain a qLialified botanist to conduct 
confirmation plant survey(s) for Peruvian dodder~ Slender Orcutt grass, and 
Sanford's arrowhead. These plants have not been observed on the Project site 
through previous surveys; however, appr-opriate habitat for these species is 
present If the confirmation survey(s) reveal the presence of these plants, then 
the qualified botanist shall notify the CitY of Elk Grove and the appropriate 
regulatory agency with jurisdiction over the plant lfthe confirmation survey(s) 
do not reveal the presence of these plants, then the Project .Applicant is free to 
move forward with ground disturbance activities, subject to all permits and 

LCC- less than cumulatively considerable 

S- sigr,1ijicant 

LS -less than significant 

SU- sigr.1ijicant and unavoidable 

Nl- No Impact 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

LE11ELOF 

ENVIIWNMENT;IL IMPACT 
SIGNIFICANCE 

MITJ,GAT/ON Mi!ASURE 
WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 
other Project mitigation requirements. 

Impact 3.3-7: The Project has the 
Mitigation Measure 3.3-9 Prior to any construction activities, the Project 
Applicant shall ensure that the Section 404 permit issued by the USACH, Section 

potential to have a substantial adverse 
401 Wcrter Quality Certification issued by the RWI2CB, and the Section 1602 

effect on wetlands, including federally 
Streambed Alteration Agreement issued by the CDFW are valid and active. ~f 

protected as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, through direct removal, 

any of the abow mentioned regulatory permits are deemed invalid or inactive 

filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
by the <issuing regulatory agency then the Project Applicant shall coordinate 
with the regulatory agency to receive updated permits and approvals to ensure 

means. PS that all Project activities are authorized under their respective regulations. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3·10 ThE! Project Applicant shall comp(y with the 
requirements and recommendations in accordance with the Section 404 Permit 
issued l!Y the USACE, the Section 401 Water Quality Certification issued by the 
RWQCB, and the Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement issued by the 
CDFW j;or the Project 

Impact 3.3-8: The Project has the 
potential to have a substantial adverse 
effect on riparian habitat or other 
sensitiive natural community identified in s Implement Mitigation Measures 33-9 and 3.3·10. 
local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Impact 3.3-9: The Project would not LS None required. 
interfere substantially Wlith the 

CC- cumulative{v considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LCC- less than cumulatively considerable 

S- sign(ncant 

LS -less than significant Ill- No Impact 

SU- sign~ficant and unavoidable 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

move-ment o:f 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. 

Impact 3.3-10: The Project has the 
potential to conflict with local policies or 
codes protecting biological resources, 
such as Chapter 19.12. 

CC- cumulativE~Iy considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LEVEL OF 

SIGNrFrCANCE 

WITHOUT 

MmGATION 

PS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MITIGATION MEASURE 

Mitigaeion Measure 3.3-J~ 1 Prior to any construction activities that would result 
in the removal of a protected tree as defined by the City of Elk G'rove Tree 
Presen1ation and Protecl:ion Chapter, the Project Applicant shall: 

• Develop a detailed tree preservation plan for trees to be retained. 

• For trees to be preserved~ the goal of project design should be to avoid 
grading, compaction, trenching, vehicle traffic, material storage or any 
other disturbance in the protection zones of the trees. 

• Under the direct supervision of an !SA Certified l:lrborist. install the 
CMU wall on pier footings as opposed to a continuous footing where 
the construction of the proposed CMU wall will occur within tree 
protecl:ion zones. A steel beam, plate, or equivalent can span over tree 
roots (Figure 8.6) so that the wall "floats" over the soil. Dig all pier 
locations by hand to a depth of 3 feet and' move piers as necessary to 
avoid roots larger than one inch in diameter. 

• Prior to construction, conduct a meetin~r between the Arborist, all 
contractors, subcontraaors, and project managers to discuss tree 
preservation guidelines. 

• Prior to any construction activity on site, identify trees to be preserved 
and install tree protectionfenciny in a circle centered at the tree trunk 
with a radius equal to the maximum drip line radius or as far from the 
trunk as possible where structures are located. This fenced area is 
defined' as the tree protection zone. 

• Tree protection fences should be made of chain link with posts sunk 

LCC -less than cumulative!y considerable 

S- significant 

LS- less than sign~ficant 

SU- significant and unavoidable 

N/- No Impact 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ENV/liONMENTAIL IMPACT 

Impact 3.3-11: The Project has the 
potential to conflict with the provisions of 
an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan. 

CC- cumulative~! considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LEI'EL OF 

SIGN/F/CANCE 

WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 

Nl 

MITII,ATION MHASURE 

into the ground. These fences should not be removed or moved until 
construction is complete. No soil or above ground disturbance shall 
occur within the fenced area. No soil, material storage, spoil, waste or 
washout~ water shall be deposited within the fenced areas. 

• Any work that is to occur within the protection zones of the trees 
should be monitored by the Consulting Arborist 

• If injury should occur to any tree during construction, the Consulting 
Arborist· should be consulted as soon as possible so that appropriate 
treatments can be applied. 

• Any pruning reqi'Jired for construction or recommended in this report 
should be performed by an /SA Certified Arborist or Tree Worker. 

• All trees on the property should be irrigated every other week durin~! 
the spring, summer, and fall months to a depth of at least two feec 
under the trees' canopies. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-12 Prior to the removal of any trees, the Projea 
Applicant shall compensate for the direct loss of protected 1:rees as defined irr 
the City of Elk Grove Tree Preservation and Protection Chapter at a ratio of J' 
inch planted for every inch lost, or the equivalent credit obtained from a tree 
mitigation bank. 

None required. 

LCC -less than cumulatively considerable 

S- significant 

LS -less than significant 

SU- sign~ficant and unavoidable 

Nl- No Impact 
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RESULTING 

LEVEL OF 

SIGNIFICANCE 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impact 3.4-1: Project implementation 
may cause a substantial adverse chan1ge 
to a significant historical or 
archa1eological resource, or directly or 
indirectly destroy or disturb a unique 
paleontological resource or human 
remains. 

CC- cumulativE~/y considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES 

WITHOUT 
MITIGATION MEASURE Sl;~;;~::cE .[ 

M171GAT10N ---·---·---·---------------------J.._-----1 

RESULTING 

LEIIEL OF 

SIGN/F/CANCE 

PS 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: When site grading or earthwork begins, the 
route of the redwood stave pipe and any related pipeline shall be exposed and 
mapped. The jeature shall be completely photographed and docum<mted with 
a form filed wnh the North Central Information Center. 

The Hlk Grove Historical Society shall be provided with a copy of the 
photographs and documentation of the pipeline. The Elk Grove Historical 
Society shall be consulted as to whether it wishes to obtain a pipe segment for 
display. If the Elk Grove Historical Socie;y identifies that it would like to have 
a segment of the pipe, 1~he Applicant shail deliver a segment to the Elk Grove 
Historical Society. 

Following completion of consultation with the Elk Grove Historical Society and 
documentation of the pipeline, the remaining pipeline may be removed from 
the Project site. 

Mitigation Measure 3.4·2: If any cultural resources, including 
prehistoric or historic artifacts, or other indications of archaeological 
resources, or human remains are found during grading and construction 
activities, all work shall be halted immediately wnhin a 200-foot radius of the 
discovery. 

If cultural resources are identified, an archaeologist meeting the Secretary 
of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or 
historical archaeology, as appropria1~e. shall be consulted to evaluate the 
find(s). Work cannot continue at the discovery site until the archaeologist 
conducts sufficient research and data collection to make a determination 
that the resource is either 1} not cultural in origin; or 2) not potentia/Jy 
significant or eligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR. 

LCC -less than cumulative!y considerable 

S- significant 

LS -less than sign~ficant 

SU- siynificant ami unavoidable 

Nl- No Impact 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ENVII!ONMENTAL IMPACT 

LEVEL OF 

SIGNIFICANCE 

WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 

GEOWGY AND SOILS 

MITUiATION MI>ASURE 

If a potentially eligible resource is encountered, then the archaeologist 
shall idencijjl miti,gation recommendations. The City and Project 
Applicant shall consider the recommendations and the Project .Applicant 
shall implement ali' measures deemed feasible and appropriate. Such 
measures may include avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, 
documentation, curation, data recovery, and other appropriate measures. 
The implementation of mitigation shall be formally documented in writing 
and submitted to the City Planning Department as verification that the 
provisions in CEQA for managing unanticipated discoveries have been 
met 

If Native American resources are identified, a Native J!merican monitor~ 
following t:he Guidelines for Monitors/Consultants of Native .American 
Cultural, Religious, and Bur.-al Sites established by the Native .American 
Heritage Commission, may also be required and, if required, shall be 
retained at the Applicant's expense. 

If human remains are discovered, all work shall be halted immediatebt 
within 200 feet of the discovery, the County Coroner must be notified~ 
according to Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code and 
Section 70S0.5 of California's Health and Safety Code. If the remains are 
determineo' to be Native American, the coroner will notifY the Native 
American Heritage Commission, and the procedures outlined in CEQil 
Section 15064.5(d) and (e) shall be followed. 

RESliLT/NG 

LEVEL OF 

SIGNII'ICANCE 

Impact 3.5-1: The Project would no[~ [ 
expose people or struetures to potential LS None required. -
substamtial adverse effects involving 
strong seismic ground shaking or seismic ·---

CC- cumulativetv considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LCC- less than cumulatively considerable 

S- sign~ficant 
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LS -less than signijlcant Ill- No Impact 

SU- sign~{icant and unavoidable 



EN"rRONMEN111L IMPACT 

related ground failure. 

Impact 3.5-2: implementation and 
construction of the Project may result in 
substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil. 

CC- cumulativE~ly considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LE'VEL OF 

SIGNIFICANCE 

WlTHOUT 

M/1'/GAT/ON 

PS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MmGATION M'EIISURE 

Mitigation Mea,;ure 3.5-l: The Pro;ect Applicant shall submit a Notice 
of Intent (NO/) and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPI'P] to the 
RWQCH in accordance with the NPDES General Construction Permit 
requirements. The SWPPP shall be designed to control pollutant discharges 
utilizing Best Management Pract,.ces (BMI's) and technology to reduce erosion 
and sediments. BM'Ps may consist of a wide variety of measures taken to reduce 
pollutants in stormwater runoff from the Project site. Measures shall include 
tempomry erosion control measures (.wch as silt fences, staked straw 
bales/wattles, silt/sediment basim and traps, check dams, geofabric, sandbag 
dikes, and temporary revegetacion or other ground cover] that will be 
employed to control erosion from disturbed areas. Final selection of BMPs will 
be subject to approval by the City of Elk Grove and the RWQCB. The SWPPP will 
be kept on site during construction activity and will be mode available upon 
reques1~ to representatives of the RWQCB. 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-2: The Project Applicant shall prepare and 
submit a Post-Construction Stormwater Quality Control Plan in accordance 
with the most recent version of the Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the 
Sacramento Region. Post-constmction source and treatment controls shall be 
designed in accordance with the City of Elk Grove Improvement Standards and 
the Storm water Quality Design Manual. The design of post-construction source 
and treatment controls shall be submitted for approval with the improvement 
plans regardless of whether they constitute private or public improvements. 

Drainage from all paved surfaces, including streets, parking lots, driveways, and 
roofs shall be routed either through swales, buffer strips, or sand filters or 
treated with a filtering system prior to discharge to the s1~orm drain system. 
Landscaping shall be designed to effect some treatment, along with the use of a 
Stormwater Management filter to permanentlY sequester hydrocarbons, if 

LCC- Jess than cumulative(y considerable 

S- significant 

LS- Jess than sign~ficant 

SU- significant anrl unavoidable 

IV/- No Impact 
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LEVEL OF 

SIGNIFICANCE 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ENV/JlONMENTAL IMPACT 

Impact 3.5-3; The Project has the 
potential to be located on a geologic uni.t 
or soil that is unstable, or that could 
become unstable as a result of Project 
implementation, and potentially result in 
landslide, lateJCal spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse. 

Impact 3.5-4: The Project has the 
potential to be located on expansive soil,;, 
potentially creating substantia!! risks to 
life or property. 

Impact 3.5-5: The Project has the 
potential to locate septic facilities on soils 
incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or 
wastewater disposal systems. 

CC- cumulativet'l considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

alternative 

LEI'EL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

MITII>ATION MHASURE 
Wl:rHOUT 

MITIGATION 
necessa.ry. Permeable pavers and pavement shall be utilized to construct the 
facilities, where appropriate. 

A separate maintenance manual describing proper maintenance practices for 
the specific treatment controls to be constructed shall also be submitted. If the 
maintenance manual needs revisions, Applicant shall mQike the requested 
revisions in a timely manner. 

Mitigatl'on Measure 3.5-3:A certified geotechnical engineer shall be retained to 
perform a geotechnical engineering evaluGition of the grading and foundation 
plans for the Silverado Village Project The geotechnical report shall identijj' 
measures as necessary to address bearing capacity, liquefaction, lateral 

PS spreading, expansive soils, and subsidence, and to ensure stable soil conditions. 
The grGiding and improvement plans, as well as the building plans shall be 
designed in accordance with the recommendations provided in the geotechnical 
evaluation. The Project Applicant shall adhere to the recommendations 
provided in the geotechnical engineering report 

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-3. 

PS 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-4: If a sept:ic system is planned for installation at the 
5.5-acre park site, the ability of the soils to accommodate a septic system shall 
be evaluated by a licensed engineer. If the soils do not have the capacity to 

PS adequately percolate and absorb septic tank waste .. any res:~room facilities on 
the park site shall be connected to the public sewer ~ystem or restroom facilities 
shall be prohibited. 

LCC -less than cumulatively considerc.rble 

S- sign~ficant 

LS- Jess than signijlcant 

SU- sign~ficant and' unavoidable 

Nl- No Impact 
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RESlTLTING I 

LEV'ELOF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

LS 

LS 

LS 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
SIGNIFICANCE RESULTING 

LE:vELOF [ 

WITHOUT MITIGATION MEASURE LEIVEL OF 

1---- MI11GAT/ON SIGNIFICANCE 

GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

Impart 3.6-1: The Project may generate 
greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that majr have a significant 
impact on the environment, or confllict 
with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
redudng the emissions of greenhouse 
gases:. 

CC- cumulatively considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

PS 

MitigaUon Measure 3.6-l': Prior to the issuance ofhui/ding permits, the Project 
shall demonstrate compliance with the following: 

• Achieve Tier 1 of Title 2~f. Part 11, green building standards to exceed 
minimum Title 24 energy efficiency stand01·ds by 15%. 

• Incorporate the use of energy-efficient appliances and equipment that 
maximize efficiency in new buildings andjGicilities. 

• Incorporate the use of high-albedo materia/for outdoor surfaces to the 
greatest extent feasible, including but not limited to parking lots, 
mediali1 barriers, roadway improvements~ and sidewalks. 

• ?rewiring or conduit for solar photovoltaics shall be provided in all 
non-residential structures. 

• Utilize drought·to/erant vegetation in landscape areas, and design 
grading improvements to maximize runolf into designated landscape 
and planter areas. 

• Achieve a minimum waste diversion ral:e of 65%, which shall be 
demonstrated through the Project's Waste Management Plan, for all 
construction and demolition activities. 

• Utilize recycled concrete in base material for new road construction to 
the greatest extent feasible. 

• Provid" prewiring for plug-in electric vehicles. 

• Providl! a solar option for homeb~yers. 

LCC- less than cumulativeJ'y considerable 

S- significant 

LS -less than significant 

SU- significant and unavoidable 

Nl- No Impact 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ENVIIIONMENTA<L IMPACT 

HAZAROS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Impact 3.7-1: The Project has the 
potential to create a significant hazard 
through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials or 
through the reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment. 

Impact 3.7-2: The Project would not emit 
hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste ~rithin one·quarter 
mile olf an existing or proposed school. 

Impact 3.7-3: The Project would not 
impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 

CC- cumulatively considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LEI'EL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

MITII;ATION MBASURE 
WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 

Mitigation Measure 3.7-J: All abandoned wells on the Project site shall be 
destroyed in accordance with the requirements of the Sacramento County 
Environmental Health Dil'ision. 

Mitigation Measure 3.7-2.: If at any time during construction an existing septic 
system is encountered, the sys1~em shall be removed and destroyed in 
accordance with the requirements of the Sacramento Coumy Environmental 
Health Division. 

PS Mitigation Measure 3.7-3: If at any time during construction, soil staining, soil 
odors, or potentially hazardous non-soU artifacts are encountered, the 
Applicant shall cease construction in the vicini(y of the discovery. The 
Applicant shall have a licensed geotechnical engineer evaluate the soil 
conditions and, if potentia ltv hazardous conditions exist. submi.t 
recommendations to the City of Elk Grove Public Works Deportment to address 
potentially hazardous conditions. Upon acceptance of recommendations by the 
City, the Applicant shall implement: recommendations. 

Nl None required. 

Nl None required. 

LCC- Jess than cumulatively considerc.rble 

S- signi)1cont 

LS- less than significant 

SU- sign~ficant and unavoidable 

NI-No Impact 
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ENVTRONMEN1'AL IMPAC:r 

plan. 

HYDROLOGY ANU WATER QUALITY 

Impact 3.8-1: The Project could result in 
water quality impacts associiated with 
erosion, siltation, or pollution, including 
the ]potential to viollate water quality 
standards or waste discharge 
requirements during constructl'on. 

Impact 3.8-2: The Project could result in 
water quality impacts assoCJiated with 
erosion, siltation, or pollution, including 
the potential to vio:late water quality 
standards or waste discharge 
requirements during operation. 

Impact 3.8.3: The Project would not 
signilocantly deplete groundwater 
supplies nor interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge. 

Impact 3.8-4: The Project woulld alter the 
existling drainage pattern in a manner 
which would not result in flooding, but 
could create or contribute runoff in 
excess of the capacity of stormwater 
drainage systems. 

CC- cumulatively considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

WITHOUT 
MITIGATION MEASURE 

Ml1'1GAT/ON 

PS Implement Mitigation Measures 3.5-1 and 35-2. 

PS Implement Mitigation l'.1easurc 3.5-2. 

LS None required. 

Mitigation Measure 3.8-2: Prior to approval of gratling and improvement plans 
for the lots in llillage 1-A that are served by the Bond Road Trunk Drainage 
System, the Prc~ect Applicant shall enter into an agreement with the City to 

PS fund the fair-share cost for the incremental increase in the Bond Road Trunk 
Drainage system that needed to accommodate the Project. The incremental 
increase shall be calwlated based on any additional amount above the 
previously identified ue_sizing reg_uired for the Bond Road Trunk Drainage 

LCC -less than cumulative!'y considerable 

S- significant 

LS -less than signiflcant 

SU- significant and unavoidable 

Nl- No Impact 
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RESULTING 
LE'VEL OF 

SIGNI'FICANCE 

LS 

LS 

-

LS 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ENVmONMENTJ!L IMPACT 

Impact 3.8.5 The Project would not 
othenvise substantially degrade water 
quality. 

LAND USE 

Impact 3.9-1: Implementation of the 
Project may conflict with an applicable 
land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project 
adopted to avoid or mitigate an 
environmental effect 

NOISE 

Impact 3.10-1: Potential to expose 
persons to, or generate noise levels in 
excess: of applicable standards or to result 
in a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinilty above levels existing 
without project - Off-site traffic noise. 

-

CC- cumulative{v considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LEVEL OF 

SIGNIFICANCE 
MITIGATION M.liASURE 

Wt'fHOUT 

MITJGAT/ON 

System in the City's Mas1~er Drainage Plan. The agreement shall identify the 

timing for the drainage system improvements and shall require that no building 

permits be issue.d for the Lots in Village 1-A that are served by the Bond Road 

Trunk Drainage System Improvements until such improvements have been 

completed. 

LS None required. 

LS None required. 

LS None required. 

LCC- less than cumulatively considerable 

S- sign(ficant 

LS- less than significant 

SU- significant and unavoidable 

Ill- No Impact 
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ENVlRONMEN7~L IMPACT 

Impact 3.10-2: Exposure of persons to, or 
generation of noise levels in excess of 
applicable standards - Exposure of 
Projert residents to Exlterior Traffic Noise. 

Impa.ct 3.10·3: Potential to expose 
persons to, or generate noise levels in 
excess of applicable standards or to result 
in a substanltial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 

CC- cumulatively considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES 

RESULTING 
LEVEL OF 

SIGNIFICANCE 

WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 

MIT.IGATION MEASURE I LEIIEL OF 

SIGNIFI~NCE I 

Mitigal:ion Measure 3.10·1: Development plans for the Project shall include I 
the following noise attenuation features: . 

PS 

LS 

• A uniform 9·foot tall noise barrier should be constructed along the 
south property lines of all proposed residential uses adjacent to Bond 
Road 1~0 reduce future traffic noise levels to 60 dB Ldn or less within 
proposed baclwards. The barrier shal.l be constructed of solid 
materials, such as a masonry wall, earthen berm, or combination of 
the two, and shall wrap at the ends as indicated in Figure 3.J0·1. 

• A unijorm 6-foot tall noise barrier shall be constructed along the 
eastern property lines of Waterman Road to reduce future traffic 
noise levels to 60 dB Ldn or less at proposed bac~yard areas located 
adjacent to that roadway. The barrier shall be constructed of solid 
materials, such as a masonry wall, earthen berm, or combination of 
the two, and shall wrap at the ends as indicated in Figure 3 . .:1 0-1. 

Mitigal:ion Measure 3.10·2: Development plans for the Project shall include 
the following noise attenuation features: 

• Air conditioning shall be included in all residences constructed in the 
Silverado Village development to allow occupants to close doors and 
windows as desired to achieve additiorwl acoustic isolation from 
traffic noise in 1the project vicinity. 

• All second floor windows within 162 feet of Bond Road shall have a 
minimum STC rating of30. 

None required. 

LCC -less than ClJ'mulative(v considerable 

S- significant 

LS- less than sign~ficant 

SU- significant and unavoidflble 

Nl- No Impact 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ENVIIWNMENTAL IMPACT 

project vicinily above levels existing 
without projeclt- Park Noise. 

Impact 3.10-4: Potential to expose 
persons to, or generalte noise levels in 
excess of applicable standards, result in a 
substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinily above levels existing 
without project, or result in vibration and 
groundborne noise- Construction Noise. 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 

Impact 3.11-1: The Project would not 
have a significant effect on fire protection 
services or facilities. 

Impact 3.11-2: The Project would not 

CC- cumulatively considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LEl'ELOF 
SIGNI.FICANCE 

MITIIJATION MBASURE 
WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 

Mitigahon Measure 3.10-3: The following measures shall be followed 
throughout all phases of construction that are within 250 feet of existing 
residences: 

• Construction equipment shall be well maintained and used 
judicious(y to be as quiet as practical. Equip all internal 
combustion engine-driven equipment with mufflers, which are in 
good condition and appropriate for the equipment 

• Us1e "quietn models of air compressors and other stationary noise 

PS 
sources where technology exists. 

• Locate stationary noise~generating equipment: and construction 
staging areas a minimum oflOO feet from sensitive receptors, 
including neighboring residential uses, when sensitive receptors 
adjoin or are near a construction area. 

• Construction activity within 150 feet of residential uses shall be 
limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. whenever such activity is 
adjacent to residential uses. 

• Limit idling of internal combustion engines to no more than S 
minutes. 

LS None required. 

LS None required. 

LCC- Jess than cumulatively considerable 

S- significant 

LS -less than significant 

SU- sign(ficant and unavoidable 

Nl- No Impact 
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RESULTING , 
LEV'ELOF I 

SIGNIFICANCE 
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ENVrRONMENTAL IMPACT 

have a signific·ant effect on police services 
or fad1ities. 

Impact 3.11·3: The Project may result in 
significant environmental impacts 
associated with the construction and 
operation olf parks and recreation 
facilities. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Impact 3.12-l: Potential to conflict with 
an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy 
establishing measures of effectliveness for 
the performance o:f the circulation 
system: Study Area Intersections. 

Impact 3.12-<:: Potential to conflict with 
an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy 
establishing measures of effect'iveness for 
the performance o:f the circulation 
system: Freeways. 

Impact 3.12-3: Potential to substantially 
increase hazards due to a design feature. 

Impact 3.12-4: Potential to 
inadequate emergency access. 

CC- cumulatiVE!/y considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

result in 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

LE'VELOF 

SIGNIFICANCE 

WiTHOUT 
MITrGATION MEASURE 

Ml11GAT/ON 

LS Implement Mitigation Measures 3.1-1 through 3.10-3. 

LS I 
s 

LS 

LS 

LCC -less than cumulative~y considerable 

S- significant 

None required. 

None feasible. 

None required. 

None required. 

LS -less than sign~ficant IV/- No Impact 

SU- significant and unavoidable 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ENVJIIONMENT,IL IMPACT 

Impact 3.12·5: Potential to disrupt or 
interfere with existing or planned bicycle 
or pedestrian facilities. 

Impact 3.12-6: Potential to disrupt or 
interfere with existing or planned transiit 
facilities. 

UTILITIES 

Impact 3.13·1: The Project would 
generate wastewater that would be 
treated at an existing wastewater 
treatment plant. 

Impact 3.13-2: The Project would connect 
to existing wastewater infrastructure. 

Impact 3.13-3: The Project would not 
require constnJction of new or expanded 
water treatment facilities and would 
connect to existing water treatment and 
conveyance infrastructure. 

Impact 3.13-4: The Project would be 
adequately served by existing 
supply sources under 
cumulative conditions. 

CC- cumulatively considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

existing 
water 

and 

LEI'IiL OF 

SIGNIFICANCE 

WlmouT 

MITIGATION 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LCC -less than cumulatively considercrble 

S- sign~ficant 
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RESULTING 

MITIGATION Ml1ASURE LEVEL OF 

SIGN/l'ICANCE I 

None required. . 

None required. . 

None required. . 

None required. . 

None required. . 

None required. . 

LS- Jess than significant NJ- No Impact 

SU- sign((icant and unavoidable 



ENVIRONMEN1:<.L IMPACT 

Impact 3.13-5: The Project would be 
served by a landfill for solid waste 
disposal needs and will comply with laws 
and regulations related to solid waste. 

CC- cumulativ~~ly considerable 

PS- potentially significant 

LE'VELOF 

SIGNIFICANCE 

WiTHOUT 

M111GATION 

LS 

LCC -li?Ss than cumulative~y considerable 

S- significant 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MmGAT/ON MEASURE 

None required. 

LS -less than sign((icant Nl- No Impact 

SU- significant and unavoidable 
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INTRODUCTION 1.0 

This section summarizes the purpose of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Silverado 

Village project (Project). The foiiowing discussion addresses the environmental procedures that 

are to be followed according to State law, the intended uses of the EIR, the EIR scope and 

organization, and a summary of the agency and public comments received during the public 

review period for the Notice of Preparation (NOP). 

1.1 PURPOSE AND iNTENDED USES OF THE EiR 
The City of Elk Grove, as lead agency, determined that the proposed Project is a "project" within 

the definition of CEQA. CEQA requires the preparation of an environn1ental in1pact report prior to 

approving any project, which may have a significant impact on the environment. For the purposes 

of CEQA, the term "project" refers to the whole of an action, which has the potential for resulting 

in a direct physical change or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment 

(CEQA Guidelines Section 15378[a]). 

An EIR must disclose the expected environmental impacts, including impacts that cannot be 

avoided, growth-inducing effects, impacts found not to be significant, and significant cumulative 

impacts, as well as identify mitigation measures and alternatives to a project that could reduce or 

avoid its adverse environmental impacts. CEQA requires government agencies to consider and, 

where feasible, minimize environmental impacts of proposed development. CEQA further requires 

public agencies to balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and 

social factors in making a decision to approve a development project with significant and 

unavoidable environmental impacts. 

The City of Elk Grove, as the lead agency, has prepared this Draft EIR to provide the public and 

responsible and trustee agencies with an objective analysis of the potential environmental impacts 

resulting from construction and operation of the Project. The environmental review process 

enables interested parties to evaluate the Project in terms of its environmental consequences; to 

examine and recommend methods to eliminate or reduce potential adverse impacts, and to 

consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project. While CEQA requires that consideration 

be given to avoiding adverse environmental effects, the lead agency must balance adverse 

environmental effects against other public objectives, including the economic and social benefits 

of a project in determining whether the Project should be approved~ 

This EIR will be used by the City to determine whether to approve, modify, or deny the Project and 
-----:-... -..1 - ............... -! ... : ... li ... a..+ .... J +a.. ... o .. ,..;.,,.+'r .,.,..u;.,,.,..,......,.,..+.,l oUo,.+r Tho 1:10 ,...,;11 ha lltarl ~~ tha 
a::.::.U\..10\.CU GfJf.JIVVQI::) Ill 11511 .. VI Lilli;; r IVj<;;;\..\. .;J o;;;IIVIIVIIIII<;.II'-UI ~11<...\,.L.:Jo 111'- L..ll\ YWIII ...,.._ ..,,.._.., ..,_. ""'-

primary environmental document to evaluate full Project development, along with all associated 

infrastructure improvements, and permitting actions associated with the Project. All of the actions 

and components of the Project are described in detail in Section 2.0 of this Draft EIR. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.2 TYPE OF EIR 

This EIR is a Project EIR as defined in Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines. A Project EIR is 

an EIR which examines the environmental impacts of a specific development project. This type of 

EIR focuses primarily on the changes in the environment that \rVou!d result from the development 

project. A Project EIR examines all phases of a project including planning, construction, and 

operation. The Project EIR approach is appropriate for the Project because it allows 

comprehensive consideration of the reasonably anticipated scope of the Project, as described in 

greater detail in Section 2.0. 

1.3 KNOWN RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

As required by CEQA, this E!R identifies !ead, responsible, and trustee agencies. The City of E!k 
Grove is the "Lead Agency" for the Project because it holds principal responsibility for approving 

the Project. The term "Responsible Agency" includes all public agencies other than the Lead 

Agency that have discretionary approval power over the Project or an aspect of the Project (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15381). For the purpose of CEQA, a "Trustee" agency has jurisdiction by law 

ever natura! resources that are held in trust for the people of the State of California (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15386). 

The foliowing agencies are considered Responsible or Trustee Agencies for the Project, and may be 

required to issue permits or approve certain aspects of the Project: 

• 

• 

• 

California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW), 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement . 
Agreement. 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB), General Permit for 
Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity, Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) approval prior to construction activities, and permitting of 
isolated wetlands under the State's Porter-Cologne Act. 

E!k Grove Water District, Water Supply Assessment . 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District - Approval of construction

related air quality permits. 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)- Issuance of 404 permit under the Clean Water Act 

for the discharge of fill material into waters of the United States and use of seasonal 

wetlands as a detention basin; and 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) - Consultation under the Endangered Species Act to 

determine impacts to special-status species and Incidental Take Statement. 
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1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

The review and certification process for the EiR involves the foiiowing general procedural steps: 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

The City circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the Project on January 25, 2013 to 

trustee and responsible agencies, the State Clearinghouse, and the public. A public scoping 

meeting was held on February 8, 2013 to present the Project description to the public and 

interested agencies, and to receive comments from the public and interested agencies regarding 

the scope of the environmental analysis to be included in the Draft E!R. Concerns raised in 

response to the NOP were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR. The NOP and 

comments provided by interested parties in response to the NOP are presented in Appendix A. 

DRAFT EIR 
This document constitutes the Draft EiR. The Draft EiR contains a descnptton or tne l-'roJeCt1 

description of the environmental setting, identification of Project impacts, and mitigation 

measures for impacts found to be significant, as well as an analysis of Project alternatives, 

identification of significant irreversible environmental changes, growth-inducing impacts, and 

cumulative impacts. This Draft EIR identifies issues determined to have no impact or a less than 

significant impact, and provides detaiied anaiysis of potentiaiiy significant and significant impacts. 

Comments received in response to the NOP were considered in preparing the analysis in this EIR. 

Upon completion of the Draft EIR, the City has filed the Notice of Completion (NOC) with the State 

Clearinghouse of the Governor's Office of Planning and Research to begin the public review period. 

n""' rr 1\.Tnrrrrc /Dnnr rr Drl711:"1A7 
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The City has provided a public notice of availability for the Draft EIR, and invites comment from the 
non.o.r.,.l nuhlir ~o-anria.e nra::ani7::atinnc :::anrl nthar intarac:tarl n:utiac: rnnc:ic.t~~:~ont Ulith rl=n.A thj:> 5"-''"-'""' ,., ............ , ... b ............... , .... b ....................... , ..................... ...................... ,... ............. -~ .............. ~ ···~·· ___ .. , ._,_ 

review period for this Draft EIR is forty-five (45) days. Public comment on the Draft EIR will be 

accepted in written form and orally at a public meeting before the City of Elk Grove Planning 

Commission. All comments or questions regarding the Draft EIR should be addressed to: 

City of Elk Grove 

Planning Department 

c/o Christopher Jordan, AICP 

8401 Laguna Palms \Nay 

Elk Grove, CA 95758 

Printed copies of the Draft EIR and Draft EIR appendices can be viewed at the City of Elk Grove 

Planning Department located at 8401 Laguna Palms Way. CD copies of the Draft EIR and Draft EIR 

appendices are also avaiiabie at the City of Elk Grove Planning Department located at 8401 Laguna 

Palms Way. The Draft EIR and Draft EIR appendices can be viewed online at: 

http:/ I egplanning.org/environmentaii 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS/FINAL EIR 

~ollowing the puouc review penoa, a ~mal tiK wm De prepared. The Finai EiR wiii respond to 

written comments received during the public review period and to oral comments received at a 

public hearing during such review period. 

CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR/PROJECT CONSIDERATION 

The City will review and consider the Final EIR. If the City finds that the Final EIR is "adequate and 

complete", the City Council may certify the Final EIR in accordance with CEQA. The rule of 

adequacy generally holds that an EIR can be certified if: 

1) The EIR shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental information; and 

2) The EIR provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the proposed 

project in contemplation of environmental considerations. 

The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with Section 15151 of the CEQA 

Guidelines and recent court decisions, which provide the standard of adequacy on which this 

document is based. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines states as follows: 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis ta provide decision makers 
with information which enables them ta make a decision which intelligently takes account 
of environmental consequences. An evaluation af the environmental effects of a proposed 
project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is ta be reviewed in the light of 
what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts daes not make an EIR 
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the 
experts. The courts have lao ked nat for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a 
good faith effort at full disclosure. 

Following review and consideration of the Final EIR, the City may take action to approve, modify, 

or reject the Project. A Mitigation Monitoring Program, as described below, would also be 

adopted in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a) and CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15097 for mitigation measures that have been incorporated into or imposed upon the 

Project to reduce or avoid significant effects on the environment. This Mitigation f'l!onitoring 

Program will be designed to ensure that these measures are carried out during Project 

implementation, in a manner that is consistent with the EIR. 

1.5 ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE 

Sections 15122 through 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines identify the content requirements for 

Draft and Final EIRs. An EIR must include a description of the environmental setting, an 

environmental impact analysis, mitigation measures, alternatives, significant irreversible 

environmental changes, growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts. Discussion of the 

environmental issues addressed in the Draft EIR was established through review of environmental 

and planning documentation developed for the Project, environmental and planning 
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documentation prepared for recent projects located within the City of Elk Grove, applicable local 

and regional planning documents, and responses to the Notice of Preparation (NOP). 

This Draft EIR is organized in the following manner: 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Executive Summary summarizes the characteristics of the Project, known areas of controversy 

and issues to be resolved, and provides a concise summary matrix of the Project's environmental 

impacts and possible mitigation measures. This chapter identifies alternatives that reduce or avoid 

at !east one significant environmental effect of the Project. 

CHAPTER 1.0- INTRODUCTION 

Chapter 1.0 briefly describes the purpose of the environmental evaluation, identifies the lead, 

trustee, and responsible agencies, summarizes the process associated with preparation and 

certification of an EiR, and identifies the scope and organization of the Draft EiR. 

CHAPTER 2.0 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Chapter 2.0 provides a detailed description of the Project, including the location, intended 

objectives, background information, the physical and technical characteristics, including the 

decisions subject to CEQA, related infrastructure improvements, and a list of related agency action 

requirements. 

CHAPTER 3.0- ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Chapter 3.0 contains an analysis of environmental topic areas as identified below. Each 

subchapter addressing a topical area is organized as follows: 

Environmental Setting. A description of the existing environment as it pertains to the topical area. 

Regulatory Setting. A description of the regulatory environment that may be applicable to the 

Project. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Identification of the thresholds of significance by which 

impacts are determined, a description of Project-related impacts associated with the 
--··•-~-~--.f.-1 ......... ;_ :...l ........ +ifi,....,+;,...,. ,..,f....,,.. ..... ,., ...... ;..,+.,. ..... i+in-.+in,.. .....,..,..,..,.,, .. .,.,.. .,. .... ...! ., ,...,,....,.hltinn ~..- +n +heo 
IC'IIVIIUIIIIIC:IILOI LUpt\.1 IUC"IIUII\..U\.IUII VI UtJtJIVt-'IIUl.o;:; IIIILI6""LIVII 111'-U.J0\.11"-.JOI a11u g._...,,.._,..,_.,...,., u_. .. .._. .. ,.._ 

significance of each impact after the incorporation of mitigation measures. 

The foiiowing environmental topics are addressed in this section: 

• Aesthetics 

• Air Quality 

• Biological Resources 

• Cu!tura! Resources 

• Geology and Soils 
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• Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change 

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Land Use Planning 

Noise 

• Public Services and Recreation 

• Transportation and Circulation 

• Utilities 

CHAPTER 4.0- OTHER CEQA=REQUIRED TOPICS 

Chapter 4.0 evaluates and describes the following CEQA required topics: impacts determined not 

to be significant and, thus, not analyzed in detail in the E!R, cumulative impacts, significant and 

irreversible impacts, growth-inducing effects, and significant and unavoidable environmental 

effects. 

CHAPTER 5.0- ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideiines Section 15126.6 requires that an EiR describe a range of reasonaDie 

alternatives to the Project, which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the Project and avoid 

and/or lessen any significant environmental effects of the Project. Chapter 5.0 provides a 

comparative analysis between the environmental impacts of the Project and the selected 

alternatives. 

CHAPTER 6 - REPORT PREPARERS 

This section lists a!! authors and agencies that assisted in the preparation of the EIR, by name, title, 

and company or agency affiliation. 

APPENDICES 

This section includes all notices and other procedural documents pertinent to the EIR, as well as 

technical material prepared to support the analysis. 

1.6 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

In general, CEQA Guidelines define a significant effect on the environment as "a substantial, or 

potentially substantial" adverse change in the physical environment. A potential impact is 

considered significant if a project would substantially degrade the environmental quality of land, 

air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic significance 

(CEQA Guideiines §§15360, 15382). 

Definitions of significance vary with the physical condition affected and the setting in which the 

change occurs. The CEQA Guidelines set forth physical impacts that trigger the requirement to 

make "mandatory findings of significance" {CEQA Guidelines §15065). 

This CEQA document relies on three levels of impact significance: 
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1. Less than significant impact, for which no mitigation measures are warranted; 

2. Significant impact that can be mitigated to a ievei that is less than significant; and, 

3. Significant impact that cannot be mitigated to a level that is less than significant. Such 

impacts are significant and unavoidable. 

Each resource area uses a distinct set of significance criteria. The significance criteria are identified 

at the beginning of the impacts discussion for each resource area. These significance criteria 

promote consistent evaluation of impacts for all alternatives considered, even though significance 

criteria are necessarily different for each resource considered. 

1. 7 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

The City received 16 written comment letters on the NOP for the proposed Silverado Village Draft 

EIR. A copy of each letter is provided in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. A public scoping meeting was 

held on February 8, 2013 to present the project description to the public and interested agencies, 

and to receive comments from the public and interested agencies regarding the scope of the 

environmental analysis to be included in the Draft E!R. 

1. Cosumnes Fire Department (January 31, 2013) 

2. Central Valley Flood Protection Board (February 15, 2013) 

3. Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (February 19, 2013) 

4. California Department otTransportation (February 25, 2013) 

5. SMUD (February 26, 2013) 

6. Sacramento County (February 26, 2013) 

7. Vince and Bonnie Tanueto (February 7, 2013) 

8. PG&E (forwarded July 3, 2012 e-mail) 

9. Mark E. White (February 12, 2013) 

10. Lynn Wheat (February 22, 2013) 

11. Juline Fujii (February 25, 2013) 

12. Regina Reichenberg (Febn;ary 23, 2013} 

13. Shirley Peters, Greater Sheldon Road Estates Homeowners Association (February 24, 2013) 

14. Lysa Voight, P.E. (February 25, 2013) 

15. Betty Walters (February 25, 2013) 

16. Nina Stevens (February 26, 2013) 

17. David Sizzler (March 1, 2013} 

18. Steven M. Lee (not dated) 
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1. 9 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

Aspects of the Project associated with environmental issues that couid be of pubiic concern 

include the following: 

• Off-site flooding and drainage impacts, particularly to the Quail Ridge, Sheldon Estates, 

and Campbell Road neighborhoods and laguna Creek. These issues are addressed in 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and \AJater Quality. 

• Hydraulic impacts to laguna Creek. This issue is addressed in Section 3.8, Hydrology and 

'vVater Quality. 

• Stormwater quality. This issue is addressed in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, and Section 

3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

• Roadway capacity, including impacts to Bond Road and Waterman Road, and increased 

vehicle trips. This issue is addressed in Section 3.12, Transportation and Circulation. 

• Potential for hazardous materials and contaminated soils to occur on the Project site. This 

issue is addressed in Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

• Prior use of Project site for dumping. This issue is addressed in Section 3.7, Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials. 

Open space and sensitive habitat preservation. This issue is addressed in Section , , .Jo.JI 

Biological Resources. 

Aesthetic impacts to adjacent neighborhoods. This issue is addressed in Section 3.1, 

Aesthetics. 

• Site lighting, with the recommendation that low sodium lights be made a condition of 

approval. This issue is addressed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics. 

• Water supply. This issue is addressed in Section 3.13, Utilities. 

Groundwater quality. This issue is addressed in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

• Tree removal and location of trees that will be removed. This issue is addressed in Section 

3.3, Biological Resources. 

Regional traffic impacts and effects on State highway facilities. This issue is addressed in 

Section 3.12, Transportation and Circulation. 

• Overcrowding of schools and effects on Elk Grove Elementary School, including drop-off 

and pick-up areas. Potentiai impacts to schoois were determined to be iess than significant 

in the Initial Study (see Appendix A). Under the provisions of SB 50, a project's impacts on 

school facilities are fully mitigated via the payment of the requisite new school 

construction fees established pursuant to Government Code Section 65995. 
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• Public safety. This issue is addressed in Section 3.11, Public Services. 

• Air quaiity. This issue is addressed in Section 3.2, Air Quaiity. 

• Regional traffic impacts, including impacts to County roadways and Caltrans facilities 

(State Route 99, Interstate 5, and State Route 16). This issue is addressed in Section 3.12, 

Transportation and Circulation. 

Impacts to housing and surrounding housing developments. Potential impacts of the 

Project on surrounding housing developments are addressed in Sections 3.1, Aesthetics, 

3.2, Air Quality, 3.8, Hydrology and \AJater Quality, 3.9, Land Use Planning, 3.10, Noise, and 

3.12, Transportation and Circulation. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 2.0 

This chapter provides a comprehensive description of the Project, including proposed land uses, 
infrastructure improvements, project objectives, and iequested entitlements. Figures referenced 
throughout this section are located at the end of the chapter. 

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project site consists of approximately 230 acres located at the northwest corner of Bond Road 
and Waterman Road in the City of Elk Grove. The Project site has approximately 2,134 linear feet 
of frontage aiong Bond Road and 1,760 linear feet of frontage a!ong Waterman Road. Figure 2-1 
shows the Project's regional location. Figure 2-2 shows the Project vicinity. 

PROJECT SITE AND SURROUNDiNG LAND USES 

The Project site is vacant and characterized by relatively level topography, with the exception of 
areas with earthen berms \rVhich generally rise in height from three to five feet~ several man-made 
ponds, and a large depression. The elevation of the Project site ranges from 39 to 71 feet above 
mean sea level. Whitehouse Creek traverses the property from the northern boundary, flowing in 
a southwesteriy direction into a series oi ponds located in the western portion of the Project site. 
Surface runoff flows towards the south and southwest into topographic lows that include portions 
of Whitehouse Creek, seasonal wetlands, vernal pools, ephemeral drainages, and the onsite 
ponds. The large ponds appear to be the result of past berming and grading activities. 

Historically, the Project site has been utilized for agricultural and industrial uses. The Project site 
has been vacant since the acquisition of the property by the Sacramento Area Sewer Distiict 
(SASD), formerly the Sacramento County Sanitation District. 

Vegetation growing on the Project site includes annuai grassiands and trees along the western 

property line shared with the Quail Ridge development, along the northern property line, and 
several scattered in the southwest corner ofthe Project site and along the western property line. 

The Project site is generally bounded by Waterman Road, vacant land, rural residential uses, and 
Laguna Creek to the east; Waterman Square Apartments adjacent the southeast corner; Bond 
Road and single family residential uses to the south; and single family residential deveiopment to 
the west, with a vacant area adjacent to the northwest. General Plan and Zoning designations and 
lar:d uses adjacent to the Project site are summarized in Table 2-1. 

TABLE 2-1: PROJECT AND SURROUNDING AREA LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

I I GENERAL PLAN I 
LOCATION 

LAND USE 
ZONING 

On-Site 

I North 

I South 

Rural Residential, Low Density RD-2, RD-4, 
Residenti~l, 

CommercialfOffice/Multi
Family 

_\ Low Density Residentiai 

IS[FJ, and 0 

AR-2 

RD-5 

RD-5, RD-

ACTUAL USE OF 
PROPERTY 

Vacant 

I Sheldon Road Ranch I 
Estates 

Fallbrook Subdivision 
and Summer Place 
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LOCATION 
GENERAL PLAN 

ZONING 
ACTUAL USE OF 

LAND USE PROPERTY 
Subdivision 

East Estate Residential AG-80, AR-5, AR-5(F), Apartment complex; 
AR-10 single-family residences 

West Rural Residential; Low Density RD-2, RD-4, RD-5, AR-5, Quail Ranch Estates, rural 
Residential RD-2, RD-5, RD-5(F), AR- residential uses, 

S(F) and vacant iand 

2.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND 
The 230 acre Project site is currently owned by the SASD and was declared as surplus property in 
2000 as the property no longer was part of the district's future plans. A Purchase and Sale 
Agreement was entered into between Centex Homes and SASD in 2004 which was amended in 
2007 and assigned to Vintara Holdings (Silverado Homes) in Apr!! of 2009. !n 2012, the Project 
applicant, Vintara Holdings LLC/Silverado Homes submitted an application to develop the Silverado 
Village project. 

2.3 PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), a dear statement of objectives and the 
underlying purpose of the Project shall be discussed. 

The City has identified the following objectives for the Silverado Village project: 

• Create a high-quality residential development that is consistent with the General Plan; 

• Provide a residential development that would assist the City in meeting its housing needs, 
including a range of housing types to serve the senior population; 

• Emphasize preservation of open space and sensitive habitats; 

• impiement the City~s Traii System iviaster Pian through providing an on-site traiis network 
that is accessible by the general public and provides opportunities for connectivity with 
future trails on adjacent property; and 

• Create a dual purpose stormwater/open space area. 

The Project applicant, Vintara Holdings LLC/Silverado Homes, has submitted the following Project 
Objectives for the Silverado Village project. 

• Consistency with the General Plan; 

• Compatibility with adjacent neighborhoods; 

• Respect the Project site's existing natural features; and 
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Creation of a unique age-restricted community that provides a mix of housing types and 
amenities, including the village core, club house, and swim facility. 

2.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Project is proposed as a 230-acre residentiai community iocated north of Bond Road and west 
of Waterman Road. The Project proposes 660 single family units, up to 125 independent/assisted 
living/memory care units, a community clubhouse, a park and trail system, open space, and 
supporting infrastructure. Figures 2-3 and 2-4 depict the key Project characteristics and Table 2-2 
summarizes the proposed uses. 

TABLE 2-2: LAND USE SUMMARY 

PROPOSED USE 

Single Family Residential 

Neighborhood 1-A 

Neighborhood 1-B 

Neighborhood 2-A 

Neighborhood 2-B 

Neighborhood 3- cottages' 

ACRES 

(GROSS) 

21.5 

8.6 
39.0 

12.3 
33.7 

DWELLING 

UNITS 

99 
36 
196 
62 
267 

NON-

RESIDENTIAL 

SQUARE 
FEET 

AVERAGE 
DENSITY 

(UNITS/ ACRE) 

4.6 
4.2 
5.0 

5.0 
7.9 

ACREAGE AS 
PERCENTAGE 

OF TOTAL 

. .::5:.:_.7 _____ 5_0,0% --·-~ Mul~f~~~:~"m~~s~~~::~i~~!!!CI!CI/ - ~::!__·--··--~~:::----·--·----7,5-:--_ -- 50.0 
1.1% 

---··-····················--········-·······-··-------·--- ········-····---·-···-·· __________________ l?_,?.QQ ___ ··--·---· 
Community Facilities 

Cl u~~CJ_u_s~_I?<__A.t_ri u_m_ ________ _ __ _3.:!_ _______________ __1~,?_()_Q_ ..... .. -· ................... ___ _():!J'J'o .. . 
Open Space 

Wetland Preservation 

Open Space 

Detention Area 
Overland Release 

68.1 

10.3 14.7 
0.6 

Subtotal 93.7 
1-::--:---:-::--··-·-······················ ...... ·-·--·· ·- . ···--- .. - --·-··· -· -· ·- ··-····-·-· ·---· -

Parks and Trails 

Neighborhood Parks 
Trail Corridor 
Landscape and Entries 

Subtotal 
Roads 

1 Age-restricted 
2
Up to 125 units 

TOTAL 

6.1 
2.2 
3.1 

11.4 
r • 

~-· 
230 660 single 

family and up 

to 125 
multifamily 

4,000 

24,000-
31,700 

S.28-
developed 

aiea 

40.7% 

5.0% 

2.2% 

100.0% 
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RESIDENTIAL USES 

The Project would be developed with ttuee distinct residential villages. Figure 2-3 identifies the 
primary components of the Project. 

Viiiage 1 
Village 1, located along the western boundary of the Project site abutting Quail Ranch Estates to 
the west and Bond Road to the south, includes 135 single-family detached homes with a typical 
dimension of 60' by 105' and a minimum lot size of 6,300 square feet (s.f.). The lots abutting Quail 
Ranch Estates along the western property line are sized to match the width of these off-site lots to 
the extent possible \A-Jith dimensions ranging from 63' to 78' v.tide by 110' deep. 

Village 2 
Village 2 is located to the west of Waterman Road, south of the proposed detention basin and 
open space, and north of Village 3. An open space parcel separates Village 2 from Village 1. Village 
2 includes 258 single-family detached homes with a typical dimension of 55' by 105' and a 
minimum lot size of 5,775 s.f. 

Village 3 
Village 3 is located in the southeast corner of the Project site, adjacent to Village 1 to the west and 
Village 2 to the north, and is west of Waterman Road and north of Bond Road. Village 3 is 
age-restricted to aduits 55 and over. Viiiage 3 includes a maximum of 267 active aduit patio homes 
on a typical lot size of 4,265 s.f. with a typical dimension of 50' by 92.5' as measured from the 
centerline of the internal private streets to the rear property line. These homes would be single
family detached and generally one story. 

Within the "village core" a lodge facility and clubhouse are proposed. The lodge would have a 

maximum of 125 units for independent living, assisted living, and/or memory care for seniors. The 
approximately 6,500 s.f. clubhouse and associated swim facility would be located adjacent to the 
lodge, serving as a recreation, community gathering, activity, and information hub for area 
residents. 

OPEN SPACE AND PARKS 

The Project includes the following open space and parks uses: 

o A 67.6-acre wetland habitat preserve area and a 6.3-acre open space parcel, providing 
73.9 acres of open space in the northern portion of the Project site. 

o A 3.9-acre open space corridor along the eastern boundary of the Project site from the 
existing multifamily lot to the south to the proposed Silverado Drive at the north. 

o A 14.7-acre stormwater detention area and 0.6-acre overland release area are designated 
between Villages 1 and 2 to improve storage for the 100-year storm event, improve flood 
protection and water quality for urban runoff and provide an open space buffer between 
villages. 

~ Up to 6.1acres of parkland to ser.te the residents of Villages 1 and 2. 
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• A 3.1-acre public trail system, including an east-west trail corridor between the 
northernmost road in the development and the open space and park to the north, and a 
north-south trail corridor along the eastern edge of the detention basin. 

CIRCULATION NETWORK 

Vehicle Circulation 
The Project's circulation system provides access to the three villages, with 5.2 acres of pubiic roads 
and a 0.3-acre private road entry to the Village Center. Primary access would be from Bond and 
Waterman Roads. There would also be a secondary point of access from Bond Road which would 
allow only right-turn-in and right-turn-out movements. 

Silverado Drive would be the primary residential collector through the Project site from Bond Road 
to Waterman Road, with local residential streets providing access to Villages 1 and 2. Access to 
Village 3 would be from the Village Center Lane connection to Silverado Drive. The proposed on
site vehicle roadway network is shown in Figure 2-3. The Project would make the following 
improvements to Bond Road and Waterman Road: 

1. Expanded intersection at Silverado Drive and Waterman Road. 

2. Modification of the existing traffic signal at the intersection of Bond Road/Crowell 
n .. : .. I'Oo /ca ................... n .. ; .. .,. .. , .. ,.,. ............................ .,. ..... +ho .fnoor+h I .an 
IJI IV'r;;.f.JIIIV-.;:;-1 UUU I.IIIVo;; 1.V U ...... UIIIIIIVUlll"'- 1.11._. IUUI 1.11 ,._.f)• 

3. Reconstruction of deteriorated curb, gutter, sidewalk, and/or pavement along the 

Project's frontage. 

4. A westbound right-turn pocket for Silverado Drive on Bond Road. 

5. An expanded intersection at Silverado Drive and Bond Road, with the southbound 

accommodating a right-turn lane and a shared through/left-turn lane. 

6. A northbound left-turn pocket for Silverado Drive on Waterman Road. 

EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS 

A 42' wide Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) with a 5' pedestrian walkway will be located at 
terminus of Bob White Court located in the Quail Ranch community to the interior street within 
Village 1. "Knockdown" bollards shall be placed to prevent non-emergency vehicular access. 

A 26' EVA and pedestrian connection will be provided from Village 3 to Bond Road. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity 
The Project includes pedestrian and bicycle features to provide both internal connectivity as well 
as connections to adjacent bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Pedestrian features include separated 
sidewalks, off-stieet tiails, paseos, and other features as follows: 

1. A separated, meandering sidewalk and designated bicycle lane along Waterman Road. 
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2. An off-street trail, consisting of a 10 foot paved trail along Silverado Drive from Bond Road 

to Lot "K" park. 

3. An off-street trail, consisting of a 10 foot paved trail with 2 foot decomposed granite 

shoulder (each side) and 6 foot landscape buffer east side a!ong Silverado Drive and M 

Drive from lot "K" park to lot "G" park. 

4. An off-street traii, consisting of a 10 foot paved traii with 2 foot decomposed granite 

shoulder (each side), a 4 foot landscape buffer south side and an equestrian trail on the 

north side from the western project boundary through lot "G" park to Waterman Road. 

5. An enhanced pedestrian walk from Bob White Court to Lot "K" park, following I & J streets, 

consisting of a separated walk on the north and ,,.vest sides of the roads VJith a 6 foot 

landscape buffer and 5 foot walk. 

6. Paseos at Lot "W' and Bob White Court consisting of a 10 foot wide paved area with 

landscaping. 

7. Internal paseos within Village 3 that consist of a 4 foot wide meandering walk. 

8. Enhanced pedestrian cross-walks at the following intersections where trails cross roads or 

other enhanced pedestrian connections are provided. "Enhanced pedestrian cross-walks" 

shall consist of colored pavers, colored and stamped concrete or asphalt or other such 

enhancement, with pedestrian cross-walk striping. 

9. Trail crossing/crosswalk at Waterman Road and Silverado Drive. 

Silverado Drive, the primary road through the Project site, would include designated bike lanes 
(Class 2 bikeways) that connect to the bike lanes on Bond Road and Waterman Road. The Project's 
local residential streets would serve as Class 3 bikeways. 

Transit 
The Project would be served by the City's e-tran transit system. Commuter Route 58, which 
provides service to downtown Sacramento, and Neighborhood Route 160, which provides local 
service to multiple shopping locations and schools, have stops along Bond Road adjacent the 
Project site. 

INFRASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC SERVICES 

Water 
Domestic water service for the Project site would be provided by Elk Grove Water Works. The 
Project would connect to existing water lines adjacent the Project site, including the 8-inch line 
located under Bob White Court, the 18-inch line under Waterman Road, and the 24-inch line under 
Bond Road. Water service is described in more detail in Section 3.13. 
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Sewer 
Wastewater treatment and conveyance would be provided by the Sacramento Area Sanitation 
District. The Project would connect in two locations to the existing 15-inch sanitary sewer line 
located under Bond Road. Wastewater service is described in more detail in Section 3.13. Specific 
details regarding pub!lc restroom facilities at the 5.5-acre park proposed in the north portion of 
the Project site have not been determined at this time. If developed, the restrooms may be served 
by a septic system. 

Electricity 
Sacramento Metropolitan Utility District (SMUD) would provide electrical service to the Project. 
SMUD estimates demand for the Project is approximately 4 megawatts. The Project will connect 
to existing SMUD infrastructure with new 12 kilovolt (kV) distribution facilities, which will require a 
minimum standard 12.5 overhead/underground easement along all streets throughout the Project 
site. The Project will connect to existing overhead sub-transmission (69kV) and distribution (12kV) 
lines along north side of Bond Road. Existing overhead and underground distribution (12kV) 
,;,..,.j/i+i""'"" ,.,~.,.; .,.,.....,,+1,.,,....,.-+ ,...,.,.n..,r ...,,; +ho Orni ... ,.+ ri+o ,.lnnrr +ho U.IOC:i' rirl.:::a. nf \A/-:o .. or..,...,.n Dn,.rl u.1ill 
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remain in place. A 93-foot power line easement is also located along the eastern Project site 
boundary and contains existing electrical distribution lines. 

Natural Gas 
Pacific Gas & Electric would provide natural gas service. Project improvements would involve the 
extension of natural gas distribution lines from surrounding infrastructure tie-ins within the right
of-way along Bond and Waterman Roads onto the Project site. 

Telephone 
Frontier Communication would provide telephone service. Project improvements would involve 
the extension of telephone lines from surrounding telephone system infrastructure within the 
right-of-way along Bond and Waterman Roads onto the Project site. 

School 
Primary and secondary schools serving the Project site are administered by the Elk Grove Unified 
Schoo! District. 

Fire Protection and Parks/Recreation 
Fire protection and parksirecreation services would be provided by the Cosumnes (formerly Elk 
Grove) Community Services District. 

Stormwater Drainage 
Stormwater drainage facilities would be developed on-site and would connect to the City of Elk 
Greve. The Project includes a 14.7-acre detention basin and 0.6-acre overland release area. From 
the on-site stormwater facilities, run-off would be conveyed to the City of Elk Grove storm 
drainage and flood control system. Further discussion and details are provided in Section 3.8, 
Hydroiogy and Water Quaiity. 
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SPECIAL PLANNING AREA 

The Silverado Village Special Planning Area (SPA) zoning designation will establish development 

standards and design guidelines to ensure quality and consistency in the design and 
implementation of the Project. The SPA document is regulatory in nature and will serve as zoning 
for the Project site. Development plans, subdivision maps, and site plans for the Project must be 
consistent with both the SPA and the City of Elk Grove General Plan. 

Village 1 

PERMITTED USES 

Permitted uses are the same as those allowed in the City of Elk Grove RD-5 Zone. The RD-5 zone 
allows single family uses, as proposed by the Project. 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

A minimum lot size of 6,300 s.f. will be required, with typical dimensions of 60' wide by 105' deep. 
irregular iots may vary from the typicai dimensions. Front, side, and rear yard setbacks wiii be 
consistent with the RD-5 zone, with the exception of site specific standards provided by the SPA. 

SITE SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND DESIGN GUIDELINES 

The SPA includes the following site specific requirements for Village 1: 

1. Lots abutting the western boundary adjacent to the Quail Ranch community shall be a 
minimum of 63' x 110', with lot widths matching the adjacent off-site lots to the extent 
possible. 

2. Minimum rear yard setback for the primary dwelling for lots adjacent to the Quail Ranch 
community sha!! be 20 feet. Accessorv structures sha!! comply \.AJith the development 

standards of the Citywide Code. 

3. Lots abutting the Quai! Ranch neighborhood sha!! be limited to single storv homes. 

4. A solid masonry wall a minimum of six feet in height shall be constructed at the westerly 
property line abutting the Qual! Ranch neighborhood. 

5. A pedestrian only connection with Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) with "knockdown" 
bo!!ards sha!! be extended 110 feet from the terminus of Bob \A!hite Court located in the 
Quail Ranch community to the interior street within Village 1. 

6. Lots abutting the detention area and parks {i.e., !ot 99) sha!! have rear yard fence designs 
that enables views of the open space areas while providing security and privacy for the 
homeowners. Wood fences at these locations are prohibited. 

Village 2 

PERMITTED USES 

Permitted uses are the same as those allowed in the City of Elk Grove RD-5 Zone. The RD-5 zone 
allows single family uses, as proposed by the Project. 
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DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

A minimum !ot size of 5,775 s.f. wi!! be required, with typical dimensions of 55' wide by 105' deep. 
Irregular lots may vary from the typical dimensions. Front, side, and rear yard setbacks will be 
consistent with the RD-5 zone, with the exception of site specific standards provided by the SPA. 

SITE SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND DESIGN GUIDELINES 

Site specific development standards for Village 2 include a traffic circle at the intersection of 
Silverado Drive and A Street, a 10' paved hike/bike trail within a landscape corridor on the north 
side of Silverado Drive, and a 10' paved hike/bike trail along the eastern edge of the detention 
basin. 

Village 3 
VILLAGE CORE 

The SPA designates a Village Core at the center of Village 3, which corresponds to the 
Ccmmercia!/Office/f'-l!u!ti-fami!y use designated by the City's Genera! P!an. The Vi!!age Core area is 
planned for recreational amenities, including a clubhouse and pool, and a residential lodge. 

PERMITTED USES 

Patio homes permitted uses include single family homes, paseos, exclusive use areas, and common 
areas, including community gardens. 

Clubhouse, Recreation, and Swim Facility (Village Core) permitted uses include restaurant and 
dining, swimming, fitness, and supporting recreation uses, offices, 3'• party services. 

Lodge Facility (Village Core) permitted uses include independent living apartments, assisted living 
apartments, specialized care (memory care) units, restaurant, on-site amenities such as a beauty 
salon, doctor's office, crafts room, kitchen, and laundry room, and general retail and office uses. 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Patio Homes 
The typical patio home lot size will be 4,625 s.f. (50' to 60' wide by 92.5' long), with no minimum 
required lot size and maximum densities of 8.0 du/ac. Front and side setbacks require 18 feet 
from the street to garage door, 12 feet from street to front living area, 10 feet from street to 
covered porch, and 12 feet from a second frontage street. There is an interior side setback of 5 
feet and a rear setback of 10 feet will be required, with typical dimensions of 60' wide by 105' 
deep. Irregular lots may vary from the typical dimensions. Front, side, and rear yard setbacks will 
be consistent with the RD-5 zone, with the exception of site specific standards provided by the 
SPA. 

Village Core 
There is a maximum density of 30.0 du/ac and no minimum lot size in the Village Core. Front and 
side setbacks include a building to building setback of 20 feet and street side and interior side 
setbacks of 15 feet. The maximum building height is 48 feet. 
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SITE SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND DESIGN GUIDELINES 

The SPA includes the fo!!m.•Jing site specific requirements for VH!age 3: 

1. Internal roadway design standards following a simple grid pattern with private streets 
designed to accommodate and off-street trails and paseos. 

2. Parking requirements include 2.25 spaces per patio home of non-covered and resident 
guest parking and 1 space for everv 1.5 living units in the !edge. 

3. Specific street standards including, but not limited to, a minimum of 75' offset between 
intersections, reduced street section of 26', and shared private driveways. 

4. Curbside sidewalks are not required, as pedestrian walkways and paseos are provided 

'Nithin the community. 

5. Open space and landscaping amenities including paseos at the rear of some yards, mini
parks, common areas, and pedestrian connections between the vi!!age and surrounding 
community and trail system. 

2.5 USES OF THE EiR AND REQUIRED AGENCY APPROVALS 
The City is the Lead Agency for the Project, pursuant to the State Guidelines for Implementation of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQ .. !\), Section 15050. 

CITY OF ELK GROVE 

Implementation of the Project requires the following entitlements and approvals from the City: 

• Certification of the EIR; 

• Establishment of the Silverado Village Special Planning Area (Silverado Village SPA) which 
will establish development standards, design guidelines, and allowed uses for the Project 
site, as provided by Section 23.16.100 of the City's Municipal Code; 

• A rezone of the Project site from the existing zoning of RD-2, RD-4, RD-5, and Open Space 
to Silverado Village SPA; 

• A Tentative Subdivision Map to subdivide the Project site to accommodate: 

o 660 single-family residential lots on 115.1 acres; 

o An age restricted-multi-family lodge of up to 125 units and Village Center on 4.6 
acres; 

o 77.3 acres of open space and nature preservation area; 

o Up to 5.5 acres of parks; 

o 3.5 acres of landscape entry/corridors; 

o A stormwater detention area of 14.7 acres and overland release area of 0.6 acres; 
and 

o 5.5 acres of roads; 
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• A Development Agreement requiring the Project to conform to the Silverado Village SPA; 
and. 

• Design review. 

OTHER AGENCIES 

Permits and approvals that the Applicant has obtained or may be required to obtain include, but 
are not limited to: 

California Department of Fish & Wildlife - 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement. 
Agreement. 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board - General Permit for Discharges of 
r ... -~- \AI ... .a. .... _ A--~.-:-+ .... ...1 •••l+L.. r ............. ,, .. +;,.. ... A,.f.J,,l+•• C+""""'"""" \AI ... + ..... O,..lloo+i..,.,.. o .. ..,.,,on+i ... n Dl.,.n 
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approval prior to construction activities, and permitting of isolated wetlands under the 
State's Porter-Cologne Act. 

• Central Valley Flood Protection Board- Board permit for activities associated with Laguna 

Creek. 

• Elk Grove Water District- Water Supply Assessment. 

• Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District - Approval of construction

related air quality permits. 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers- Issuance of 404 permit under the Clean Water Act for the 

discharge of fill material into waters of the United States and use of seasonal wetlands as a 

detention basin; and 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Consultation under the Endangered Species Act to 

determine impacts to special-status species and Incidental Take Statement. 
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AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 3.1 

This section describes the existing visual resources of the Project area and describes the regulatory 
framework related to aesthetic and visual resources. This section concludes with an evaluation of 
the impacts and recommendations for mitigating impacts. Information in this section is based on 
site surveys conducted by De Novo Planning Group in 2012, ground and aerial photographs, and 

the following reference documents: City of Elk Grove General Plan (City of Elk Grove 2003a), City of 
Elk Grove General Plan Environmental Impact Report (General Plan EIR) (City of Elk Grove 2003b). 
City of Elk Grove Municipal Code, Title 23 Zoning Code (City of Elk Grove 2013), Elk Grove Design 
Guidelines (City of Elk Grove 2007), and information provided by the Project applicant, including 
the October 2012 Silverado Village Project Description and Silverado Village Special Planning Area 
(SPAj document. 

Comments regarding this topic received in response to the Notice of Preparation identified 
concerns associated \-·Vith the fc!lovJing issues (see Appendix A for complete comments): 

• Aesthetic effect of Project on neighboring uses, including visual compatibility with lot sizes. 

• Site lighting, with the recommendation that low sodium lights be made a condition of 
approval. 

3.1.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

VISUAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Project Site 
The Project site is approximately 230 acres located at the northwest corner of Bond Road and 
Waterman Road (see Figure 2-2). The Project site is currently vacant and covered with low 
grasses. Vegetation growing on the site includes annual grasslands and trees along the western 
property line shared with Quail Ride, along the northern property line, and several scattered in the 
southwest corner of the site and along the western property line. Whitehouse Creek traverses the 
property- from the northern boundary, flowing in a southwesterly direction into a series of ponds 
eventually discharging into the north branch of Laguna Creek. On-site ponds appear to be the 
result of past berming and grading activities. Power transmission line structures are located on the 
site adjacent to Waterman Road and power poles are located along Bond Road. Full street 
improvements are located on the Bond Road frontage of the site, including a meandering sidewalk, 
and landscaping. 

Adjacent Land Uses 
Uses adjacent to and in the vicinity of the Project site include road\·vays, residential subdivisions, 
multifamily apartments, agricultural/rural residential uses, and vacant land. Adjacent lands north 
and east of the site are generally characterized as agricultural residential and vacant. The 
Waterman Square Apartments and the vacant property are located to the immediate southeast of 
the Project site. Waterman Road, vacant land, and rural residential uses are located east of the 
site. North of the site are developed rural residential homes zoned AR-2 on Armaria, Saint 
Anthony, and Saint Jude Courts. 

A mixture of residential development types and vacant land are adjacent to the site to the west. 
The Quail Ranch single family subdivision is located adjacent the southern portion of the site's 
western boundary. Single family homes in Quail Ranch are zoned RD-2, RD-3, and RD-5, with the 
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smaller RD-5 lots primarily located adjacent to the site's western boundary. Existing rural 
residential development is along Campbell Road (which terminates into the site) located west 
central of the site, and vacant land is located adjacent the northern portion of the site's western 
boundary. 

Adjacent lands south of the site are characterized as low density residential. Bond Road, single 
family residential subdivisions, and a Sacramento County office building are located to the south. 
Open space lands are located along Laguna Creek, south of Bond Road. 

Views of the Project Site 
r,,.,..,. ... ..,+ .,;..,.,.,,..,,..,.,..coco +h.,. Drniol"'+ ,.-i+o in ... loo...lo rY.onf'l\1 rnllinn ::~rD:::IIC :::11nrl ral:::~~t-iu.olu l.oual ::JrQ:::IIC nf ::~nn11:::11l 
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grassland, depending on the viewpoint. Views are most prominent for drivers, pedestrians, and 
bicyclists travelling on Waterman and Bond Roads and from the Waterman Square Apartments at 
the southeast corner of the site. land east of the site, across Waterman Road, and properties 
north of the site have generally unobstructed views of the site. The Project site is somewhat 
visible over the rear yard fences of the existing residential subdivision homes south of the site, 
across Bond Road. Similarly, views of the southwest portion of the site is generally visible from 
either the rear yard fences or through the more open style fencing of the homes on the east side 
of Quail Terrace Way in the existing Quail Ranch residential subdivision. Views from the west are 
limited in some areas due to the trees along the Project site/Quail Ranch boundary. Bob White 
Court terminates from the Quail Ranch subdivision at the Project site and provides views of the 
Project site from Quai! Ranch. 

Campbell Road terminates at the western boundary of the Project site. Views of the Project site 
from the northernmost of the two 5-acre !ots at the terminus of Campbell Ro!ld would be largely 
obstructed by a corridor of established trees. The vacant southern lot has unobstructed views of 
the site. Vacant land is also at the northwest corner, adjacent to the site. This land presently has 
unobstructed views of the site. Presently, no roads serve this propert·y. 

Lands to the north of the Project site are developed with Agricultural Residential development, 2-
acre iots. The opportunities to view the Project site from the north aie limited to those eight 
residences at the end of Country Hill Drive, Saint Jude, Saint Anthony and Armaria Courts that back 
onto the site. These residences have large trees that largely block views of the site from the 
homes, although the site would be visible from other locations on these iots. 

Light and Glare 
Street lighting is provided within the developed areas of the City, either by the City or through 
private ownership. In new developments, the City itself does not install streetlights. Rather, the 
City iequiies developeis to install lights and dedicate them to the City. 

There are no existing sources of light or glare located on the Project site as it is vacant. The 
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elevated street lights. The Waterman Square Apartments southeast of the Project site has security 
lighting in the parking areas and the vacant land zoned for shopping center would have parking lot 
and security lighting when deveioped. The Quaii Ranch subdivision to the west and the subdivision 
to the south have street lighting as well as lighting associated with residential uses, including 

outdoor lighting and safety lights. 
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Scenic Vistas and Significant Features 
The Project site is not designated as a scenic vista. The topography and visual features of the 
Project site are typical of undeveloped lands in eastern Elk Grove and do not include any significant 
geological, man-made, or other features. 

3.L2 REGULATORY SETTING 

LOCAL 

City of Elk Grove Genera] Plan 
The following applicable policies and actions related to aesthetics are taken from the Land Use, 
Parks, Trails and Open Space, and Conservation and Air Quality Elements of the City of Elk Grove 
Generai Pian. 

Policy CAQ-8 Large trees (both native and non-native) are an important aesthetic (and, in some 
cases, biologicai) resource. Trees which function as an important part of the City's 

or a neighborhood's aesthetic character or as natural habitat should be retained to 
the extent possible during the development of new structures, roadways (public 
and private, including roadway widening), parks, drainage channels, and other 
uses and structures. If trees cannot be preserved onsite, offsite mitigation or 
payment of an in-lieu fee may be required by the City. Where possible, trees 
planted for mitigation should be located in the same watershed as the trees, 
which were removed. Trees that cannot be protected shall be replaced either 
on-site or off-site as required by the City. 

CAQ-8-Action 1 When reviewing native or non-native trees for preservation, consider the following 
criteria: 

• Aesthetic value 
• Biological value 
• Shade 
• Water quality benefits 
• Runoff reduction 
• Air quality (pollutant reduction) 
• Health of the tree(s) 
= Suitability foi pieservation in place 
• Safety hazards posed by the tree(s) 

Policy PT0-15 The City views open space lands of all types as important resource which should 

be preserved in the region, and supports the establishment of multipurpose open 
space areas to address a variety of needs, including, but not limited to: 

• Maintenance of agricultural uses; 
• Wildlife habitat 
• Recreational open space 
• Aesthetic benefits 
• Flood control 
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To the extent possible, lands protected in accordance with this policy should be in 
proximity to Elk Grove, to facilitate use of these areas by Elk Grove residents, assist 
in mitigation of habitat Joss within the city, and provide an open space resource 
close to the urbanized areas of Elk Grove. 

Policy CAQ-7 Encourage development clustering where ciustering wou1a tac1i1tate on-site 
protection of woodlands, grasslands, wetlands, stream corridors, scenic areas, or 
other appropriate natural features as open space, provided that: 

1. Urban infrastructure capacity is available for urban use. 
2. On-site resource protection is appropriate and consistent with other General 

Plan Policies. 
3. The architecture and scale of development is appropriate for the area. 
4. Development rights for the open space area are permanently dedicated and 

appropriate long-term management is provided for by either a public agency, 
homeowners association, or other appropriate entity. 

Policy CAQ-17 The City recognizes the value of naturally vegetated stream corridors, 
commensurate with flood control and public acceptance, to assist in removal of 
pollutants, provide native and endangered species habitat and provide community 
amenities. 

Policy PT0-16 Stream corridors, floodways, electrical transmission corridors, and similar features 
shall be considered for inclusion in the citywide trails and open space system. 

Policy LU-35 The City of Elk Grove shall require that new development-including commercial, 
office, industrial, and residential development- is of high quality and reflects the 
City's desire to create a high quality, attractive, functional, and efficient built 
environmento 

LU-35-Action 2 The Design Guidelines shall include a provision to minimize the use of reflective 
materials in building design in order to reduce the potential impacts of daytime 
glare. 

LU-35-Action 3 The Citywide Design Guidelines shall include provisions for the design of outdoor 
light fixtures to be directed/shielded downward and screened to avoid nighttime 
lighting spillover effects on adjacent land uses and nighttime sky glow conditions. 

City of Elk Grove Zoning Code 
Title 23, Zoning, of the City Municipal Code (Zoning Code) carries out the policies of the Elk Grove 

Generai Pian by ciassifying and reguiating the uses of iand and structures within the City, 
consistent with the General Plan. The Zoning Code is adopted to protect and to promote the 

public health, safety, comfort, convenience, prosperity, and general welfare of residents and 

businesses in the City [Ord. 8-2011 §3(8), eft. 6-24-2011]. 

The Zoning Code provides standards for multifamily and non-residential lighting (Chapter 23.56). 

For instance, all outdoor lighting must be constructed with full shielding, and automatic timing 

devices are required for all new outdoor light fixtures with the off-hours defined as between 10:00 
p.m. and 5:00a.m. The Zoning Cede regulates the !eve! of illumination resulting from development 
during hours of darkness and states that new outdoor lighting fixtures must be energy efficient 
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with a rated average bulb life of not less than 10,000 hours. Zoning regulations also include 

development and design standards for the location of signs along roadways to achieve an 
aesthetically pleasing appearance (Section 23.62). 

Design Guidelines 
The City conducts Design Review to ensure quality development in keeping with the desired 
character of the City and in accordance with the City's design objectives as promulgated in the 

Design Guidelines and to ensure that the appearance of developn1ent wili be compatible and 

harmonious with the use and enjoyment of surrounding properties. Design Review approval is 

required for single-family residential subdivision maps, multi-family residential development, and 
public/quasi-public (parks). This Aesthetics chapter will focus on those guidelines that are 
applicable to the Project and are adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environ menta! aesthetic effect. 

RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISIONS 

Guideline 12 encourages neighborhood design that incorporates existing natural features of the 

property including creeks, drainage canals, riparian habitats, and significant mature vegetation. 
Guideline 18 requires that where rear yards of single-family homes abut designated open space 

areas, rear yard fencing shall be open view and remain open in perpetuity. Special consideration 
shall be given to screening for privacy/nuisance issues associated with headlights from adjacent 

roadways. Guideline 23 requires street lighting along local residential streets to be designed at a 
pedestrian scale with a maximum height of 14 feet. 

MASTER HOME PLANS 
The Design Guidelines establish design, architectural, and landscaping requirements for master 
home plans. Guideline 1 requires a streetscape variety, including a minimum of five floor plans 

with at ieast three elevations each for subdivisions with more than 200 units. Guideiine 2 requires 
adjacent models/floor plans to vary from one another through differing building height, mass, 
shape, and roof form. A minimum of one home plan in each master plan series is required to be 

single-story. Guidelines 17 through 20 establish landscaping and tree planting requirements, 
including that trees to be planted in the front yard area of each single-family residential lot, 
address !av.m areas, and address the use of ground cover, shrubs, and hedges to soften appearance 
of structures or hide fences or walls. 

ivfULTi-FAMlLY DEVELOPMENT 

Building placement and orientation on all multi-family sites shall take into consideration the 
residential use from a physical and functional perspective, relationship and compatibility with 

surrounding uses, and the visual impact and experience for residents, visitors, and passersby. 

Site lighting for multi-family projects include lighting of project entries, drive aisles and parking 

areas, pedestrian and for the architectural enhancement of the development. Guideline 24 
requires exterior lighting to be pedestrian in scale with a maximum height of 14 feet. Guideline 25 
states that exterior site lighting shall be designed so that light is not directed off the site and the 

light source is shielded downward from direct off-site viewing. Specifically, light features shall be 

located and designed with cut-off lenses to avoid light spill and glare on adjacent properties. In 

order to minimize light trespass on residential properties directly abutting a multi-family site, 
illumination measured at the nearest residential property line shall not exceed the moon's 
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potential ambient illumination of one-tenth (0.1) foot-candle. Guideline 26 encourages use of low

level bollard lighting for illumination of pedestrian walkways. Guideline 27 states that outdoor light 

fixtures used to illuminate architectural and landscape features shall use a narrow cone of light for 

the purpose of confining the light to the object of interest and minimize light trespass and glare. 

Guidelines 18 and 19 app!y the same standards to building lighting. 

3.1.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project will have significant impact on 
aesthetics if it will: 

• Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings; and/or 

• Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area. 

The aesthetics topics from Appendix G (scenic vista and scenic resources) were dismissed in the 

Initial Study prepared for the Silverado Village SPA as the Project was determined to have no 

potential for impact to scenic vistas or resources. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.1-1: The Project wouid not substantiaHy degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. (less than 
significant) 
The Project would convert approximately 60% of the site from its undeveloped state, with areas of 

level and gently rolling topography with annual grasslands, to urbanized uses that include single 

family residential neighborhoods, parks, and a multifamily lodge and clubhouse. Project 

implementation would alter the existing visual character of the site, as described below. 

The Project will designate 92.7 acres (40% of the site) for open space uses. The majority of the 
northern portion of the property will remain undeveloped and designated for permanent natural 

open space, comprised of a 68.1 acre preserve area to protect sensitive wetland habitat and a 6.4 

acre open space parcel. Preservation of grasslands, wetlands, and stream corridors in open space 

is compatible with General Plan Focused Goal1-9, Guiding Goal 5, and Policies PT0-15, and CAQ-7 
and CAQ-17, which aii address preservation oi the rurai character oi Eik Grove through clustering 

development to preserve open space and protect grasslands, wetlands, and stream corridors. A 

3.9-acre open space parcel under the existing transmission lines along Waterman Road is also 

designated on the eastern edge of the property from the proposed Silverado Drive to existing 
Waterman Square apartments. This open space designation is consistent with General Plan Policy 
DTn_1t:. uohi ... h onrnoor""n"''"" ;.,.,..1,,,..;,....,. nftr:~ncrniccinn rnrrirlnrc: in nn,:on c:n!:lr~ ::.nrl tr::~~il c.vc:t,:~omc: 
I ,...,-..LV VVIII\..11 "-'11\..VUigfj'-~ 111'-'IU..,IUII ..,, .. , ... ,,.,.,,,,..,_.,..,,, ._._.,,,..,..,,_. "' '-'!"'"-'' ........ ._.._ .. ,,_ u-•• -r-~-•••-• 

The proposed open space uses are compatible with the rural character and appearance of the 

existing 2-acre agricultural-residential development north of the site. Most of these lots have 
buildings and landscaping covering roughly one-half of the lot with the remainder open and 
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covered in native grass, similar to the open space of the Project site. The land directly east of the 

proposed open space, across Waterman Road is presently vacant but also designated for 

agricultural-residential development. The proposed open space and clustering of development in 
the remainder of the site is consistent with General Plan Focused Goal 5 and Policy PT0-15 in 

preserving the rural character of surrounding properties north and east of the Project site. The full 

development of the Project site under its Low Density Residential, Rural Residential, and 

Commercial/Office/Multifamily land use designations would allow for low density residential 
development, as well as a small area of commercial/office/multifamily uses on the central and 

southern portions of the site and rural residential development on the northern portion of the site. 

The property west of the proposed open space is presently vacant but zoned for Low Density 

Residential at RD-2, RD-4 and RD-5 intensity. Currently views onto the site are unobstructed. 

Views of open space are compatible VJ!th and wi!! provide a visual buffer and transition betvJeen 

this planned low density residential and existing agricultural residential to the north. 

Development in the centra! and southern portion of the site would result in a change in the visual 

character of the site from vacant land covered with native grasses to suburban residential 

development. Very few trees are located on the site (19 trees were identified in the Tree Survey) 
and those that are present outside of the open space areas are located in the southwest corner of 

the site and along the Project boundary shared with the Quail Ranch subdivision. General Plan 

Focused Goal 4-2, 5-2, and Policy CAQ-8 define oaks and large trees as an important part of the 

City's aesthetic character to be retained to the extent possible and where trees cannot be 

preserved onsite, offsite mitigation or payment of in-lieu fees may be required. CAQ-8-Action 1 

notes that when considering trees for preservation their aesthetic value should be one of the 
criteria considered. The Project will remove ten trees; the removal of eight of these trees was 

recommended by the Tree Survey due to poor prognosis based on health, structural concerns, or 

proximity to adjacent trees. 

As noted above, General Plan Policy CAQ-7 encourages clustering of development, as proposed, to 

facilitate protection of natural features such as open space, provided that the architecture and 

scale of development is appropriate for the area. Proposed development in Villages 1 and 2 is 

comprised of single family subdivisions fairly typical of the Quai! Ranch subdivision \Vest of the site 
and subdivisions south of Bond Road. Lots in Village 1 are proposed at a typical size 6,300 sq. ft., 
except adjacent to Quail Ranch, where they are slightly larger to match the width of the abutting 
lots. Lots in Village 2 are proposed at a typical size of 5, 775 sq. ft. The Project limits homes 

adjacent to Quail Ranch to one story in height to both prevent second story units in the SPA from 

views into the rear yards in Quail Ranch, thus preserving privacy, and also to reduce the visual 

impact and massing adjacent to Quail Ranch. A 6-foot solid masonry wall is to be constructed at 

the property line abutting Quail Ranch (except where emergency access is proposed at Bob White 

Court). The proposed housing types and street layout are also similar to these adjoining 

subdivisions. Proposed Villages 1 and 2 are compatible with the character and appearance of the 

existing low density residential subdivisions west and south of the site. 

Village 1 also abuts Agricultural Residential 5-acre lots west of the site, at the terminus of 

Campbell Road. These lots are presently surrounded by a mixture of land uses, few of which are 
rural. Although the Project will not serve to preserve the rural character of the Campbell Road 
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residences, it will be compatible with the character and appearance of the existing and planned 

low density residential development presently surrounding these residences. 

The age-restricted Village 3 proposed at the southeastern corner of the Project site adjacent to the 

Waterman Square Apartments and vacant land zoned for Shopping Center would be comprised of 

smaller lots that would be visible on the frontages of Bond and Waterman Roads. The single

family detached, one-story active adult patio homes are proposed to be on lots of 4,625 sq. ft. The 

internal street pattern proposed for this village would be traditional, with narrow streets on a grid 

pattern, no sidewalks, and an off-street system of pedestrian paseos providing access to the 

Village Core. The SPA development standards require a minimum rear yard depth of 10 feet, thus 

the patio homes aiong Bond Road couid be slightly closer than a typical RD-5 subdivision with a 15 

foot rear yard minimum (EGMC Table 23.30-2B). The SPA eliminates traditional rear yard fencing 

for interior lots but defers to the Zoning Code for perimeter rear yard fencing requirements, such 

as where lots back on to Bond and Waterman Roads. The EGMC Section 23.52.050 address height 

limits for rear yard fences and walls with a maximum permitted height of six feet, Table 23.54-1 

defers minimum setback and corresponding landscape standards be determined in conjunction 
with required design review. EGMC Section 23.54.050 requires perimeter landscaping adjoining all 
streets have street trees planted at a maximum spacing of fifty feet on center. See Section 3.10 of 

this EIR for discussion of noise attenuation. The street improvements, inciuding a meandering 
sidewalk and landscaping, are already installed on the Project side of the Bond Road frontage. 

Village 3 would be visible from the Agricultural Residential S-acre properties east of Waterman 

although visibility in this case is more limited. The southeast corner of Village 3 would not be 

visible behind the Waterman Square Apartments or behind the shopping center when it is 

constructed. The open space setback along the entire Waterman Road Project frontage under the 

transmission lines provides viewing distance and a near view continuation of the open rural 

chaiactei. Elk Giove Design Guideline #18 requires that where rear yards of single~fami!y homes 
abut designated open space areas, rear yard fencing shall be open view and remain open in 

perpetuity. The single story height limitation for Village 3 as well as perimeter Project fencing and 

required street trees would provide further screening. 

The Agricultural Residential 5-acre properties east of Waterman Road would also have views of 

Village 2, north of Village 3. However, Village 2 has an open space parcel under the transmission 

lines providing even greater viewing distance and a near view continuation of the open rural 

character. These homes wi!! a!so be screened from view by fencing; although units are not limited 

to single-story in this village and would be visible from a distance over the perimeter fence. 

Vi!!age 3 represents the most departure from the character of surrounding single family 
development in that the patio homes are on smaller lots. However, this is compatible with the 

density of the adjacent Waterman Square Apartments. Consistent with General Plan Policy CAQ-7, 

clustered development creates a scale of development that is appropriate for the area. Visibility of 
Village 3 would be limited over the rear yard fences of the subdivision south of Bond Road, except 

for two-story units. Bond Road and developed street improvements and landscaping on both sides 

provide distance and softening of views of Village 3. The visibility of Village 3 from agricultural 

residential development east of Waterman Road would be similarly softened by Waterman Road 
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itself, the open space setback under the transmission lines, limitation to single story units, and 

perimeter fencing. 

The City's Design Guidelines require that development be harmonious with surrounding uses and 
include measures to ensure high-quality design, through site layout, building height and massing, 
other architectural details, and landscaping. 

In summary, the Project would be visually compatible with the rural character of agricultural 
residential development north and east of the site by preserving the north third of the site in open 
space and providing visual screening of Village 2 via an adequate open space setback along 
Waterman Road under transmission lines. Village 1 is designed with a similar low density 

residential (RD-5) character to adjacent subdivisions west and south and is generally visually 
compatible with nearby development. Village 3 would be setback with a meandering sidewalk and 
landscaping between the village and V.Jaterman Road and Bond Road and is visually compatible 
with the adjacent Waterman Square Apartments. 

The General Plan Draft EIR anticipated urbanization of the City and identified that implementation 

of the General Plan would result in a significant and unavoidable impact associated with 
conversion of the region's rural landscape to residential, commercial, and other land uses even 
with implementation of mitigating General Pian policies and actions (Policies CAQ-8 and LU-34 and 
associated implementing actions), related to preservation of scenic resources and providing a built 
environment of high visual quality (Impact 4.13.1; City of Elk Grove, 2003b, pp. 4.13-5- 4.13-60). 
The Project is consistent with General Plan policies related to visual character including Policy 
CAQ-8 and LU-34, including actions related to tree loss and mitigation and the design of 
development. 

The Project would be compatible with the surrounding developments and is consistent with the 
City's policies and requirements related to visual resources. Impacts to the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings would be less than significant. 

Impact 3.1-2: Project implementation may result in light and glare 
impacts. (less than significant with mitigation) 
Development of the Project would introduce new sources of light and glare to the presently vacant 
site. 

New sources of daytime glare would occur primarily from the windshields of vehicles travelling to 
and from the Project site and parked at the site and from light bouncing off of reflective building 
surfaces such as headlamps reflecting off large windows. All Village Core building and parking 
areas are located within the interior of the Project site; and would not be significantly visible to 
any of the glare-sensitive land uses in the Project vicinity; however, they could result in internal 
glare effects if reflective materials were used on the clubhouse and lodge facilities. Project access 
roads are designed to align opposite access roads serving surrounding development on Bond Road 
and at the property line on Waterman Road. The development to the south, west, and north will 
not directly face the interior streets or residential lots of the Project. Additionally, as described 
above, the Project includes an open space setback along Waterman Road with lots backing onto 
this setback, which would provide visual distance and block potential glare to Agricultural 
Residential areas east of the Project site. Similarly, lots in Village 1 back onto surrounding 
perimeter properties thus blocking windshield glare. While the required setbacks, perimeter 

Draft Environmental impact Report- Silverado Village 3.1-9 



3.1 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

fencing, and landscaping would reduce the potential for daytime glare impacts, there is the 
potential for reflective materials to be used on the clubhouse and lodge facilities resulting in 
increased daytime glare. 

New light sources introduced by the Project would include street lighting, parking lot lights, and 
security related lighting. These new light sources could result in adverse affects to adjacent land 
uses through the "spilling over" of light into these areas and intensified nighttime lighting 
conditions in the Project vicinity. A detailed lighting plan has not been prepared for the Project, 
but for the purposes of this analysis, it has been conservatively assumed that exterior lighting 
would be located throughout most of the outdoor areas ofthe developed portions of the site. This 
includes, but is not necessarily limited to: street lighting in the residential areas; exterior lighting 
on homes and residences; lighting for the interior multi-use trail network; park lighting; parking lot 
and security lighting in the Village Core. While the City's Design Guidelines require outdoor 
lighting foi multifamily iesidential development and non-iesidential development to be shielded in 
order to not spill over on adjacent lots, there is no requirement for shielding of single family 
residential lighting. Light sources from the proposed development may have a significant adverse 
impact on the surrounding areas, by introducing nuisance iight into the area and decreasing the 
visibility of nighttime skies. On-site light sources may create light spillover and night sky impacts on 
surrounding land uses in the absence of mitigation. 

The potential for increased daytime glare and spillover of nighttime lighting to adjacent lots is 
considered a potentially significant impact. 

M!TIGATION MEASURES 
Mitigation Measure 3.1-1 Outdoor lighting shall be designed so thot light is not directed off the 
site and the light source is shielded downward from overhead viewing and from direct off-site 
viewing. Light spill ond glare shall not exceed 0.1 foot-candle on odjocent properties. These 
requirements shall be shown on the master home pions for the single family units ond the project 
improvement pions for the multifamily, clubhouse, and parks facilities. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of building permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Deportment. 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 Street light fixtures shall use low-pressure sodium lamps or other 
similar lighting fixture and shall be installed and shielded in such a manner that no light rays are 
emitted from the fixture at angles above the horizontal plane. High-intensity discharge lamps shall 
be prohibited. Offsite illumination shall not exceed two-foot candles. Street lighting pions shall be 
submitted with project improvement pions for City review ond opprovol. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to approval of facility improvement plans for 
project roadways. 

Enforcement/l'v1onitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-3 Exterior building materials on multifamily and nonresidential 

metallic surfaces shall be painted with flat finishes to reduce reflected glare. 

3.1-10 
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Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 would ensure that all exterior lighting 
associated with the Project is properly shielded and directed downward in order to eliminate light 
spillage onto adjacent properties, and reduce impacts to "dark skies" to the greatest extent 
feasible. Mitigation Measure 3.1-3 would reduce potential daytime glare impacts by ensuring that 
the multifamily and clubhouse facilities minimize use of reflect surfaces. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 3.1-1 through 3.1-3 would reduce potential daytime glare and nighttime 
lighting impacts to a Jess than significant level. 
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This section describes the regional air quality, current attainment status of the air basin, local 

sensitive receptors, emission sources, and impacts that are iikeiy to resuit from Project 

implementation. Following this discussion is an assessment of consistency of the Project with 

applicable policies and local plans. The Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change analysis is located 

in a separate section of this Draft EIR. 

3.2.1 EXISTING SETTING 

SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN 

The City of Elk Grove is located within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB). The SVAB is the 

northern half of California's Great Valley and is bordered on three sides (west, north, and east) by 

mountain ranges, with peaks in the eastern range above 9,000 feet. The SVAB is approximately 

13,700 square miles and essentially a smooth valley floor with elevations ranging from 40 to 500 

feet. The rolling valley is interrupted by the Sutter Buttes, an area of 80 square miles in northern 

Sutter County, which rise abruptiy to more than 2,i00 feet above the vaiiey fioor. 

Climate 
The climate in the Elk Grove area is considered Mediterranean, which is characterized by hot, dry 

summers and cool, wet winters. Within the Project area, temperatures range from an average 

january iow of approxirnateiy 36"F to an average juiy high of approximateiy 96"F. Between mid

April and mid-October, significant precipitation is unlikely and high temperatures often peak at 

over 100 degrees Fahrenheit (F) with lows in the high 50s and low 60s. 

Winters are fairly mild, with the most rainfall coming in January. Rainfall averages approximately 

26 inches annually and occurs predominantly from October to May. During the winter, highs are 

typically in the 60s with lows in the 30s. "Tule fog" (thick ground fog) is often present during the 
autumn and winter months. The typical seasonal pattern is for North Pacific cyclonic storms to 

periodically S\-veep into the area from October through April and for high pressure to dominate 

over the area and to deflect storms from May to October. 

Air Movement 
As with all of Central California, climate in the SVAB is dominated by the strength and location of a 

semi-permanent, subtropical high-pressure ce!! over the northeastern Pacific Ocean. Climate is 

also affected by the temperature moderating effects of the nearby oceanic heat reservoir. Warm 

summers, cool winters, rainfall, daytime onshore breezes, and moderate humidity characterize 

regional climatic conditions. 

In summer, when the high-pressure cell is strongest, temperatures are very warm and humidity is 

low. The daily incursion of the sea breeze into the Central Valley, however, creates persistent 

breezes that moderate the summer heat. In winter, when the high-pressure cell is weakest, 

conditions are characterized by occasional rainstorms interspersed with stagnant conditions and 

sometimes heavy fog. 

Airflow patterns in the basin can be characterized by one of eight directional types, the most 

frequent being northwesterly, that is to say, predominant surface wind flows are from the 
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south/southeast. These wind flows generally occur at speeds of approximately 9-10 mph (WRCC 

2007, CARB 1992). The northwesterly flow is predominant in spring and summer, but seasonal 

variations do occur. Calm conditions dominate the winter months. 

Inversions occur in the SVAB with great frequency in all seasons. The most stable inversions occur 

in late summer and fall. The summertime inversions are often the result of marine air pushing 

under an overlying warm air mass. These are termed "marine inversions" and are generally 

accompanied by brisk afternoon winds, which provide good air circulation. 

In contrast, many autumn inversions are the result of warm air subsiding in a high-pressure cell 
where accor-npanying light winds do not provide adequate dispersion. Autumn inversions limit 

vertical mixing, creating a very stable layer of air with very light or calm winds. These inversions 

are usually present on clear cold nights during late fall and winter. In the morning, these ground 

based inversions are weakened and eventually eliminated by solar heating. As a result, they are 

strongest in the late night and early morning, when ground-level temperatures are coldest and 

so!ar radiation is !ow. 

Seasonal Pollution Variations 
Carbon monoxide, oxides of nitrogen, particulate matters, and lead particulate concentrations in 

the late fall and winter are highest when there is little interchange of air between the valley and 

the coast and when humidity is high following winter rains. This type of weather is associated with 

radiation fog, known as tule fog, when temperature inversions at ground level persist over the 

entire valley for several weeks and air movement is virtually absent. 

Pollution potential is relatively high due to the combination of air pollutant emissions sources, 

transport of pollutants into the area and meteorological conditions that are conducive to high 

ieveis of air poiiution. Elevated ieveis of particulate matter (primarily fine particulates or PM2.5) 
and ground-level ozone are of most concern to regional air quality officials. 

Local carbon monoxide "hot spots" are important to a iesser extent. Ground-ievei ozone, the 

principal component of smog, is not directly emitted into the atmosphere but is formed by the 

reaction of reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) (known as ozone precursor 
pollutants) in the presence of strong sunlight. Ozone levels are highest during late spring through 

early fall, when weather conditions are conducive and emissions of the precursor pollutants are 

highest. 

Surface-based inversions that form during late fall and winter nights cause localized air pollution 

problems (PM 10 and carbon monoxide) near the emission sources because of poor dispersion 

conditions. Emission sources are primarily from automobiles. Conditions are exacerbated during 

drought-year winters. 

CRITERIA POLLUTANTS 

1 ne United States tnv1ronmenta1 t"roiection Agency {tt'AJ uses six .. criteria pollutants II as 

indicators of air quality, and has established for each of them a maximum concentration above 

which adverse effects on human health may occur. These threshold concentrations are called 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Each criteria pollutant is described below. 
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Ozone (03) is a photochemical oxidant and the major component of smog. While 0 3 in the upper 

atmosphere is beneficial to life by shielding the earth from harmful ultraviolet radiation from the 

sun, high concentrations of 0 3 at ground level are a major health and environmental concern. 0 3 is 

not emitted directly into the air but is formed through complex chemical reactions between 

precursor emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC} and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) in the 

presence of sunlight. These reactions are stimulated by sunlight and temperature so that peak 0 3 

levels occur typically during the warmer times of the year. Both VOCs and NOx are emitted by 

transportation and industrial sources. VOCs are emitted from sources as diverse as autos, chemical 

manufacturing, dry cleaners, paint shops and other sources using solvents. 

The reactivity of 0 3 causes health problems because it damages lung tissue, reduces lung function 

and sensitizes the lungs to other irritants. Scientific evidence indicates that ambient levels of 0 3 

not on!y affect people with impaired respiratory systems, such as asthmatics, but healthy adults 

and children as well. Exposure to 0 3 for several hours at relatively low concentrations has been 

found to significantly reduce lung function and induce respiratory inflammation in normal, healthy 
peopie during exercise. This decrease in iung function generaiiy is accompanied by symptoms 

including chest pain, coughing, sneezing and pulmonary congestion. 

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless and poisonous gas produced by incomplete burning 

of carbon in fuels. When CO enters the bloodstream, it reduces the delivery of oxygen to the 

body's organs and tissues. Health threats are most serious for those who suffer from 

cardiovascular disease, particularly those with angina or peripheral vascular disease. Exposure to 

elevated CO levels can cause impairment of visual perception, manual dexterity, learning ability 

and peifoimance of complex tasks. 

Nitrogen dioxide (N02) is a brownish, highly reactive gas that is present in all urban atmospheres. 
N02 can irritate the iungs, cause bronchitis and pneurrtonia, and lower resistance to respiratory 

infections. Nitrogen oxides are an important precursor both to ozone (03) and acid rain, and may 

affect both terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. The major mechanism for the formation of N02 in 

the atmosphere is the oxidation of the primary air pollutant nitric oxide (NOx). NOx plays a major 

role, together with VOCs, in the atmospheric reactions that produce 0 3• NOx forms when fuel is 

burned at high temperatures. The two major emission sources are transportation and stationaf't 
fuel combustion sources such as electric utility and industrial boilers. 

Sulfur dioxide (S01) affects breathing and may aggravate existing respiratory and cardiovascular 

disease in high doses. Sensitive populations include asthmatics, individuals with bronchitis or 

emphysema, children and the elderly. S02 is also a primary contributor to acid deposition, or acid 
rain, which causes acidification of lakes and streams and can damage trees, crops, historic 

buildings and statues. In addition, sulfur compounds in the air contribute to visibility impairment in 

large parts of the country. Ambient so, results largely from stationary sources such as coal and oil 

combustion, steel mills, refineries, pulp and paper mills and from nonferrous smelters. 

Particulate matter (PM) includes dust, dirt, soot, smoke and liquid droplets directly emitted into 

the air by sources such as factories, power plants, cars, construction activity, fires and natural 

windblown dust. Particles formed in the atmosphere by condensation or the transformation of 
emitted gases such as 502 and VOCs are aiso considered particuiate matter. 
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Based on studies of human populations exposed to high concentrations of particles (sometimes in 

the presence of S02) and laboratory studies of animals and humans, there are major effects of 

concern for human health. These include effects on breathing and respiratory symptoms, 
aggravation of existing respiratory and cardiovascular disease, alterations in the body's defense 

systems against foreign materials, damage to !ung tissue, carcinogenesis and premature death. 

Respirable particulate matter (PM10) consists of small particles, less than 10 microns in diameter, 

irritation by themselves, or in combination with other gases. Particulate matter is caused primarily 

by dust from grading and excavation activities, from agricultural activities (as created by soil 

preparation activities, fertilizer and pesticide spraying, weed burning and animal husbandry), and 
from motor vehicles, particularly diesel-powered vehicles. PM10 causes a greater health risk than 

larger particles, since these fine particles can more easily penetrate the defenses of the human 

respiratory system. 

Fine particulate matter (PM2.5) consists of fine particles, which are less than 2.5 microns in size. 

Similar to PM 10, these particles are primarily the result of combustion in motor vehicles, 

particularly diesel engines, as well as from industrial sources and residential/agricultural activities 

such as burning. it is aiso formed through the reaction of other poiiutants. As with PM 10, these 

particulates can increase the chance of respiratory disease, and cause lung damage and cancer. In 

1997, the EPA created new Federal air quality standards for PM,_5. 

The major subgroups of the population that appear to be most sensitive to the effects of 

particulate matter include individuals with chronic obstructive pulmonary or cardiovascular 

disease or influenza, asthmatics, the elderly and children. Particulate matter also impacts soils and 

damages materials, and is a major cause of visibility impairment. 

Lead (Pb) exposure can occur through multiple pathways, including inhalation of air and ingestion 

of Pb in food, water, soil or dust. Excessive Pb exposure can cause seizures, mental retardation 

and/or behavioral disorders. low doses of Pb can lead to cential neivous system damage. Recent 

studies have also shown that Pb may be a factor in high blood pressure and subsequent heart 

disease. 

ODORS 

Typicaiiy odors are regarded as a nuisance rather than a heaith hazard. However, rnanifestations of 

a person's reaction to foul odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or anxiety) to 

physiological (e.g., circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting, and headache). 

With respect to odors, the human nose is the sole sensing device. The ability to detect odors varies 

considerably among the population and overall is quite subjective. Some individuals have the 

ability to smell minute quantities of specific substances; others may not have the same sensitivity 

but may have sensitivities to odors of other substances. In addition, people may have different 

restaurant) may be perfectly acceptable to another. 

it is also important to note that an unfamiliar odor is moie easily detected and is more likely to 

cause complaints than a familiar one. This is because of the phenomenon known as odor fatigue, 
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in which a person can become desensitized to almost any odor and recognition only occurs with an 

alteration in the intensity. 

Quality and intensity are two properties present in any odor. The quality of an odor indicates the 

nature of the smell experience~ For instance; if a person describes an odor as flowery or sweet; 

then the person is describing the quality of the odor. Intensity refers to the strength of the odor. 

For example, a person may use the word "strong" to describe the intensity of an odor. Odor 

intensity depends on the odorant concentration in the air. 

When an odorous sample is progressively diluted, the odorant concentration decreases. As this 

occurs, the odor intensity weakens and eventually becomes so low that the detection or 

recognition of the odor is quite difficult. At some point during dilution, the concentration of the 

odorant reaches a detection threshold. An odorant concentration below the detection threshold 

means that the concentration in the air is not detectable by the average human. 

SENSITIVE RECEPTORS 

A sensitive receptor is a location where human populations, especially children, seniors, and sick 

persons, are present and where there is a reasonable expectation of continuous human exposure 

to pollutants. Examples of sensitive receptors include residences, hospitals, and schools. Potential 

sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project include single family and multi-family residences. 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 

Both the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the California Air Resources Board 

(CARB) have established ambient air quality standards for common pollutants. These ambient air 

quality standards represent safe levels of contaminants that avoid specific adverse health effects 

associated with each poiiutant. 

The federal and California state ambient air quality standards are summarized in Table 3.2-1 for 

important pollutants. The federal and state ambient standards were developed independently, 

although both processes attempted to avoid health-related effects. As a result, the federal and 

state standards differ in some cases. In general, the California state standards are more stringent. 

This is particularly true for ozone and particulate matter between 2.5 and 10 microns in diameter 

(PM10). 

TABLE 3.2-1: FEDERAL AND STATE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

POLLUTANT AVERAGING TIME FEDERAL PRIMARY STANDARD STATE STANDARD 

1-Haur -- n no ........... 
Ozone 

UoUCJ pp111 

8-Hour 0.075 ppm 0.070 ppm 

Carbon Monoxide 
8-Hour 9.0ppm 9.0 ppm 
1-Hour 35.0 ppm 20.0ppm 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
Annual 0.053 ppm 0.03 ppm 
1-Hour 0.100 ppm 0.18 ppm 
Annual 0.03 ppm .. 

Sulfur Dioxide 24-Hour 0.14ppm 0.04ppm 
1-Hour 75ppb 0.25 ppm 

PM10 
Annual .. 20 ugfm3 
24-Hour 150 uolm3 so uulm3 

PM2.5 
Annual 15 ugfm3 12 ug/m3 
24-Hour 35 ugfm3 .. 
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POLLUTANT AVERAGING TIME FEDERAL PRIMARY STANDARD STATE STANDARD 

Lead 
30-Day Avg. 1.5 ugjm3 
3-Month Avg. 1.5 ug(m3 I --

Notes: ppm~ parts per million, ppb =ports per billion, ug/m3 =Micrograms per Cubic Meter 

Source: California Air Resources Boord, 2013 (www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/caoqs/coaqs.htm) and 
USE.PA, 2013 (www.epo.gov/oir/criterio.htmij 

The State of California regularly reviews scientific literature regarding the health effects and 

exposure to PM and other poiiutants. On May 3, 2002, CARB staff recommended lowering the 

level of the annual standard for PM 10 and establishing a new annual standard for PM25• The new 

standards became effective on July 5, 2003, with another revision on November 29, 2005. 

In addition to the criteria pollutants discussed above, Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are another 

group of pollutants of concern. TACs are injurious in small quantities and are regulated despite the 

absence of criteria documents. The identification, regulation and monitoring of TACs is relatively 

recent compared to that for criteria pollutants. Unlike criteria pollutants, TACs are regulated on 

the basis of risk rather than specification of safe levels of contamination. 

Existing air quality concerns in the Project area are related to increases of regional criteria air 

pollutants (e.g., ozone and particulate matter}, exposure to toxic air contaminants, odors, and 

increases in greenhouse gas emissions contributing to climate change. The primary source of 

ozone (smog) pollution is motor vehicles which account for 70 percent of the ozone in the region. 

Particulate matter is caused by dust, primarily dust generated from construction and grading 

activities, and smoke which is emitted from fireplaces, wood-burning stoves, and agricultural 

burning. 

Attainment Status 
In accordance with the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), the CARB is required to designate areas of 

the state as attainment, nonattainment, or unclassified with respect to applicable standards. An 
"attainment" designation for an area signifies that pollutant concentrations did not violate the 

applicable standard in that area. A "nonattainment" designation indicates that a pollutant 

concentration violated the applicable standard at least once, excluding those occasions when a 

vioiation was caused by an exceptional event, as defined in the criteria. 

Depending on the frequency and severity of pollutants exceeding applicable standards, the 

nonattainment designation can be further classified as serious nonattainment, severe 

nonattainment, or extreme nonattainment, with extreme nonattainment being the most severe of 

the classifications. An "unclassified" designation signifies that the data do not support either an 

attainment or nonattainment status. The CCAA divides districts into moderate, serious, and severe 

air pollution categories, with increasingly stringent control requirements mandated for each 

category. 

The U.S. EPA designates areas for ozone (03), carbon monoxide (CO), and nitrogen dioxide (N02) as 

"does not meet the primary standards," ''cannot be dassified/1 or "better than national 

standards." For sulfur dioxide (S02), areas are designated as "does not meet the primary 

standards," "does not meet the secondary standards," "cannot be classified," or "better than 
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national standards." However, the CARB terminology of attainment, nonattainment, and 

unclassified is more frequently used. 

Sacramento County has a state and federal designation of Nonattainment for Ozone, PM10, and 

PM2.5, and is designated either Unclassified or Attainment for a!! other criteria poffutants. Table 

3.2-2 presents the state and federal attainment status for Sacramento County. 

TABLE 3 2~2· STATE Af'.JD IVATIOf'.JAI.. ATTAif'.J,,;fENT STATUS 

CRITERIA POLLUTANTS STATE DESIGNATIONS NATIONAL DESIGNATIONS 

Ozone Nonattainment- Serious Nonattainment 
PM to Nonattainment Nonattainment 
PMz.s Nonattainment Nonattainment 
Carbon Monoxide Attainment Unclassified/ Attainment 
Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment Unclassified/ Attainment 
Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Unclassified 
Sulfates Attainment -
Lead Attainment . 
Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified -
Visibility Reducing Particles Unclassified -
Source: Ca!Jfarnta A1r Resources Board 2013 

Sacramento Valley Air Basin Monitoring 
The SVAB consists of 13 counties covering approximately 13,700 square miies. The SVAB stretches 

about 200 miles long in a north-south direction, and has a maximum width of about 150 miles, 

although the width of the valley floor only averages about 50 miles. Topography in the SVAB varies 

drastically with valley floor, rolling foothills, and mountains. Elevations range from 40 feet to over 

9,000 feet. 

CARB maintains numerous air quality monitoring sites throughout each county in the Air Basin to 

measure ozone, PM2.5, and PM 10• It is important to note that the federal ozone 1-hour standard 

was ievoked by the EPA and is no longer applicable for federal standards. Data obtained from the 

monitoring sites throughout the SVAB between 2008 and 2010 is summarized in Tables 3.2-3 

through 3.2-5. 

TABLE 3.2-3 SVAB AMBIENT AIR QUALITY MONITORING DATA SUMMARY- OZONE 2008-2010 

I DayS> Standard I 1-Hour Observations I 8-Hour Averages Year 

Year State National State Nat'/ State National Coverage 

1-Hr 
8-

1-Hr 
'08 

Max. D.V:' D.V.' Max. D.V:' Max. 
'08 

Min Max 
Hr 8-Hr D.V.z 

2010 15 46 0 29 0.124 0.13 0.132 0.112 0.116 0.112 0.102 85 100 

2009 30 6S 1 45 0.247 0.13 0.132 0.104 0.116 0.104 0.100 86 100 

1 2oo8 1 41 1 78 1 9 1 s4 1 o.166 1 o.14 1 o.133 1 o.123 1 o.116 1 o.123 1 o.1o2 1 o 1 1oo 

Notes: All concentrations expressed in parts per million. The nationa/1-hour ozone standard was revoked in June 2005 
and is no longer in effect. Statistics related to the revoked standard are shown in italics. D. V. 1 =State Designation Value. 
D. V. 2= National Design Value. 

Sources: California Air Resources Board Aerometric Data Analysis and Management System (ADAM} Air 
Pollution Summaries, 2013. 
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TABLE 3.2--4 SVAB AMBIENT AIR QUALITY MONITORING DATA SUMMARY- PM 2.s 2008-2010 

I Est Days I Annual I Nat'/ I State I Nat'/ '06 I Nat'/'06 I High 24-Hour I Year 
Average Year > Nat'/'06 Ann. Std. Annua Std. 98th 24-HrStd. Avera_qe Covera.Qe 

Std. Nat'/ State D.V.' ID.V! Percentile D.V. 1 Nat'/ State Min. Max. 

2010 1.1 8.8 10.9 11.5 19 29.0 51 72.2 92.3 46 100 

2009 8.9 10.7 15.5 12.4 19 38.7 59 49.8 71.7 78 100 

2008 36.5 16.4 18.9 13.4 19 97.1 69 200.2 
200. 

83 100 
2 

.. 
Notes: All concentrations expressed m parts per mtiiiDn. State and nattonal stattsttcs may differ for the followmg reasons: 
State statistics are based on California approved samplers~ whereas national statistics are based on samplers using 
federal reference or equivalent methods. State and national statistics may therefore be based on different samplers. 
State criteria for ensuring that data are sufficiently complete for calculating valid annual averages are mare stringent 
than the national criteria. D. V. 1 =State Designation Value. D. V. 2= National Design Value 

Sources: California Air Resources Boord Aerometric Data Analysis and Management System (ADAM) Air 
Pollution Summaries, 2013. 

TABLE 3.2-5: SVAB AMBIENT AIR QUALITY MONITORING DATA SUMMARY- PM 10 2008-2010 

Year 
Est Days> Std. Annual Average 3-YearAverage High 24-Hr Average Year 

Nat'/ State Nat'/ State Nat'l State Nat'/ State Coverage 

2010 n n '"" on" "' n 
0£ , 87.4 00. 100 u.u .I.L..~ ~U • .J "-.I.·U •v JJ U/,""1" 

2009 0.0 18.4 25.6 26.4 28 33 76.0 76.0 100 

2008 6.6 68.7 32.9 33.4 28 33 236.7 232.0 100 

Notes: The nat1onol annual average PM10 standard was revoked m December 2006 and 1s no longer m effect. An 
exceedance is not necessarily a violation. Statistics may include data that are related to an exceptional event. State and 
national statistics may differ for the following reasons: State statistics are based on California approved samplers, 
whereas notional statistics are based on samplers using federal reference or equivalent methods. State and notional 
statistics may therefore be based on different samplers. National statistics are based on standard conditions. State 
criteria for ensuring that data are sufficiently complete for calculating valid annual averages are more stringent than the 
national criteria. 

Sources: California Air Resources Board Aerometric Data Analysis and Management System (ADAM) Air 
Pollution Summaries, 2013. 

3.2.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

FEDERAL 

Clean 1\ir Act 
The Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA) was first signed into law in 1970. In 1977, and again in 1990, the 
law was substantially amended. The FCAA is the foundation for a national air pollution control 
effort, and it is composed of the following basic elements: NAAQS for criteria air pollutants, 
hazardous air pollutant standards, state attainment plans, motor vehicle emissions standards, 
statlonar-1 source emissions standards and permits, acid rain control measures, stratospheric 
ozone protection, and enforcement provisions. 

Th .... Cl'lA ;,.. ................... n.-ihl.go fnr .,.,.t..,...;.,.;.,.+orinn +ho t:rAI\ Tho t:rAA ronooirac tho I=D/1 tn cat NAAnC:: fnr 
IIIII:; LrM I~ I'I:;~ .... VII~IUIIIW lVI UUIIIIIII~I.'-11116 ,_.,.._I.._.,-,.,-,., Ill.._,.._.~ '"''1"'" ... _, "''"' ._, T> ..... _,.._ .. ,,,-,.,-,._.., ,..,, 

several problem air pollutants based on human health and welfare criteria. Two types of NAAQS 
were established: primary standards, which protect public health, and secondary standards, which 

protect the public welfare from non-health-related adverse effects such as visibility reduction. 
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The law recognizes the importance for each state to locally carry out the requirements of the 

FCAA, as special consideration of local industries, geography, housing patterns, etc. are needed to 

have full comprehension of the local pollution control problems. As a result, the EPA requires each 
state to develop a State Implementation Plan {SIP) that explains how each state will implement the 
FCAA within their jurisdiction. A SiP is a collection of rules and regulations that a particular state 

will implement to control air quality within their jurisdiction. CARB is the state agency that is 

responsible for preparing the California SIP. 

STATE 

California Clean Air Act 
The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) was first signed into law in 1988. The CCAA provides a 
comprehensive framework for air quality planning and regulation, and spells out, in statute, the 

state's air quality goals, planning and regulatory strategies, and performance. CARB is the agency 
responsible for administering the CCAA. CARB established ambient air quality standards pursuant 

to the California Health and Safety Code (CH&SC) [§39606(b)]. which are similar to the federal 
standards. 

Air Quality Standards 
NAAQS are determined by the EPA. The standards include both primary and secondary ambient air 

quality standards. Primary standards are established with a safety margin. Secondary standards 
are more stringent than primary standards and are intended to protect public health and welfare. 
States have the ability to set standards that are more stringent than the federal standards. As 

such, California established more stringent ambient air quality standards. The state and federal 
primary standards for major pollutants are shown in Table 3.2-1. 

CARB Mobile-Source Regulation 
1 ne State or Lamorma 1s respons101e for comroumg em1ss1ons from the operation of motor 

vehicles in the state. Rather than mandating the use of specific technology or the reliance on a 
specific fuel, the CARS's motor vehicle standards specify the allowable grams of pollution per mile 

driven. In other words, the regulations focus on the reductions needed rather than on the manner 

in which they are achieved. Towards this end, the CARB has adopted regulations which required 
auto manufacturers to phase in !ess po!!uting vehicles. 

Tanner Air Toxics Act 
California regulates lACs primarily through the Tanner Air Toxics Act (AB 1807) and the Air Toxics 
Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588). The Tanner Act sets forth a formal 

procedure for ARB to designate substances as TACs. This includes research, public participation, 

and scientific peer review before ARB can designate a substance as a TAC. To date, ARB has 
identified more than 21 lACs and has adopted EPA's list of HAPs as lACs. Most recently, diesel PM 
was added to the ARB iist of TACs. Once a TAC is identified, ARB then adopts an Airborne Toxics 
Control Measure (ATCM) for sources that emit that particular TAC. If there is a safe threshold for a 

substance at which there is no toxic effect, the control measure must reduce exposure below that 
threshold. If there is no safe threshold, the measure must incorporate BACT to minimize emissions. 
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The AB 2588 requires that existing facilities that emit toxic substances above a specified level 

prepare a toxic-emission inventory, prepare a risk assessment if emissions are significant, notify 

the public of significant risk levels, and prepare and implement risk reduction measures. ARB has 

adopted diesel exhaust control measures and more stringent emission standards for various on-
rn~.-1 ......... hilo ..-nolrror nf ornircinnr inrh1rlincr tr!llncit h11cac :~nrl nff-rn:::u-1 rHoc.:tol llon11inrT'u:~nt /o a ,...,,.. .................... ,..., ........... ~ ......................... , ................ b ............... .., ............................................................................ \'"''0'1 

tractors, generators). In February 2000, ARB adopted a new public-transit bus-fleet rule and 

emission standards for new urban buses. These rules and standards provide for (1) more stringent 
emission standards for some new urban bus engines, beginning with 2002 model year engines; (2) 

zero-emission bus demonstration and purchase requirements applicable to transit agencies; and 

(3) reporting requirements under which transit agencies must demonstrate compliance with the 

urban transit bus fleet rule. Upcoming milestones include the low-sulfur diesel-fuel requirement, 
and tighter emission standards for heavy-duty diesel trucks (2007) and off-road diesel equipment 

(2011) nationwide. 

LOCAL 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
The Sacrarnento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) coordinates the work 

of government agencies, businesses, and private citizens to achieve and maintain healthy air 
quality for the Sacramento area, including the City of Elk Grove. SMAQMD develops market-based 

programs to reduce emissions associated with mobile sources, processes permits, ensures 

compliance with permit conditions and with SMAQMD rules and regulations, and conducts long

term planning related to air quality. 

As a nonattainment area, the region is also required to submit rate-of-progress milestone 

evaluations in accordance with the CAAA. These milestone reports include compliance 

demonstrations that the requirements have been met for the Sacramento nonattainment area. 

The air quality attainment plans and reports present comprehensive strategies to reduce ROG, 

NOX, and PM10 emissions from stationary, area, mobile, and indirect sources. Such strategies 
include the adoption of rules and regulations; enhancement of CEQA participation; 

implementation of a new and modified indirect source review program; adoption of local air 

quality plans; and stationary-, mobile-, and indirect-source control measures. 

c"'lll,.. ... "'lllft1.0.n•n .A .. o~ Dofrinn'":lll n"7nnA 4H'!llinft'IDont- Pl".lln 
~~IL.Ji ~&&.&IL.&AL~ I"ll& IL.ILa ...... 6&'-'&&-.aa "Lo"aa- .oa-.....-aaaa•a-a&-.. a ...... a 

The greater Sacramento region is designated nonattainment for both federal and State and ozone 

standards. The federal 8-hour ozone regulations require that areas classified as serious or above 

submit a reasonable further progress (RFP) demonstration plan that shows a minimum of 18 
percent volatile organic compound (and/or NOx) emission reductions over the first six years 
fnllnt.uinn t-h.a 'lnn'l h!llc.alin.a uo!llr ::::.n..l 'thon :::.n ::au,or:::.ao nf ~ n,orront r,orl11rtinnc;: n,or v,o:::.r fnr p;:~rh 
............... 6 "'"·· ................................... , ............... u ...... -·· ........ -o- .... - ................. ~ · ----~·-··- ........ r--· ·-· ---·· 

subsequent three-year period out to the attainment year. The Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone 

2011 Reasonable Further Progress Plan includes the information and analyses to fulfill Clean Air 
Act requirements for demonstrating RFP toward attaining the 8-hour ozone National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards (NAAQS) for the Sacramento region through 2011. In addition, this plan 

establishes an updated emissions inventory and maintains existing motor vehicle emission budgets 

for transportation conformity purposes. The plan indicates that despite meeting the 2011 progress 
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target, the Sacramento region cannot meet the 2013 attainment date for serious nonattainment 

areas. Section 181(b)(3) of the CAA permits a state to request that the USEPA reclassify or "bump 

up" a nonattainment area to a higher classification and extend the time allowed for attainment. 

This bump-up process is appropriate for areas that must rely on longer-term strategies to achieve 

the emission reductions needed for attainment. Therefore, the air districts in the Sacran1ento 
region submitted a letter to CARB in February 2008 to request a voluntary reclassification (bump

up) of the Sacramento federal nonattainment area from a serious to a severe 8-hour ozone 

nonattainment area with an extended attainment deadline of June 15, 2019. On May 5, 2010, the 

US EPA approved the request effective June 4, 2010. 

Sacramento Area Regional PM to Attainment Plan 
The greater Sacramento region is designated nonattainment for both federal and State PM 10 and 

PM 2.s standards. SMAQMD has prepared the PM 10 Implementation/Maintenance Plan and Re

Designation Request for Sacramento County in compliance with the federal CAA requirements 
pertaining to PM10 nonattainment areas. The purpose of this plan is to fulfill the requirements for 

the USEPA to re-designate the County from nonattainment to attainment of the PM 10 NAAQS by 

preparing the following plan elements and tasks: 

• Document the extent of the PM10problem in Sacramento County. 

• Determine the emission inventory sources contributing to the PM10 problem. 

• Identify the appropriate control measures that achieved attainment of the PMlD NAAQS. 
• Demonstrate maintenance of the PM10 NAAQS. 

• Request formal re-designation to attainment ofthe PM10 NAAQS. 

SMAQMD has also adopted various rules and regulations pertaining to the control of emissions 

from area and stationary sources. Some of the more pertinent regulatory requirements applicable 

to the proposed SDMP are identified as follows: 

• Rule 402: Nuisance. The purpose of this rule is to limit emissions which cause injury, 

detriment, nuisance or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or the public, or 

which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or 

which cause or have naturai tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property. 

• Rule 403: Fugitive Dust. The purpose of this rule is to require that reasonable precautions 
be taken so as not to cause or allow the emissions of fugitive dust from non-combustion 

sources from being airborne beyond the property line from which the emission originates. 

3.2.3 Irv1PACTS AND }\.1ITIGATION }\.1EASURES 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project will have a significant impact on 

the environment associated with air quality if it will: 

• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

• Cause a violation of any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation; 
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• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 

standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 

precursors); 

• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; 

• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.2-1: Project operations have the potential to cause a violation of 
an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation. (less than significant) 
The Project would be a direct and indirect source of air pollution, in that it would generate and 

attract vehicle trips in the region (mobile source emissions) and it would increase area source 

emissions and energy consumption. The mobile source emissions would be entirely from vehicles, 

while the area source emissions would be primarily from the use of natural gas fuel combustion, 
hearth fuel combustion, landscape fuel combustion, consumer products, and architectural 

coatings. 

The Project is anticipated to be operational in 2016. This operational date assumes that full land 

use entitlements and improvements plans are approved by April 2014 allowing grading activities to 

commence. The site improvements are estimated to be completed through the paving phase by 

July 2015 allowing buildings to begin construction. Building construction requires a minimum of six 

months per unit, which would allow occupancy of buildings to occur in January 2016. (Note: 

Economic conditions will ultimately drive the construction schedules and it is possible for the 

Project proponent to build small phases of site improvements under more compact construction 

schedule '..Vhich \.·vou!d a!!o\"J building construction to start earlier than anticipated. !t is a!so 

possible that economic conditions do not justify construction until a later date which would put 

the operational date beyond 2016.). 

The Project is larger in scope and size then the SMAQMD's Operational CAP Screening Levels, 

therefore, a quantification of the maximum daily mass emissions of ROG, NOx, PM 10, and PM,_s 

that will be generated by the Project's operational activities (expressed in pounds per day 

[lbs./day]) has been performed. The California Emission Estimator Model {CaiEEMod)TM 

(v.2011.1.14) was used to estimate Project-level operational emissions for the Project. Table 3.2-6 

shows the emissions, which include mobile source, area source, and energy emissions of criteria 

pollutants that would result from operations of the Project. The full calculations, inputs, and 

assumptions are provided in Appendix B. 
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TABLE 3.2-6: OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS {UNMITIGATEO) 

SOURCE ROG NOx PMlO TOTAL PM2.5TOTAL 

Summer [maximum daily lbsfday] 

Area 31.27 0.78 0.36 0.36 
Energy 0.147* 1.34"' 0.10* 0.10* 
Mobile 27.92 48.90 48.28 3.58 ----------.--------- ----.---------.------ --------------------.-
Totai 59.34::. 48.74* 4.04::. 

Winter (maximum lbsfday) 

Area 31.27 0.78 0.36 0.36 
Energy 0.147' 1.34* 0.10* 0.10* 
Mobile 27.38 51.31 48.30 3.59 ----.--------------- ----------------.---- --.-------------.------
Toto/ 58.79* 53.43* 48.76* 4.05* 
Note: *Natural gas energy use/emission factor manually corrected for nRetirement Community Land Use Categoryn by 
three decimal places per ColEE Mod User Tip 24 and personal communications with lan McMillian from South Coast Air 
Quality Management District on 5/24/13). Model outputs in Appendix B reflect the uncorrected outputs. 

Sources: Ca/EEMod (v.2011.1.1) 

As shown in the table above, operational ROG and NOx emissions do not exceed the 65 pound per 
day threshold of significance for ROG and NOx. The SMAQMD has determined that projects with 
emissions that do not exceed this threshold will not have a significant impact relative to air quality 
emissions. 

Some basic mitigation was input into the model to reflect measures the Project would implement 

related to greenhouse gas reduction consistent with the Climate Action Plan. See Section 3.6, 
Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change for a discussion of measures to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions. These mitigation measures also have benefits for emissions of criteria pollutants, 
predominaieiy ROG and NOx. As such, the Caiifornia Emission Estimator iviodei (CaiEEiv'iodj™ 

(v.2011.1.14) was used to estimate Project-level operational emissions for the Project with the 
implementation of mitigation measures. Mitigation inputs included the following: 

Area Source: 

• Only using natural gas burning fireplaces/hearths 
• Low VOC architectural coatings and cleaning supplies 

Enerl!v Source 

• Exceed Title 24 requirements 
• Install high efficiency appliances (refrigerator, fans, washers) 

Table 3.2-7 shows the Project-level operational emissions, which include area, energy, and mobile 

source emissions that would result from operations of the Project with mitigation. 
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TABLE 3.2-7: OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (MITIGATED) 

SOURCE: I ROG I ~".fOx I PM10 TOTAL I PM2.5 TOTAL 

Summer [maximum daily lbs/day) 

Area 29.51 0.78 0.36 0.36 
EnerJzy 0.123 1.122 0.085 0.085 
Mobile 27.92 48.90 48.28 3.58 
Total 57.55* 50.80* 48.725* 4.025* 

Winter [maximum lbs/day) 

Area 29.51 0.78 0.36 0.36 
Energy 0.123 1.122 0.085 0.085 
Mobile 27.38 51.31 48.30 3.59 -------------------------------- -------------------- ------------------- --------------------- ----------------------
Total 57.013* 53.212* 48.745* 4.035* 

Note: ~Naturai ga5 energy u5e/emissio,-; factor tnanually wrrected for "Retirement Community Land U!>e CotegoryH by 
three decimal places per ColEE Mod User Tip 24 and personal communications with /an McMillian from South Coast Air 

Quality Management District on 5/24/13. Model outputs in the Appendix B reflect the uncorrected outputs. 

Sources: Cai£Efv1od (v.2011.1.1) 

As shown in the table above, emissions are further reduced with the inclusion of these mitigation 

measures. The emission with, or without the mitigation, is below the thresholds of significance 

established by the SMAQMD. As such, implementation of the Project would have a less than 
significant impact relative to this topic. 

Impact 3.2-2: Project construction has the potential to cause a violation of 
an air quality st::andarrl or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation. (less than significant with mitigation) 
Construction Activities/Schedule: Construction activities will consist of multiple phases over 

several years. These construction activities can be described as site improvements (grading, 

underground infrastructure, and topside improvements) and vertical construction (building 

construction and architectural coatings). 

Site Improvements: The construction of site improvements may be performed as one task, but may 
be broken into two or more separate phases. The exact construction schedule is laijsely dependent 
on the economic conditions of the region and the ability for the market to absorb the proposed 

residential units. For purposes of this analysis it is assumed that site improvements are installed in 

one phase. This approach will present a more conservative and worst-case scenario. 

The site improvement phase of construction will begin with site preparation. This step will include 

the use of dozers, backhoes, and loaders to strip (clear and grub) all organic materials and the 

upper half-inch to inch of soil from the Project site. This task will generally take a month or less to 
complete and wi!! include vehicle trips from construction workers. Given that the Project site !acks 

significant vegetation, this step will likely be less than the assumed month. 

After the site is striped of organic materials grading \AJl!! begin. This activity wi!! involve the use of 

excavators, graders, dozers, scrappers, loaders, and backhoes to move soil around the Project site 

to create specific engineered grade elevations and soil compaction levels. Grading the Project site 

would take approximately six months and will include vehicle trips from construction workers. 
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(Note: It would be possible to grade the site under a more compacted schedule with extra 

equipment operating.) 

The next step involves the installation of underground infrastructure. This step will involve the use 
of excavators to dig trenches, place pipe and conduit, bury pipe and conduit, and compact trench 
soil. Underground infrastructure installation would take approximately four months and will 

include vehicle trips from construction workers. (Note: It would be possible to install the 
underground infrastructure under a more compacted scheduie with extra equipment operating.j 

The last task is to install the topside improvements, which includes pouring concrete curbs, 
gutters, sidewalks, and driveway aprons and then paving of aii streets and parking iots. This task 
will involve the use of pavers, paving equipment, and rollers and will take approximately four 

months and will include vehicle trips from construction workers. (Note: It would be possible to 
install the underground infrastructure under a more compacted schedule with extra equipment 
operating.) 

Building Construction/Architectural Coatings: Building construction involves the vertical 
construction of structures and landscaping around the structures. This task will involve the use of 
forklifts, generator sets, welders and small tractors/loaders/backhoes. The exact construction 

schedule is largely dependent on the economic conditions of the region and the ability of the 

market to absorb residential units. For purposes of this analysis it is assumed that the residential 
units will be absorbed at a rate of 70-75 units per year, which means that the 660 units will be fully 
absorbed in approximately nine years of sales. The actual absorption may be much shorter or 
much longer. Architectural coatings involve the interior and exterior painting associated with the 

structures. This task will generally begin four or five months after construction begins on the 

structure and will generally be completed with the completions of the building. 

Construction Emissions: The Project is larger in scope and size then the SMAQMD's NOX 
Construction Screening Levels, therefore, a quantification of the maximum daily mass emissions of 

ROG, NOX, PMlO, and PM2.5 that will be emitted by Project construction (expressed in pounds per 
day) has been performed. In addition, total emissions expressed in tons have been quantified. The 
California Emission Estimator Model (CaiEEMod)™ (v.2011.1.14) was used to estimate 
construction emissions for the Project. Table 3.2-8 shows the construction emissions for the 
construction years 2014 and 2015. 

TABLE 3.2-8: CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (UNMITIGATED) 

YEAR ROG NOx 
FUGITIVE EXHAUST PM10 FUGITIVE EXHAUST PM2.5 

P/-.110 PM10 TOTAL DI.A?C PM2.S .,.,..., ...... . .......... .., I. V~./'I.IJ 

Summer (maximum dail lbs/day) 
2014 11.31 90.73 25.22 4.18 28.83 9.94 4.18 13.55 
20g 17.S9 44.66 7.42 2.SS 9.92 031 2.SS ~.R1 

2016 16.91 40.77 7.42 2.24 9.65 0.31 2.24 2.54 
2017 16.28 37.21 7.42 1.99 9.40 0.31 1.99 2.30 
2018 15.69 33.94 7.42 1.76 9.17 0.11 1.73 1.84 
2019 15.18 31.05 7.42 1.55 8.96 0.11 1.52 1.63 
2020 14.74 28.49 7.42 1.36 8.78 0.11 1.33 1.44 
2021 14.34 26.02 7.42 1.19 8.61 0.11 1.16 1.27 
2022 14.02 23.97 7.42 1.05 8.47 0.11 1.03 1.14 
2023 13.74 22.16 7.42 0.93 8.35 0.11 0.91 1.02 
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YEAR ROG NOx 
FUGITIVE EXHAUST PM10 FUGITIVE EXHAUST PM2.5 

PM10 PM10 TOTAL PM2.5 PM2.5 TOTAL 

2024 13.50 20.60 7.42 0.84 8.26 0.11 0.81 0.92 
Winter maximum Ibs/day] 

2014 11.31 90.74 25.22 4.18 28.83 9.94 4.18 13.55 
2015 17.70 45.02 7.42 2.55 9.92 0.31 2.55 2.81 
2016 17.01 41.06 7.42 2.24 9.66 0.31 2.24 2.55 
2017 16.37 37.45 7.42 1.99 9.41 0.31 1.99 2.30 
2018 15.76 34.13 7.42 1.76 9.18 0.11 1.73 1.84 
2019 15.25 31.19 7.42 1.55 8.97 0.11 1.52 1.63 
2020 14.80 28.59 7.42 1.37 8.78 0.11 1.34 1.45 
2021 14.39 26.09 7.42 1.20 8.61 0.11 1.17 1.28 
2022 14.08 24.00 7.42 1.06 8.47 0.11 1.03 1.14 
2023 13.79 22.17 7.42 0.93 8.35 0.11 0.91 1.02 
2024 13.55 20.58 7.42 0.84 8.26 0.11 0.82 0.93 

Annual [tons/vearl 
2014 0.85 6.80 0.77 0.32 1.09 0.35 0.32 0.66 
2015 0.93 2.20 0.15 0.16 0.32 0.01 0.16 0.17 
2016 2.18 5.33 0.79 0.29 1.08 0.04 0.29 0.33 
2017 2.09 4.85 0.79 0.26 1.05 0.04 0.26 0.30 
2018 2.03 4.44 0.79 0.23 1.02 0.01 0.23 0.24 
2019 • n£ A n~ non n 'ln n nn n n• non 0.21 _L.7U <r.vu U,/7 Uo£-U Uo77 U.U.I. u.~u 

2020 1.91 3.73 0.79 0.1!1 0.97 0.01 0.17 0.19 
2021 1.85 3.40 0.79 0.16 0.95 0.01 0.15 0.17 
2022 LRO 1_17 0.79 0~ 14 0,91 om n, 1::.1 0.1S 

2023 1.77 2.88 0.79 0.12 0.91 0.01 0.12 0.13 
2024 0.94 1.45 0.43 0.06 0.49 0.01 0.06 0.07 ----------------- ·-i8:3TT.4£z6-· ------------- ------------- ---------- -------------

·-·-·z:o9-·-·-r-·-.z~i;.z---Total 7.67 2.12 9.80 0.51 
Sources: Ca/EEMod (v.2011.1.1) 

NOx Emissions Analysis: The 5MAQMD has established an NOx construction threshold of 85 

pounds/day. If the Project's maximum daily NOx emissions will exceed the 5MAQMD's threshold of 

significance for construction-generated NOx, the Project will have a significant impact on air 

quality and a!! feasible mitigation are required to be implemented to reduce NOx emissions. As 

shown in Table 3.2-8 above, NOx emissions in construction year 2014 are estimated to be 90.73 

pounds per day (maximum daily) in the summer and 90.74 pounds per day (maximum daily) in the 
winter. This is an exceedance of the SMAQMD's 85 pound per day threshold of significance. NOx 

emissions exceed the threshold in 2014 largely as a result of construction equipment emissions 

during site preparation and site grading activities. NOx emissions drop below the threshold from 

2015 through the end of construction in 2024. 

For projects that will generate maximum daily NOx emissions that exceed the 5MAQMD's 

threshold of significance, even with implementation of the Basic Construction Emission Control 

Practices, the 5MAQMD recommends implementation of the Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices 

for off-road construction equipment. The SMAQMD consideis implementation of the Enhanced 

Exhaust Control Practices to achieve a 20% reduction for NOX from off-road construction 

equipment exhaust when compared to the state fleet average. With the implementation of 

Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices the 2014 NOx emissions would drop to 72.58 in the summer, 

72.59 in the winter, and 5.44 tons per year, which is below the 5MAQMD threshold of significance. 

A!! other construction years wou!d remain below the threshold of significance. 
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The 2014 exceedance of SMAQMD's threshold of significance for construction-generated NOx is a 
potentially significant impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: To reduce construction-related emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
implement the following SMAQMD Basic Construction Emissions Control Measures: 

• The following practices are required to control fugitive dust from a construction site. 
Control of fugitive dust is required by SMAQMD Rule 403 and enforced by SMAQMD staff. 

o Water all exposed surfaces twa times daily. Exposed surfaces include, but are not 
limited to soil piles, graded areas, unpaved parking areas, staging areas, and 
access roads. 

o Cover or maintain at least two feet of free board space on haul trucks transporting 
soil, sand, or other loose material on the site. Any haul trucks that would be 
traveling along freeways or major roadways should be covered. 

o Use wet power vacuum street sweepers to remove any visible trackout mud or dirt 
onto adjacent public roads at least once a day. Use of dry power sweeping is 
prohibited. 

o Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour (mph). 

o All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, ond parking lots to be paved should be 
completed as soon os possible. In addition, building pods should be laid as soon as 
possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

• The following practices are required far exhaust emission control for diesel-powered fleets 
working at a construction site. California regulations limit idling from both on-road and off-
road diesel pcw·.1ered equipment. The California Air Resources Board enforces the idling 
limitations. 

o Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off l'llhen not in use or reducing 
the time of idling to 5 minutes [required by California Code of Regulations, Title 13, 
sections 2449(d)(3) and 2485]. Provide clear signage that posts this requirement 
for workers at the entrances to the site. 

Inspect and maintain equipment to ensure work and fuel efficiencies. 

o Maintain oil construction equipment in proper working condition according to 
manufacturer's specifications. The equipment must be checked by o certified 
mechanic and determine to be running in proper condition before it is operated. 

Timing/Implementation: Throughout all grading ond construction activities. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department/Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
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Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: To reduce construction-related emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
implement the following SMAQMD Enhanced Emission Control Measures: 

• The Project Applicant shall provide a plan far approval by the City of Elk Grove and 
SMAQMD demonstrating that the heavy-duty (50 horsepower [hpj ar more) off-road 
vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased, and subcontractor 
vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20% NOX reduction and 45% particulate 
reduction compared to the mast recent California Air Resources Board (ARB) fleet average. 
Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low
emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment 
products, and/or other options as they become available. The SMAQMD's Construction 
Mitigation Calculator can be used to identify an equipment fleet that achieves this 
reduction. 

• The Project Applicant shall submit to the City of Elk Grove and SMAQMD a comprehensive 
inventory of all off-road construction equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, 
that will be used on aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the construction 
project. The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, engine model year, and 
projected hours of use for each piece of equipment. The inventory shall be updated and 
submitted monthly throughout the duration of the project, except that an inventory shaii 
not be required for any 30-day period in which no construction activity occurs. At least 48 
hours prior to the use of subject heavy-duty off-road equipment, the project representative 
shall provide the SMAQMD with the anticipated construction timeline including start date, 
and nome and phone number of the project manager and on-site foreman. The SMAQMD's 
Model Equipment List can be used to submit this information. 

The Project Applicant shall ensure that emissions from all off-road diesel powered 
equipment used on the project site do not exceed 40% opacity for more than three minutes 
in any one hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) 
shall be repaired immediately. Non-compliant equipment will be documented and a 
_,,...,._.,..,..,.,, ......... ,,;,J,.,J +,.. ,.J.,.., J..,.,....J ..,..,.,,..,..,, ,...,.,./ CAAAnii.An ..,.,,..,..+J...iu A .,;,..,,n/ c-''""'"" ,f nil in_ 
.;)IJIHHIUI Y fJIUIIIUr:;U LV Lin:; lt;UU U!:Jr:;ln.y UIIU .,.lr•rn"-(lllf'IV flfUift.ruy. T"1 vr~uu• _.,..., "'-Y UJ "'" '" 

operation equipment shall be mode at least weekly, and a monthly summary of the visual 
survey results shall be submitted throughout the duration of the project, except that the 
monthly summary shaii not be required jar any 30-day period in which no construction 
activity occurs. The monthly summary shall include the quantity and type of vehicles 
surveyed as well as the dates of each survey. The SMAQMD and/or other officials may 
conduct periodic site inspections to determine compliance. Nothing in this section shall 
supersede other SMAQMD, state or federal rules or regulations. 

If at the time of construction, the SMAQMD has adopted a regulation applicable to 
construction emissions, compliance with the regulation may completely or partially replace 
this mitigation. Consultation with the SMAQMD prior to construction will be necessary to 
make this determination. 

3.2-18 

Timing/Implementation: Submittal at plan and inventory prior to issuance of 
grading permits and/or approval of improvement plans. 
Adherence to measures throughout all grading and 
construction activities. 
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Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department/Sacramenta 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

Conclusion: Mitigation Measures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 require the implementation of the SMAQMD 

Basic Constriction Emission Control Measures and the Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices to 

achieve a 20% reduction in NOx. With the implementation of the following mitigation measures, 
the Project would have a less than significant impact related to construction NOx emissions. 

PM Emissions Analysis: During typical construction projects the majority of particulate matter 
emissions (i.e., PM10 and PM2.5) are generated in the form of fugitive dust during ground 

disturbance activities, most of which is generated during the grading phase. PM emissions are also 
generated in the form of equipment exhaust and reentrained road dust from vehicle travel on 

paved and unpaved surfaces. 

The SMAQMD recommends that PM10 emissions be addressed as a localized pollutant. Thus, the 

SMAQMD considers PM 10 emissions to be a significant impact at the project level if they will 

exceed the SMAQMD's concentration-based threshold of significance at an off-site receptor 
location. Because PM2.s is a subset of PM10, the SMAQMD assumes that construction projects that 

do not generate concentrations of PM 10 that exceed the SMAQMD's concentration-based 

threshold of significance will also be considered less-than-significant for PM 2.s impacts. 

The SMAQMD has a screening level of analysis that can be performed to determine if PM modeling 

is necessary. However, projects that meet the following two conditions are considered by the 

SMAQMD to not have the potential to exceed or contribute to the SMAQMD's concentration

based threshold of significance for Pivi 10 (and, therefore, Pivh.s) at an off-site location. Thus, the 
PM 10 emission concentrations generated by construction projects that meet the above criteria 

shall be considered a less-than-significant impact to air quality. The conditions are as follows: 

• The project will implement all Basic Construction Emission Control Practices, and 

• The maximum daiiy disturbed area (i.e., grading, excavation, cut and fill) will not exceed 15 

acres. 

The Project meets the above conditions. 

Conclusion: Mitigation Measures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 require the implementation of all Basic 

Construction Emission Control Practices. Additionally, the grading phase of construction consists of 

approximately 150 acres of grading spanning six months (131 working days), which is equal to 1.15 

acres graded per working day. !n reality, it is anticipated that the grading activities would require 

disturbance of between 2 and 15 acres per day in order to effectively grade the Project site. With 

the implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2, the Project would have a less than 

significant impact related to construction PM emissions. 

Impact 3.2-3: The Project would not create carbon monoxide hotspot 
impacts. (less than significant) 
Project traffic would increase concentrations of carbon monoxide along streets providing access to 

the Project site. Carbon monoxide is a local pollutant (i.e., high concentrations are normally only 

found very near sources). The major source of carbon monoxide, a colorless, odorless, poisonous 
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gas, is automobile traffic. Elevated concentrations (i.e. hotspots), therefore, are usually only found 

near areas of high traffic volume and congestion. 

The SMAQMD recommends utilizing a screening approach for analyzing CO concentrations to 

determine if dispersion modeling is warranted. The methodology provides lead agencies with a 

conservative indication of whether project-generated vehicle trips will result in the generation of 

CO emissions that contribute to an exceedance of the thresholds of significance. The SMAQMD's 

criteria have been developed to help lead agencies analyze potential CO impacts. 

Traffic generated by the Project will not result in deterioration of intersection level of 

service (LOS) to LOS E or F; and 

• The Project will not contribute additional traffic to an intersection that already operates at 

LOS of E or F. 

For the Project, the first tier is not met because the operations at the Sheldon Road/Waterman 

Road intersection are LOS E (36 second delay) under the existing and existing plus Project 

conditions. While the delay does not increase with the Project, the Project would add additional 

traffic to the intersection. The intersection is not programmed for improvement at this time. The 
trrconina ~nnrn::Jorh r.an••ir.ac th:.t if 1-h.a firc:t ti,:.r nf c:rr'ullnina rritt:ari:~ ic:. nnt m,:~ot thPn th,:~~ <:.Prnnrl ....... , ...... ,.,.,b ... ,.,,.,,..., ... ._., 1 '-'1.,.., ... _. .. .,.., .. " •""- ,.,_. .. ••-• .,., .,...,, ...... .,,.,0 "'"•-••- ,.,. ,_ .. •••-• •••-•• uo .. ----••-

tier of screening criteria shall be examined. 

Second Tier: lf all of the following criteria are met, the Project \.Vi!! result in a !ess than significant 

impact to air quality for local CO. 

• The Project will not result in an affected inteisection experiencing more than 31,600 

vehicles per hour; 
• The Project will not contribute traffic to a tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, urban 

street canyon, or below-grade roadway; or other locations where horizontal or vertical 

mixing of air will be substantially limited; and 
• The mix of vehicle types at the intersection is not anticipated to be substantially different 

from the County average (as identified by the EMFAC or CaiEEMod models). 

The Project screens out under the second tier because it meets a!! three criteria. First, the Sheldon 

Road/Waterman Road intersection, which operates at an LOS E under existing plus Project 

conditions, will only experience 1,676 PM peak hour vehicles per hour, and 1,515 AM peak hour 

vehicles per hour. Both of these are significantly below the 31,600 vehicles per hour threshold. 

Secondly, the Sheldon Road/Waterman Road intersection does not include a tunnel, parking 
garage, bridge underpass, urban street canyon, or below-grade roadway; or other locations where 

horizontal or vertical mixing of air will be substantially limited. Lastly, the mix of vehicle types at 

the Sheldon Road/Waterman Road intersection is not anticipated to be substantially different 
from the County average (Fehr and Peers, 2013). As such, the Project screens out satisfactorily 

under tier 2. 

The traffic study for the Project examined level of Service (LOS) for both road segments and 

intersections affected by the Project. No existing or future street segments are forecast to operate 
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at an unacceptable LOS E or worse with the recommended mitigation. There is one intersection 

that is currently operating at a LOS E (existing conditions), and is projected to continue to operate 
at a LOS E (existing plus Project conditions) with the buildout of the Project. The SMAQMD's 

screening approach for analyzing CO concentrations was used to analyze CO impacts for the 
Pioject. The Project screens out satisfactorily under tier 2. Since the Project is within an attainment 

area for carbon monoxide (ambient air quality standards are currently attained) and in an area 

with low background concentrations, changes in carbon monoxide levels resulting from the Project 
would not result in violations of the ambient air quality standards, and would represent a less than 

significant impact. 

Impact 3.2-4: The Project has the potential for public exposure to toxic air 
contaminants. (less than significant) 
A toxic air contaminant (TAC) is defined as an air pollutant that may cause or contribute to an 

increase in mortality or in serious illness, or that may pose a hazard to human health. TACs are 
usua!!y present in minute quantities in the ambient air. However, their high toxicity or hea!th risk 

may pose a threat to public health even at very low concentrations. In general, for those TACs that 
may cause cancer, there is no concentration that does not present some risk. This contrasts with 
the criteria poiiutants for which acceptable ieveis of exposure can be determined and for which 

the state and federal governments have set ambient air quality standards. 

Mobil Source Air Taxies: Controlling toxic air emissions became a national priority with the 
passage of the CAA Amendments (of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that the EPA regulate 188 
air toxics, also known as hazardous air pollutants. The EPA has assessed this expansive list in their 

latest rule on the Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources (Federal Register, Vol. 
72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 2007) and identified a group of 93 compounds emitted from 
mobile sources. In addition, EPA identified seven compounds with significant contributions fron1 
mobile sources that are among the national and regional-scale cancer risk drivers from their 1999 

National Air Toxics Assessment. These are acrolein, benzene, 1,3-butidiene, diesel particulate 
matter plus diesel exhaust organic gases (diesel PM), formaldehyde, naphthalene, and polycyclic 
organic matter. 

The 2007 EPA rule requires controls that will dramatically decrease Mobile Source Air Toxics 
(MSAT) emissions through cleaner fuels and cleaner engines. According to an FHWA analysis using 
EPA's MOB!LE6.2 mode!, even if vehicle activity (Vr. .. .J!T) increases by 145 percent, a combined 

reduction of 72 percent in the total annual emission rate for the priority MSAT is projected from 

1999 to 2050. California maintains stricter standards for clean fuels and emissions compared to 
the national standards, therefore it is expected that MSAT trends in California will decrease 
consistent with or more than the U.S. EPA's national projections. 

Currently, CARB monitors toxics throughout northern California from 17 monitoring sites, all of 
which are located in areas with major transportation routes. There are currently no toxic air 
monitoring sites located in Elk Grove. The closest toxic air monitoring site to Elk Grove is in the City 
of Roseville. 

Air toxics are of concern in areas with major transportation routes where there is a high volume of 
large diesel truck trips. The Project is not located adjacent to major transportation route. The 
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closest major transportation route is SR 99 located approximately two miles to the west of the 

Project site. The Project site is beyond the screening distance from SR 99 and is not considered a 

concern for the Project. Consequently, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Sensitive Land Uses: The California Air Resources Board (CARB) published the Air Quality and Land 

Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2007) to provide information to local planners 

and decision-makers about land use compatibility issues associated with emissions from industrial, 
commercia! and mobile sources of air po!!uticn. The CARS Handbook indicates that mobile sources 
continue to be the largest overall contributors to the State's air pollution problems, representing 

the greatest air pollution health risk to most Californians. The most serious pollutants on a 

statewide basis include diesel exhaust particulate matter (diesel PM), benzene, and 1,3-butadiene, 
all of which are emitted by motor vehicles. These mobile source air toxics are largely associated 

with freeways and high traffic roads. Non-mobile source air toxics are largely associated with 

industrial and commercial uses. Table 3.2-9 provides the California Air Resources Board minimum 

separation recommendations on siting sensitive land uses. 

TABLE 3.2-9: CARB MINIMUM SEPARATION RECOMMENDATIONS ON SITING SENSITIVE LAND USES 

Source Category Advisory Recommendations 

Freeways and High- • Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with 
Traffic Roads 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day.! 

• Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a distribution center (that 
accommodates more than 100 trucks per day, more than 40 trucks with operating 
transport refrigeration units (TRUs) per day, or where TRU unit operations exceed 300 
hours per week). 
• Take into account the configuration of existing distribution centers and avoid locating 

Distribution Centers residences and other new sensitive land uses near entry and exit points. 
• Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a major service and maintenance 
rail yard. 
• Within one mile of a rail yard, consider possible siting limitations and mitigation 

Rail Yards approaches. 
• Avoid siting of new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of ports in the most 
},.,.,,,;]., irnn<C~rh>rl ?nnPC rnnC'lllt- lnr':ll ':lir rlicl'"l"ir,.c nr ,.h .. r !J. RR nn ,.},., ct::lOhiC nf n<>nrlino 
........... :! ····y ...... ~ ........ ..,.., ...... ~. ~~--~~-~ . .., .................... ~~· ·-~ ..,, ~··- ~····- .., .. ~-·- ~~ .... ~-~ .., .................. b 

Ports analyses of health risks. 
• Avoid siting new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of petroleum refineries. 
Consult with local air districts and other local agencies to determine an appropriate 

Refineries separation. 

Chrome Platers • Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a chrome plater. 
• Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of any dry cleaning operation. For 
operations with two or more machines, provide 500 feet For operations with 3 or more 
machines, consult with the local air district. 

Dry Cleaners Using • Do not site new sensitive land uses in the same building with perc dry cleaning 
Perch! oro- et."J••lene o"'erations. 

• Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of a large gas station (defined as a 
Gasoline Dispensing facility with a throughput of 3.6 million gallons per year or greater). A SO foot separation is 
Facilities recommended for typical gas dispensing fadlities. 

" Sources: Alf Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Commumty Health Perspective (CARB 2005) 

The Project includes residential uses which are considered sensitive land uses. There are no source 

categories listed above that are proposed. Additionally, there are no source categories listed above 

that are within screening distances and minimum separation distances required for sensitive uses. 

The Project is consistent with the CARB Minimum Separation Recommendations on Siting Sensitive 

Land Uses (2005). Implementation of the Project would not result in an increased exposure of 
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sensitive receptors to localized concentrations of TACs. This Project would have a less than 

significant impact relative to this topic. 

Impact 3.2-5: The Project bas the potential for exposure of sensitive 
receptors to odors. (less than significant) 
While offensive odors rarely cause any physical harm, they can be very unpleasant, leading to 
considerable distress among the public and often generating citizen complaints to local 
governments and the SMAQMD. The general nuisance rule [Heath and Safety Code §41700) and 

SMAQMD's Rule 402 is the basis for the threshold. 

Examples of facilities that are known producers of odors include: Wastewater Treatment Facilities, 

Chemical Manufacturing, Sanitary Landfill, Fiberglass Manufacturing, Transfer Station, 
Painting/Coating Operations (e.g. auto body shops), Composting Facility, Food Processing Facility, 
Petroleum Refinery, Feed Lot/Dairy, Asphalt Batch Plant, and Rendering Plant. 

If a project would locate receptors and known odor sources in proximity to each other further 

analysis may be warranted; however, if a project would not locate receptors and known odor 
sources in proximity to each other, then further analysis is not warranted. The Project is not 
located in proximity to a known odor source and does not warrant further analysis. Additionally, 

implementation of the Project would not directly create or generate objectionable odors. 

Persons residing in the immediate vicinity of Project may be subject to temporary odors typically 
associated with construction activities [diesel exhaust, hot asphalt, etc.). However, any odors 
generated by construction activities wouid be minor and wouid be short and temporary in 

duration. This is considered a less than significant impact. 
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This section describes the regulatory setting, regional biological resources, and impacts that are 

!ike!y to result from Project implementation. This section is based in part on the fo!!owing technical 

studies: Results of o Focused Plant Survey on the Elk Ridge Estates Site, Located in the City of Elk 

Grove, California (Christian J. Singer August 20, 2004), Vintara Park Section 7 Biological Assessment 

(Foothill Associates, November 15, 2004), Section 7 Consultation: Formal Endangered Species 

Consultation on the Proposed Vintara Park (April 6, 2005), California Fish and Game Code, Section 

1602 Agreement Regardjng Proposed Stream .Alteration: Notification No. 1600-2006-0097-Rl 

(April 20, 2006). Section 401 Certification: Regional Water Quality Control Board 

WDID#SA34CR00247 (October 23, 2007), Section 404 Permit: Department of the Army Permit SPK-

2001-00584 (April 1, 2008). Vintara Park Preserve Operations and Management Plan (Foothill 

Associates, February 29, 2008), Wetland Mitigation Plan Vintora Park, Elk Grove, California 

Regulatory #200100584 (Foothill Associates, February 29, 2008). The technical studies and 

regulatory permits address the development on the Project site associated with the previously 

proposed Vintara Park. A peer review of the technical studies was conducted by De Novo Planning 

Group's biologist, Steve McMurtry, in February 2013. In April 2013, a site visit was conducted 

during the flowering season by Mr. McMurtry to verify biological conditions and to determine if 

the conditions presented in the technical studies have changed. The existing technical studies 

were determined to be consistent with the conditions observed during the April 2013 site visit. 

Comments ieceived in response to the NOP identified concerns regarding open space, sensitive 

habitat preservation, and removal of trees, including the location of tree removal. The comments 

are located in Appendix A. 

3.3-1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

REGIONAL SETTING 

The City of Elk Grove is located within the Sacramento Valley and Bay/Delta bioregions, and is 

adjacent to the Sierra bioregion(east), and the Bay/Delta bioregion (southwest). 

Sacramento Valley Bioregion 
The Sacramento Valley bioregion is a watershed of the Sierra Nevada that encompasses the 

northern end of the great Central Valley, stretching from Redding in the north to the southeast 

corner of Sacramento County. The bioregion is generally flat, and is rich in agriculture. The south

central portion of Sacramento County falls within this bioregion, which has a climate that is 

characterized by hot dry summers and cooi wet winters. Oak woodlands, riparian forests, vernai 

pools, freshwater marshes, and grasslands provide the major natural vegetation of the bioregion. 

This bioregion is the most prominent wintering area for waterfowl, attracting significant numbers 

of ducks and geese to its seasonal marshes along the Pacific Flyway. Common waterfowl species 

include northern pintails, snow geese, tundra swans, sandhill cranes, mallards, grebes, peregrine 

faicons, heron, egrets, and hawks. Biack-taiied deer, coyotes, river otters, muskrats, beavers, 

ospreys, bald eagles, salmon, steel head, and swallowtail butterflies are some of the wildlife that 

are common in this bioregion. 
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Bay Area/Delta Bioregion 
The Bay Area/Delta bioregion extends from the Pacific Ocean to the Sacramento Valley and San 

Joaquin Valley bioregions to the northeast and southeast, and a short stretch of the eastern 

boundary joins the Sierra Bioregion at Amador and Calaveras counties. The bioregion is bounded 

by the Klamath/North Coast on the north and the Central Coast Bioregion to the south. The Bay 

Area/Delta Bioregion is one of the most populous areas of the state, encompassing the San 

Francisco Bay Area and the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta. The water that flows through the 

Delta supplies two-thirds of California's drinking water, irrigating farmland, and sustaining fish and 

wildlife and their habitat. The bioregion fans out from San Francisco Bay in a jagged semi-circle 

that takes in aii or part of i2 counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San 

Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, Sonoma, and parts of Sacramento, and Yolo. The habitats 

and vegetation of the Bay Area/Delta bioregion are as varied as the geography. 

Sacramento County 
Sacramento County lies in the middle of the Central Valley bordered by Contra Costa and San 

Joaquin counties on the south, Amador and El Dorado counties on the east, Placer and Sutter 

counties on the north, and Yolo and Solano counties on the west. The County extends from the 

low delta lands between the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers north to the foothills of the Sierra 

Nevada Mountains. Plant communities predominant in this region include agricultural croplands, 

annual grassland, deltaic marsh (freshwater, brackish, and salt), horticulturaiilandscaped, fallow 

agricultural lands, oak woodland, open water (rivers, creeks, sloughs, etc.), riparian, and seasonal 

wetland. 

City of Elk Grove 
The City of Elk Grove encompasses approximately 93,560 acres within Sacramento County. The 

City of Elk Grove is located within the USGS 7.5 minute Bruceville, Buffalo Creek, Carmichael, 

Clarksburg, Courtland, E!k Grove, Florin, Ga!t, and Sloughhouse quadrangles. Elevations within the 

City of Elk Grove range from sea level to approximately 1SO feet above mean sea level (MSL). Plant 

communities within the City of Elk Grove include agricultural cropland, annual grassland, fallow 

agricultural land, horticultural/landscape, irrigation ditches, irrigated pastures, open waters, 

perennial and seasonal marshes, riparian woodlands, seasonal wetlands, and vernal pools. Land 

uses throughout the City of E!k Grove vary; the predominant land uses include agriculturaL 

commercial, and residential. 

LocAL SETTING 

Land Use 

Historically, the Project site has been graded by previous property owners to create several berms 

and undulating topography, and it is unknown for what purpose these land alterations were 

conducted. Historical photographs of the area suggest that these activities occurred sometime 

between 1937 and 19S7. 

3.3·2 Draft EIR- Silverado Village 



BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 3.3 

The land is currently unused open space. It is located within the Whitehouse Creek watershed, and 

\Nhitehouse Creek enters the Project site at the centra! northern boundary, flowing southwest 

eventually discharging into the series of bermed ponds along the western side of the Project site. 

The ponds discharge via a concrete weir and grassy swale off site to the west. This swale is 

connected to roadside ditches along Campbell Road and flows through a pond, residential areas, 

and industrial/commercial areas, eventually connecting with Laguna Creek to the west near State 

Route 99. 

Land uses surrounding the Project site include rural residential development and open space to 

the east and west at the northein boundary, and iesidential development to the north, south1 as 
well as east and west of the southern boundary. 

Soils 
The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) has mapped three soil units on the Project site. 

The soii units include: Redding graveiiy ioam, 0 to 8% siopes; San Joaquin siit ioam, 0 to 3% siopes; 

and San Joaquin-Durixeralfs complex, 0 to 1% slopes. These soils units and their general 

characteristics are discussed below. 

• Redding gravelly loam, 0-8% slopes: Redding gravelly loam is a moderately deep and well

drained soil that is found on high terraces and terrace remnants. Permeability of Redding 

gravelly loam is very slow. Soils of this type usually support annual grasses and forms. This 

soil series contains a single, unnamed hydric inclusion that is found in depressions. 

• San Joaquin silt loam, 0 to 3% slopes: San Joaquin silt loam is a moderately deep and 

moderately well drained soil that is found on low terraces. San Joaquin soil has a very slow 

permeability rate. This soil unit is commonly used as rangelands, or dry types of croplands. 

This soil series contains a single, Galt hydric inclusion that is found in depressions. 

• San Joaquin-Durixeralfs complex, 0 to 1% slopes: San Joaquin -Durixeralfs complex is 

composed of 55% San Joaquin soil type and 45% Durixeralfs and is generally found on low 

terraces. The areas that have been ieft reiativeiy undisturbed when ieveied have San 

Joaquin soil. The cut areas where most of the original soil surface has been removed is 

where the Durixeralfs is located. San Joaquin soil is moderately well drained with slow 

permeability. Durixeralfs are altered soils that are shallow to moderately deep, with slow 

permeability. Vegetation typically occurring on San Joaquin-Durixeralfs complex in 

uncultivated areas is mainiy annuai grasses and forbs. This soii series contains a singie, Gait 

hydric inclusion that is found in depressions. 

Topography, Drainage and Hydrology 
Topography on the Project site has been modified extensively due to grading and excavation 

activities that were associated with past activities of the previous land owners, and the reason for 

creation of the uneven landscape is unknown. The landscape is undulating with many earthen 

berms and dikes, as well as upland excavated ditches and pond basins. The elevation ranges from 

39 to 71 feet above mean sea level. Surface runoff flows towards the south and southwest into 

Draft EIR - Silverado Village 3.3-3 



3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

topographic lows that include portions of Whitehouse Creek, seasonal wetlands, vernal pools, 

ephemeral drainages and the ponds. A large portion of the surface runoff discharged onto the 

Project site is received from adjacent urban areas. The discharge of water from the Project site 

occurs when the ponds are significantly inundated and exits the Project site via a weir located 

along the \AJestern Project site boundary. From the west the flows continue via overland swa!es 

and roadside ditches, eventually discharging into Laguna Creek to the west. 

Biological Communities 
The Project site supports five habitat types, including annual grassland, Whitehouse Creek and 

associated ponds, vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and ephemeral drainages. These communities 

provide habitat for a number of common species of wildlife and provide potentially suitable 

habitat for special-status species. Each of the biological communities including associated common 

plant and wildlife species observed, or species that are expected to occur within these 

communities, are described below. 

ANNUAL GRASSLAND 

The primary habitat type occurring on the Project site is annual grassland, characterized typically 

by an assemblage of non-native grasses and forbs. All other habitat types occurring on the Project 

site are surrounded by annual grassland habitat. Much of the vegetation composing the annual 

grassland cornrr1unity is common to the Cential Valley. Dominant species observed on the Pioject 
site include Fitch's tarweed (Hemizonia fitchii), medusa head (Taeniatherum caput-medusae), 

tarweed (Holocarpa virgata), filaree (Erodium ssp.), foxtail fescue (Vulpia myuros), yellow star

thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), and wildoat (Avenafatua). 

WHITEHOUSE CREEK AND PONDS 

Whitehouse Creek flows onto the Project site from the north and drains into several ponds that 

dominate the western portion of the Project site. The creek and ponds are part of a riverine 

system, in which flows and water levels are dependent on seasonal rainfall, storm water runoff, 

and periodic discharges associated with urban use activities of the residential areas to the north. 

The ponds on the Project site are supported by channeied water from VVhitehouse Creek, and 

several berms separate the ponds into three sections. These ponds are seasonal and retain water 

into late spring/early summer. The ponds where observed to be predominantly vegetated with 

spikerush (Eieocharis macrastachya). Additional plant species observed within the creek and ponds 

include curly dock (Rumex crispus), annual ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum), sedge (Carex sp.), coyote 

thistie (Eryngium vaseyij, and vinegar-weed (Trichostema Janceoiataj. 

Whitehouse Creek and associated ponds are not considered listed vernal pool crustacean habitat. 

These features have been heavily modified and were not likely historical habitat for these species. 

Though listed vernal pool crustaceans can occasionally occur in seasonal wetlands and ponds, it is 

believed that the extended periods of inundation in the ponds create conditions not favorable to 

the establishment of a viable population of these species. The size and depth of the ponds create 

habitat suitable for animal species that may heavily prey on vernal pool crustaceans. Potential 

predators observed within the ponds inciude Pacific treefrogs (Hyia regiiiaj, buiifrogs (Rona 
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catesbeiana), cinnamon teal (Anas cyanoptera), killdeer (Charadrius vociferous), black-necked stilts 

(Himantopus mexicanus), and American avocets (Recurvirostra americana). Verna! pool fairy 

shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp are typically found in vernal pools that pond to an average 

depth of 6 (±4) inches (Helm, 1998). The ponds on the Project site pool to a depth of 

approximately two feet. Though clam shrimp (Cyzicus californicus) have been observed in the 

larger of the three ponds, this species is known to occur in natural ponds and is considered 

restricted to habitats that are fairly deep and moderate in size having long pending durations 

(Helm, 1998). 

VERNAL POOL 

Vernal pool communities are a unique type of seasonal wetland located within annual grassland 

habitat, where the area exhibits gently sloping to nearly level topography. They are characterized 

as shallow depressions underlain by an impermeable layer, such as clay hardpan or bedrock, which 

causes them to inundate with water seasonally. Vernal pools provide habitat for various plants and 

animal species and are usually dominated by annual herbs and grasses adapted to these unique 

conditions.· 

Vernal pools are distributed throughout the Project site, and plant species found in the pools 

include coyote thistle, annual hairgrass (Deschampsio danthanioides), woolly marbles 

(Psiiocarphus brevissimusj, annuai rabbits-foot grass (Poiypogon monspeiiensis), and white-headed 

navarretia (Navarretia leucacephala). All of the vernal pools exhibit typical characteristics of vernal 

pool crustacean habitat. 

SEASONALVVETLANDS 

Depressional and riverine seasonal wetlands are interspersed throughout the Project site, and are 

largely man-made features derived from the earth moving activities associated with the Project 

site's historic use as a waste water treatment facility. These features are underlain with soil having 

slow permeability, and inundate during the rainy season. Plant species observed within the 

seasonal wetland habitat include tall flatsedge (Cyperus eragrostis), perennial ryegrass (Lolium 

perenne), curly dock {Rumex crispus), western manna grass (Giyceria occidentalis), and pale 

spikerush. 

The seasonal wetlands on the Project site are not considered vernal pool crustacean habitat since 

they are not deep enough to retain water seasonally, or are not shallow enough to provide the 

drying out period required for verna! poe! crustaceans. The seasonal v-.1et!ands associated \.AJith on-

site berms east of the ponds, are not considered vernal pool crustacean habitat because they do 

not pool water. The seasonal wetlands located west of the ponds and associated with Whitehouse 

Creek are also not vernal pool crustacean habitat since they are part of a flowing riverine system, 

which is not characteristic of vernal pool crustacean habitat. 

EPHEMERAL DRAINAGE 

Ephemeral drainages are characterized as having well defined channels that collect and convey 

storm water during and shortly after storm events. These areas usually are sparsely vegetated due 
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to the scouring effect of rapid flows and seasonal water availability. A few of the species observed 

along the margins of the ephemeral drainages include coyote thistle, annual ryegrass, curly dock, 

and annual hairgrass. The ephemeral drainage features on the Project site are hydrologically 

connected to the ponds and are not considered vernal pool crustacean habitat due to their lack of 

pond!ng. 

WILDLIFE 

The annual grassland community supports breeding, foraging, and shelter habitat for several 

species of wildlife. Species observed in this habitat during the field surveys include western 

latrans). Several raptors were also observed on the Project site including a foraging northern 

harrier (Circus cyanneus), two soaring red-tail hawks (Buteo jamaicensis), two soaring turkey 

vultures (Cathartes aura), and a Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii) was perched on a transmission 

tower. 

The seasonal wetland and ephemeral drainage habitat supports a number of wildlife species by 

providing a supply of water, nesting, and foraging habitat. Species expected to occur within this 

community include resident and migratory birds, various amphibians and reptiles, and foraging 

mammals. During the field surveys two ring-necked pheasants (Phosianus colchicus), a male and a 

female, were observed in the seasonal wetland habitat in the northwest section of the Project site. 

The vernal pool habitat provides shelter, food, and water for a number of animal species. Some 

common animals that are expected to use this habitat include numerous species of aQuatic 

invertebrates, amphibians, and resident and migratory birds. 

Special-status species are generally defined as: 1) species listed as a candidate, threatened, or 
..,...,...f,....,._.._.,~..J ,,.,...1..., .. +1...-. .f.-...1 ........ 1 ""'"' .-+ ... +.-. c .... ..l.,.,....,..,.,..,....,l Cno.rior Af"+• ")\ rnori.,.r_o rnnri...loro...l r.,.ro nr 
ICIIUCIII5t:ICU UIIUICI l.lll!;:; IICUICIUI VI ;>'-CIILIC L.JIUU116~10....U -'t-'IC\..1~~ ,.... ..... , 'J ..,..,.._.._,._,_. '"'"'''""'._..._,.._ ... lUI'- ..,, 

endangered under the California Environmental Quality Act; 3) plants listed as rare under 

California Fish and Game Code; 4) plants considered "rare, threatened, or endangered in 

California" by the California Native Plant Society (Lists 1B and 2); 5) animals listed as "species of 

special concern" by the state; and 6) animals fully protected in California by the Fish and Game 

Code. 

The following discussion is based on a background search of special-status species that are 

documented in the Caiifornia Naturai Diversity Database (CNDDB). The background search was 

regional in scope and focused on the documented occurrences within a five mile radius of the 

Project site. The CNDDB search revealed 20 special status species and two sensitive natural 

communities (Great Valley Valley Oak Riparian Forest and Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool). 

Table 3.3-1 provides a list of the special-status plant species and Table 3.3-2 provides a list of the 

speciai-status animai species. Figure 3.3-1 iiiustrates the locations for the documented occurrences 

within a five mile radius of the Project site. 
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TABLE 3.3-l: CNDDB DOCUMENTED SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES OCCURRENCES WITHIN A S-MILE RADIUS 

SPECIES I STATUS I HABITAT I p~~~~;· I - -- ~ -------' 

HABITAT 

I I I BwnMmr. I PnrRNTTAT 

Plants 
Cuscuta ·"" ••---'"'-- -~-1 r ... ---- 11"---t. ••• _ .. __ , --;--,£.. • .1. JYidl ;)111:":.0 cUtU JVVCIUI}J3 lll t;;)IIVY<I~t:"l) 

obtusiflora var. july to 
glandulosa October Habitat is 
Peruvian dodder present. 

Downingia pusilla --;--;2.2 Valley and foothills grasslands [mesic sites) I Habitat is 
dwarf downingia vernal pools 1 vernal lake and pool margins March to present. 

with a variety of associates. May Documented on 
site 

Gratiola --;CE;1B.1 Marshes and Swamps [freshwater] I vernal Habitat is 
heterosepala pools I clay soils usually in vernal pools and April to present 
Boggs Lake sometimes on lake margins August Documented on 
hedge-hyssop site 

Legenere limosa --;--;18.1 Vernal pools. Many historical occurrences are Habitat is 
Jegenere extirpated. In beds of vernal pools. 1-880M. April to present. 

june Documented on 
site 

urcuttla tenuis 
Valley and foothill grassland I vernal pool I May to 

slender Orcutt FT;CE;1B.1 
wetland September 

Habitat is 
grass present. 
C"--: .... __ ;_ 
JUY/1.-LUI/U 

sanfordii 
--;--;18.2 Marsh and swamp I wetland 

May to Habitat is 
Sanford's October present 
arrowhead 

SOURCE: CDFW CAUFORNIA NATURAL DIVERSITY DATABASE, MARCH 2013. 

FE Federal Endangered CR California Rare (Protected by Native Plant 
FT Federa!Threatened Protection Act) 
FC Federal Candidate esc CDFW Species of Special Concern 
FPD Federal proposed for delisting cc State candidate for listing 
FPT Federal proposed threatened lB CNPS Rare, Threatened, or 
FD Federal delisted Endangered 
CE California Endangered Species 2 CNPS Rare, Threatened, or 
CT California Threatened Endangered in California, but more 
CD California Delisted Common Elsewhere. 

TABLE 3.3-2: SPECIAL STATUS ANIMALS WITHIN S-MILE RADIUS OF PROJECT SITE 

I STATE I PnTF.NTJAJ 

I STATUS I I 
- - - ~- ----' 

HABITAT ASSOCIATION HABITAT 

INVERTEBRATES 

Branchinecta iynchi 
Fr;-- Vernal pools or other seasonal wetlands. Habitat is 

vernal pool fairy shrimp present. 

Branchinecta mesovallensis 
Vernal pools or other seasonal wetlands. Habitat is 

midvaiiey fairy shrimp present. 

Desmocerus californicus 
dimorphus 

FT;--
Dependent upon elderberry plant (Sambucus Habitat is not 

··-11-.. -1...1--1..--.1---L--- mexican a J as primarj host species present. Yctll<;::J t:IUCI UCIIJ IUIIJ:;IIUIII 

beetle 

Lepidurus packardi 
FE;-- Vernal pools or other seasonal wetlands. Habitat is 

vPrnc:~l nnnl r:=arfnn)., cl<!ritnn Ol'"PCPnt · -· ··~· r~~· ·--r-·- ~··· .... r r• ---···· 

Linderiella occidentalis . Vernal pools or other seasonal wetlands. Habitat is 
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STATE POTENTIAL 

STATUS HABITAT AsSOCIATION HABITAT 

Caiifornia iinderielia present. 

AMPHIBIANS & REPTILES 

Emys marmora to 
--;CSC 

Ponds, rivers, streams, wetlands. and irrigation Habitat not 
western pond turtle ditches with associated marsh habitat present. 

Thamnophis gigas 
Rivers, canals, irrigation ditches, rice fields, and other 

Habitat not 
_: __ .. __ _.. __ ---'·- FT;CT aquatic habitats with slow moving water and heavy nr<>.,ont" 
!>ldlll 0CU lCI ;)lldi\.C emergent vegetation. !"'"'"'"''-" ... 

BIRDS 

Agelaius tricolor 
--;CSC 

Colonial nester in cattails. bulrush, or blackberries Foraging habitat 
tricolored blackbird associated with wetland or drainage habitats. is present. 

Colonial nester, usually in trees, occasionally in tule 
Nycticorax nycticorax __ .rc.r patches. Rookery sites located adjacent to foraging Habitat not 
black-crowned night heron 

............... areas: lake margjns, mud-bordered bays, marshy present. 
spots. 
Woodland, chiefly of open, interrupted or margjnal 

Accipiter cuuperii 
--;CSC 

type. Nests mainiy in riparian growths of deciduous Foraging habitat 
Cooper's hawk trees, as in canyon bottoms on river flood plains; is present. 

also, lives in oaks. 

Athene cunicularia Nests in abandoned ground squirrel burrows 
Foraging and 

burrowing owl 
--;CSC 

associated with open grassland habitats. 
nesting habitat 
is present. 

n ...... <"'···-:----: Nests in tall cottonwoods, valley oaks or willows. Foraging and 
DULC'U JWUUf.)Urff 

--;CT Forages in fields, cropland, irrigated pasture, and nesting habitat 
Swainson's hawk grassland often near riparian corridors. is present. 

Elan us leucurus 
--;CSC 

Nests in riparian corridors along streams and rivers, Foraging habitat 
white-tailed kite and forages in nearby grasslands and fields. is present. 

Falco columbarius 
It is not known to nest in California, but it is a winter 

Foraging habitat 
--;CSC transient throughout most of California with 

Merlin . -'-· L --'----~-··•-....:--- '- Ll._ ..... _ •• &.....IIT-11 ... 
is present. 

I Wllllt=f IUb jJUjJUidUUU.) Ill lilt:' l..t:'flll dl Vdllt:y. 

50URCE: CDFW CALIFORNIA NATURAL DIVERSITY DATABASE, MARCH 2013. 

Abbreviations: MBTA Protected by Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

FE Federal Endangered 
FT Federal Threatened 
FC Federal Candidate 
FSC USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern 
FPD Federal proposed for deli sting 
FPT Federal proposed threatened 
FD Federal delisted 

3.3.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

CE California Endangered Species 
CT California Threatened 
CD California Delisted 
CSC CDFW Species of Special Concern/CDFW Special 
Animals 
cc 
FP 

State candidate for listing 
Fully Protected 

Regulatory agencies whose responsibility includes the oversight of the natural resources of the 

state and nation include the CDFW, USFWS, USACE, and the National Marine Fisheries Service. 

These agencies often respond to declines in the quantity of a particular habitat or plant or animal 

species by developing protective measures for those species or habitat type. The following is an 

overview of the federal, state and !oca! regulations that are app!icab!e to subsequent projects 

under the Project. 
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FEDERAL 

Federal Endangered Species Act 
The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), passed in 1973, defines an endangered species as any 

species or subspecies that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its 

range. A threatened species is defined as any species or subspecies that is likely to become an 

endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its 

range. 

Section 9(a)(l) of the ESA prohibits the take of endangered and threatened fish and wildlife 

species without special exemption. Take is defined as harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, 

kill, trap, capture or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct. HcHass is defined by the 

USFWS as an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the likelihood of injury to a 

listed species by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavioral 

patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Harm is defined by 

the USFWS to include significant habitat modification or degradation that results in death or injury 

to listed species by impairing behavioral patterns including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. 

Incidental take is defined as take that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, the carrying out of 

an otherwise lawful activity. Under the terms of Section 7(b)(4) and Section 7(0)(2). taking that is 

incidental to and not intended as part of the agency action is not considered to be prohibited 

taking under the Act provided that such taking is in compliance with an Incidental Take Statement. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
Raptors (birds of prey), migratory birds, and other avian species are protected by a number of 

state and federal laws. The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibits the killing, 

possessing, or trading of migratory birds except in accordance with regulations prescribed by the 

Secretary of interior. Section 3503.5 of the Caiifornia Fish and Game Code states that it is 

"unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the order Falconiformes or Strigiformes or to 

take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as otherwise provided by this 

code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto." 

Federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
The Federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act provides regulations to protect bald and golden 

eagles as well as their nests and eggs from willful damage or injury. 

Clean Water Act- Section 404 
Section 404 of the CWA regulates all discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. 

Discharges of fill material includes the placement of fill that is necessary for the construction of 

any structure, or impoundment requiring rock, sand, dirt, or other materia! for its construction; 

site-development fills for recreational, industrial, commercial, residential, and other uses; 

causeways or road fills; and fill for intake and outfall pipes and subaqueous utility lines [33 C.F.R. 

§323.2(f)]. 
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Waters of the U.S. include lakes, rivers, streams, intermittent drainages, mudflats, sandflats, 

wetlands, sloughs, and wet meadows [33 C.F.R. §328.3(a)]. Wetlands are defined as "those areas 

that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient 

to support and under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically 

adapted for !ife in saturated so!! conditions" (33 C.F.R. §3283(b)J, Waters of the U.S. exhibit a 

defined bed and bank and ordinary high water mark (OHWM). The OHWM is defined by the USACE 

as "that line on shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical character 

of the soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or other 

appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas" [33 C.F.R. 

§328.3(e)]. 

The USACE is the agency responsible for administering the permit process for activities that affect 
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result in no net loss of wetlands. 

Clean Water Act- Section 401 
Section 401 of the CWA (33 U.S.C. 1341) requires an applicant who is seeking a 404 permit to first 

obtain a water quality certification from the Regional Vv'ater Quality Control Board. To obtain the 

water quality certification, the Regional Water Quality Control Board must indicate that the 

proposed fill would be consistent with the standards set forth by the state. 

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 
The Rivers and Harbors Act prohibits the obstruction or a iteration oi any navigable water oi the 

United States. Requires authorization from the USACE for any excavation or deposition of 

materials into these waters or for any work that could affect the course, location, condition, or 

capacity of rivers or harbors. 

Departntent ofTranspo~a.ation Act- Section 4(1) 
Section 4(f) has been part of Federal law since 1966. It was enacted as Section 4(f) of the 

Department of Transportation (DOT) Act of 1966 and set forth in Title 49 United States Code 

(U.S.C.), Section 1653(f). In January 1983, as part of an overall recodification of the DOT Act, 

Section 4(f) was amended and codified in 49 U.S.C. Section 303. This law established policy on 

lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites. 

STATE 

Fish and Game Code §2050-2097- California Endangered Species Act 
The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) protects certain plant and animal species when they 

are of special ecological, educational, historical, recreational, aesthetic, economic, and scientific 

value to the people of the State. CESA established that it is State policy to conserJe, protect, 

restore, and enhance endangered species and their habitats. 
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CESA requires state agencies to consult with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

when preparing California Environmental Quality Act (CEQ.A) documents to ensure that the state 

lead agency actions do not jeopardize the existence of listed species. It directs agencies to consult 

with CDFW on projects or actions that could affect listed species, directs CDFW to determine 

whether jeopardy would occur, and allows CDFW to identify "reasonable and prudent 

alternatives" to the project consistent with conserving the species. 

To be consistent with Federal regulations, CESA created the categories of "threatened" and 

"endangered" species. It converted all "rare" animals into the Act as threatened species, but did 

not do so for rare plants. Thus, there are three listing categories for plants in California: rare, 

threatened, and endangered. Under State law, plant and animal species may be formally 

designated by official listing by the California Fish and Game Commission. 

Fish and Game Code §1900-1913 California Native Plant Protection Act 
in i977 the State Legislature passed the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPAj in recognition of rare 

and endangered plants of the state. The intent of the law was to preserve, protect, and enhance 

endangered plants. The NPPA gave the California Fish and Game Commission the power to 

designate native plants as endangered or rare, and to require permits for collecting, transporting, 

or selling such plants. The NPPA includes provisions that prohibit the taking of plants designated as 

"rare" from the wiid, and a salvage mandate for landowners, which requires notification of the 

CDFW 10 days in advance of approving a building site. 

Fish and Game Code §3503, 3503.5, 3800- Predatory Birds 
Under the California Fish and Game Code, all predatory birds in the order Falconiformes or 

Strigiformes in California, generally called "raptors," are protected. The law indicates that it is 

unlawful to take, posses, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird unless it is in accordance with 

the code. Any activity that would cause a nest to be abandoned or cause a reduction or loss in a 

reproductive effort is considered a take. This generally includes construction activities. 

Fish and Game Code §1601-1603- Streambed Aiteration 
Under the California Fish and Game Code, CDFW has jurisdiction over any proposed activities that 

\.·vou!d divert or obstruct the natura! f!ov·J or change the bed~ channel, or bank of any !ake or 

stream. Private landowners or Project applicants must obtain a "Streambed Alteration Agreement" 

from CDFW prior to any alteration of a lake bed, stream channel, or their banks. Through this 

agreement, the CDFW may impose conditions to limit and fully mitigate impacts on fish and 

wildlife resources. These agreements are usually initiated through the local CDFW warden and will 

specify timing and construction conditions, including any mitigation necessary to protect fish and 

wildlife from impacts of the work. 

Public Resources Code§ 21000- California Environmental Quality Act 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) identifies that a species that is not listed on the 

federal or state endangered species list may be considered rare or endangered if the species 

meets certain criteria. Under CEQA public agencies must determine if a project would adversely 
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affect a species that is not protected by FESA or CESA. Species that are not listed under FESA or 

CESA, but are otherwise eligible for listing (i.e. candidate, or proposed) may be protected by the 

local government until the opportunity to list the species arises for the responsible agency. 

Species that may be considered for review are included on a list of "Species of Special Concern," 

developed by the CDFW. Additionally, the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) maintains a list of 

plant species native to California that have low numbers, limited distribution, or are otherwise 

threatened with extinction. This information is published in the Inventory of Rare and Endangered 

Vascular Plants of California. list 1A contains plants that are believed to be extinct. list 1B contains 

plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. list 2 contains plants 

that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more numerous elsewhere. list 3 

contains plants where additional information is needed. List 4 contains plants with a limited 

distribution. 

California Wetlands Conservation Policy 
In August 1993, the Governor announced the "California Wetlands Conservation Policy" which 

ensures no net loss in wetlands and provides a framework to achieve a long-term increase in 

wetland acreage and value, reduce procedural complexity associated with state and federal 

programs, and focus on landowner incentive programs and cooperative planning efforts to 

conserve and restore wetlands. The Governor also signed Executive Order W-59-93, which 

incorporates the goals and objectives contained in the new policy and directs the Resources 

Agency to establish an Interagency Task Force to direct and coordinate administration and 

irnpiementation of the policy. 

Natural Community Conservation Planning Act 
The Natural Community Conservation Planning Act provides long-term protection of species and 

habitats through regional, multi-species planning before the special measures of the CESA become 

necessary. 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act authorizes the SWRCB to regulate state water 

quality and protect beneficial uses. 

LOCAL 

City of Elk Grove General Plan 
The City of Elk Grove General Plan guides development within the City limits, and those areas 

outside the City limits that are contemplated for annexation. Policies CAQ-7 through CAQ-11 of the 

Conservation and Air Quality Element identify the City's policies and associated actions for the 

conservation of native and non-native habitats, plants, and animals. Policy CAQ-11 encourages 

preservation of areas where special-status plant species, special-status animal species, and critical 

habitat occur. CAQ-11 Action 1 establishes requirements for the evaluation and mitigation of 
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impacts to special-status species and identifies that potentially significant impacts may be 

mitigated through replacement or restoration of habitat on- or off-site. 

City of Elk Grove Swainson's Hawk Ordinance 
Chapter 16.130 of the City Municipal Code requires mitigation for the loss of Swainson's hawk 

habitat at a 1:1 ratio. Mitigation can be achieved through the payment of a fee which is used to 

fund the City's Swainscn's hawk habitat restoration program. Other options for achieving 

mitigation through the Code include the direct transfer to the City of a Swainson's hawk habitat 

conservation easement along with an easement monitoring endowment or the purchase of credits 

at a CDFW approved conservation bank. The site must be surveyed to determine whether it is 

suitable Swainson's hawk foraging habitat. 

City of Elk Grove Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance 
The Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance was codified in Chapter 19.12 of the City 

Municipal Code and strives to protect and preserve landmark trees and trees of local importance 

which include coast live oak (Quercus agrifalia), valley oak (Quercus Iobato), blue oak (Quercus 

dougiasi;}, interior iive oak (Quercus wisiizenii), orade oak (Quercus moreha), California sycamore 

(Platanus racemosa), and California black walnut (Juglans hindsii) with a single trunk 6 inches dbh 

or greater or a multi-trunk with a combined dbh of 6 inches or greater. Chapter 19.12 requires 

mitigation for the removal of landmark trees, trees of local importance, secured trees, and trees in 

the right-of-way or on City property. Mitigation may include on-site or off-site replacement, 

payment of an in-lieu fee, credit for existing smaller trees, and/or on-site or off-site relocation. 

3.3-3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project wiii have a significant impact on 

biological resources if it will: 

• 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 Wl!d!ife or U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service; 

= Have a substantial adveise effect on any iipailan habitat oi othei sensitive natuial 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

• 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; 
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• Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 

wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 

impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites; 

• 

• 

Conflict with any local policies or codes protecting biological resources, such as Chapter 

19.12; 

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
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Impact 3.3-1: Invertebrates- The Project has the potential for substantial 
adverse effects, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. (less than significant 
with mitigation) 
Special-status invertebrates that are documented within the a five-mile radius of Project include: 

vernal pool fairy shrimp {Branchinecta lynch;l, midvalley fairy shrimp (B;anchinecta mesovallensis), 

valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus ca/ifornicus dimorphus), vernal pool tadpole shrimp 

(Lepidurus packardi), and California linderiella (Linderiella occidentalis). 

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle: The valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus 

californicus dimorphus) is a federal threatened insect that is dependent upon the elderberry plant 

(Sambucus sp.) as a primary host species. Elderberry shrubs are a common component of riparian 

areas throughout the Sacramento Valley region; however it is not present on the Project site. The 

vaiiey elderberry longhorn beetie is not iikeiy to be affected by the proposed Project due to the 

absence of appropriate habitat and potential impacts to this species are less than significant. 

Vernal Pool Crustaceans: Vernal pool crustaceans are found in ephemeral freshwater habitats, 

and their life cycles have adapted to the unique habitat conditions of vernal pools. Following the 

winter rains verna! poo! become inundated, and in conjunction with the appropriate 

environmental cues (temperature, total dissolved solids, alkalinity, pH, etc.), the hatching of vernal 

pool crustacean eggs is initiated. Vernal pool crustaceans then mature rapidly into adults. 

There are four special-status freshwater crustaceans, two of which are federal listed, that are 

documented within five miles of the Project site and have been determined to potentially occur in 

the vernal pools and seasonal wetlands on the Project site: vernal pool fairy shrimp (Bronchinecta 

lynchi), vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi), midvalley fairy shrimp (Branchinecta 

mesava!!ensis), and California !inderiella {Linderie!!a occidenta!is}. 

Suitable habitat for these vernal pool crustaceans is present on the Project site. Protocol-level 

surveys were not conducted in the preparation of the Bioiogicai Assessment for this Project. in 
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accordance with USFWS policy, given the presence of potential habitat and the absence of 

protocol surveys; these species are presumed present on the Project site. 

Direct Effects: The Project will result in the direct loss of 5.05 acres of federally listed crustacean 

habitat, and the death of an unknown number of vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole 

shrimp through the direct filling of vernal pools and vernal swales within the Project site. The 

midvalley fairy shrimp and California linderiella are both non-listed, but they are considered 

special status species, and the Project will result in a direct loss of habitat and death of an 

unknown number of these species. 

Indirect E(fects: The Project would result in indirect effects to all vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal 

pool fairy shrimp, midvalley fairy shrimp, and California linderiella, in the form of death, injury, and 

harm, found in vernai poois that are supported by associated upiand areas and swaies, and aii 

habitat otherwise damaged by loss of watershed, human intrusion, introduced species, and 

pollution that will be caused by the Project. The Project would result in indirect effects to 3.73 

acres of federally-listed crustacean habitat. 

Cumu!ntiVP Effects: Because the vernal pool tadpole shrimp; vernal pool fairy shrimn_ mirJvaiiPv 

fairy shrimp, and California linderiella are endemic to vernal pools in the Central Valley, coast 

ranges, and a limited number of sites in the transverse range and Santa Rosa Plateau of California, 

the USFWS anticipates that a wide range of activities will affect these species. Such activities 

include, but are not limited to, urban, water, flood control, highway and utility projects, chemical 

contaminants, as well as conversion of vernal pools to agricultural use. 

Conclusion: A Section 7 Consultation was initiated for the incidental take of vernal pool tadpole 

shrimp, vernal pool fair; shrimp in association with the Project. The USFVJS reviewed the status of 

the vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, the environmental baseline, the effects of 

the Project and the cumulative effects and provided their biological opinion that the Project is not 

likely to jeopardize the continued existence of these two listed species. They also indicated that 

the Project site is not located within proposed or designated critical habitat for the vernal pool 

fair,.· shrimp or the vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and, therefore, none will be affected. 

The USFWS anticipates incidental take of the vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole 

shrimp wiii be difficuit to detect or quantify. The cryptic nature of these species and their reiativeiy 

small body size make the finding of a dead specimen unlikely. The species occur in habitats that 

make them difficult to detect. Due to the difficulty in quantifying the number of individuals that 

will be taken as a result of the Project, the USFWS is quantifying take incidental to the Project as 

the number of acres of vernal pools/ponded depressions (vernal pool habitat) that will become 

unsuitabie for vernai pooi crustaceans due to the Project. Therefore, the USFWS estimates that aii 

vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp inhabiting 8.78 acres of vernal pool habitat 

will be harassed, harmed, injured, or killed, as a result of the Project. 

The USFWS determined that the incidental take associated with the Project on vernal pool fairy 

shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp is exempted from prohibitions of take under Section 9 of 

the ESA. The UFWS also determined that this level of anticipated take is not likely to result in 
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jeopardy to the federally-listed species or result in destruction or adverse modification of 

proposed or designated critical habitat. 

The USFWS provided a requirement to implement reasonable and prudent measures necessary 

and appropriate to minimize the effect of the Project on vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool 

tadpole shrimp. This includes the following: 

1. The effects to listed vernal pool crustaceans from habitat loss shall be minimized. 

2. The effects to listed vernal pool crustaceans from construction activities at the Project 

shall be minimized. 

These reasonable and prudent measures and addressed through more detailed terms and 

conditions and reporting requirements, in addition to several conservation recommendations. 

These USFWS requirements are non-discretionary, and must be implemented so that they become 

binding conditions of any grant or permit issued to the Project proponent, as appropriate, in order 

for the exemption in Section 7{0)(2) to apply. The USACE has a continuing duty to regulate the 

activity covered by this incidental take statement. 
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addressed within the Section 7 Consultation or another permitting document, these special status 

species occupy the same vernal pool habitat as is mentioned for the federally listed vernal pool 

tadpole shrimp and vernal pool fairy shrimp and will have similar impacts. Similar to the above 

impact discussion, it is estimated that all midvalley fairy shrimp and California linderiella inhabiting 
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Impacts to vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, midvalley fairy shrimp, and 

Caiifornia iinderieiia are potentially significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: The Project Applicant shall comply with the Terms and Conditions, 
Reporting Requirements, and Conservation Recommendations in accordance with the USFWS 
Incidental Take Statement issued for the Project. 

Timing/Implementation: As specified in the permit and throughout all 
earthmoving and construction activities. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Deportment. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 requires the Project to adhere to the USFWS 

Incidental Take Permit which requires the preservation of existing vernal pool habitat at a 2:1 ratio 

(i7.56 acres of wetted vernai pooi crustacean habitat to be preserved to compensate for 5.05 
directly-affected acres and 3.73 indirectly affected acres), measures to address stormwater quality, 

notification procedures in the event of death or harm of a listed species, and constructed 

monitoring to ensure compliance with construction-related impact avoidance measures. This 

measure will ensure that the potential impacts to vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy 

shrimp, midvaiiey fairy shrimp, and Caiifornia iinderieiia are reduced to a iess than significant level. 
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Impact 3.3-2: Reptiles and Amphibians- The Project has the potential for 
substantial adverse effects, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special
st,.tus species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. (less than significant) 
Special-status reptiles and amphibians that are documented within a five-mile radius of Project 

site include: western pond turtle (Emys marmorata) and giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas). 

Western Pond Turtle: The western pond turtle (Emys marmorata) is a California species of special 

concern. Its favored habitats include streams, large rivers and canals with slow-moving water, 

aquatic vegetation, and open basking sites. Although the turtles must live near water, they can 

tolerate drought by burrowing into the muddy beds of dried drainages. This species feeds mainly 

on invertebrates such as insects and worms, but will also consume small fish, frogs, mammals and 

some plants. Western pond turtle predators include raccoons, coyotes, raptors, weasels, large fish, 

and bullfrogs. This species breeds from mid to late spring in adjacent open grasslands or sandy 

banks. 

The presence of water on the Project site is variable throughout the year and is largely rainwater 

driven, with standing water remaining in the on-site ponds until May or June. These water levels 

are dependent on storm water inflows from Whitehouse Creek and periodic discharges related to 

urban use activities associated with the residentiai area to the north. At the time of the rare piant 

survey conducted on July 6, 2004, the ponds were dry. Due to the limited source of suitable 

freshwater habitat available throughout the active period for western pond turtle, this species is 

not expected to occur on the Project site. Based on this lack of suitable habitat, and results of the 

field surveys, the Project is not expected to impact western pond turtle. As such, implementation 

of the Project wouid have a iess than significant on western pond turtie. 

Giant Garter Snake: The giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigos) (GGS) is a large aquatic snake that 

can reach lengths of 4.5 feet or greater, and is endemic to wetland habitat of the Central Valley. 

The giant garter snake inhabits marshes, sloughs, ponds, small lakes, low gradient streams, other 

waterways and agricultural wetlands such as irrigation and drainage canals and rice fields; and the 

adjacent uplands. Essential habitat components consist of adequate water during the snake's 

active period, (early spring through mid-fall) to provide a prey base and cover; emergent, 

herbaceous wetland vegetation, such as cattails and bulrushes, for escape cover and foraging 

habitat; upland habitat for basking, cover, and retreat sites; and higher elevation uplands for cover 

and refuge from flood waters. 

GGS typically enter suitable hibernation sites, such as burrows, rubble piles, or canal banks during 

October, and emerge in !ate ~ .. 1arch or early ApriL They may utilize canals that retain \-Vater 

throughout the summer months, which also contain adequate emergent vegetation which 

provides cover. These canals must also have an abundant food supply such as small fish, tadpoles, 

and frogs. 
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Most important to GGS's survival is the availability of permanent water sources that contain 

emergent vegetation as well as an abundant food supply. Suitable overwintering habitat should 

also be located in close proximity to its foraging habitat. This species of snake is commonly 

observed in close proximity to a combination of permanent and seasonal freshwater sources. 

Four CNDDB records for the GGS are located within five miles of the Project site. No sightings of 

GGS were observed during the six field surveys of the Project site, all of which occurred during the 

critical period (May 1 -October 1) for this species, as determined by the USFVJS. Furthermore the 

presence of water on the Project site is variable throughout the year and is largely rainwater 

driven, with standing water remaining in the on-site ponds until March or June. These water levels 

are dependent on storm water inflows from Whitehouse Creek and periodic discharges related to 

urban use activities associated with the residential area to the north. At the time of the rare plant 

freshwater habitat available throughout the active period for GGS and absence of an abundant 

food supply observed in the wetland areas, this species is not expected to occur on the Project 

site. Based on this Jack of suitable habitat, and results of the field surveys, the Project is not 

expected to impact GGS. 

Critical habitat has not been formally proposed for giant garter snake. The Project is therefore not 

expected to result in adverse modification of critical habitat for this federally threatened species. 

impiementation of the Project wouid have a less than significant on giant garler snake. 

Other Species Considered But Not Documented: Other species considered that are not 

documented within a five-mile radius of the Project site but considered in this analysis include: 

California redlegged frog (Rona aurora draytonii) and California tiger salamander (Ambystoma 

californiense). 

Suitable freshwater habitat for federally listed California red-legged frog is not present on the 
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The vernal pools on the Project site may be suitable for breeding California tiger salamanders; 

however this species has not been observed on the Project site during field surveys of aquatic 

habitat nor are any documented within a five mile radius. Based on the urbanized development 

surrounding most of the Project site, negative survey results, and the lack of known occurrences in 

the vicinity, this species is not expected to be present in the and therefore it was determined that 

the Project would not affect this species. Implementation of the Project would have a less than 

significant on California red-legged frog and California tiger salamandei. 
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Impact 3.3-3: Birds - The Project has the potential for substantial adverse 
effects, either directly or through habitat modifications, on species 
identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans; policies; or regulations; or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. (less than significant 
with mitigation) 
Special-status birds that are documented within a five-mile radius of the Project site include: tri

colored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), black-crowned night heron (Nycticorax nycticorax), burrowing 

owl (Athene cunicularia), Swainson's hawk (Buteo swainsoni). white-tailed kite (£/anus leucurus), 

Merlin (Falco columbarius), and Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii). 

Tri-colored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) is a California species of special concern. This species 
typically nests in freshwater marsh or other areas with dense, emergent vegetation. Occasionally, 

the birds may be found nesting in other types of dense vegetation. This species is a common 

resident throughout the Central Valley. Tri-colored blackbirds nest in emergent wetlands with 

dense cattails or tules, and also in thickets of blackberry and willow. Nesting habitat for this 

species is not present on the Project site. The closest documented tri-colored blackbird is located 
along Laguna Creek less than a half a mile to the northeast of the Project site. The grasslands 

within the Project site could provide foraging habitat for tri-colored blackbirds at that location. The 
Project includes 64.5 acres of open space preserve, which will maintain approximately one third of 

the Project site in open space and available for foraging by this species. The location of the open 
space preserve on the Project site is the closest portion of the Project site to the documented tri

colored blackbirds along Laguna Creek to the northeast of the Project site. With the open space 

preserve the Project would have a less than significant impact on foraging habitat for this species. 

Black-crowned night heron (Nycticorax nycticorax) is a California species of special concern. This 

species typicaiiy nests in freshwater and saitwater wetiands. They nest in coionies on piatforms of 

sticks in a group of trees, or on the ground in protected locations such as islands or reed beds. The 

closest documented Black-crowned night heron is located almost five miles west of the Project 

site. The Project site does not contain nesting or foraging habitat for this species. 

Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) is a California species of special concern. Burrowing owls in 

the Project vicinity are typically found in annual and perennial grasslands. Burrows are the 
essential component of burrowing owl habitat. Both natural and artificial burrows provide 

protection, shelter, and nests for burrowing owls. Burrowing owls typically use burrows made by 
fossorial mammals, such as ground squirrels or badgers, but also may use man-made structures, 

such as cement culverts; cement: asphalt; or wood debris piles; or openings beneath cement or 

asphalt pavement. 

Burrc\ving owls are documented approximately three miles to the southwest, five miles to the 

west, and three miles to the northwest of the Project site. While this species has not been 

observed on the Project site, suitable habitat is present within the annual grasslands habitat. This 
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species could occupy the Project site at some point in the future and construction activities could 

cause a potentially significant impact. Impacts to burrowing owl are potentially significant. 

Raptors and Migratory Birds: The Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii). white-tailed kite (Eionus 

/eucurus), and Merlin (Falco columborius) are all raptors that are documented within a five mile 

radius of the Project site. These birds are protected by a variety of laws that prevent the 

harassment and willful take of these species. Specifically, they are protected under the Fish and 

Game Code §3503.5, which piohibits destiuction of active raptor nests. There are numerous other 

protected raptors and migratory birds that are not mapped, but may be present in the vicinity at 

times. 

The Cooper's hawk requires woodland habitat, chiefly of open, interrupted or marginal type. They 

nest mainly in riparian growths of deciduous trees, as in canyon bottoms on river flood plains; also, 

lives in oaks. The Project site lacks the appropriate habitat for Cooper's hawk. 

WhitP-t;!!iiPrl kitP nPc;;.t"' in c;;.hruh_t;;, lin nPital and trPes adiar:Pnt to e:rasslands oak woodland. ede:es ... --- --··-- ···-- ------ --------,--------,----------- ----~------- .... ---- -- ------- . -- ... --

of riparian habitats which are used for foraging. The annual grassland throughout the Project site is 

appropriate foraging habitat for white-tailed kite. Trees on and adjacent to the Project site could 

provide nesting habitat for this species. 

The Merlin is not known to nest in California, but it is a winter transient throughout most of 

California with wintering populations in the Central Valley. The annual grassland throughout the 

Project site is appropriate foraging habitat for Merlin. 

While not documented in the CNDDB within the vicinity of the Project site, there are other raptors 

such as the American kestrel, northern harriers, red-tailed hawk, and great-horned owl which are 

known to occur within the region. The nests of these and ali raptor species are protected under 

the Section 3503.5 ofthe Fish and Game Code. 

Migratory birds forage and nest in multiple habitats such as annual grasslands, wetlands, riparian, 

and oak woodlands. The nests of all migratory birds are protected under the MBTA, which makes it 

illegal to destroy any active migratory bird nest. 

Trees on and adjacent to the Project site could provide nesting habitat for a variety of birds 
............ ..,,. .. .,.,.,!,,,..,!.., .. +h..,. 1\.JID.T/\. 1\rlrli+i,..,...,.tl., +h~ c:J.nn11.,.l nor.,.eel.,.nrl "'"rl U.Jc:~~t-l:::.nrl h:::.hit:::.t thrn11ahn11t tht:~o 
•• IIVIo'-"-'-~U UIIU~I '-"'"' IYILIIr>. r>UUIUUIIUnJI .......... ,., ... ..,, t:f, .. _,.,,..,,. ... .. .,.., ~~,...,,..,,..., ,...,..,,.,..,., ~,.,..,...,0 , • ..,...,., ... ,,.. 

Project site is appropriate foraging habitat for a variety of birds protected under the MBTA. 

The Project wiii directiy impact the annual grassland and wetland habitat, and will require the 

removal of some trees on the Project site. There are a variety of raptors and/or birds protected by 

the MBTA that could utilize this habitat for nesting or foraging. Construction activities that occur 

during the nesting season (generally March 1-August 31) would disturb nesting sites for birds 

protected by the MBTA and CFGC. This is a potentially significant impact. 

Swainson's hawk (Buteo swoinsoni) is state-listed as a threatened species. The Swainson's hawk is 

a long distance migrator, nesting in northwestern Canada, the western U.S., and Mexico. This 

species migrate to wintering grounds in the open pampas and agricuiturai areas of South America 
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(Argentina, Uruguay, southern Brazil). Some individuals or small groups {20-30 birds) may winter in 

the U.S., including California (Delta !s!ands). This round trip journey may exceed 14,000 miles. The 

birds return to the nesting grounds in early March. By mid-September, the young are ready to 

travel to their wintering grounds. 

Swainson's hawks nest throughout most of the Central Valley floor, although nesting habitat is 

fragmented and unevenly distributed. More than 85 percent of the known nests in the Central 

Valley are within riparian systems in Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and San Joaquin counties. Much of 

the potential nesting habitat remaining in this area is in riparian forests, although isolated and 

roadside trees are also used. Nest sites are generally adjacent to or within easy flying distance to 

alfalfa or hay fields or other habitats or agricultural crops which provide an abundant and available 

prey source. 

Open fields and pastures are the primary foraging areas. Major prey items for Central Valley birds 

include: California voles, valley pocket gophers, deer mice, California ground squirrel, mourning 

doves, ring-necked pheasants, meadowlarks, other passerines, grasshoppers, crickets, and beetles. 

They generally search for prey by soaring in open country and agricultural fields. Often several 

hawks may be seen foraging together foiiowing tractors or other farm equipment capturing prey 

escaping from farming operations. During the breeding season, they eat mainly small rodents and 

reptiles, whereas during migration vast numbers of insects are consumed. Preferred foraging 

habitats for Swainson's hawks include: alfalfa; fallow fields; beet, tomato, and other low-growing 

row or field crops; dry-land and irrigated pasture; rice land (during the non-flooded period); and 

cereai grain crops (inciuding corn after harvest). Unsuitable foraging habitat types include crops 

where prey species (even if present) are not available due to vegetation characteristics (e.g. 

vineyards, mature orchards, and cotton fields, dense vegetation). 

Nesting Habitat: Estep (2009) noted that in Elk Grove the Swainson's hawk usually nests in large 

native trees such as va!!ey oak (Quercus !obata), cottonwood (Populus fremontia), walnut (Juglans 

californica), and willow (Salix spp.), and occasionally in nonnative trees, such as eucalyptus 

(Eucalyptus spp.). Estep (2009) characterized several different nesting habitat types within the City 

of Elk Grove including: Riparian, Isolated Trees, Roadside Trees, Tree Row, Rural Residential, 

Eucalyptus Groves, Farmyard Trees, and Urban Trees. 

The Project site and immediate vicinity contain mature trees that fall into the nesting habitat 

categories of isolated trees, roadside trees, and tree rows. Less than one percent of the Project 

site contains the trees described above and the remainder of the Project site does not contain 

trees that provide potential nesting habitat. 

The majority of the documented Swainson's hawk nests are iocated to the south of Grant Line 

Road along the Cosumnes River and Deer Creek, which is approximately four miles to the 

southeast of the Project site. There are also numerous documented Swainson's hawk nests located 

west of SR 99. There are no documented nests on the Project site. 

There was no physical evidence of nesting within the trees located on, or immediately adjacent to, 
the Project site. The potential for nesting on the Project site is not considered highly likely due to 
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the fact that the area is fragmented with development. Nevertheless, the potential for these trees 

to be used by Swainson's hawk for nesting is possible due to the fact that the Project site is a fairly 

large continuous tract of foraging habitat that is available. Implementation of the Project would 

have a potentially significant impact on Swainson's hawk nesting habitat. 

Foraging Habitat: The Project site is mapped by Estep (2009) as "Grassland, Pastureland, or 

Cropland" and it falls under the category of "Uncultivated Grasslands." Estep (2009) describes this 

type as consisting of uncultivated annual grassland habitat that is regulaily or irregulaily grazed by 
livestock and that has retained most topographical and other natural features (e.g., vernal pools 

and swales, native oak trees, etc.). Estep (2009) classifies this habitat as suitable foraging habitat 

for Swainson's hawk. Approximately 7.4 percent of the Elk Grove study area is classified as such. 

The Project site contains 203.55 acres of open dry pasture and the remainder is composed of 

water features. The 203.55 acres of open dry pasture is appropriate foraging habitat for 

Swainson's hawk, while remainder (water features) are not considered foraging habitat. The 

Project inciudes deveiopment of approximateiy 126.39 acres of foraging habitat and 8.31 acres of 

water feature for single-family residential lots, age-restricted multi-family units and Village Center, 

parks, landscape entry/corridors, and major roads. Implementation of the Project would have a 

potentially significant impact on Swainson's hawk foraging habitat. 

Conclusion: Implementation of the Project would require removal of 126.39 acres of Swainson's 

hawk foraging habitat. In addition, it possible that Swainson's hawk could occupy and nest in trees 

on the Project site prior to the commencement of construction and any construction activities 

could disrupt nesting. The removal of the foraging habitat would also make it less likely that 

Swainson's hawk would nest in the trees on the Project site, or in the immediate vicinity. Impacts 

to Swainson's hawk are potentially significant. 

The following mitigation measures address potential impacts to burrowing owls, migratory birds 

and raptors, and Sv·Jainson's ha\.AJk. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-2: Within 30 days prior ta the start af any construction activity, a qualified 
bioiogist shaii conduct a burrow survey to determine if burrowing owls are present within the 
Project site. If burrowing awls are observed on the site, measures such as flagging the burrow and 
avoiding disturbance, passive relocation, or active relocation to move owls from the site, shall be 
implemented to ensure that no owls or active burrows ore inadvertently buried during construction. 

All measures shall be determined by o qualified biologist and approved by the CDFW. 

All burrowing owl surveys shall be conducted according to CDFW protocol. The protocol requires, at 
a minimum, four field surveys of the entire site and areas within 500 feet of the site by walking 

transects close enough that the entire site is visible. The survey shouid be at ieast three hours in 

length, either from one hour before sunrise to two hours after or two hours before sunset to one 
hour after. Surveys shall not be conducted during inclement weather, when burrowing owls are 

typically less active and visible. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits or approval of 
improvement plans, whichever occurs first. 
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Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Deportment. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3: If Project construction activities, including vegetation clearing, are to 

occur during the nesting season for birds protected under the California Fish and Game Code and 
f!.l!igratory Bird Treaty Act (approximately {'./Jarch 1-August 31} the Project Applicant shal! retain a 

qualified biologist to perform preconstruct ion surveys for protected birds, including nesting roptors, 
on the Project site and in the immediate vicinity. At least two surveys shall be conducted no more 
than 15 days prior to the initiation of construction activities, including vegetation clearing. In the 
event that protected birds, including nesting raptars, are found on the Project site, offsite 

improvement corridors~ or the immediate vicinity, the Project applicant shall: 

• Locate and map the location of the nest site. Within 2 working days of the surveys prepare 

a repori and submit to the City and CDFW; 

• A no-disturbance buffer of 250 feet shall be established; 
• On-going weekly surveys shall be conducted to ensure that the no disturbance buffer is 

maintained. Construction can resume when a qualified biologist has confirmed that the 

birds have fledged. 

In the event of destruction of a nest with eggs, or if a juvenile or adult raptor should become 

stranded from the nest, injured or killed, the qualified biologist shall immediately notify the CDFW. 
The qualified biologist shall coordinate with the CDFW to have the injured raptor either transferred 

to a raptar recovery center or, in the case of mortality, transfer it to the CDFW within 48 hours of 
notification. If directed/authorized by the CDFW during the notification, the qualified biologist may 
transfer the injured raptors to a raptor recovery center. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits or approval of 
improvement plans, whichever occurs first. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3·4: Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the Project 

Applicant shall provide the City of Elk Grove with evidence that the Project is in compliance with the 
requirements of the City of Elk Grave Swainson's Hawk Chapter 16.130 of the Elk Grove Municipal 
Code. Compliance will require the Project Applicant to preserve 126.39 acres of suitable habitat. 
The suitability of the habitat for preservation purposes shaii be determined by the CDFW in 
coordination with the City of Elk Grave. The proposed open space and nature preservation area 

located within the Project site may be utilized for a portion of the 126.39 acres if approved by the 
CDFW. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits or approval of 
improvement plans, whichever occurs first. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grave Planning Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3·5: If construction activities are planned to begin during the Swainson's 
hawk nesting period (March 1 to September 15), a preconstructian survey and nesting season 
surveys far nesting Swainsan's hawks shall be conducted throughout areas of suitable nesting 
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habitat an the parcel and adjacent areas within 500 feet of the Project site. The pre-construction 
surveys shall be completed prior to the start of construction activities. The nesting season surveys 
shall be conducted once in April and once in May. If an active Swainsan's hawk nest is observed, 
the biologist shall notify the City of Elk Grove and consult with the CDFW to determine whether 
project-related activities are likely to impact the nesting pair and to determine the appropriate 

protection measures to implement, which may include halting or postponing land clearing and 
construction activities until all young have fledged and additional nesting attempts no longer occur. 
If a nest tree is found on the Project site prior to construction and is proposed for removal, then 
appropriate permits from CDFW shall be obtained and mitigation implemented pursuant to CDFW 
guidelines. 

• Prior to issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall provide 
Development Services, Planning Department written verification that a qualified biologist 

has been retained by the Project Applicant to perform the preconstruction survey. This 
action may be waived if the biologist will be contracted by the City at the Project 
Applicant's expense. 

No earlier than 30 days before commencement of construction activities, including land 
clearing, the qualified biologist shall submit and certify to the Planning Director the results 
of the pre-construction survey. Failure to submit the required survey results will delay the 
approvai to initiate construction activities, including land clearing. 

• No later than April 30, the qualified biologist shall submit and certify to the Planning 

Director the results of the 500-foot site perimeter survey conducted in April. Failure to 
submit the required survey results will cause any construction activity to be halted until 
such results are submitted and approved by the Planning Director. If no construction 
activities have taken place, failure to submit the required survey results will delay the 
approval to initiate construction activities, including land clearing. 

No later than May 31, the qualified biologist shall submit and certify to the Planning 
Director the results of the 500-foot site perimeter survey conducted in May. Failure to 
submit the required survey results will cause any construction activity to be halted until 
such results are submitted and approved by the Planning Director. If no construction 
activities have taken place, failure to submit the required survey results wit! delay the 
approval to initiate construction activities, including land clearing. 

Timing/implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits or approval of 
improvement plans, whichever occurs first, and 
throughout Project construction. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 will ensure that if burrowing owls are present on the Project site, the 

burrowing owls will be avoided or relocated. Mitigation Measures 3.3-3 will ensure that if 

migratory birds or raptors are nesting on the Project site, the nests will not be significantly 

disturbed during construction activities. Mitigation ~ ... 1easure 3.3-4 requires the Project Applicant 

to preserve 126.39 acres of suitable Swainson's hawk habitat. Mitigation Measure 3.3-5 will 
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ensure that if Swainson's hawk is nesting on the Project site, the nests will not be significantly 

disturbed during construction activities. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-2; 3,3-3, 3.3-

4, and 3.3-5 will ensure that the potential impacts to burrowing owls, Swainson's hawk, and other 

raptors and migratory birds are reduced to a less than significant level. 

Impact 3.3-4: Fish - The Project has the potential for substantial adverse 
effects, either directly or through habit::.t modifications; on species 
identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. (less than significant) 
The Project site is located within the City of Elk Grove, northwest of the intersection of Bond and 

Waterman road, in the Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) 18020109. The region has been identified as 

Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for Chinook salmon in Amendment 14 to the Pacific Coast Salmon Plan. 

Chinook salmon are well documented on the Sacramento River past the confluence of laguna 
Creek, which connects upstream to Whitehouse Creek. Foothills Associates prepare an assessment 

of essential fish habitat for the Project site in 2005 and determined that special-status fish species 

are not likely to be found in the Project area. 

Chinook salmon do not utilize Whitehouse Creek in the Project vicinity. Whitehouse Creek is 

ephemeral in nature and the Project site provides no favorable substrate for spawning and rearing. 

Due to these limitations, Chinook salmon are not likely to be present on the Project site. 

implementation ofthe Project wouid have a iess than significant on Chinook saimon. 

Impact 3.3-5: Mammals -The Project has the potential for substantial 
adverse effects, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. (less than significant 
with miiigation) 
There are no CNDDB documented special-status mammals within a five-mile radius of the Project 

site. There are, however, several species of bats that are kno\•Jn to occupy the region. Severa! bat 
species roost in abandoned buildings, rock crevices, under bark, hollow trees, culverts, under 

bridges, or other dark crevices. 

Although there is no documented occurrences of special-status bats on the Project site, and none 

have been observed, there is suitable roosting habitat for special-status bat species within the 

trees located on or immediately adjacent to the Project site. Changes in their habitat including 

increase in noise and vibrations can affect the survivorship of the young, if construction occurs 

adjacent to maternity colonies during spring and summer breeding and the subsequent raising of 

young. This is a potentially significant impact. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-6: Up to thirty days prior to the any disturbance activities, including but 

not limited to the commencement of construction and/or removal of trees on or adjacent to the 

Project site, the Project Applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct pre-construction bot 
survey(s) of potential diurnal roosting trees (e.g. trees 24" DBH and greater, snags, hollow trees). 
During the survey(s) the qualified biologist will inspect all potential diurnal roosting trees within the 
entire area(s) where construction will and within o surrounding 100 foot-buffer area using the 
appropriate and most effective methodology (e.g. camera inspection, exit survey with night optics, 
acoustic survey) in determining presence or absence of bat species. 

If active roosts are found, no construction activities shall take place within 250 feet of the nest until 

the young have fledged. On-going weekly surveys shall be conducted to ensure that the no 
disturbance buffer is maintained. Construction can resume when a qualified biologist has 
confirmed that the young bats have fledged. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits or approval of 
improvement plans, whichever occurs first. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department. 

Implementation of the Mitigation Measure 3.3-6 would reduce impact to special-status bat species 

to a less than significant level. 

Impact 3.3-6: Plants - The Project has the potential for substantial 
adverse effects, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department 
ofFish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. (less than significant 
with mitigation) 
The California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) search identified six documented special-status 

piant species within a five-miie radius of Project site inciude: Peruvian dodder (Cuscuta obtusifiora 

var. glandulosa), Dwarf downingia (Downingia pusil/a), Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop (Gratia/a 
heterosepa/a), Legenere (Legenere limosa), Slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis), and Sanford's 

arrowhead (Sagittaria sanfordil). 

l=nur fiPirl c:.urvPvc:. wPrP l':nndur:tPd in Mow ~nd Seotember of 2003. a focused rare olant survev was 
·--•··-·---··-·-··-·------------------,--- --,--- --- --- • I o 

performed in May 5, 2004, a focused Orcutt grass survey was performed on July 6, 2004, and a 

field survey was performed on June 20, 2007. Subsequently, a survey was performed by De Novo 

Planning Group in April 2013 to verify conditions. Determinations regarding presence/absence of 

plant species are based on CNDDB records and surveys. The surveys were conducted within the 

;:~nnrnnriatP flnric;;.tir. nPriod for olants known to occur in the re~ion. includin~ each of the six soecial -.-.---.---------------.----- -- ,-- -- - .... . - . 
status plant species documented within a five-mile radius of the Project site. 

Peiuvian doch:h!i {Cuscuta obtusif!ora var. g!andu!osa} is designated as rare p!ant rank 2.2 by 

CNPS. Peruvian dodder grows in vernal pools as well as mesic sites within grassland. This annual 
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herb or vine (parasitic) member of the morning glory family (Convoluvulaceae) produces small, 

white flowers from Ju!y to October. Suitable habitat ls present in seasonal wetland and verna! pool 

throughout the Project site. This species, however, was not observed on the Project site. 

Dwarf downingia {Downingia pusillaj is designated as rare plant rank 2.2 by CNPS. Dwarf 

downingia grows in vernal pools as well as mesic sites within grassland. This annual herbaceous 

member of the bellflower family (Campanulaceae) produces small, white flowers from March to 

May (CNPS 2011). Suitable habitat is present in seasonal wetland, vernal pool, and grassland 

communities throughout the Project site. This species was documented on the Project site during 

surveys performed ln 1991. The record indicates that there was two concentration of plant 

mapped, one of which is on the Project site and one is located to the northeast of the Project site. 

The record describes six populations in natural pools, and two populations in scraped depressions. 

The record further noted that there were 300 plants observed collectively within the populations. 

Boggs lake hedge-hyssop (Gratia/a heterosepa/a) is designated as rare plant rank 18.2 by CNPS 

(rare or endangered in California and elsewhere) and is State-listed as endangered. It is a 

semiaquatic annual herb in the snapdragon family (Scrophulariaceae) that produces small, white 

flowers from Aprii to August. Suitabie habitat consists of marshes, swamps, iake margins, and 

vernal pools with clay soils. Suitable habitat is present in wetland communities throughout the 

Project site. This species was documented on the Project site during surveys performed in 1991. 

The record indicates that there were 20 individual plants found in nearly barren portion of a vernal 

pool. 

legenere (legenere limosa) is a delicate, annual herb in the bellflower family (Campanulaceae). It 

designated as rare plant rank 18.1 by CNPS. It produces small, white flowers from April to June and 

grows in vernal pools). Suitable habitat is present in wetland communities throughout the Project 

site. This species was documented on the Project site during surveys performed in 1991. The 

record indicates that there were five sub-populations found in natura! verna! poo!s and five in 

disturbed/created seasonal depressions. The record further noted that there were thousands of 

plants observed collectively within the sub-populations. 

Slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis) is designated as rare plant rank 18.1 by CNPS; it is State

listed as endangered and federally listed as threatened. Slender Orcutt grass produces small, 

inconspicuous flowers from May to September. This annual herb in the grass family (Poaceae) is a 

blue-green, loosely tufted grass that is hairy and covered in a sticky, aromatic secretion. Slender 

Orcutt grass occurs in the bottom of deep vernal pools. Suitable habitat is present in vernal pools 

and other wetland habitats throughout the Project site. This species, however, was not observed 

on the Project site. 

Sanford's arrowhead (Sagittaria sanfordii) is designated as rare plant rank 18.2 by CNPS. It is a 

rhizomatous, emergent herb in the water-plantain family (Aiismataceae) that produces white 

flowers. Its blooming period is between May and October. This plant species grows in shallow, 

standing fresh water and sluggish waterways associated with marshes, swamps, ponds, vernal 

poois, iakes, reservoirs, sioughs, ditches, canais, and other water bodies. Suitabie habitat is present 
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in wetland communities throughout the Project site. This species, however, was not observed on 

the Project site. 

Conclusion: There are three special status plants documented on the Project site and each is 

associated with the vernal pool habitat. The three plants includes Dwarf downingia (CNPS 2.2 by 

CNPS), Legenere (CNPS 18.2), and Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop (CNPS 18.2 and State-listed as 

endangered). 

The Project site contains 1.41 acres of seasonal wetland, 10 acres of vernal pool, 0.02 acres of 

ephemeral drainage, 14.64 acres of pond, and 0.38 acres of creek. The Project would involve 

impacts on a totai of 8.3i acres of this habitat, including 1.09 acres of seasonal wetlands, 4.94 

acres of vernal pools, 2.25 acres of bermed pond, 0.01 acre of Whitehouse Creek and 0.02 acre of 

ephemeral drainage. The 8.31 acres of habitat to be disturbed is habitat for the three species 

documented on the Project site. 

The documented location of the Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop, which is a State-listed endangered 

species, is in the northwestern portion of the Project site in the area designated for open space. 

This species will not be directly affected by the Project because the open space area will remain 

intact. 

The documented locations of the Dwarf downingia and Legenere are in portions of the Project site 

that are proposed for disturbance. Impacts to these species are potentially significant. 

In addition, the Project site contains the appropriate habitat for three plants that have not been 

observed on the Project site through previous field surveys. This includes: Peruvian dodder 

(Cuscuta abtusiflora var. glandulasa), Slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis), and Sanford's 

arrowhead (Sagittaria sanfordiij. Whiie these plants have not been observed on the Project site, a 

confirmation survey prior to construction would ensure that these species are not impacted. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-7. Prior to the commencement of grading, the Project Applicant shall 
coordinate with the CNPS to ensure efforts are made to salvage portions of the habitat or plant 
populations of Dwarf downingia and Legenere that will be lost as a result of implementation of the 
Project. This shall include relocation/transplanting the plants and/or seed bank that would be 
affected by the Project to areas proposed for wetland creation or another appropriate area for 
either re-establishment after construction is complete or for planting. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits or approval of 
improvement plans, whichever occurs first. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-8: Up to thirty days prior to any ground disturbance activities, the Project 

Applicant shall retain a qualified botanist to conduct confirmation plant survey(s) far Peruvian 
dodder, Slender Orcutt gross, and Sanford's arrowhead. These plants have not been observed on 
the Project site through previous surveys; however~ appropriate habitat for these species is p;esent. 
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If the confirmation survey(s) reveal the presence of these plants, then the qualified botanist shall 

notify the City of Elk Grove and the appropriate regulatory agency with jurisdiction over the plant. 
If the confirmation survey(s) do not reveal the presence of these plants, then the Project Applicant 
is free to move forward with ground disturbance activities, subject to all permits and other Project 

mitigation requirements. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits or approval of 
improvement plans, whichever occurs first. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-7 requires coordination with the CNPS (the listing organization) to 

relocate/transplant individuals and/or the seed bank from areas where these species are located 

(vernal pool habitat). The mitigation measure will require coordination with CNPS only because 

these species listings are limited to CNPS listings. These species are not listed under federal or 

state !aw and do not require a permit from a regulatory agency. The re!ocation/transp!anting 

efforts will minimize the potential impact to the extent practicable. Implementation of the 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-7 would reduce potential impacts to Dwarf downingia and Legenere to a 

less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-8 requires confirmation plant surveys prior to ground disturbance for 

three plants that have appropriate habitat on the Project site, but have not been observed during 

previous field surveys. These include: Peruvian dodder, Slender Orcutt grass, and Sanford's 

arrowhead. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-8 would reduce the potential impact on 

these special-status plant species to a less than significant level. 

Impact 3.3-7: The Project has the potential to have a substantial adverse 
effect on wetlands, including federally protected as defined by Section 404 
of the Ciean Water Act, through direct removai, fiiiing, hydroiogicai 
interruption, or other means. (less than significant with mitigation) 
A delineation of waters of the United States was prepared for the Project by Gibson & Skordal and 

digitized and reclassified by Foothill Associates. The delineation has been verified by the USACE 

and a 404 permit was issued. 

The Gibson & Skordal wetland delineation documented 141 vernal pool features, 34 seasonal 

wetland features, three pond features, two ephemeral drainages, and White House Creek, which 

collectively total 26.45 acres of jurisdictional area located on the Project site (see Figure 3.3-2). 

Table 3.3-4 summarizes the types and acreages of the jurisdictional features, as well as the 

acreages directly impacted by the Project. 
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TABLE 3.3-3: WATERS OF THE US 

CLASS/FICA T/ON 

WEnANDS 

I Seasonal Wetland 
Vernal Pool 

OTHER WATERS 

Ephemeral Drainage 

Pond 

I Creek 
Total 

I ACREAGE 

1.41 

10.00 

0.02 

14.64 
n oo 

26.45 

I 
DIRECT IMPACT I PRESERVED ACREAGE I 

ACREAGE I 

0.32 1.09 

I 5.06 4.94 

0.02 0.00 

2.25 *12.39 

0.01 0.37 

8.31 5.75 

*THE 12.39-ACRES OF POND WILL BE INDIRECTLY IMPACTED, AS IT WILL BE USED AS A DETENTION BASIN FOR STORM DRAINAGE. 

THIS ACREAGE IS NOT COUNTED IN THE TOTAL PRESERVED ACREAGE. 

SOURCE: FOOTHILL ASSOCIATES, 2005. 

The Project would involve the discharge of fi!! materia! into 8.31 acres of \.Vaters of the United 

States, including 1.09 acres of seasonal wetlands, 4.94 acres of vernal pools, 2.25 acres of pond, 

0.01 acre of Whitehouse Creek, and 0.02 acre of ephemeral drainage. In addition, 64.45 acres of 

avoided area containing 5.75 acres of waters of the United States would be preserved in 

perpetuity. The proposed detention design will utilize 12.39 acres of bermed pond to 

control/detain runoff within the residential subdivision. The above referenced discharge of fi!! 
material into waters of the US is a potentially significant impact. 

The USACE verified the wetland delineation and authorized the discharge of fill through a Section 

404 permit. The CDFW issued a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement to address impacts 

to Whitehouse Creek. Implementation of the Section 404 permit and Section 1602 Streambed 

Alteration Agreement conditions is necessary to address potentially significant impacts to waters 

of the U.S. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-9 Prior to ony construction activities, the Project Applicant shall ensure 
that the Section 404 permit issued by the USACE, Section 401 Water Quality Certification issued by 
the RWQCB, and the Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement issued by the CDFW are valid 
and active. if any oj the above mentioned regulatory permits are deemed invalid or inactive by the 
issuing regulatory agency then the Project Applicant shall coordinate with the regulatory agency to 
receive updated permits and approvals to ensure that all Project' activities are authorized under 

their respective regulations. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits or approval of 
improvement plans, whichever occurs first. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-10 The Project Applicant shall comply with the requirements and 
recommendations in accordance with the Section 404 Permit issued by the USACE, the Section 401 
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Water Quality Certification issued by the RWQCB, and the Section 1602 Streambed Alteration 

Agreement issued by the CDFW for the Project. 

Timing/lmplementotion: Prior to issuance of grading permits or approval of 
improvement plans, whichever occurs first. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department. 

The Section 404 permit requires the Project Applicant to establish, maintain, and monitor a 64.4S

acre preserve on the northern portion of the Project site, containing S.7S acres of avoided and 

preserved waters of the United States, including 5.06 acres of avoided and preserved verna! poo!s, 

0.32 acres of avoided and preserved seasonal wetland, and 0.37 acres of avoided and preserved 

Whitehouse Creek. The Section 404 permit requires the Project to compensate for the direct loss 

of 8.31 acres of waters of the U.S., including 4.94 acres of vernal pools, 1.09 acres of seasonal 

wetland, 2.2S acres of pond, 0.02 acres of ephemeral drainage and 0.01 acre of creek through 

creating 8.80 acres of wetlands (6.17 acres of verna! pools and 2.63 acres of seasonal wetlands) 

within the on-site preserve area and creating 2.08 acres of seasonal wetlands off-site. The Section 

404 permit requires the Project Applicant to create 6.2S acres of seasonal wetlands off-site to 

compensate for the indirect loss of functions associated with 12.39 acres of bermed pond that 

would be impacted by the Project. Specific requirements for the operation and maintenance of 

the preserve are included in the Section 404 permit to ensure !ong-term viability of on-site 

mitigation. The Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement requires mitigation for loss of 2.25 

acres of aquatic habitat and includes specific measures to address potential impacts to special

status species. Implementation of Measures 3.3-9 and 3.3-10 would ensure that potential impacts 

to wetlands, including waters of the U.S., are less than significant. 

Impact 3.3-8: The Project has the potential to have a substantial adverse 
effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department ofFish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
(significant and unavoidabiej 
The CNDDB documents two sensitive natural communities within a five mile radius of the Project 

site including: Great Valley Valley Oak Riparian Forest and Northern Hardpan Valley Hardpan 

Vernal Pool. The Project site does not contain Great Valley Valley Oak Riparian Forest; however, it 

does contain Northern Hardpan Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool. The Northern Hardpan Valley 

Hardpan Vernal Pool is found primarily on old alluvial terraces on the east side of the Great Valley 

from Tulare or Fresno County north to Shasta County {Holland 1986}. This community is 

dominated by annual grasses and herbs that grow in and out of the water. Germination and 

growth begin with winter rains, often continuing even when inundated. These pools gradually 

evaporate during spring, leaving concentric bands of vegetation that colorfully encircle the drying 

pools {Holland 1986). 
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This community is typically found through mounded terrain where soils are very acidic, iron and 

silicacemented hardpan soils. Winter rainfall perches on the hardpan, forming pools in the 

depressions. Evaporation (not runoff) empties the pools in spring {Holland 1986). 

The Gibson & Skordal (2012) wetland delineation documented 141 vernal pool features, 34 

seasonal wetland features, three pond features, two ephemeral drainages, and White House 

Creek, which collectively total 26.45 acres of jurisdictional area located on the Project site. All of 

these features collectively contribute to the unique Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool 

characteristics of the Project site. 

The Project would involve the discharge of fiii material into 8.31 acres of the 26.45 acres described 

above. This includes discharge of fill into 1.09 acres of seasonal wetlands, 4.94 acres of vernal 

pools, 2.25 acres of bermed pond, 0.01 acre of Whitehouse Creek and 0.02 acre of ephemeral 

drainage. In addition, 64.45 acres of avoided area containing 5.64 acres of waters of the United 

States would be preserved in perpetuity. The proposed detention design will utilize 12.39 acres of 

bermed pond to controiidetain runoff within the residential subdivision. The above referenced 

discharge of fill material into the Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool is a potentially significant 

impact. While there are mitigation measures presented in this EIR that are intended to minimize 

the impacts to the extent feasible, there is a finite quantity of Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool 

in California and the Elk Grove area, the Project would result in a reduction in that finite quantity. 

The ioss of the habitat cannot be mitigated to a ievei of insignificance. impiementation of the 

Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal 

Pool. 

Impact 3.3-9: The Project would not interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wiidiife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
j..,.,..,.o...lo t-ho ncoo nfn-:~Huo uril..llifo nnrcor1.1 cif"Pc llPcc t-h~n e:ioniflr::~nf"l 
aaaay'-'-'-' ""a"' '-&o.JII"' ..,. &&&Law"' ww ••-•••- aa-JL ...,_. J ...., • .,._._.. \.•-uruo •••-•• ..., .. b•••••--•••.J 

Wildlife movement corridors are routes frequently utilized by wildlife that provide shelter and 

sufficient food supplies to support wildlife species during migration. Movement corridors generally 

consist of riparian, woodlands, or forested habitats that span contiguous acres of undisturbed 

habitat. Wildlife movement corridors are an important element of resident species home ranges, 

inciuding deer and coyote. impiementation of the Project wouid not interfere with the movement 

of any fish or wildlife species or impede the use of native nursery sites or corridors. 

Implementation of the Project would have a less than significant relative to this topic. 

Impact 3.3-10: The Project has the potential to conflict with local policies 
or codes protecting biological resources, such as Chapter 19.12. (less than 
significant with mitigation) 
The City of Elk Grove Tree Preservation and Protection Chapter strives to protect and preserve 

trees of local importance which include coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), valley oak (Quercus 

/obata). blue oak (Quercus douglasii), interior live oak (Quercus wislizenii), oracle oak (Quercus 

moreha), California sycamore {Platanus racemosa). and California black walnut (Jug/ans hindsii) 
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with a single trunk 6 inches dbh or greater or a multi-trunk with a combined dbh of 6 inches or 

greater. The Chapter requires mitigation for the removal of trees of !oca! importance '..AJith 

dimensions described above and trees that have been selected for preservation, which may be 

impacted by utility installation and/or improvements associated with this Project. Current policies 

require that every inch lost will be mitigated by an inch planted or equivalent credit obtained from 

a tree mitigation bank. 

The Tree Associates performed an inventory of on-site trees, and off-site trees with greater than 

25% of their canopies overhanging the Project site, providing the species, dbh information, and 

health assessment foi each tiee. The inventory also included an assessment of the suitability of 
on-site trees for preservation and the potential impacts to trees from the construction of a 

proposed wall along the Project site boundary. Kelly McGlothlin, ISA Certified Arborist #8324, 

visited the Project site and evaluated the trees on December 22, 2011. 

Table 3.3-4 presents the results of the assessment of the wall construction for each tree. While 

construction plans were not yet available, it is assumed that the CMU wall will be installed along 

the western Project site boundary and that the footing of the wall will measure four feet wide. 

Trees located under the proposed footprint of the waii, or within three feet of the waii, are 

indicated by 'Under Footprint' in the Impact Severity Rating field. Trees located far enough away 

from the wall that will not be impacted by its construction are indicated by 'N/A' in the Impact 

Severity Rating field. Trees located at least three feet away from the wall, and whose driplines are 

located within the proposed construction zone of the sound wall, may be able to be preserved 

provided that specific arborist recommendations are foiiowed. For those trees that cannot be 

preserved through the design of the CMU wall, the City of Elk Grove Tree Preservation and 

Protection Chapter will require compensatory mitigation at a ratio of one inch planted for every 

inch lost or an equivalent credit obtained from a tree mitigation bank. 

The Project cou!d result in a potentially significant impact associated with the removal of 
protected trees. 
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TABLl' 3.3-4: P'OTENTIAI: CMU WALL CON~>TRUCTIOr>l IMPAC1" EVALUATION 

TREE# SPECieS* DIAMETER MAX DRIPLINB DISTANCe FROM LOC~TION TPZ SUIU!BLEFOR lMPACT SEVERITY 

{iNCHES) (FEET) PROP LINE (FEBT) I'RF:SERVA110N? (ON·SITE RATING (FOR WALL 

TRF:BS ONLY) ONLl') 

valle~v oak 
19 23 On-site :L9 

YE!S pending further 
N/A 1 

Quercus lobata 
14 

inspection 

1a 
Eumpean white birch 

6 est. 10 5 est. Off-site :LO High 
BetLIIa pendulc:~ 

2 
valle:y oak 

6 8 15 On-site ll R1~move if #1 preserve·d N/A 
Quercus lobata 

2a 
palm 

18 est. 5 1 est. Off-site 
,. 

U11der footprint 
Washingtonia sp. ·' 

3 
valle!y oak 

13 17 15 On-site 17 YI!S Low to Moderate 
Quercus lobata 

4 
valle:y oak 

15 @3' 15 27 On-site :L5 Remove if #5 preserved N/A 
Quercus Iabat;~ 

5 
valle:y oak 

10 13 27 On-site 13 Yes N/A 
Quercus lobatoa 

6 
valle:y oak 

4,4,3,,2,2 9 26 On-site 9 No N/A 
Quercus lobata 

7 
valle!y oak 

8 14 23 On-!;ite 14 R1~move #7 or tt8 N/A 
Quercus lobat,a 

8 
valley oak 

10@4' 17 22 On-!oite 17 R1~move #7 or #8 N/A 
Quercus lobat,a 

9 
valley oak 

6,4 14 20 On-site !4 No N/A 
Quercus lobata 

10 
vaiiE~Y oak 

10 13 17 On-site 13 Yes N/A 
Quercus lobat.a 

11 
valley oak 

9 13 26 On-site 13 Rt~move #ll or #12 N/A 
Quercus Iabat;:. 

12 
vaiiE!Y oak 

6.8 15 25 On-site 15 Rt~move #H or #12 N/A 
Quercus lobata 

13 
valley oak 

6 11 39 On-site 11 YI~S N/A 
.QJJ.grcus lobat,a 

14 
valley oak 

16@ 2.5' 15 23 On-site 16 No N/A 
L__ ~!cus lobata 
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TREFil¥ SPECIES* DMMETER MAX DRIPLINE DIST.~NCE FROM LOCJIT/ON TPZ SUITABLE FOR IMPACT SEVERITY 

(INCHES} (FEET} PROP .LINE (FEET} PRESERVATWN? (ON·SITE !IJITJNG (FOJR WALL 

TREES ONLY) ONLY) 

17 
valley oak 

44@ 3.5' 38 >50 On-site 44 Nc• N/A 
Querws lobata 

18 
valley oak 

4,4 6 >50 On-site 6 Yes N/A 
Quen:us lobata 

19 
valley oak 

9 9 >50 On-site 9 Yes N/A 
Quercus lobata 

A 
coast redwood 

8 est. 8 2 est. Off-site 6 Under footprint 
SeqUIJia sempervirens 

B 
coast redwood 

6 est. 7 2 est. Off-site 5 Under footprint 
SeqwJia sempervirens 

c coast redwood 
7 est. 6 2 est. Off-site 5 Under footprint 

SeqwJia sempervirens 

D 
coast redwood 

7 est. 6 2 est. Off-site 5 Under footprint 
SeqUIJia sempervirens 

E 
California black walnut 

20 est. 18 2 est. Off-site 20 Under footprint 
Juglans californica hindsii 

F 
European white~ birch 

5 est. 8 2 est. Off-site 8 Under footprint 
Betula pendula 

G 
vallev oak 

20,18 est. 23 3 est. Off·site 23 Under footprint 
Quercus lobata 

H 
valle\' oak 

13 est. 17 4 est. Off-site 17 Under footprint 
Quen:us lobata 

I 
Mt. Atlas pistache 

Multi-trunks 11 5 est. Off-site 11 Hij~h 
Pistada atlantica 

J 
Mt. Atlas pistache 

Multi-trunks 6 1 est. Off-site 6 Under footprint 
Pistada atlantica 

K 
Mt. Atlas pistache 

Multi-trunks 6 1 est. Off-s'ite 6 Under footprint 
Pistac:ia atlantica 

L 
Mt. Atlas pistache 

12,15 est 22 0 Off-si1te 22 Ur1der footprint 
Pistacia atlantica 
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TREE# SPECio:S* DiAMETER MAX DRIPLINE DISTANCE FROM LOCATION TPZ SUITABLE FOR lMPACT SEVERITY 
{JNCHES) {FEET} PROP LINE (FEET} PRESERVATION? (ON-SITE RATING (FOR WALL 

TREE'S ONLYl ONLY) 

M 
Mt. Atlas pistache 

12,14 est. 21 0 Off-site 21 Under footprint 
Pistc1cia atlantica 

N 
Mt. l~.tlas pistache 

16,12,7 est. 18 0 Off-site 118 Under footprint 
Pistc1cia atlantica 

0 
Mt. Atlas pistache 

Multi-trunks 9 4 est. Off-site 9 Under footprint 
Pistc1cia atlantica 

p Mt .. A.tlas pistache 
Multi-trunks 11 2 est. Off-!iite :11 Under footprint 

Pistacia atlantica 

Q 
Mt. Atlas pistache 

Multi-trunks 12 1 est. Off-site 12 Under footprint 
Pistacia atlantica 

R 
Mt. Atlas pistache 

Multi-trunks 11 1 est. Off-site :11 Under footprint 
Pistc1cia atlantica 

s Mt. Atlas pistache 
Multi-trunks 11 1 est. Off-site :11 Under footprint 

Pistc1cia atlantica 

SOURCE: TREE ASSOCIATES, 2012. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-11 Prior to ony construction activities that would result in the removal of a 
protected tree as defined by the City of Elk Grove Tree Preservation and Protection Chapter, the 
Project Applicant shall; 

• Develop a detailed tree preservation plan for trees to be retained. 
~ For trees to be preserved~ the goal of project design should be to avoid grading, 

compaction, trenching, vehicle traffic, material storage or any other disturbance in the 
protection zones of the trees. 

• Under the direct supervision of an /SA Certified Arborist, install the CMU wall on pier 
footings as opposed to a continuous footing where the construction of the proposed CMU 
wall will occur within tree protection zones. A steel beam, plate, or equivalent can span 
over tree roots (Figure 8.6) so that the wall "floats" over the soil. Dig oil pier locations by 
hand to a depth of 3 feet and move piers as necessary to ovoid roots larger than one inch in 
diameter. 

• Prior to construction, conduct a meeting between the Arbarist, all contractors, 
subcontractors, and project managers to discuss tree preservation guidelines. 

• Prior to any construction activity on site, identify trees to be preserved and install tree 
protection fencing in a circle centered at the tree trunk with a radius equal to the maximum 
drip line radius or as for from the trunk as possible where structures are located. This 
fenced area is defined as the tree protection zane. 

~ Tree protection fences should be made of chain link with posts sunk into the ground. These 
fences should nat be removed or moved until construction is complete. No soil or above 
ground disturbance shall occur within the fenced area. No soil, material storage, spoil, 
waste or washout water shall be deposited within the fenced areas. 

• Any work that is to occur within the protection zones of the trees should be monitored by 
the Consulting Arborist. 

• If injury should occur to any tree during construction, the Consulting Arborist should be 
consulted as soon os possible so that appropriate treatments can be applied. 

• Any pruning required for construction or recommended in this report should be performed 
by an /SA Certified Arborist or Tree Worker. 

• All trees on the property should be irrigated every other week during the spring, summer, 
and foil months to a depth of at least two feet under the trees' canopies. 

Tirning/impiementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits or approvai of 
improvement plans, whichever occurs first. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-12 Prior to the removal of any trees, the Project Applicant shall 
compensate for the direct loss of protected trees as defined in the City of Elk Grove Tree 
Preservation and Protection Chapter at a ratio of 1 inch planted for every inch lost, or the 

equivalent credit obtained from a tree mitigation bank. 
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Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits and/or approval of 
improvement plans. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department. 

Mitigation Measures 3.3-11 and 3.3-12 will ensure that the potential impacts to protected trees 

are minimized to the extent possible and that the Project compensated for the loss of any trees in 

compliance with the City of Elk Grove Tree Preservation and Protection Chapter. With 

implementation of these mitigation measures, the potentiaiiy significant impacts to protected 

trees will be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Impact 3.3-11: The Project has the potential to conflict with the provisions 
of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. (no impact) 
There is no adopted Habitat Conservation Pian, Natural Community Conservation Pian, or other 

approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plan that applies to Elk Grove at this time. 

Therefore, there is no conflict and no impact would occur. 
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Figure 3.3-1: 
Special Status Species 

(5-mile Radius) 

Map Label- Common Name - Occurrence Count 

1 -black-crowned n1ghl heron- 1 

2 • Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop - 4 

3 - burrow1ng owl - 7 

4 -Cahfomoa lnderleHa -12 

5 • Coope~'s hawk· 2 

6 - dwarf down1ng18 - 2 

7 • giant garter snake - 4 

8 ·Great Valley Valley Oak Rlpanan Forest • I 

9 -leger\ere • 8 

10-merlln·l 

11 • m1dllatley 1a1ry shnmp. 5 

12- Northern Hardpan Vemel Pool· 11 

13 • PenMan dodder • 1 

14. SaniOfd's arrowhead . 10 

15 • slender Orcutt grass • 2 

16 • Swa1nson·s hawk • 39 

17 • triCOlored ~ackb1rd • 1 e 
Ill • valley elderberry longhom *d• - 1 

IS -vernal poolla1ry shnmp. 14 

20- vernal pool tadpoioe shnmp • 15 

21 ·western pond tunle- 2 

22 • wMe-ta11ed k1le- 2 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 3.4 

This section provides a background discussion of the prehistoric period background, ethnographic 

background, historic period background, known cultural resources in the region, the regulatory 

setting, an impact analysis, and mitigation measures. There were no comments received during 

the public review period for the NOP related to cultural resources. Information in this section is 

derived primarily from the Cultural Resources Review for the Silverado Project Area (Peak & 
Associates, Inc. 2013) and the Archaeological Inventory Survey (Jensen 2004). 

3.4.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

rnt TTIDAT AJ\.Tn UJC'T'()DlrAI <;:J:;"T'T'Il\Tr.. 
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The following cultural and historical setting of the region is taken from the Cultural Resources 

Review for the Silverado Project Area (Peak & Associates, Inc. 2013, pp. 2-5). 

Archeological Background 
Excavations in the Cosumnes River locality, especially at the stratified Windmiller mound (CA-SAC-

107), suggested three temporally distinct cultural traditions: Early, Transitional, and Late. Previous 

investigations in the Project region have focused upon very detailed archival research of Spanish 

sources, and the archeological investigations at a number of small sites. A reexamination of earlier 
work has also been undertaken. Several of the previously investigated sites probably represent 

satellite encampments or small villages associated with majoi villages. The majority of the sites 

appear to be relatively late in time, and probably represent Plains Miwok. The activities practiced 

are varied, but detailed studies on the faunal collection suggest seasonality of occupation and a 

focus on fish species. 

Some Early Horizon and Middle Horizon central California archeological sites appear at least in 

part, contemporaneous, based on existing radiocarbon dates. Cultural materials recovered from 

CA-SJ0-68, an Early Horizon site, are thought to relate to date to 43S0±2SO B.P or 2350 B.C. On 

the other hand, a Middle Horizon component at CA-CC0-308 dates to 4450±400 B.P. or 2450 B.C 

The antiquity of other Early and Middle Horizon sites demonstrate an overlap of the two horizons 

by a millennium or more. 

The Middle Horizon likely represents an intrusion of ancestral Miwok speaking people into the 

lower Cosumnes, Mokelumne, and Sacramento River areas from the Bay Area. The Early Horizon 

may represent older Yokuts settlements or perhaps the speakers of an Utian language who were 
somehow replaced by a shift of population(s) from the bay. 

Ethnological Background 
The Eastern Miwok represent one of the two main divisions of the Miwokan subgroup of the Utian 

language family. The Plains Miwok, one of five separate cuiturai and linguistic groups of the 

Eastern Miwok, occupied the lower reaches of the Mokelumne, Cosumnes, and Sacramento Rivers 

including the area of south Sacramento County surrounding the Project area. linguistic studies 

and the application of a lexicostatistic model for language divergence suggest that Plains Miwok 

was a distinct linguistic entity for the last 2000 years. This result led researchers such as Richard 

Lev-y to conclude that the Plains Miwok inhabited the Sacramento Delta for a considerable period 
of time. 
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The political organization of the Plains Miwok centered on the tribelet. Tribelets were comprised 

of 300 to 500 individuals. Each tribelet was thought to control a specific area of resources and 

usually consisted of several villages or hamlets. Each tribelet also was divided along lineages that 

apparently localized to a specific geographic setting and most likely represented a village site and 

associated sate!!ite sites \'!here the seasonal co!!ection of resources occurred. Descent was 

through males. Settlement were estimated to contain roughly 21 individuals. 
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digger pine nuts, seeds from the native grasses, and various fresh greens. Faunal resources such 

as tule elk, pronghorn antelope, deer, jackrabbits, cottontails, beaver, gray squirrels, woodrats, 

quail, and waterfowl were hunted. Fishing, particularly salmon and sturgeon, contributed 

significantly to the Plains Miwok diet. The primary method of collecting fish was by nets, but the 

use of bone hooks, harpoons, and obsidian-tipped spears is also known ethnographically. 

Both twined and coiled basketry were manufactured by the Eastern Miwok. The uses of baskets 
included the collection and storage of seeds, basketry cradles, and gaming. Tule mats were also 

known to have been used by the Plains Miwok primarily as a floor covering. Other uses of tule 

included the manufacture of the tule balsa, a water craft in which native people navigated and 
expioited adjacent deita and major river systems. 

Four main types of structures were known among the Eastern Miwok, depending on the 

environmental setting. in the mountains, the primary structure was a conical structure of bark 
slabs. At lower elevations the structures consisted of thatched structures, semi-subterranean 

earth-covered dwellings and two types of assembly houses used for ceremonial purposes. 

Bennyhoff characterized the Plains Miwok as intensive hunter-gatherers, with an emphasis upon 

gathering. The seasonal availability of floral resources defined the limits of the group's economic 

pursuits. Hunting and fishing subsistence pursuits apparently accommodated the given 

distribution of resources. The Plains Miwok territory covered six seasonally productive biotic 

communities and as such native people could apparently afford to pick and chose the resources 
they ranked highest from each of these zones. The subsequent storage of floral resources (such as 

acorns in granaries) allowed for a more stable use of the resource base. The acorn was apparently 

the subsistence base needed to provide an unusually productive environment as earlier non-acorn 

using peoples who resided in the same geographic setting apparently suffered some seasonal 

deprivation. Such an emphasis upon the gathering of acorns is consistent with the population 

increase evident during the Upper Emergent Period in California. 

The study of piscine (fish) remains from both CA-SAC-65 and CA-SAC-145 indicates that small 

villages away from the major rivers appear to concentrate on the collection of piscine species 

(particularly the Sacramento perch) that inhabited slow-moving waters. 

Historical Background 
The Project area lies a few miles north of the Sheldon and Daylor grant (Rancho Omochumnes). 

Both men were assistants of John Sutter, with Jared Sheldon becoming a naturalized citizen of 
Mexico to obtain a land grant. Sheldon was awarded the grant in 1841, but this grant proved 

defective and another was issued in 1844. William Daylor oversaw ranch operations as Sheldon 

pursued several other business ventures. 
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The name of Elk Grove was originally applied to a spot about a mile away from the eventual 

location of the town. James Hall built a hotel there in 1850 and named it after his home town in 
Missouri. This hotel burned down in 1857. The eventual site of Elk Grove was on the ranch of 

Major James Buckner, who also built a hotel on the site in 1850. The hotel was owned successively 
by Buckner, Phineas Woodward, Mrs. jared Erwin, and i'Jichoias ChristopheL 

The site became a town after the railroad was constructed. A farmer named Everson saw potential 
commercial opportunities for a town at this location, but none of the residents, including Everson, 

had the money available to construct the necessary buildings. Everson persuaded the citizens to 
pool their money to form the Elk Grove Building Company in 1876. The profits from the first 
building, the Chittenden and Everson general merchandise store, fueled further construction 
which, in turn, brought in merchants from outside the area. Only four years later, the town 
boasted the original genera! store and one other, tvJo hotels, a flouring mil!, the railroad depot, a 

hardware store, a meat market, a furniture factory, two drug stores, a harness shop, a grain and 
hay warehouse, a dressmaking shop, two millinery shops, a boot shop, a wagon factory, and a 

blacksmith. The town continued to grow, first as a commercial center for the farmers in the area 
and recently as a suburban residential zone for greater Sacramento. 

PROJECT SETTING AND RESOURCES 

The Project area is located in the east half of section 30, Township 7 North, Range 6 East, mapped 

on the Elk Grove 7.5' United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic quadrangle. See Chapter 
2.0 for a description of the Project location and existing condition of the Project site. 

A field survey of the Project site to identify cultural and historic resources was undertaken in 2004 
by Peter H. Jensen, PhD and documented in the Archaeological Inventory Survey (Jensen 2004). In 
2013, Peak & Associates, !nc. completed the Cultural Resource Review for the Silverado Project 

Area (Peak & Associates 2013). 

Archaeoiogicai inventory Survey- 2004 
The Project area was reviewed in 2004 by Sean Jensen and the findings documented in the 
Archaeological Inventory Survey (Jensen 2004). Jensen's methodology included review of data at 

the North Central Information Center, published documents, and unpublished documents relevant 

to regional prehistory, ethnography, and early historic developments. Jensen also consulted with 
the Native American Heritage Commission and Native American representatives. 

Jensen found that while the Project site had not been previously surveyed for cultural resources, 
surveys in the vicinity of the Project site identified a dairy complex (temporary designation SL-1) 
approximately 1/4-mile northeast of the northeast corner of the Project site and a segment of the 

Hurley-Tracy electrical transmission line (designation Sl-4) located approximately 1/10-mile east of 
the eastern boundary of the Project site, east of Waterman Road. 

Jensen did not receive any response from the Native American contacts. 

Jensen surveyed the area to determine whether any cultural resources were present on the 
Project site. The survey identified that previous use of the Project site had created "checks" and 

earthen dams and berms to retain water at various locations. The survey concluded that the 
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features had been created in association with ranching activities on the Project site. No mention 

was made of the previous use of the property related to winery runoff water storage. The survey 

noted that structures had been located on the southwestern portion of the property and had been 

removed. The electrical transmission line along the western border of the property, west of 

\AJaterman Road, was noted. 

The Jensen survey did not identify any prehistoric or historic-period sites or features on or 
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features on the Project site, apart from the earthen berms, dams, and ponds. The survey did 

identify that it was an inventory-level surface survey and that cultural materials could potentially 

be encountered on or below the surface during construction work. 

Cultural Resource Review for the Silverado Project Area- 2013 
Peak & Associates reviewed the Jensen report in 2013 and prepared an updated Cultural Resource 

Review for the Project site. Peak & Associates provided a more detailed history of the Project site 

and performed a fieid survey. 

PROJECT SITE HISTORY 

In 1911, the Project area was owned by three different individuals. The northern 80 acres was part 

of a 640-acre tract held by W.E. Dixon. The western 98 acres were owned by F.W. Bond. The 

remaining southeastern section of the property was owned by E5~ MilleL The residence on the 

property was built on the lands controlled by Bond by 1909 based on review of historical USGS 

topographical maps. 

In 2011, Wallace-Kuhl & Associates reviewed a history of the Project site, dated October 7, 2008, 

prepared by Mr. Dan Wukmir, Sacramento Area Sanitation District. According to the history, the 

Project site has been owned by a series of sanitation districts since 1944. The Eik Grove Sanitation 

District owned the property from approximately 1944 to 1975. The Elk Grove Sanitation District 

was dissolved and annexed to the former Central Sanitation District in 1975. The Central Sanitation 

District was dissolved and consolidated into the County Sanitation District No. 1 in 1978. In 2008, 

the County Sanitation District No. 1 became the Sacramento Area Sewer District. 

The Project site was used for farming and grazing until1934. Some of the pond and berm features 

on the Project site were likely associated with the farming and grazing activities. 

In 1944, the properties were purchased by wineries on behalf the Elk Grove Sanitation District and 

the existing ponds were used as evaporation ponds for winery waste. The north-central portion of 

the Project site was deveioped with winery wastewater oxidation ponds after 1934. The pond 

levees were raised in 1974 to prevent discharges to Laguna Creek. In 1976, the discharges from the 

wineries were diverted to the former Central Sanitation District's system. The Wallace-Kuhl & 

Associates history noted that at some point, a large portion of the Project site was "extensively 

dammed with berms," however, it was not known if they were associated with the winery ponds 

or to held \·vater for grazing cattle. 

As mentioned above, a residence was built on the southwestern portion of the Project site in the 

eaily 1900s on the land held by Bond. The residence 'v"..3S destroyed by a fire prior to 1975 and \a-Jas 

replaced with a paved two-acre yard with several portable structures. Independent Disposal 
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Services (IDS) used the southwestern portion of the Project site from 1963 to the late 1980s. The 

IDS area was reportedly used for offices and truck maintenance. The report noted that 

aboveground storage tanks were stored on a concrete pad. In addition, there was a concrete truck 

washing area with concrete basins, which were cleaned out daily. 

FIELD SURVEY 

A spot-check general coverage survey was undertaken on March 11 and 12, 2013 by Michael 

Lawson from Peak and Associates. The survey noted that disturbance to the Project site is 

extensive from the use by the Sanitation Districts from the 1940s to the 1970s. 

The Peak & Associates survey identified one resource within the Project site: a section of wire

wrapped redwood stave pipe is visible in the southern portion of the Project site, at the edge of 

the former location of a reservoir, about 2-3 feet be!ow the ground surface. On!y a sma!! section 

of the pipe is exposed. 

The suntey did not identify any other cultural or historical resources. 

3.4.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

FEDERAL 

National Historic Preservation Act 
The National Historic Preservation Act was enacted in 1966 as a means to protect cultural 

resources that are eligible to be listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The law 

sets forth criterion that is used to evaluate the eligibility of cultural resources. The NRHP is 

composed of districts, sites, buildings, structures, objects, architecture, archaeology, engineering, 
and culture that are significant to American History. 

Virtually any physical evidence of past human activity can be considered a cultural resource. 

Although not all such resources are considered to be significant and eligible for listing, they often 

provide the only means of reconstructing the human history of a given site or region, particularly 

where there is no written history of that area or that period. Consequently, their significance is 
judged largely in terms of their historical or archaeological interpretive values. Along with research 

values, cultural resources can be significant, in part, for their aesthetic, educational, cultural and 

religious values. 

STATE 

California Register of Historic Resources 
The California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) was established in 1992 and codified in the 
Public Resource Code §5020, 5024 and 21085. The law creates several categories of properties 

that may be e!igib!e for the CRHR. Certain properties are included in the program automatica!!y, 

including: properties listed in the NRHP; properties eligible for listing in the NRHP; and certain 

classes of State Historical Landmarks. Determining the CRHR eligibility of historic and prehistoric 

properties is guided by CCR §§15064.5(b) and Public Resources Code (PRC) §§21083.2 and 
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21084.1. NRHP eligibility is based on similar criteria outlined in Section 106 of the NHPA (16 U.S. 

Code [USC]470). 

Cultural resources, under CRHR and NRHP guidelines, are defined as buildings, sites, structures, or 

objects that may have historical, architectural, archaeological, cultural, or scientific importance. A 

cultural resource may be eligible for listing on the CRHR and/or NRHP if it: 

• is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of California's history and cultural heritage; 

• is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

= embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual or possesses high 

artistic values; or 

• has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

If a prehistoric or historic period cultural resource does not meet any of the four CRHR criteria, but 
does meet the definition of a "unique" site as outlined in PRC §21083.2, it may still be treated as a 

significant resource if it is: an archaeological artifact, object or site about which it can be clearly 
demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledger there is a high 

probability that it meets any of the following criteria: 

• it contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that 

there is a demonstrable public interest in that information, 

• it has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best 

available example of its type, or 

• it is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic 

event. 

California Environmental Quality Act 
CEQA Gutaellnes §i5064.5 prov10es gu10ance for determmmg the signmcance or Impacts to 

archaeological and historical resources. Demolition or material alteration of a historical resource, 

including archaeological sites, is generally considered a significant impact. Determining the CRHR 
eligibility of historic and prehistoric properties is guided by CCR §§15064.5(b) and Public Resources 

Code (PRC) §§21083.2 and 21084.1. NRHP eligibility is based on similar criteria outlined in Section 

106 of the NHPA (16 U.S. Code [USC] 470). 

CEQA also provides for the protection of Native American human remains (CCR §15064.5[d]). 
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and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 USC 3001 et seq.), which requires federal agencies and certain 

recipients of federal funds to document Native American human remains and cultural items within 

their collections, notify Native American groups of their holdings, and provide an opportunity for 

repatriation of these materials. This act also requires plans for dealing with potential future 

collections of Native American human remains and associated funerary objects, sacred objects, 

and objects of cultural patrimony that might be uncovered as a result of development projects 

overseen or funded by the federal government. 
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Assembly Bill 978 
in 2001, Assembiy Biii (ABj 978 expanded the reach of Native American Graves Protection and 

Repatriation Act of 1990 and established a state commission with statutory powers to assure that 
federal and state laws regarding the repatriation of Native American human remains and items of 
patrimony are fully complied with. In addition, AB 978 also included non-federally recognized 
tribes for repatriation. 

LOCAL 

City of Elk Grove General Plan 
The City General Plan contains the following goals and policies that are relevant to Project in terms 

of cultural resources: 

Policy HR-1 Encourage the preservation and enhancement of existing historical and 
archaeological resources in the City. 

Policy HR-6 Protect and preserve prehistoric and historic archaeological resources throughout 
the City. 

HR-6-Action 1 In areas identified in the Background Report as having a significant potential for 
containing archaeo!ogica! or pa!eonto!cglca! artifacts, require completion of a 
detailed on-site study as part of the environmental review process. Implement all 
recommended mitigation measures. 

3.4.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project will have a significant impact on 

cuiturai resources if it will: 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines §15064.5; 

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

• Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource; and/or 

• Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.4-1: Project implementation may cause a substantial adverse 
change to a significant historical or archaeological resource, or directly or 
indirectly destroy or disturb a unique paleontological resource or human 
remains. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
As described above, the Project site is iocated in an area known to have cuiturai and historical 

resources. The Project site is located in an area identified as sensitive for cultural resources in the 
General Plan EIR (City of Elk Grove 2003b, Figure 4.11-1). The General Plan EIR analyzed potential 

impacts to cultural resources associated with buildout of the General Plan and concluded that 

impacts would be less than significant with implementation of General Plan Policies HR-1, HR-2, 
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pp. 4.11-8 and 4.11-9). The Project is consistent with these policies and actions, to the extent that 

they pertain to development projects. HR-6 Action 1 of the General Plan requires a detailed on
site cultural resources study for development projects in areas identified as having a significant 

potential for containing archaeological or paleontological artifacts and also requires that 

recommended mitigation measures be implemented. 

Two field surveys were conducted on the Project site, consistent with HR-6 Action 1. During the 

field surveys conducted on the Project site, no significant historical, cultural, or prehistorical 

resources were identified. However, a partially uncovered wire-wrapped redwood stave pipe was 

identified on the Project site. This type of pipe was used in water and sewer applications in the 

early 1900's. 

Winema king began in the Elk Grove area in the late 1880s. With a population of only 900 in the 

1930s, there were three wineries present in the area. in the late 1930s, the odor from the runoff 

water from the wineries that was stored in ponds between Railroad Street and Kent Street, 

became difficult to tolerate. The Elk Grove Sanitary District had three pumping stations built near 

the ponds and wineries in about 1940. The runoff water was then transported through redwood 
pipes to the disposal site within the current Project site (Armstrong 2007: 143-147). 

The wire-wrapped redwood pipe is partially buried and cannot be fully evaluated and documented 

until is has been unearthed. Peak & Associates indicated that the pipe is not likely to be 
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recorded for the permanent record with a form filed with the North Central Information Center. 
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vegetation, fill, or other historic activities, leaving no surface evidence. Impacts to cultural and 

historic resources are potentially significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: When site grading or earthwork beginsi the route of the redwood 
stave pipe and any related pipeline shall be exposed and mapped. The feature shall be completely 
photographed ond documented with a form filed with the North Centra/Information Center. 
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The Elk Grove Historical Society shall be provided with a copy of the photographs and 
documentation of the pipeline. The Elk Grove Historical Society shall be consulted os to whether it 
wishes to obtain a pipe segment for display. If the Elk Grove Historical Society identifies that it 
would like to have o segment of the pipe, the Applicant shall deliver a segment to the Elk Grove 
Historical Society. 

Following completion of consultation with the Elk Grove Historical Society ond documentation of 
the pipeiine, the remaining pipeiine may be removed from the Project site. 

Timing/Implementation: As o condition of Project approval and implemented 
during all ground-disturbing activities 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: If any cultural resources, including prehistoric or historic artifacts, 
or other indications of archaeological resources, or human remains ore found during grading and 
construction nrtivities; all work shall be halted immediately within a 200-foot radius of the 
discovery. 

If cultural resources ore identified, an archaeologist meeting the Secretory of the Interior's 
Professional Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or historical archaeology, os appropriate, 
shall be consulted to evaluate the find(s). Work cannot continue at the discovery site until the 
archaeologist conducts sufficient research and data collection to make a determination that 
the resource is either 1) not cultural in origin; or 2) not potentially significant or eligible for 
listing on the NRHP or CRHR. 

If a potentially eligible resource is encountered, then the archaeologist shall identify 
mitigation recommendations. The City and Project Applicant shall consider the 
recommendations and the Project Applicant shall implement all measures deemed feasible 
and appropriate. Such measures may include avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, 
documentation, curation, data recovery, and other appropriate measures. The 
implementation of mitigation shall be formally documented in writing and submitted to the 
City Planning Deportment as verification that the provisions in CEQA for managing 
unanticipated discoveries have been met. 

If Native American resources are identified, a Native American monitor, following the 
Guidelines far Monitors/Consultants of Native American Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites 
established by the Native American Heritage Commission, may also be required and, if 
required, shall be retained at the Applicant's expense. 

if human remains are discovered, ail work shaii be halted immediately within 200 feet of the 
discovery, the County Coroner must be notified, according to Section 5097.98 of the State 
Public Resources Code and Section 7050.5 of California's Health and Safety Code. If the 
remains ore determined to be Native American, the coroner will notify the Native American 
Heritage Commission, and the procedures outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5{d) ond (e) shall be 
followed. 

Timing/Implementation: As a condition of Project approval and implemented 
during all ground-disturbing activities 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department 
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SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 would ensure that the wire-wrapped redwood stave 
pipe on the Project site is appropriately documented and mitigated. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-2 would ensure that if an previously undiscovered cultural or paleontologic resources 
...,..,. !...,,,.....,...,. .,..,......,...,;.,..,. ..,.,..,. .,....,,.,...,,.,.+oro.rl :::~nnrnnri.,.f-o ci-cnc •uill ho f'<:~l.o.on f'n irlan+ifu +ha cinnifir:::anra nf 
VI IIUIIIUII III;;IIIUIII;;t goo;; O...llt..VUIIL\..1\..UI Ut't-'''-'t'IIULO... ·"'·'-t'-" .-.-oro..., .... ""'"'-""""',.,..._., .. ,,""'- ""'b""''"' ... "'-''"' ...,, 

the resources and mitigate any potential impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measures 
MM 3.4-1 and 3.4-2, this impact will be less than significant. 
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The purpose of this section is to disclose and analyze the potential impacts associated with the 

geology of the region and Project vicinity, and to analyze issues such as the potential exposure of 

people and property to geologic and soil hazards, landform alteration, and erosion. The Initial 

Study completed for the Project determined that no known mineral resources were located on the 

Project site and implementation of the Project would not impact the mineral resources of the area. 

As a result, mineral resources will not be discussed in this EIR. The reader is referred to the Initial 

Study for further discussion of mineral resources. 

This section is based in part on the following technical studies: Earthquake Shaking Potential for 

California Map, Spring 2003, (California Geological Survey (CGS) 2003), 2010 Fault Activity Map of 

California (CGS 2101), City of Elk Grove General Plan, (City of Elk Grove 2003a), City of Elk Grove 

General Plan Environmental Impact Report (City of Elk Grove 2003b), Elk Grove General Plan 

Background Report (City of Elk Grove 2003c), Custom Soil Resource Report for Sacramento County, 

California (USDA 2011), and the Geotechnical Engineering Report Elk Ridge Estates (Wallace-Kuhl 
and Associates (\A/!(.!1,) 2003). 

No comments were received during the public review period or seeping meeting for the Notice of 

Preparation regarding this topic. 

3.5.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

REGIONAL GEOLOGY 

The Project site is located within the Great Va!!ey Geomorphic Province (Great Va!!ey). The Great 

Valley is a relatively flat alluvial plain, about 50 miles wide and 400 miles long, bounded on the 

north by the Klamath and Cascade mountain ranges, on the east by the Sierra Nevada Mountains, 

and on the west by the Caiifornia Coast Mountain Range. 

The Great Valley is drained by the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers, which join and enter San 

Francisco Bay. The eastern border is the west-sloping Sierran bedrock surface, which continues 

westward beneath alluvium and older sediments. The western border is underlain by east-dipping 

Cretaceous and Cenozoic strata that form a deeply buried synclinal trough, lying beneath the Great 

Valley along its western side. 

The Great Valley has been filled over time with up to a six-mile thick sequence of interbedded day; 
silt, sand, and gravel deposits. The sediments range in age from more than 144 million years old 

(Jurassic Period) to less than 10,000 years (Holocene Period). The most recent sediments consist of 

coarse-grained (sand and gravel) deposits aiong river courses and fine-grained (ciay and siitj 

deposits located in low-lying areas or flood basins and are referred to as alluvial deposits. These 

deposits are loose and not well consolidated soils. 

Older alluvial deposits underlie the edges of the valley. The older alluvial deposits are exposed in 

the foothill regions in the eastern portion of the county. The alluvial deposits, which slope 

gradually toward the center of the valley, contain most of the groundwater supplies in region. The 

foothills of the Coast Ranges to the west are underlain by alluvial deposits and older marine 

sediments deposited duiing the Tertiary Peiiod when an inland sea occupied the Great Valley. 

Draft Environmental Impact Report- Silverado Village Project 3.5-1 



3.5 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

SITE GEOLOGY 

Soil Conditions 
Subsurface exploration consisted of 20 boring and six bulk samplings described in the Geotechnical 
Engineering Report (WKA 2003)1

• This report determined that surface and near-surface soils 

consisted of light brown silty sands with variable gravel content underlain by discontinuous lenses 
of partia!!y cemented sands and si!ts (!oca!!y known as hardpan) to a depth of approximately three 

feet. Beneath the surface sands and slits are interbedded silty and sandy gravel underlain by silty 
sans and sandy silts to the maximum depth explored of 15 feet. 

The Custom Soil Resource Report completed for the Project site by the United States Department 

of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) web-based service identifies 

the following soiis as shown in Table 3.5-1: 

TABLE 3.5-1: PROJECT SOILS 

SYMBOL MAP UNIT NAME PERCENT OF SITE 
198 Redding gravelly loam, 0 to 8 percent slopes 95.9% 
214 San Joaquin silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes 3.6% 
216 I San joaqum-Dunxeralfs complex, 0 to 1 percent slopes 0.5% 

SOURCE: USDA 2011, P. 10 

• Redding graveiiy loam- The Redding series consists of moderately weii drained soiis on high 
terraces, terrace remains and side slopes. The subsoil is claypan with a slow permeability. 

• San Joaquin si!t !cam complex - This is a moderately deep, we!!-drained soil found on !ow 

terraces and valleys. The subsoil is claypan with a slow permeability. 

San Joaquin-Durixeralfs - This is a moderately well drained soil found on low terraces and 
valleys. The subsoil is claypan with a slow permeability. 

The NRCS Soils Map is provided in Figure 3.5-1. Table 3.5-2 identifies the attributes of the soils on 

the Project site. 

TABLE 3 5-2· SOIL ATTRIBUTES 

SOIL EROSION DRAINAGE 
SUBSOIL EFFECTIVE SURFACE 

POTENTIAL PERMEABILITY DEPTH RUNOFF 
Redding gravelly Moderate Moderately VePJ S1o'N 20-40" Hioh 
loam Well •••o•• 

San joaquin silt loam Slight Moderately Very Slow 23-40" High Well 
San loanuin- -..-o - Moderatelu -. -· -- ·-" --· ' ~ 
Durixeralfs complex ~light Well very ~lOw .lS-4U tugn 

SOURCE: USDA 2013 

1 
In 2003, Wallace-Kuhl and Associates completed the Geotechnical Engineering Report for the Elk Ridge Estates project 

site which was proposed on the same site as the Project. This report was reviewed in 2006 by Wallace-Kuhl and 
considered to be adequate with the stipulation of a review by Wallace-Kuhl of grading and foundation plans as they 
become available. However, while the soils on the Project site have not changed, the Eik Ridge Estates had a different 

site layout and components than the Project. 
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Groundwater 
According to the Geotechnicai Engineering Report (WKA 2003) completed for the Project site, free 
groundwater was not encountered during borings taken in 2003. However, groundwater data for 

Sacramento County and Wallace-Kuhl's previous experience indicate that the static groundwater 
table is located at a depth of approximately 80 feet or more below existing grade (Wallace-Kuhl 
2003, p. 3). 

FAULTS AND SEISMICITY 

The United States Geological Survey (USGS) has established National Seismic Zone Maps for all of 
the U.S. These maps are the basis for seismic design provisions of building codes, insurance rate 

structures, earthquake loss studies, retrofit priorities, and land use planning. Their use in design of 
buildings, bridges, highways, and critical infrastructure allows structures to better withstand 

earthquake shaking, saving lives and reducing disruption to critical activities following a damaging 

event. The maps also help engineers avoid costs from over-design for unlikely levels of ground 
motion. There are four zones in the U.S., ranging from 1 to 4: the higher the number, the higher 
the earthquake danger. All of California lies within Seismic Zone 3 or 4. The City of Elk Grove is 
within Zone 3. 

Sacramento County is less affected by seismic events and other geologic hazards than other 
portions of the state. Nevertheless; some property damage has occurred in the past. The damage 

that was experienced has largely been the result of major seismic events occurring in adjacent 

areas, especially the San Francisco Bay area and, to a lesser extent, the foothills of the Sierra 
Nevada Range. The areas of Sacramento County most vuinerabie to seismic and geologic hazards 
are those areas subject to liquefaction, to the action of expansive soils, to shaking, and to 
subsidence. The Central Valley, like most of California, is considered a seismically active region. 

Faults 
A fauit is a fracture in the crust of the earth aiong which rocks on one side have moved reiative to 

those on the other side. A fault trace is the line on the earth's surface defining the fault. 
Displacement of the earth's crust along faults releases energy in the form of earthquakes and in 
some cases in fault creep. Most faults are the result of repeated displacements over a long period 
oftime. 

Surface rupture occurs when movement on a fault deep within the earth breaks through to the 

surface. Surface ruptures have been known to extend up to 50 miles with displacements of an inch 

to 20 feet. Fault rupture almost always follows preexisting faults, which are zones of weakness. 

Rupture may occur suddenly during an earthquake or slowly in the form of fault creep. Sudden 
displacements are more damaging to structures because they are accompanied by shaking. 

The State of California designates faults as active, potentially active, and inactive depending on 

how recent the movement that can be substantiated for a fault. Table 3.S-3 presents the California 
fault activity rating system. No known faults traverse through the Elk Grove Planning Area. 
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TABLE 3.5-3: FAULT ACTIVITY RATING 

FAULT ACTIVITY RATING GEOLOGIC PERIOD OF LAST RUPTURE TiME INTERVAL (YEARS) 
Active (A] Holocene Within last 11,000 years 
Potentially Active [PA) Quaternary 11,000-1.6 Million Years 
Inactive (I) Pre-Quaternary Greater than 1.6 Million 

Seismicity 

energy available to a fault is determined by considering the slip-rate of the fault, its area (fault 
length multiplied by down-dip width), maximum magnitude, and the rigidity of the displaced rocks. 
These factors are combined to calculate the moment (energy) release on a fault. The total seismic 

energy release for a fault source is sometimes partitioned between two different recurrence 
models, the characteristic and truncated Gutenberg-Richter (G-R) magnitude-frequency 
distributions. These models incorporate our knowledge of the range of magnitudes and relative 
frequency of different magnitudes for a particular fault. The partition of moment and the weights 
for multiple models are given in the following summary. 

Earthquakes are generally expressed in terms of intensity and magnitude. Intensity is based on the 

observed effects of ground shaking on peopie, buiidings, and naturai features. By comparison, 

magnitude is based on the amplitude of the earthquake waves recorded on instruments, which 
have a common calibration. The Richter scale, a logarithmic scale ranging from 0.1 to 9.0, with 9.0 
being the strongest, measures the magnitude of an earthquake relative to ground shaking. Table 
3.5-4 provides a description and a comparison of intensity and magnitude. 

TABLE 3.5-4: MODIFIED MERCALLIINTENSITY SCALE FOR EARTHQUAKES 

RICHTER MODIFIED EFFECTS OF INTENSITY 
MAGNITUDE MERCALU SC..4.LE 

0.1-0.9 I Earthquake shaking not felt 
1.0-2.9 II Shaking felt by those at rest. 
::s.o- ::S.'i Ill ~·eit by most peopie indoors, some can estimate duration of 

shaking. 
4.0 - 4.5 IV Felt by most people indoors. Hanging objects rattle, wooden walls 

and frames creak. 
4.6-4.9 v Felt by everyone indoors, many can estimate duration of shaking. 

Standing autos rock. Crockery clashes, dishes rattle and glasses 
clink. Doors ooeri, dose and swing. 

5.0- 5.5 VI Felt by all who estimate duration of shaking. Sleepers awaken, 
liquids spill, objects are displaced, and weak materials crack. 

5.6-6.4 Vii Peopje frightened and waHs unsteady. Pictures and books thrown, 
dishes and glass are broken. Weak chimneys break. Plaster, loose 
bricks and parapets fall. 

6.5- 6.9 Viii Difficult to stand. 'Naves on ponds, cohesionless soiis siump. 
Stucco and masonry walls fall. Chimneys, stacks, towers, and 
elevated tanks twist and fall. 

~n ~. <V G~:nerdl fright aS pt:uple a1e th1uVvu down, ha1d tu d1ivt:. Tn:e~ t.v- t."'t' '" broken, damage to foundations and frames. Reservoirs damaged, 
underground pipes broken. 
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RICHTER MODIFIED EFFECTS OF INTENSITY 
MAGNITUDE MERCALLI SCALE 

7.5- 7.9 X General panic. Ground cracks, masonry and frame buildings 
destroyed. Bridges destroyed, railroads bent slightly. Dams, dikes 
and embankments dama~ed. 

8.0 - 8.4 XI Large landslides, water thrown, general destruction of buildings. 
Pipelines destroyed, railroads bent. 

8.5 + XII Total nearbv damaRe, rock masses disolacecL Lines of siPht/level 
I distorted. Objects thrown into air. 

0 ' 

Alquist .. Priolo Special Stu.dy Zone 
The California legislature passed the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act in 1972 to address 

seismic hazards associated with faults and to establish criteria for developments for areas with 

identified seismic hazard zones. The California Geologic Survey (CGS) evaluates faults with 

available geologic and seismologic data and determines if a fault should be zoned as active, 

potentially active, or inactive. !f CGS determines a fault to be active, then it is typicaHy 

incorporated into a Special Studies Zone in accordance with the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Hazard 

Act. Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zones are usually one-quarter mile or less in width and require 

site-specific evaluation of fauit location and require a structure setback if the fault is found 

traversing a project site. The Project site is not within an Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zone. 

No known active faults or Alquist-Priolo earthquake hazard zones (formerly known as special study 

zones) occur in the Project area, although several inactive subsurface faults are identified in the 

Delta. According to the 2010 Fault Activity Map of California, the nearest faults to the City with 
activity within the last 200 years are the Concord-Green Valley, Hayward, and Cleveland Hill faults. 

The closest known fault is the Midland fault, located approximately 15 miles west of the City. This 

fault is listed as a Quaternary fault (age undifferentiated). iviost fauits of this category show 

evidence of displacement sometime during the past 1.6 million years. The closest known active 
subsurface fault is the Dunnigan Hills fault, located approximately 25 miles northwest of the City 
(CGS 2010). 

TABLE 3.5-5 FAULTS IN THE VICINITY OF ELK GROVE 

APPROXIMATE DISTANCE 
MAXIMUM MAGNITUDE 

NAME FROM [MW) 
PLANNING AREA [IN MILES] 

Foothills Fault Svstem 21 6.5 
Great Valley Fault (segment 5] 27 6.5 
Great Valley Fault (segment 4) 29 6.6 
Greenville Fault 41 6.9 
Concord-Green Valley Fault 42 6.9 
Hunting Creek- Berryessa Fault 45 6.9 
West Napa Fault 49 6.5 
Calaveras Fault 50 6.8 
Rodgers Creek Fault 56 7.0 
Hayward Fault 59 7.1 
Bartlett Springs Fault 72 7.1 
Maacama Fault [south] 73 6.9 
Collavomi Fault 76 6.5 
Ortigalita Fault 76 6.9 
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San Andreas Fault (1906) 76 7.9 
San Gregorio Fault 78 7.3 
Monte Vista- Shannon t•ault 8u 6.8 
Mohawk Valley- Honey Lake Fault Zone 82 7.3 
Point Reyes Fault 82 6.3 
Uenoa 87 6.9 
Sargent 91 6.8 
Zavante-Vergeles 94 6.8 

- ---- - - -:,QURCE.' LITY OF tLK C3ROVE LUU~B~ P. 4.Y-.:J 

SEISMIC HAZARDS 

Seismic Ground Shaking 
The potentiai for seismic ground shaking in California is expected. As a result of the foreseeable 

seismicity in California, the State requires special design considerations for all structural 

improvements in accordance with the seismic design provisions in the California Building Code. 

These seismic design provisions require enhanced structural integrity based on several risk 

parameters. Seismic ground shaking on the Project site is expected during the life of the Project. 

Fault Rupture 
A fault rupture occurs when the surface of the earth breaks as a result of an earthquake, although 

this does not happen with all earthquakes. These ruptures generally occur in a weak area of an 

existing fault. Ruptures can be sudden (i.e. earthquake) or slow (i.e. fault creep). The Alquist-Priolo 

Fault Zoning Act requires active earthquake fault zones to be mapped and it provides special 

development considerations within these zones. The Project site does not have surface expression 

of active faults and fault rupture is not anticipated. 

Liquefaction 
Liquefaction typically requires a significant sudden decrease of shearing resistance in cohesion less 

soils and a sudden increase in water pressure, which is typically associated with an earthquake of 

high magnitude. The potential for liquefaction is highest when groundwater levels are high, and 

ioose, fine, sandy soils occur at depths of less than 50 feet. 

According to the Geotechnical Engineering Report, soils consist of silty sands with variable gravel 

content and hardpan to a depth of three feet and interbedded silty and sandy grave is underlain by 
silty sands and sandy silts to a maximum depth explored of 15 feet (WKA 2003, p. 3). 

Based upon known soii, groundwater, and ground shaking conditions within the Project area, the 
potential for liquefaction beneath the Project site is considered low. The potential for ground 

lurching, differential settlement, or lateral spreading occurring during or after seismic events in the 

Project area is also considered to be low (City of Ell< Grove 2003b, p. 4.9-4). 

Lateral Spreading 
Lateral spreading typically results when ground shaking moves soil toward an area where the soil 

integrity is weak or unsupported, and it typically occurs on the surface of a slope, although it does 

not occur strictly on steep slopes. Oftentimes, lateral spreading is directly associated with areas of 
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liquefaction. Areas in the region that are susceptible to this hazard are located along creeks or 

open water bodies, or within the foothills to the west. Soils within the Project site are identified as 
being of moderately well drain types by the USGS. 

Landslides 
Landslides include rockfalls, deep slope failure, and shallow slope failure. Factors such as the 

geological conditions, drainage, slope, vegetation, and others directly affect the potential for 

landslides. One of the most common causes of landslides is construction activity that is associated 

with road building (i.e. cut and fill). The potential for landslides is considered remote in the valley 

floors due to the lack of significant siopes. For this reason, the probability of landslides occurring 

on the Project site is low. 

NON-SEISMIC HAZARDS 

Expansive Soils 
According to the Geotechnical Engineering Report, surface and near-surface silts and sands 

throughout the Project site are relatively non-expansive. However, the intermittent clays 

encountered below the topsoil have a moderate potential for expansion (WKA 2003, p. 4). 

Expansive soils can undergo significant volume change with changes in moisture content. They 

shrink and harden 'Nhen dried and expand and soften 'Nhen •Net. 

Erosion 
Erosion naturally occurs on the surface of the earth as surface materials (i.e. rock, soil, debris, etc.) 

is loosened, dissolved, or worn away, and transported from one place to another by gravity. Two 

common types of soil erosion in dude wind erosion and water erosion. The steepness of a s!cpe is 

an important factor that affects soil erosion. Erosion potential in soils is influenced primarily by 

loose soil texture and steep slopes. Loose soils can be eroded by water or wind forces, whereas 

soils with high day content are generally susceptible only to water erosion. The potential for 

erosion generally increases as a result of human activity, primarily through the development of 

facilities and impervious surfaces and the removal of vegetative cover. 

The soils found on the Project site are considered to have a slight to moderate erosion potential. 

See Table 3.5-2. The surface runoff potential is considered to be high due to the very slow 

permeability of the soil. 

Subsidence 
Land subsidence is the gradual settling or sinking of an area with little or no horizontal motion due 

to changes taking place underground. It is a natural process, although it can also occur (and is 

greatly accelerated) as a result of human activities. Common causes of land subsidence from 

human activity include: pumping water, oil, and gas from underground reservoirs; dissolution of 

limestone aquifers (sinkholes); collapse of underground mines; drainage of organic soils; and initial 
wetting of dry soils. There is a risk for subsidence within the City. There are five causes of 
subsidence that affect the City - compaction by heavy structures, erosion of peat soils, peat 

oxidation, fluid withdrawal, and compaction of unconsolidated soils by earthquake shaking. The 

pumping of water from subsurface water tables for residential, commercial, and agricultural uses 
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causes the greatest amount of subsidence within the Elk Grove Planning Area (City of Elk Grove 

2003b, p. 4.9-4). 

3.5.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

STATE 

The State of California has established a variety of regulations and requirements related to seismic 

safety and structural integrity, including the California Building Code, the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 

Fault Zoning Act and the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. 

California Building Code 
The California Building Code {CBC) is included in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations {CCR) 

and is a portion of the California Building Standards Code. The CBC incorporates the International 

Building Code {IBC), which replaced the Uniform Building Code (UBC). Through the CBC, the state 

provides a minimum standard for building design and construction. The CBC contains specific 

requirements for seismic safety, excavation, foundations, retaining walls, and site demolition. It 
also regulates grading activities, including drainage and erosion control. 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 
The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972 provides a mechanism for reducing losses 

from surface fault rupture on a statewide basis. The policies and criteria are limited to potential 

hazards resulting from surface faulting or fault creep within Earthquake Fault Zones, as delineated 
....................... .-..U;,..;-.11 .. ir ... ,,..,...1 hu +ho C+~t-a f:.anlnnitt- \AlnrJ..inn rlafinitinnc inrlt,...la· 
VII IIIU ... ~ UIII\..IPIIJ I.;J.;JU'-U UJ .. ,,.._ ..ro.U""- ._..._...,, .... EJI ... L. WW.....,.Inlllt) ..,,_,,,.,,...,,,,. ,, ... , ...... .._. 

• Fault - a fracture or zone of closely associated fractures along which rocks on one side 

have been displaced with iespect to those on the othei side; 

• Fault Zone -a zone of related faults, which commonly are braided and sub parallel, but 

may be branching and divergent. A fault zone has a significant width (with respect to the 

scale at which the fault is being considered, portrayed, or investigated), ranging from a few 

feet to several miles; 

• Sufficiently Active Fault- a fault that has evidence of Holocene surface displacement along 

one or more of its segments or branches {last 11,000 years); and 

• Well-Defined Fault- a fault whose trace is clearly detectable by a trained geologist as a 

physical feature at or just below the ground surface. The geologist should be able to locate 
the fault in the field with sufficient precision and confidence to indicate that the required 

site-specific investigations would meet with some success. 

"Sufficiently Active" and "Well Defined" are the two criteria used by the State to determine if a 

fault should be zoned under the Alquist-Priolo Act. 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 
The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, passed in 1990, addresses non-surface fault rupture earthquake 

hazards, including liquefaction and seismically-induced landslides. Under the Act, seismic hazard 
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zones are to be mapped by the State Geologist to assist local governments in land use planning. 

The program and actions mandated by the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act closely resemble those of 

the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (which addresses only surface fault-rupture 

hazards) and are outlined below: 

The State Geologist is required to delineate the various "seismic hazard zones." 

~ Cities and Counties, or ether !cca! permitting authority, must regulate certain 
development "projects" within the zones. They must withhold the development permits 

for a site within a zone until the geologic and soil conditions of the site are investigated 

and appropriate mitigation measures, if any, are incorporated into development plans. 

• The State Mining and Geology Board provides additional regulations, policies, and criteria, 
to guide cities and counties in their implementation of the law. The Board also provides 

guidelines for preparation of the Seismic Hazard Zone Maps and for evaluating and 

mitigating seismic hazards. 

• Sellers (and their agents) of real property within a mapped hazard zone must disclose that 

the property !ies within such a zone at the time of sa!e. 

LOCAL 

City of Elk Grove General Plan 
The City of E!k Grove Genera! Plan contains the fc!!o\=Ving goals and policies that are relevant to 

geotechnical aspects of the proposed project: 

Policy CAQ~6 Roads and stiuctuies shall be designed, built and landscaped so as to minimize 
erosion during and after construction. 

Policy CAQ-23 The City shall seek to ensure that the quality of groundwater and suiface watei is 

protected to the extent possible. 

CAQ-26-Action 2 Implement the City's NPDES permit on a! public and private development 

Policy SA-23 

projects and activities. 

The City supports efforts by Federal, State, and other local jurisdictions to 
investigate local seismic and geological hazards and support those programs that 
effectively mitigate these hazards. 

SA-23-Action 1 Implement the Uniform Building Code to ensure that structures meet all 
applicable seismic standards. Note: The Uniform Building Code has been 
superseded by the iBC. 

Policy SA-26 The City shall seek to ensure that new structures are protected from damage 
caused by geoiogic andior soii conditions. 
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City of Elk Grove Building Code 

The City of Elk Grove has adopted the state codes as set forth by the State of California Building 

Standards Commission. The 2010 California Building Standards Code is in effect through December 

31, 2013. As of January 1, 2014, the 2013 California Building Standards Code, including the 

following codes, will be in effect: 

• 2013 California Administrative Code 

• 2013 California Building Code 

• 2013 California Plumbing Code 

• 2Gi3 California Electrical Code 
• 2013 California Mechanical Code 

The codes appiy to new construction as weii as modifications to existing structures. iviany types of 

permits do not require the preparation of plans or blueprints, such as water heater and/or heating 

and air conditioning replacements, installation of water softeners, and roof replacements. These 

types of permits may be issued over the counter. When the scope of work requires the submittal 

of building plans, those plans are reviewed by City staff for compliance with the applicable codes. 

City of Elk Grove Land Grading and Erosion Control 

The City's Land Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance codified in Chapter 16.44 of the City 

Municipal Code establishes administrative procedures, minimum standards of review, and 
implementation and enforcement procedures for controlling erosion, sedimentation and other 

pollutant runoff, induding construction debris and hazardous substances used on construction 

sites, and disruption of existing drainage and related environmental damage caused by land 

clearing, grubbing, grading, filing, and land excavation activities. Chapter 16.44 applies to projects 

that would disturb 350 or more cubic yards of soil or that would clear one or more acres. The 

intent of the ordinance is to minimize damage to surrounding properties and public rights-of-way, 

minimize degradation of water quality in water courses, minimize disruption of natural or City
authorized drainage flows caused by construction activities, and make projects comply with the 

provisions of the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit Number 

CA082597, issued by the California Regional Water Quaiity Control Board. The City of Eik Grove is 

co-permittee on a NPDES permit along with Sacramento County and the cities of Sacramento, 

Folsom, Galt, and Citrus Heights. 

3.5.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project will have a significant impact on 

geology, soils, and minerals if it will: 

• Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 

loss, injury, or death involving: 
o Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-

Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning map, issued by the State Geologist for the area or 

based on other substantial evidence of a known fault; 
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o Strong seismic ground shaking; 
o Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; and/or 

o Landslides; 

• Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; 

• Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 

result of the Project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 

subsidence, liquefaction or collapse; 

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 

{i994j, creating substantial risks to life or property; and/or 

• 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. 

iMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.5-1: The Project would not expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects involving strong seismic ground 
shaking or seismic related ground failure. (less than significant) 
The CGS evaluates faults and determines if a fault should be zoned as active, potentially active, or 

inactive. The Project site is not within an Alquist-Priolo earthquake hazard zone. There are no 

known faults (active, potentially active, or inactive) that traverse ttuough the City. The City is 
identified as being in the lower level of earthquake hazards on the Earthquake Shaking Potential 

Map for California. These levels are considered to be in regions that are distant from known, active 

faults and will experience lower levels of shaking less frequently (CGS 2003). The Uniform Building 

Code places all of California in the zone 3 or 4 of the of greatest earthquake severity because 

recent studies indicate high potential for severe ground shaking. The City is in Seismic Activity 

Intensity Zone 3. 

The City of E!k Grove Genera! P!an includes policies to assist in the protection of persons and 
structures in the event of an earthquake. Policy SA-26 and its associated action requires that new 

structures be protected from damage caused by geologic and/or soil conditions. The Project would 
be required to adhere to seismic protection standards listed in the California Building Code. 

Throughout California, including the Project site, there will always be a potential for ground shaking 

caused by seismic activity. However, the Project site is not in an area considered to be of high 

potential for earthquakes. In order to minimize potential damage to the buildings and site 

improvements, all construction in California is required to be designed in accordance with the 

latest seismic design standards of the California Building Code. Design in accordance with these 

standards would reduce any potential impact to a less than significant level. 
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Impact 3.5-2: Implementation and construction of the Project may result 
in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. (less than significant with 
mitigation) 
According to the Custom Soil Resource Report completed for the Project site, the soils on the 

Project site are considered to have a slight to moderate erosion potential. The surface runoff 

potential is considered to be high due to the very slow permeability ofthe soil. 

Grading, excavation, removal of vegetation cover, and loading activities associated with 
construction activities could temporarily increase runoff, erosion, and sedimentation. Construction 
... ,...;,,;+;.,. .. :::~len rruolrl roco1lt- in cnil rn,.,..,n:::~rtinn :::~nrl tuinrl arncinn iCiffll:lrtc th::.t rn11lrl :::arluarcalu :::~ffart 
OII..ILIVILI!I;;~ UI_.U ._UUIU ,...__. ... , .. Ill""""'"..,....,,,,,... .......... ,...,,,..,,, ... -.-.ooou .._,._..,., .... ,, ,_,,._. ..... _. "''"'" ... ._. ... "'' .,....,,.._, .. ._,, "''''-'-'" 

soils and reduce the revegetation potential at construction sites and staging areas. Mitigation 

Measure 3.5-1 requires an approved Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes 

best management practices for grading, and preservation of topsoil. The SWPPP will be designed 

to control storm water quality degradation to the extent practicable using best management 

practices during and after construction. The Project applicant will submit the SWPPP with a Notice 

of Intent to the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to obtain a General Permit. The 

RWQCB is an agency responsible for reviewing the SWPPP with the Notice of Intent, prior to 

issuance of a Geneial Permit for the dischaijge of storm water during construction activities. 

Additionally, there is the potential for erosion associated with stormwater runoff throughout the 
operationai phase of the Project. The potential for erosion is associated with the design of the 
improvements, structures, and landscaping. This includes the drainage design from all paved 

surfaces, including streets, parking lots, driveways, and roofs, as well as landscaping. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: The Project Applicant shall submit a Notice af Intent (NO/) and 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the RWQCB in accordance with the NPDES 
General Construction Permit requirements. The SWPPP shall be designed to control pollutant 
discharges utiiizing Best ivianagernent Practices (BiviPs) and technology to reduce erosion and 
sediments. BMPs may consist of a wide variety of measures taken to reduce pollutants in 
stormwater runoff from the Project site. Measures shall include temporary erosion control 
measures (such as silt fences, staked straw bales/wattles, silt/sediment basins and traps, check 
dams, geofabric, sandbag dikes, ond temporary revegetation or other ground cover) that will be 
employed to control erosion from disturbed areas. Final selection of BMPs will be subject to 
approval by the City of Elk Grove and the RWQCB. The SWPPP will be kept on site during 
construction activity and will be made available upon request to representatives of the RWQCB. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Public Works Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-2: The Project Applicant shall prepare and submit a Post-Construction 
Stormwoter Quality Control Plan in accordance with the most recent version of the Storm water 
Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento Region. Post-construction source and treatment 
controls shall be designed in accordance with the City of Elk Grove Improvement Standards and the 
Storm water Quaiity Design ivianual. The design of post-const;uction sou;ce and t;eatment cont;ols 
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shall be submitted far approval with the improvement plans regardless of whether they constitute 
private or public improvements. 

Drainage from all paved surfaces, including streets, parking lots, driveways, and roofs shall be 
routed either through swales, buffer strips, or sand filters or treated with a filtering system prior to 
discharge to the storm drain system. Landscaping shall be designed to effect some treatment, 
along with the use of a Stormwater Management filter to permanently sequester hydrocarbons, if 
necessary. Permeable pavers and pavement shaii be utilized to construct the facilities, where 
appropriate. 

A separate maintenance manual describing proper maintenance practices for the specific 
treatment controls to be constructed shall also be submitted. If the maintenance manual needs 
revisions, Applicant shall make the requested revisions in a timely manner. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits or approval of 
improvement plans, whichever occurs first. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grave Public Works Department. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 
Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 requires an approved Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

that includes best management practices for grading, and preservation of topsoil. Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-2 requires the Project Applicant to submit an erosion control plan to the City which 
incorporates design measures that treat 85-90 percent of annual average stormwater runoff in 
accordance with the standards of the California Stormwater Best Management Practice New 
Development and Redevelopment Handbook. Implementation of the Mitigation Measures 3.5-1 

and 3.5-2 would reduce potential impacts associated with erosion and loss of topsoil to a less than 
significant level. 

Impact 3.5-3: The Project has the potential to be located on a geologic unit 
or soil that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of 
Project implementation, and potentially result in landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. (less than significant with 
mitigation) 
BEARING CAPACITY 

The Geotechnical Engineering Report identified that the native undisturbed soils on the Project site 

have strength characteristics suitable for support of single family units and associated 
infrastructure on the Project site. The Geotechnical Engineering Report further identified that the 
existing earthen berms and stockpiles on the Project site are unsuitable for structural support and 

recommended that stockpiles and berms be removed and replaced with engineered fill prepared 
in accordance with the recommendations of the report. 

LIQUEFACTION 

Soil liquefaction results from loss of strength during cyclic loading, such as imposed by 
earthquakes. Soils most susceptible to liquefaction are clean, loose, saturated, uniformly graded, 
fine-grained sands. According to the Geotechnical Engineering Report dense, cemented soils at 
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shallow depths will substantially reduce vertical percolation of water and as such, surface and 

near-surface soils will be in near-saturated conditions during and for a considerable period 

following the rainy season (WKA, p. 5). The soils are considered to be easily saturated during the 

winter months. For this reason, there may be a potential for liquefaction during seismic shaking. 

LATERAL SPREADING 

Lateral spreading typically results when ground shaking moves soil toward an area where the soil 

integrity is weak or unsupported, and it typicaily occurs on the suriace of a siope, although it does 

not occur strictly on steep slopes. Oftentimes, lateral spreading is directly associated with areas of 

liquefaction. Areas in the region that are susceptible to this hazard are located along creeks or 

open water bodies, or within the foothills to the west. Currently, the Project site's surface runoff 
flows towards the south and southwest into topographic lows that include portions of Whitehouse 

Creek, seasonal wetlands, verna! pools, ephemera! drainages, and the onsite ponds. Whitehouse 

Creek traverses the Project site from the northern boundary, flowing in a southwesterly direction 

into a series of ponds located in the western portion of the Project site. The large ponds appear to 
be the resuit of past berming and grading activities. The Project inciudes a stormwater detention 

area of 15.7 acres. Because the area is not considered a high earthquake hazard area, the potential 

for lateral spreading is low. 

LANDSLIDES 

Landslides include rockfa!!s, deep slope failure, and shallow slope failure~ Factors such as the 

geological conditions, drainage, slope, vegetation, and others directly affect the potential for 

landslides. One of the most common causes of landslides is construction activity that is associated 
with road buiiding (i.e. cut and fiii). The potential for iandsiides is considered remote in the vaiiey 

floors due to the lack of significant slopes. For this reason, the probability of landslides occurring 

on the Project site is low. 

COLLAPSE 

If nP~r-c;llrf~rP co.nilc: v:uv in rnmnn~itinn both verticallv and laterallv. strom! earthauake shakine: .. ··--· ---------------, ... -----.-------------------------,--- -------,, -----~ -----. .... 
can cause non-uniform compaction of the soil strata, resulting in movement of the near-surface 

soils. The Project site is located in an area considered to be of low potential for earthquake shaking 

according to the Earthquake Shaking Potential Map for Caiifornia. Therefore, the probabiiity of 

differential compaction at the Project site is low. 

SUBSIDENCE 

According to the Elk Grove General Plan EIR, there is a risk for subsidence, the gradual settling or 

sinking of the earth's surface with little or no horizontal motion; within the City~ There are five 

causes of subsidence that affect the City- compaction by heavy structures, erosion of peat soils, 

peat oxidation, fluid withdrawal, and compaction of unconsolidated soils by earthquake shaking. 

The pumping of water from subsurface water tabies for residential, commercial, and agricuiturai 

uses causes the greatest amount of subsidence the City (City of Elk Grove 2003b, p. 4. 9-4). 

CONCLUSION 

The Project site has a low probability for landslides, ground collapse, and lateral spreading. 

However, the Genera! P!an E!R stated that there is a risk of subsidence in the Elk Grove area. The 

General Plan EIR included MM 4.9.2, which requires a geotechnical report or other analysis to be 
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conducted to determine the shrink/swell potential and stability of the soil for projects and to 

provide appropriate mitigation measures. In 2003, Wallace-Kuhl and Associates completed the 
Geotechnical Engineering Report for the project site under a previous development proposal. This 
report was reviewed in 2006 by Wallace-Kuhl and considered to be adequate with the stipulation 

of a review by Vv'allace-Kuhl of grading and foundation plans as they become avaiiabie. 

The Geotechnical Engineering Report included recommendations regarding site clearing and 

preparation, trench backfiii, foundation design, interior fioor siab support, exterior fiatwork 
construction, site drainage, sound wall design, retaining wall design, pavement design, and 
constructing testing/observation to address potentially adverse geotechnical and soils. The soils 
on the Project site have not changed, although the previous development proposal, Elk Ridge 
Estates, had a different layout and components when compared to the Project. The Elk Ridge 

Estates project was composed of 700 single family residences. The proposed Project, includes 

single family residences, age restricted residences, a 125-unit lodge facility, a club house, a swim 
facility, and two parks. The lodge facility, club house, and swim facility may have different 
structural load bearings than those anticipated for single family homes in the Geotechnical 
Engineering Report. Therefore, impacts associated with unstable soils, including liquefaction and 

subsidence, are considered potentially significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

,.-titigation ftileasure 3.5~3: A certified geotechnical engineer shall be retained to perform a 
geotechnical engineering evaluation of the grading and foundation plans for the Silverado Village 
Project. The geotechnical report shall identify measures as necessary to address bearing capacity, 
liquefaction, lateral spreading, expansive soils, and subsidence, and to ensure stable soil conditions. 
The grading and improvement plans, as well as the building plans shall be designed in accordance 
with the recommendations provided in the geotechnical evaluation. The Project Applicant shall 
adhere to the recommendations provided in the geotechnical engineering report. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits and/or approval of 
improvement plans. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Public Works Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 requires a geotechnical report to be prepared for the Project and would 

ensure that appropriate measures are implemented to reduce potential impacts associated with 
unstable soils. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3, the Project would have a less 
than significant impact relative to this topic. 

Impact 3.5-4: The Project has the potential to be located on expansive 
soils, potentially creating substantial risks to life or property. (less than 
significant with mitigation) 
Expansive soils are those that undergo volume changes as moisture content fluctuates; swelling 

substantiaiiy when wet or shrinking when dry. Soii expansion can damage structures by cracking 
foundations, causing settlement and distorting structural elements. Expansion is a typical 
characteristic of clay-type soils. Expansive soils shrink and swell in volume during changes in 
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moisture content, such as a result of seasonal rain events, and can cause damage to foundations, 

concrete slabs, roadway improvements, and pavement sections. 

The Geotechnical Engineering Report completed for the Project site determined that surface and 

near-surface silts and sands throughout the Project site are relatively non-expansive. However, the 

intermittent clays encountered below the topsoil have a moderate potential for expansion (WKA 

2003, p. 4). This report stated that if and when mass grading of the Project site were to occur, the 
effects of expansive day '.·vou!d be mitigated due to mixing with the predominate non-expansive 

soils of placement of clays at depth greater than 12 inches below subgrade for structures. 

However, without mitigation, there is no assurance that this level of mixing would occur during 
grading. Therefore, this impact is potentially significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 would ensure that measures are implemented to 

reduce potential impacts associated with expansive soils to less than significant. 

Impact 3.5-5: The Project has the potential to locate septic facilities on 
soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems. (less than significant with 
mitigation) 

While specifics regarding public restroom facilities at the 5.5-acre park proposed in the north 

portion of the Project site have not been determined at this time, the restrooms, if developed, 

may be served by a septic system. Developments within the City that desire to use a septic system 

for wastewater disposal are referred to the Sacramento County Environmental Management 

Department for approval of the proposed septic system~ 

While the majority of the 5.5-acre park site is partially within the area designated Rural Residential 
by the Genera! P!an, the southern portion of the park site is designated Low Density Hesidentia!. 

General Plan Policy PF-10 discourages the extension of sewer service into areas designated for 

Rural Residential use and prohibits the use of sewer service to accommodate lot sizes smaller than 

two gross acres in the Rural Residential area. Since the park site is 5.5-acres and the extension of 

sewer onto the park site would not result in providing public sewer service to Rural Residential lots 

of 2 acres or smaller, the extension of public sewer to the park site would not conflict with Policy 

PF-10. 

The Project site was preliminarily evaluated as to its ability to absorb septic tank waste. According 

to the Custom Soils Survey completed for the Project site, soils within the Project site are 

considered to have limitations as far as the ability for the soil to absorb septic tank waste. A 
iimitation rating indicates that the soil has features that are favorable to unfavorable for a specific 

use. The limitations can be overcome or minimized by special planning, design, or installation. The 

ratings for septic tanks are based on the soil properties that affect absorption of the effluent, 

construction and maintenance of the system, and public health. Saturated hydraulic conductivity 

(Ksat), depth to a water table, pending, depth to bedrock or cemented pan, and flooding affect the 

absorption of the effluent. Stones, boulders; ice, bedrock, and a cemented pan may interfere with 

installation. 
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As the park may be served by a septic system and the design for the system is not known at this 
time and the potential for septic tank effluent absorption is unknown at this time, this is 
considered to be a potentially significant impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-4: if a septic system is planned for installation at the 5.5-acre park 
site, the ability of the soils to accommodate a septic system shall be evaluated by a licensed 
engineer. If the soils da not have the capacity ta adequately percolate and absorb septic tank 
waste, any restroom facilities on the park site shall be connected ta the public sewer system or 
restroom facilities shall be prohibited. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits and/or approval of 
improvement plans. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Public Works Department. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFI"ER MITIGATION 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-4 would ensure that wastewater associated with the 
park site would be adequately disposed of and would reduce this potential impact to less than 
significant. 
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GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE 3.6 

This section discusses regional greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and climate change impacts that 

couid resuit from implementation of the Project. This section provides a background discussion of 

greenhouse gases and climate change linkages and effects of global climate change. This section is 

organized with an existing setting, regulatory setting, approach/methodology, and impact analysis. 

The analysis and discussion of the GHG and climate change impacts in this section focuses on the 

Project's consistency with !oca!, regional, and statewide climate change nlanning efforts and 

discusses the context of these planning efforts as they relate to the Project. 

adversely affect the environment in a cumulative context. The emissions from a single project will 

not cause global climate change, however, GHG emissions from multiple projects throughout the 

world could result in a cumulative impact with respect to global climate change. Therefore, the 

analysis of GHGs and climate change presented in this section is presented in terms of the 

Project's contribution to cumulative impacts and potential to result in cumulatively considerable 

impacts related to GHGs and climate change. 

Cumuiative impacts are the coiiective impacts of one or more past, present, and future projects 

that, when combined, result in adverse changes to the environment. In determining the 

significance of a proposed project's contribution to anticipated adverse future conditions, a lead 

agency should generally undertake a two-step analysis. The first question is whether the combined 

effects from both the proposed project ond other projects would be cumulatively significant. If the 

agency answers this inquiry in the affirmative, the second question is whether "the proposed 

project's incremental effects are cumulatively considerable" and thus significant in and of 

themselves. The cumulative project list for this issue (climate change) comprises anthropogenic 

(i.e., human-made) GHG emissions sources across the globe and no project alone would 

reasonably be expected to contribute to a noticeable incremental change to the global climate. 

However, iegisiation and executive orders on the subject of climate change in California have 

established a statewide context and process for developing an enforceable statewide cap on GHG 

emissions. Given the nature of environmental consequences from GHGs and global climate 

change, CEQA requires that lead agencies consider evaluating the cumulative impacts of GHGs. 

Small contributions to this cumulative impact (from which significant effects are occurring and are 

expected to worsen over tint e) may be potentially considerable and, therefore, significant. 

3.6.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE LINKAGES 

Various gases in the Earth~s atmosphere, ciassified as atmospheric greenhouse gases (GHGsj, play 

a critical role in determining the Earth's surface temperature. Solar radiation enters Earth's 

atmosphere from space, and a portion of the radiation is absorbed by the Earth's surface. The 

Earth emits this radiation back toward space, but the properties of the radiation change from high

frequency solar radiation to lower-frequency infrared radiation. 
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Naturally occurring greenhouse gases include water vapor (H20), carbon dioxide (C02), methane 

(CH4), nitrous oxide (N 20), and ozone (03). Several classes of halogenated substances that contain 

fluorine, chlorine, or bromine are also greenhouse gases, but they are, for the most part, solely a 

product of industrial activities. Although the direct greenhouse gases C02, CH4, and N20 occur 

naturaiiy in the atmosphere, hurnan activities have changed their atmospheric concentrations. 

From the pre-industrial era (i.e., ending about 1750) to 2005, concentrations of these three 

greenhouse gases have increased globally by 36, 148, and 18 percent, respectively (IPCC 2007)'. 

Greenhouse gases, which are transparent to solar radiation, are effective in absorbing infrared 

radiation. As a result, this radiation that otherwise would have escaped back into space is now 

retained, resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon is known as the greenhouse 

effect. Among the prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are carbon dioxide 

(C02), methane (CH4 ), ozone (03), water vapor, nitrous oxide (N20), and chlorofluorocarbons 

(CFCs). 

Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are attributable in large part to human 

activities associated with the industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, 

commercia!, and agricultural sectors {California Air Resources Board, 2012)2
. !n California, the 

transportation sector is the largest emitter of GHGs, followed by electricity generation (California 

Air Resources Board, 2012). 

As the name implies, global climate change is a global problem. GHGs are global pollutants, unlike 

criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants, which are pollutants of regional and local 

concern, respectively. California produced 492 million gross metric tons of carbon dioxide 

equivalents (MMTCOze) in 2004 (California Energy Commission 2006a) 3
• By 2020, California is 

. . . - . ---- ·- ---- 4 projectea to proauce :,ut MM 1 Luze per year. 

Carbon dioxide equivalents are a measurement used to account for the fact that different GHGs 

have different potential to retain infrared radiation in the atmosphere and contribute to the 

greenhouse effect. This potential, known as the global warming potential of a GHG, is also 

dependent on the lifetime# or persistence; of the gas mo!ecu!e in the atmosphere. Expressing GHG 

emissions in carbon dioxide equivalents takes the contribution of all GHG emissions to the 

1 intergovernmentai Panei on Ciimate Change. 2007. uCiimate Change 2007: The Physicai Science Basis, 

Summary for Policymakers." 

http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/publications_ipcc_fourth_assessment_report_wg1_report_the_ 

physical_science_basis.htm 

2 California Air Resources Board. 2012. "Greenhouse Gas Inventory Data, 2000-2009. 
http://www .arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm 

3 California Energy Commission. 2006a. Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks 1990 to 

2004. http:/ /www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/archive/archive.htm 

4 California Air Resources Board. 2010. "Functional Equivalent Document prepared for the California Cap on 

GHG Emissions and Market-Based Compliance Mechanisms." 
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greenhouse effect and converts them to a single unit equivalent to the effect that would occur if 

only co, were being emitted. 

Consumption of fossil fuels in the transportation sector was the single largest source of California's 

GHG emissions in 2008, accounting for 36.9% of total GHG emissions in the state (California Air 

Resources Board, 2012). This category was followed by the electric power sector (including both 

in-state and out of-state sources) (24.8%) and the industrial sector (21.1%) (California Air 

Resources Board, 2012). 

EFFECTS OF GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 

The effects of increasing global temperature are far-reaching and extremely difficult to quantify. 

The scientific community continues to study the effects of global climate change. In general, 

increases in the ambient global temperature as a result of increased GHGs are anticipated to result 

in rising sea levels, which could threaten coastal areas through accelerated coastal erosion, threats 

to ievees and inland water systems and disruption to coastal wetlands and habitat. 

If the temperature of the ocean warms, it is anticipated that the winter snow season would be 

shortened. Snowpack in the Sierra Nevada provides both water suppiy (runoff) and storage (within 

the snowpack before melting), which is a major source of supply for the state. The snowpack 

portion of the supply could potentially decline by 70% to 90% by the end of the 21" century (Cal 

EPA 2006) 5
. This phenomenon could lead to significant challenges securing an adequate water 

supply for a growing state population. Further, the increased ocean temperature could result in 

increased moisture fiux into the state; however, since this wouid iikeiy increasingly come in the 

form of rain rather than snow in the high elevations, increased precipitation could lead to 

increased potential and severity of flood events, placing more pressure on California's levee/flood 

control system. 

Sea !eve! has risen approximately seven inches during the !ast century and it is predicted to rise an 

additional 22 to 35 inches by 2100, depending on the future GHG emissions levels (Cal EPA 2006). 

If this occurs, resultant effects could include increased coastal flooding, saltwater intrusion and 

disruption of wetlands (Cal EPA 2006). As the existing climate throughout California changes over 

time, mass migration of species, or failure of species to migrate in time to adapt to the 

perturbations in climate, cou!d also result. Under the emissions scenarios of the Climate Scenarios 

report (Cal EPA 2006), the impacts of global warming in California are anticipated to include, but 

are not limited to, the following. 

PUBLIC HEALTH 

Higher temperatures are expected to inCiease the frequency, duration, and intensity of conditions 

conducive to air pollution formation. For example, days with weather conducive to ozone 

5 California Environmental Protection Agency, Climate Action Team. 2006. Climate Action Team Report to 

Governor Schwarzenegger and the Legislature. 

http://www .eli matechange .ca.gov I climate_ action_ team/reports/ 
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formation are projected to increase from 25% to 35% under the lower warming range and to 75% 

to 85% under the medium warming range. In addition, if global background ozone levels increase 

as predicted in some scenarios, it may become impossible to meet local air quality standards. Air 

quality could be further compromised by increases in wildfires, which emit fine particulate matter 

that can travel long distances depending on wind conditions. The Climate Scenarios report 

indicates that large wildfires could become up to 55% more frequent if GHG emissions are not 

significantly reduced. 

In addition, under the higher warming scenario, there could be up to 100 more days per year with 

temperatures above 90°F in tos Angeles and 95°F in Sacramento by 2100. This is a large increase 

over historical patterns and approximately twice the increase projected if temperatures remain 

within or below the lower warming range. Rising temperatures will increase the risk of death from 

dehydration, heat stroke/exhaustion, heart attack, stroke, and respiratory distress caused by 

extreme heat. 

WATER RESOURCES 

A vast network of man-made reservoirs and aqueducts capture and transport water throughout 

the state from northern California rivers and the Colorado River. The current distribution system 

relies on Sierra Nevada snow pack to supply water during the dry spring and summer months. 

Rising tempeiatuies, potentially compounded by deCieases in piecipitation, could seveiely ieduce 
spring snow pack, increasing the risk of summer water shortages. 

The state's water supplies are aiso at risk from rising sea levels. An InflUX of saltwater wou1a 

degrade California's estuaries, wetlands, and groundwater aquifers. Saltwater intrusion caused by 

rising sea levels is a major threat to the quality and reliability of water within the southern edge of 

the Sacramento/San Joaquin River Delta, a major state fresh water supply. Global warming is also 

projected to seriously affect agricultural areas, with California farmers projected to lose as much as 

25% of the water supply they need; decrease the potential for hydropower production within the 

state (although the effects on hydropower are uncertain); and seriously harm winter tourism. 

Under the lower warming range, the snow dependent winter recreational season at lower 

elevations could be reduced by as much as one month. If temperatures reach the higher warming 

range and precipitation declines, there might be many years with insufficient snow for skiing, 

snowboarding, and other snow dependent recreational activities. 

If GHG emissions continue unabated, more precipitation will fall as rain instead of snow, and the 

snow that does fall will melt earlier, reducing the Sierra Nevada spring snow pack by as much as 

70% to 90%. Under the lower warming scenario, snow pack losses are expected to be only half as 

large as those expected if temperatures were to rise to the higher warming range. How much 

snow pack will be lost depends in part on future precipitation patterns, the projections for which 

remain uncertain. However, even under the wetter climate projections, the loss of snow pack 

would pose challenges to water managers, hamper hydropower generation, and nearly eliminate 

all skiing and other snow-related recreational activities. 
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AGRICULTURE 

Increased GHG emissions are expected to cause widespread changes to the agriculture industry 

reducing the quantity and quality of agricultural products statewide. Although higher carbon 

dioxide levels can stimulate plant production and increase plant water-use efficiency, California's 

farmers will face greater water demand for crops and a less reliable water supply as temperatures 

rise. 

Plant growth tends to be slow at low temperatures, increasing with rising temperatures up to a 

threshold. However, faster growth can result in less-than-optimal development for many crops, so 

rising temperatures are likely to worsen the quantity and quality of yield for a number of 

California's agricultural products. Products likely to be most affected include wine grapes, fruits 

and nuts, and mi!k. 

Crop growth and development will be affected, as will the intensity and frequency of pest and 

disease outbieaks. Rising temperatures will likely aggravate ozone pollution, which makes plants 

more susceptible to disease and pests and interferes with plant growth. 

in addition, continued giobai warming wiii iikeiy shift the ranges of existing invasive plants and 

weeds and alter competition patterns with native plants. Range expansion is expected in many 

species while range contractions are less likely in rapidly evolving species with significant 

populations already established. Should range contractions occur, it is likely that new or different 

weed species will fill the emerging gaps. Continued global warming is also likely to alter the 

abundance and types of many pests, iengthen pests' breeding season, and increase pathogen 

growth rates. 

FORESTS AND LANDSCAPES 

Global warming is expected to alter the distribution and character of natural vegetation thereby 

resulting in a possible increased risk of large of wildfires. If temperatures rise into the medium 

warming range, the risk of large wildfires in California could increase by as much as 55%, which is 

almost twice the increase expected if temperatures stay in the lower warming range. Howevert 

since wildfire risk is determined by a combination of factors, including precipitation, winds, 

temperature, and landscape and vegetation conditions, future risks will not be uniform throughout 

the state. For example, if precipitation increases as temperatures rise, wildfires in southern 

California are expected to increase by approximately 30% toward the end of the century. In 

contrast, precipitation decreases could increase wildfires in northern California by up to 90%. 

Moreover, continued global warming will alter natural ecosystems and biological diversity within 

the state. For example, alpine and sub-alpine ecosystems are expected to decline by as much as 

60% to 80% by the end of the century as a result of increasing temperatures. The productivity of 

the state's forests is also expected to decrease as a result of global warming. 
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RISING SEA LEVELS 

Rising sea levels, more intense coastal storms, and warmer water temperatures will increasingly 

threaten the state's coastal regions. Under the higher warming scenario, sea level is anticipated to 

rise 22 to 35 inches by 2100. Elevations of this magnitude would inundate coastal areas with 

saltwater, accelerate coastal erosion, threaten vital levees and inland water systems, and disrupt 

wetlands and natural habitats. 

ENERGY CONSUMPTION 

The consumption of nonrenewable energy {primarily gasoline and diesel fuel) associated VJith the 

operation of passenger, public transit, and commercial vehicles results in GHG emissions that 

ultimately result in global climate change. Alternative fuels such as natural gas, ethanol, and 

electricity (unless derived from solar, wind, nuclear, or other energy sources that do not produce 

carbon emissions) also result in GHG emissions and contribute to global climate change. 

Electricity Consumption 
California relies on a regional power system composed of a diverse mix of natural gas, renewable, 

hydroelectric, and nuclear generation resources. Approximately 71 percent of the electrical power 

needed to meet California's demand is produced in the state. Approximately 29 percent of its 

electricity demand is imported from the Pacific Northwest and the Southwest (California Energy 

Commission, 2012)6 In 2010, California's in-state generated electricity was derived from natural 

gas (53.4 percent), large hydroelectric resources (14.6 percent), coal (1.7 percent), nuclear sources 

(15.7 percent), and renewable resources that include geothermal, biomass, small hydroelectric 

resources, wind, and solar (14.6 percent) (California Energy Commission, 2012). 

According to the California Energy Commission (CEC), total statewide electricity consumption 

increased from 166,979 gigawatt-hours (GWh) in 1980 to 228,038 GWh in 1990, which is an 

estimated annual growth rate of 3.66 percent. The statewide electricity consumption in 1997 was 

246,225 GWh, reflecting an annual growth rate of 1.14 percent between 1990 and 1997 (California 

Energy Commission Energy Almanac, 2012). Statewide consumption was 274,985 GWh in 2010, an 

annual growth rate of 0.9 percent between 1997 and 2010. The Sacramento Area Council of 

Governments (SACOG) region consumed 18,398 GWh in 2010 (SACOG MTP/SCS 2035 Draft EIR, 

2011). roughly 6.7 percent of the state totai. The SACOG region includes the counties of El 

Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba as well as the 22 cities within these six 

counties. 

Oil 
The primary energy source for the United States is oil, which is refined to produce fuels like 

gasoline, diesel, and jet fuel. Oil is a finite, nonrenewable energy source. World consumption of 

petroleum products has grown steadily in the last several decades. As of 2009, world consumption 

6 California Energy Commission (2012). Energy Almanac. Retrieved August 2012, from 

http:/ /energyal man ac.ca .gov I overview/index.htm I 
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of oil had reached 96 million barrels per day. The United States, with approximately five percent of 

the world's population, accounts for approximately 19 percent of world oil consumption, or 

approximately 18.6 million barrels per day (The World Factbook 2009, Washington, DC: Central 

Intelligence Agency, 2009). The transportation sector relies heavily on oil. In California, petroleum 

based fuels currently provide approximately 96 percent of the state's transportation energy needs 

(California Energy Commission, 2012). 

Natural Gas 
In 2010, the SACOG region consumed 529.5 million therms of natural gas. Natural gas supplies are 

derived from underground sources and brought to the surface at gas wells. Once it is extracted, 

gas is purified and the odorant that allows gas leaks to be detected is added to the normally 

odorless gas. Natural gas suppliers, such as PG&E, then send the gas into transmission pipelines, 

which are usually buried underground. Compressors propel the gas through the pipeline system, 

which delivers it to homes and businesses. 

The state produces approximately 12 percent of its natural gas, while obtaining 22 percent from 

Canada and 65 percent from the Rockies and the Southwest (California Energy Commission, 2012). 

In 2006, California produced 325.6 billion cubic feet of natural gas (California Energy Commission, 

2012). PG&E is the largest publicly-owned utility in California and provides natural gas for 

residential, industria!, and agency consumers v.lithin the SACOG area, including the City of E!k 

Grove. 

3.6.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

FEDERAL 

Clean Air Act 
The Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA) was first signed into law in 1970. In 1977, and again in 1990, the 

law was substantially amended. The FCAA is the foundation for a national air pollution control 

effort, and it is composed of the fo!!o\.•Jing basic elements: Nation a! ambient air quality standards 

(NAAQS) for criteria air pollutants, hazardous air pollutant standards, state attainment plans, 

motor vehicle emissions standards, stationary source emissions standards and permits, acid rain 

control measures, stratospheric ozone protection, and enforcement provisions. 

The EPA is responsible for administering the FCAA. The FCAA requires the EPA to set NAAQS for 

several problem air pollutants based on human health and welfare criteria. Two types of NAAQS 

were established: primary standards, which protect public health, and secondary standards, which 

protect the public welfare from non-health-related adverse effects such as visibility reduction. 

Federal Climate Change Policy 
According to the EPA, "the United States government has established a comprehensive policy to 

address climate change" that includes slowing the growth of emissions; strengthening science, 

technology, and institutions; and enhancing international cooperation. To implement this policy, 
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"the Federal government is using voluntary and incentive-based programs to reduce emissions and 

has established programs to promote climate technology and science." The federal government's 

goal is to reduce the greenhouse gas (GHG) intensity (a measurement of GHG emissions per unit of 

economic activity) of the American economy by 18 percent over the 10-year period from 2002 to 

2012. in addition, the EPA administers n1ultiple programs that encourage voluntary GHG 

reductions, including "ENERGY STAR", "Climate Leaders", and Methane Voluntary Programs. 

However, as of this writing, there are no adopted federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws 

directly regulating GHG emissions. 

STATE 

Assembly Bill1493 
In response to AB 1493, CARS approved amendments to the California Code of Regulations (CCR) 

adding GHG emission standards to California's existing motor vehicle emission standards. 

Amendments to CCR Title 13 Sections 1900 (CCR 13 1900) and 1961 (CCR 13 1961), and adoption 

of Section 1961.1 (CCR 13 1961.1) require automobile manufacturers to meet fleet average GHG 

emission limits for all passenger cars, light-duty trucks within various weight criteria, and medium

duty passenger vehicle weight classes beginning with the 2009 model year. Emission limits are 

further reduced each model year through 2016. For passenger cars and light-duty trucks 3,750 

pounds or less loaded vehicle weight (LVW), the 2016 GHG emission limits are approximately 37 

percent lower than during the first year of the regulations in 2009. For medium-duty passenger 

vehicles and light-duty trucks 3,751 LVW to 8,500 pounds gross vehicle weight (GVW), GHG 

emissions are reduced approximately 24 percent between 2009 and 2016. 

CARB requested a v.'aiver of federal preemption of California's Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Standards. The intent of the waiver is to allow California to enact emissions standards to reduce 

carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles in accordance with the 

regulation amendments to the CCRs that fulfill the requirements of AB 1493. The EPA granted a 

waiver to California to implement its greenhouse gas emissions standards for cars. 

Assembly Bill1007 
Assembly Bill 1007, {Pavley, Chapter 371, Statutes of 2005) directed the CEC to prepare a plan to 

increase the use of alternative fuels in California. As a result, the CEC prepared the State 

Alternative Fuels Plan in consultation with the state, federal, and local agencies. The plan presents 

strategies and actions California rnust take to increase the use of alternative non-petroleum fuels 

in a manner that minimizes costs to California and maximizes the economic benefits of in-state 

production. The Plan assessed various alternative fuels and developed fuel portfolios to meet 

California's goals to reduce petroleum consumption, increase alternative fuels use, reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions, and increase in-state production of biofuels without causing a 

significant degradation of public health and environmental quality. 
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California Executive Orders S-3-05 and S-20-06, and Assembly Bill 32 
On June 1, 20051 Goveinoi Ainold Sdiwaizeneggei signed Executive Order S-3-05. The goal of this 

Executive Order is to reduce California's GHG emissions to: 1) 2000 levels by 2010, 2) 1990 levels 

by the 2020 and 3) 80% below the 1990 levels by the year 2050. 

In 2006, this goal was further reinforced with the passage of Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the Global 

Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 sets the same overall GHG emissions reduction goals while 

further mandating that CARB create a plan, which includes market mechanisms, and implement 

rules to achieve "real, quantifiable, cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases." Executive 

Order 5-20-06 further directs state agencies to begin implementing AB 32, inciuding the 

recommendations made by the state's Climate Action Team. 

Assembly Bill 32- Climate Change Scoping Plan 
On December 11, 2008 ARB adopted its Climate Change Seeping Plan (Seeping Plan), which 

functions as a roadmap of ARB's plans to achieve GHG reductions in California required by AB 32 

through subsequently enacted regulations. The Seeping Plan contains the main strategies 

California will implement to reduce C02e emissions by 169 million metric tons (MMT), or 

approximately 30 percent, from the state's projected 2020 emissions level of 596 MMT of CO>e 

under a business-as-usual scenario. (This is a reduction of 42 MMT C02e, or almost 10 percent, 

from 2002-2004 average emissions, but requires the reductions in the face of population and 

economic growth through 2020.) The Seeping Plan also breaks down the amount of GHG emissions 

reductions ARB recommends for each emissions sector of the state's GHG inventory. The Seeping 

Plan calls for the largest reductions in GHG emissions to be achieved by implementing the 

following measures and standards: 

• improved emissions standards for light-duty vehicles (estimated reductions of 31.7 MMT 

CO,e), 

• the Low-Carbon Fuel Standard (15.0 MMT CO,e). 

• energy efficiency measures in buildings and appliances and the widespread deveiopment 

of combined heat and power systems (26.3 MMT C02e), and 

• a renewable portfolio standard for electricity production (21.3 MMT C02e). 

California Strategy to Reduce Petroleum Dependence (AB 2076) 
In response to the requirements of AB 2076 (Chapter 936, Statutes of 2000), the CEC and the CARB 

developed a strategy to reduce petroleum dependence in California. The strategy, Reducing 

California's Petroleum Dependence, was adopted by the CEC and CARB in 2003. The strategy 

recommends that California reduce on-road gasoline and diesel fuel demand to 15 percent below 

2003 demand levels by 2020 and maintain that level for the foreseeable future; the Governor and 

Legislature work to establish national fuel economy standards that double the fuel efficiency of 

new cars, light trucks, and sport utility vehicles (SUVs); and increase the use of non- petroleum 

fuels to 20 percent of on-road fuel consumption by 2020 and 30 percent by 2030. 
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Governor's Low Carbon Fuel Standard (Executive Order #S-01-07) 
Executive Order #S-01-07 establishes a statewide goal to reduce the carbon intensity of California's 

transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020 through establishment of a Low Carbon Fuel 

Standard. The Low Carbon Fuel Standard is incorporated into the State Alternative Fuels Plan and 

is one of the proposed discrete early action GHG reduction measures identified by CARB pursuant 

to AB 32. 

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) 
Senate Bill 97 (Chapter 185, 2007) required the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 

to develop recommended amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for addressing greenhouse 

gas emissions. OPR prepared its recommended amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines to 

provide guidance to pubiic agencies regarding the analysis and mitigation of greenhouse gas 

emissions and the effects of greenhouse gas emissions in draft CEQA documents. The 

Amendments became effective on March 18, 2010. 

Senate Bill375 
Sen. Bill No. 375 (Stats. 2008, ch. 728) (SB 375) was built on AB 32 (California's 2006 climate 

change law). SB 375's core provision is a requirement for regional transportation agencies to 

develop a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) in order to reduce GHG emissions from 

passenger vehicles. The SCS is one component of the existing Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 

The SCS outlines the region's p!an for combining transportation resources, such as roads and mass 

transit, with a realistic land use pattern, in order to meet a state target for reducing GHG 

emissions. The strategy must take into account the region's housing needs, transportation 

demands, and protection of resource and farmlands. 

Additionally, SB 375 modified the state's Housing Element Law to achieve consistency between the 

land use pattern outlined in the SCS and the Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation. The 

legislation also substantially improved cities' and counties' accountability for carrying out their 

housing element plans. 

Finally, SB 375 amended the California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 

et seq.) to ease the environmental review of developments that help reduce the growth of GHG 

emissions. 

The SACOG Board, which is the local metropolitan planning organization that covers the six-county 

area in the Sacramento region, including the City of Elk Grove, adopted the MTP/SCS in April 2012. 

A program-!eve! E!R addressing the environ menta! impacts of the 1'-llTP/SCS 'Nas a!so prepared and 

certified. 
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LOCAL 

Elk Grove Climate Action Plan 
On March 27, 2013, the City Council adopted the Elk Grove Climate Action Plan, or CAP. The City's 

Climate Action Plan is a culmination of existing and proposed initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions. The CAP ensures that the City's future activities and development patterns conform to 

California climate change legislation. The CAP will also make future development easier by acting 

as a tiering document for GHG emissions under the California Environmental Quality Act. 

The purpose of the CAP is to identify how the City will achieve the state-recommended GHG 

emission reduction target of 15 percent by the year 2020 and to create a path to obtain 2050 State 
+~ .......... .,. .,.,r.,.,..,.;.,+o....i u.it-h f.:nHII3rnnr'c rlrrl~~::~or c:._n·::t_nc;. Th~:t rAD nrnuiriP.c. an::~~lc: ::.nrl ::.ccnri:r.t.:•rl "'""'6'- .. "' ..., ............................... , ........ "' ........................... "" ............... • ..... _,., I""'..,"' ... -- o--·- ......................... ~--
measures, also referred to as GHG reduction measures, in the sectors of energy use, 

transportation, land use, water, and solid waste. In addition, the CAP provides goals and measures 

for longer-term adaptation to the potential risks associated with climate change. 

More specifically, the CAP: 

• Identifies sources of greenhouse gas emissions from sources within the City's 
jurisdictional/political boundary and estimates how these emissions may change over 
time. 

• Discusses the various outcomes of reduction efforts and how these reduction efforts can 
be implemented and advertised. 

• Provides energy use, transportation; !and use; water use, and solid waste strategies to 
reduce Elk Grove's greenhouse gas emissions levels to 15 percent below 2005 levels by 
2020. 

• Provides methods for reducing the City's greenhouse gas emissions consistent with the 
direction of the State of California through the Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32), 
Governor:s Order S-03-05, Pubiic Resources Code Section 21083.3(b,d), and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.4. [The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
encourage the adoption of policies or programs as a means of addressing comprehensively 
the cumulative impacts of projects. See State CEQA Guidelines, §15064(h)(3), §15130(d).) 

• Provides substantial evidence that the emissions reductions estimated in the Climate 

Action Plan are feasible. 

Elk Grove General Plan Sustainability Element 
Concurrent with adoption of the Climate Action Plan, the City Council also adopted a new 

component to the General Plan- a Sustainability Element. The Sustainability Element incorporates 

new social, environmental, and economic goals and ideas into the General Plan that focus on the 

concept of sustainability. 
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The Sustainability Element provides an adopted vision and strategy to guide sustainability in the 

City over the next 20 years. The Climate Action Plan (CAP) is a tool that is linked to the General 

Plan through the Sustainability Element, but focuses specifically on greenhouse gas emissions 

reductions. 

The Sustainability Element and Climate Action Plan are part of the framework for developing a 

greenhouse gas emissions reduction strategy in compliance with Section 15183.5(b) of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Section 15183.S(b) refers to the 

development of a plan that can be used to streamline future development proposed as a part of 

the programmatic policy structure in place at the City. 

The Sustainability Element is an optional element of the General Plan, and is not mandated by the 

State of Califoinia (State). The City worked closely with the community to define sustainability and 

identify the policy topics contained within the Sustain ability Element. 

The Sustainabiiity Element includes the foiiowing components: 

A definition of sustainability, as defined by the community through public workshops; 

• A description of relevant State laws; 

• Identification and description of sustainability policy areas addressed in the General Plan; 

• An explanation of the relationship of the Sustainability Element to other elements in the 
General Plan, including a matrix identifying the element in which policies relating to each 
sustainability policy area can be found; 

• An explanation of the relationship of the Sustainability Element to the CAP; and 

• A set of focused sustainability policies and actions not addressed in other elements of the 
General Plan. 

The Sustainabi!ity Element identified three primary components of sustainabi!ity: 

• Environment- Environmental sustainability is achieved by being a steward of the natural 
environment and reducing the impact of human activities on natura! resources and 
systems that support the community. 

= Economy- A sustainable economy is one that is strong, resilient, and conscientious. it is 

achieved by supporting education, jobs, businesses, green industries, innovation and 
economic development. 

Community- A sustainable community is one that is accessible, healthy, safe, and diverse 
and promotes well-being. It is achieved by supporting public participation, healthy living, 
access to social services, cultural diversity, historic preservation and the arts. 

The following policies and actions in the Sustainability Element are relevant to the Project: 
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Policy S-9: Support innovation and green building best management practices for all new private 

development. 

5-9-Action 1: Require all new private developments to meet and (as determined feasible 

by the City) exceed state Title 24 Energy Efficiency Building Standards. (Please see CAP 

reduction measures.) 

S~9-Action 3: Establish a green building incentive program to encourage developers to 

integrate green design techniques above and beyond the requirements of Action 1. 

Incentives may include, but are not limited to, expedited review, plan/permit review fee 

reduction, density bonuses, tax credits, and/or technical assistance. 

Policy S-11: Support strategies that reduce reliance on single-occupancy private vehicles and 

promote the viability of alternative modes of transport. (Please see CAP reduction measures.) 

.ci.-11-Adinn 4~ Fnt;.urP nPw multi-familv and commercial develooments orovide bicvcle - --------. -- -------- ----- -------- --- --. - - -- - ' . , 

parking and other bicycle support facilities appropriate for the users of the development. 

S-11-Action 5: \Nork v.:ith private entities to implement a cityv.1ide car-sharing program. 

Policy S-12: Improve the health and sustainability of the community through improved regional air 

quaiity and reduced greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to climate change. 

S-12-Action 1: Ensure that new development is consistent with the City's Climate Action 

Plan. 

Elk Grove Sustainability Element and Climate Action Plan Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report 
On March 27, 2013, the Elk Grove City Council certified the Sustainability Element and Climate 

Action Plan Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) (SCH#2011062031). The SEIR discloses 

environmental effects associated with implementation of the Elk Grove Sustainability Element and 

CAP. V.Jhen consideiing appioval of subsequent development piojects, the City utilizes the SEIR as 

the basis in determining potential environmental effects and the appropriate level of 

environmental review, if any, of a subsequent activity. Additional environmental review under 

CEQA may be required for subsequent projects and would be generally based on the subsequent 

project's consistency with the Project and the analysis in this EIR, as required under CEQA. It may 

be deteimined that some futuie piojects Oi activities under the proposed project may be exempt 

from environmental review. When subsequent projects or activities under the proposed project 

are proposed, the City will examine the projects or activities to determine whether their effects 

were adequately analyzed in this Program EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). If the projects or 

activities would have no effects beyond those disclosed in this EIR, no further CEQA compliance 

would be n:quiied. 
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SACOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy 
The Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) is a long

range plan for transportation in the region built on the Blueprint. SACOG is required by federal law 

to update the MTP at least every four years. Since the last MTP, California adopted Senate Bill 375, 

which requires a Sustainable Communities Strategy, similar to the Sacramento region's smart land 

use Blueprint project, to be added to transportation pians across the state. The Biueprint is a iong

range vision for growth that promotes compact, mixed-use development and more transportation 

choices as an alternative to low-density development. 

3.6.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

GHG THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE AND METHODOLOGY 

Analysis Approach 
The California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) recommends that lead agencies under CEQA 

make a good-faith effort, based on avaiiabie information, to estimate the quantity of GHG 

emissions that would be generated by a proposed project, including the emissions associated with 

construction activities, stationary sources, vehicular traffic, and energy consumption: to determine 

whether the impacts have the potential to result in a significant project or cumulative 

environmental impact; and, where feasible mitigation is available, to mitigate any project or 

cumuiative impact determined to be potentially significant. iviore recently, OPR prepared 

amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines, pursuant to SB 97 (Statutes of 2007) for adoption by 

the California Natural Resources Agency. The amendments added several provisions reinforcing 

the requirements to assess a project's GHG emissions as a contribution to the cumulative impact 

of climate change. The amendments went into effect on March 18, 2010. 

Specifically, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4, as amended March 18, 2010, state: 

(a) The determination of the significance of greenhouse gas emissions calls for a careful judgment 

by the lead agency consistent with the provisions in section 15064. A lead agency should make a 
good-faith effort, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate 
or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project. A lead agency shall 
have discretion to determine, in the context of a particular project, whether to: 

(1) Use a model or methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a 
project, and which model or methodology to use. The lead agency has discretion to select 
the model or methodology it considers n1ost appropriate provided it supports its decision 

with substantial evidence. The lead agency should explain the limitations of the particular 
model or methodology selected for use; and/or 

(2) Rely on a qualitative analysis or performance based standards. 
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(b) A lead agency should consider the fallowing factors, among others, when assessing the 
significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions on the environment: 

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

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

(3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to 
impiement a statewide, regional, or iocoi pian for the reduction or mitigation of 
greenhouse gas emissions. Such requirements must be adopted by the relevant public 
agency through a public review process and must reduce or mitigate the project's 
incremental contribution of greenhouse gas emissions. If there is substantial evidence that 
the possible effects of a particular project are still cumulatively considerable 
notwithstanding compiiance with the adopted reguiations or requirements, an EiR must be 
prepared for the project. 

The analysis of greenhouse gases in this EIR is conducted at the qualitative level, and relies on the 

project's consistency with the Elk Grove Climate Action Plan. This analysis approach is consistent 

with the guidance provided under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(a)(2). 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Pursuant to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, climate change-related impacts are considered 

significant if implementation of the proposed Project would do any of the following: 

1. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment. 

2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 

the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

In order to determine whether or not the proposed Project would generate GHG emissions that 

may have a significant impact on the environment, this EIR relies on the Project's compliance with 

the City's adopted Climate Action Plan. The Elk Grove Climate Action Plan includes a range of 

measures, that when fully implemented, would result in a 15% reduction of GHG emissions 

Citywide by 2020, compaied to the 2005 baseline GHG emissions. The City certified a Subsequent 

EIR (SCH# 2011062031) on March 27, 2013 that addressed the potential environmental impacts of 

implementation of the CAP, and included provisions for the subsequent review of development 

projects found to be consistent with the CAP. The SEIR and CAP include detailed quantifications 

and supporting documentation and analysis that demonstrate the feasibility of reaching the GHG 

ieduction taigets established in the CAP. 

As described on page 1.0-3 of the SEIR, additional environmental review under CEQA may be 

required for subsequent projects and wouid be generaiiy based on the subsequent project's 
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consistency with the CAP and the analysis in the SEIR, as required under CEQA. It may be 

determined that some future projects or activities under the proposed project may be exempt 

from environmental review. When subsequent projects or activities are proposed, the City will 

examine the projects or activities to determine whether their effects were adequately analyzed in 

this Program EiR (CEQA Guideiines Section 15168j. if the projects or activities wouid have no 

effects beyond those disclosed in this EIR, no further CEQA compliance would be required. 

In order to determine whether or not the Project would conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs, the Project is analyzed for 

consistency with the City's CAP, which is implemented through the City's General Plan 

Sustainability Element. The Elk Grove CAP was developed by the City in order for future 

development projects and City actions to be consistent with- or better than -the statewide GHG 

reductions goals outlined in AB 32. 

Methodology 
Greenhouse gases attributable to the Project would be generated from two primary sources: 1) 

energy usage from the Project (both the residential and non-residential components), and 2) 

emissions from vehicle trips and vehicle miles travelled generated by the Project. 

This EIR includes a qualitative assessment of the project's consistency with the Elk Grove CAP. If 

the project is shown to properly implement the applicable measures contained in the CAP, then 

the project would have a less than significant impact. 

The analysis, conclusions, and findings contained in the Elk Grove Sustainability and Climate Action 

Plan Subsequent EIR (SCH# 2011062031) are incorporated into this EIR by reference. As described 

under CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5(a), lead agencies may analyze and mitigate the significant 
effects af greenhouse gas emissions at o programmatic level, such as in a general plan, o long 
range development pion, or o separate plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Later project
specific environmental documents may tier from ond/or incorporate by reference that existing 
programmatic review. Project-specific environmental documents may rely on an EIR containing o 
programmatic analysis of greenhouse gas emissions as provided in Section 15152 (tiering}, 15167 
(staged EIRs}, 15168 (program EIRs}, 15175-15179.5 (Master EIRs}, 15182 (EIRs prepared for 
Specific Plans), and 15183 (E/Rs Prepared for General Plans, Community Plans, or Zoning). 

As described under CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5(b)(2), Use with Later Activities: A plan for the 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, once adopted fo!!owing certification of an EIR or adoption 
of an environmental document, may be used in the cumulative impacts analysis of later projects. 
An environmental document that relies an a greenhouse gas reduction plan far a cumulative 
impact analysis must identify those requirements specified in the plan that apply to the project, 
and, if those requirements are not otherwise binding and enforceable, incorporate those 
requirements as mitigation measures applicable to the project. 
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GHG IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.6-1: The Project may generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment, or conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 
(Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
The City's Climate Action Plan is a culmination of existing and proposed initiatives to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions. The CAP ensures that the City's future activities and development 

patterns conform to California climate change legislation. The CAP will also make future 

development easier by acting as a tiering document for GHG emissions under the California 

Environmental Quality Act. 

The purpose of the CAP is to identifv ho\.·V the City \•Ji!! achieve the state-recommended GHG 

emission reduction target of 15 percent by the year 2020 and to create a path to obtain 2050 State 

targets associated with Governor's Order S-03-05. The CAP provides goals and associated 

measures, also referred to as GHG reduction measures, in the sectors of energy use, 

transportation, land use, water, and solid waste. In addition, the CAP provides goals and measures 

for !anger-term adaptation to the potentia! risks associated with climate change. 

More specifically, the CAP: 

• Identifies sources of greenhouse gas emissions from sources within the City's 
jurisdictional/political boundary and estimates how these emissions may change over 
time. 

• Discusses the various outcomes of reduction efforts and how these reduction efforts can 
be impiemented and advertised. 

• Provides energy use, transportation, land use, water use, and solid waste strategies to 
reduce Elk Grove's greenhouse gas emissions levels to 15 percent beiow 2005 ieveis by 
2020. 

• Provides methods for reducing the City's greenhouse gas emissions consistent with the 
direction of the State of California through the Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32), 
Governor's Order S-03-05, Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b,d), and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.4. [The CEQA Guidelines encourage the adoption of policies or 
programs as a means of addressing comprehensively the cumulative impacts of projects. 
See State CEQA Guidelines, §15064(h)(3), §15130(d).] 

• Provides substantial evidence that the emissions reductions estimated in the Climate 
Action Plan aie feasible. 
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The CAP is structured to serve as a programmatic tiering document for the purposes of CEQA. A 

tiering document front-loads the analysis needed for many projects in order to decrease the time 

and money that would be needed for individual analyses per project. 

The measures presented in the Elk Grove CAP have the potential to reduce GHG emissions by 
175,832 metric tons (MT) of C02e by 2020. These reductions are equivalent to a 15.00 percent 

reduction from 2005 baseline levels. 

The following measures in the Elk Grove CAP are applicable to the Project, and must be 

implemented by the project in order for the project to be found consistent with the CAP: 

BE-6. Building Stock: New Construction. Adopt CALGreen Tier 1 standards to require all 

new construction to achieve a 15 percent improvement over minimum Title 24 CALGreen 

energy requirements. 

This measure requires new development in Elk Grove to meet and exceed California's Energy 

Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings (Title 24, Part 11, of the California 

Code of Regulations, or CALGreen). 

The California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24 (California Building Standards Code, hereinafter 

Title 24) includes requirements for the structural, plumbing, electrical, and mechanical systems of 

buildings and for fire and life safety, energy conservation, green design, and accessibility in and 

around buildings. This reduction measure is focused on two sections of Title 24: Part 6, the 

California Energy Code, and Part 11, the California Green Building Standards Code, or CALGreen 

Code. 

The CALGreen Code inciudes mandatory minimum energy efficiency requirements for buildings. it 

also establishes two tiers of voluntary measures to achieve greater energy efficiencies and other 

benefits. Tier 1 is a 15 percent improvement over minimum requirements, and Tier 2 is a 30 

percent improvement over minimum requirements. 

BE-7, Building Stock: Appliances and Equipment: in New Development, Encourage the 

use of energy-efficient appliances and equipment in new buildings that maximize 

efficiency. 

New development has a greater opportunity to install energy-efficient appliances that save costs 

and reduce energy use. Through this measure, the City will promote the voluntary incorporation of 

Energy Star and high-efficiency equipment and appliances in both residential and nonresidential 

development. 

BE-9. Cool Paving Materials. Encourage the use of high-albedo material for future 

outdoor surfaces to the greatest extent feasible, including but not limited to parking lots, 

median barriers, roadway improvements, and sidewaiks. 

Increasing urban albedo can reduce summertime temperatures, resulting in better air quality and 

savings from reduced air-conditioning costs. Albedo is the measure of an object's reflectivity. 

Lighter-colored materials absorb less heat and therefore have a higher albedo ratio. 
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Increasing urban albedo reduces absorption of incoming solar radiation, countering some effects 

of increasing GHG concentrations. Pavements and roofs typically constitute over 60 percent of 

urban surfaces. Using reflective materials can increase both roof and pavement albedo by about 

0.25 and 0.15, respectively, resulting in a net albedo increase of about 30 percent. To maximize 

the aibedo of pavement, iighter-coiored aggregate can be used in the pavement mix. 

Alternatively, asphalt pavements can be covered with high-albedo sealcoats, small rocks set in 

binder, or a thin layer of concrete. For concrete applications, using lighter-colored sand and 

cement can increase reflectivity. Cool (lightcolored) pavements also increase nighttime visibility 

and pavement durability. 

BE-10. On-Site Renewable Energy Installations. Promote voluntary installations of on-site 

solai photovoltaics in new and existing development, and revise standards to facilitate the 
transition to solar water heaters and solar photovoltaics in new development. 

The goai of this measure is to reduce GHG emissions reiated to residential and commercial energy 

use by facilitating the development of small-scale distributed renewable energy production. 

Renewable energy installations are expected to increase dramatically throughout the next few 

decades due to innovative financing strategies, lower costs of renewable energy equipment, and 

new regulations that require the provision of solar photovoltaic options and solar offsets for new 

subdivisions. 

RC-1. Waste Reduction. The City shall facilitate recycling, reduction in the amount of 

waste, and reuse of materials to reduce the amount of solid waste sent to the landfill from 

Elk Grove and achieve an 80 percent diversion by 2020. 

Measure RC-1 is intended to increase the proportion of waste diverted from landfills. This 

measure will be implemented through a range of actions that will be implemented by the City. 

Actions applicable to residential projects include encouraging the use of recycled concrete in a!! 

base material used in private road construction and requiring 65% construction waste diversion. 

RC-2. Water Conservation. Reduce the amount of water used by residential and non

residential uses. 

This measure relies primarily on local actions by residents and water rationing by the local water 

districts. Actions associated with this measure applicable to the Project include promoting the use 

of drought-tolerant vegetation to minimize water consumption and encouraging the use of 

drought-tolerant planting and site design to maximize runoff into designated planter areas. 

TACP-.1~5. Pedestrian and Bicycle Travel. Provide for safe and convenient pedestrian and 

bicycle travel through implementation of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan and 

increased bicycle parking standards. 

The City's Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan was completed in 2004 and details the City's 

anticipated future bikeways and bike and pedestrian facility improvements. This measure includes 

actions to revise commercial parking standards, require provision of bicycle support facilities for 
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appropriate development, and review office and mixed-use development to address connection 

and orientation to pedestrian paths, bicycle paths, and existing transit stops within Y, mile of the 

new development. The Project provides extensive pedestrian and bicycle facilities, including bike 

lanes, multi-use paths, and paseos, and provides for connections to existing facilities, as described 

in Chapter 2.0, consistent with the Bicycle and Pedestrian iviaster Pian. 

TACM-12. Traffic Calming and Anti-Idling. Improve traffic flow and reduce unnecessary 

idling through use of traffic calming devices and enforcement of idling restrictions. 

The goal of this measure is to reduce GHG emissions from transportation sources by reducing 

idling times and improving traffic flow. Actions associated with this measure include encouraging 

traffic circles over 4- or 2-way stop signs at residential intersections, where feasible, and working 

\rvith the Police Department to enforce vehicle idling !imitations. The Project includes a traffic 

circle at each of the 4-way intersections along Silverado Drive. Mitigation Measure 3.10-3 limits 

idling of internal combustion engines to no more than 5 minutes during construction activities. 

SUMMARY 

The impiementation of Mitigation Measure 3.6-i wouid ensure that the Project incorporates aii of 

the relevant and applicable measures contained in the Elk Grove CAP. The Project is consistent 

with the Rural Residential, Low Density Residential, and Commercial/Office/Multifamily land use 

designation assigned to the site by the General Plan Land Use Map, as described in Section 3.9. 

The General Plan land use designations would accommodate approximately 1,022 residential units 

on the Project site; the Project proposes 660 single family units and up to 125 

independent/assisted living units, which is less than the development allowed under the adopted 

land use designations. As such, the cumulative greenhouse gas impacts associated with the 

Project are consistent with the greenhouse gas emissions projections and analysis in the Elk Grove 

Sustainability Element and Climate Action Plan Subsequent EIR. Implementation of the Project 

wouid not resuit in greenhouse gas emissions beyond the ieveis assumed in the CAP and anaiyzed 

in the SEIR. 

As described above, implementation of the CAP would result in a 15% reduction of GHGs within 

the City by 2020, compared to the baseline 2005 GHG levels. Implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.6-1 would ensure that the Project implements the applicable CAP measures described 

above and reduce potential greenhouse gas emissions. With implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 3.6-1, the Project would be consistent with the CAP and this impact would be less than 

significant. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1: Prior to the issuance oj building permits, the Project shaii demonstrate 

compliance with the following: 

• Achieve Tier 1 of Title 24, Part 11, green building standards to exceed minimum Title 24 
energy efficiency standards by 15%. 

Incorporate the use of energy-efficient appliances and equipment that maximize efficiency 
in new buildings and facilities. 

• Incorporate the use of high-albedo material for outdoor surfaces to the greatest extent 
feasible, including but not limited to parking lots, median barriers, roadway improvements, 
and sidewalks. 

• Prewiring or conduit for solar photovoltaics shall be provided in all non-residential 
structures. 

• Utilize drought-tolerant vegetation in landscape areas, and design grading improvements 
to maximize runoff into designated landscape and planter areas. 

• Achieve a minimum waste diversion rate of 65%, which shall be demonstrated through the 
Project's Waste Management Plan, for all construction and demolition activities. 

• lltili7P rPrvriPrl rnnrrPtP in hnfOP mntPrinl fnr nPW rnnd construction to the areatest extent 
-~···-- ·--r-·-- --------- ... ---- ···-------.J-- ----- ---- -- ------- ..., 

feasible. 

= Provide prewiiing for plug-in electric vehicles. 

• Provide a solar option for home buyers. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of building permits 

Enforcementf,Av1onitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department 
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The purpose of this section is to disclose and analyze the potential impacts associated with hazards 

and hazardous materials related to the Project site and general vicinity, and to analyze the 
potential for exposure of people to hazards and hazardous materials as the Project is built and 

operated. This section is based in part on the following technical studies: EnviroStor Website (DTSC 

2013}, GeoTracker (SWRCB 2013), City of Elk Grove General Plan (City of Elk Grove 2003a). 

Sacramento County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan {Sacramento County 2004), Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment Bond Waterman Property (Wallace-Kuhl & Associates (WKA) 

2011a), Report of Findings Soil Sampling and Analysis (WKA 2011b), and Custom Soil Resource 

Report (USDA 2011). 

Comments regarding this topic received in response to the Notice of Preparation identified 

concerns associated with the following issues (see Appendix A for complete comments): 

• Potential for hazardous materials to occur on the Project site, and 

= Soil contamination related to previous dumping on site. 

3. 7.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Hazardous 1\taterials Defined 
For the purposes of this EIR, "hazardous material" is defined as provided in California Health & 

Safety Code, Section 25501: 

• Any material that, because of its quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical 

characteristics, poses a significant present or potential hazard to human health and safety 

or to the environment if released into the workplace or the environment. 

"Hazardous materials" include: but are not limited to; hazardous substances: hazardous waste: and 

any material that a handler or the administering agency has a reasonable basis for believing that it 

would be injurious to the health and safety of persons or harmful to the environment if released 
into the workpiace or the environment. 

"Hazardous waste" is a subset of hazardous materials. For the purposes of this EIR, the definition 

of hazardous waste is essentially the same as that in the California Health & Safety Code, Section 
25517, and in the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22, Section 66261.2: 

• Hazardous wastes are wastes that, because of their quantity, concentration, physical, 
chemical, or infectious characteristics, may either cause, or significantly contribute to, an 

increase in mortality or an increase in serious illness, or pose a substantial present or 

potential hazard to human health or the environment when improperly treated, stored, 

transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed. 

CCR Title 22 categorizes hazardous waste into hazard classes according to specific characteristics of 

ignitibility, corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity. Hazardous waste with any of these characteristics is 

also known as a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) waste. 
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Hazardous materials can be categorized as hazardous non-radioactive chemical materials, 

radioactive materials, toxic materials, and biohazardous materials. The previous definitions are 

adequate for non-radioactive hazardous chemicals. Radioactive and biohazardous materials are 
further defined as follows: 

• Radioactive materials contain atoms with unstable nuclei that spontaneously emit ionizing 
radiation to increase their stability. 

• Radioactive wastes are radioactive materials that are discarded (including wastes in 

storage) or abandoned. 

• Toxic wastes are harmful or fatal when ingested or absorbed (e.g., containing mercury, 
lead). When toxic wastes are land disposed, contaminated liquid may leach from the waste 

and poiiute groundwater. 

• Biohazardous materials include materials containing certain infectious agents 
(microorganisms, bacteria, molds, parasites, and viruses) that cause or significantly 
contribute to increased human mortality or organisms capable of being communicated by 
invading and multiplying in body tissues. 

• Medical wastes include both biohazardous wastes (byproducts of biohazardous materials) 
and sharps (devices capable of cutting or piercing, such as hypodermic needles, razor 

blades, and broken glass) resulting from the diagnosis, treatment, or immunization of 

human beings, or research pertaining to these activities. 

PROJECT VICINITY 

Hazardous 1\-taterial Sites 
The State of California Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List (also known as the "Cortese List") 

is a planning document used by the state, local agencies, and developers to comply with the CEQA 
requirements for providing information about the location of hazardous materials sites. 
Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal 

EPA) to annually update the Cortese List. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSCj is 
responsible for preparing a portion of the information that comprises the Cortese List. Other state 
and local government agencies are required to provide additional hazardous material release 

information that is part of the complete list. The CAL-SITES Abandoned Site Program Information 
System (ASPIS) Database is compiled by Cal-EPA to identify and track potential hazardous waste 
sites. !n addition to the Cortese list and CAL-S!TES; the County of Sacramento's Department of 

Environmental Health also maintains lists of hazardous material sites, releases, and accident 

occurrences. GeoTracker is a geographic information system (GIS) that provides online access to 
environmental data and is the interface to the Geographic Environmentai information 
Management System (GEIMS), a data warehouse which tracks regulatory data about underground 
fuel tanks, fuel pipelines, and public drinking water supplies. 

Searches of the above resources and records identified 48 hazardous material sites in the vicinity 

of Elk Grove known to handle and store hazardous materials and are associated with a hazardous 
material related release or occurrence. The terms "release" or "occurrence" include any means by 
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which a substance could harm the environment: by spilling, leaking, discharging, dumping, 

injecting, or escaping. 

Table 3.7-1 displays the known hazardous material sites in the City with a description of the 

hazards provided. No known hazardous sites are associated with the Project site. The Franklin 

Meadows Elementary School No. 37 site is within one-half mile from the Project site and has been 

determined to require no action by SWRCB. Of those sites within one mile of the Project; Arco 
#5695 and FAA Remote Repeater are considered closed cases, and the f'.ilather Auxiliary Fie!d site 

is identified as open and inactive, with no potential contaminants of concern identified, according 

to the SWRCB (SWRCB 2013). The California State Military Museum (CSMM) website indicates 

that the Mather Auxiliary Field site in the City was acquired in December 1942. A 2,200' x 2,500' 

landing area had been prepared and was awaiting paving, but the site was not used and no 

structures were built. The site was not placed into use and was then returned to the original 

owners, remaining in agricultural land for several decades until it was developed as a residential 

subdivision (CSMM 2013). 

TABLE 3 7-1· GEOTRACKER KNOWN HAZARDOUS MATERIAL RELEASE SITES 

SITE NAME 

Arcu #5696** 

Mather Field Auxiliary 
[)09ca0797l** 
FAA Remote Repeater** 

Franklin Meadows Elem 
Schooi No. 37* 

5/TETYPE CLEANUPSTATUS ADDRESS 

LUST Co111pleted- Case 9215 Elk Grove-Florin Road 
Closed 

DTSC Inactive- Needs Bond Road/Waterman Road, south of 
Evaluation Bond Road 

LUST Completed- Case Rodgers Rd 
Closed 

DTSC No Action Required Fire Poppy Drive/Blossom Ranch Drive 

SOURCE: SWRCB,. GEOTRACKER, 2013 

Note: LUST= leaking Underground Storage Tank, DTSC =California Department of Toxic Substances Control. *site 
withfn ~mile of project; •• site within 1 mile of project-

DTSC's Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program (Cleanup Program) EnviroStor 
rl>t>h><P nrnvirlP< nTSC:'< mmnnnent of Cortese List data bv identifvin!! Annual Workolan lnow -------- r·--·---- ---- -----.---------- -- --- , , ... ' • 

referred to State Response and/or Federal Superfund), and Backlog sites listed under Health and 

Safety Code section 25356. In addition, DTSC's Cortese List includes Certified with Operation and 
Maintenance sites. There are no DTSC Cieanup Program sites within one miie of the Project site 

(DTSC EnviroStor 2013). 

Transportation of Hazardous Materials 
The transportation of hazardous materials within the City is subject to various federal, state, and 

!oca! regulations. The on!y road'.-•Jay and transportation route approved for the transportation of 

explosives, poisonous inhalation hazards, and radioactive materials in the City is Interstate 5. 

In addition to area roadways, hazardous materials are routinely transported on existing railroad 

facilities that pass through the City. The Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) is within the existing city 

limits, aligns diagonally north to south, and is located east of SR 99. The Western Pacific Railroad 

(WPRR) is located in the western portion of the Planning Area, near Interstate 5. The Central 

California Traction Railroad (CCTRR) aligns north to south near the eastern portion of the City (City 

of Elk Grove, 2003). The UPRR tracks are located approximately 3/4 miles west of the Project site, 
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the WPRR tracts are about 5.5 miles to the west, and the CCTRR tracks are approximately three 

miles east of the Project site. 

Major Hazardous Material Handling Facilities in the City of Elk Grove 
The Suburban Propane facility, \.Vhich is located at 10450 Grant Line Read, and the Georgia Pacific 

Resins facility, which is located at 10399 East Stockton Boulevard, are the only major industrial 

facilities within the City of Elk Grove that have the potential to pose off-site hazards. Existing land 

uses within a one-half mile radius of these facilities consist of light and heavy industrial, office, 

commercial, residential, and agricultural. Several studies have been conducted to determine the 

site-specific risks of these two facilities and evaluate the consequences that could be attributed to 

these facilities (City of Elk Grove 2003, p. 4.4-6). These studies analyzed the hazard types, 

incidence scenarios, worst-case effects and the extent of those effects, specific conditions 
associated with worst-case effects, and approximate probabilities associated with each scenario. 

Off-site hazards to human health and property associated with potential incidents at the Suburban 

Propane and Georgia Pacific facilities include vapor cloud explosion, radiant heat, flash fire, 

shrapnel and formaldehyde exposure. The extent of the potential impact for these hazards has 

been identified in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR and are as follows: 

• Vapor Cloud Explosion- out to~ mile, 

• Radiant Heat (fireball)- out toY, mile, 

• Flash Fire- out to 1 y, mile, 

• Formaldehyde exposure- out to 1 mile, and 

• Shrapnel- out toY, mile (City of Elk Grove 2003, pg. 4.4-26). 

The Project site is approximately three miles from both the Suburban Propane facility and the 
Georgia Pacific Resins facility, which is well outside of the hazard zone for these facilities. 

SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

The Project site consists of approximately 230 acres located at the northwest corner of Bond Road 

and Waterman Road, as shown on Figure 2-2. The Project site is generally bounded by Waterman 

Road, vacant land, rural residential uses, and Laguna Creek to the east; Waterman Square 

Apartments adjacent the southeast corner; Bond Road and single family residential uses to the 
south; and single family residential development to the west, with a vacant area adjacent to the 

northwest. 

Site Topography 
The Pioject site is vacant and chaiacteiized by ielatively level topogiaphy, with the exception of 
areas with earthen berms which generally rise in height from three to five feet, several man-made 

ponds, and a large depression. Historically, the Project site has been utilized for agricultural and 

industrial uses. However, the Project site has been vacant since the acquisition of the property by 

the Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD), formerly the Sacramento County Sanitation District. 
The elevation ranges from 39 to 71 feet above mean sea level. Surface runoff flows towards the 

south and southwest into topographic lows that include portions of Whitehouse Creek, seasonal 
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wetlands, vernal pools, ephemeral drainages, and the onsite ponds. Whitehouse Creek traverses 

the property from the northern boundary, flowing in a southwesterly direction into a series of 

ponds located in the western portion of the Project site. The large ponds appear to be the result of 

past berming and grading activities. In addition, many of the linear depressions on the Project site 

appear to be a result of historic excavation activities and may be related to past agricultural 

practices on the property. The discharge of water from the Project site occurs when the ponds are 

significantly inundated and exits the Project site via a weir, overland swales, and roadside ditches, 

eventuaiiy discharging into Laguna Creek to the west. 

Soils 
The Custom Soil Resource Report completed for the Project site by the United States Department 

of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) web-based service identifies 
t-a...,. n.,..., .. = .. '',.f..,,..,. ..... a .. nn +ho o .. ,...;.,.,..t- .,;+.,. ,.. .... ,...c-i.,t- nf DoF4rlinn .,. .. ,..,.,.,IJ., In"'"" n +n g narrant- .,lnnat 
Lllo;:; 11"-UI .l'UIIU ...... _,.VII..:J VII Lll\.. I IUJ' ...... L ..;IlL'- ........... _..,_.. .. 'U'I '''-""UIIIQ fiiU¥ ... 11' I..,UIIII..., LV V ........ ._._,, .............. .__., 

San Joaquin silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes, and San Joaquin-Durixeralfs complex, 0 to I percent 

slopes (USDA 2011, p. 10). 

Regional and Local Groundwater 
The Project site is located within the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) defined 

Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin of the Sacramento River Hydrologic Region. According to 

WKA, no DWR monitored groundwater wells are located within one-half mile of the Project site 

WKA reviewed information regarding the former Elk Grove Disposal facility, which was located 

approximateiy 400 feet south of the Project site. According to a 2008 Annual ivionitoring Report, 

the direction of groundwater at the facility was reported to be to the west. The depth to 

groundwater ranged from 29.71 to 33.25 feet below ground surface (WKA 2011, p. 9). 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
A Phase ! Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) consistent with ASTM Standard E1527-05 and 

general industry standards was conducted on the Project site by WKA. The purpose of this Phase I 

Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was to evaluate the Project site for evidence of potential 

Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECsj resulting from current andior former site activities. 

The following information was provided in the ESA for the Project site. 

SITE RECONNAISSANCE 

WKA (2011) visually assessed the Project site on August 17, 2011. On the day of field 

reconnaissance the Project site was undeveloped !and. The majority of the Project site was 

covered with dense, low-lying vegetation. Several berms were noted on the western and northern 

portions of the Project site. The berms ranged in height from approximately three feet to five feet. 

The purpose of the berms was not immediately discernibie. Several piies of dirt overgrown with 

vegetation were observed on the southern portion of the Project site. Concrete pads with two 

drainage basins on the western end were observed on the southern portion of the Project site. A 

well casing was observed to the south of the concrete pads adjacent to a tree. High-voltage, 

tower-mounted electrical transmission lines were observed along the northeastern boundary of 

the Pioject site. 
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HISTORICAL REVIEW 

Historical information was revil"wed to develop a history of the previous uses of the Project site 

and surrounding area, in order to evaluate the Project site and adjoining properties for evidence of 

RECs. Standard historical sources reviewed during the preparation of this report included the 

foiiowing: 

• Sanborn Maps; • Building Department Records; 

• Topographic Maps; • Local Street Directories; 

• Ol! and Gas \AJe!! !\l!aps; • Zoning and Land Use Records; 

• Aerial Photographs; • Other Historical Sources; and, 

• Ownership Records; • Prior Assessments. 

The literature review included a previous Phase I ESA dated November 2, 2001 that had been 

prepared for the Project site by Kleinfelder, Inc., a Phase I ESA Update prepared by WKA in January 

2006, and a history of the Project site dated October 7, 2008 prepared by the Sacramento Area 

Sanitation District. 

SOIL SAMPLING 

In 1988, Sacramento County collected surface soil samples from four areas on the Project site, 

which included two composite background samples from the northwestern portion, two 

composite samples from the area of the former winery drainage ponds, two composite samples 

from the former drainage basin, and two composite samples from the IDS area. The soil samples 

were analyzed for metals, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls, and total organic content. The 

analytical results of the soil samples collected in the background area, area of the former wine 
wastewater evaporation ponds, and drainage basin areas did not reveal high levels of tested 

parameters. The composite samples from the IDS area revealed elevated levels of lead, zinc, and 

copper, but the groundwater and surface water sample did not indicate that any of the tested 

parameters were above screening levels. Sacramento County concluded that the elevated levels 

of metals in the surface soils in the IDS area are likely from several layers of grave! and asphalt and 
not the result of IDS activities at the Project site. WKA conducted further analysis of the IDS area 

soils, described below under the Report of Findings Soil Sampling and Analysis. 

PHASE I ESA CONCLUSIONS 

The historical land use research dating back to the late 1800s revealed that the Project site was 
primarily used for agricultural purposes prior to the early 1930s. The north-central portion of the 

Project site was used for winery wastewater evaporation ponds from the early 1930s to the mid-

1970s. The southwestern portion of the Project site was developed with a residential structure 
from the early 1900s to the early 1970s. Independent Disposal Services used the southwestern 

portion for offices and a truck maintenance area from 1963 to the late 1980s. The Project site is 
currently vacant iand. 

The analytical results of the soil samples collected by Sacramento County in the area of the former 

wine wastewater evaporation ponds indicated that the tested parameters were below screening 

levels. 
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The central portion of the Project site is located within a 500-year regulatory floodplain, as 

designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 

It is unlikely that a potential vapor intrusion condition (pVIC) exists. 

The Phase I ESA did not identify any recognized environmental conditions in connection with the 

Project site (WKA 201la, p. 21). 

PHASE 1 ESA RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the information provided in the ESA, the ESA made the following recommendations: 

• Abandon well on the southern portion of the Project site in accordance with local 

regulations. 

• If a septic system is encountered during construction activities, it shall be properly 

abandoned in accordance with local regulations. 

• If the northern portion of the Project site will be developed for a sensitive use, such as a 
daycare, school, or hospital, further investigation of the winery wastewater evaporation 

ponds may be required. 

• If any soil disturbing activity uncovers evidence of soil staining, soil odors, buried objects, 

or any other non-soii artifact, modify the findings, conclusions, and recomrnendations in 

the ESA as required by the discovery of new information. 

Report of Findings Soil Sampling and Anaiysis 
A Report of Findings Soil Sampling and Analysis (ROF) was prepared for the Project site by WKA on 

August 31, 2011 (Appendix C). The ROF indicated that the Project site had formerly been used as a 

corporate yard and staging area for a waste disposal company which operated from 1963 until 

1981. The ROF was prepared to address whether lead-impacted soil is present beneath areas of 

the Project site because of previous site activities. 

Soil samples were collected from eight hand-augered borings in the southwest area of the Project 

site, as shown on Figure 3 of the ROF in Appendix C. The soils were analyzed for lead content using 

EPA Method 60108 and soluble lead content using California Waste Extraction Test and EPA 

Method 60108. Lead concentrations ranged from 8.8 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) to 15 

mg/kg. This range of detected lead is well below the environmental screening level of 200 mg/kg. 

Soluble lead was not detected in any of the soil samples above 0.50 milligrams per liter. WKA did 

not recommend any additional investigative sampling Oi analysis (Vv'KA 2011b). 

3.7.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

FEDERAL 

The primarv federal agencies that are responsible for overseeing regulations and policies regarding 

hazardous materials are the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Department of Labor 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), and the Department of Transportation 

(DOT). Several laws governing the transport, storage, and use of hazardous materia is are governed 
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by these agencies as well as oversight for contaminated sites cleanup. Federal laws and regulations 
that are applicable to hazards and hazardous materials are presented below. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
The 1976 Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act {RCRA) and the 1984 RCR . .!\ 

Amendments regulate the treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous 

wastes. The legislation mandated that hazardous wastes be tracked from the point of generation 
to their ultimate fate in the environment. This includes detailed tracking of hazardous materials 
during transport and permitting of hazardous material handling facilities. 

The 1984 RCRA amendments provided the framework for a regulatory program designed to 
prevent releases from USTs. The program establishes tank and leak detection standards, including 
spill and overflow protection devices for new tanks. The tanks must also meet performance 

standards to ensure that the stored material will not corrode the tanks. Owners and operators of 
USTs had until December 1998 to meet the new tank standards. As of 2001, an estimated 85 
percent of USTs were in compiiance with the required standards. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation Act 
The Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, as amended, is the basic statute regulating hazardous 

materials transportation in the United States. The purpose of the law is to provide adequate 
protection against the risks to !ife and property inherent in transporting hazardous materials in 

interstate commerce. This law gives the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) and other 

agencies the authority to issue and enforce rules and regulations governing the safe transportation 
of hazardous materials (DOE 2002). 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (the Act) 

introduced active federal involvement to emergency response, site remediation, and spill 
prevention, most notably the Superfund program. The Act was intended to be comprehensive in 

encompassing both the prevention of, and response to, uncontrolled hazardous substances 
releases. The Act deals with environmental response, providing mechanisms for reacting to 
emergencies and to chronic hazardous material releases. In addition to establishing procedures to 

prevent and remedy problems, it establishes a system for compensating appropriate individuals 
and assigning appropriate liability. It is designed to plan for and respond to failure in other 

regulatory programs and to remedy problems resulting from action taken before the era of 
comprehensive regulatory protection. 

Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act 
The Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act authorizes the U.S. Department of Transportation Office of 
Pipeline Safety to regulate pipeline transportation of natural (flammable, toxic, or corrosive) gas 

and other gases as well as the transportation and storage of liquefied natural gas. The Office of 
Pipe!lne Safety regulates the design, construction, inspection, testing, operation, and maintenance 

of pipeline facilities. While the federal government is primarily responsible for developing, issuing, 
and enforcing pipeline safety regulations, the pipeline safety statutes provide for State assumption 
of the intrastate regulatory, inspection, and enforcement responsibilities under an annual 
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certification. To qualify for certification, a state must adopt the minimum federal regulations and 

may adopt additional or more stringent regulations as long as they are not incompatible. 

STATE 

The primary state agencies that are responsible for overseeing regulations and policies regarding 

hazardous materials are the California Office of Emergency Services (DES), California 

Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA), Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). California Highway Patrol (CHP). California 

Water Quality Control Board, and the California Air Resources Board. Several laws governing the 

generation, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials are administered by these agencies. 

State Jaws and regulations that are applicable to hazards and hazardous materials are presented 

below. 

California Health and Safety Code 
Cal-EPA has established rules governing the use of hazardous materials and the management of 

hazardous wastes. Many of these regulations are embodied in the California Health and Safety 

Code. The code includes regulations that govern safe drinking water, substances control, land 

reuse and revitalization, remediation, restoration, and methamphetamine contaminated dean ups. 

California Code of Regulations Title 22 and Title 26 
The California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 22 provides state regulations for hazardous 

materials, and CCR Title 26 provides regulation of hazardous materials management. In 1996, 

Cai/EPA established the "Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management 

Regulatory Program" (Unified Program) which consolidated the six administrative components of 

hazardous waste and materials into one program. 

Medical Waste Management Act 

The Medical \Naste ~ .. ~anagement Act {f'-.. 1\AJMA), Sections 117600-118360 of the California Health 

and Safety Code (HSC), considers any person whose act or process produces medical waste to be a 

medical waste generator in California (e.g., a facility or business that generates and/or stores 

medical waste on-site). Medical wastes are categorized by the MWMA as either biohazardous 

waste or sharps waste. The MWMA requires that a medical waste generator: maintain a current 

"Unified Program Facility Permit," issued by the County Department of Environmental 
Management, train employees in appropriate hazardous waste management, maintain a Medical 

Waste Management Plan, and keep documentation that demonstrates the proper disposal of 

medical wastes. Small or large quantity generators who are required to register with an 

enforcement agency pursuant to HSC Section 117930 or 117955, respectively, shall file a Medical 

Waste Management Plan with the City. 
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LOCAL 

City of Elk Grove General Plan 
The City General Plan contains the following goals and policies that are relevant to hazards and 
haza;dous materials aspects of the Project: 

Policy SA-2 

Policy SA-4 

Policy SA-8 

Policy SA-10 

In considering the potential impact of hazardous facilities on the public and/or 
adjacent or nearby properties, the City shall consider the hazards posed by 
reasonably foreseeable events. Evaluation of such hazards shall address the 
potential for events at facilities to create hazardous physical effects at offsite 
locations that could result in death, significant injury, or significant property 
damage. The potential hazardous physical effects of an event need not be 
considered if the occurrence of an event is not reasonably foreseeable as defined 
in Policy SA-3. Absent substantial evidence to the contrary, a "hazardous physical 
effect" from an event shall be a level of exposure to a hazardous physical effect in 
excess of the levels identified in Policy SA-4. 

The Maximum Acceptable Exposure standards shown in Table SA-A shall be used 
in determining the appropriateness of either: 

(1) Placing a use near an existing hazardous facility which could expose the new 
use to hazardous physical effects, or 

(2) Siting a hazardous facility that could expose other nearby uses to hazardous 
physical effects. 

Absent substantial evidence to the contrary, the placement of land uses that do 
not meet the Maximum Acceptable Exposure standards shall be considered to 
result in a significant, adverse impact for the purposes of CEQA analysis. 

Storage of hazardous materials and waste shall be strictly regulated, consistent 
with state and federal law. 

Industries which store and process hazardous or toxic materials shall provide a 
buffer zone between the installation and the property boundaries sufficient to 
protect public safety. The adequacy of the buffer zone shall be determined by the 
City of Elk Grove. 

Sacramento County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 
The City is part of the Sacramento County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan (SCMHMP). This plan is a 

multi-jurisdictional plan that covers the following incorporated communities that participated in 

the planning process: City of Citrus Heights, City of Elk Grove, City of Folsom, City of Galt, City of 

Isleton, City of Ranch Cordova, City of Sacramento, and Sacramento County. This plan also covers 
69 additional special districts and organizations within Sacramento County that meet the DMA 

definition of "local government" and participated in the planning process (Sacramento County 
MHMP 2004, p. 1-2). This plan addresses natural hazards only. 
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Cosumnes Community Services District- Fire Department 
The Cosumnes Community Services District (CCSD) Fire Department Master Plan includes a 

management and response plan in addition to identification of service level goals. The plan 

examines future growth in the service area boundaries and identifies manpower, facilities, and 
equipment needed to meet established goals. The CCSD Fire Department relies on a Fire 

Development Fee program to fund departmental needs. 

3. 7.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Project will have a significant 

impact from hazards and hazardous materials if it will: 

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

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 enviionment. 

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

• Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

The Initial Study (Appendix A) completed for this Project analyzed impacts regarding hazards and 

hazardous materials which are listed in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. This analysis 

determined that while the Project may have a significant impact regarding certain thresholds of 

significance, others would result in no impact. The topics for which there is no impact are listed 

below and are not discussed further in this EIR: 

Be located on a site which is included on a Jist 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. 

• 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. 

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, wouid the project resuit in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area. 

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of !oss; injury or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands. 

The reader is referred to the Initial Study (Appendix A) for further discussion of these impact areas. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.7-1: The Project has the potential to create a significant hazard 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or 
through the reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. (less 
than significant with mitigation) 
CONSTRUCTION PHASE 

Construction activities associated with development of the Project site may include refueling and 
minor maintenance of construction equipment on-site which could lead to minor fuel and oil spills. 
The use and handling of hazardous materials during construction activities would occur in 

accordance with applicable Federal, State, and local laws including California Occupational Health 
and Safety Administration (CaiOSHA) requirements. Construction activities would be subject to 
the NPDES permit process which requires the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan {SVJPPP). The SVJPPP would be ieviewed and appioved by the Regional VJatei Quality Contiol 

Board. The proposed construction staging areas and fuel and oil changing locations would be 
identified in the SWPPP. Small amounts of hazardous materials may be used during operation and 
maintenance activities associated with future development (i.e. equipment maintenance, fuel, 
solvents, roadway resurfacing, re-stripping materials, etc.). The use of these materials in the 

quantities necessary would not result in any significant adverse health or environmental impacts 
to people in the vicinity of the Project site. 

Additionally, construction activities may uncover we!!s, areas of soi! staining, soi! odors, buried 

objects or any other non-soil artifact. Further, the existing well on the southern portion of the 
Project site must be abandoned pursuant to local regulations. 

The hazardous materials used during the construction phase of the Project must comply with 
federal, state, and local regulations regarding the handling and transportation of such materials, 
thereby reducing the potential for accidental release of those materials to the environment. 

Construction activities may uncover an abandoned wells site and areas of soil staining, soil odors, 

buried objects or any other non-soil artifact. 

OPERATIONAL PHASE 

The operational phase of the Project \."Ji!! occur after construction is completed and tenants and 

residents move in to occupy the structures and facilities on a day-to-day basis. Below is discussion 

of the environmental impacts associated with the various components of the Project throughout 
the operational phase. 

The Project includes a mix of land uses, the majority of which are considered compatible with the 

surrounding uses. These land uses include: single family residential uses, senior patio homes, open 
space including drainage facilities, parks and a trail. None of these land uses routinely transport, 
use, or dispose of hazardous materials, or present a reasonably foreseeable release of hazardous 

materials, with the exception of common residential grade hazardous materials such as household 
cleaners, paint, etc. 
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The senior lodge facility would include facilities for persons in need of assisted living and memory 

care. This type of facility would dispense medication which would create medical hazardous waste. 

Any facility or business that generates or stores medical waste onsite is considered to be a medical 

waste generator in California and must comply with the regulations set forth in the MWMA, 

including registering with the Sacramento County Department of Environmental Management, In 

addition, medical waste generators that treat medical waste on the Project site would be required 

to obtain a completed on-site treatment permit, obtained by submission of an application and the 
appropriate fees to the Caiifornia Department of Pubiic Heaith, Medical Waste Management 

Program. On-site treatment of medical waste reduces the potential for public exposure during 

transportation of the waste. Compliance with the regulations established in the MWMA program 

would ensure that the medical waste and other hazardous materials that would be generated from 
the Project would not create a significant hazard through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 

hazardous materials, nor vJou!d a significant hazard to the public or to the environment through 
the reasonably foreseeable upset and accidental conditions involving the likely release of 

hazardous materials into the environment occur. 

CONCLUSION 

The City General Plan includes several policies to protect those living in the City from the potential 

of hazardous waste exposure. Policy SA-2 requires that in considering the potential impact of 

hazardous facilities on the public and/or adjacent or nearby properties, the City shall consider the 

hazards posed by reasonably foreseeable events and Policy SA-4 states that the Maximum 

Acceptable Exposure standards shown in Table SA-A shall be used in determining the 

appropriateness of siting a facility. This EIR includes analysis of the potential of exposure to 

hazardous wastes during construction and operation of the Project. Additionaiiy, the Phase i ESA 

completed for the Project identified that the Project site was free of hazardous waste. Policy SA-8 

states that storage of hazardous materials and waste shall be strictly regulated, consistent with 

state and federal law. The Project is required to conform to local, state and federal law with 

regards to hazardous material and waste. Policy SA-10 requires that Industries which store and 
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property boundaries sufficient to protect public safety. The Project is not for the development of 

an industry or business that stores significant amounts of hazardous or toxic materials. 

Construction activities associated with development of the Project site may include refueling and 

minor maintenance of construction equipment on-site which could lead to minor fuel and oil spills. 

The operational phase of the Project does not pose a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment. Implementation of the Project would have a less than significant impact relative to 

this issue. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

with the requirements of the Sacramento County Environmental Health Division. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits and/or approval of 
improvement plans. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Public Works Deportment. 
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Mitigation Measure 3.7·2: If at any time during construction on existing septic system is 
encountered, the system shall be removed and destroyed in accordance with the requirements of 
the Sacramento County Environmental Health Division. 

Timing/Implementation: As a condition of Project approval and implemented 
during all ground-disturbing activities 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Public Works Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.7-3: If at any time during construction, soil staining, soil odors, or potentially 
hazardous non-soil artifacts are encountered, the Applicant shall cease construction in the vicinity 
of the discovery. The Applicant shall have a licensed geotechnical engineer evaluate the soil 
conditions and, if potentially hazardous conditions exist, submit recommendations to the City of Elk 
Grove Public Works Department to address potentially hazardous conditions. Upon acceptance of 
recommendations by the City, the Applicant shall implement recommendations. 

Timing/Implementation: As a condition of Project approval and implemented 
during all ground-disturbing activities 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City a! Elk Grove Public Works Department. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Much of the potential hazard impacts related to construction are controlled by applicable Fed era!, 

State, and local laws including California Occupational Health and Safety Administration (CaiOSHA) 

requirements. In addition, construction activities would be subject to the NPDES permit process 
which requires the preparation of a Storm Water Poiiution Prevention Pian (SWPPPj. For those 

undiscovered potential hazards, Mitigation Measures 3.7-1 through 3.7-3 require the removal of 

these hazards according to the Sacramento County Environmental Health Division or the City of Elk 
Grove regulations. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.7-1 through 3.7-3 will reduce 
potential hazard impacts to less than significant. 

Impact 3.7-2: The Project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter miie of an existing or proposed schooi. (no impact) 
Potential impacts associated with handling hazardous materials, substances, and waste are 
discussed under Impact 3.7-L There are no schools within a~ mile of the Project site. The nearest 
school is the Elk Grove Elementary School located at 9373 Crowell Dr., approximately Y, of a mile 
from the southwestern border of the Project site. No schools are proposed within l' of a mile of 
the Project site. Therefore, there would be no impact to schools within X of a mile of the Project 
site. 

hnpact 3.7-3: The Project would not in1pair in1piementation of or 
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. (no impact) 
The City of Elk Grove is part of the Sacramento County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan (SCMHMP), 
which addresses natural hazards. The SCMHMP also determined that other than flooding, there 
are no other mapped, identified natural hazard areas for the City of Eik Grove. Earthquake shaking 
from distant sources could cause damage in Elk Grove, though damage would probably be minor 
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due to the relative newness of the building stock and the absence of tall buildings (Sacramento 
County MHMP 2004, p. 6.4-5). 

The City adopted the Sacramento County Area Plan (SCAP), which is used as a guideline for 
hazardous material related accidents or occurrences. The purpose of the SCAP is "To delineate 
responsibilities and actions by various agencies in Sacramento County required to meet the 
obligation to protect the health and welfare of the populace, natural resource (environment), and 
the public and private properties involving hazardous materials." 

The City and the Cosumnes Community Services District Fire Department would implement 
emergency response measures to address emergency management, including notifications, 
evacuations, and other necessary measures in the event of an emergency. 

The Project provides multiple points of access, as well as emergency access points, that would 
accommodate evacuation in the event of an emergency. The Project is consistent with the 
General Plan and would not impede implementation of adopted emergency response plans. 

The Project would not impede or conflict with the objectives or policies contained in the SCMDP or 
the SCAP and there would be no impact. 
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This section describes the regulatory setting, regional hydrology and water quality, impacts that 

are iikeiy to resuit from Project implementation, and measures to reduce potentiai significant 
impacts to hydrology and water quality. The Initial Study completed for the proposed Project 

determined that the Project would not expose persons or structures to inundation by seiche, 

tsunami, or mudflow; therefore this subject will not be discussed in this Draft EIR. The reader is 

referred to the Initial Study for further analysis on this subject. 

This section is based in part on the following documents, reports and studies: Which Lakes, 

Streams, or Ocean Locations Are Listed By The State As Impaired? (California Water Quality Control 

General Plan Environmental Impact Report (City of Elk Grove 2003b), Elk Grove General Plan 

Background Report (City of Elk Grove 2003c), Storm Drainage Moster Plan, Volume II (City of Elk 

Grove 2011a), Storm Drainage Moster Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (City of Elk Grove 

2011b), Custom Soil Resource Report for Sacramento County, Colifornio (USDA 2013), California's 
Groundwater Update [Sacramento Volley Groundwater Basin, South American Sub-Basin] (DWR 

2006), About Elk Grove (Elk Grove Chamber of Commerce 2013), 2010 Urban Water Management 

Plan (Elk Grove Water District 2011), California Lakes and Reservoirs Impaired by Mercury (State 

Vv'ater Resources Control Board 2012), Drainage Study for Silverado Village Site Development 
(Wood Rodgers 2013), Ground-Water Quality Data in the Southern Sacramento Volley, California, 

2005-Results from the California GAMA Program (United Stated Geological Survey (USGS) 2005), 

Web Soil Survey (United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 2013), and Geotechnical 

Engineering Report Elk Ridge Estates, (Wallace-Kuhl and Associates (WKA) 2003). 

Comments related to hydrology, water quality and drainage were received during the NOP/Initial 

Study comment period. These comments consisted of the following: 

Flooding to the Quail Ranch subdivision, Campbell Road area, and Sheldon Estates 

subdivision as a result of site development. 

Hydraulic impacts to Laguna Creek. 

• Quality of stormwater and runoff. 

3.8.1 EXISTING SETTING 

REGIONAL HYDROLOGY 

Surface Water 
The City is located in the Sacramento River Hydrological Region, which covers approximately 17 
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Oregon border south to the Sacramento- San Joaquin Delta. The Sacramento River Basin includes 

the entire area drained by the Sacramento River. For planning purposes, the Sacramento River 

Basin includes all of the watersheds tributary to the Sacramento area that are north of the 

Cosumnes River watershed. The City is located in the Morrison Creek Stream Group Drainage 

Basin. This 192-square-mile drainage basin drains much of the area designated for urban 

development in the county. Stormwater in most of the basin flows west through Morrison, Laguna, 
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Elder, and Elk Grove creeks and other associated creeks to the Beach Stone Lakes basin west of 1-5 

(Elk Grove 2011b, pg. 3.6-1). 

The region includes the Sacramento River, the longest river system in California, and its tributaries. 

The Sacramento River Hydrological Region is the main water supply for many of California's urban 

and agricultural areas. The hydrological region normally receives 90 percent of its annual 

precipitation during the wet season (approximately October to April) with rain in the lower 

elevations and snow in the higher elevations. Snowmelt occurring in the late spring and early 

summer months contributes to large stream flows in the spring. 

LOCAL DRAINAGE 

The City's drainage area encompasses both urbanized and rural areas within the City, which covers 

over 26,000 acres in the southern portion of Sacramento County. The terrain throughout the City is 

relatively flat, with natural creeks and channels traversing the area. The eastern portion of the City 

is predominantly rural, with residences built on large lots where animal raising is common. 

The City drains within thirteen major watersheds as shown on Figure 3.8-1. Within the watersheds 

there are ten major natural creeks or open channels that convey stormwater runoff within the City 

including: Deer Creek, \Nhitehouse Creek, Elk Grove Creek, Grant Line Channel, Laguna Creek, 

Laguna West Channel, Shed A Channel, Shed B Channel, Shed C Channel, and Strawberry Creek. 

Four of the creeks convey runoff that originates outside of the City limits: Deer Creek, Elk Grove 

Creek, Laguna Creek, and Strawberry Creek. All of the City watersheds ultimately drain into the 

Beach Stone Lakes area of the county, with the exception of the Deer Creek and Grant Line 

Channel watersheds, which drain to Deer Creek and ultimately to the Cosumnes River (City of Elk 

Grove 2011b, pg. 3.6-1). The Project site drains into Whitehouse Creek which is a tributary of 

Laguna Creek. These watersheds are described in detail below. 

Laguna Creek Watershed- Laguna Creek is the largest stream in the City. Runoff in the watershed 

flows generally to the southwest until the creek reaches Waterman Road where it bends, flowing 

to the northwest, toward its confiuence with Morrison Creek. The totai watershed area, at the 

confluence of Morrison Creek, is approximately 48 square miles. The headwaters of Laguna Creek 

begin in the City of Rancho Cordova to the northeast. Laguna Creek flows into the City at Calvine 
Road, picking up Whitehouse Creek and Elk Grove Creek before leaving the City boundaries near 

Sheldon Road. The creek then picks up flows from Jacinto Creek within the City of Sacramento City 

limits and joins rv1crrlson Creek just east of !-5. !n E!k Greve, Laguna Creek has been altered by 
development (City of Elk Grove 2011a, pg. 4-1). 

\l·rlhitehouse C;eek \Aiate;shed - VJhitehouse Cieek diains a wateished with an aiea of 

approximately 1,030 acres and is a major tributary to Laguna Creek. The watershed is 

approximately bounded by SR 99 to the west, Sheldon Road to the north, Waterman Road to the 
east, and Bond Road to the south. The Creek begins northeast of the intersection of Bond and 

Waterman roads and flows to the west for approximately 1.5 miles, then turns south and 

continues for approximately 0.5 miles before joining Laguna Creek 1,200 feet upstream of SR 99 

(City of Elk Grove 2011a, pg. 7-1). 
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SURFACE WATER QUALITY 

Potential hazards to surface water quality include the following non point pollution problems: high 

turbidity from sediment resulting from erosion of improperly graded construction projects, 

concentration of nitrates and dissolved solids from agriculture or surfacing septic tank failures, 

contaminated street and !awn run-off from urban areas, and warm water drainage discharges into 

cold water streams. 

The most critical period for surface \'Jater quality is fo!!owing a rainstorm which produces 

significant amounts of drainage runoff into streams at low flow, resulting in poor dilution of 

contaminates in the low flowing stream. Such conditions are most frequent during the fall at the 

beginning of the rainy season when stream flows are near their lowest annual levels. Besides the 

greases, oils, pesticides, litter, and organic matter associated with such runoff, heavy metals such 

as copper, zinc, and cadmium can cause considerable harm to aquatic organisms when introduced 

to streams in low flow conditions. 

Urban stormwater runoff was managed as a non-point discharge (a source not readily identifiable) 

under the Federal Water Pollution Control Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500, Section 208) until the 
mid-1980's. However, since then, the Federal Environmental Protection Agency has continued to 

develop implementing rules which categorize urban runoff as a point source (an identifiable 

source) subject to National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits. Rules now 

affect medium and large urban areas, and further rulemaking is expected as programs are 

developed to meet requirements of Federal water pollution control laws. 

Surface water pollution is also caused by erosion. Excessive and improperly managed grading, 

vegetation removal, quarrying, logging, and agricultural practices all lead to increased erosion of 

exposed earth and sedimentation of watercourses during rainy periods. In slower moving water 

bodies these same factors often cause a buildup of siltation; which u!timate!y reduces the capacity 

of the water system to percolate and recharge groundwater basins, as well as adversely affecting 

both aquatic resources and flood control efforts. 

303{d) Impaired Water Bodies: Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act requires States to 

identify waters that do not meet water quality standards or objectives and thus, are considered 

"impaired." Once listed, Section 303(d) mandates prioritization and development of a Total 

Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). The TMDL is a tool that establishes the allowable loadings or other 

quantifiable parameters for a waterbody and thereby the basis for the States to establish water 

quality-based controls. The purpose of TMDLs is to ensure that beneficial uses are restored and 

that water quality objectives are achieved. 

According to the California Water Quality Control Monitoring Council, which is part of California 

Environmental Protection Agency, Natural Resources, there are no impaired water bodies within 
the vicinity of the Project site. However, within Sacrar11ento County there are ten 303{d) impaired 

waterbodies. California waters are listed as impaired for uses related to fish or shellfish 

consumption by humans and which pollutants are involved. Table 3.8-1 identifies waterbodies in 

Sacramento County which are listed as impaired, including the pollutant of concern and TMDL 

status. 
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TABLE 3.8-1: 303(D) LISTED IMPAIRED WATERBODIESIN SACRAMENTO COUNTY 

"'·--M-·· I AFFECTED I POLLUTANTOF I 
VY if.ll!.IUIUU 1 

American River, Lower 
(Nimbus Dam to confluence 
with Sacramento River) 
Delta waterways: Central 
portion 

Delta waterways: Eastern 
portion 

Delta waterways: Northern 
portion 

n~1 .. ~ waterways: \Vestern U'CILQ 

portion 

Lake Natomas 

Natomas East Main Drainage 
Canal (aka Steelhead Creek, 
downstream of Arcade Creek] 

Natomas East Main Drainage 
Canal (aka Steelhead Creek, 
upstream of Arcade Creek) 
Sacramento River (llniuht<: \.·····o··-
Landing to the Delta) 
Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta-

AREA 

27 miles 

11,425 
acres 

2,972 
acres 

6,795 
acres 

"1 A ~'JA ..._..,., .... ~..,. 
acres 

485 acres 

3 miles 

12 miies 

16 miles 

41,736 
acres, 

CONCERN 

Mercury 

Mercury 
DDT, Group A 
Pesticides 

Mercury 
DDT, C:rnnn A -· --r 

Pesticides 

Mercury 
Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls 
(PCBs) 
DDT, Group A 
Pesticides 

Mercury 
DDT, Group A 
Pestiddes 

Mercury 

Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls 
(PCBs) 

Poiychiorinated 
Biphenyls 
(PCBs) 
MPrrnnr ·-·-·--•J 
Mercury, 

Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls 
(PCBs] 
Chordane, DDt, 
Dieldrin 
Dioxin ,. _______ ..,~_ 
\..UJiipuuuu~ 

(including 
2,3,7,8-TCDD], 
Fur an 
Compounds, 
PCBs 
(Polychlorinate 

I d biphenyls) 
( dioxin·like) 

t JVIUt.. .:JTATUS 

Not Started 

Completed project report with data and analysis 
Completed compilation of existing information, 
identified data needs, developed study plans and 
en~a~ed stakeholders 
Completed project report with data and analysis 
rnmnlPtPrl rnmnibtinn nf Pvkrina infnrrn::lltinn --·-·r-·---- ---··r··--·-·· ~· -···--···o ····-· ···-··-··• 
identified data needs, developed study plans and 
engaged stakeholders 
Completed project report with data and analysis 
Not Started 

Completed compilation of existing information, 
identified data needs, developed study plans and 
engaged stakeholders 
Completed ""roject re-ort with data and analysis 
Completed compilation of existing information, 
identified data needs, developed study plans and 
ene:ae:ed stakeholders 
Not started 

Not started 

Not started 

Not started 

USEPA Approved 

RWQCB Adopted TMDL 

Completed data co1lection and analysis 

Completed definition of project and justification 

Source: California Water Quality Control Monitoring Council, CaiEPA. 2012 
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According to the State Water Resources Control Board, there are three lakes in Sacramento County 

that are impaired. These are: 

• Beach Lake, mercury. 

• Folsom Lake, mercury. 

• Lake Natomas, mercury. 

Groundwater 
The City is located VJithin the Sacramento Va!!ey Groundv1ater Basin and South American Sub-

basin. This aquifer system underlying the Project site is part of a regional aquifer system that 

extends beyond Sacramento County into the Central Valley. The South American sub-basin is 

comprised of continental deposits of Late Tertiary to Quaternary age that are bounded on the east 

by the Sierra Nevada mountain range, on the west by the Sacramento River, on the north by the 

American River, and on the south by the Cosumnes and Mokelumne Rivers (DWR 2006, Pg. 1). 

These perennial rivers generally create a groundwater divide in the shallow subsurface. It is clear 
that there is interaction between groundwater of adjacent sub-basins at greater depths (DWR 

2006, pg. 1). Furthermore, this aquifer system recharges from a combination of sources including 

stream recharge primarily from the American, Cosumnes, Mokelumne, and Sacramento Rivers, 

subsurface inflows from adjacent counties, and percolation of rainfall and applied water. 

The South American sub-basin aquifer system is comprised of continental deposits of Late Tertiary 

to Quaternary age. These deposits include Younger Alluvium (consisting of flood basin deposits, 

dredge tailings, and Holocene stream channel deposits), Older Alluvium, and Miocene/Pliocene 

Volcanics. The cumulative thickness of these deposits increases from a few hundred feet near the 

Sierra Nevada foothi!!s on the east to over 2,500 feet along the western margin of the subbasin. 

Geologically, the Sacramento Valley is a large trough filled with sediments having variable 

permeability rates; as a result, we!!s developed in areas with coarser aquifer materials wi!! produce 

larger amounts of water than wells developed in fine aquifer materials. In general, well yields in 

the Sacramento Valley are good and range from one-hundred to several thousand gallons per 

minute (City of Elk Grove 2008, pg. 4.7-2). As surface water supplies have been so abundant in the 

Sacramento Valley, groundwater supply primarily supplements the surface water supply. Yet with 

changing environmental laws and requirements, this balance is shifting to a greater reliance on 

groundwater, and conjunctive use of both supplies is occurring to a greater extent throughout the 
Sacramento Valley, particularly in drought years (City of Elk Grove 2008, pg. 4.7-2). 

Two aquifer formations underlie the City. The first and shallower aquifer (Laguna Formation) 

extends 200 to 300 feet below ground level. The second and deeper aquifer (Mehrten Formation) 

separated fron1 the shallower aquifer by a discontinuous day layer, aveiages 1,600 feet thick. 

Extraction from the South Sacramento groundwater basin has formed a cone-of-depression in the 

groundwater table centered south of Elk Grove Boulevard between Interstate S and SR 99 (City of 

Elk Grove 2003b, pg. 4.8-9). 
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GROUNDWATER QUALITY 

Generally, groundwater in the Sacramento Valley has lower dissolved-solids concentrations than 
other sub regions in the Central Valley, with dissolved-solids concentrations increasing as the 

depth increases in the aquifer system. Groundwater in predominantly agricultural areas (i.e., 
southern and eastern portions of the county) can become excessively saline and damaging to 

crops because evaporation of sprayed irrigation water and evapotranspiration of soil moisture and 
shallow groundwater leaves behind dissolved salts. As a result, the concentration of salts in the soil 

and shallow groundwater increases and may reach levels detrimental to plant growth. 

Maximum recommended nitrate concentrations for drinking water by the USEPA is 10 milligrams 
per liter. Some crops may be affected by nitrate concentrations as low as 5 milligrams per liter. 

Occurrences of nitrate in concentrations of greater than 5 milligrams per liter are sporadic in the 
City and seem to be confined mainly to the shallow parts of the aquifer. The contamination is 

usually attributable to local sources, such as septic tanks, feedlots, and dairies (City of Elk Grove 
2003b, pg. 4.8-15}. 

The Ground-Water Ambient Monitoring and Assessment (GAMA) Statewide Basin Assessment 
project was developed in response to the Ground-Water Quality Monitoring Act of 2001 and is 
being conducted by the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) in coiiaboration 
with the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS} and the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (USGS 
2005, pg. 1}. The purpose of this report is to present the analytical results and quality-control (QC) 
analyses for organic, inorganic, and microbial constituents, and general water-quality parameters 

for ground-water samples collected from 83 wells in the Southern Sacramento Valley GAMA study 
unit (USGS 20051 pg. 1}. 

The City is located in the Southern Sacramento Valley study unit (SSACV) for the purposes of the 
GAMA. The GAMA defined boundaries of the South American (SAM) study area closely match 

those defined by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) for the "South American Subbasin". 

Ground-water quality in the approximately 2,100 square-mile Southern Sacramento Valley study 
unit (SSACV) was investigated from March to June 2005 as part of the Statewide Basin Assessment 

Project of Ground-Water Ambient Monitoring and Assessment (GAMA) Program. This study was 
designed to provide a spatia!!y unbiased assessment of raw ground-water quality within SSACV, as 

well as a statistically consistent basis for comparing water quality throughout California. Samples 
were collected from 83 wells in Placer, Sacramento, Solano, Sutter, and Yolo Counties. Sixty-seven 

of the weiis were selected using a randomized grid-based method to provide statistical 
representation of the study area. Sixteen of the wells were sampled to evaluate changes in water 
chemistry along ground-water flow paths. Four additional samples were collected at one of the 

wells to evaluate water-quality changes with depth. This study did not evaluate the quality of 

water delivered to consumers; after withdrawal from the ground, water typically is treated, 
disinfected, and (or) blended with other "•.:aters to maintain acceptable VJater quality {USGS 2005, 

pg. 6}. 

Relative-concentiations (sample concentiation divided by the benchmaik concentiatlon) weie 
used for evaluating groundwater quality for those constituents that have Federal and (or) 
California benchmarks for drinking-water quality. Aquifer-scale proportion was used as a metric for 
evaluating regional-scale groundwater quality. High aquifer-scale proportion is defined as the 

percentage of the primary aquifers with relative-concentration greater than 1.0 for a particular 
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constituent or class of constituents; proportion is based on an areal rather than a volumetric basis. 

Moderate and low aquifer-scale proportions were defined as the percentage of the aquifer with 

moderate and low relative-concentrations, respectively. Two statistical approaches, grid-based 

and spatially-weighted, were used to evaluate aquifer-scale proportion for individual constituents 

and classes of constituents (USGS 2008, pg 60). 

Inorganic constituents with health-based benchmarks occurred at high relative-concentrations, in 

30 percent of the primary aquifers in the SSACV. The constituent contributing most frequently to 

these high aquifer-scale proportions was arsenic. Inorganic constituents with non-regulatory, 

aesthetic/technical-based benchmarks were high in 32 percent of the primary aquifers in the 

SSACV. The primary constituent contributing to these high aquifer-scale proportions was 
manganese (USGS 2008, pg 60). 

Organic constituents were present at high relative-concentrations in less than 1 percent of the 

primary aquifers in the SSACV. Moderate relative-concentrations occurred in 2.6 percent in the 

study area. The detection frequencies for seven organic and special-interest constituents were 

greater than or equal to 10 percent, atrazine and chloroform, in the SSACV; perchloroethene, and 

trichloroethene (USGS 2008, pg. 60). 

GROUNDWATER RECHARGE 

Groundwater in the City occurs in both the upper shallow aquifer zone and in the underlying 

deeper aquifer zone. The deeper aquifer is composed primariiy of the iviehrten Formation and is 

separated from the shallow aquifer by a discontinuous clay layer. The thickness of the deep aquifer 

ranges from approximately 200 feet thick in the eastern portion of Sacramento County to over 

2,000 feet thick in some of the western portions of the County {City of Elk Grove 2003b, pg. 4.8-9). 

As mentioned above, a discontinuous clay layer that is not completely impermeable in some areas 

separates the shallow and deep aquifers. Therefore, there is a potential for vertical movement of 

groundwater between the two aquifers. Generally, the movement of groundwater between the 
.,..,.,,;f..,..-.- ro,..,..,,r.,. uohan ~ ho.,....l ....lif.foran+i.,.l .avio:-+£' hahuaan th"" :::an11ifar C\lctarnc l=nr inct:::anra if ha::ll\1\1 "'"t ..... .,., .. "''-'-u'"' """"'"'" ... .,._., ...... .,,._, '-""'u' ... ,..,.,. .............. , ....................... ~ ............ , ............... • ......................... ," .......... r 

pumping in the deep aquifer reduces the pressure head in this system, then groundwater from the 

shallow aquifer will be induced to recharge the deeper aquifer. Conversely, if groundwater levels 

are decreased (by increased pumping) in the shallow aquifer, then the potential exists for the 

upward movement of groundwater to recharge the shallow aquifer (City of Elk Grove 2003b, pg. 

4.8-9). 

Recharge to the aquifer system in the Elk Grove area occurs from a combination of three main 

sources: stream recharge (primarily from the Cosumnes and Sacramento rivers), subsurface 

inflows from adjacent areas, and percolation of rainfall and applied water. A large area on both 

sides of the Cosumnes River, as well as, a small portion around the Sacramento River have areas 
with high to moderate recharge capabiiities (see Figure 3.8-2). The majority of the City has pooi 
groundwater recharge capabilities. Groundwater contours in the City are generally ten feet or 

more below sea level and range from approximately fifty feet below sea level to 30 feet above sea 

level. The lowest point in the City is located under Bruceville Road, south of Elk Grove Boulevard. 

The highest point in the City is located generally west of Grant Line Road {City of Elk Grove 2003b, 

pg. 4.8-9). 
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Stormwater 
The Sacramento Coordinated 'Nater Quality r'-v1onitoring Program (CMP} conducts 'v"Jater quality 

monitoring on the Sacramento and American rivers to comply with National Pollution Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements. The CMP characterizes ambient water quality 
conditions in the Valley, including the Project area. Most recently, the CMP conducted six sampling 
events from July 2009 through June 2010. The vast majority of the constituents measured in 2009-

2010 indicated compliance with existing water quality objectives from the California Toxics Rule, 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River Watershed (Basin Plan), and U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) criteria for ammonia and E. coli bacteria (City of Elk 
Grove 2011b, pg. 3.6-llj. 

Exceedances of water quality objectives were observed for a few constituents, including the 

indicator bacteria E. coii and iecai coiiiorm, and the metais totai aluminum and total iron. 
However, occasional exceedances are typical for these constituents, and two of the three events 
with bacteria exceedances were storm events, when higher bacteria levels are typical. While the 

total iron and total aluminum exceedances in the Sacramento River are typical, they are not 
officially considered exceedances because the objectives are based on Title 22 drinking water 
maximum contaminant levels. Dissolved concentrations -.vere be!ovJ these objectives. Finally, four 

polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, which are byproducts of fuel burning, were detected at 

concentrations exceeding their lowest applicable water quality objective (0.0044 11g/L) during one 
event at one site. Exceedances of such low thresholds are not uncommon in urban waterway. In 
addition, the City performs regular maintenance on its storm drain system in order to remove 

waste and associated potential pollutants before they drain to waterways (City of Elk Grove 2011b, 
pg. 3.6-11). 

LOCAL SETTING 

The Project site is approximately 230 acres and is located north of Bond Road and west of 
Waterman Road: as shown on Figure 2-2. The Project site is generally bounded by Waterman 

Road, vacant land, rural residential uses, and Laguna Creek to the east; Bond Road and single 
family residential uses to the south; and single family residential development to the west, with a 

vacant a rea adjacent to the northwest. 

The topography of the Project site slopes from east to west, with a small portion draining towards 

the southwest corner of the Project site. Whitehouse Creek enters the Project site along the 
central northern boundary, flowing southwest eventually discharging into the series of bermed 
ponds along the western side of the Project site. Currently, the bermed ponds receive urban and 
natural runoff and rainfall from the north, filling to capacity, and discharging via a concrete weir 
and grassy swale off site to the west. This swale is connected to roadside ditches along Campbell 

Road and flows through a pond, residential areas, and industrial/commercial areas, eventually 

connecting with Laguna Creek to the west near State Route 99. 

Ciimate 
Precipitation is the principal source of runoff from the Project site. According to the General Plan 
E!R, the mean annua! precipitation for E!k Greve ranges from approximately 15 to 20 inches per 

year. Most annual rainfall arrives during the winter storm season from November through April. 
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Snowfall rarely occurs in the Sacramento Valley. More characteristic of the region is the dense fog 
occurring in mid-winter. Fog usually occurs in the morning hours and may continue for several 

days in a row if atmospheric conditions are stagnant. The Elk Grove area generally has warm, dry 
summers and mild winters (City of Elk Grove 2003b, pg 4.8-1). Temperatures of more than 100 

degrees Fahrenheit occur nearly every year and temperatures can drop to near freezing during 

winter months. 

Fiooding 
Flooding events can result in damage to structures, injury or loss of human and animal life, 
exposure of waterborne diseases, and damage to infrastructure. In addition, standing floodwater 

can destroy agricultural crops, undermine infrastructure and structural foundations, and 

contaminate groundwater. Flood zones are geographic areas that the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency {FEMA) has defined according to varying ieveis of fiood risk. These zones are 

depicted on a community's Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) or Flood Hazard Boundary Map. Each 

zone reflects the severity or type of flooding in the area. 

The current FEMA flood map for the Project site (FIRM Panel 060767 0336 H, August 16, 2012) 

shows the bulk of the site in the unshaded Zone X- which are those areas outside the 500-year 

(0.2% annual chance) floodplain. The large on-site pond is noted as being in Shaded Zone X, which 

includes the 500-year floodplain and areas in the 100-year floodplain (0.1% annual chance) with 

aveiage depths less than 1 foot, drainage areas less than 1 square mi!e, or protected by levees 
from the 100-year flood. In August 2012, a letter of Map Revision (LOMR) was issued for 

properties to the west of the Project site. This revision included those areas in the southwest and 

western portions of the Project site that were in the AE Zone and changed them to unshaded X 

Zone. See Figures 3.8-3a and 3.8-3b for the flood zones and resulting changes due to the lOMR. 

TABLE 3.8-2: DEFINITIONS OF FEMA FLOOD ZONE DESIGNATIONS 

ZONE I DESCRIPTION 
MoDERATE TO LOW RISK AREAS 

X (shaded] Area of moderate flood hazard, usually the area between the limits of the lOO~year and 
500-year floods. Are also used to designate base floodplains of lesser hazards, such as 
areas protected by levees from 100-year flood, or shallow flooding areas with average 
depths of less than one foot or draina .... c areas less t.'lan 1 square mile. 

X (unshadedl Area of minimal flood hazard, usually depicted on FIRMs as above the 500-vear flood level. 
Source: FEMA Available at: https://msc.femo.gov 

Drainage 
The majority of the existing onsite runoff areas contribute to flows within the Whitehouse Creek 

watershed and natural stream system downstream, with a small portion draining to existing Bond 

Road drainage infrastructure (Wood Rogers 2013, pg. 1). 

The Project site is located near the upstream end of the Whitehouse Creek watershed, with only a 

small tributary area located further upstream, to the north of the Project site. Waterman Road to 
the east of the Project site serves as a shed divide, directing runoff east of Vl/aterman Road into 

the laguna Creek watershed. The northwest corner of the intersection of Bond Road and 

Waterman Road is not part of the proposed development and is shown to be draining directly into 

laguna Creek; however, the existing development just north of this property does drain westward 
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away from Waterman Road and through the Project site. The southwest portion of the Project site 

drains to Bond Road and is tributary to Laguna Creek. This low area does not have a piped inlet 
and, during peak events, storm water will spill over onto Bond Road at the southwest corner of the 
Project site and enter the existing Bond Road drainage system. This low area was essentially land-

locked by development to the west and improvements to Bond Road to the south (Vv'ood Rodgers 

2013, pg. 2). 

The main portion of the Project site discharges to Whitehouse Creek approximateiy i,OOO feet 

upstream of the Campbell Road culvert crossing. A portion of the Project site to the north naturally 
flows through a series of man-made ponds, which have been filling and overflowing freely over the 
past several years with no known operation or maintenance. These ponds historically acted as 
evaporation ponds and are relatively shallow features with small non-engineered containment 

berms on the !ow side of the features. Centra! to the Project site is a larger pond that appears to 

be originally designed to provide some level of detention for run-off, with the run-off leaving the 

Project site to the west. The berms on the low side of the basin are small and appeared to be non
engineered structures. All of the ponds on site fill up at the beginning of the wet season and remain 
full during the majority of the season. For this reason, they provide little to no reduction for down 

stream flows (Wood Rodgers 2013, pg. 2). 

3.8.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

There are a number of regulatory agencies whose responsibility includes the oversight of the water 
resources of the State and nation, including the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the US 

Environmental Protection Agency, the State \AJater Resources Centro! Board, and the Regional 

Water Quality Control Board. The following is an overview of the federal, State, and local 
regulations that are applicable to the Project. 

FEDERAL AND STATE 

Clean Water Act (CWA) 
The Clean Water Act (CWA), initially passed in 1972, regulates the discharge of pollutants into 
watersheds throughout the nation. Section 402(p) of the act establishes a framework for 

regulating municipal and industrial stormwater discharges under the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Program. Section 402(p) requires that stormwater associated with 
industrial activity that discharges either directly to surface waters or indirectly through municipal 
separate storm sewers must be regulated by an NPDES permit. 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) is responsible for implementing the Clean 

Water Act and does so through issuing NPDES permits to cities and counties through regional 

water quaiity control boards. Federal regulations aiiow two permitting options ior stormwater 
discharges (individual permits and general permits). The SWRCB elected to adopt a statewide 
general permit (Water Quality Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ) for small MS4s covered under the CWA 
to efficiently regulate numerous stormwater discharges under a single permit. Permittees must 

meet the requirements in Provision D of the General Permit, which require the development and 
implementation of a Storm\•.Jater rv1anagement P!an (5\AJf\..llP) v.tith the goa! of reducing the 
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discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. The SWMP must include the following 
six minimum control measures: 

1) Public Education and Outreach on Stormwater Impacts 

2) Public Involvement/Participation 

3) Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination 

4) Construction Site Stormwater Runoff Control 

5) Post-Construction Stormwater Management in New Development 

6) Redevelopment and Pollution Prevention/Good Housekeeping for Municipal Operations 

Federal Emerl!'encv Manal!:ementAI!'encv (FEMAl - ---~---- ------o-- " 01;:7 o;;;~~ ., ... _, 

Sacramento County is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), a Federal 

program administered by FEMA. Participants in the NFIP must satisfy certain mandated floodplain 

management criteria. The National Flood ,Insurance Act of 1968 has adopted as a desired level of 

protection, an expectation that developments should be protected from floodwater damage of the 

Intermediate Regional Flood (IRF). The IRF is defined as a flood that has an average frequency of 

occurrence on the order of once in 100 years, although such a flood may occur in any given year. 
Communities are occasionally audited by the Department of Water Resources to insure the proper 

impiementaiion of FEiviA floodplain management regulations. 

California Water Code 
The Federal Clean Water Act places the primary responsibility for the control of surface water 

pollution and for planning the development and use of water resources with the states, although 

this does establish certain guidelines for the States to follow in developing their programs and 
allows the Environmental Protection Agency to withdraw control from states with inadequate 

implementation mechanisms. 

California's primary statute governing water quality and water pollution issues with respect to 
both surface waters and groundwater is the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1970 

(Division 7 of the California Water Code) (Porter-Cologne Act). The Porter-Cologne Act grants the 

SWRCB and each of the RWQCBs power to protect water quality, and is the primary vehicle for 

implementation of California's responsibilities under the Federal C!ean Water Act. The Porter

Cologne Act grants the SWRCB and the RWQCBs authority and responsibility to adopt plans and 

policies, to regulate discharges to surface and groundwater, to regulate waste disposal sites and to 

require cleanup of discharges of hazardous materials and other pollutants. The Porter-Cologne Act 

also establishes reporting requirements for unintended discharges of any hazardous substance, 
sewage, or oil or petroleum product. 

Each RWQCB must formulate and adopt a water quality control plan (Basin Plan) for its region the 
regional plans are to conform to the policies set forth in the Porter-Cologne Act and established by 

the SWRCB in its State water policy. The Porter-Cologne Act also provides that a RWQCB may 

include within its regional plan water discharge prohibitions applicable to particular conditions, 

areas, or types of waste. 
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The Water Code Section 13260 requires all dischargers of waste that may affect water quality in 
waters of the state to prepare a water quality discharge report to the RWQCB. Section 13260a-c is 

as follows: 

"(a) Each of the following persons shall file with the appropriate regional board a report of the 
discharge, containing the information that may be required by the regional board: 

(1) A person discharging wastei or proposing to discharge waste; within any region that 

could affect the quality of the waters of the state, ather than into a community sewer 
system. 

(2) A person who is a citizen, domiciliary, or political agency or entity of this state 
discharging waste, or proposing to discharge waste, outside the boundaries of the state in 
a manner that could affect the quality of the waters of the state within any region. 

(3) A person operating, or proposing to construct, an injection well. 

(b) No report of waste discharge need be filed pursuant to subdivision (a) if the requirement is 
waived pursuant to Section 13269. 

(c) Each person subject to subdivision (a) shall file with the appropriate regional board a report of 
waste discharge relative to any material change or proposed change in the character, location, or 
volume of the discharge." 

National Pol!ut>~nt Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
NPDES permits are required for discharges of pollutants to navigable waters of the United States, 
which includes any discharge to surface waters, including lakes, rivers, streams, bays, the ocean, 

dry stream beds, wetlands, and storm sewers that are tributary to any surface water body. NPDES 
permits are issued under the Federal Clean Water Act, Title IV, Permits and Licenses, Section 402 
(33 USC 466 et seq.) 

The RWQCB issues these permits in lieu of direct issuance by the Environmental Protection 
Agency, subject to review and approval by the Environmental Protection Agency Regional 

Administrator. The terms of these NPDES permits implement pertinent provisions of the Federal 

Clean Water Act and the Act's implementing regulations, including pre-treatment, sludge 
management, effluent limitations for specific industries, and anti- degradation. In general, the 

discharge of pollutants is to be eliminated or reduced as much as practicable so as to achieve the 
Clean Water Act's goal of "fishable and swimmable" navigable (surface) waters. Technically, all 
NPDES permits issued by the RWQCB are also Waste Discharge Requirements issued under the 
authority of the ewe. 

These NPDES permits regulate discharges from publicly owned treatment works, industrial 
discharges, stormwater runoff, dewatering operations, and groundwater cleanup discharges. 
NPDES permits are issued for five years or less, and are therefore to be updated reguiariy. The 

rapid and dramatic population and urban growth in the Central Valley Region has caused a 

significant increase in NPDES permit applications for new waste discharges. To expedite the permit 
issuance process, the RWQCB has adopted several general NPDES permits, each of which regulates 
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numerous discharges of similar types of wastes. The SWRCB has issues general permits for 

stormwater runoff from construction sites statewide. Stormwater discharges from industrial and 

construction activities in the Central Valley Region can be covered under these general permits, 
which are administered jointly by the SWRCB and RWQCB. 

Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin 
River Basins 
The Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River Basins (Basin Plan) 

includes a summary of beneficial water uses, water quality objectives needed to protect the 

identified beneficia! uses, and implementation measures. The Basin P!an establishes -.-vater quality 

standards for all the ground and surface waters of the region. The term "water quality standards," 

as used in the Federal Clean Water Act, includes both the beneficial uses of specific water bodies 

and the levels of quality that must be met and maintained to protect those uses. The Basin Plan 
includes an implementation plan describing the actions by the RWQCB and others that are 

necessary to achieve and maintain the water quality standards. 

The RWQCB regulates waste discharges to minimize and control their effects on the quality of the 

region's ground and surface water. Permits are issued under a number of programs and 

authorities. The terms and conditions of these discharge permits are enforced through a variety of 

technical, administrative, and legal means. Water quality problems in the region are listed in the 

Basin Pian, aiong with the causes, where they are known. For water bodies with quality below the 

levels necessary to allow all the beneficial uses of the water to be met, plans for improving water 

quality are included. The Basin Plan reflects, incorporates, and implements applicable portions of a 

number of national and statewide water quality plans and policies, including the California Water 

Code and the Clean Water Act. 

LOCAL 

City of Eik Grove Generai Pian 
The City of Elk Grove General Plan contains the following goals and policies that are relevant to 

hydrology and \'Jater quality aspects of the Project: 

Policy CAQ-1 Reduce the amount of water used by residential and non-residential uses by 
encouraging vJater conservation. 

Policy CAQ-5 Roads and structures shall be designed, built and landscaped so as to minimize 
erosion during and after construction. 

Policy CAQ-12 The City shall seek to ensure that the quality of groundwater and surface water is 
protected to the extent possible. 

Policy CAQ-13 Implement the City's NPDES permit through the review and approval of 
development projects and other activities regulated by the permit. 

Policy CAQ-18 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates and velocities shall be 
designed to prevent or reduce downstream erosion, and to protect stream 

habitat. 
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Policy CAQ-19 Encourage the retention of natural stream corridors and the creation of natural 
stream channels where improvements to drainage capacity are required. 

Policy CAQ-20 Fill may not be placed in any 100-year floodplain as delineated by currently 
effective FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps or subsequent comprehensive drainage 
plans unless specifically approved by the City. No fill shall be permitted in wetland 
·areas unless approved by the City and appropriate state and federal agencies. 

City of Elk Grove Municipal Code 
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AND DISCHARGE CONTROL, CHAPTER 15.12 

The intent of the Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Chapter (City Municipal Code, 

Chapter 15.12) is to protect and enhance the water quality of watercourses, water bodies and 
wetlands within the City in a manner consistent with the federal CWA, the Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act, and the NPDES permit by controlling the contribution of urban pollutants to 
stormwater runoff which enters the City's drainage conveyance system. 

Chapter 15.12 of the City Municipal Code provides the City with the legal authority to accomplish 
the following goals: 

• To reduce the discharge of pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable; 
To effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges into the City drainage conveyance 
system; 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

To comply with the requirements of the federal CWA, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act, and the NPDES permit as they appiy to the discharge of poiiutants into and 
from the City drainage conveyance system; 

To fuiiy implement a comprehensive Stormwater Quality Management Program as 
approved by the RWQCB; To protect the physical integrity and function of the City 
drainage conveyance system from the effects of pollutants and materials other than 
stormwater; 

To prevent the contamination of groundwater as a result of pollution migration from the 
City drainage conveyance system; 

To promote cost-effective management and beneficial use of sediments in the City 
drainage conveyance system; 

To protect the health and safety of maintenance personnel and the public who may be 
exposed to pollutants in the City drainage conveyance system; 

To provide for the recovery of regulatory costs incurred by the City in the implementation 
of its Stormwater Quality Management Program, including, but not limited to, 
enforcement activities, inspections, investigations, sampling, and monitoring; and 

• To establish appropriate enforcement procedures and penalties for violations. 

LAND GRADING AND CONTROL, CHAPTER, 16.44 

The City regulates land grading and erosion in order to minimize damage to surrounding properties 
and public right-of-way, the degradation of the water quality of watercourses, and the disruption 
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of natural drainage flows. The Land Grading and Erosion Control Chapter (City Municipal Code, 

Chapter 16.44) establishes administration procedures, minimum standards of review, and 

implementation and enforcement procedures for controlling erosion, sedimentation, and other 
pollutant runoff associated with construction activities. 

ZONING, TITLE 23 

Whereas the City's General Plan describes land use in a broad sense, its Zoning (Title 23 of the 

rvlunicipa! Code) more specifica!!y describes the zone c!asslfication and associated a!!owab!e uses 

for each piece of property in the City. For each zone classification, standards such as minimum lot 

size, maximum building height, building setbacks, and maximum lot coverage are specified. Prior 
to building permit issuance, the project proponent must demonstrate that the proposal complies 

with the applicable zoning requirements. Zoning Title 23 also promotes water quality protection. 

Zoning Title 23 can indirectly affect water quality; for example, limits on lot coverage result in 

more vegetated areas to infiltrate and filter runoff and less impervious surface. Zoning Title 23 

also specifies water quality treatment requirements for parking lots such as vegetated swales in 

landscape areas between parked cars or might require the use of pervious pavement. 

CITY OF ELK GROVE WATER USE AND CONSERVATION 

The \,Vater Use and Conservation Ordinance codified in the City Municipal Code, Chapter 14.10 

defines the standards and procedures for the design, installation, and management of landscapes 

in order to utilize available plant, water, land, and human resources to the greatest benefit of the 

people of Elk Grove. The ordinance applies to new and rehabilitated landscaping for industrial, 

commercial, and institutional developments; to parks and other public recreational areas; to multi

family residential, common areas and model homes; and City road medians and corridors, 

recognizing that skillful planting and irrigation design, appropriate use of plants, and intelligent 

landscape management can assure landscape development that avoids excessive water demands 

and that is iess vuinerabie to periods of severe drought. 

City of Elk Grove Floodplain Management Policy 
The City's Floodplain Management Policy (Resolution No. 2001-48} (City of Elk Grove 2001) 

regulates floodplain management activities such as setting construction standards in flood prone 

areas and establishing permitting and floodplain mapping Ciiteria as required for participation in 

the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP}. The purpose of this policy is to: 

• Protect the iife, heaith, and safety of the residents of the corrununity; 

• Protect buildings and property from damage due to flooding; 

• Moderate the impact of new development on others; 

= Minimize expenditure of public money for costly flood control projects; 

• Minimize the need for rescue and relief efforts associated with flooding which are 

generally undertaken at the expense of the geneial public; 

• Minimize prolonged business interruptions; 

• Minimize damage to public facilities located in special flood and local flood hazard areas; 
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• Ensure that current flood hazard data is available for property owners, prospective buyers, 

insurance agents, real estate agents, and other interested parties; 

• Ensure that those who develop in special flood or local flood hazard areas do so pursuant 

to the Floodplain Management Policy; 

• Ensure that those who develop in special flood or local flood hazard areas assume 

responsibility for their actions; 

• Preserve the natural characteristics and functions of watercourses and floodplains to 

moderate f!ood and drainage impacts, improve water quality, and preserve 

aquatic/riparian habitat; and 

• tt.~ake federally subsidized f!ood insurance available to residents in the City by fulfilling the 
requirements of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). 

In addition to help ieduce flood losses, the City implements the following: 

• Restricts or prohibits development which is dangerous to health, safety, and property due 

to flood hazards; 

• Controls the alteration of natural floodplains, stream channels, and natural protective 

barriers; 

• Controls filling, grading, dredging, and other development which may increase flood 

damage; and 

• Prevents or regulate the construction of flood barriers which will unnaturally divert 

floodwater or which may increase flood hazards in other areas. 

3.8.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The potential for exposure of persons or structures to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow 
was determined to be of no impact in the Initial Study prepared for this Project. Therefore these 

topics will not be discussed in this EIR. The reader is referred to the Initial Study for a discussion of 

these topics. 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project will have a significant impact on 

the environment associated with hydrology and water quality if it will: 

• Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

• Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge such that there wou!d be a net deficit in aquifer vo!ume or a lowering of the !oca! 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of preexisting nearby wells would drop 

to a level that would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have 

been granted; 
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• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial 

erosion, siltation, run-off or flooding on- or off-site; 

• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 

alteration of the substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner 

that would result in flooding on- or off-site; 

• Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 

• Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 

• Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 

Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map; 

• Place within a 100-year f!ood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect f!ood 
flows. 

IMPACTS AND MiTiGATiON 

Impact 3.8-1: The Project could result in water quality impacts associated 
with erosion, siltation, or pollution, including the potential to violate 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements during 
construction. (less than significant with mitigation) 
Construction activities would consist of substantial grading and vegetation removal activities, 

which would increase soH erosion rates on the areas proposed for development. Although the 

Project site is relatively flat and the potential for soil erosion is considered low, peak storm water 

runoff could result in short-term sheet erosion in areas of exposed, raw soil. In addition, the 

compaction of soils by heavy equipment could reduce the infiltration capacity of the soils thereby 

increasing the runoff and erosion potential. If uncontrolled, the soil materials could result in 

engineering problems, blockage of drainage channels, and downstream sedimentation. 

Vegetation removal and earth-moving activities associated with Project construction may have the 

greatest potentia! for detrimental impacts to surface water quality associated with Whitehouse 

Creek and the removal of vegetation during Project construction could expose site soils to 

rainsplash, sheetflow and gullying erosion prior to successful revegetation. The cleared, exposed 

surfaces and soii stockpiles created during construction couid create sedimentation in downstream 

waters. Fuels, lubricants, and other toxic materials used during construction could also potentially 

enter surface waters. As required by the Clean Water Act, each phase of construction will require 
an approved Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes best management 

practices for grading, and preservation of topsoil. The project proponent or contractor is required 

to submit the S\NPPP with a Notice of Intent to the Regional \AJater Quality Centro! Board (R\AJQCB) 

to obtain a General Permit. The RWQCB is an agency responsible for reviewing the SWPPP with the 

Notice of Intent, prior to issuance of a General Permit for the discharge of stormwater during 

construction activities. 
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The City General Plan has a number of policies which assist in the protection of water quality 

during the construction phase of the Project. Policy CAQ-5 requires roads and structures be 

designed, built and landscaped to minimize erosion during and after construction. Policy CAQ-13 

requires that the City's NPDES permit be implemented through the review and approval of 

development projects and other activities regulated by the permit. Policy CAQ-18 requires that 

post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates and velocities shall be designed to 

prevent or reduce downstream erosion, and to protect stream habitat. The City's Municipal Code 
Chapters 15.12, and 16.44, as well as Title 23 have been established to enforce the water quality 

regulations of the City. The Drainage Study prepared for the Project does not describe the specific 

measures that will be taken to ensure compliance with the General Plan policies and adopted City 

regulations. Implementation of the Project could result water quality impacts associated with 
erosion or pollution, including the potential to violate water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirentents during construction and, as such, result in a potentially significant in1pact. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5.1. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Mitigation Measure 3.5.1 presented in the Geology and Soils section of this DEIR requires the 

Project applicant to submit a Notice of Intent {NOI} and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

(5\NPPP) to the R'NQCB in accordance with the NPDES General Construction Permit requirements. 

Mitigation Measures 3.5.1 and 3.5.2 would result in the Project being designed, built, and 

landscaped to minimize erosion. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5.1 would ensure that 
post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates and velocities are designed to prevent 

or reduce downstream erosion and protect stream habitat. Implementation of the Mitigation 

Measure 3.5.1 would ensure consistency with the regulatory requirements and ensure that the 

Project would have a less than significant impact on construction-related water quality. 

Impact 3.8-2: The Project could result in water qualit-y impacts associated 
with erosion, siltation, or pollution, including the potential to violate 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements during 
operation. (less than significant with mitigation) 
The long-term operations of the Project could result in long-term impacts to surface water quality 

from urban stormwater runoff. The Project would result in new impervious areas associated with 

roadways, driveways, parking lots, buildings, and landscape areas. Normal activities in these 

developed areas include the use of various automotive petroleum products (i.e. oi!, grease, fue!), 
household hazardous materials, heavy metals, pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, and sediment. 

Within urban areas, these pollutants are generally called non point source pollutants. The pollutant 

ieveis vary based on factors such as time between storm events, voiume of storm event, type of 

uses, and density of people. 

The City General Plan has a number of policies which assist in the protection of water quality. 

Policy CAQ-1 requires the reduction of the amount of water used by residential and non

residential uses by encouraging water conservation. The Project is required to comply with Water 

Use and Conservation, Chapter 14.10 of the City Municipal Code. Policy CAQ-5 requires roads and 
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structures be designed, built and landscaped to minimize erosion during and after construction. 

The Project would be subject to the City's Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance Policy CAQ-12 

requires the City to ensure that the quality of groundwater and surface water is protected to the 
extent possible. Policy CAQ-13 requires that the City's NPDES permit be implemented through the 

review and approval of development projects and other activities regulated by the permit~ 

The Project has an approved and valid United States Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) 404 permit 

(No. SPK-2001-00584} and 401 certification, dated . .1\pri! 2008. This permit outlines the a!!owab!e 

modifications jurisdictional wetlands that will be the primary water quality treatment areas and 

flood control structure for the Project. The existing earthen berms that currently contain this 

jurisdictional wetlands will be reconstructed to modern construction standards to provide the 

necessary water quality (WQ) and Flood Control storage volumes need by the Project. These 

proposed modifications are consistent with the approved 404 permit (Wood Rodgers 2013, pg. 3). 

There is also an approved designation by the State Water Resources Control Board that requires 
treatment of the southwest portion of the Project site that is planned to drain into the Bond Road 

storm drainage system. In accordance with this ruling, the Project applicant's engineer, Wood 

Rodgers, proposes the use of a filter before discharging to the Bond Road drainage system, as 
described on page 10 of the October 23, 2007 letter from the California Regional V.Jater Quality 

Control Board Central Valley Region (Wood Rodgers 2013, pg. 3). 

The undeveioped areas designated as wetiands in the northern portion of the Project site wiii be 

set aside as open space and will remain undeveloped. The Drainage Study prepared for the Project 

describes the proposed drainage and water quality features (Appendix D). The main central 

detention basin will be improved to operate as a WQ treatment area under low-flow conditions, 

and reconfigured to drain operationally as a stormwater detention facility under higher-flow 

events. The vJater quality treatment wi!! be achieved utilizing a variety of !ow-impact development 

measures outlined in the City's adopted Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento 

and South Placer Regions. Those measures include the incorporation of water quality basins. These 

areas will meet all current standards for stormwater quality upon finai design and be designed to 

either infiltrate, evaporate, or outlet overland after passing through appropriately sized 

pond/swale configurations. There is more than sufficient area available in the central detention 

basin footprint to achieve the required treatment volume retention and contact time (Wood 

Rodgers 2013, pg. 5). 

The areas to the west of the central detention basin and north of the flood outlet works will have a 

dedicated wet water quality treatment pond. The developed acreage tributary to this dedicated 
pond is 9.4 acres. The remaining acreage to the east and south of the pioposed detention basin 
will drain into a second, larger water quality treatment pond in the southeast portion of the overall 

detention basin (Wood Rodgers 2013, pg. 5). 

The undeveloped areas to the north of the proposed development will be directed through a 

dedicated swale to keep this runoff separate from the storm water quality treatment areas with a 

sinuous path to the detention basin outlet works. The remaining majority of the Project site is 

approximately 100.6 acres, and will have a permanent pool and overflow configured in the 

southeast portion of the avera!! detention area. low flows and drawdown discharges will be 

directed to the main outlet and steered using very small berms, approximate 0.1 to 0.2 feet high. 
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The southwest corner of the Project site is tributary to Laguna Creek and will utilize conventional 

sand oil interceptor to treat flows prior to entering the existing Bond Road drainage system. This 

treatment approach is consistent with the 404 permit and 401 water quality certification that have 

been issued for the Project (Wood Rodgers 2013, pg. 6). 

While the Drainage Study prepared for the Project identifies several components of the approach 

to addressing potential pollutants, it does not identify the full range of measures that will be 
implemented by the Pioject to ensuie that watei quality iequi;ements a;e met. The;efoie, the 
Project has the potential to result in water quality impacts associated with erosion, siltation, or 

pollution and this impact is potentially significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5.2. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

f!-.. 4itigation measure 3.5.2 requires the Project applicant to prepare and submit a Post-Construction 

Stormwater Quality Control Plan in accordance with the most recent version of the Stormwater 

Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento Region. Post-construction source and treatment 

controls shall be designed in accordance with the City of Elk Grove Improvement Standards and 

the Stormwater Quality Design Manual. 

As described above, there are water quality treatment facilities incorporated into the design of the 

Project (water quality treatment ponds and a conventional sand oil interceptor). These facilities 

are consistent with the 404 permit and 401 water quality certification that have been issued for 

the Project. Additionally implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5.2 requires the Project 

Applicant to prepare and submit a Post-Construction Stormwater Quality Control Plan. Therefore, 

the Project would have a iess than significant impact on iong-term water quality. 

Impact 3.8.3: The Project would not significantly deplete groundwater 
supplies nor interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. (less 
than significant) 
(Note: The following discussion is associated with potential impacts of the Project an groundwater 
as it relates to stormwater infiltration and groundwater recharge. Depletion of groundwater 
supplies as it relates to water usage is addressed in Section 3.13.) 

The Project would result in new impervious surfaces and could reduce rainwater infiltration and 

groundwater recharge. Infiltration rates vary depending on the overlying soi! types. !n generat 
sandy soils have higher infiltration rates and can contribute to significant amounts of ground water 

recharge; clay soils tend to have lower percolation potentials; and impervious surfaces such as 

pavement significantly reduce infiltration capacity and increase surface water runoff. 

Recharge to the aquifer system in the Elk Grove area occurs from a combination of three main 

sources: stream recharge (primarily from the Cosumnes and Sacramento rivers), subsurface 

inflows from adjacent areas, and percolation of rainfall and applied water. A large area on both 

sides of the Cosumnes River, as well as, a small portion around the Sacramento River have areas 

with high to moderate recharge capabilities. The majority of the Elk Grove area, including the 
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Project site, has poor groundwater recharge capabilities as shown on Figure 3.8-2. The static 

groundwater table in the vicinity of the Project site is approximately 80 feet or more below grade 

(Wallace-Kuhl 2003, p. 3). 

The Elk Grove Water District (EGWD) and the Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA) pump 

groundwater from the South American Subbasin. The groundwater basins underlying the 

Sacramento County have been divided into three geographic subareas: (1) North Basin, (2) Central 
Basin, and (3) South Basin. EG\AJD overlies and extracts ground\.·vater from the Centra! Basin from 

seven wells that range in total depth from 450 to 1,075 feet below ground surface. According to 

the EGWD Urban Water Management Plan, the Central Basin is not adjudicated or considered to 

be in a state of being over drafted. Due to the active planning by water agencies, the basin is not 

foreseen to be over drafted in the future (EGWD, pg. 22). 

Groundwater use is regularly monitored within the Sacramento County region. The Sacramento 

Groundwater Authority (SGA) Basin Management Report that was prepared in 2007-2008, found 

that groundwater use in the Central Basin, where EGWD is located, has remained relatively 

constant at approximately 262,500 AFV during the preceding four years and had a high of 264,860 

in 2008. In communication with the other groundwater users from the basin (SCWA, the Golden 

State 'vVater Company, and the California American 'v'Vater Company}, it is not anticipated that 

groundwater extraction would have increased in the years of 2009 or 2010, given the dramatic 
decline in home construction and the depressed local economy. This would indicate a remaining 

groundwater capacity of approximately 8,140 AFY in regards to the agreed upon sustainable yield 
of 273,000 AFV for the Central Basin stakeholders (EGWD, pg. 22). 

As is shown in Figure 3.8-2, the Project site is located in an area that is considered to have poor 

groundwater recharge capabilities due infiltration rates. As such, groundwater recharge is less 

than optima!. The water supplier, EGWD, has determined that the groundwater basin wi!! not be 

over drafted in the foreseeable future. For these reasons, the Project would not cause the 

depletion of groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. As such, 

implementation of the Project wouid have a iess than significant impact regarding this issue. 

Impact 3.8-4: The Project would alter the existing drainage pattern in a 
manner which would not result in flooding, but could create or contribute 
runoff in excess of the capacity of stormwater drainage systems. (less than 
significant with mitigation) 
As described previously, the topography of the Project site slopes from east to west, with a small 
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The Project proposes drainage features to ensure that runoff would not result in downstream 

flooding. VJater quality, including potential impacts associated with erosion, siltation, and 
pollution, are discussed under Impacts 3.8-1 and 3.8-2. 

Dn-Siie Deieniion -Project Areas Tributary to Whitehouse Creek 
Drainage from areas within the Project site that are tributary to Whitehouse Creek would be 

directed to the existing main central detention basin area. Under existing conditions, the basin 

area sits full during large storm events, overtopping and spilling into the downstream channel 
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system. The Preliminary Drainage Study prepared for the Project by Wood Rodgers calculated the 
increase in storm water elevations that would occur with development of the Project. The 

Preliminary Drainage Study found that the 100-year flood condition would produce a maximum 
water surface elevation in the central detention basin of 45.3 feet. In order to accommodate the 

increased water surface elevation, the centra! drainage basin and associated berms V.'cu!d need to 
be improved. While essentially maintaining a similar footprint, the berms would be engineered 

and reconstructed vertically to reserve flood storage above 43 feet elevation up to 45.3 feet. 

The proposed outlet will be configured to attenuate storm events by constructing four 12-inch 
outlet pipes with an invert elevation of 43 feet embedded in a 40-foot weir with a crest elevation 

of 44 feet. Downstream of this tiered outlet control would be a large box culvert crossing with a 
20-foot bottom under the proposed roadway to the west of the detention basin, having an invert 
elevation just below 43 feet, as shown on Figure 3.5-4. 

Under pre-development conditions, the Project site would result in a peak discharge of 217 cubic 

feet per second during a 100-year f!ood event. Implementation of the Project, including the 

proposed drainage improvements, would result in a peak discharge of 192.5 cubic feet per second 

during a 100-year flood event (Spokely 2013). The Project would result in a decrease in peak 
discharge during storm events. Impacts associated with project areas that are tributary to 
Whitehouse Creek are less than significant. 

Bond Road Drainage- Project Areas Tributary to Laguna Creek 

Drainage from the portion of the southwest corner of the Project site that is tributary to Laguna 
Creek, including the proposed residential lots adjacent to the Quail Ranch subdivision, would be 
directed to the Bond Road Trunk pipe and would be conveyed to Laguna Creek. The analysis of the 

Bond Road Trunk drainage improvements and resulting impacts to Laguna Creek performed by the 
'vVest Yost Associates is summarized in the Preliminary Drainage Study prepared for the Project by 
Wood Rodgers. 

West Yost Associates determined that the increased fiows in the Bond Road trunk pipe wouid not 
have a significant effect on Laguna Creek. While the Project would result in a 4% increase in the 
Laguna Creek flow while the Bond Road trunk pipe is at peak flows, the Bond Road trunk pipe is 
located in the lower part of the Laguna Creek watershed. Therefore, the Bond Road trunk pipe will 
peak well before Laguna Creek reaches peak flows. At the time Laguna Creek is at peak flow, the 
flows in the Bond Road trunk pipe, including f!ows from the Project site, 'Ni!! have receded. Thus, 

any changes in Laguna Creek flows associated to the Bond Road trunk pipe are negligible. 

\Nhi!e the effects on laguna Creek would be negligible, there are existing deficiencies in the Bond 

Road drainage system identified in the City's Drainage Master Plan. The City wide Drainage Master 

Plan dated June 2011 identified existing deficiencies in the trunk drainage system in Bond Road. In 

this study there was a portion of the Project Site that was tributary to the Bond Road Trunk 
Drainage System that was excluded from the approved plan. The City has confirmed that this area 
should be added to the Bond Road Trunk Drainage System. 

As described above, the Project would not result in significant increases in flow to Whitehouse 
Creek and laguna Creek, By conveying Project drainage to the on-site centra! detention basin and 

to the Bond Road trunk pipe, the Project would not result in increases in run-off to adjacent 
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properties. However, the existing Bond Road drainage system has deficiencies that require 

mitigation. Impacts to the Bond Road trunk pipe are potentially significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.8-1: Prior ta approval of grading and improvement plans for the lots in 
Village 1-A that are served by the Bond Road Trunk Drainage System, the Project Applicant shall 
enter into an agreement with the City to fund the fair-share cost for the incremental increase in the 
Bond Road Trunk Drainage system that needed to accommodate the Project. The incrementai 
increase shall be calculated based on any additional amount above the previously identified 
upsizing required for the Band Road Trunk Drainage System in the City's Master Drainage Plan. 
The agreement shall identify the timing for the drainage system improvements and shall require 
that no building permits be issued for the Lots in Village 1-A that are served by the Bond Road 
Trunk Drainage System Improvements until such improvements have been completed. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading permits and/or approval of 
improvement plans for the lots in Vi!!age 1-A that are 
served by the Bond Road Trunk Drainage System. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Public Works Department. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 would ensure that the Project contributed its fair
share to the cost of the necessary Bond Road Trunk Drainage improvements that are needed to 
accommodate the Project. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 would reduce potential 
impacts to the existing drainage pattern to less than significant. 

Impact 3.8.5 The Project would not otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality. (less than significant) 
Water Quality Impacts from Discharges to 303(d} Listed Water Bodies: Section 303{d) of the 
federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires States to identify waters that do not meet water quality 

standards or objectives and thus, are considered "impaired. 11 Once listed, Section 303(d) mandates 
prioritization and development of a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). The TMDL is a tool that 

establishes the allowable loadings or other quantifiable parameters for a waterbody and thereby 

the basis for the States to establish water quality-based controls. The purpose of TMDLs is to 

ensure that beneficial uses are restored and that water quality objectives are achieved. 

There are ten 303(d) impaired waterbodies in Sacramento County. Under the CWA listing, these 

impaired water bodies have no remaining assimilative capacity or ability to accommodate 

additional quantities of these contaminants, irrespective of concentration. Projects are required to 

comply with requirements of approved TMDLs, as regulated in the region by the RWQCB through 

issuance of Waste Discharge Requirements and NPDES permit amendments. 

Previously listed mitigation measures (3.5.1 and 3.5.2) require the Project applicant to submit a 

Notice of Intent and SWPPP to the RWQCB in accordance with the NPDES General Construction 

Permit requirements. The SWPPP wiii utilize BiviPs and technology to reduce erosion and 
sediments to meet water quality standards during construction. 
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The Project design includes the use of stormwater quality features that will minimize nonpoint 

source pollution and long-term urban runoff impacts. The undeveloped areas to the north of the 

proposed development will be directed through a dedicated swale to keep this runoff separate 

from the storm water quality treatment areas with a sinuous path to the detention basin outlet 

works. The remaining majority of the developing site is approximately 100.6 acres, and \'Ji!! have a 

permanent pool and overflow configured in the southeast portion of the overall detention area. 

Low flows and drawdown discharges will be directed to the main outlet and steered using very 

small berms, approximate 0.1 to 0.2 feet high. The South west corner of the Site that is tributary to 

Laguna Creek will utilize conventional sand oil interceptor to treat flows prior to entering the 

existing Bond Road drainage system. 

The Project stormwater quality features are intended to treat runoff close to the source. Through 
the implementation of mitigation measures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2, the Project's water quality control 

measures will be refined so that they will functionally minimize stormwater quality impacts, which 

would reduce the impacts on downstream 303(d) impaired water bodies. The Project would not 

have impacts to water quaiity beyond those identified under impacts 3.8-1 and 3.8-2. 1 ne 

potential to otherwise substantially degrade water quality is a less than significant impact and no 

additional mitigation is necessary. 

Impact 3.8.6: The Project would not place housing or structures within a 
100-year flood hazard area nor would the Project impede/redirect flows 
within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a flood hazard 
delineation map. (less than significant) 
The current FEMA flood map for the Project site (FIRM Panel 060767 0336 H, August 16, 2012) 

shows the bulk of the Project site in the unshaded Zone X- which are those areas outside the SOD

year (0.2% annuai chance) fioodpiain. The iarge on-site pond is noted as being in Shaded Zone X, 

which includes the 500-year floodplain and areas in the 100-year floodplain {0.1% annual chance) 

with average depths less than 1 foot, drainage areas less than 1 square mile, or protected by 
levees from the 100-year flood. In August 2012, a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) was issued for 

properties to the west of the Project site. This revision included those areas in the southwest and 

westein portions of the Pioject site that weie in the AE Zone and changed them to unshaded X 
Zone. See Figures 3.8-3a and 3.8-3b for the flood zones and resulting changes due to the LOMR. 

The USDA Vv'eb Soil Survey, in addition to identifying soil type, also identifies the potential for 

flooding of a user defined area. The Project site is considered to be in the "none" USDA flooding 

identification class. None is described by the USDA as: "None" means that flooding is not probable. 

The chance of flooding is nearly 0 percent in any year. Flooding occurs less than once in 500 years" 

(USDA 2013). 

As discussed previously, the existing main central detention basin area will be where the 

development runoff will be directed for areas tributary to Whitehouse Creek. The basin will be 

engineered and sized to accommodate 100-year f!ood events. Project f!o'NS to laguna Creek 
would not result in a significant increase in flows during peak flow events. 

As discussed above, the majority of the Project site is within the unshaded Zone X flood zone and 

therefore the potential for flooding to this area is minimal. For those areas in the AE Flood Zone, 
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improvements to the detention pond are designed to alleviate the potential for flood from the 
100-year event. As a result, development of the Project would not place housing or structures in a 
flood hazard area. As a result, the Project would have a less than significant impact on these 
environmental issues. 

Draft Environmental Impact Report- Silverado Village Project 3.8-25 



3.8 HYDROLOGY, WATER QUALITY AND DRAINAGE 

REFERENCES 

California Water Quality Control Monitoring Council, CaiEPA. 2012. Which Lakes, Streams, ar 

Ocean Locations Are Listed By The State As Impaired? Available at: 

http://www. water boa rds.ca .gov I mywaterq u a iity I safe_ to_ eatiim paired_ waters/. 
Accessed on May 11, 2013. 

City of Eik Grove, 2003a. City aj Eik Grove Generai Pian. Eik Grove, California. August 2003. 

City of Elk Grove. 2003b. City af Elk Grove General Plan, Volume 1: Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, SCH #: 2002062082. Eik Grove, Caiifornia. August 2003. 

City of Elk Grove. 2003c. Elk Grave General Plan Background Report. Elk Grove, California. August 
2003. 

City of Elk Grove. 2006. Sutter Elk Grove master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. Elk 
Grove, Caiifornia. September 2008. 

City of Elk Grove. 2011a. Storm Drainage Master Plan, Volume II. Elk Grove, CA. June 2011. 

City of Elk Grove. 2011b. Storm Drainage Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, SCH#: 
2011022035. Elk Grove, CA. August, 2011. 

California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2006. California's Groundwater Update 
[Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin, South American Sub-Basin], Bulletin No. 118. 
Sacrarnento, CA. 2006. (Buiietin 118, 2006j. 

Elk Grove Chamber of Commerce. 2013. About Elk Grove. Available at: 
http://www.elkgroveca.com/secondary/about.asp. Accessed iviay 13,2013. 

Elk Grove Water District (EGWD). 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. June 22, 2011. 

Spokely. 2013. E-mail communication between Matt Spokely (Wood Rodgers Inc.) and 

Christopher Jordan and Darren Wilson (City of Elk Grove). July 31, 2013. 

State Water Resources Control Board, CaiEPA. 2012. California Lakes and Reservoirs Impaired by 
Mercury. Available at: http://www .waterboards.ca.gov/water _issues/programs/mercury/ 
reservoirs/. Accessed f!-.. '1ay 13, 2013. 

Wood Rodgers. 2013. Drainage Study for Silverado Village Site Development. Sacramento, Ca. 
Februart 19, 2013. 

United Stated Geological Survey (USGS). 2005. Ground-Water Quality Data in the Southern 
Sacramento 
Series 285. 

1/nliDII rnlifnrnin ?flflJ;_Doc-ul+~ -frnll'VI +J.....,. r,..1;~,..,,..;,.. CAJ\AJ!o 0 .. ,..,..,..,....,. I"'\"+"" 
"'"'"'-TI ...... .,,..,,,,, ... , .._..,..,_, 11'-JUIL.J )lVIII Lll~ "-r.IIIJVIIHU V,..,l¥1,., riV!JIUIII, L.IGl.G 

llnitPrl c:;:t:ltPc nPn:llrtrnPnt nf Aarirlllhlra IIIC:.nAl ')n1'J. 1\l.,.hlr":lll c ........ ,.. ....... ..,. .. r ..................... ; ......... c ....... ; ... .... ._.,, .. .__ .., .. _ .. __ .,'-t" .. ''"'"._.,, .. ""' '~b''"' ... , ..... ,._ \-.Jo..IO.Jr"\J• ,._..,_._ .... ,, ......... lUI '""'.>OVUI~L.>O .... VII.>I"I;;IVCIIl.IUII J"\;;IVIl,."\;; 

(NRCS). 2013. Web Soil Survey. Accessed: April 6, 2013. Available at: 
http:/ /we bsoilsu rvey .nrcs. usda .gov I ap p/Home Page. htm 

3.8-26 Draft Environmental Impact Report- Silverado Village Project 



Beach· 
'Stone Lflrkes ·r. 

~f! 

•••• 

1--
"(J(;,.,Jtc-1 

Jl\,.............. 
"' ..J. . 

r g 

I!CAIIM~HitRO 

I 
-r-L 

~ 

/ 

C::J Elk Grove City Limits 

Creeks 

Watersheds 

D DeerCreek 

D Elk Grove Creek 

I:J Grant Line Channel 

D Laguna Creek 

D Laguna Stonelake 

D Laguna West Channel 

Laguna West Lakes 

D Lakeside 

D ShedA 

D ShedB 

D ShedC 

I:] Strawberry Creek 

D Whitehouse Cr•eek 

SILVERADO VILLAGE EIR 

Figure 3.8-1 Water Features and Watersheds 



SILVERADO VILLAGE EIR 

Figure 3.8-2: 
Groundwater Recharge Capability 

- Very Hiogh Recharge Capab1hty 

c::=J High to Moderate 
Recharge Cap a bihty 

- Low to Moderate 
Recharge Capabilrty 

c:::J All Others 

- Ptann lng Area 

- Rivers and Streams 

NO SCALf 

.I 
•• So<xce: Socromento County Generol Pion EtR. t992 



1" = 500' 

SILVERADO VILLAGE EIR 

Figure 3.8-Ja: FEMA Flood Map 

, ,uu. tJliJot 

FIRM 
flOOO IHSUIIAHCl AAT!: llolr 

'\(M\\U-\HHOl '~'· 
( \liiCIM\1 \ 
,,.1,4fitt,.lllhUI'\-MI\" 

'AH£Lllll0f7H .............. """' 
--.:... ...,_. .. ...&;.~ 

-·- .. ____ .__ - .• .. . .___ ... 

~ 
IW'H\JMI DI 
MOt7e4»tH 

11rtCTrtt OATt 
AUOU$1 14. 2t11 

·~-·~,......,...,.,..... 

,,.,a..., '\tm~,.WIUU.C'f 10-...o&fPII 
.,f+I'-MIMJ&,; C..,.,..."l ' O ......... . ....... ~- .... -................... -...-... ... ......... _._.,.. ......... - ,., _......,_, __ ... 

c.~:.."=.·.:::::· .. ~.=.:::.::-..=....-==: 
" ..... _ ...... OJ , 

.A:1•4 1 ................ _... 

.&~ •• .. ....,._......__. 1"""'.., ,_...,..,,,.,.,..,..,...._w~ .. ""'· --~!;H ollO ---·-··'·~---...... -."11-........ .., ...... .,.._ ... -.... ...... . --·-' M'l·•• ---~-...-...... ._ ............... _ ..... ............... ,_ ...... _..._... ........ ~ .................. ""'"""-· ... --.. _ ...... --...... --... .. -..... - .. w..----,.. ... --;'Wo • .,.,...,,..._. ...... ...-.. ..- ,,. ~ ...... -- ...._. -··· ~aft.llll_,..._,, • ._.t_CII:I!i.,,,.,_ .... --'"'"' -- ..... --..... _.. ,_.....,., ....... ...._,.,...._., 
,.CJ'"u.ITAOA\"'W-· 

~.::.:::=-:':.:=:::~~=::..~~-::r.::!!: ,. ... ...,. 
[!::!~f ~·V•"O*.It .... 
c::J ,., . ,... ,,,., 
D 

..... o4&.;'"11ft __ ......... _ _ ,,._.._ .... ... _.._., __ ........... ___ ... , _ ______ ..,_.._ ... __ ~ ..... 
ttii"-• . A. ____ ... ,..,._ .. ~-. ... ··-..... ~-~ .... -
~~~ ~llil:!il ~'PSfl*ltJII9M!U1 

.. ........, "'111111ttAaA'\I~ 

----~· ·_, ........ -~···-··"·· .......... 
,.._~..._.., ,-... 

L..__...-~._.-., .... _, 
~ ~="~~!!;J.~,;=:.t~;::::=:.~~-=·=..: -
..,..,.........,....,.,., .. ...,....,.CIIM"\I"'aot'~"'·'f'le*'••'"...,. • ._.,. ,.,.,.. .... ,~.,...,~...,_~........,r~~· 
~tOOd""«'<t C,_..,tl'-.t'fii.A J'IOOG ~Het"j._.._,_.....e_...a.rt 



1t20000FT 

It. A.NfifU4L CH.fLHiee 
flOOOOIIC..,._ 
COOITUitO., C NA...n 

,._, 
IAa.&. U!'t 

SILV1ERADO VILLAGE EIR 

Figure 3.8-3b: FEMA LOMR Map 

P.v~E!. 13llll 

FIRM 
FI.OOO INSUIWICIIIATI MAl' 

'\( "" \ ltVTO C"Ol vJ \ . 

C \ I IFORJ\IJ\ 
"'.I"""()Ut .. ,.._. 'UA.I( 

PANEL lJ4 01' 101! -- , .. ~ ... -~ -~ . .... '!WI....-... 

lllVI!ED TO 
llt!UC:T lOIIJI 
UFEtll'i£: .lwlt tl. nu ___ ..,. _____ _ 
~~~-=-.::-= ---ICI-_,.04,. ...... , ...... , 
......... ..........,IW..._...\t~Mfl 

l.aiJilnd 
~~ ....... chanc>e 
(100.-) F"laOdt>IM> 
l%_chl_ 
(IOU. Y•) Flnodwey 

c:::J 0 2'Ji,-_,.,. 
(500-Y .. ,) Roodpleln 

•• 



!:!.Q.!L 

,, 
0 

Legend 
5 TO~I'I D~A~ PIP[ 

PAD GRADE UEVAiiO~ 
MAN!-rOU 

[JRAf/'< !NLf1 

':.TREET GRADE [LEVATION 

OVERLAND RELEASE 

DRAINAGE SWALE 

SPOT ELEVATION 

TtiiS EXH:BIT 15 FOR Tn'!TATIVE MAP 
P~POSES ONLT. AU GRADJNG 
(;HARAGTERISTICS ARE iO fl[ VERIFIED 
PRIOR TO FINAL MAP. 

200' 1 00' 0 200' 

SCALE: 1'' 200' 

~- I 
\ / 

L./ 

+ 

LOT BB 
TRAL CORRIDOR 

SILVERADO VILlAGE EIR 

Figure 3.8-4: 
OetentionfWQ Basin and Outfall Details 



LAND USE 3.9 

The purpose of this EIR section is to identify the existing land use conditions on the Project site and 

surrounding areas, to anaiyze the Project's consistency with reievant pianning documents and 

policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, and, if 

necessary, to identify mitigation measures to avoid or minimize the significance of potential 

impacts. 

Information in this section is based on information provided by the Project Applicant in the Project 

application package submitted to the City of Elk Grove, including the October 2012 Project 

Description, the Silverado Village Special Planning Area (SPA) document, site surveys conducted by 

De Novo Planning Gioup in 2012, giound and aerial photographs, and the following reference 

documents: City of Elk Grove General Plan (City of Elk Grove 2003a), the City of Elk Grove General 

Plan Environmental impact Report (General Plan EIR) (City of Elk Grove 2003b), and the City of Elk 

Grove Municipal Code, Title 23 Zoning Code (City of Elk Grove 2013). 

3.9.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

PROJECT SITE 

The Project site consists of approximately 230 acres located northwest of the intersection of Bond 

Road and Waterman Road (see Figure 2-2). Historically, the Project site has been utilized for 

agricultural and industrial uses. However, the Project site has been vacant since the acquisition of 

the property by the Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD), formerly the Sacramento County 

Sanitation District. Whitehouse Creek traverses the property from the northern boundary, flowing 
in a southwesterly direction into a series of ponds eventually discharging into Laguna Creek. The 

ponds appear to be the result of past berming and grading activities, potentially associated with 

the Project site's prior detention and treatment use. In addition, many of the linear depressions on 

the Project site appear to be a result of historic excavation activities and may be related to past 
agricultural practices on the property. Power lines are located along the eastern boundary of the 

Project site and in the Bond Road street and sidewalk improvements. Genera! P!an and Zoning 

designations for the Project site and surrounding land uses are summarized in Table 3.9-1. 

SURROUNDiNG LAND USES 

Uses adjacent to and in the vicinity of the Project site include roadways, residential subdivisions, 

multifamily apartments, agricultural/rural residential uses, and vacant land. The Project site is 

generally bounded by Waterman Road, vacant land, rural residential uses, and Laguna Creek to the 

east; Bond Road and single family residential uses to the south; and single family residential 

development to the west, with a vacant area adjacent to the northwest. General Plan and Zoning 
designations and land uses adjacent the Project site are summarized in Table 3.9-1. 

The Project and surrounding land uses are shown in Figure 2-2. 
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TABLE 3.9-1: PROJECT AND SURROUNDING AREA LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

TnrATmN 
G/iN/iRAL PLAN 

--'- -··· -
LAND USii 

On-Site Rural Residential, Low Density 
Residential, 
Cornmerdal/Office /Multi-Family 

North Rural Residential 

Sout.h l.n\M npn...:itv RPdriPntbl 
-- •• - -··-· •J -------------

East Estate Residential, 

West Rural Residential; 
Residentiai 

3.9.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

LOCAL 

City of Elk Grove General Plan 

Low Density 

7.nNTNr. 
~- ·--·-

RD-2, RD·4, RD·5, RD-
5(F], and 0 

AR-2 

RD-5 

AG·BO, AR·5, AR·5(F), 
AR-10, SC 

RD-2, RD·4, RD-5, AR-5, 
RD-S(Fj, AR-S(Fj 

ACTUAL UsoOF 
PROP/iRTY 

Vacant 

Sheldon Road Ranch 
Estates 
Fallbrook Subdivision 
and Summer Place 
Subdivision 
Apartment complex; 
single-family 
residences 
Quail Ranch Estates, 
rurai residentiai uses, 
and vacant land 

The City of Eik Grove General Pian represents the community's goais and aspirations for its long

term physical form and development. The General Plan is a broad framework for planning the 

future of the City of Elk Grove. It is the official policy statement of the City Council to guide the 

private and public development of the City in a manner to gain the maximum social and economic 

benefit to the citizens (General Plan, p. S-6). 

General plans are prepared under a mandate from the State of California, which requires each city 

and county to prepare and adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan for its jurisdiction and 

any adjacent related lands. Under State !a'vv, City ordinances regulating !and use must be 

consistent with the General Plan. The Zoning Code, Specific Plans, and individual project proposals 

must be consistent with the goals, policies, and standards contained in the General Plan. In 

addition, all capital improvements and public works projects must be consistent with the General 

Plan (General Plan, p. 6). 

General Plan Land Use Map 
The Land Use Policy Map describes what type of new land uses are desired-or whether existing 

open lands will be retained for agriculture, habitat, or other uses. In some areas, the Land Use 

Policy Map shows future uses, which differ from the existing land uses; in these areas, the General 

Plan foresees change and a transition to new land uses (General Plan, p. 129). The Land Use Map 

portrays the ultimate uses of land in and around Elk Grove through land use designations. The 

Land Use Map designates the Project site as Rural Residential, Low Density Residential, and 

Commerciai/Office/JI'v1ulti-Family. Surrounding land uses include Rural Residential, low Density 

Residential, and Estate Residential as shown in Figure 3.9-1. Each of these land use designations 

are described below. 
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Rural Residential: Minimum lot size: 2 to 10 acres gross (0.1- 0.5 du/gross acre) 

Estate Residential: Lot sizes range from X acre to 2 acres. (0.51- 4.0 du/gross acre) 

Low Density Residential: Lot sizes vary, generally from approximately 6,000 to 10,000 SF. (4.1+-

7.0 du/gross acre) 

Commercioi!Oftice!Multi-Fami/y: Generally characterized by office, professional, and retail uses in 
any mix. Also includes high density residential development. Multifamily allowed at a maximum 

density of 20 units per gross acre. 

General Plan Policies 
The City General Plan policies and standards applicable to environmental issues associated with 
land use are summarized below. General Plan policies associated with specific environmental 

topics (aesthetics, air quality, agriculture, biological resources, cultural resources, geology/soils, 
greenhouse gas, hazards, hydrology/water quality, noise, public services, recreation, 

transportation, and utilities) are discussed in the relevant chapters of this EIR. General Plan 
policies associated with agricultural resources, mineral resources, population and housing were 

analyzed in the Initial Study prepaied for the Project and were found to have a less than significant 

or no environmental impact and are not further addressed in this EIR. 

Poiicy LU-5 

Policy LU-6 

Subsequent pians which impiement the land Use Poiicy iviap may biend uses or 

residential densities as part of a master planned project, provided that the overall 
development intensity shown on the Land Use Policy Map is not exceeded. 

Multi-family housing development in excess of 15 dwelling units per gross acre 
should be located according to the following general criteria. Flexibility may be 
applied on a case-by-case basis for sites, which vary from these guidelines. 

• Multi-family housing sites should generally be no smaller than eight (8) acres 
and no larger than fifteen {15) acres. The minimum size is intended to ensure 
on-site management; the maximum size is intended to reduce the potential for 
public safety problems. 

• Individual sites should be located at least one-third (1/3) mile apart. This is 
intended to reduce the potential for over-concentration of multi-family uses in 
any part of Elk Grove. 

• Multi-family housing sites should be located close to commercial areas, major 
roadways, and public transit to encourage pedestrian rather than vehicle 
traffic. 

• Senior/assisted living housing projects may be appropriate at sizes and spacing 
below typical thresholds, due to the reduced traffic and other impacts 
generally associated with these uses. 

Policy LU-11 The City shall support the development of neighborhood-serving commercial uses 
adjacent to residential areas, which provide quality, convenient and community-
serving retail choices in a manner that does not impact neighborhood character. 
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Policy CAQ-7 Encourage development clustering where clustering would facilitate on-site 

protection of woodlands, grasslands, wetlands, stream corridors, scenic areas, or 

other appropriate natural features as open space, provided that: 

1. Urban infrastructure capacity is available for urban use. 

2. On-site resource protection is appropriate and consistent with other 
General Plan Policies. 

3. The architecture and scale of development is appropriate for the area. 

4. Development rights for the open space area are permanently dedicated 
and appropriate long-term management is provided for by either a 
public agency, homeowners association, or other appropriate entity. 

Policy CAQ-17 The City recognizes the value of naturally vegetated stream corridors, 
commensurate with flood control and public acceptance, to assist in removal of 

pollutants, provide native and endangered species habitat and provide community 

amenities. 

Policy CAQ-19 Encourage the retention of natural stream corridors, and the creation of natural 

stream channels where improvements to drainage capacity are required. 

Policy PT0-7 The trails system in Elk Grove should provide for connectivity, so that all trails are 

linked to the extent possible for greater use as recreational and travel routes. The 

foiiowing features shouid be included in the trails system in Eik Grove: 

• Trails should link residential areas with parks, commercial and office areas, 
and other destinations. 

• Trails along major roadways should avoid meanders or other design features 
which make bicycie use less convenient or safe. 

• Trails should be located off-street to the extent possible. 

Policy PT0-16 Stream corridors, floodways, electrical transmission corridors, and similar features 

shall be considered for inclusion in the citywide trails and open space system. 

Policy PT0-18 To the extent possible, retain natural drainage courses in all cases where 

preservation of natural drainage is physically feasible and consistent with the need 

to provide flood protection. 

Policy PF-10 The City shall strongly discourage the extension of sewer service into any area 

designated for Rural Residential land uses. Sewers shall not be used to 
accommodate lot sizes smaller than 2 (two) gross acres in the Rural Residential 

area, and lot sizes shall be large enough to accommodate septic systems. This 

policy shall not be construed to limit the ability of any sewer agency to construct 

"interceptor" lines through or adjacent to the Rural Residential area, provided that 

no "trunk" or ser-vice lines are provided within the Rural Residential area. 
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City of Elk Grove Zoning Code 
Tit!e 23, Zoning, of the City 1\.i!unicipa! Code carries out the policies of the City Genera! P!an by 
classifying and regulating the uses and development of land and structures within the City, 
consistent with the General Plan. The Zoning Code is adopted to protect and to promote the 
pubiic heaith, safety, comfort, convenience, prosperity, and generai welfare of residents and 
businesses in the City [Ord. 8-2011 §3(8), eft. 6-24-2011]. 

ZONING DISTRICTS 

Table 3.9-1 above (page 3.9-2) identifies the zoning districts which correspond to and implement 
the land use categories for the project site and surrounding areas. Following is a general 
description of each of the zoning district categories, along with unique characteristics of each 
corresponding zone district (Title 23, Zoning). 

Very Low Density Residential (RD-1 through RD-3). The very low density residential zoning district 
designations are applied to areas of the city intended to accommodate very low density single
family residential uses in a semi-rural setting. 

• RD-2. The RD-1 thorugh RD-3 districts are applied to areas of the City intended to 
accommodate very low density single-family estate type uses. Property with these RD 
designations should serve as a transitional residential district between agricultural 
residential and traditional lower density single-family neighborhoods. The RD-2 district 
a!!m.-vs a density of t\.•vc dv1e!!ing units per acre. 

Low Density Residential (RD-4 through RD-7). The low density residential zoning district 
designations are applied to areas of the city intended to accommodate low density sing!e~fami!y 
residential neighborhoods. Permitted uses in the RD districts include single-family and two-family 
homes, second units, and compatible neighborhood support facilities. Property with this 
designation shouid be located near other residentiai properties, schools, parksiopen space, and 
neighborhood commercial services with low-impact office and light industrial uses nearby. This 
residential designation includes the following specific zoning districts: 

• RD-4. The RD-4 district allows detached single-family and two-family homes up to a 
maximum density of four dwelling units per acre. Development is typically one and two 
stories in height with larger yard areas. 

• RD-5. The RD-5 district allows single-family and two-family homes up to a maximum 
density of five dwelling units per acre. This district may include detached and attached 
housing types, with typical development one and two stories in height with private yard 
areas. 

Agricultural Residential (AR). The AR districts implement the estate residential and rural 
residential General Plan land use designation. 

• AR-2. The AR-2 district allows for one residential unit on lots with a minimum size of two 
gross acres and is intended to accommodate low density single-family residential uses in a 
rural setting with agricultural and accessory uses. Implements the estate residential 
General Plan designation. 
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• AR-5. The AR-5 zoning district allows for one residential unit on lots with a minimum size 
of five gross acres to accommodate low density single-family development along with 
agricultural and accessory uses. The AR-5 zoning districts implement the rural residential 
General Plan designation. 

Shopping Center (SC). The shopping center district is intended for medium to high intensity 
shopping centers with a local or regional market area on medium to large sites at major 
intersections. The SC zone should be adjacent to higher density residential development. 
Development in this district typically involves integrated structures with multiple uses and tenants 
providing a broad range of goods and services. Development should incorporate pedestrian-
fiiendly designs that include walkways interior to the project as well as connections to adjacent 
uses and neighborhoods, but should also be auto-accommodating. 

Opeii Space land Use (C). The open space zoning district is applied to lands that have been 
reserved for open space uses such as landscape corridors, habitat mitigation, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and corridors, lakes, trails, and similar uses. Resource protection and restoration, 
resource-related recreation, parks and public plazas, and utility infrastructure are permitted uses 
in this zone. 

Special Planning Area (SPAj. The purpose of the special planning area (SPA) district is to designate 
areas for unique and imaginative planning standards and regulations not provided through the 
application of standard zoning districts. Allowed uses and development standards within the 
special planning area are those uses and standards listed uses in the adopted special planning 
area. The enabling legislation granting authority to prepare, process, adopt and implement a 
Special Planning Area (SPA) is defined by Title 23, Chapter 16,(23.16.100) of the City Municipal 

Code. 

3.9.3 IiviPACTS AND rv1ITIGATION rv1EASURES 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project will have a significant impact on 

land use and planning if it will: 

• 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. 

The potentiai for the Project to physically divide an established community or conflict with any 

applicable habitat conservation plan was analyzed in the Initial Study prepared for the Project and 

found to have no impact. Please refer to the Initial Study for further information on these topics. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.9-i: Implementation of the Project may conflict with an 
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project adopted to avoid or mitigate an 
environmental effect. (less than significant) 

CONSISTENCY WITH THE CITY OF ELK GROVE GENERAL PLAN 

In evaluating the Project for potential environmental impacts related to consistency with adopted 

!and use plans, policies, and regulations, the General P!an !and use designations and policies must 
be examined for consistency. 

The City of Elk Grove General Plan land Use Map designates the northern third of the Project site 

as Rural Residential (78± acres), the central and southern portions of the Project site as Low 

Density Residential {152± acres), and a 4-acre parcel at the southeast corner as 

Commercial/Office/Multi-Family. As described above, the Rural Residential designation 

accommodates residential development at a density of 0.1 to 0.5 dwellings per gross acre with a 

permitted lot size of 2 to 10 acres. The low Density Residential designation permits residential 

development at densities ranging from 4.1 to 7.0 dwellings per gross acre. The 
Commercial/Office/Multi-Family designation permits office, professional, and retail uses in any mix 

and permits muiti-famiiy residential development at a maximum density of 30 dweiiing units per 

gross acre. 

The Project proposes extensive open space uses, inciuding a 68.1-acre wetland habitat 

preservation area, 10.3 acres of open space Jots, a 14.7-acre stormwater detention area, and a 0.6-

acre overland stormwater release area. The Project also proposes 8.3 acres of parks and trails. 

The open space/habitat preserve and parks uses in the northern portion of the Project site are 

allowed in the Rural Residential designation. The Project site would accommodate up to 1,022 

residential units under the adopted General Plan land use designations, and this is the amount of 
development that was anticipated for the Project site in the General Plan EIR. The Project 

proposes 660 single family units and up to 125 independent/assisted living units, which is less than 

the development allowed under the adopted land use designations. The Village Core uses (the 

clubhouse, swimming atrium, and up to 125 independent/assisted living units) are consistent with 

the uses allowed by the Commercial/Office/Multi-Family designation. The Project does not 

propose growth beyond the areas envisioned for urbanization on the Land Use Map. The Project 

would shift the Commercial/Office/Multi-Family uses from the southeast corner of the Project site 

to an area within Viiiage 3, as allowed by Poiicy LU-5 and described beiow. 

The Project Applicant has submitted an entitlement request to rezone the Project site to SPA. The 

Siiverado Viiiage SPA proposes the Generai Pian iand uses be shifted to accompiish the 

environmental goals of providing a compact and integrated layout for residents, preservation of 

open space to protect habitat, protection from flooding, and buffering and integrating the Project 

with adjacent development. General Plan Policy LU-5 provides that subsequent master-planned 

projects, such as a SPA, may blend uses or residential densities provided that the overall 

development intensity sho•.vn on the Land Use Policy Map is not exceeded. As discussed in the 
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above land use map consistency analysis, the Project is consistent with the intended use and 

development intensity intended for the Project site in the General Plan. 

The General Plan includes a number of broad guiding and focused goals that provided the direction 

for the planned land use types and location. The General Plan seeks to attain a high quality of life 

for all residents by providing a safe community, free from manmade and natural hazards (Focused 

Goal 1-1). Development should recognize environmental constraints and be designed and 

operated to minimize impacts on the environment and protect natural resources (Focused Goals 3-
1, 3-3). 

The extensive open space and park uses on the Project site recognize the existing environmental 

constraints and would help to retain the rural, open character on a portion of the Project site, 

provide protection from flooding, and protect sensitive habitat, consistent with Focused Goals 1-1, 
3-1, and 3-3. 

Policy CAQ-7 encourages development clustering where clustering would facilitate on-site 

protection of woodlands, grasslands, wetlands, stream corridors, scenic areas, or other 

appropriate natural features as open space. The Project would cluster development in Villages 1 

through 3 to preserve unique habitat v .. dthin the \-vet!and habitat preserve area in the northern 

portion of the property consistent with Policy CAQ-7. The clustering of uses in the central and 

southern portions of the property also minimizes impervious surfaces, consistent with Policy CAQ-

14. Policy CAQ-7 notes that clustering is appropriate provided that urban infrastructure is available 
and the development rights for the open space area are permanently dedicated and appropriate 

long-term management is provided for by a public agency. All urban infrastructure is available to 

the Project site. The Project would transfer ownership of the wetland habitat preserve area to the 

City of Elk Grove, another public agency, or a non-profit entity. The Wetland Mitigation Plan 

describes the long-term management requirements for the Project site, which would occur 
through the Habitat Management Foundation. 

Consistent with Poiicies CAQ-17, CAQ-19, and PT0-18, the t"TOJeCI would retain the naturally 
vegetated pond and overland flow connection to Whitehouse Creek, providing a naturalized 

drainage channel to ensure adequate stormwater capacity. 

The Project would provide two parks connected with a multi-use trail system. The multi-use trail 

system would include a trail located in the powerline corridor, consistent with Policy PT0-16, 

which encourages consideration of electrical transmission corridors in the City's trails and open 

space system. Consistent with Policies PT0-16 and PT0-17, the Project's multi-trail system would 

provide on~site trails and connections to existing bike and pedestrian facilities in accordance with 

Figure 4 ofthe City of Elk Grove Trails Master Plan. 

General Plan Policy PF-10 discouiages the extension of sewer sentice into areas designated for 
Rural Residential use and prohibits the use of sewer service to accommodate lot sizes smaller than 

two gross acres in the Rural Residential area. Since the park site is 5.5-acres and the extension of 

sewer onto the park site would not result in providing public sewer service to Rural Residential lots 

of 2 acres or smaller, the extension of public sewer to the park site would not conflict with Policy 
PF-10. 
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Policy LU-6 provides guidelines for the size (8-15 acres) and location (near commercial and transit) 

of multifamily housing to reduce the potential for land use public safety issues. The policy notes 

that senior/assisted living housing projects may be appropriate at sizes and spacing below typical 
thresholds, because senior developments have reduced traffic and other impacts generally 

associated with iviulti-Fan1ily uses. The Silverado Village 3 senior lodge is smaller than the 

minimum for non-age restricted multifamily; this smaller size consistent with the Policy LU-6 

exception for senior/assisted living projects. The senior lodge would have on-site management, 

the lack of which is the primary concern identified in Policy LU-6 for smaller sites, and would be 

within walking distance of the neighborhood-serving commercial and retail services that would 

located in the Vi!!age Core. 

Policy LU-11 supports the development of neighborhood-serving commercial uses adjacent to 

residential areas, v1hich provide convenient and neighborhood-serving retail choices in a manner 

that does not impact neighborhood character. Consistent with Policy LU-11, the Village Core uses 

would include neighborhood-serving commercial and recreational amenities, convenient to senior 
residents that are expected to drive less. The Village Core commercial uses would be located in 

the interior of Village 3 and would therefore not impact the character of the surrounding 

community. 

The Project is consistent with General Plan policies related to land use including those related to 

amount and location of growth, allowed uses, development densities and intensities, parks and 

trails, and retention of on-site drainage features. 

CONSISTEl'.JCY l-VJTH THE ZONll'.JG CODE 

The Project proposes to zone the Project site as Silverado Village SPA. Consistent with the Zoning 

Code requirements established at Section 23.16.100, the Silverado Village SPA document would be 

regulatory in nature and would serve as zoning and development standards for the Project site as 

described in Chapter 2.0. The Project is appropriate for consideration as a SPA because the 

Project includes objectives to protect sensitive 'vvetland and habitat areas on the Project site, 

provide housing for senior households (identified as a special needs group in the City's Housing 

Element), and include a mix of land uses that require conditions and development standards that 

could not be provided through the application of standard zoning regulations. The Project has 

significant environmental features and land use mixtures that justify the placement of the Project 

site within the SPA land use zone. 

The Silverado Village SPA along with the City of Elk Grove General Plan and Municipal Code would 
regulate zoning for the Project. All existing City land use policies, development standards, and 

roadway improvement standards would remain in effect except as specifically addressed in the 

SPA. The SPA requires Village 1 and Village 2 to be consistent with the RD-5 Zoning designation 

and permitted iand uses as defined in Titie 23 oi the City oi Eik Grove Municipal Code. However, 

Village 3 is envisioned as an age-restricted gated community with private streets and contains two 

unique housing product types that do not fit within the City of Elk Grove's existing zoning 

categories, and are therefore defined in the SPA. The first housing type is the higher intensity 

Village Core area, which will provide a lodge facility for seniors of one or more buildings, plus 

recreational and neighborhood commercia! service amenities. The second housing type is the 
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Patio Homes which are located around the Village Core allowing convenient access for the 

residents to the recreation and service commercial amenities in the Village Core area. 

Development plans, the Development Agreement, subdivision maps, and site plans for the Project 

must be consistent with the adopted SPA and must be submitted for review and approval of the 

City Council through a public hearing process. Compliance with the SPA regulatory document 

would ensure the Project's consistency with the City's Zoning Code. 

The Project would be consistent with adopted land use and planning documents and other land 

use regulations adopted to address potential environmental effects. This is a less than significant 
impact. Chapters 3.1 through 3.8 and 3.10 through 3.13 address the Project's consistency with 

adopted plans, policies, and regulations that have been adopted to address impacts associated 

with aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology/soils, hazards, 

hydrology and water quality, public services, transportation, and utilities. 
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NOISE AND VIBRATION 3.10 

This section provides a general description of the existing noise sources, a discussion of the regulatory 

setting, and identifies potential noise impacts associated with the Project. Project impacts are evaluated 
relative to applicable noise level criteria and to the existing ambient noise environment. Mitigation 

measures have been identified for significant noise-related impacts. The information in this section is 

based on the Environmental Noise Analysis prepared for the Project by Bollard Acoustical Consultants in 

20i3 (see Appendix Ej. 

3.10.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

KEY TERMS 

Acoustics 

Ambient Noise 

Attenuation 

A-Weighting 

Decibel or dB 

CNEL 

Frequency 

Impulsive 

Ldn 

Leq 

Lmax 

L(n) 

Loudness 

Noise 

SEL 

The science of sound. 

The distinctive acoustical characteristics of a given area consisting of all noise sources 
audib!e at that location. !n many cases, the term ambient is used to describe an 
existing or pre-project condition such as the setting in an environmental noise study. 

The reduction of noise. 

A frequency-response adjustment of a sound level meter that conditions the output 
signal to approximate human response. 

Fundamental unit of sound, defined as ten times the logarithm of the ratio of the 
sound pressure squared over the reference pressure squared. 

Community noise equivalent level. Defined as the 24-hour average noise level with 
noise occurring during evening hours (7- 10 p.m.) weighted by a factor of three and 
nighttime hours weighted by a factor of 10 prior to averaging. 

The measure of the rapidity of alterations of a periodic acoustic signal, expressed in 
cycles per second (Hertz). 

Sound of short duration, usually less than one second, with an abrupt onset and 
rapid decay. 

Day/Night Average Sound Level. Similar to CNEL but with no evening weighting. 

Equivalent or energy-averaged sound level. 

The highest root-mean-square (RMS) sound level measured over a given period of 
time. 

The sound ievei exceeded a described percentiie over a measurement period. For 
instance, an hourly LSO is the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time during the 
one hour period. 

A subjective term for the sensation of the magnitude of sound. 

Unwanted sound. 

Sound exposure levels. A rating, in decibels, of a discrete event, such as an aircraft 
flyover or train passby, that compresses the total sound energy into a one-second 

event. 
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FUNDAMENTALS OF ACOUSTICS 

Acoustics is the science of sound. Sound may be thought of as mechanical energy of a vibrating object 

transmitted by pressure waves through a medium to human (or animal) ears. If the pressure variations 

occur frequently enough (at least 20 times per second), then they can be heard and are called sound. 

The number of pressure variations per second is called the frequency of sound, and is expressed as 

cycles per second or Hertz (Hz). 

Noise is a subjective reaction to different types of sounds. Noise is typically defined as (airborne) sound 

that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected or undesired, and may therefore be classified as a more specific 

group of sounds. Perceptions of sound and noise are highly subjective from person to person. 

Measuring sound directly in terms of pressure would require a very large and awkward range of 

numbers. To avoid this, the decibel scale was devised. The decibel scale uses the hearing threshold (20 

micropascals), as a point of reference, defined as 0 dB. Other sound pressures are then compared to this 

reference pressure, and the logarithm is taken to keep the numbers in a practical range. The decibel 
scale allows a million-fold increase in pressure to be expressed as 120 dB, and changes in levels (dB) 

correspond closely to human perception of relative loudness. 

The perceived loudness of sounds is dependent upon many factors, including sound pressure level and 

frequency content. However, within the usual range of environmental noise levels, perception of 

loudness is relatively predictable, and can be approximated by A-weighted sound levels. There is a 
strong correiation between A-weighted sound ieveis (expressed as dBAj and the way the human ear 

perceives sound. For this reason, the A-weighted sound level has become the standard tool of 

environmental noise assessment. All noise levels reported in this section are in terms of A-weighted 

levels, but are expressed as dB, unless otherwise noted. 

The decibel scale is logarithmic, not linear. In other words, two sound levels 10 dB apart differ in 

acoustic energy by a factor of 10. When the standard logarithmic decibel is A-weighted, an increase of 

10 dBA is generally perceived as a doubling in loudness. For example, a 70 dBA sound is half as loud as 

an 80 dBA sound, and twice as loud as a 60 dBA sound. 

Community noise is commonly described in terms of the ambient noise level, which is defined as the all
encompassing noise level associated with a given enviionment. A common statistical tool to measure 

the ambient noise level is the average, or equivalent, sound level (Leq), which corresponds to a steady

state A weighted sound level containing the same total energy as a time varying signal over a given time 

period (usually one hour). The Leq is the foundation of the composite noise descriptor, Ldn, and shows 
very good correlation with community response to noise. 

The day/night average level (Ldn) is based upon the average noise level over a 24-hour day, with a +10 

decibel weighing applied to noise occurring during nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) hours. The 
nighttime penalty is based upon the assumption that people react to nighttime noise exposures as 
though they were twice as loud as daytime exposures. Because Ldn represents a 24-hour average, it 

tends to disguise short-term variations in the noise environment. CNEL is similar to Ldn, but includes a 
+5 dB penalty for evening noise. Tabie 3.10-1 lists several exam pies of the noise levels associated with 

common situations. 
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COMMON OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES NOISE LEVEL (DBA) COMMON INDOOR ACTIVITIES 

--110-- Rock Band 

Jet Fly-over at 300m (1,000 ft) --100--

Gas Lawn Mower at 1 m (3 ft) --90--

Diesei Tru~:;k ett 15 m (50ft), r"-- _j ,..., ---_I- - - • .0 --- ,.., CL\ 

--80--
ruoo Dlenoer en .L m \~ TLJ 

at 80 km/hr (50 mph) Garbage Disposal at 1 m (3ft) 

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime 
--70-- Vacuum Cleaner at 3 m (10ft) 

Gas Lawn Mower, 30m (100ft) 

Commercial Area 
--60-- Normal Speech at 1 m (3 ft) 

Heavy Traffic at 90 m (300 ft) 

I 
Quiet Urban Daytime 

I 
--50--

Large Business Office 
Dishwasher in Next Room 

Quiet Urban Nightiime --40--
Theater, Large Conference Room 

(Background) 

Quiet Suburban Nighttime --30-- Library 
o.,.A ...... ,.. .......... fl.l; .... ~o.+ r ........ .,.,... u ... ll 

Quiet Rural Nighttime --20--
'-''-UI UUIII CL 1 .. 1611LI ..... UII ....... I L I lUll 

(Background) 

--10-- Broadcast/Recording Studio 

Lowest Threshold of Human Heanng --0-- Lowest Threshold of Human Heanng 

SOURCE: CAL TRANS, TECHNICAL NOISE SUPPLEMENT, TRAFFIC NOISE ANALYSIS PROTOCOL NOVEMBER 2009. 

EFFECTS OF NOISE ON PEOPLE 

The effects of noise on people can be placed in three categories: 

Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, and dissatisfaction; 

• Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, and learning; and 

• Physiological effects such as hearing loss or sudden startling. 

~nuirnntTtonf--:>1 nniro tunir:~~llu nrnrluror offortc in tha firct hun r::~t~~:~oanrit:~oc \A/nrltorc in inrlnctri:~l nl:::antc 
I..IIWIIU11111'-11LUI OIUI""'- LJI"'''"'"'"J I"'IU ... U'-'--" '-"'-'-Lol "' .. .,._. "'"'" L••u ...... "'-b'•""' ... •" ••uon._, .. '" "'""""_. .. ,,..,, ............ _. 

can experience noise in the last category. There is no completely satisfactory way to measure the 

subjective effects of noise or the corresponding reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction. A wide 

variation in individual thresholds of annoyance exists and different tolerances to noise tend to develop 

based on an individual's past experiences with noise. 

Thus, an important way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise environment is the way it 

compares to the existing environment to which one has adapted: the sc1-called ambient noise level. In 

general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing ambient noise level, the less acceptable 

the new noise will be judged by those hearing it. 

With regard to increases in A-weighted noise level. the following relationships occur: 

• Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dBA cannot be perceived; 

• 
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e A change in level of at least 5 dBA is required before any noticeable change in human response 
would be expected; and 

• A 10 dBA change is subjectively heard as approximately a doubling in loudness, and can cause an 
adverse response. 

Stationary point sources of noise - including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles -

attenuate (lessen) at a rate of approximately 6 dB per doubling of distance from the source, depending 

on environmental conditions (i.e. atmospheric conditions and either vegetative or manufactured noise 

bafiiers, etc.). VJidely distributed noises, such as a large industrial facility spread over many acres, or a 
street with moving vehicles, would typically attenuate at a lower rate. 

EXISTING NOISE LEVELS 

Traffic Noise LeveJs 

The FHWA Model was used to identify existing traffic noise levels for the major local roadways which 

would be used by Project traffic. The model is based upon the CALVENO noise emission factors for 

automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy trucks, with consideration given to vehicle volume, speed, 

roadway configuration, distance to the receiver, and the acoustical characteristics of the site. The FHWA 

r-... 1odel predicts hourly Leq values for free-flowing traffic conditions, and is generally considered to be 
accurate within 1.5 dB. 

Existing traffic volumes were obtained from the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the Project by Fehr & 
Peers. Table 3.10-2 shows the predicted existing traffic noise levels at a normalized distance of 100 feet 

from the roadway centerlines. Sensitive receptors may be located at distances which vary from the 

centerline and may experience shielding from intervening barriers or sound walls. The noise level 

contours may vary from the distances predicted by the FHWA model due to roadway curvature, grade, 
shielding from local topography or structures; elevated roadways; or elevated receivers~ The distances 

reported in Table 3.10-2 are generally considered to be conservative estimates of noise exposure along 
the project-area roadways. 

TABLE 3.10-2: PREDICTED EXISTING TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

ROADWAY SEGMENT 

1. Bond Road West of Elk Grove Florin Rd. 

2. But1d Rodd Elk Grove Florin Rd. to Quail Cove Dr. 

3. Bond Road Quail Cove Dr. to Crowell Dr. 

4. Bond Road Crowell Dr. to Waterman Rd. 

5. Bond Road East of Waterman Rd. 

6. Elk Grove Florin Road North of Bond Rd. 

7. Eik Grove Florin Road South of Bond Rd. 

8. Quail Cove Dr. North of Bond Rd. 

9. Quail Cove Dr. South of Bond Rd. 

I 10. Crowell Dr. South of Bond Rd. 

I NOISE LEVEL AT 100 FEET FROM ROADWAY I 
CENTERLINE {DB} 

66 

66 

65 

66 

65 

66 

65 

50 

57 

55 
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T.4AIF ~- 1n-,~ PRFnltTFn FYICTJAJr. TRJJ.FF/r NniCI= I FVFI ( ---------- --. --------- -···-····- ··-····----·-- -----
ROADWAY SEGMENT 

NOISE LEYELAT 100 FEET FROM RoADWAY 

CENTERLINE (DB) 

11. Waterman Rd. North of Sheldon Rd. 62 
12. Waterman Rd. from Sheldon Rd. to Bond Rd. 61 
13. Waterman Rd. South of Bond Rd. 63 
14. Sheldon Rd. West of Waterman Rd. 62 
1S. Sheldon Rd. East of Waterman Rd. 60 
NOTES: DISTANCES TO TRAFFIC NOISE CONTOURS ARE MEASURED IN FEET FROM THE CENTERLINES OF THE ROADWAYS. 

SOURCE: BOLlARD ACOUSTICAL CONSULTANTS, INC., 2013. 

3.10.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

STATE 

California Building Standards Code 
The California Building Standards Code includes the California Residential Code, Title 24, Part 2.5 of the 

State of California Code of Regulations, which establishes uniform minimum noise insulation 

performance standards to protect persons within new buiidings other than singie-famiiy dweiiings which 

house people, including hotels, motels, dormitories, and apartments. 

Titie 24 mandates that interior noise ieveis attributabie to exterior sources shaii not exceed 45 dB Ldn or 

CNEL in any habitable room. Title 24 also mandates that for structures containing noise-sensitive uses to 

be located where the Ldn or CNEL exceeds 60 dB, an acoustical analysis must be prepared to identify 

mechanisms for limiting exterior noise to the prescribed allowable interior levels. If the interior 

allowable noise levels are met by requiring that windows be kept closed, the design for the structure 

must a!so specify a ventilation or air conditioning s~~stem to provide a habitable interior environment. 

LOCAL 

City of Elk Grove General Plan 

The Noise Element of the General Plan establishes acceptable noise levellin1its for transportation (such 

as traffic), and non-transportation noise sources. Relevant policies from the General Plan are identified 

below. 

Policy N0-1 

Policy N0-2 

New development of the uses listed in Table NO-C {Table 3.10-3) shall conform with the 

noise levels contained in that Table. All indoor and outdoor areas shall be located, 
constructed, and/or shielded from noise sources in order to achieve compliance with 

the City's noise standards. 

Where noise-sensitive land uses are proposed in areas exposed to existing or projected 

exterior noise levels exceeding the levels specified in Table NO-C or the performance 

standards of Table NO~A (Table 3.10~4), an acoustical analysis shall be required as part 
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Policy 1'"~0-3 

NOISE AND VIBRATION 

of the environmental revle'l.J process so that noise mitigation may be included in the 
project design. 

Noise Cieated by new pioposed nontiansportation noise souices shall be mitigated so 
as not to exceed the noise level standards of Table NO-A (Table 3.10-4) as measured 

immediately within the property line of lands designated for noise-sensitive uses. 

N0-3-Action 1 Limit construction activity to the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. whenever such 

activity is adjacent to residential uses. 

N0-3-Action 3 The City shall require that stationary construction equipment and construction 

staging areas be set back from existing noise-sensitive land uses. 

Policy N0-7 

Policy N0-8 

PolicyN0-9 

The City shall not require the installation of soundwalls in front yard areas to reduce 

noise to acceptable levels in residential areas which were originally constructed without 

soundwalls. The City shall emphasize other methods to reduce noise levels in these 

situations. 

Where noise mitigation measures are required to achieve the standards of Tables NO-A 

(Table 3.10-4) and NO-C (Table 3.10-3), the emphasis of such measures shall be placed 

upon site planning and project design. The use of noise barriers shall be considered a 
means of achieving the noise standards only after all other practical design-related noise 

mitigation measures-including the use of distance from noise sources-have been 

integrated into the project. 

Where soundwalls or noise barriers are constructed, the City shall strongly encourage 

and may require the use of a combination of berms and walls to reduce the apparent 

height ofthe wall and produce a more aesthetically appealing streetscape. 

TABLE 3.10-3: GENERAL PLAN TABLE NO-C- MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE NOISE EXPOSURE, TRANSPORTATION NOISE 

SOURCES 

OUTDOOR ACTIVTTY AREAS1 INTERIOR SPACES 
LAND USE 

LDNjCNEL, DB LDN/CNEL,DB LliQ,D82 
n--•.J--.. t-1 60" Ar -"t:';)IUt:'IIUdl ~J 

Residential subject to noise from railroad tracks, 60" 40" -

aircraft overflights, or similar noise sources which 
produce cieariy identifiabie, discrete noise events 
(the passing of a single train, as opposed to 
relatively steady noise sources such as roadways) 
Transient lodging 60- 45 -
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 60" 45 -

Theaters, Auditoriums, Music Halls - - 35 
Churches, Meeting Halls 603 - 40 
Office Buildings - - 45 
Schools: Libraries: Museums - - 45 

I Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 70 
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1 
tA/HERE THE LOCATION OF OUTDOOR ACT!V!TY AREAS IS UNKNOWN, THE EXTERIOR NOISE LEV£!.. STANDARD SHALL BE APPUED TO THE 

PROPERTY LINE OF THE RECEIVING LAND USE. WHERE IT IS NOT PRACTICAL TO MITIGATE EXTERIOR NOISE LEVELS AT PATIO OR 

BALCONIES OF APARTMENT COMPLEXES, A COMMON AREA SUCH AS A POOL OR RECREATION AREA MAY BE DESIGNATED AS THE 

OUTDOOR ACTIVITY AREA. 
2 As DETERMINED FOR A TYPICAL WORST-CASE HOUR DURING PERIODS OF USE. 

3 
WHERE IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO REDUCE NOISE IN OUTDOOR ACTIVITY AREAS TO 60 DB LDN/CNEL OR LESS USING A PRACTICAL 

APPLICATION OF THE BEST-AVAILABLE NOISE REDUCTION ,A,'IEASUR£5, AN EXTE.'UOR NOISE LEVEL Of UP TO 65 DB LDN/CN£L IVIAY BE 

ALLOWED PROVIDED THAT AVAILABLE EXTERIOR NOISE LEVEL REDUCTION MEASURES HAVE BEEN IMPLEMENTED AND INTERIOR NOISE 

LEVELS ARE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THIS TABLE. 
4

/N THE CASE OF HOTfL/.VWTfL FACIUTIES OR OTHER TRANSIENT LODGING, OUTDOOR ACTIVITY AREAS SUCH AS POOL AREAS f.,1AY NOT 

BE INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT DESIGN. IN THESE CASES, ONLY THE INTERIOR NOISE LEVEL CRITERION WILL APPLY. 
5 

THE INTENT OF THIS NOISE STANDARD IS TO PROVIDE INCREASED PROTECTION AGAINST SLEEP DISTURBANCE FOR RESIDENCES 

LOCAiED tYEAR RAiLROAD TRACKS. 

TABLE 3.10-4: GENERAL PLAN TABLE NO-A- NOISE LEVEL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR NEW PROJECTS AFFECTED 

BY OR lr.JCLUDING f".JOf.J-TRANSPORTATIOf.J f".JOISE SOURCES 

The types of uses which may typically produce the noise sources addressed below include, but are 

not limited to: industrial facilities including pump stations, trucking operations, tire shops, auto 

maintenance shops, metal fabricating shops, shopping centers, drive-up windows, car washes, 

loading docks, public works projects, batch plants, bottling and canning plants, recycling centers, 

electric generating stations, race tracks, landfills, sand and gravel operations, and athletic fields. 

PART 1: PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR TYPICAL STATIONARY NOISE SOURCES 

NOISE LEVEL DESCRIPTOR flAV7"1Mr; f7 A lA 7"1'1 1 n D M l Mu:»TTrMr; (1 n D .Y Tn 7 A .Y l 
~········~t· ········~~~······.! ···~··· ·····~ l~~ ............ ·~····.J 

Hourly Leq, dB 55 45 

THE STANDARDS ABOVE WILL APPLY GENERALLY TO NOISE SOURCES THAT ARE NOT TONAL, IMPULSIVE, OR REPETITIVE IN NATURE. 

TYPICAL NOISE SOURCES IN THIS CATEGORY WOULD INCLUDE HVAC SYSTEMS, COOLING TOWERS, FANS, BLOWERS, ETC. 

PART 2: PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR STATIONARY NOISE SOURCES WHICH ARE TONAL, IMPULSIVE, 

REPETITIVE, OR CONSIST PRIMARILY OF SPEECH OR MUSIC 

NOISE LliVEL DESCRIPTOR DAYTIME(7 A.M. T010 P.M.) NIGHTTIME (10 P.M. TO 7 A.M.) 

Hourly lect dB 50 40 

THE STANDARDS IN PART 2 APPLY TO NOISES WHICH ARE TONAL IN NATURE, IMPULSIVE OR REPETITIVE, OR WHICH CONSIST 

PRIMARILY OF SPEECH OR MUSIC (E.G., HUMMING SOUNDS, OUTDOOR SPEAKER SYSTEMS, fTC.). TYPICAL NOISE SOURCES IN THIS 

CATEGORY INCLUDE.' PILE DRIVERS, DRIVE-THROUGH SPEAKER 80XES, PUNCH PRESSES, STEAM VALVES, MJD TRANSFORMER 

STATIONS. 

THESE NOISE LEVEL STANDARDS IN PARTS1 AND 2 ABOVE DO NOT APPLY TO RESIDENTIAL UNITS ESTABLISHED IN CONJUNCTION WITH 

···-··---··· -- --···~---··· ··---'-- -· ---···-- -·---· .... _ ... INUU::JIIf/AL Ul'f 1-UIVIIVICI'fl./AL U::JC::J fC.ll. 1 I.AI'fC IA,..CI'f U'IVCLL/r¥1.J::>j. 

THE CITY MAY IMPOSE NOISE LEVEl STANDARDS WHICH ARE MORE OR LESS RESTRICTIVE THAN THOSE SPECIFIED ABOVE BASED UPON 

DETERMINATION OF EXISTING LOW OR HIGH AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS. 

-

City ofEik Grove Municipai Code 

Section 6.32.140 of the City Municipal Code prohibits the operation of construction tools and equipment 

on private property used in alteration, construction, demolition, dri!!ing, or repair t..AJOrk dai!y between 

7:00 p.m. and 7:00a.m. 
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3.10.3 iMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Project will have a significant impact 

related to noise if it will result in: 

• 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; 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise 

levels; 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project; or 

= A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above 

levels existing without project. 

The Notice of Preparation and !nitia! Study prepared for the Project identified that the Project wou!d not 

have an impact associated with exposure to noise associated with an airport or airstrip. Therefore, this 

issue will not be addressed in this EIR. 

NOISE STANDARDS 

The noise standards applicable to the Project include the relevant portions of the City General Plan and 
the following standards. 

Project-Related Traffic Noise Increases 
The following guidelines were developed by the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) as a 

means of developing thresholds for identifying project-related noise level increases. The rationale for 

the graduated scales is that test subject's reactions to increases in noise levels varied depending on the 

starting level of noise. Specifically, with lower ambient noise environments, such as those below 60 dB 

Ldn, a larger increase in noise levels was required to achieve a negative reaction than was necessary in 
environments where noise levels were already elevated. Therefore, because the City does not have 

defined thresholds for what would be considered a substantial increase in noise levels associated with 

traffic, the following thresholds are used: 

• Ambient Noise Level Without Project of less than 60 dB: a +5.0 dB or more Ldn increase 

• Ambient Noise Level Without Project of 60 to 65 dB: a +3.0 dB or more Ldn increase 

• Ambient Noise Level Without Project of 65 dB or more: a +1.5 d increase 

GROUNDBORNE NOISE AND CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION 

The general threshold at which human annoyance could begin to occur is noted as 0.1 in/sec p.p.v and 

the threshold where human annoyance becomes significant is noted at 0.20 in/sec p.p.v. The threshold 

for building damage to normal buildings occurs at 0.20 in/sec p.p.v. (Caltrans 2002). 
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METHODOLOGY 

TRAFFIC NOISE PREDICTION METHODOLOGY 

To describe projected noise levels due to traffic, Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. employed the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108). 

The model is based upon the Calveno reference noise factors for automobiles, medium trucks and heavy 

trucks, with consideration given to vehicle volume, speed, roadway configuration, distance to the 

receiver, and the acoustical characteristics of the Project site. 

TRAFFIC NOISE PREDICTION MODEL CALIBRATION FOR BOND AND WATERMAN RoADS 

On August 18, 2011, Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. conducted noise level measurements and 
concurrent counts of both Waterman Road and Bond Road traffic at the Project site. The purpose of the 

short-term traffic noise level measurements is to determine the accuracy of the FHWA model in 

describing the existing traffic noise at the project site, accounting for shielding from local topography, 

actual travel speeds, and roadway grade. Noise measurement results were compared to the FHWA 
model results by entering the observed traffic volume, speed and distance as inputs to the FHWA model. 

Based upon the caiibration resuits shown in Appendix B of the Environmentai Noise Anaiysis1 an offset of 

-3 dB was applied to FHWA model for the prediction of future Waterman Road traffic noise levels. 

PREDICTED FUTURE (CUMULATIVE) TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS AT THE PROJECT SITE 

Average daily traffic volumes for future conditions (2025) were obtained from traffic data, used for the 

E!k Grove Genera! P!an Noise Element. The day/night distribution and truck percentages were derived 

from Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. file data for similar roadways. Estimated future traffic speed 

assumptions were based on posted speed limits and field observations. The FHWA Model inputs are 

contained in Appendix C of the Environmentai Noise Anaiysis. The FHWA modei was used with the 

Appendix C data to predict future traffic noise levels at the Project site. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

• __ ....,....,....-> 1 n 1. n.,. ........ - .. .: ..... 1 ..,..,. ....... _ ..... ~'> ..... - ..... -,. .......... .,.. ............ - .......... _ ..... _,.., ........... ,.; ........ 1 ........... 1 .... ; ..... 
JIIIJ.IC1\..L ~ • .J.u• .l..i C"UU:;ULJcll LU I:AJ.IU~t;; }I 'I:; I ~UII.3 LU1 Ul 6'1[;UI[;J. CI.L'I:; J.IUI_,'I[; It;;Y ~&;•.3 •u 

excess of applicable standards or to result in a substantial temporary or 
...,.o. .. in..li,... in,...Po"lliC".o ~n "lllh'lhi.on-t nn~c:!P lPvPic:! in f"hP nrnilllrf" virinihr :~hnvP )p.up)c: 
}''-'• •~ .... •'-' •••'-'• "'.,.,.."' ••• ...... ..,.-••'- ••~•.,. ......... • ..... a.JI' ••• ........ J""• "I---. • ·-··••--J _..,""' .................. ..... 
existing without project- Off-site traffic noise. (Less than Significant) 

The FH\AJA fi...J1ode! '-"Jas used to predict existing and existing p!us Project traffic noise !eve!s for the major 

local roadways which would be used by Project traffic. Table 3.10-5 identifies the predicted existing and 

traffic noise levels, respectively, both with and without the Project at a normalized distance of 100 feet 

from the roadway centerlines. As shown in Table 3.10-5, the Project wouid result in increased off-site 

traffic noise levels of up to 1 dB. This is below the threshold of significance for traffic noise. Therefore, 

this impact is less than significant. 
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TABLE 3.10-S: PREDICTED EXISTif.JG TRAFFIC f.JOISE LEVELS 

EXISTING NOISE LEVEL AT 
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT 

ROADWAY SEGMENT 100 FEET FROM ROADWAY 
NOISE LEVEL AT 100 FEET 

FROM ROADWAY 
CENTERLINE {DB) 

CENTERLINE {DB) 

1. Bond Road West of Elk Grove Florin Rd. 66 67 
2. Bond Road Elk Grove Florin Rd. to Quail Cove Dr. 66 66 
3. Bond Road Quail Cove Dr. to Crowell Dr. 65 66 
4. Bond Road Crowell Dr. to Waterman Rd. 66 66 
5. Bond Road East of Waterman Rd. 65 65 
6. Elk Grove Florin Road North of Bond Rd. 66 66 
7. Elk Grove Florin Road South of Bond Rd. 65 65 
8. Quail Cove Dr. North of Bond Rd. so so 
9. Quail Cove Dr. South of Bond Rd. 57 57 
10. Crowell Dr. South of Bond Rd. 55 55 
11. Waterman Rd. North of Sheldon Rd. 62 62 
12. Waterman Rd. from Sheldon Rd. to Bond Rd. 61 62 
13. Waterman Rd. South of Bond Rd. 63 63 
14. Sheldon Rd. West of Waterman Rd. 62 62 
15. Sheldon Rd. East of Waterman Rd. 60 60 
NDTE:S: DISTANCES TO TRAFFIC NOISE CONTOURS ARE MEASURED IN FEET FROM THE CENTERLINES OF THE ROADWAYS, 

SOURCE: BOLLARD ACOUSTICAL CONSULTANTS, INC., 2013. 

Impact 3.10 .. 2: Exposure of persons to, or generation of noise levels in excess 
of applicable standards - Exposure of Project residents to Exterior Traffic 
Noise. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Average daily traffic volumes for future conditions were obtained from traffic data used for the Elk 

Grove General Plan Noise Element. The day/night distribution and truck percentages were derived from 

Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. file data for similar roadways. Estimated future traffic speed 

assumptions were based on posted speed limits and field observations. The results of that analysis are 

shown in Tab!e 3.10-6. As shown in Table 3.10-6, the residences proposed nearest to Bond Road and 
Waterman Road would be exposed to future traffic noise levels which exceed the City of Elk Grove 60 dB 
Ldn exterior noise level standard for residential uses. 

Due to reduced ground attenuation at elevated positions, second floor noise levels are generally 2 dB 

higher than unshielded first floor locations, which would result in noise levels of 72 dB Ldn or less at the 

Project lots along Bond Road and noise levels of 63 to 66 dB Ldn or less at the Project lots along 

Waterman Road. These noise levels could exceed the City of Elk Grove 45 dB Ldn/CNEL interior noise 

standard for residential uses. To achieve compliance with the City's interior noise level standard at 

exposed second-floor rooms adjacent to Bond Road, building facade noise level reductions of 27 dB or 
less would be required. At first-floor facades, a building facade noise reduction of 15 dB would be 

required. Standard residentiai construction, such as stucco, sound transmission dass (STCj-28 windows, 
door weather-stripping, exterior wall insulation, and composition plywood roof, results in an exterior to 
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interior noise reduction of at !east 25 dB with windov11s dosed and approximately 15 dB "vvith windows 
open. Therefore, standard construction would reduce interior noise levels consistent with the City's 
interior noise level standard for residences along Waterman Road and shielded first-floor facades along 

Bond Road, but would fail to provide the required noise reduction at elevated (unshielded) second-floor 

facades along Bond Road. 

The potential for the Project to expose residential uses to exterior and interior noise levels in excess of 

adopted standards is a potentially significant impact. 

TABLE 3.10-6: EXPOSURE OF PROJECT RESIDENTS TO FUTURE TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

LOCATION NOISE LEVEL, LDN 
DISTANCE TO NOISE CONTOURS {FEET}' 

£n nD I n•• .t:.C: nD 1 nu 
UV I.JIJJ LU.JJW V.J IJILI .Ld.JI¥ 

Bond Road 

lots 9-11 70dB 
348 162 

lots 12-21, 66, 160-175 70dB 

Waterman Road 
-

1 _ .. ~ -,n .t.t t:1 ...ID 
LUL!» LJ-~"1' V.I. UO 

lots 26-27 62 dB 263 122 

lots 39-46, 137 64dB 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-1: Development plans for the Project shall include the following noise 
attenuation features: 

• A uniform 9-foot toll noise barrier should be constructed along the south property lines of all 
proposed residential uses adjacent to Bond Road to reduce future traffic noise levels ta 60 dB 
Ldn or less within proposed backyards, The barrier shall be constructed of solid materials; such 
as a masonry wall, earthen berm, or combination of the two, and shall wrap at the ends as 
indicated in Figure 3.10-1. 

• A uniform 6-foot tall noise barrier shall be constructed along the eastern property lines of 
Waterman Road to reduce future traffic noise levels to 60 dB Ldn or less at proposed backyard 
areas located adjacent to that ;oadway. The ba;;ier shall be const;ucted of solid materia/51 such 
as a masonry wall, earthen berm, or combination of the two, and shall wrap at the ends as 
indicated in Figure 3.10-1. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of building permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grave Planning Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-2: Development plans for the Project shall include the following noise 
attenuation features: 

• Air conditioning shall be included in all residences constructed in the Silverado Village 
development to allow occupants to close doors and windows as desired to achieve additional 
acoustic isolation from traffic noise in the project vicinity. 
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~ All second floor windows within 162 feet of Bond Road shall have a minimum STC rating of 30. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of building permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

To determine the effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 3.10-1, Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. 

evaluated the sound reduction that would occur with implementation of solid noise barriers adjacent to 

Bond Road and Waterman Road. The FHWA Modei traffic noise barrier insertion ioss methodoiogy was 

used to determine the noise reduction which would be provided by noise barriers of various heights. 

The summarized results of the FHWA barrier analysis for the proposed residences located nearest to 

Bond Road and Waterman Road are contained in Table 3.10-7. As shown in Table 3.10-7 data, a noise 

barrier 9 feet in height would reduce exterior noise levels along Bond Road to 60 dB Ldn. A noise barrier 
of 6 feet a!ong V\laterman Road wi!! reduce exterior traffic noise !eve!s to 55 to 58 dB Ldn. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 would reduce potential impacts to Project residents 

associated with exterior noise levels associated with traffic noise to less than significant. 

TABLE 3.10-7: EXPOSURE TO FUTURE TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

LOCATION NOIS/i LliVIiL, LDN 

Bond Road 

Lots 9-11 

DISTANCE TO NOISE CONTOURS 

{FiiliT}' 

60DBLDN 65DBLDN 

BARRI/iR HliiGHT 

{FiiliT) 

6 
~ 

' 
8 

9 

10 

6 
7 

8 

9 

10 

6 

7 

8 

6 

7 

8 

6 

7 

8 
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ExTiiRtoR NoiSii 

LEVIiL {LDN) 

63 

62 
61 

60 

59 

64 

63 
61 

60 

59 

55 

54 

53 

56 
55 

54 

58 

57 

55 
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AJ .... ..-.-. A'> ,., • .,.,,,.,.,,... ",., .... At""rl 10 ,.,.,.., ........ .,,. o ,..,_... .. ._-.,-,.., AT TIJr' r>f>rln<en"T'V I IAirt"' nr "TlJC DC€'11'UCAITIAI I lr"r' .... Al"'' IArrAIT "Trl Dna.Jr. DnA,., .t AI,.., 
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WATERMAN ROAD. BARRIER HEIGHTS ARE RELATIVE TO THE PROPOSED BUILDING PAD ELEVATIONS. DISTANCES ARE MEASURED FROM 

THE ROADWAY CENTERLINE. 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-2 would provide for interior noise attenuation through upgraded sound rating 

of windows facing Bond Road and through air conditioning, which would allow residents to close doors 
and windows as desired for acoustical isolation. Implementation of Mitigation Measuie 3.10-2 would 

reduce interior noise levels of residences along Bond Road to levels within the City's interior noise 

standard. This impact is less than significant. 

Impact 3.10-3: Potential to expose persons to, or generate noise levels in 

periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without project- Park Noise, (Less than Significant) 

Children playing at neighborhood parks are often considered potentially significant noise sources which 
could adversely affect adjacent noise-sensitive land uses. Typical noise levels associated with groups of 

approximately 50 children playing at a distance of 50 feet generally range from 55 to 60 dB leq. It is 

expected that the playground areas would be utilized during daytime hours. 

As indicated in Figure 3.10-1, the Project proposes two park areas. Specifically, an approximately 5-acre 

park is proposed at the northern portion of the Project site on lot F and a 0.6-acre park is proposed in 

the south-cential portion of the Pioject site on Lot J. No designs have been developed for these parks at 

this time, but it is anticipated that the lot J park would be provided for passive recreation only due to its 

small size, and that active recreation would occur at the northern park site (lot F). Given the passive 

recreation usage of lot J, no adverse noise impacts are anticipated from this park usage. 

Although no design has been developed for the lot F park, it would likely include active recreation areas 

such as children's play structures, baseball diamonds, and/or soccer fields. The most significant noise 

sources associated with the future park usage would likely be crowd cheering during baseball and soccer 

games. Reference noise level data collected by Bollard Acoustical Staff staff at soccer and baseball 
facilities indicates that average noise levels during games can be expected to be approximately 55 dB 

leq at a distance of 100 feet from the center of the soccer field or pitcher's mound. Because of the 
intervening BA~~ Street, the nearest proposed residentiai outdoor activity areas (backyards) wouid be 

located at least 200 feet from the center of the soccer fields or baseball pitcher's mounds. At that 

distance, noise generated during intensive use of those facilities would be reduced to less than 50 dB 

leq. In addition, because the nearest residences will front on A-Street, the rear yard areas, which are the 

primary outdoor activity areas, of those nearest residences would be shielded from view of park 

activities by the intervening residential structures. This shielding is expected to further reduce park-

generated noise by at least 5 dB in those backyards. The resulting exterior noise exposure would be 

approximately 45 dB leq or less during intensive park usage, which is well within compliance with the 

City's 55 dB leq daytime noise level standard shown in Table 2. As a result, noise impacts associated 

with normal park usage are anticipated to be less than significant at nearby residences. 
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impact 3.10-4: Potentiai to expose persons to, or generate noise ieveis in 
excess of applicable standards, result in a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinit-y above levels existing 
without project, or result in vibration and groundborne noise - Construction 
Noise. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

During the construction phases of the Project, noise and vibration, including ground borne noise, from 

construction activities would add to the noise environment in the immediate Project vicinity. Typical 
activities involved in construction would generate maximum noise levels ranging from 85 to 90 dB at a 

distance of SO feet, as shown in Table 3.10-8. 

TABLE 3.10-8: CONSTRUCrtON EQUIPMENT NOISE 

TYPE! OF EQUIPMI!NT 

Bulldozers 
Heavy Trucks 

Backhoe 

Pneumatic Tools 

Portable Crushing Plant 

PREDICTiiD NOISE! LI!VELS, LMAX DB 

AT 50' 
87 

88 
85 

85 
90 

SOURCE: BOLLARD ACOUSTICAL CONSULTANTS 2013. 

Minimum rear yard setbacks in Village 1, which would be the lots closest to the existing residences in 

the vicinity of the Project site, are 20 feet. Therefore, the nearest residential receptors would be located 

as close as approximately 20 to 75 feet from construction activities. At these distances, construction 

related activities are predicted to generate maximum noise levels ranging between 70-90 dB Lmax. 

The City of Elk Grove Municipal Code prohibits the operation of tools or equipment associated with 

construction between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., which reduces construction noise impacts during the 

evening hours and provides a regular respite from construction noise. However, Project construction 

may result in noise that exceeds the City's standards. 

While construction activities would occur between the hours exempted by the City, construction 
activities could result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project. This is a potentially significant impact. 

MITrGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-3: The following measures shall be fallowed throughout all phases of 
construction that are within 250 feet of existing residences: 

• 

• 

Construction equipment shall be well maintained and used judiciously to be as quiet as 
practical. Equip all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with mufflers, which are in 
good condition and appropriate for the equipment. 

Use "quiet" models of air compressors and other stationary noise sources where technology 
exists. 
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• 

NOISE AND VIBRATION 3.10 

Locate stationary noise-generating equipment and construction staging areas a minimum 
of 100 feet from sensitive receptors, including neighboring residential uses, when sensitive 
receptors adjoin or are near a construction area. 

Construction activity within 150 feet of residential uses shall be limited to the hours of 7 
a.m. to 7 p.m. whenever such activity is adjacent ta residential uses. 

Limit idling of internal combustion engines to no more thon 5 minutes . 

Timingiimpiementation: 
activities 

Enforcement/Monitoring: 

Throughout oii construction ond earthmoving 

City of Elk Grove Planning Department. 

STGNTFTCANCE AFTER M/T/GAT/ON 

!\.1itigation !\,1easure 3.10-3 '..·vou!d reduce noise generated by the construction accommodated by the 

Project, in the form of best available construction noise controls implemented during all construction 

phases. Construction noise impacts due to construction activities would be less than significant with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-1. 
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PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 3.11 

This section describes and evaluates potential impacts associated with the Project on police 

protection~ fire protection and emergency response services, and parks and recreation. The Initial 
Study completed for the Project determined that impacts to other public facilities, schools, and 

existing parks and recreation facilities would be less than significant (see Appendix A). Therefore, 

impacts to these services will not be discussed in this EIR. 

The information in this section is derived from the Comprehensive Annual Fiscal Report (City of Elk 

Grove 2012), Cosumnes Community Services District Strategic Plan 2008-2013 (CCSD 2008), 

Cosumnes Community Services District Fire website, Cosumnes Community Services District Park 

website, Cosumnes Community Services District 2012-2013 Final Budget (CCSD 2013a), Cosumnes 

Community Services District Monthly Fire Report December 2012 (CCSD 2013b), City of Elk Grove 

General Plan (City of Elk grove 2003a), City of Elk Grove General Plan, Volume 1: Draft 

Environmental Impact Report, SCH #: 2002062082 (City of Elk Grove. 2003b), City of Elk Grove 

Annual Budget 2012-2013 (City of Elk Grove 2012), City of Elk Grove 2013 Development Related 
Fees (City of Elk Grove 2013), and the Elk Grove Police Department website. 

Comments received in response to the NOP identified concerns regarding overcrowding of schools 

and public safety. The comment regarding school overcrowding is addressed in Chapter 1.0. 

Introduction. The comments are located in Appendix A. 

3.11.1 EXiSTiNG CONDiTiONS 

POLICE PROTECTION 

The City of Elk Grove operates its own police force (the Elk Grove Police Department or EGPD), 

whose service boundaries are contiguous with the City limits. The EGPD provides law enforcement 

services including responding to Ciime-related events, handling traffic-related issues, and 
providing community services to the citizens of Elk Grove. Traffic accidents occurring on freeways 

that pass through Elk Grove (SR 99 and 1-5) are handled by the California Highway Patrol (CHP). 

The EGPD provides the full range of public safety services for the City. The Police Department 

operates out of three facilities. The Police Department's main building is a 12,500-square-foot 

facility located in the City Hall complex at 8380 Laguna Palms Way, approximately two miles from 

the Project site. This facility accommodates the administrative functions of the Department, 

including administration, detectives, and K-9 divisions. A 31,000-square-foot facility located at 

8400 Laguna Palms Way houses records, property and evidence, communications, professional 

standards, traffic, information technology, and fleet services. An approximately 8,069-square-foot 

facility located at 10190 Iron Rock Way serves as a staging area for the Police Department's fleet 
and provides shower facilities and equipment storage for sworn personnel. 

EGPD has 207 staff positions including 130 sworn police officers, including the police chief, 

captains, lieutenants, sergeants, and detectives, and 77 non-sworn management, administrative 
and technical positions (EGPD, 2013). The City's ratio of sworn officers per 1,000 population was 

0.82 (130 sworn personnel:159,074 persons) in 2013. EGPD has four divisions: Administrative 

Services, Field Services, Investigative Services, and Support Services. Field Services is the largest 

division; Patrol is the largest component of the Field Services Division with 3 lieutenants, 9 
sergeants, 53 patrol officers, 6 K-9 officers, and 10 community services officers. 
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The Elk Grove Communications Center answers an average of 186,000 emergency and non-

emergency calls annually. In 2012, 961242 calls for service were received. Patrol personnel handle 

calls for service from residents, businesses and visitors. The current average response time for 

priority calls is 5.8 minutes (City of Elk Grove, 2012). The Elk Grove Police Department's response 

time to non-emergency call depends on the seriousness (or priority) of the situation, the likelihood 

of making an arrest at the scene and the availability of an officer. Response times are the longest 

for so-called "cold crimes" like home burglaries where the suspect has fled, no suspect information 

exists, and the victim is in no further danger (Elk Grove Police Department, 2011). 

Tab!e 3.11-1 summarizes the number and type of crimes that have occurred from 2006 through 

2010 in Elk Grove. 

TABLE 3.11.-1: ELK GROVE POLICE DEPARTMENT CRIME STATS (2006-201.0} 
CATEGORY/CRIME 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Violent Crimes 197 505 660 608 529 

Willful Homicide 1 2 4 2 

Forcible Rape 16 23 22 15 14 

RnhhPrv 65 154 149 152 108 -------, 

Aggravated Assault 115 326 489 437 405 

Property Crimes 1,188 2,274 1,966 2,010 1,790 

Burglary 398 951 882 859 653 

Motor Vehicle Theft 286 546 349 432 343 
l.;lrrPnv-ThPft OvPr ~400 504 777 735 719 794 -------, ---------- ~.--

Larceny-Theft 1,142 2,186 2,359 2,152 2,208 

Over $400 504 777 735 719 794 

$400 and Under 638 1,409 1,624 1,433 1,414 

Arson 8 6 12 11 15 

SOURCE: C4UFORN!A D£PART.AA£NTOF}UST!C£. 2013. HTTP://OAG.C..I!..GOV/CR!ME/JT_CJSC/2010 

FIRE PROTECTION AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

Fire protection and emergency response services are provided by the Cosumnes Community 

Services District (CCSD) Fire Department. The CCSD Fire Department services include fire 

suppression, emergency medica! ser.tices, tedmica! rescue, arson, and explosion investigations. !n 

November of 2006, a merger between the Elk Grove Community Services District and the Galt Fire 

Protection District resulted in the creation of the CCSD. This change expanded the delivery of CCSD 

fire protection and emergency medical services to the cities of Elk Grove and Galt, and 

unincorporated south County areas-approximately 157 square miles. 

Through the merger of the two fire districts and the creation of the CCSD, the total number of fire 

stations increased from six to eight, plus an administrative building. Six of the fire stations are 

located in the City of Elk Grove. A description of the operational characteristics of the stations is 

provided below. 

Fire Station 71 is located at 8760 E!k Grove Boulevard in Elk Grove. This station maintains one four

person engine, one two-person medic, and one battalion chief. 
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Fire Station 72 is located at 10035 Atkins Drive in the East Franklin Specific Plan area in Elk Grove. 

Primary equipment at this station includes one three-person engine and one two-person medic. 

This station is approximately 1 Y, miles from the Project site. 

Fire Station 73 is located at 9607 Bond Road in Elk Grove. This station provides fire, emergency 

medical, and ambulance transport services. Primary equipment at this station includes one three
person engine and one two-person medic. This station is approximately one mile from the Project 

site. 

Fire Station 74 is located at 6501 Laguna Park Drive in Elk Grove. This station provides fire, rescue, 

emergency medica!, and ambulance transport services. Primary equipment at this station includes 

one four-person truck, one three-person engine, and one two-person medic. 

Fire Station 75 is located at 2300 ~y1aritime Drive in Elk Grove, approximately 9.5 miles northwest 

of the Project site. This station provides fire and emergency medical services. Minimum staff at 

this station includes one three-person engine. 

Fire Station 76 is located at 8545 Sheldon Road in Elk Grove. This station provides fire and 

emergency medical service. Primary equipment located at this station includes one three-person 

engine. This station is approximately 1% mile from the Project site. 

The CCSD Fire Department is divided into two divisions, the Operations division and the 

Administration and Support Services division. These two divisions work in concert to provide 

emergency mitigation and fire prevention services in the region. 

The Operations Division provides leadership and evaluation of assigned emergency personnel; 

responds to various emergencies dispatched throughout the community, including fires, vehicle 

collisions, hazardous materials spills, medical, and public assistance calls; and manages operation-

based programs, including emergency vehicle and equipment acquisition and management. 

In 2011, CCSD responded to more than 14,000 calls. The CCSD is staffed with more than 150 sworn 

personnel and eight engine companies, one ladder truck company, six ambulances, and a 

command vehicle each day on a 24-hour basis. There are also eight grass engines and other 
specialty apparatus, including one heavy foam unit, a heavy rescue engine, a technical rescue 

trailer, a mass decontamination trailer, a mass casualty incident trailer, and a swift water rescue 

boat; also staffed using these personnel as seasons and emergency circumstances dictate (CCSD, 

2013a, p. 4). 

The CCSD Fire Department operates three fu!!-time medic units from Fire Stations 73, 74, and 75 in 

central Elk Grove, Laguna, and east Elk Grove, respectively. The CCSD provides Basic Life Support 

(BLS) and Advanced Life Support (ALS) and ambulance transport services in the CCSD service 

boundaries, as well as the nearby communities of Wiiton, Heraid, and Courtland. All medic units 

are staffed with one paramedic and an emergency medical technician (EMT). In addition to 

ambulance units, the EMS Division has a medic bike team that is deployed at large-scale 
community events to provide rapid medical responses in heavily congested areas (CCSD, 2012a, 

CCSD, 2012b). 
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Table 3.11-2 provides statistics on fire calls/service in 2011 and 2012 for the City of Elk Grove. The 
most frequent types of calls for fire services in 2011 are related to medical (74%). Fires 

represented 4% of all calls in 2012, an increase of 19% from 2011. 

TABLE 3.11-2: CCSIJ ELK GROVE CALl/SERVICE STATISTICS 

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS 
Z011-Z01Z 

CALL TYPE %oF CHANGE 2011 
TOTAL 

2012 % OFTO'f.4L 

Fire 387 3% 459 4% 19% 
Medical 8,739 74% 8,865 74% 1% 
Special 214 2% 201 2% -6% 
Other 2,494 21% 2,380 20% -5% 
Total 11,825 100% 11,905 100% 1% 

SOURCE: CSDD 20138, P. 2. 

Insurance Services Office (ISO) Rating 
The ISO rating is the recognized classification for a fire department or district's ability to defend 

against major fires. According to the ISO, newly developing urban areas should have a fire station 
opened within 1)1, miles of all commercial development and 2)1, miles from all residential 

development when "build-out" exceeds 20% of the planned area. A rating of 10 generally indicates 

no protection, whereas an ISO rating of 1 indicates high firefighting capability. The City has been 

given an ISO rating of 3 in areas where a water distribution system and hydrants are in place and 

an ISO rating of 8 in unwatered areas (City of Elk Grove 2003b, pg 4.12-3). 

PARKS AND RECREATION SYSTEM 

The CCSD Parks and Recreation Department provides parks and recreation services to the Cities of 

Elk Grove and Galt. The CCSD plans and designs new parks; owns, operates, and maintains parks 

and community centers; manages rentals of community centers, picnic sites, and sports fields; and 

offers recreation programs. Currently, the CCSD manages 92 parks, 18 miles of off-street traiis, 

two community centers, four recreation centers, and two aquatics complexes. The CCSD provides 

recreation programs for all ages including special events, preschools, summer camps, teen 

programs, special interest classes, before- and after-school recreation, non-traditional sports, 

therapeutic recreation, youth and adult sports, and aquatic programming (CCSD, 2012). 

Park Inventory 
The CCSD's 92 parks are divided into thirteen zones. The Project is in the CCSD Zone 11. The park 
facilities in Zone 11 are summarized in Table 3.11-3 below. 

TABLE 3.11-3: CCSD PARK FACILITIES INVENTORY 

PARK NAME ACRES ZONE 

Berens Park 2.65 11 

Derr-Okamoto Park 21 11 

Fleming Park 2 11 

Gates Park 2.4 11 

I Lewis Park I 2.5 11 
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PARK NAME ACRES ZONE 

Miles Park 2 11 

Simpson Park 7.8 11 

Strong Park 7.9 11 

Wright Park 1.5 11 

SOURCE: CCSO ON-LINE PARKS LIST HTTP://WWW. YOURCSD.COM/PARKS/PARKS_LIST.ASP 

CCSD Community Facilities 
Barbara Morse Wackford Community and Aquatic Complex is located next to Laguna Community 

Park, on the corner of Bruceville Road and Big Horn Blvd. The facility features an aquatics complex, 
reception and meeting rooms, full court gymnasium, preschool room, teen center, skate park, and 

lobby. 

The Grove is Elk Grove's largest teen recreational facility, offering recreational amenities and 

programs for students enrolled in grades 7-12. This 2,100-square-foot facility has three large flat 

scieen TVs, gaming consoles, pool tables, foosball tables, a ping pong table, computeis to help 
with homework research, a snack bar, and an outdoor patio. 

The Laguna Town Hall Is a CCSD faciJity located near 1-5 and the laguna Blvd exit. The facility offers 
community classes, a preschool, and special events. 

The Jerry Fox Swim Center is an aquatic center with a 140 foot water siide, a 25 yard pooi, and a 

large, shaded picnic area with barbeques and a dry jungle gym. The facility is open from Memorial 

Day to Labor Day and hosts a variety of aquatic activities including open recreational swim, swim 
lessons, pool parties, and special water-based events for families and teens. 

The Castella Recreation Center is in Castello Park and is used by the Tiny Tot Zone program. 

The Pavilion accommodates 200 guests in a dining capacity, and 300 guests theater style. Rental 

includes set-up and break-down of all the tables and chairs, full access to kitchen facility, outdoor 

patios, and ample parking. 

Strauss Island: home of the popular Strauss Festival; is a beautiful outdoor facility that is available 
for ceremonies that can accommodate a maximum of 200 guests. Strauss Island includes indoor 

dressing rooms, chairs, electrical outlets, and nearby parking. Restrooms are approximately 200 
yards away. 

The Johnson Recreation Center, located at 3570 Marsh Point Drive, offers the preschool program 

"Tiny Tot Station" and the elementary-age before- and after-school Recreation Enrichment Kid 
Central Station. 

The Elk Grove Recreation Center, located at 8828 Elk Grove Blvd., hosts several preschool programs 

including Tiny Tot Friendship Corner, Tiny Tot Kids at Play, Buddy Bunch, and Toddler Time. The 

California Montessori project is located on site and several Leisure Enrichment Classes are offered 

at this location. 

The Stephenson Recreation Center is situated in Stephenson Park and hosts the Tiny Tot Pals 

preschool program. 
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3.11.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

STATE 

Fire Code 
The California Fire Code, based on the International Fire Code with State of California 

amendments, contains reguiations reiating to construction, maintenance, and use of buiidings. 

Topics addressed in the California Fire Code include fire department access, fire hydrants, 

automatic sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems, fire and explosion hazards safety, hazardous 
materials storage and use, provisions intended to protect and assist fire responders, industrial 

processes, and many other general and specialized fire-safety requirements for new and existing 

buildings and the surrounding premises. The California Fire Code contains specialized technical 

regulations related to fire and life safety. 

Caiifornia Heaith and Safety Code 
State fire regulations are set forth in Division 12 of the California Health and Safety Code. This 

includes regulations for building standards (as a!so set forth in the California Building CodeL fire 

protection and notification systems, fire protection devices such as extinguishers and smoke 

alarms, high-rise building and child care facility standards, and fire suppression training. 

LOCAL 

City of Elk Grove General Plan 
The City of Elk Grove General Plan contains the following goals and policies that are relevant to 

public services: 

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND FINANCE ELEMENT 

Policy PF-21 New development shall fund its fair share portion of its impacts to all public 

facilities and infrastructure as provided for in state Jaw. 

Police Protection 
Policy PF-1 Except when prohibited by state Jaw, the City shall require that sufficient capacity 

in all public services and facilities will be available on time to maintain desired service 

levels and avoid capacity shortages, traffic congestion, or other negative effects on 

safety and quality of life. 

Policy SA-30 Design neighborhoods and buildings .in a manner that prevents crime and 

provides security and safety for people and property when feasible. 

Policy SA-31: Encourage the use of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) 

principles in the design of development projects and buildings. These basic principles 
include: 

3.11-6 

• Natural Surveillance: A design concept directed primarily at keeping intruders easily 

observable. Promoted by features that maximize visibility of people, parking areas 

and building entrances: doors and windows that look out on to streets and parking 
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areas; pedestrian friendly sidewalks and streets; front porches; adequate nighttime 

lighting. 

Territorial Reinforcement: Physical design can create or extend a sphere of 

influence. Users then develop a sense of territorial control while potential 

offenders, perceiving this control, are discouraged. Promoted by features that 

define property lines and distinguish private spaces from public spaces using 

landscape plantings, pavement designs, gateway treatments, and 'CPTED" fences. 

• Natural Access Control: A design concept directed primarily at decreasing crime 

opportunity by denying access to crime targets and creating in offenders a 

perception of risk. Gained by designing streets, sidewalks, building entrances and 

neighborhood gateways to clearly indicate public routes and discouraging access to 

private areas with structural elements. 

• Target Hardening: Accomplished by features that prohibit entry or access: window 

locks, dead bolts for doors, interior door hinges. 

Fire Protection 
Policy PF-1 Except when prohibited by state law, the City shall require that sufficient capacity 

in all public services and facilities will be available on time to maintain desired service 

levels and avoid capacity shortages, traffic congestion, or other negative effects on 

safety and quality of life. 

Policy PF-2 The City shall coordinate with outside service agencies-including water and sewer 
providers, the Elk Grove Community Services District, and the Elk Grove Unified School 

District --during the review of plans and development projects. 

Policy PF-7 The City shall require that water flow and pressure be provided at sufficient levels 
to meet domestic, commercial, industrial, and firefighting needs. 

Policy PF-19 Public facilities should be phased in a logical manner which avoids "leapfrog" 

development and encourages the orderly development of roadways, water and sewer, 

and other public facilities. The City shall not provide public financing or assistance for 
projects that do not comply with the planned phasing of public facilities. Interim 

facilities may be used only if specifically approved by the City Council. 

Policy PF-21 New development shall fund its fair share portion of its impacts to all public 

facilities and infrastructure as provided for in state law. 

Policy SA-28 Cooperate with the Elk Grove Community Services District (EGCSD) Fire 

Department to reduce fire hazards, assist in fire suppression, and promote fire safety in 

Elk Grove. 

:.A-Lif-Awon 1 Keview new development ror adequate water suppiy and pressure, fire 

hydrants, and access to structures by fire fighting equipment and personnel. 

SA~28~Action 2 Revie'v".t projects for compliance 'vVith the Fire Cede as part of the building 

permit process. 
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SA-28-Action 4 Require, where appropriate, on-site fire suppression systems for all new 

commercial and industrial development to reduce the dependence on fire department 
equipment and personnel. 

Policy SA-32 Cooperate with the E!k Grove Community Services District {EGCSD} Fire 

Department to reduce fire hazards, assist in fire suppression, and promote fire safety in 

Elk Grove. 

PARKS, TRAILS, AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Policy PT0-1 The City of Elk Grove supports the development, maintenance, and enhancement 
of parks and trails serving a variety of needs at the neighborhood~ area, and citywide 
level. The City may seek to accomplish the provision of parks and trails in cooperation 
with the Elk Grove Community Services District. 

Policy PT0-3 Funding for maintenance of parks and/or trails shall be assured to the City's 
satisfaction prior to the approval of any Final Subdivision Map which contains or 
contributes to the need for a public parks and facilities. 

Policy PT0-4 New residential developments may be required to, at a minimum, provide parks 
consistent with the Quimby Act (CA Govt. Code Section 66477), through land 
dedication, fees in lieu, or on-site improvements at a standard of five (5) acres of land 
for parks per 1,000 residents. Land dedication and/or payment of in-lieu fees shall be 
required consistent with state !aw. Land dedication and/or fees may be required 
pursuant to other policies in this Element with or without the use of the authority 
provided in the Quimby Act, or in combination with the Quimby Act and other legal 
authority. 

Policy PT0-7 The trails system in Elk Grove should provide for connectivity, so that all trails are 
linked to the extent possible for greater use as recreational and travel routes. The 
following features should be included in the trails system in Elk Grove: 

• Trails should link residential areas with parks, commercial and office areas, and 
other destinations. 

• Trails along major roadways should avoid meanders or other design features 
which make bicyde use less convenient or safe. 

• Trails should be located off-street to the extent possible. 

• Easements such as access roads shouid be piaced in joint use as traiis. 

Policy PT0-8 The City's desired trails system is shown in Figure PT0-2. Flexibility shall be 
considered .... vhen making decisions on specific trai! locations within projects, so !ong as 
the trails shown in figure PT0-2 are implemented and other policies (such as 
connectivity) are incorporated in the trails system. 

Policy PT0-9 Funding for maintenance of City trails shall be assured prior to the approval of 
any project which contains a City owned trail. 

Policy PT0-11 Trails which parallel streams should be primarily located beyond the riparian 
corridor and wetlands to minimize wildlife impacts and shall be restricted to non

motorized traffic. 
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Policy PT0-12 Trails should be designed with the safety of users and adjacent property owners 
in mind. To the extent possible, the bicycle trails system should provide safe, off-street 
options suitable for use by children and less-experienced riders. 

Policy PT0-13 Recreational trails should not be placed adjacent to or on farmland if feasible 
alternative routes exist elsewhere in the vicinity. However, if no other feasible routes 
exist, trail facilities should be designed in cooperation with adjacent property owners to 
minimize adverse impacts on farming practices. 

City of Elk Grove Municipal Code 
CHAPTER 22.40. P~4RK AND RECREATION DEDICATION AND FEES 

Chapter 22.40 establishes parks and recreation dedication and fee requirements for development 
projects. This chapter does not apply to the Project site. Section 22.40.000, Application states 

that this chapter and the Quimby Act do not apply to Vintara Park on the northeast corner of Bond 

Road and Waterman Road consisting of Assessor Parcel Numbers 127-0010-002, 127-0010017, 
127-0010-018, 127-0010-019, 127-0010-020 and 127-0010-040. 

3.11.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project will have a significant impact on 

public services if it would: 

• Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provisions of new or 

physically altered government facilities, and/or the 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 following public services: 

o Fire Protection, 

o Police Protection, or 

o Parks; and/or 

~ Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 

facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 

iMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.11-1: The Project would not have a significant effect on fire 
protection services or facilities. (less than significant) 
The CCSD Fire Department currently operates six fire stations in the City of Elk Grove. The closest 

fire station to the Project site is currently Station 73 located at 9607 Bond Road, approximately 

one mile from the Project site. 
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The CCSD Fire Department has established a goal for emergency response units from the Fire 

Department to arrive on-scene in urban areas of the CCSD within five minutes of initial dispatch, 

70% of the time, and up to six minutes of initial dispatch, 90% of the time. In rural areas, the goal is 

for the Fire Department to arrive on-scene within twelve minutes of initial dispatch, 90% of the 

time." (CCSD 2008, p. 19). 

The General Plan Draft EIR anticipated urbanization of the City and identified that implementation 

of the General Plan would result in a less than significant impact associated with provision of fire 

protection and emergency medical services with implementation of the EGSCD (now CCSD) Master 
Plan and mitigating Genera! Plan policies and actions including Policies PF-1, PF-2, PF-7, PF-19, PF-

20, PF-21, and SA-28 and associated implementing actions (Impact 4.12.1. City of Elk Grove, 2003b, 

pp. 4.12-7 through 4.12-9). The Project is consistent with the General Plan policies and 

implementing actions, to the extent that these policies apply to the Project. 

The Project would provide adequate water flow and pressure, as required by Policy PF-7 and SA-28 

Action 1. General Plan Policy SA-32 requires the cooperation with the Elk Grove Community 
Services District (EGCSD) Fire Department (now CCSD Fire Department) to reduce fire hazards, 

assist in fire suppression, and promote fire safety in Elk Grove and Policy PF-2 requires 

coordination with outside agencies. The Project is required to undergo the City's development 

review process. The Project application has been provided to the CCSD Fire Department for its 

review and comment. ln a July 10, 2012 lettei, the CCSD identified its standaid comments that 

must be addressed by the Project as part of the plan checking process. These standard comments 

include fire sprinkler specifications, emergency vehicle turnaround requirements, minimum fire 

flow requirements, requirement for installation of various infrastructure, and requirements for the 
wetlands/open space areas. The CCSD also identified project-specific requirements regarding the 

street names/addressing; street layout; and requirement for funding a portion of the CCSD's on

going fire and emergency services. The Project would be required to comply with the CCSD's 

requirements prior to issuance of a Fire Permit by the CCSD. Policy PF-21 requires that new 

deveiopment shaii fund its fair share portion of its impacts to aii pubiic faciiities and infrastructure 

as provided for in state law. As a part of the City's Fire Fee, the City collects impact fees from new 

development at a rate of $1,767 per single family dwelling, $936 for age restricted dwelling for 

Zone 1 area of which the Project site is located (City of Elk Grove 2013, pg. 18). Payment of the 
applicable impact fees by the Project applicant would assist in offsetting any fiscal impacts to fire 

services. 

As the Project is developing within an urban area, it meets the goal of having a fire station (Station 

73) within one mile, resulting in an ISO rating of 3. Addltlona!!y, this Project is lnfi!! development in 

an existing built out urban area and would not result in a decrease of the response time goal of 5 

minutes or less (80 percent of the time) in the urbanized portions of the City. The Project would 

not require expansion of existing facilities or development of a new fire station in order for the 
CCSD to maintain its service levels. Therefore, potential physical impacts related to the provision of 

fire and emergency medical services in the Project areas are considered less than significant. 
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Impact 3.11-2: The Project would not have a significant effect on police 
services or facilities. (less than significant) 
The service standard for the Police Department is one officer per 1,000 people. The Project 

includes 393 single-family residential units, 267 adult (55 and older) single-family residential units, 

and 125 independent living, assisted living, and/or memory care units for seniors. This is projected 

to increase the population by an estimated 2,100 (based on 3.22 persons per household' for single 

family residents, 2.30 persons per household' per senior single-family unit, and 1.76 persons per 

household' per senior independent living/assisted living/memory care units). The Project would 

require approximately 1.7 sworn officers according to the City's existing service level of 0.82 

officers per 1,000 people. The addition of i.7 officers would not require the Police Departrnent to 

expand the existing facilities or construct new facilities. 

The Generai Pian Draft EiR anticipated urbanization of the City and identified that impiementation 

of the General Plan would result in a less than significant impact to police services with 

implementation of mitigating General Plan policies and actions, SA-30, and SA-31 related to 

provision of police and public safety services (Impact 4.12.1.2; City of Elk Grove, 2003b, pp. 4.12-14 

through 4.12-16). The Project is consistent with General Plan policies related to public safety 

services. 

Elk Grove General Plan Policy SA-30 requires development to design neighborhoods and buildings 

in a manner that prevents crime and provides security and safety for people and property 'vvhen 

feasible. Policy SA-31 encourages the use of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 

(CPTED) principles in the design of development projects and buildings. The Project is required to 

undergo the City's development review process. The Project application was reviewed by the Elk 

Grove Police Department, which identified four "flag-style" lots that may pose an issue for regular 

patrol. The lots identified by the Police Department are in Village 3, which will be gated and have 

private security patrols. Policy PF-21 requires that new development shall fund its fair share 
portion of its impacts to all public facilities and infrastructure as provided for in state law. 

As a part of the City's Capital Facilities Fee Program, the City collects police facility impact fees 

from new development at a rate of $429 per single family dwelling, $279 for age restricted 

dweiiing and $201 for muitifamiiy age restricted units (City of Eik Grove 2013, pg. 12j. Payment of 

the applicable impact fees by the Project applicant would assist in offsetting any fiscal impacts to 

police services. The potential need for approximately 1.7 additional sworn police officers as a 

result of Project implementation would not require a new or expanded police facility. Therefore, 
the Project would have a Jess than significant impact to police services. 

1 
Based on DOF Report E-5: Citv/Countv Population and Housing Estimates, 1/1/2013 

2 
Based on U.S. Census Bureau: 2007-2011 American Community Survey, Tables 50102 and 50103 
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Impact 3.11-3: The Project may result in significant environmental 
impacts associated with the construction and operation of parks and 
recreation facilities. (less than significant with mitigation) 
General Plan Policy PT0-4 states that new residential developments may be required to, at a 

minimum, provide parks consistent with the Quimby Act (CA Govt. Code Section 66477), through 

land dedication, fees in lieu, or on-site improvements at a standard of five (5) acres of land for 

parks per 1,000 residents. Additionally, Policy PT0-15 exemplifies the City's desire to preserve 

open space lands in the region, and supports the establishment of multipurpose open space areas. 

While the City's parks and recreation requirements established in Chapter 22.40 of the Municipal 

Code do not apply to the Project, the Project would provide neighborhood parks and recreational 

trails consistent with General Plan Policy PT0-4. The Project would also provide recreational 

amenities, including a clubhouse and swimming atrium, for Viiiage 3 residents. 

Development of the Project's proposed parks and recreation facilities, including the approximately 
6.1 acres of parks, 2.2 acres of trail corridors, a 3.9-acre open space/trail corridor, and a 2.1-acre 

parcel in Village 3 to accommodate the clubhouse and swimming atrium, may result in 

environmental impacts. Potential environmental impacts that would result from development of 

the Project, including the Project's parks and recreation components, are discussed in Chapters 3.1 
through 3.13 of this document. 
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The purpose of this EIR section is to identify environmental impacts related to circulation and 

transportation that wouid resuit from Project impiementation. 1 ms section recommends 
mitigation measures to avoid or minimize the significance of potential impacts. Information in this 

section is based on the Transportation Impact Study -Silverado Village SPA (Fehr & Peers 2013) 

(see Appendix F). 

3.12.1 ENVIRONrv1ENTAL SETTING 

PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project site is located northwest of the Bond Road and Waterman Road intersection in the City 

of Elk Grove (see Figures 2-1 and 2-2). 

STUDY AREA ROADWAYS 

Regional access to the Project is provided by State Route (SR) 99 and, to a lesser extent, Interstate 

5 (I-S) while local access to the Project site is provided via Bond Road and Waterman Road. 

Free\vays 
Freeways serving the Project vicinity include 1-5, SR 99, and SR 16. 

• 1-5 is a major federal interstate freeway, extending from the Canadian border to Mexico. I

S runs from north to south through the western portion of the City and, in the Sacramento 

region, is a 4- to B-lane freeway. 

• SR 99 is an important north-south corridor serving the major urbanized areas in the 

Central Valley. SR 99 runs from north to south through the City and, in the Sacramento 

region, is a 2- to B-lane highway. 

• SR 16 nms from Highway 50 near Power Inn Road to State Route 49 at the town of 

Drytown. SR 16 makes up the northern boundary of the City's General Plan Planning Area. 

Roadways 
Several key local roadway facilities near the Project site are described below: 

• Sheldon Road is an east-west arterial roadway located roughly one half mile north of the 

Project's northern boundary. Sheldon Road begins approximately 5.5 miles east of SR 99, 

and extends just less than one mile west of the freeway before transiting into Center 
Parkway. East and west of its intersection with Waterman Road, Sheldon Road is two 

lanes. Wide shoulders are available on both sides of Sheldon Road between Waterman 

Road and Eik Grove Florin Road. 

• Bond Road is an east-west arterial roadway that serves as the southern boundary of the 

Project. Bond Road extends from SR 99 to Grant line Road. Between SR-99 and Bradshaw 

Road, Bond Road is four lanes and narrows to two lanes east of Bradshaw Road. It will 

serve as the Project's primary connection to SR 99. 
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There is an at-grade crossing of the Union Pacific Railroad (Crossing Number 752749S) 

located about 400 feet east of Elk Grove Florin Road. The crossing traverses one set of 

tracks that serves about 16 trains per day (i.e., a combination of passenger and freight 

trains). The crossing is a 24-hour quiet zone. The typical speed range over the tracks is 40 

to 55 miles per hour. Traffic control at the crossing includes the following passive and 

active devices: 

Advanced Warning Signs 

Pavement Markings- stop lines and railroad crossing symbols 

Gates- full-barrier gates 

Flashing Lights- 10 pairs 

Bells -4 bells 

In addition, the railroad crossing and the Elk Grove Florin Road/Bond Road intersection are 

coordinated so that the traffic signal clears the westbound approach to the intersection 

prior to a train crossing Bond Road. The traffic signal also minimizes delay for other 

movements at the intersection not affected by the train crossing (e.g., northbound and 
southbound Elk Grove Florin Road). 

A query of the Federal Railroad Administration accident history database revealed no 

collisions at this crossing. 

• Waterman Road is a north-south arterial roadway extending from north of Vintage Park 

Drive in Sacramento County to Grant Line Road. Waterman Road is two lanes near the 
Project. 

• Elk Grove Florin Road is a major north-south arterial roadway extending from SR-99 north 

to Florin Road, at which point it transitions into Watt Avenue and continues north to 

Baseline Road in North Antelope. The entire distance covered by Watt Avenue and Elk 

Grove Florin Road is nearly 25 miles. At its intersection with Bond Road, it carries traffic in 

four lanes and features separate left- and right-turn lanes. 

Study Intersections 
The traffic study area for the Project was selected based on the expected travel characteristics 

(i.e., Project location and amount of Project trips) of the Project, as well as the susceptibility of 

nearby transportation facilities to Project impacts. Five existing and two future intersections were 

selected for analysis: 

1. Elk Grove Florin Road/Bond Road 

2. Quail Cove Drive/Bond Road 

3. Project Access/Bond Road Driveway (Opposite Whittemore Drive) 

4. Crowell Drive (East)/Bond Road (Project Access) 
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5. Waterman Road/Bond Road 

6. \AJaterman Road/Project Access 

7. Sheldon Road/Waterman Road 

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

To provide a baseline for the transportation analysis, traffic counts were collected at the five 

existing study intersections on Thursday, December 6th, 2012. The intersection turning movement 

counts were conducted during the AM (7:00 to 9:00) and PM (4:00 to 6:00) peak periods. During 

the counts, weather conditions were dry, no unusual traffic patterns were observed, and the Elk 

Grove Unified School District was in full session. Pedestrians and bicyclists were also counted at 

each oft he study intersections. 

Each intersection's peak hour within the peak period was used for the analysis. For the majority of 

study intersections, the counts indicate that the AM peak hour is between 7:30 AM and 8:30 AM 

and the PM peak hour is between 5:00 PM and 6:00 PM. 

Analysis Methodology 
INTERSECTIONS 

All intersections were analyzed using procedures and methodologies contained in the Highway 

Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board, 2010. These methodologies were applied 

using SimTraffic 7 (a micro-simulation modeling software). 

The HCM methodologies determine a level of service (LOS) for each study intersection. Level of 

service is a qualitative measure of traffic operating conditions whereby a letter grade, from A to F, 

is assigned. These grades represent the perspective of drivers and are an indication of the comfort 

and convenience associated with driving. In general, LOS A represents free-flow conditions with 
no congestion, and LOS F represents severe congestion and delay under stop-and-go conditions. 

Tables 3.i2-1 and 3.12-2 present intersection LOS thresholds for traffic signal controlled and stop 

controlled intersections, respectively. 

o Since the anaiysis was conducted using micro-simulation, a weighted average peak

hour factor was applied to the study intersections based on the December 2012 peak 

period intersection turning movement counts. 

o Intersection analysis results are based on the average of 12 micro-simulation model 

runs. 

o A heavy vehicle percentage of two percent was applied. 
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TABLE 3.12-1: INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE THRESHOLOS -SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

Notes: 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

A 

B 

c 
D 

E 

F 

AVERAGE CONTROL DELAY {SECONDS/VEHICLE) 1 

s 10.0 

10.1- 20.0 

20.1- 35.0 

35.1- 55.0 

55.1-80.0 

> 80.0 

1. Control delay includes initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and acceleration delay. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2013 

TABLE 3.12-2: INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE THRESHOLDS- UNSIGNALIZED iNTERSECTIONS 

LEVEL OF SERVICE AVERAGE CONTROL DELAY {SECONDS/VEHICLE) 1 

A s 10.0 

B 10.1- 15.0 

c 15.1- 25.0 

D 25.1- 35.0 

_j E 35.0-50.0 

F > 50.0 

Notes: 
1. Control delay includes initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and acceleration delay. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2013 

FREEWAY FACILITIES 

Congested freeway travel speed is used to evaluate freeway facilities as documented by Caltrans in 

the 2008 State Highway Congestion Monitoring Program (HICOMP) Annual Data Compilation, 

September 2009. 

EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

Figure 3.12-2 shows existing AM and PM weekday peak hour traffic volumes, lane configurations, 

and traffic controls at each study intersection. Table 3.12-3 summarizes the existing peak hour 

intersection level of service (see Appendix B for detailed calculations). As shown, most of the 

study intersections opeiate acceptably, lOS D or better, except for the VJaterman Road/Sheldon 
Road intersection, which operates at LOSE during both the AM and PM peak hours. 

The Sheidon Road I VVaterrnan Road intersection is the only study intersection in the City's Ruial 

Residential Area and is subject to the Elk Grove Rural Road Improvement Policy (November 14, 

2007). The policy outlines the process for implementing roadway and intersection improvements 
in response to traffic impact and not a result of forecasted travel demand. Existing AM and PM 

peak hour traffic volumes satisfy the peak hour volume warrant (Warrant 3) for traffic signal 

control according to methodology of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices~ 

Caltrans, 2010. 
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TABLE 3.12-3: INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE- EXISTING CONDITIONS 

!NTERSECT!D.P·J TRAFFIC CONTROL 
AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

DELAY LOS DELAY LOS 
1. Elk Grove Florin Road I Bond Road Signal 51 D 52 D 
2. Quail Cove Drive 1 Bond Road Signal 19 B 8 A 
3. Bond Road I Bond Road Project Driveway Project Access 
4. Crowell Drive (East] I Bond Road Signal 11 B 6 A 
5. Waterman Road I Bond Road Signal 29 c 29 c 
6. \Vaterman Road Project Driveway i Waierman Road Project Access 
7. Sheldon Road I Waterman Road All-Way Stop 36 E 36 E 
Note: Intersection delay IS based on the average intersection control delay for Signalized and all-way stop controlled 
intersections_ Bo!d identifies intersections operating worse than the City's LOS D threshold. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2013 

FREEWAY OPERATIONS 

As documented in the California Department of Transportation Mobility Performance Report, 
2009, bottleneck locations exist on SR 99 and 1-5 that cause congested (LOS F) conditions (i.e., 

vehicle speed of 35 miles per hour or less) on these facilities northbound in the morning and 

southbound in the evening. Bottlenecks are caused by merging vehicles, lane drops, and vehicle 

weaving. 1-5 and SR 99 are the primary commute corridors linking Elk Grove and downtown 

Sacramento. 

As presented in the 2008 HICOMP Annual Data Compilation, congested conditions persist for 

multiple hours in the morning (northbound) on SR 99 and 1-5. On SR 99 congested conditions 

extend fiom south of Laguna Bouievard to U.S. 50. Simiiariy, drivers experience congested 

conditions in the evening (southbound) from U.S 50 to south of Sheldon Road. These conditions 
are consistent with the findings presented in the State Route SR 99 & Interstate 5 Corridor System 

Management Plan (CSMP), May 2009. As documented in the CSMP, SR 99 serves about 149,000 

vehicles per day between Elk Grove Boulevard and Mack Road and operates over capacity at LOS F. 

Similarly; 1-5 serves about 100,000 vehicles per day between laguna Boulevard and Pocket Road 

and about 156,000 vehicles per day between Pocket Road and US 50. These segments of 1-5 

operate at LOSE and F, respectively. 

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES 

C!ass !! bicycle lanes {cn~street \rVith signage and striping) are piovided in both directions Bond 

Road within the Project study area. Bike lanes are provided on Waterman Road along improved 

frontage near the Bond Road/Waterman Road intersection. Marked crosswalks are provided at all 

signalized intersections within the study area. Pedestrian activity was relatively low with no more 

than six pedestrians using any crosswalk during the two peak hours. 

TRANSIT SERVICE 

Transit service within the study area is provided by e-Tran, which operates ten local routes within 

Elk Grove and ten commuter routes with service to Downtown Sacramento. One local route and 

two commuter routes provide service within the study area, with bus stops near Elk Grove Florin 

Road, Crowe!! Drive (west), Crowe!! Drive (east), and \"laterman Read. These routes are described 
briefly below: 
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• Neighborhood Route 160 (Bond) is a local route that that provides service between 

Consumnes River College and the southeastern portion of the city. This route runs Monday 

through Friday from approximately 6:30 AM to 7:00 PM on one hour headways except 
during midday service when two hour headways are provided. 

• Commuter Route 58 (East Elk Grove Express) is a commuter route that travels between 
the intersection of Waterman Road/Grant Line Road and Downtown Sacramento. Within 
the study area, the route travels on Bond Road and Elk Grove Florin Road. This route 

provides three inbound buses in the morning, and three outbound buses in the evening 

Monday through Friday. 

• Weekend Shuttle is a local route circulating between Consumnes River College, Harbour 
Point Drive, and Waterman Road. Vehicles travel on Bruceville Road, Laguna Boulevard, 

Harbour Point Drive, Elk Grove Boulevard, Waterman Road, and Bond Road. Weekend 
service is provided roughly once per hour between 10:00 AM and 3:15 PM and a 

connection is available to Sacramento RT light rail service at Consumnes River College. 

3.12.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

FEDERAL AND STATE 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is responsible for planning, designing, 

constructing, operating, and maintaining all state-owned roadways in Sacramento County, 

including the City. Federal highway standards are implemented in California by Caltrans. Any 
j,..,.,nl"n\lal"r'Ullntc nr rnnrHfir-~tinnc tn th~C~ c;:t::at~C~ hiah\At::l\1 cuct,.::~~rn \.uithin th,:~ rihJ nAAf'l tn ha ::lnnrnHaf'l ""I"''"""'-"''-""""""'' ,.,..,,..,,..,.,..,, ... ,_. """' ""'- .......... ._ "'D""""'J' "'J"'"'-"' ""'""'" "'"·• -•"J .. ._._.,.. ........ ._ "'1"'1""''"""._ ... 

by Caltrans, and the City has no ability to unilaterally make improvements to the State highway 

system. 

Caltrans approved the State Route 99 & Interstate 5 Corridor System Management Plan (CSMP) in 

May 2009 to provide integrated management of all travel modes (transit, cars, trucks, bicycles) 

and infrastructure (rail tracks, roads, highways, information systems, bike routes) in the 1-5/SR 99 

corridor. The CSMP replaces the Transportation Concept Corridor Reports that previously served 

as the long-range planning documents for SR 99 and 1-5. 

"Concept LOS" and "Concept Facility" have traditionally been used in Caltrans TCCRs to reflect the 
minimum level or quality of operations acceptable for each route segment within the 20-year 

planning period and the highway facility needed in the next 20 years to maintain the Concept LOS. 

The Concept LOS for SR 99 in Sacramento County is F from the San Joaquin-Sacramento County 

line to Junction SR Si and is E from Junction i-5 to the Sutter County Line. The Concept LOS for i-5 

in Sacramento County is F from Hood-Franklin Boulevard to the 1-5/SR 99 Interchange and is D 

from the 1-5/SR 99 Interchange to the Sacramento/Yolo County line. 

LOCAL 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 
SACOG is designated as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) responsible for developing 

a regional transportation plan every four years in coordination with Sacramento, Yolo, Yuba, 
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Sutter, El Dorado and Placer counties and the 22 cities within those counties (excluding the Tahoe 
Basin). The Metropolitan Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy for 2035 
(MTP/SCS) covers the period from 2008 to 2035. The MTP/SCS takes an integrated approach to 
transportation and land use, and their impacts on air quality and climate change. The MTP/ SCS 
represents transportation improvements and investments that will serve the projected land use 

pattern and population growth forecasts in the Sacramento region in the near- and long-term. 

City of Elk Grove General Plan 
The Elk Grove General Plan guides development within the City limits as well as the annexation 
and any subsequent development of areas outside the City limits. The General Plan has a 
Circulation Element that is prepared consistent with the requirements of the California 
Government Code. The Circulation Element addresses all forms of transportation within the 
circuiation system. This specificaiiy inciudes: motor vehicies, inciuding cars and trucks; trains, for 

both freight and passenger traffic (on "heavy" and "light" rail lines); public transit; bicycles; 
pedestrian travel; and air travel. Relevant circulation policies include: 

Policy Cl-4 

Policy Cl-6 

Policy Cl-10 

Policy Cl-13 

Policy Cl-14 

Specific Plans, Special Planning Areas, and development projects shall be designed 
to promote pedestrian movement through direct, safe, and pleasant routes that 
connect destinations inside and outside the plan or project area. 

The City shall require that transit service is provided in all areas of Elk Grove. 
including rural areas, so that transit dependent residents of those areas are not 
cut off from community services, events, and activities. 

The City shall implement the roadway master plan shown in Figure Cl-2. The 
following policies apply to selected roadways: 

• The City shall use the latest version of Caltrans' "Transportation Concept Report" 
for 1-5 and Hwy 99 to determine the planned width of these freeways. 

• "Expanded right-of-way" indicates roadways on which sufficient width is provided 
for a middle two-way turn lane and/or expanded turn pockets at roadway 
intersections. 

• The City will widen Grant Line Road north of Bradshaw Road only as needed to 
accommodate traffic, and strongly supports efforts to locate a future regional 
connector to provide traffic relief for this roadway. Grant Line Road north of 
Bradshaw Road should be widened in phases as needed, and should be widened to 
six lanes only if no alternative route for a future regional connector (see Policy Cl-
12) has been located and traffic conditions warrant the widening. 

The City shall require that all roadways and intersections in Elk Grove operate at a 
minimum Level of Service "D" at all times. 

The City recognizes that Level of Service D may not be achieved on some roadway 
segments, and may also not be achieved at some intersections. Roadways on 
which LOS D is projected to be exceeded are shown in the General Plan 
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Policy Cl-15 

Policy Cl-16 

Policy Cl-21 

Policy Cl-22 

Policy Cl-23 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Background Report, based on the latest traffic modeling conducted by the City. On 

these roadways, the City shall ensure that improvements to construct the ultimate 

roadway system as shown in this Circulation Element are completed, with the 

recognition that maintenance of the desired level of service may not be 

achievable. 

Development projects shall be required to provide funding or to construct 
rn;:uiwav/inters.ertinn imnrovements to imolement the Citv1s Circulation Master . ----- ,. -------------- ----.-- - - - -- -- -- -.---- - -.- --- ---

Plan. The payment of established traffic impact or similar fees shall be considered 

to provide compliance with the requirements of this policy with regard to those 

faciiities inciuded in the fee program, provided that the City finds that the fee 
adequately funds all required roadway and intersection improvements. If payment 

of established fees is used to provide compliance with this policy, the City may also 

require the payment of additional fees if necessary to cover the fair share cost of 

facilities not included in the fee program. 

Where a development project is required to perform new roadway construction or 

road widening, the entire roadway shall be completed to its planned width from 
curb~to-curb prior to the operation of the project for '.."Jhich the improvements 

were constructed, unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer. Such roadway 

construction shall also provide facilities adequate to ensure pedestrian safety as 

determined by the City Engineer. 

The City shall require the installation of traffic pre-emption devices for emergency 

vehicles (police and fire) at all newly constructed intersections, and shall seek to 

retrofit all existing intersections to incorporate these features. 

Where traffic calming devices or techniques are employed, the City shall 

coordinate design and implementation with the Elk Grove Police Department and 

the E!k Grove CSD to ensure adequate access for police and fire vehicles. 

All public streets should have sufficient width to provide for parking on both sides 

of the street and enough remaining pavement width to provide for fire emergency 

vehicle access. 

City of Eik Grove Transportation improvement Pian 
The City's Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) represents a five-year transportation capital 

improvement p!an for the City. The T!P provides program summary information for the City1
S 

various capital improvement funding programs, as well as project summary information (i.e., 

revenues, expenditures, and schedules) for the specific projects selected for implementation 

during the current TIP period. The TIP identifies projects within the City iimits that need various 

improvements during the planning horizon. The improvements include but are not limited to 

street extensions, traffic signals, bikeway improvements, ramp widenings, and bridge 

replacements. 
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3.12.5 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The ioiiowing threshoids of significance are based on the CEQA Guidelines as weii as criteria 

established by the City of Elk Grove General Plan. The Project would result in a significant impact 
on transportation if it would: 

• Conflict with an applicable plan, code, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 

the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation 

including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the 

circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and 

freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit. 

Intersections: A significant traffic-related impact would occur at an intersection if: 

the traffic generated by the Project degrades the LOS from an acceptable LOS D or 

better (without the Project) to an unacceptable LOS E or F (with the Project), or 

the level of service (without Project) is unacceptable and Project generated traffic 

increases the control delay by more than five seconds. 

Freeway Segments: According to the Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact 
Studies (Caltrans, December 2002), Caltrans strives to maintain a target LOS at the 

transition between LOS C and LOS D on State highway facilities; therefore, LOS D 
was selected as the minimum standard for all study freeway facilities. Unlike the 
City of Elk Grove traffic impact study guidelines, Caltrans does not provide a threshold 
for determining if the addition of Project traffic to a freeway facility that operates 
unacceptably without the Project is considered significant. Therefore, under these 
circumstances, the addition of any Project traffic is considered significant. 

• Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature. 

• Result in inadequate emergency access. 

• Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. 

An impact is considered significant if implementation of the Project will disrupt or 
in+orfaro oui+h ... vi<'+inl'r ...... nl ... nn.o...l h;,..,,.lo """' ,...,.....1 ... .-+ri ...... .J ... ,.ili+i ..... 
IIIL~I 1'-1"- WWILII o;;;AI~UI16 VI I•"UIIIIo:;;U UIO,..JO,..I"- VI t-',.;-uoo:;;;,LIIDII 10\.IIILI!!;;~, 

An impact is considered significant if implementation of the Project will disrupt or 

interfere with existing or planned transit operations or transit facilities. 

3.12.6 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

Trip Generation 
As discussed in Chapter 2.0, the Project consists ofthree residential villages: 

• Village 1: 135 single-family detached homes, 

• Village 2: 258 sing!e-fami!y detached homes, 
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• Village 3: 267 active adult single-family patio homes, and 

= Village 3 Core: lodge and clubhouse consisting of 125 independent living, assisted living, 

and/or memory care units for seniors. 

Table 3.12-4 shows the expected daily AM peak houi, and PM peak hour trip generation for the 

Project. The Project is expected to generate 379 new weekday AM peak hour trips, 496 new 
weekday PM peak hour trips, and 5,154 new daily trips. 

TABLE 3.12-4: WEEKDAY TRIP GENERATION 

TRJPP.ATE1 TRIPS 

LAND USE QUANTITY AM PM AMPEAKHOUR PM PEAK HOUR 
DAILY PEAK PEAK DAILY 

··~··~ ··~··~ 
IN Our TOT IN Our Tor 

nUUif niJun 

Single Family Detached 393 
Residential Dwelling 9.52 0.75 1.00 3,741 74 221 295 248 145 393 
rvmaaes 1 and 21 Units 
Senior Adult Detached 267 
Residential Dwelling 3.68 0.22 0.27 983 21 38 59 44 28 72 
(Village 3) Units 
Senior Adult Attached 125 
Residential (Core of Dwelling 3.44 0.20 0.25 430 8 17 25 17 14 31 
Village 3) Units 

New Project Trips 1 s.1s4 1 1o3 1 276 379 309 187 496 
Notes: 
1 Trip rates from Trip Generation, 9th ed. (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012). 

2 ksf =thousand square feet 
Sourc:e: Fehr & Peers, 2013 

Trip Distribution and Assignment 
Figure 3.12-3 shows the expected distribution of Project trips, which was developed based on 
existing travel patterns within the study area using traffic counts collected in December 2012. The 

distribution of Project traffic is about equal to eastbound and westbound Bond Road, with slightly 
more traffic toifrom the west. The areas immediately north and south of Bond Road between Eik 

Grove Florin Road and Waterman Road are primarily residential, so a nominal amount of Project 

traffic (i.e., three percent) is assigned tci these areas. In addition, about 10 percent of outbound 

trips in the morning are assumed to travel south on Crowell Drive for student drop off at Elk Grove 

Elementary School before continuing to their primary destination. 

The Project traffic volumes summarized in Table 3.12-4 were added to the existing traffic counts 

based on the expected distribution of Project trips show in Figure 3.12-3 to generate the traffic 

volume forecasts for the Existing Plus Project scenario. Figure 3.12-4 displays the resulting study 

area AM and PM peak hour turning movement volume forecasts for Existing Plus Project 

conditions. 
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GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY REVIEW 

Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines provides the foliowing guidance regarding the use of a 

Program EIR with subsequent environmental documents: 

"(dj Use with Subsequent EiRs and Negative Deciarations. A program EiR can be used to simplify 
the task of preparing environmental documents on later parts of the program. The program EIR 
can: 

(1) Provide the basis in an Initial Study for determining whether the later activity may have 
any significant effects. 

(2) Be incorporated by reference to deal with regional influences, secondary effects, 
cumulative impacts, broad alternatives, and other factors that apply to the program as a 
whole. 

(3) Focus an E!R on a subsequent project to permit discussion solely of new effects which 
had not been considered before." 

The Genera! P!an !and use designations on the Project site, as described in Chapter 2.0, Project 
Description, allow for up to 1,022 units. The Draft EIR for the City of Elk Grove General Plan 

assumed full buildout of the Project site. The Project proposes 659 single family units and 125 

independent, assisted, or memory care multi-family units in the Village 3 Core lodge for a total of 

784 units. The Project would result in 238 fewer units than allowed by the General Plan land use 

designations and analyzed in the General Plan EIR. 

The Draft EIR for the City of Elk Grove General Plan analyzed area roadways and freeway 

segments. As documented in Table 3.12-4, the Project would generate 5,154 trips per day, 
compared to 9,729 trips based on the General Plan LDR designation, which was assumed for the 

Project site during preparation of the General Plan Draft EIR. Therefore, the Project site was 

anticipated for urbanization, and the corresponding increase in vehicle trips that wouid resuit from 

urbanization, in the General Plan EIR and the Project would result in fewer trips than analyzed in 

the General Plan EIR. The General Plan EIR provided a program-level analysis of impacts to local 

and regional roadways that would result with implementation of the General Plan, which included 

trips associated with the Project. Given that the Project is consistent with the land use designation 

for the site, which was analyzed in the Genera! P!an E!R, there wou!d be no new Project-specific 

traffic impacts to the local and regional roadway facilities addressed in the General Plan EIR. 

!t is further noted that CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 a!!c\"JS a streamlined environmental revle\".' 

process for projects that are consistent with the densities established by existing zoning, 

community plan, or general plan policies for which an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was 

certified. As noted above, the Project is consistent with the land use designation and densities 

established by the Elk Grove General Plan, for which an EIR was certified. 

As stated in Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines: 

"(a) CEQA mandates that projects which are consistent with the development density established 
by existing zoning, community plan, or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified shall not 
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require additional environmental review, except as might be necessary to examine whether there 
are project-specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. This streamlines 
the review of such projects and reduces the need to prepare repetitive environmental studies. 

(b) In approving a project meeting the requirements of this section, a public agency shall limit its 
examination of environmental effects to those which the agency determines, in an initial study or 
other analysis: 

(1) Are peculiar to the project or the parcel on which the project would be located, 

(2) Were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on the zoning action, general 
plan, or community plan, with which the project is consistent, 

(3} Are potentially significant off-site impacts and cumulative impacts which were not 
discussed in the prior EIR prepared for the general plan, community plan or zoning action, 
or 

{4) Are previously identified significant effects which, as a result of substantial new 
information which was nat known at the time the EIR was certified, are determined to have 
a mo;e seve;e adverse impact than discussed in the prior EIR. 

Transportation and circulation impacts addressed in the General Plan EIR are summarized below: 

• Local Roadway System - Impact 4.5.1: Implementation of the General Plan would result in 

increased traffic volumes, volume-to-capacity ratios, and a decrease in LOS on area roadways 
during the A.M. and P.ivi. peak hours. impacts in the Project vicinity intiude: 

Bond Road 4 Lanes (East Stockton Boulevard to Elk Grove Florin Road) - LOS F 

(eastbound) and LOS E (westbound) 

Bond Road 4 Lanes (Elk Grove Florin Road to Bradshaw Road)- LOS C (eastbound) 

and LOS B (westbound) 

Waterman Road 4 Lanes (Calvine Road to Bond Road) - LOS C (northbound) and 

LOS B (southbound) 

Waterman Road 4 Lanes (Bond Road to Grant Line Road) - LOS B (northbound) 

and LOS A (southbound) 

MM 4.5.1 requires the City to coordinate and participate with the City of Sacramento, 

Sacramento County, and Caltrans on roadway improvements that are shared by the 

jurisdictions in order to improve operations. MM 4.5.1 revised the General Plan to Policy Cl-2; 

implementation of Genera! P!an Policies C!-2, C!-3, C!-4, C!-5, C!-6, C!-7, C!-8, C!-9, C!-10, C!-13, 

Cl-14, Cl-15, Cl-16, Cl-17, and Cl-18 and associated action items would reduce impacts to local 

roadways. However, since there are some roadways that would not reach a LOS D even with 

improvements, impacts to these roadways were determined to be significant and unavoidable 

(City of Elk Grove 2003b, pp. 4.5-52 through 4.5-80). Impact 3.12-1 below addresses potential 

roadway impacts in the study area that are specific to the Project site. 
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• State Highways - Impact 4.5.2: Implementation of the proposed General Plan would result in 

increased traffic volumes, V /C ratios, and a decrease in LOS on state highways during the A.M. 

and P.M. peak hours. This is considered a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure MM 4.5.1 was identified to mitigate this impact and was implemented 

through revising the General Plan to include Policy Cl-2. While improvements to State highway 

facilities were considered a viable mitigation measure, the proposal and timing of needed 

improvements was not known and depended on if and when Ca!trans (acting as the !ead 

agency) submits the projects for inclusion into the MTP. It is outside the City's jurisdiction to 

implement improvement to state highways. As such, the General Plan's impact to state 

highways is considered to be significant and unavoidable. 

• Transit System - Impact 4.5.3: Implementation of the proposed General Plan would result in 

an increase in the demand for transit service. Implementation of General Plan Policies Cl-3, Cl-
4, Cl-5, Cl-6, Cl-7, Cl-8, and Cl-9 and associated action items reduced the potential impact to 

less than significant. 

• Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities - Impact 4.5.4: Implementation of the proposed General Plan 
would result in an increased demand for bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Implementation of 

General Plan Policies Cl-3, Cl-4, and CI-S and associated action items reduced the potential 

impact to less than significant. 

• Roadway Safety- Impact 4.5.5: Implementation of the proposed General Plan would result in 

an increase in traffic volumes, which would increase the potential opportunities for safety 

conflicts. Whiie implementation of the proposed General Pian wouid increase the amount of 

vehicle traffic and the number of potential safety conflicts, implementation of the General 

Plan (specific Policies Cl-3, Cl-4, Cl-17, Cl-18, Cl-19, Cl-20, Cl-21, Cl-22, and Cl-23 and associated 

action items) and modern construction design standards would also result in the provision of 

facilities without unacceptable safety conflicts. This impact is considered less than significant. 

• Cumulative Traffic Impacts on local Roadways and State Highways - Impact 4.5.6: 
Implementation of the proposed General Plan as well as potential development of the Urban 

Study Areas would contribute to significant impacts on local roadways and state highways 
under cumulative conditions. This is considered a cumulative significant impact. Implement 

Mitigation Measure MM 4.S.1 was identified to mitigate this impact and was implemented 

through revising the General Plan to include Policy Cl-2. Implementation of General Plan 

Policies Cl-2, Cl-3, Cl-4, CI-S, Cl-6, Cl-7, Cl-8, Cl-9, Cl-10, Cl-13, Cl-14, Cl-15, Cl-16, Cl-17, and Cl-
18 and associated action items would assist in reducing cumulative impacts to local roadways 

and SR 99. However, the General Plan DEIR identified that since there are some local roadways 

that would not reach a LOS D even with improvements, impacts to these roadways are 

significant and unavoidabie (see General Pian DEIR Tabies 4.5-7 and 4.5-8). Further 

improvement of these impacted roadways is considered infeasible given that the necessary 

right-of-way is not available as a result of extensive residential and commercial development 

immediately adjacent to these roadways. In addition, the City does not have jurisdiction to 

improve SR 99, which is a state highway. Thus, impacts to SR 99 are also considered significant 

and unavoidable . 
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• Cumulative Transit System, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Impacts - Impact 4.5.7: Implementation 
of the proposed General Plan along with potential development of the Urban Study Areas 

would contribute to a cumulative increase in the demand for transit service as well as bicycle 
and pedestrian usage. Implementation of General Plan Policies Cl-3, Cl-4, Cl-5, Cl-6, Cl-7, Cl-8, 

and Cl-9 and associated action items reduced the potential impact to less than significant. 

The General Plan EIR impacts described above demonstrate that the regional and cumulative 
impacts of the Project were adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to the 

guidance provided in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168 and 15183, this EIR need not re-address the 

regional and cumulative traffic impacts of the Project, given that the Project's density is consistent 

with the density assumed for the site in the General Plan EiR. 

As stated above, CEQA Guidelines Section 15183(b) states that a public agency shall limit its 

anaiysis to impacts that are pecuiiar to the Project site or were not previousiy addressed in a prior 

environmental document. As such, the analysis provided below focuses on the intersections and 

transportation facilities that would be directly affected by the Project, which were not fully 

addressed in the General Plan EIR. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.12-1: Potential to conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system: Study Area Intersections. (Less than Significant) 
Table 3.12-5 summarizes the Existing Plus Project analysis (refer to Appendix B for detailed 

calculations) that was performed to address Project-specific impacts to roadways in the study 
area. As shown in Table 3.12-5, most of the study intersections would continue to operate 

acceptably, LOS D or better, except for the Waterman Road/Sheldon Road intersection, which 

would operate at LOS E during both the AM and PM peak hours. While the Project would add 

traffic to the \Naterman Road I Sheldon Road intersection, it would not increase delay by more 

than five seconds. It is noted that with Project traffic, the Elk Grove Florin Road I Bond Road will 

operate near the LOS D/E threshold, but will continue to operate acceptably at the LOS D 

threshold. Therefore, the Project would have a less than significant impact on intersection 

operations. 

TABLE 3.12-5· INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE- EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

EXISTING CONDITIONS EXISTING PLUS PROJECT 

INTERSECTION 
TRAFFIC 

CONTROL AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS 
L Elk Grove Florin Road I 

Signal 51 u Sl u 54 D 54 D 
Bond Road 

2. Quail Cove Drive I Bond 
Signal 19 B 8 A 22 c 10 A 

Road 
3. Bond Road I Bond Road 

Right-in I Right-out Only Intersection 
Driveway 

4. Crowell Drive (East] I 
Signal 11 B 

Bond Road 
6 A 21 c 19 B 
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5. Waterman Road I Bond 
Signal 29 c 29 c 30 c 32 c 

Road 
6. \Af,.f-<>'t"Tn"'" l2n<>rt I Side~ Street •• .................. ·~ ...... .,. I - - - - 4 A 6 A 

Proi ect Driveway Stop 
7. Sheldon Road I All-Way 

36 E 36 E 36 E 36 E 
Waterman Road Stop 

Note: lntersectron delay rs based on the average mtersectron control delay for srgnahzed and all·way stop controlled 
intersections. 

Bold identifies intersections operating worse than the City's LOS D threshold. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2013. 

Impact 3.12·2: Potential to conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system: Freeways. (Significant and Unavoidable) 
As previously discussed, bottleneck locations exist on SR 99 and 1-5 that cause congested 

conditions (i.e., vehicle speed of 35 miles pei houi or less) on these facilities noithbound in the 

morning and southbound in the evening. The Project would add traffic to these commute 

corridors, which would exacerbate already congested conditions. 

This is considered a significant impact based on the Caltrans evaluation criteria. However, this 

would not be an impact based on the City of Elk Grove evaluation criteria, since the Project would 

add less than 500 vehicle trips per day to SR 99, which would not increase the volume to capacity 

ratio by 0.05 or more or increase the volume on SR 99 by more than 5 percent. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

To mitigate impacts based on the Caltrans evaluation criteria, the Project Applicant should pay its 
fair-share of the cost for mobility enhancements consistent with those identified in the most 

current version of the State Route 99 & Interstate 5 CSMP. Table 13 of the CSMP identifies that 

the construction of bus/carpool lanes on 1-5 from US 50 to Elk Grove Boulevard is fully funded. 

Another improvement that would improve SR 99, and potentially 1-5, operations is construction of 

carpool lanes on 1-5 from Elk Grove to the San Joaquin County line; this is identified as a visionary 

project in Table 14 of the CSMP with no estimate of cost or identified method of funding. The 

CSMP does not identify capital projects in either Table 13 or 14 to add additional lanes or other 

improvements on SR 99 in the vicinity of the City that would improve the existing and planned 
congested conditions. Construction and implementation of necessary improvements is uncertain 

because the implementation of such improvements is outside of the City's jurisdiction. While 

implementation of capital and operational mobility enhancements would lessen the significant 
impact associated with 1-5 and SR 99, there is not an enforceable fee program that has been 

adopted by Caltrans and there is no mechanism in place to collect adequate funds for the 

improvements and ensure that the funds are used to construct the necessary improvements. 

Consequently, the mitigation is not feasible. 

!n addition, even 'w".tith implementation of capita! and operational mobility enhancements, some 

impacts would still remain significant because acceptable levels of service will not be achieved as 

indicated by the Concept LOS on SR 99 and 1-5, which is LOS F in the study area. Successful 
implementation of some of the proposed improvements will require the cooperation of third party 
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agencies (Caltrans, Sacramento, County, or City of Sacramento) over which Elk Grove has no 

control. For this latter reason, Elk Grove is conservatively acknowledging the possibility that, 

despite its own commitment to work with Caltrans, mutually acceptable accommodation may not 
be reached. As such, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable, and as described 

above, there is no feasible mitigation available to the City to reduce this impact to a less than 

significant level. 

J,._-.,..,..a.. ~ 1"l "J~ O.ro..a-... -.a-.: ..... 1 ... l'lo ,...,.,.J..,.... ... ,._,.;,.ll],.,. .:-~-,...,.....,,. J.,....,..,_,.J,... ~ .. ,.,. ... ,. .., .,I.,.,...;.....,. 
llll).ld\..L ~•.1..""-J• CULCIJLJdl LU .3UU.3LCI.IILJC:Ut,Y IJU,J 'l[;do3~ UdL.dl U.o3 U.U'I[; LU a U'l[;i:Uf;U 

feature. (Less than Significant) 
The Project does not include any design features that would substantially increase potential 

hazards associated with the transportation and circulation network. As discussed under Impact 

3.12-4, the Project will be required to comply with the Cosumnes Community Services District 

(CCSDj standard and project-specific requirements for emergency access. The Project is required 

to substantially comply with the City's roadway standards for intersection sight distance and 
driveway sight distance (Standard Drawing 26) to ensure that there are no sight distance or 

visibility hazards. This is considered a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.12-4: Potential to result in inadequate emergency access. (Less 
than Significant) 
Factors such as number of access points and roadway widths determine whether a Project 

provides sufficient emergency access. Primary access to the Project site would be from Bond and 

Waterman Roads. There would also be a secondary point of access from Bond Road which would 
.,.llnu.t nnlu rirrh+-_t,•rn_in ,. ... rl .. inh·Lt.•rn-n••t rnn\la.t'T\a.ntc C:.il\lar:=~rln nriua. \Ain11lrl ha. tha. nrirn::an1 .................... , ''6"" ........ "' "'""' ''0"" ........................................................................................................... ,.. ......... , 

residential collector through the Project site from Bond Road to Waterman Road, with local 

residential streets providing access to Villages 1 and 2. Access to Village 3 would be from the 

Village Center Lane connection to Silverado Drive. The Project includes two emergency vehicle 

access points. A 42' wide Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) would be located at terminus of Bob 

White Court located in the Quail Ranch community to the interior street within Village 1 and a 26' 

EVA and pedestrian connection will be provided from Village 3 to Bond Road. 

General Plan Policy SA-32 requires the cooperation with the Elk Grove Community Services District 

(EGCSD) Fire Department (now CCSD Fire Department) to reduce fire hazards, assist in fire 

suppression, and promote fire safety in Elk Grove and Policy PF-2 requires coordination with 

outside agencies. The Project is required to undergo the City's development review process. The 

Project application has been provided to the CCSD Fire Department for its review and comment. 
In a July 10, 2012 letter, the CCSD identified its standard comments that must be addressed by the 

Project as part of the plan checking process. These standard comments include fire sprinkler 

specifications, emergency vehicle turnaround requirements, minimum fire flow requirements, 

requirement for installation of various infrastructure, and requirements for the wetlands/open 
space areas. The CCSD also identified Project-specific requirements regarding the street 

names/addressing, street layout, and requirement for funding a portion of the CCSD's on-going fire 

and emergency services. The Project wouid be required to compiy with the CCSD's requirements 

prior to issuance of a Fire Permit by the CCSD. 
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The Project site includes adequate access points for emergency services. Prior to issuance of a Fire 

Permit by the CCSD, the Project will be required to comply with the CCSD's standard requirements 
as well as the project-specific requirements to ensure adequate emergency access. This is a less 
than significant impact, and no mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.12-5: Potential to disrupt or interfere with existing or planned 
bicycle or pedestrian facilities. (Less than Significant) 
The Project includes pedestrian and bicycle features to provide both internal connectivity as well 

as connections to adjacent bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as described in Chapter 2.0. As part of 
the Project, a continuous sidewalk and C!ass !! bike !anes wou!d be constructed on the western 

side of Waterman Road along the frontage of the Project site, continuing the frontage 
improvement that extend north from Bond Road. Implementation of the Project would not 
disrupt or interfere with existing bicycle or pedestrian facilities, and would not disrupt or interfere 

with the implementation of any planned bicycle or pedestrian facilities. This is a less than 
significant impact, and no mitigation is required. 

Impact 3.12-6: Potential to disrupt or interfere with existing or planned 
transit facilities. (Less t.'ian Significant) 
Residents and employees of the Project would have access to e-Trans service routes that currently 
operate along the Project frontage as previously described. Implementation of the Project would 
not disrupt or interfere with existing or planned transit operations or facilities. This is a less than 
significant impact, and no mitigation is required. 
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This section describes the existing setting, regulatory framework, impacts associated with 

wastewater services, water services, and solid waste disposal that are likely to result fron1 Project 

implementation, and measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to wastewater, water 

supplies, and solid waste. Storm water drainage and infrastructure is addressed in Section 3.8, 

Hydrology and Water Quality. 

This section is based in part on the following documents, reports and studies: Solid Waste 

Information System (CaiRecycle 2013), Jurisdiction Diversion/Disposal Rate Summary 2007 -

Current (Cal Recycle 2011), 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (Elk Grove Water District (EGWD) 

2011), \AJater Supply Assessment for the Silverado Vi!!age Project (Florin Resource Conservation 

District/EGWD (FRCD/EGWD) 2013) (Appendix G), Sewer System Capacity Plan 2010 Update 

Executive Summary (Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD) 2011a), Sewer System Capacity Plan 

2010 Update (SASD 2011b), Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan (Sacramento County Water Agency 

(SCWA) 2005), Draft 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (SCWA 2011), 2020 Master Plan, Final 

Executive Summary (Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) 2008). 2012 State of 

the District Report (SRCSD, 2012), and the Sewer System Management Plan (SRCSD, 2013). Finally, 

solid waste diversion information was provided from the following website: 

http://www .ca I recycle .ca .gov /LG Centra 1/ reports/diversion program/Jurisdiction Diversion Post2006 
.aspx. 

Comments received in response to the NOP identified tonterns regarding water suppiy. The 

comments are located in Appendix A. 

3.13.1 WASTEWATER SERVICES 

EXISTING SETTING 

Wastewater Conveyance 
The City lies within the sanitary sewer collection service area of the Sacramento Area Sewer 

District (SASD), and the sanitary sewer treatment boundaries of the Sacramento Regional County 

Sanitation District (SRCSD). SASD provides wastewater collection services in the urbanized 

unincorporated area of the County, in the cities of Citrus Heights, Elk Grove, and Rancho Cordova, 
and in a portion of the cities of Sacramento and Folsom. SASD owns, operates and maintains a 

network of 4,200 miies of main iine and iower iaterai pipes within a 268 square-miie area (SASD, 

2013). The Project site is located in the BR Bond Sheldon Trunk Shed. The Project site is served by 

a 10-inch or larger pipe located in Bond Road (SASD 2011b, Figure 1-2). 

Once collected in the SASD system, sewage flows into the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation 

District (SRCSD) interceptor system, where it is conveyed to the Sacramento Regional Wastewater 
Treatment Plant near Elk Grove. The existing Elk Grove trunk line extends southeast from the 

Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP) influent diversion structure to Laguna 

Boulevard, then parallel to SR 99 along E. Stockton Boulevard extending dose to the southern City 
boundary. 

The SASD Sewer System Capacity Plan (SCP) estimates the future capital needs of the SASD trunk 

sewer system, both for capacity relief projects for the existing system and expansion projects to 
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serve newly developed areas. Table 3.13-1 identifies the existing and anticipated capacity need 

calculated in equivalent single family dwelling units (ESDs) for SASD services. 

TABLE 3.13-1:2010 SCP PLANNING SCENARIOS AND PROJECTED ESDS 

I SASD HYDRAULIC MODEL I SCP PLANNING SCENARIO ESDs' 
2010 Model Year ZOiO Londition (txisting) 400,260 
2020 Model Year 2020 Condition (Mid-Range Planning) 423,130 

Build out Model Buildout Condition (Long Range Planning) 1,101,680 
·- ·-.:»uurce: SASD SCP 2011a, pg. 2 

Wastewater Treatment 
Wastewater treatment for the City is provided by the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation 
District (SRCSD). SRCSD provides wastewater services for the residential, commercial, and 

industria! communities in metropolitan Sacramento County, and to the City of West Sacramento in 

Yolo County. SRCSD owns and operates the regional wastewater conveyance system and the 
SRWTP. SRCSD's system includes: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Miles of Pipeline: 177 miles 

Pump Stations: 9 

3,500-acre wastewater treatment facility 

o .......... l..,.+i ........ c ... r\lo~· J\nnYnVii'YI:::~talu 1 A rnillinn in thP arl!l:::lt13,. «;.:::arr::unPntr"'' ::ar&:~o::t 
I VpUII:ILIVII .J\..1 Vl...U, ~1-'f"''"'A"'' ... ~'-'J ..._,-,- '''""""'' ''' "-''"- b'._ .. ._,_, _...,._,.,.,,,.._,,._..., ~·-~ 

Number of Customer Accounts: 577,458 (SRCSD 2012, pg 4) . 

SRCSDfs contributing agencies each coiiect wastewater~ whiie SRCSD is responsible for major 

conveyance, wastewater treatment, and wastewater disposal. SRCSD collects wastewater from its 

contributing agencies at various influent diversion locations and conveys the wastewater via its 

pipeline system to the existing SRWTP. The SRWTP is on a 3,500-acre site located between 

Franklin Boulevard and 1-5, north of Elk Grove and south of Sacramento. The SRWTP has a 

permitted capacity of 181 million ga!!ons per day (mgd} of dry weather f!ow and 391 mgd for peak 

wet weather flow. The SRWTP has an annual effluent flow of 139,941 acre-feet, with an average 

dry weather flow of 115 mgd and a peak wet weather flow of 259 mgd. 

The Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant 2020 Master Plan (2020 MP) for the 

SRWTP provides a phased program of recommended wastewater treatment facilities and 

management programs to accommodate planned growth and to meet existing and anticipated 

regulatory requirements in the SRCSD service area through the year 2020. The SRWTP 2020 MP 
uses SACOG population projections multiplied by per capita flow and load values to determine 

future facilities needs (SRCSD, 2008, p. 14). According to the 2020 MP, the reliable capacity of the 

existing facilities is limited, based on hydraulic considerations, to an equivalent 207-mgd ADWF. 

This capacity is insufficient to accommodate the projected 218-mgd ADV.JF in the yeai 2020. In 

addition, the permitted capacity to treat wet peak 24-hour weather flows of 392 mgd is 

insufficient to accommodate the projected 434 mgd PWWF in the year 2020. (SRCSD 2008, pg.15). 

Table 3.13-2 shows the anticipated capacity need projected through 2020 and also identifies the 

capacity of flows the SRWTP is designed to treat at buildout of the SRWTP facilities. 
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The SRWTP has been designed with multiple storage basins so that peak flows can be diverted and 
stored prior to treatment. This allows the SRWTP to store peak wet weather flow, then treat the 
wastewater later when the storm flows subside. This reduces the level of idle capacity and also 
allows the SRWTP to effectively accommodate a larger amount of flows than its peak treatment 
levels, by storing the flows and then treating the flows when the daily flows have returned to 
below peak levels. 

TABLE 3.13-2: POPULATION BASED FLDW PROJECTIONS fALL FLOWS IN MILLION OF GALLONS PER DAYI - . 
YEAR 

AVERAGE DRY WRATHER AVERAGE DAY MAXIMUM PEAKHDURLY 2-YllAR 
(ADWF}' MDNTH{ADMMF) STORM {PHWWF)Z 

2000 1543 2203 312' 

2005 174 247 334 
2010 196 279 362 
2015 210 299 392 
2020 218 311 408 . -·-·-. -·-·-·-. -·-:;tj;. -·- ---------------------------- ----------------------------- ---------------------------Buildaut Capaci 350 450 8335 

(1) ADWF defined as the average flow occurring over the three consecutive iowest flow months of the year. 
(2) Wet weather flows are from Regional Interceptor 2000 Master Plan. 
(3) Actual data. 
(4) Capacity based on "buildout" of the SRWTP facilities. Not a projection of service area wastewater Oowsjloads at buildout 

I (5) Collection system build-out flows based from Regional Interceptor 2000 Master Plan. 

SOURCE: SRC50 2008, PG 14. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

FEDERAL AND STATE 

Clean Water Act (CWA) I National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Permit" 
The CWA is the cornerstone of water quality protection in the United States. The statute employs a 
variety of regulatory and non-regulatory tools to sharply reduce direct pollutant discharges into 
waterways, finance municipal wastewater treatment facilities, and manage polluted runoff. These 
tools are employed to achieve the broader goal of restoring and maintaining the chemical, 
physicaL and biological integrity of the nation's waters so that they can support "the protection 
and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and recreation in and on the water." 

The C\AJA regulates discharges from "non-point source" and traditional "point source" facilities, 

such as municipal sewage plants and industrial facilities. Section 402 of the Act creates the NPDES 
regulatory program which makes it illegal to discharge pollutants from a point source to the waters 
of the United States without a permit. Point sources must obtain a discharge permit from the 
proper authority (usually a state, sometimes EPA, a tribe, or a territory). NPDES permits cover 
industrial and municipal discharges, discharges from storm sewer systems in larger cities, storm 
water associated with numerous kinds of industrial activity, runoff from construction sites 
disturbing more than one acre, mining operations, and animal feedlots and aquaculture facilities 
above certain ttliesholds. 

Permit requirements for treatment are expressed as end-of-pipe conditions. This set of numbers 
reflects levels of three key parameters: (i) biochemical oxygen demand (BODj, (2) total suspended 

solids (TSS), and (3) pH acid/base balance. These levels can be achieved by well-operated sewage 
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plants employing "secondary" treatment. Primary treatment involves screening and settling, while 

secondary treatment uses biological treatment in the form of "activated sludge." 

All so-called "indirect" dischargers are not required to obtain NPDES permits. An indirect 

discharger is one that sends its wastewater into a city sewer system, so it eventually goes to a 

sewage treatment plant. Although not regulated under NPDES, "indirect" discharges are covered 

by another CWA program called pretreatment. "Indirect" dischargers send their wastewater into a 

city sewer system; which carries it to the municipal sewage treatment plant: through which it 

passes before entering surface water. 

SRCSD's current permit was issued by the Centra! Va!!ey Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(Regional Board), Order No. R5-2010-0114-01. The NPDES Permit, No. Ca0077682, regulates the 

wastewater effluent quantity and quality upon discharge. 

LOCAL 

Sacramento Area Sewer District 
Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD) is the largest of the three contributing agencies of the 

SRCSD. VVastewater frotn SASD is discharged into the SRCSD interceptor system and treated at 

SRCSD's SRWTP. SASD also provides wastewater conveyance for the Rio Cosumnes Correctional 

Center (RCCC) and serves the Delta communities of Courtland and Walnut Grove with separate 

collection and treatment systems. 

Sewer System Capacity Plan 2010 Update - The primary objective of the Sacramento Area Sewer 

District (SASD) 2010 Sewer System Capacity Plan (2010 SCP) update was to develop a high-level 

planning and dynamic sewer capacity plan that addresses existing, midrange, and buildout sewer 

capacity needs. Existing capacity needs are based on SASD's current sewer system conditions. The 

mid-range capacity needs are based on plans to provide sewer service to SASD's service area 

within the next 10 years. The buildout capacity needs are based on providing sewer service to the 

entire SASD service area. 

The SCP uses the information shown in Table 3.13-3 to determine the ESD density for future 

capacity need. The land use categories for the Project site identified in the SCP are consistent with 

the adopted General Plan land uses. The 2010 System Capacity Map in the SCP identifies the 

northern portion of the Project site as having a design density of 0 to 0.2 ESDs per acre, the central 

and southern portions of the Project site as having a design density of 5.51 to 6.50 ESDs per acre, 

and the southeastern corner of the Project site as having a design density of 15.01 to 20.00 ESDs 

per acre (SASD SCP 2011b, Figure 2-3). 

TABLE 3.13-3:2010 SCP LAND USE CATEGDRIESAND DESIGN ESD DENSITIES 

DESCRWTION ESDSPERACRE 

Medium Low Density Residential 10 
Medium density Residential 15 
Medium High Densit'y Residential 22 
High Density Residential 30 
Corridors and Town Centers 20 
Qnen Snace fnon-sewered areas) 

r ' ' 
Elk Grove Rural Residential 

u 
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. Parks, greenbelts, public open spaces, resource conservation area . Manmade lakes, storm water detention ponds, storm Water canals, 
rir:::ain::tal'> n:~rltuJ:::au riPh>ntinn h::adnc: -· -···-o- r~· •••• -J • --~-··~·~·· ~--···-. Flood plains, waterways, levees, drainage ditches, irrigation canals . American River Parkway, nature preserve, urban reserves (non-
sewered), wetland buffers, wastelands . Bike path corridors, landscape corridors . Cemeteries . Roadway, streets 

Aii other Land uses: . Residential . Commercial/Office . Industria! 
6 

. Public/Quasi-public/Schools . Mixed/Special Plannin~ Area/Urban Reserve 
SOURCE: SASDSCP 2011A, PG. 3 

Figure 2-4 of the SCP identifies the Project site as a potential development area by 2020 and has 

an identified density of 5.51 to 6.50 ESD per acre. Figure 2-5 of the SCP shows this area to be 

approximately 10 percent builtout by 2020. This information is used by the SCP when considering 
planning scenarios for SASD expansion projects. 

Figure 6-2 of the SCP identifies potential future expansion facilities needed by 2020; this figure 

identifies the Project site as new development, but shows that no future expansion pipe will be 

needed to serve the Project site. Under fuii buiidout conditions of the SASD service area (2030 or 

beyond), the BR Bond Sheldon trunk shed would require expanded facilities. A future pumping 

station is anticipated in the vicinity of the Bond Road/Waterman Road intersection. 

Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District 
As previously discussed, SRCSD provides public wastewater treatment ana msposa1 m the 

unincorporated and urbanized portions of Sacramento County under the direction of the County of 
Sacramento's Water Quality Division. SRCSD has prepared the following documents to guide the 

development of wastewater facilities in Sacramento County: 

Regional Interceptor Master Plan 2000- The SRCSD has prepared a long-range master plan for the 

large diameter interceptors that transports wastewater to the SRWTP and includes interceptor 

upgrades/expansions to accommodate anticipated growth through 2035. 

Regional 2020 Master Plan - The 2020 MP for the SRWTP provides a phased program of 

recommended wastewater treatment facilities and management programs to accommodate 

planned growth and to meet existing and anticipated regulatory requirements through the year 

2020. The key goals of the 2020 Master Plan are to provide sufficient capacity to meet growth 

projections and an orderly expansion of SRWTP facilities to comply with applicable water quality 

standards and to provide for the most cost-effective facilities and programs from a watershed 

perspective. 

The 2020 MP states that the master planning capacity is based on conservative criteria to initiate 

the timing of new facilities in sufficient time to allow for permitting and environmental 

documentation, pre!lminarv design, fina! design, and construction. The master planning capacity 

can be exceeded, as necessary, while the SRWTP continues to meet all applicable NPDES permit 
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requirements. For example, the master planning design criteria (and capacity) may be exceeded 

for individual treatment processes for certain periods of time during the planning horizon, and at 

times when new projects are just coming on.line. 

The 2020 MP indicates that wastewater facilities should be sufficiently flexible to accommodate 
additional growth beyond the planning period. The 3,500-acre SRWTP site has been master 

planned to accommodate a mirror image buildout of the existing facilities of 350-mgd ADWF of 

conventional and advanced treatment capacity, The 2020 MP includes cost estimates for future 

2020 MP projects and projects the timing of the projects based on anticipated population growth 

in its service area. Not all facilities necessary to treat the master planned capacity or the projected 

2020 fiow-rates need to be constructed at the same time. Generaiiy, facility expansion is phased in 
five to ten year increments over the planning period. These increments are large enough to 

provide a reasonable economy of scale and yet small enough to minimize the size of potentially 

idle facilities (SRCSD 2008, pg 15). 

NPDES Permit - In 2010, the Regional Board issued a new discharge permit to SRCSD for the 

SRWTP. The discharge permit requires treatment facility upgrades for ammonia removal, nitrate 

removal, filtration, and additional disinfection. 

SRCSD filed an appeal to the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) requesting it 

review the Regional Board's decision on the discharge permit. In December 2012, the State Board 

conducted a hearing and upheld the discharge permit, thereby concluding SRCSD's regulatory 
appeals process. SRCSD also filed a lawsuit in Sacramento Superior Court in December 2011. The 

interested parties agreed to a "stay" on some of the requirements pending the State Board's 

review of SRCSD's appeal. After the State Board issued its final order in December 2012, the 

litigation process was reinitiated. A hearing on SRCSD's lawsuit has been set for fall 2013. 

The discharge permit requires implementation of a significant number of special studies and 

pollution prevention plans. During 2012, SRCSD began implementing the 12 approved studies and 

p!ans. Three other special studies and po!!ution prevention p!ans are sti!! under review by the 

Regional Board. 

Coren h .. il+ ......... A..l .. -. .... ,...,,1 Tr.o.~+rvtonf' Torhnnlnt~u Dilnt- Drnior+ IDiln+ Drniort\ +n 4:1u:tlu:;,.t~ :tnrl 
-''"" .. "'"·"' UUII'- uu;; ,...uvuon .. '-'u ,,..._ ..... .,,..._., .. ''"'"""""'"Of • """" • ,..,J'-""" \' """''-, ''"')._.._,., """ ._ ............. ._ ..... ... 

determine which treatment technologies would meet the new discharge permit requirements 

most effectively. SRCSD is operating the Pilot Project and evaluating the performance of each of 

the piloted technologies (SRCSD 2013). 

City of Elk Grove General Plan 
The City General Plan contains the following goals and policies that are relevant to wastewater 

aspects ofthe Project: 

Policy PF-1 

3.13-6 

Except when prohibited by state law, the City shall require that sufficient capacity 
in all public services and facilities will be available on time to maintain desired 
service ieveis and avoid capacity shortages, traffic congestion, or other negative 
effects on safety and quality of life. 
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Policy PF·2: The City shall coordinate with outside service agencies including water and sewer 
providers, the Elk Grove Community Services District, and the Elk Grove Unified 
School District- during the review of plans and development projects. 

Policy PF-8 Sewage conveyance and treatment capacity shall be available in time to meet the 
demand created by new development, or shall be assured through the use of 
bonds or other sureties to the City's satisfaction. 

PF-8-Action 2 The following shall be required for all subdivisions to the extent permitted by state 
law: 

Policy PF-9 

• Sewage/wastewater treatment capacity shall be available at the time of 
tentative map approval. 

• The agency providing sewer service to the subdivision shall demonstrate prior 
to the approval of the Final Map by the City that sufficient capacity shall be 
available to accommodate the subdivision plus existing development, and 
other approved projects using the same conveyance lines, and projects which 
have received sewage treatment capacity commitment. 

• Onsite and offsite sewage conveyance systems required to serve the 
subdivision shall be in place prior to the approval of the Final Map, or their 
financing shall be assured to the satisfaction of the City, consistent with the 
requirements of the Subdivision Map Act. 

• Sewage conveyance systems within the subdivision shall be in place and 
connected to the sewage disposal system prior to the issuance of any building 
permits. Model homes may be exempted from this policy as determined 
appropriate by the City, and subject to approval by the City. 

Development along corridors identified by sewer providers in their Master Plan as 
locations of future sewage conveyance facilities shall incorporate appropiiate 
easements as a condition of approval. 

Residential development on !ots smaller than two (2} gross acres shall be required 
to connect to public sewer service. This policy shall not apply to lots smaller than 2 
gross acres in the Rural Residential land use category which existed as legal lots as 
of the date of adoption of this Generai Pian; these iots shaii not be required to 
connect to public sewer service as a condition of development. 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project will have a significant impact on 

the environment associated with utilities if it wiii: 

1. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 

Control Board; 
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2. Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion 

of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 

effects; and/or 

3. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 

serve the Project that is has inadequate capacity to serve the Project's projected demand 

in addition to the provider's existing commitments. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.13-1: The Project wouid generate wastewater that wouid be 
treated at an existing wastewater treatment plant. (less than significant) 
\AI-. ... +.-. • .--.+.-. .................. + ... A 1..,, +1-.,. o .. ,..;.,,.+ uuuol...l ho ,.,..,...,..,..,,..,1 + ..... +ho C.D\A/TD """"''" 1=11, r.;.,.,..,..., fnr 
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treatment and disposal. Wastewater from the Project will be connected to existing 15 inch sewer 

Jines located on Bond Road, adjacent to the Project site. In general, the newly proposed sewer 
Jines are shown to be located within public ROW and typically under the paved road section. 

The Project includes 393 single family units, 267 adult (55 and older) single family units and 125 

units for independent Jiving, assisted Jiving, and/or memory care for seniors. The potential 

estimated population for the Project is 2,100 persons1 Table 3.13-4 illustrates the potential 
wastewater flows coming from the Project at full buildout. The calculated wastewater flows of 135 

gallons per capita per day were based on rates provided in the Urban Water Management Plan 

(EGWD, pg. 28). The Project would generate an estimated 0.28 million gallons per day (mgd) 

average wastewater fiow. 

TABLE 3.13-4: PROJECT SEWER FLOWS 

LAND USE UNITS PERSONS 

PER 

HOUSEHOLD 
Sin~le family Residential 393 3.22 
Senior Residential 267 2.30 
Independent Living 

125 1.76 
IUmts 

Total 

J'ERSONS1 FLOW PER 

CAPITA2 

(GPD) 
1,265 135 
614 135 

220 135 

2,100 

Auut~ 

(GPD) 

170,755 
82,890 

29,700 

283,345 
0.28 mgd 

Notes: 1) Persons per hm.!seha!d based on 2013 Department of Finance data for single family units and 2007-2011 US 

Census data for senior units 
2) Per Capita Flow Rates were established in the EGWD Urban Water Management Plan, page 28. 

3) ADDF =Average Daily Dry Weather Flow 

The Project is within the SRCSD CSD-1 service area. Project-generated wastewater would be 

conveyed by existing collectors and interceptors for treatment at the SRWTP. According to the 

2012 SRCSD State of the District Report, the current average dry weather wastewater flow into the 
WWTP is 115 mgd and the peak weather flow is 259 mgd. The Project would add an additional 

0.28 mgd average daily dry weathei flow to the \NVJTP. The Pioject's additional flows to the 

1 Based on 3.23 persons per household (based on DOF Report E·S: City/County Population and Housing Estimates, 
1/1/2012) for single family residents and 2 persons per household for senior units). 
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WWTP would not cause an exceedance of the plant's permitted design capacity of 181 mgd of dry 
weather flow and 391 mgd of peak wet weather flow. 

The Elk Grove General Plan includes policies to assist in the provision of wastewater conveyance 
and treatment facilities. Policies PF-1 and PF-8 require that treatment facilities be available. The 
SRWTP has capacity to treat wastewater flows coming from the Project. The Project will connect 
to public sewer service consistent with the requirement of Policy PF-13. 

Consequently, no additional treatment capacity or infrastructure is needed to treat wastewater 
generated by the Project. The Project would not cause the SRCSD to exceed its wastewater 
treatment requirements. Impacts associated '..Vith \r-vastevJater treatment are considered less than 
significant. 

Impact 3.13-2: The Project wouid connect to existing wastewater 
infrastructure. (less than significant) 
Implementation of the Project would require an adequate wastewater conveyance system to serve 

the Project site. Only on-site sewer infrastructure will be necessary as the Project site is 
anticipated to be linked to the adjacent to existing sewer pipelines on Bond Road. 

Figure 1.2 of the SCP shows that Bond Road, adjacent to the Project site, has an existing 10 inch or 
larger sewer pipe'. Figure 2-4 of the SCP identifies the Project site as a potential development area 
by 2020 and anticipates development of the Project site at densities consistent with the City's 
adopted General Plan. Figure 6-2 of the SCP identifies the potential future expansion facilities 
needed by 2020 for the wastewater conveyance system. The Project site is identified on Figure 6-2 
showing no new facilities are needed in the area. Thus, the Project site can be served by the 
existing facilities. 

The Elk Grove General Plan includes policies to assist in the provision of wastewater conveyance 
and treatment facilities. Policies PF-1 and PF-8 require that conveyance facilities be available. The 
SCP identifies that existing wastewater pipes are located along Bond Road. SASD has confirmed 
that the Bond Road trunk line has adequate capacity and no new off-site facilities will be needed 
to serve the Project (Singh 2013). Policy PF-9 requires the incorporation of easements as a 
condition of approval for development located along corridors where sewer providers have 
planned for future sewage conveyance facilities. The SCP identifies a future force main along 
VVaterman Road and the northern boundary of the Project site and a future pump station at the 

Bond Road/Waterman Road intersection to serve buildout (beyond 2020) conditions. The 
Interceptor Sequencing Study prepared by SRCSD in 2013 evaluated proposed interceptor facilities 
and also reevaluated growth projections for its service area, future demand projections, and 
potential interceptor alternatives. The ISS concluded that the Laguna Interceptor, which would 
have traversed the northern boundary of the Project~ wou!d not be needed. Prior to approval of 
the Final Map or improvement plans, the Project applicant is required to submit a sewer study for 
approval by SASD. If provisions for public sewer easement are required by SASD, the sewer 
easement wouid be dedicated to SASD and wouid be required to meet SASD standards. 

2 The Silverado Village Preliminary Sewer and Water Exhibit show this sewer pipe to be 15 inches. 
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The Project would be required to comply with the most recent Sewer Use Ordinance, SASD 

Connection Fee Ordinance, and the Sacramento Regional Sanitation District (SRCSD) Connection 

Fee Ordinance, as well as the conditions for specific infrastructure design discussed above. In 

addition, the Project would connect to conveyance infrastructure located in the existing Bond 

Road right-of-way. The SCP shows that the Project would be served by existing facilities. As such, 

Impacts to wastewater conveyance are considered less than significant. 

3.13.2 VvATER SUPPLiES 

EXISTING SETTING 

Water Service Area 
ELK GROVE\"/ ATER DiSTRiCT 

The Project site is served by the Elk Grove Water District (EGWD), which is owned and operated by 

Fiorin Resource Conservation District (FRCD). EG'v"v'D has two service areas that are supplied with 

pumped groundwater and treated conjunctive use (groundwater and surface water) water 

supplies that are purchased from the Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA). The EGWD 

service areas cover approximately 13 square miles and are bounded by Sheldon Road to the north, 

State Route 99 to the west, Grant Line Road to the east, and the Union Industrial Park to the south. 
The differentiation between the service areas is based on the separate water suppliers: Service 

Areas No. 1 is supplied water from EGWD's groundwater wells and Service Area No. 2 is supplied 

with water purchased wholesale from SCWA. 

The Project site is within Service Area No. 2. Service Area No. 2 has a service area of approximately 

4,875 acres and a customer base of approximately 4,115 connections (FRCD 2013, p. 1-6). 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY WATER AGENCY 

SCWA is the wholesaie water suppiler for the Project and provides the water supplies and water 
system infrastructure. The Project site is within Zone 40 of the SCWA. Zone 40 implements 

SCWA's conjunctive use program in the Central Sacramento Region as part of an effort which 

began in 1986. The creation of Zone 40 empowered SCWA to establish fees, charges, credits, and 

regulations for the wholesale supply of water to zones within the SCWA. 

Zone 41 of the SCWA was created in June 2000 to provide retail and wholesale water services 

within its existing water retail service areas. Zone 40 is the primary source of financing to staff the 

conjunctive use program and construct the needed capita! facilities to implement surface water, 

groundwater and recycled water use. The Project will be required to pay the necessary Zone 40 

Development Fees to further the conjunctive use program in the region. Zone 41 operates the 

water treatment and large water distribution system which wiii deliver water to the Project site via 

a metered turnout from an existing Zone 41 transmission main to the Project site's southern 
property line in Bond Road. Zone 41's cost of treatment and conveyance is passed on to EGWD, 

which owns and operates the local water distribution system and retails the water to its 

customers. EGWD's retail water rates pay for the Zone 41 wholesale supply as well as EGWD's 

maintenance and opeiations costs. 
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Water Demand 
Table 3.13-5 provides a summary of EGWD water demands through the year 2035 for Tariff Area 

No.2. Column 1 reflects past water demands based on individual customer metered data. Column 

2 represents projected water demands to 2035 assuming full implementation of SBX7-73 by 2020. 

Coiumn 3 represents water demands assuming no implementation of SBX7-7. Coiumn 4 water 

demands reflect existing (2010) water demands if no new growth were to occur in Service Area 

No. 2. As can be seen by the projected decrease in the baseline water demands, any increase from 

limited residual growth is more than off-set from implementing SBX7-7 over the same area and 

period of time. The result is a net decrease over time, with demand going from 2,935 acre-feet per 

year (AFY) in 2010 to 2,428 AFY in 2035. 

TABLE 3.13-5: EGWD TARIFF AREA NO.2- EXISTING AND PROJECTED WATER DEMAND 

~ HVJ&:. .... J&:.IIJ L HVJ~'-'' &:.&.< L.On,J~J..UY.I> VI' 
DonrrrTI:"n Donrl:'r'l"rn I D..trr.r nrr:onr. 

YEAR 
HISTORICAL DEMAND DEMAND WITH SBX7- DEMAND WITHOUT EXISTING WATER 

(AFY] 7 SBX7-7 DEMAND 
fAINl [A.FY) rAINl 
l' ... .J t.n• • J 

2005 2,516 - - 2,516 
2010 2,935 2,935 2,935 2,935 
2014 - ~,441 1,771 7:,671 

2015 - 3,570 3,983 2,624 
2016 - 3,584 4,099 2,568 
2017 - 3,598 4,215 2,508 
2018 - 3,612 4,331 2,451 
2019 - 3,626 4,448 2,397 
2020 - 3,640 4,564 2,346 
2025 - 4,100 5,139 2,389 
2030 - 4,560 5,715 2,415 
2035 - 4,560 5,715 2,428 

.. " -- - " ·- ". --- ... -Notes: 1. tsaseune water use average L:,j gpca pre-:)liX/-/Itl:JWU LUll, p. 11). PopUlation oasec on census data tor 
Service Area No.2 in Table 3 of UWMP. 

SOURCE: FRCD/EGWD 2013, TABLE 2-1. 

Water Supplies 
EGWD relies primarily on groundwater as the source of supply for both service areas, Service Area 

No. 1 and Service Area No. 24
• Groundwater is supplied to Service Area No. 1 by a series of three 

shallow and four deep wells, which are owned and operated by EGWD. There are normally closed 

intertie connections with the SCWA. Service Area No.2 is suppiied water from the SCWA through a 

wholesale master water agreement with SCWA. Service Area No.2, which is located within SCWA's 

Zone 40, uses both groundwater and surface water as sources of water supply. EGWD has an 

agreement with SCWA to provide the water necessary to serve the Service Area No. 2 franchise 

area. Although SCWA has recently acquired surface water supplies and recycled water, Service 

Area No. 2 is not currently supplied \"lith recycled \Vater and currently does net receive any 

3 
Senate Bill SBX7-7 was enacted in November 2009 and requires urban water agencies throughout California 

to increase conservation to achieve a statewide goal of a 20 percent reduction in urban per capita use by 
December 31, 2020. 

4 
The UWMP's uses the "Tariff" area as a naming convention. This term has been replaced with term "Service" area. The 

former term is no longer relevant since water rates are the same for the entire retail service area. 
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significant amount of surface water. SCWA is developing substantial surface water supplies as part 

of the Freeport Regional Water Authority (FRWA), which may become available to Service Area No. 
2. 

The quality of the groundwater supplied by EGWD meets the California Department of Public 
Health (CDPH) drinking water standards. EGWD provides centralized water quality treatment to 

remove manganese and provide blending to reduce arsenic concentrations at the Railroad Street 
Water Treatment Plant for EGWD's four deep wells. EGWD does not provide recycled water to its 
service areas. 

The data in the Tab!e 3.13-6 represents the existing and planned wholesale water supplies that 

were calculated by EGWD for use in the Service Area No. 2 service area. SCWA is under contract 

with EGWD to supply 4,560 AFY to the District for Service Area # 2. Full use of this supply is not 
expected to be needed u ntii 2030. 

TABLE 313-6• FUTURE WATER SUPPLYFORSERVICEAREA #2 . 
WHOLESALE 

CONTRACTED 
SOURCES 

VOLUME 
2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

AFY 
- . -~- - --- - F ·~ uemana 1 4,::,bu .:S,::J/U .1,t14U • 4 "" 4,lUU 

. ,..,. ... 
Lt,::lOU 

~ ......... 

SOURCE: EGWD 2011, P. 22 

Surface Water 
As previously discussed, water will be supplied to the Project by SCWA. SCWA utilizes surface 

water and underlying groundwater. The surface water supply v.10u!d come from the American 
and/or Sacramento Rivers. All surface water supplies require conventional treatment prior to 

distribution within the City. Table 3.13-7 illustrates Zone 40's surface water components, the 

source, entitlement amount, supply estimates, and reliability. 

TABLE 3 13-7· ZONE 40 SURFACE WATER SUPPLY COMPONENTS 

ENTITLEMENT 
ESTIMATED LONG 

COMPONENT WATER SOURCES 
AMOUNT (AFY) 

TERM AVERAGE RELIABILITY 

USE(AFY} 
Appropriative Water: American and 

SWRCB 21209 Sacramento Up to 71,000 21,700 High 
Rivers 

Sl'.~UD 1 Assi:mment l'l.merican River 1 r::. nnn 13,000 Moderate ....... , ............ 
SMUD 2 Assionment American River 15,000 13,000 Moderate 

"Fazio" Wate;:[pp 101-5141 American River 15,000 13,551 Moderate 
Other Water Supplies American and 

Sacramento Undetermined 

I 

5,200 

I 

Variable 
Rivers 

Wholesale Water 
Agreements 

within City to serve portion 
American River 9,300 9,300 High 

of 
Zone 40 in City's American 

RiverPOU 
Total Surface Water- Estimated Lana· Term Averliiie 75,751AFY 

SOURCE: SCWA 2005, SCWA 2011 P. 4-14 
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The components discussed in Table 3.13-7 above consist of the following: 

Appropriative Water. in February 2008, the State Water Resources Control l:ioard (SWRCBj 

approved SCWA's appropriative right permit application to divert water from the American and 
Sacramento Rivers (Permit 21209). Water under this permit is considered "intermittent water" 

that is typically available during the winter months of normal or wet years. These flows could 
range up to 71,000 ac-ft/yr and a long-term average flow of 21,700 AFY is projected. (SCWA 2011, 
p. 4-1) 

SMUD 1 Surface Water Assignment. Under the terms of a three-party agreement (SCWA, SMUD, 
and the City), and in accordance with Sr-v1UD's PSA, the City provides surface water to SMUD for 

use at two of SMUD's cogeneration facilities (because the cogeneration facilities are located within 

the City's American River place of use (POU), authorization by SWRCB is not required). SMUD, in 
turn, will assign 15,000 AFY of its Reclamation CVP contract water to SCWA for M&l use. This CVP 
contract assignment is complete. 

SMUD 2 Surface Water Assignment. SMUD's PSA directs SMUD to assign a second 15,000 AF/year 
to SCWA and for SCWA to construct groundwater facilities necessary to meet SMUD's dry year 
water shortages of up to 10,000 AFY. This CVP contract assignment is complete. 

"Fazio Water" (CVP Water Public Law 101-514). In April 1999, the SCWA obtained a CVP water 
service contract pursuant to PL 101-514 that provides a permanent \.Vater supply to Zone 4-0 of 

15,000 AFY. 

Other \.•Jater Supplies. The SC'v"JA enters into purchase and transfer agreements with other 
entities that currently hold surface water rights in the north Sacramento River Basin. 

Purchase of City of Sacramento Water for use in City Place of Use (POUj. SCVVA's PSA directs the 

agency to enter into an agreement with the City of Sacramento whereby the City will sell surface 
water to the SCWA for use in the portion of the Zone 41 service area within Zone 40 boundaries 
that lies with the City's American River POU. 

EXISTING POTABLE GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES 

EGWD pumps groundwater from the South American Subbasin. The groundwater basins 
underlying the Sacramento County have been divided into three geographic subareas: (1) North 

Basin, (2) Central Basin, and (3) South Basin. EGWD overlies and extracts groundwater from the 
Central Basin from seven wells that range in total depth from 450 to 1,075 feet below ground 
surface. The public water systems or water service providers that receive water from the Central 

Basin include EGWD, the California American Water Company, SCWA, the Golden State Water 
Company, and numerous private landowners who have overlying rights on their property. 

According to the EGWD UWMP, the Central Basin is not adjudicated or considered to be in a state 
of being over drafted. Due to the active planning by water agencies, the basin is not foreseen to be 
over drafted in the future (EGWD 2011, p. 22). 

Groundwater use is regularly monitored within the Sacramento County region. The Sacramento 
Groundwater Authority (SGA) Basin Management Report that was prepared in 2007-2008, found 
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that groundwater use in the Central Basin, where EGWD is located, has remained relatively 

constant at approximately 262,500 AFY during the preceding four years and had a high of 264,860 

in 2008. In communication with the other groundwater users from the basin (SCWA, the Golden 

State Water Company, and the California American Water Company), it is not anticipated that 

groundwater extraction would have increased in the years of 2009 or 2010, given the dramatic 

decline in home construction and the depressed local economy. This would indicate a remaining 

groundwater capacity of approximately 8,140 AFY in regards to the agreed upon sustainable yield 
of 273,000 AFY for the Central Basin stakeholders (EG'vVD 2011, p. 22). 

The Central Sacramento County Groundwater Master Plan (CSCGMP) was adopted by the SCWA 

on February 2006. One goai of the CSCGMP was to modei the groundwater basin and establish a 

sustainable annual groundwater yield for the Central Basin. The CSCGMP is the result of the Water 

Forum process, a decade-long effort involving multiple agencies and stakeholders within the 

region, and culminated in the negotiation and signing of the Water Forum Agreement. The 

CSCGMP provides for the long-term protection of groundwater quantity and quality within the 
region, and contains policies directing the development of surface water supplies, conservation, 

and other measures to service urban development as it occurs, thereby protecting the sustainable 

annual groundwater yield threshold of 273,000 AF. 

Based upon the Central Basin's total projected water supplies for normal, single-dry, and multiple

dry years over a 20-year projection, as demonstrated by the County's UWMP and GMP, the Central 

Basin will have sufficient water to meet estimated water demands for the build-out of the EGWD 

Service Area No.1 and Service Area No.2. 

Groundwater Sufficiency 
EGWD is located in the Central Basin of the Sacramento County Groundwater Basin. The Central 

Basin is a portion of the South American Subbasin of the greater Sacramento Valley Groundwater 

Basin. The South American Subbasin is bounded by the American River to the north, the 

Sacramento River to the west, the Sierra Nevada to the east, and the Cosumnes and Mokelumne 
Rivers to the south. 

The Central Basin includes a number of groundwater users that consist of agriculture, agricultural 
residentiai, urban, and environmentai uses. The Centrai Basin boundary was defined by the 

Sacramento County groundwater model that was used in the Water Forum process. In October 

2004, SCWA adopted a Groundwater Management Plan (GMP) for the portion of the Central Basin 

that is served water through Zone 40 of the SCWA. The Water Forum estimated the long-term 

average annual sustainable groundwater pumping yield from the Central Basin to be 273,000 AFY. 

Numerous water purveyors within Sacramento County pump groundwater from public 

groundwater wells. This data is being collected as part of the Water Forum Successor Effort's 
11r __ .. ,.._t C_ ... .,. ....... .., ..... ,. r,..,, ..... ,, r::_,.,.,, ... ..,l,,,.,+.,.r [;,. .. ,,..,...II ..,....,,.! ir ...,,...,. ... ..,. ...... ..,.~ in f-ha rCrf:.l\.110 l:ohrol.,.r\1 

\,..CIILIClll ~(11\,.lc;llll'l;;;lll.V \,.VI,.IIIl-Y ..... IVUIIUVVCJ\.~1 IVIUIIIt IJIIIU I~ p•o;.~<:.;lti,.'I;;U Ill"'''-'._ ... ._._., .. ,,, ''-UOUUIJ 

2006. This document presents the expected groundwater pumping rates through 2030, if the 

groundwater extraction is not supplemented with additional surface water contracts. SCWA also 

completed a Groundwater Management Plan (GMP) under California Water Code Section 10750. 

The Water Forum estimated the long-term average annual sustainable groundwater pumping yield 

from the Central Basin to be 273,000 AFY (EGWD 2011, pg. 25). 
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Groundwater elevations are regularly monitored within the region by DWR. Some of these records 

date back to the early 1950s. Hydrographs in the vicinity of EGWD's service areas indicate that the 

groundwater elevations have declined from the early 1950s through the late 1970s. From 

approximately 1980, the groundwater elevations have remained relatively consistent, except for a 

temporary decline in the ear!y to mid-1990s. The static depth to ground\"Jater 'Nithin EG\AJD 

currently ranges between 60 to 110 feet below the ground surface (EGWD 2011, p. 25). 

Groundwater Quality 
The aquifer system within the Central Basin consists of continental deposits of the late Tertiary to 

Quaternary age (DWR Bulletin 118). The major fresh water bearing geologic units are the laguna 
Formation and the Mehrten Formation. EGWD has wells constructed in both of these formations. 

The laguna Formation, which extends to a total depth of approximately 300 feet within the 

Central Basin, is used for private domestic wells and municipal water supply wells. Water produced 
from the Laguna Formation and the Mehrten Formation is considered generally good quality with 

low total dissolved solids. Water produced from the laguna Formation often meets all CDPH water 

quality standards, but exceeds the CPPH iviaxirnurr1 Contaminant Level (iviCLj for arsenic within 

some areas of the Central Basin. The Mehrten Formation often contains manganese and odor, 

which exceed the CDPH MCLs. The upper portion of the Mehrten Formation, (between 300 feet to 

700 feet within EGWD), often exceeds the CDPH MCL for arsenic within the Central Basin. The 

lower portion of the Mehrten Formation, (between 700 to 1,300 feet within EGWD) generally has 

concentrations of arsenic that are under the CDPH MCL; but sti!! require treatment to remove 

manganese and odor (EGWD 2011, p. 26). 

Water Distribution System 
EGWD is responsible for the maintenance and operation of the transmission and distribution 

mains for Service Area No. 1 and the distribution mains for Service Area No. 2. The EGWD owns 

and operates a water treatment plant site that receives water from wells. This treatment plant 

also includes a pump station and two 1.0 million gallon above-ground water storage tanks. This 
faciiity is used to serve the customers within Service Area No. 1. The water treatment piant faciiity 

is referred to as the Railroad Street Treatment and Storage Facility. EGWD also has a well and 

water treatment plant in the south end of Service Area No. 1. This facility is currently not in service 

and is classified as a "stand-by" well with the California Department of Public Health (CDPH). This 

facility is referred to as the Hampton Water Treatment Plant. There is a single water treatment 

p!ant \"Jithin the Service Area No.2 service boundar,, \•Jhich is ov·.med and operated by SC\"JA. This 

plant is referred to as the East Elk Grove Groundwater Treatment Plant. 

REGULATORY SETTiNG- WATER SUPPLiES 

STATE 

Senate Bill610 
Senate Bill (SB) 610 requires that public agencies in a position of approving certain projects check 

with the water agency proposed to serve the project to determine if there are sufficient water 

supplies available to accommodate the project. SB 610 applies to projects that meet the following 

criteria: 
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• A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units. 

A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 
persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space. 

• A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more 

than 250,000 square feet of floor space. 

• A proposed hotei or motei, or both, having more than 500 rooms. 

A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to 

house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more 

than 650,000 square feet of floor area. 

• A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified above. 

• A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the 

amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project. 

SB 610 amended Public Resources Code Section 21151.9 to provide that whenever a city or county 

decides that a project meets any the above criteria, it must comply with Section 10910 et seq. of 
the Water Code. Section 10910 et seq. of the Water Code was also amended by SB 610 to require a 

city or county to coordinate the CEQA. analysis with the water agency proposed to serve the 

project. Section 10910 et seq. requires a city or county to identify any public water system that 

may supply water to a project. The city or county must ask each of these water providers to 

indicate whether its "totai projected water supplies avaiiabie during normai, singie dry, and 

multiple dry water years during a 20-year projection will meet the projected water demand 

associated with the Project, in addition to the public water system's existing and planned future 

uses, including agricultural and manufacturing uses." If the city or county cannot receive this 

information from the water provider, it must provide the water supply assessment itself. 

Senate Bill X7-7 
Senate Bill X7-7 was enacted in November 2009, requiring all water suppliers to increase water use 

efficiency in two sectors, Urban Water Conservation and Agricultural Water Conservation. The 

urban water reduction goal is to reduce per capita urban water use by 20% by December 31, 2020, 
\'lith an interim state'Aiide goa! of reducing per capita water use by at !east 10% by December 31, 
2015. 

LOCAL 

SCWA Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan 
SCWA was formed in 1952 by a special legislative act of the State of California making water 
available for any beneficial use of lands and inhabitants, and for producing, storing, transmitting, 

and distributing groundwater. Zone 40 was created by SCWA Resolution No. 663 in May 1985, 

which describes the exact boundaries of the zone, and defines the projects to be undertaken. 

SCWA Ordinance No. 18, adopted in 1986, empowered SCWA to establish fees, charges, credits, 

and regulations for the wholesale supply of water to zones within SCWA. 
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The Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan (WSMP) was prepared by the SCWA to provide a flexible 

program of water management alternatives that can be implemented and revised, if necessary, as 

the availability and feasibility of water supply sources change in the future. The WSMP also reflects 

changes from the 1987 Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan in the pattern of growth in water 

demands, water quality treatment requirements; expansion of the original service area; and in the 

availability of potential sources of surface water supplies. 

The \A/Sf\l!P has t\"JO coequal objectives: (1) to provide a re!iab!e and safe water supply for the 

region's economic health and planned development through the year 2030, and (2) to preserve 

the fishery, wildlife, recreational, and aesthetic values of the lower American River. This plan 

describes the studies performed and presents findings, conclusions, and recommendations to 

meet future water demands in Zone 40 through the year 2030. 

SCWA Zone 41 2010 Urban Water Management Plan 
The Zone 41 UWMP addresses SCWA's water systems and includes a description of the water 

suppiy sources, magnitudes of historicai and projected water use, and a comparison of water 

supply water demands during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years. The Zone 41 UWMP is 
the year 2010 Plan as required by the Urban Water Management Planning Act (Act) (California 

Water Code Division 6, Part 2.6, Sections 10610 through 10657). 

Elk Grove Water District Urban Water Management Plan 
The Elk Grove Water District prepared an UWMP in 2011, as required by the Urban Water 

Management Planning Act of 1983. The focus of the EGWD UWMP is the conservation and 

efficient use of water in the Elk Grove service area, and the development and implementation of 

plans to assure reliable water service in the future. The EGWD UWMP contains projections for 

future \Nater use through 2035, discusses the re!iabi!!ty of the City's \"later supply through 2035, 
describes the City's water treatment system, and contains a water shortage contingency plan. In 

addition, the EGWD UWMP contains best management practices for efficient water use. 

City of Elk Grove General Plan 
The City Genera! Plan contains the fo!!owing goa!s and policies that are relevant to water supply 
for the Project: 

Pc!icy CAQ-1: Reduce the amount of vJater used by residential and non-residential uses by 

Policy PF-1: 

Policy PF-2: 

encouraging water conservation. 

Except -.·Jhen prohibited by state !aw, the City sha!! require that sufficient capacity 
in all public services and facilities will be available on time to maintain desired 
service levels and avoid capacity shortages, traffic congestion, or other negative 
effects on safety and quaiity of iife. 

The City shall coordinate with outside service agencies including water and sewer 
providers, the Eik Grove Community Services District, and the Eik Grove Unified 
School District- during the review of plans and development projects. 
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Policy PF-3: Water supply and delivery systems shall be available in time to meet the demand 
created by new development, or shall be assured through the use of bonds or 
other sureties to the City's satisfaction. 

PF-3-Action 2 The following shall be required for all subdivisions to the extent permitted by state 
iaw: 

Policy PF-7: 

Proposed water supply and delivery systems shall be identified at the time of 
tentative map approval to the satisfaction of the City. The water agency 
providing service to the project may provide several alternative methods of 
supply and/or delivery, provided that each is capable individually of providing 
water to the project. 

• The agency providing water service to the subdivision shall demonstrate prior 
to the approval of the Final Map by the City that sufficient capacity shall be 
available to accommodate the subdivision plus existing development, and 
other approved projects in the same service area, and other projects that have 
received commitments for water service. 

• Offsite and onsite water infrastructure sufficient to provide adequate water to 
the subdivision shall be in place prior to the approval of the Final Map or their 
financing shall be assured to the satisfaction of the City, consistent with the 
requirements of the Subdivision Map Act. 

• Offsite and onsite water distribution systems required to serve the subdivision 
shall be in place and contain water at sufficient quantity and pressure prior to 
the issuance of any building permits. Model homes may be exempted from 
this policy as determined appropriate by the City, and subject to approval by 
the City. 

The City shall require that water flow and pressure be provided at sufficient levels 
to meet domestic, commercial, industrial, and firefighting needs. 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE- WATER SUPPLY 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project may have a significant impact on 

the environment associated with utilities if it would: 

1. Require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; 

or 

2. Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the Project from existing entitlements 

and resources, or if new or expanded entitiements are needed. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.13-3: The Project would not require construction of new or 
expanded water treatment facilities and would connect to existing water 
treatment and conveyance infrastructure. (less than significant) 
The provision of public services and the construction of onsite and offsite infrastructure 
improvements will be required to accommodate development proposed in the Project. The 
Project will be required to provide services and infrastructure that meet City standards, integrate 
with existing and planned facilities and connections, and not diminish services to existing residents 
or businesses within the City. 

The Project will require extension of off-site water infrastructure in Bond Road and at the Bond 
RoadiWaterman Road intersection to the Project site for potable water and irrigation water. Aii 
offsite water piping improvements will be in or adjacent to existing roadways. All improvements 
will be developed according to City standards. 

Each of the major roadways in the Project site will include a water main. These proposed mains 
form a looped infrastructure water system into which individual residential parcels will 
subsequently be connected. 

The Project will be served by the EGWD, with water purchased wholesale by EGWD from SCWA. 
The Project's water would be treated by the SCWA water treatment system and would not require 
construction of new or expanded water treatment facilities. 

General Plan Policy PF-3 requires water delivery systems be available in time to meet the demand 
created by new development. The delivery systems are in place to convey water to the Project. 
Policy PF-7 requires that water flow and pressure be provided at sufficient levels to meet 
domestic, commercial, industrial, and firefighting needs. The Project's water system will be 
designed to meet the City's requirements for water flow and pressure. 

The Project would not require the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of 

existing water treatment facilities for potable water. The Project would not require the 
construction of new offsite potable water conveyance fines as they ._.,ill be connecting to existing 
lines adjacent to the Project site. Therefore, the potential for impacts to water treatment 

infrastructure and from the connection to the potable water infrastructure is less than significant. 

Impact 3.13-4: The Project would be adequately served by existing water 
supply sources under existing and cumulative conditions, (less t.ltan 
significant) 
Table 3.13-8 shows the projected water demand for the Project at buildout. The calculation of 

total water demand for the Project is based on regional unit water demand factors for Zone 40. 

The EGWD 2010 UWMP includes water demand projections as required to show total Project 

v.tater demand in five year increments from 2010 to 2035. To quantif-t future \-Vater demand for 

purposes of assessing water rights and facility sizing, Table 3.13-8 includes unit water demand 

factors from the 2005 Zone 40 WSMP which have been used in the design of Zone 41's current 

water system and in the planning of Zone 40's infrastructure plan. 
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TABLE 3.13-8: PROJECT WATER DEMAND 

1 .urn I1C'r;- UNIT WATER TOTAL WATER 

LAND USE CATEGORIES FOR WSA 
........................ 

DEMAND FACTOR DEMAND 
(ACRES} 

(AFYPERACRE) (AFY) 

Single Family 115.10 2.89 332.64 
Multi-Family (Low Density) 2.50 3.70 9.25 

Commercial 2.10 2.75 5.78 
Public Recreation 13.23 3.46 45.76 
Open Space 89.93 - -
Right of Way 8.21 0.21 1.72 
Totals 231.07 - 395.15 
Notes: Un:t V·l~ter Demand Factors are taken from Table 2-2 of the 2005 Zone 40 WS!MP 

SOURCE: FRCD/EGWD 2013, TABLE 2-2. 

Tab!e 13-9 shows the projected water demand for EGWD's Tariff Area No.2. EGWD's projected 

water demand (Columns 2 and 3) include water demand associated with the Project. The last 

column of Table 3.13-9 identifies the projected water demand for the Project through the 2035 
planning horizon with phased Project development occurring from 20i4 to 2020. EGWD has an 

agreement to receive up to 4,560 AFY to serve Tariff Area No. 2. EGWD's demand projections as 

shown in Table 3.13-5 and 3.13-9 anticipated development of the Project site consistent with the 
adopted Elk Grove General Plan. As shown in Table 3.13-9, EGWD has adequate water supply to 

serve the Project. 

TABLE 3.13-9: WATER DEMAND 

HISTORICAL DEMAND WITH DEMAND WITHOUT PROJECT WATER 
v,.,.~n DEMAND SBX7=7 SBX7=7 DEMA.''ID •=n 

(AFY) (AFY) (AFY) (AFY) 

2005 2,516 - - -
2010 2,935 2,935 2,935 -
2014 - 3,443 3,773 40 

2015 - 3,570 3,983 119 
2016 - 3.584 4,099 198 
2017 - 3,598 4,215 277 

2018 - 3,612 4,331 316 

2019 - 3,626 4,448 356 
2020 - 3,640 4,564 395 
2025 - 4,100 5,139 395 

2030 - 4,560 5,715 395 
2035 4,560 5,715 :JYS 

Notes: 1. Baseline water use average 253 gpcd pre-58X7-7 (pg 11, EGWD 2010 UWMP). Population based on census 

data for Service Area No.2 in Table 3 of UWMP. 

SOuRCE: FRCD/EGWD~ iABLE 2-1. 

The Water Supply Assessment determined that EGWD can support the Project. EGWD has shown 
that sufficient water supplies exist to meet the Project's build-out water demand, as well as all 

existing and reasonably foreseeable water demands (FRCD/EGWD 2013, p. 4-1). 

EGWD made this determination based on the information provided in the WSA, inciuding the 

following and on the following specific facts: 
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• The existing near-term and long-term reliable supplies of surface water supplies and 

indigenous groundwater supplies can deliver a sustainable reliable water supply to meet 

existing and foreseeable water demands without impacting environmental values and/or 

impacting the current stabilization of the groundwater basin underlying the EGWD or 

Zone 41. 

• The Project water demands will be positively affected by the implementation of EGWD's 

11 Demand Management Measure and adherence to SBX7-7. 

• The existing and future use of groundwater supplies has been extensively described in the 

EG'ND 2010 U'Nt--.1P '.·vhich includes the Ground'.vater fo-.1anagement P!an for the Central 

Sacramento County Groundwater Basin. All studies show that sufficient groundwater 

supplies exist. 

The Elk Grove General Plan includes policies which ensure the availability of water for the Project. 

For example, Policy CAQ-1 requires the reduction in the amount of water used by residential and 

non-residential uses by encouraging water conservation. The Project is subject to Zoning Code 

Section 23.54.060 which reduces water use for landscaping through requiring that the irrigation 

systems of new development within the City be designed to avoid runoff, excessive low head 

drainage, or overspray. Policy PF-1 and PF-3 require that sufficient water capacity and delivery 

systems are available to meet the demand created by new development. The WSA shows that 

adequate water suppiy is avaiiabie to serve the Project. 

Based on the analysis described above, and the analysis contained in the WSA, the existing water 

supplies are sufficient to meet the Project's water demands. Therefore, the Project would result in 

a less than significant impact to water supplies. 

3.13.3 SOLID WASTE 

EXISTING SETTING 

The City provides 41 waste reduction programs in order to meet it solid waste reduction goal. These 
programs are: 

Comoosting 
Residential Curbside Greenwaste 
Collection Residential Self-haul Greenwaste 
Commercial On-Site Greenwaste Pick-up 
Commercial Self-Haul Greenwaste 

Facility Recoverv 
MRF 
landfill 
Transfer Station 
Alternative Daily Cover 

HHW 
Permanent Facility 
Curbside Collection 

Waste Exchange 
Education Programs 

Policy Incentives 
Economic Incentives 
Ordinances 

Public Education 
Electronic (radio ,TV, '.·veb, hotlines) 
Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 
Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, 
awards, fairs, fieid trips) 
Schools (education and curriculum) 

Recvc!in., 
Residential Curbside 
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Residential Drop-Off 
Residential Buy-Back 
Commercial On-Site Pickup 
Commercial Self-Haul 
School Recycling Programs 
Government Recycling Programs 
Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 
Special Collection Events 

Other Recycling 

Source Reduction 
Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 
Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 
Business Waste Reduction Program 
Procurement 

School Source Reduction Programs 
Government Source Reduction Programs 
Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

Special Waste Materials 
VVhite Goods 

Scrap Metal 
Wood Waste 
Concrete/Asphait/Rubbie 
Rendering 

Transformatinn 
Biomass 

The City's annual per capita disposal rate has slightly decreased between 2010 and 2011 as shown in 

Table 3.13-9 below. 

TABLE 3.13-9: DISPOSAL RATE 

REPORT YEAR 
ANNUAL PER CAPITA DISPOSAL RATE ANNUAL PER CAPITA DISPOSAL RATE 

(PPD) PER Ri:.'SJDENT (PPD) PER EMPLOYEE 

2007 4.1 20.2 

2008 3.5 17.8 

2009 2.6 14.1 

2010 3.0 18.9 

2011 2.9 17.2 

Source: Cal Recycle 2011 

Solid waste services in Elk Grove are provided by Allied Waste Services. In addition to the weekly 

garbage service, Allied Waste provides green waste and recycling pickup. Recoverable items 
; ...... , ................... ; .... ,.., ............ nor rrr ... ~~ ............. ; ............... ., ... ., ., ....... .,., .,. ...... +in ,...,. ... ., ""'"'"'0 .... .,.., ... ;,..., rnrrlll7.,.f'Cirl 
III ... IUUI;;;-o IIIIJ\l:;U f-'IJit"\..ll E)IIJI~~~ I;JIUIIIIIIUIII '-UIIJI/ ~~.._._, UIIU Llll '-UII~/ -'~111'- ........ _.._, .... _., ...... ,, .... b ... "'-"' 

cardboard, yard waste, and used motor oil. 

Commercial waste service in the City, which includes waste generated by multi-famHy residential 
developments, is an "open market," meaning that commercial and multi-family waste is hauled by 

any permitted hauler selected by the development and is hauled to permitted landfills as chosen 

by the hauler. 

Solid waste generated in Elk Grove is taken to various landfills. Table 3.13-10 shows landfills used 

for waste generated in Elk Grove and the permitted and remaining capacities of those landfills, as 

well as the total solid waste generated in Elk Grove in 2011. As shown, all of the landfills serving 
E!k Grove waste haulers have estimated closure dates beyond the year 2020~ (Cal Recycle 2013). 
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TABLE 3.13-10: DISPOSAL FACILITIES AND THEIR CAPACITIES 

FACILITY 

Altamont 
Landfill & 
Resource 
Recovery 
[01·AA·00091 
Anderson 
Landfill 
( 45·AA·0020 
Azusa Land 
Reclaim. 
Landfill 
[19-AA-00131 
Foothill 
Sanitary 
Landfill 
(39·AA·0004) 
Forvvard 
Landfill, Inc. 
[39-AA-00151 
Land D 
Landfill Co. 
[34-AA-0020) 
North County 
T ---1&:11 
J....dllUIIII 

[39·AA·0022) 
Potrero Hills 
Landfill 
r 48-AA-oo751 
Sacramento 
County 
Landfiii 
(Kiefer] 
[34-AA-00011 
Yolo County 
Central 
Landfill 
[57-AA-0001] 
... I unKnown 
Destination 

I I?'~TTMA.Tim ) -'-···-··--
CliASE 

OPERATION 
DATE 

111 /'Jn?~ -, -I---~ 

1/1/2055 

1/1/2025 

12/31/2082 

1/1/2020 

1/1/2023 

~ ... ,., .. ,...,,.. ~., 
~Lf.:ll.j.GU"tO 

2/14/2048 

li1/2064 

1/1/2081 

TOTAL 

ESTIMATED 

PERMITTED 
CUBIC YARDS 

CAPACITY 
USED 

{CUBIC YARDS) 

62,000,000 16,280,000 

16,840,000 49,259,75 

66,670,000 32,570,000 

138,000,000 13,000,000 

51,040,000 27,340,000 

6,031,055 1,931,055 

41,200,000 .- nnn nnn .:1,ouu,uuu 

83,100,000 69,228,000 

117,400,000 
4,500,000 

49,035,200 . 

UTILITIES 3.13 

TOTAL ESTIMATED 2011 ELK 
CAPACITY USED GROVESOUD 

CUBIC YARDS PERCENT 
WASTE 

REMAINING REMAINING (TONS) 

45,720,000 
as of 82.3% 22 

8/22/2005 

11,914,025 
as of 29.2% 109 

3/16/2008 

34,100,000 
as of 48.9% 13 

3/31/1996 

1 ?C: nnn nnn ........ ,vvu,vvv 

as of 90.6% 4 
6/10/2010 

'l".J .,nn nnn 
~.o.J 0 1 vv,vvu 

As of 46.4% 61,123 
5/19/2008 
4,100,000 

as of 60.0% 5,109 
5/31/2005 
35,400,000 

-- _t; 85.9% 1,152 a;:,u1 

12/31/2009 
13,872,000 

as of 16.7% 1,060 
1/1/2006 

112,900,000 
9,522 

as of 96.2% 
09/12/2005 

. . 327 

Total I 
4,280 

82,719 

SOURCE: CALRECYCI..E IIVEBSITf 2013. HTTP://WWW.CAI..R£CYCI..E.CA.GOV/S~AJ'FACIUTIES/DIRECTORY/5EARCH.ASPX AND 

HTTP://WWW.CALRECYCLE.CA.GOV/LGCENTRAL/REPORTS/DRS/DESTINATION/1UR0SPFA.ASPX 

City of Elk Grove Special Waste Collection Center 
In late fall 2013, the City is anticipating the grand opening of a household hazardous waste facility 

which will be called the City Special VJaste Collection Centei. This facility is being built to accept 
typical household hazardous waste generated by small businesses and residents in the region. 
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REGULATORY SETTING 

STATE 

California's Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) 
California's Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) set a requirement for cities and 

counties to divert SO percent of all solid waste from landfills by January 1, 2000, through source 
.,.,.,.~,,,...,.;,...., .. .,.,.u,..linn .,...,...1 rnt'Y1nnc-f-inn In nrrlar f'n ~rhi.au.a f'hic- an:::al /1R O'::tO ran11ire~oc th:::at .a!llrh ri+u 
II!;;UU\oLIVIII ,._ ... ., ... ,,,,6 UIIU ... VOII,...U~LIIOEt• Ill""''"'"-' LV '-1'-111'-Y'- Llll .... b"" ... 'l ,-, ... _,...,_, ''-'1 ... ,._,~ .. ,, ..... ._ ... ._,, '-'"J 

and County prepare and submit a Source Reduction and Recycling Element. AB 939 also 

established the goal for all California counties to provide at least 15 years of ongoing landfill 

capacity. 

AB 939 also established requirements for cities and counties to develop and implement plans for 
the safe management of household hazardous wastes. In order to achieve this goal, AB 939 

requires that each city and county prepare and submit a Household Hazardous Waste Element. 

75 Percent Solid Waste Diversion 
AB 341 requires CaiRecycle to issue a report to the Legislature that includes strategies and 

recommendations that would enable the state to divert 75 percent of the solid waste generated in 

the state from disposal by January 1, 2020, requires businesses that meet specified thresholds in 
the bill to arrange for recycling services by January 1, 2012, and also streamlines various regulatory 

processes. 

Construction and Demolition \Vaste Materials Diversion 
Senate Bill1374 (SB 1374), Construction and Demolition Waste Materials Diversion Requirements, 

requires that jurisdictions summarize their progress realized in diverting construction and 

demolition waste from the waste stream in their annual AB 939 reports. SB 1374 required the 

CIWMB to adopt a model construction and demolition ordinance for voluntary implementation by 

local jurisdictions. 

California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) 
CALGreen requires the diversion of at least 50 percent of the construction waste generated during 

most new construction projects (CALGreen Sections 4.408 and 5.408) and some additions and 

alterations to nonresidential building projects (CALGreen Section 5. 713). 

LOCAL 

City of Elk Grove General Plan 
The City General Plan contains the following goals and policies that are relevant to solid waste 

disposal and recycling: 

Policy CAQ-25: The City shall encourage: 

• Recycling, 

Reduction in the amount of \.·vaste, and 
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• Re-use of materials to reduce the amount of solid waste generated in Elk Grove. 

City of Elk Grove Municipal Code, Chapter 30.70 
Chapter 30.70 of the City's Municipal Code regulates the management of garbage, recyclables, and 

other wastes. Chapter 30.70 sets forth solid waste collection, disposal, and diversion 
requirements for residential, commercial, industrial, and other uses and addresses yard waste, 

hazardous materials, recyclables, and other forms of solid waste. Chapter 30.70 establishes the 

diversion of construction and demolition debris, which requires projects necessitating a building 

permit, to submit a Waste Management Plan for the approval of the City's Building Safety and 

Inspection Division. 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE- SOLID WASTE 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project will have a significant impact on 

the environment associated with utilities if it will: 

1. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the Project's 

solid waste disposal needs. 

2. Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 

1~.1PACTS AND MITIGATION l\1EASURES 

Impact 3.13-5: The Project would be served by a landfill for solid waste 
disposal needs and will comply with laws and regulations related to solid 
waste. (less than significant) 
According to CaiRecycle, the average solid waste generation rate per capita in the City was 2.9 

pounds per day in 2011, which is the most recent data available (Cal Recycle 2011). 

The Project is projected to have an estimated population 2,100, as previously described. Using the 

per capita generation rate of 2.9 pounds per day, the Project would generate 6,090 lbs/day of solid 

waste, 1,111.4 tons per year, from the proposed residential uses. The Project wou!d include 

approximately 18,000 to 27,700 square feet of commercial uses, which would yield up to 55 

employees based on one employee generated per 500 square feet. Using the per employee 

generation rate of i 7.2 pounds per day, the Project wouid generate 946 ibsiday of solid waste, 

168.4 tons per year, from the proposed commercial uses. Total Project waste would be 

approximately 1,279.8 tons per year. 

The Project would be required to comply with applicable state and local requirements including 

those pertaining to solid waste, construction waste diversion, and recycling. The City's solid waste 

generation has decreased since 2007 due to the waste diversion efforts of the City and it is 

anticipated that the City's efforts would continue to reduce the per capita and per employee 

diversion rates. 

The General Plan Draft EIR anticipated urbanization of the City and identified that implementation 

oi the Generai Pian wouid resuit in iess than significant impacts to soiid waste with 

implementation of mitigating General Plan Policy CAQ-18 and associated actions (Impact 4.12.5.1; 

Draft Environmental Impact Report- Silverado Village 3.13-25 



3.13 UTILITIES 

City of Elk Grove, 2003b, pp. 4.12-52 to 4.12-53). The Project will implement construction solid 

waste reduction measures consistent with Chapter 32.70 of the City Municipal Code and is 

consistent with General Plan policies and actions related to solid waste including Policy CAQ-18. 

As previously described, solid waste generated in the City is disposed of at a variety of different 

landfills in the area (see Table 3.13-10). None of these landfills are projected to close before the year 

2020, many much later. These landfills have a combined remaining capacity of 402,606,025 cubic 
yards .. which is more than adequate to accommodate the waste associated with the Project Further, 

the Project is consistent with the General Plan and would not result in generation of solid waste in 

excess of the amount associated with build out of the General Plan. This is a less than significant 

impact. 
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OTHER CEQA-REQUIRED TOPICS 4.0 

CEQ..!\ requires an E!R to evaluate a project's effects in relationship to broader changes occurring, 

or that are foreseeable to occur, in the surrounding environment. Accordingly, this chapter 

presents a detailed discussion, consistent with the requirements of CEQA, of the cumulative 

impacts, growth-inducing impacts, and significant and irreversible effects of the Project, and 

growth inducement associated with the Project. 

4.1 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

This Draft E!R provides an analysis of avera!! cumulative impacts of the Project taken together with 

other past, present, and probable future projects producing related impacts, as required by 

Section 15130 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (State CEQA Guidelines). The 

goal of this analysis is two-fold: first, to determine whether the overall long-term impacts of all 

such projects would be cumulatively significant; and second, to determine whether the Project 

itself wou!d cause a 11CUmu!ative!y considerable" incrementa! contribution to any such 

cumulatively significant impacts. (See State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15130[a]-[b]. Section 

15355[b]. Section 15064[h]. Section 15065[c]; Communities for a Better Environment v. California 
Resources Agency [2002] 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 120.) In other words, the required analysis intends 

to first create a broad context in which to assess the project's incremental contribution to 

anticipated cumulative impacts, viewed on a geographic scale wei! beyond the Project area itself, 

and then to determine whether the project's incremental contribution to any significant 

cumulative impacts from all projects is itself significant (i.e., "cumulatively considerable" in CEQA 

parlance). 

Pursuant to Section 15130(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, "(t)he discussion of cumulative 

impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the 

discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the Project 

alone. The discussion should be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness, and 

should focus on the cumulative impacts to which the identified other projects contribute rather 

than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact." 

Although the environmental effects of an individual project may not be significant when that 

project is considered separately, the combined effects of several projects may be significant when 

considered collectively. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires a reasonable analysis of a 

project's cumulative impacts, which are defined as "two or more individual effects which, when 

considered together are considerabie or which compound or increase other environmentai 

impacts." The cumulative impact that results from several closely related projects is: the change in 

the environment which results from the incremental impact of a project when added to other 

closely related past, present, and reasonable foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative 

impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a 

period oftime (State CEQA Guideiines 15355[bj). 

The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1) provides two approaches to analyzing cumulative 

impacts. The first is the list approach, which requires a listing of past, present, and reasonably 
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anticipated future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those 

projects outside the controi of the agency. The second is the pian approach, wherein the relevant 

projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document that is designed to 

evaluate regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative effect. For this Draft EIR, 

the plan approach has been used to analyze cumulative impacts. 

r, .... A'TTT A'T'1'17t::' Tlt:'l7t::'J nn•A'I:'t..T'T' A C"C'TT1\.4"0Tini\.TC' 
LUJY1ULJ'1.11Vl:. L#LVt:.LUrJYJJ.:.J,J rl.JJUJYlr lJVI .. J 

The cumulative scenario for the Project includes growth planned for the City in the City's General 

P!an. The analysis of cumulative effects considered the Genera! P!an growth under cumulative 

conditions, as described below. 

Population 
Between 1990 and 2000, the population of what would become the City increased by 71 percent, 

an average annual increase of seven percent. Elk Grove began to rapidly develop as a result of an 

increase in jobs in the Sacramento County region and the availability of land outside the 

downtown Sacramento area. Previous population projections from the Sacramento Area Council of 

Governments (SACOG) estimated growth through 201S and had anticipated a gradual increase of 

four to six percent per year. However, SACOG's current projections show an increase in population 

demographic report bench marked to the 2010 Census) through 2035. Growth in recent years can 

be attributed to new construction (people moving to Elk Grove) and the annexation of the Laguna 

West-Lakeside Census Designated Place (adding 25,000 residents to the City). The City's 

population is anticipated to increase to approximately 197,640 persons by 2025. 

TABLE 4-1 POPULATION TRENOS 

YEAR POPULATION CHANGE AVERAGE ANNUAL %CHANGE 

19901 47 h?f.. N'A NIA ·-, ......... 
2000 1 72,665 30,039 7.0 
20052 121,803 49,138 13.5 
20103 1~~n1c; 31,212 5.1 ~~~.-~~ 

20254 197,460 44,445 1.9 

SOURCE: 

1 City of Elk Grove, Z009. Houstng Element of the Elk Grove General Pian. 
2 State of California, Department of Finance. 2010. E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State, 
2000-2010, with 2010 Benchmark. Sacramento, Ca/Jfornia. 
3 State of California, Department of Finance. 2011. E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State, 
2010-2011, with 2010 Benchmark. Sacramento, California. 
4 CityofEikGrove,2011. 

Employment 
The work force in the Sacramento metropolitan area encompasses professional, technical, 

production, transportation, and service occupations. The region's manufacturing sector has grown 

steadily since the late 1970s, spurred by the expansion of high-technology industries. 
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According to SACOG projections, the City had 11,147 jobs in 2000. The City anticipates job growth 

increase of 24,722 jobs between the years 2005 and 2025. As shown in Tabie 4-2, Eik Grove can 

expect a steady increase in job growth through 2025. 

TABLE 4-2 CITY OF iLK GROVE iOBS PROiECTiONS 

YEAR jOBS PERCENTAGE CHANGE 

2000 11,147 --
2005 24,653 121.1% 
2025 49,375 100.3% 

SOURCE: SA COG, 2002; SA COG, 2008.; CITY OF ELK GROVE, 2011 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT 

Cumulative Impacts 
Under CEQA, the discussion of cumulative impacts should focus on the severity of the impacts and 

the likelihood of their occurrence. The cumulative scenario for the Project includes growth 

planned for the City. The Project is consistent with the General Plan. Specifically, the land uses 

pioposed by the Project are consistent "vvith the General Plan land use designations for the Project 

site, as described in Section 3.9, Land Use, and would result in fewer dwelling units than allowed 

under the General Plan. The vehicle trips generated by the Project would be less than would occur 

under the adopted General Plan, as described in Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation. The 

Project would be consistent with the cumulative impacts that were evaluated in the General Plan 

EIR. 

Section 15130(d) and (e) of the State CEQA Guidelines provides the following guidance regarding 

anaiysis of cumuiative impacts that were addressed in a prior EiR: 

"(d) Previously approved land use documents, including, but not limited to, general pions, specific 

plans, regional transportation plans, plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, ond local 

coastal plans may be used in cumulative impact analysis. A pertinent discussion of cumulative 

impacts contained in one or more previously certified E!Rs may be incorporated by reference 
pursuant to the provisions for tiering and program E/Rs. No further cumulative impacts analysis is 

required when a project is consistent with a general, specific, master or comparable programmatic 

plan where the lead agency determines that the regional or areawide cumulative impacts of the 

proposed project have already been adequately addressed, as defined in section 15152(f), in a 

certified EIR for that plan." 

"(e) If a cumulative impact was adequately addressed in a prior EIR for a community plan, zoning 

project should not further analyze that cumulative impacts, as provided in Section 15183(j)." 

Section i5i68 of the State CEQA Guideiines provides the foiiowing guidance regarding the use of a 

Program EIR with subsequent environmental documents: 
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"(d) Use with Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declarations. A program EIR can be used ta simplify 
the task af preparing environmental documents an later parts a/ the program. The program EIR 
can: 

(1) Provide the basis in an Initial Study far determining whether the later activity may have any 
significant effects. 

(2) Be incorporated by reference ta deal with regional influences, secondary effects, cumulative 
impacts, broad alternatives, and ather factors that apply ta the program as a whale. 

(3) Focus an EIR an a subsequent project to permit discussion solely of new effects which had not 
been considered before." 

The City's General Plan was adopted by the City Council on November 19, 2003 and reflects 

amendments through July 2013. An Environmental Impact Report was prepared to analyze and 

disclose the environmental impacts associated with General Plan implementation. The General 

Plan land use designations for the Project site would allow over 1,000 housing units and also would 

permit cammerda!/office/mu!tifami!y uses on a sma!! portion of the Project site~ The General Plan 

EIR analyzed the potential for 1,022 housing units on the Project site and anticipated development 

of the entire Project site. The Project would result in 238 fewer units than anticipated on the 

Project site in the General Plan EIR. The Project also designates 93.7 acres of the 230-acre site for 

open space uses, including a wetland preservation area. Under cumulative conditions, the Project 

would result in less traffic and associated air quality and noise impacts as well as less demand for 

utilities and public services than anticipated in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, the Project is 

consistent with the environmental analysis and conclusions of the General Plan EIR. 

The General Plan EIR (City of Elk Grove, 2003d; SCH#: 2002062082) is hereby incorporated by 

reference, consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15150, 15168(d)(2). The General Plan EIR 

is available for review at the City's Planning Department and on the City's website. The General 

Plan EIR evaluated the full range of environmental impacts anticipated with buildout of the 
r:. ...... ,.. ..... l 01 ...... 1 ...... ...1 ,,.,. ...... Tho fnll ..... ,.,;,..,..,. ir .,. coornrn-.r" nf +ha ,.,,,,..,...,,l::~t-iu.a irnn::~rt-c irlant-ifit:or{ in tha 
UII;;IIII;;IQI r1011 IUIIU U~II;;.JI• 111"- IVIIUV¥1116 I.JO a _.UIIIIIIUIJ VI .............. ,.,,., ... .,, • ._'"'!"'"''-" .. '""""""u"'"'"' "' un ... 

General Plan EIR that are relevant to subsequent development activities that may involve 

implementation of various measures associated with the Project. These subsequent development 

activities would be reviewed for compliance with the General Plan and would be required to 

comply with relevant mitigation measures adopted to mitigate cumulative impacts. 

Impact 4.1.3 - Cumulative Impacts to Agricultural Resources. Implementation of the proposed 

General Plan along with potential development in the Urban Study Areas would contribute 

signific:antiy to the conversion of important farrnland and agriculture/urban interface 

conflicts. This would be a cumulative significant impact. 

Impact 4.2.3 - Consistency with Relevant Pianning Documents in the Pianning Area. 

Implementation of the proposed General Plan could impact land use plans or study areas 

outside of the city limits, but within the Planning Area. This is a cumulative significant 

impact. 
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Impact 4.2.4- Land Use Conflicts in the Planning Area. Implementation of the proposed General 

Plan would increase the potential for land use conflicts outside of the City and within the 

Planning Area. This is a less than significant cumulative impact. 

Impact 4.3.3 - Cumulative Population and Housing Increases. The population and housing unit 

increases at buildout of the General Plan may exceed SACOG's population and housing 

projections for the Planning Area. This is considered a less than significant cumulative 

impact. 

Impact 4.4.5 - Cumulative Hazard Impacts. Implementation of the proposed General Pian and 

potential development in the Urban Study Areas could result in site-specific hazards being 

encountered. This is considered a cumulative significant impact. 

Impact 4.4.6 - Cumulative Exposure to Hazards Associated with Facilities Utilizing Hazardous 

Materials. Implementation of the proposed Genera! P!an and the potentia! development 

of the Urban Study Areas could result in the exposure of populated areas to accidental 

incidents and intentional acts at existing and future facilities utilizing hazardous materials. 

This is considered a less than significant cumulative impact. 

Impact 4.5.6 Cumulative Traffic Impacts on Local Roadways and State Highways. 

Implementation of the proposed General Plan as well as potential development of the 

Urban Study Areas would contribute to significant impacts on local roadways and state 

highways under cumulative conditions. This is considered a cumulative significant impact. 

Impact 4.5.7- Cumulative Transit System, Bicycle and Pedestrian Impacts. Implementation of the 

proposed General Pian along with potential development of the Urban Study Areas would 

contribute to a cumulative increase in the demand for transit service as well as bicycle and 

pedestrian usage. This is considered a less than significant impact. 

Impact 4.6.6 - Cumulative Traffic Noise Conflicts. Implementation of the proposed General Plan 

a!ong with potentia! development of the Urban Study Areas cou!d result in increased 

traffic noise conflicts. This is considered a less than significant cumulative impact. 

Impact 4.6.7 • Cumulative Airport t.Joise Conflicts. Implementation of the proposed General Plan 

along with potential development of the Urban Study Areas could result in noise conflicts 

with the Sunset Skyranch Airport. This is considered a cumulative significant impact. 

Impact 4.6.8 - Regional Traffic Noise Impacts. Implementation of the proposed General Plan 

along with potential development of the Urban Study Areas would result in impacts to 

regional noise attenuation levels. This is considered a cumulative significant impact. 

Impact 4.7 .4 - Region a! Air P!an Impacts. Implementation of the proposed Genera! P!an along 

with potential development of the Urban Study Areas would exacerbate existing regional 

problems with ozone and particulate matter. This is considered a cumulative significant 

impact. 
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Impact 4.8.6- Cumulative Water Quality Impacts. Implementation of the proposed General Plan 

along with the potential development of the Urban Study Areas, could contribute to 

cumulative water quality impacts. This is considered a cumulative significant impact. 

Impact 4.8.7 - Cumulative Flood Hazards. Implementation of the proposed General Plan along 

with potential development of the Urban Study Areas would increase impervious surfaces 

and a!ter drainage conditions and rates in the Planning Area, which cou!d contribute to 

cumulative flood conditions in the Sacramento River, Cosumnes River, and inland creeks. 

This is considered a cumulative significant impact. 

Impact 4.8.8 - Cumulative Water Supply Impacts. Implementation of the proposed General Plan 

along with potential development of the Urban Study Areas, would contribute to an 

increased demand for water supply requiring increased groundwater production and the 

use of surface water supplies that could result in significant environmental impacts. This is 

consideied a cumulative significant impact. 

Impact 4.9.4 - Soil Erosion. Implementation of the proposed General Plan along with potential 

deveiopment of the Urban Study Areas couid contribute to cumuiative soii erosion 

impacts. This is considered a less than significant cumulative impact. 

Impact 4.9.5- Expansive Soils and Seismic Hazards. Implementation of the proposed General Plan 

along with potential development of the Urban Study Areas could result in cumulative 

impacts to expansive soi!s and seismic hazards. This is considered a less than significant 

cumulative impact. 

Impact 4.10.4 - Cumulative Biological Resource Impacts. Implementation of the proposed 

General Plan along with potential development of the Urban Study Areas would contribute 

to cumulative impacts associated with significant effects to special-status plant and 

wildlife species and habitat loss. This would be a cumulative significant impact. 

Impact 4.11.3 -Cumulative Impacts to Prehistoric and Historic Resources. Implementation of the 

proposed General Plan along with potential development in the Urban Study Areas could 

contribute to the disturbance of known and undiscovered prehistoric and historic 

resources in the Eik Grove area. This is considered a iess thatl significant cumulative 

impact. 

Impact 4.11.4 - Cumulative Impacts to Paleontological Resources. Implementation of the 

proposed General Plan along with potential development of the Urban Study Areas could 

contribute to the loss of paleontological resources in the Elk Grove area. This is considered 

a less than significant cumulative impact. 

Impact 4.12.1.2 ~ Cumulative Fire Protection and Emergency Medica! Services. Implementation 
of the proposed General Plan along with potential development of the Urban Study Areas 

would contribute to the cumulative demand for fire protection and emergency medical 

services. This is considered a less than significant cumulative impact. 
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Impact 4.12.2.2 - Cumulative Law Enforcement Impacts. Implementation of the proposed 

General Plan along with potential development of the Urban Study Areas would result in 

the increase of the demand for cumulative law enforcement services. This is considered a 

!ess than significant impact_ 

Impact 4.12.3.2 - Cumulative Public School Impacts. Implementation of the proposed General 

Plan as well as potential development of the Uiban Study Aieas, would iesult in 

cumulative public school impacts. These cumulative public school impacts are considered 

less than significant. 

Impact 4.12.4.4 - Cumulative Wastewater Demands. Implementation of the proposed General 

Plan along with potential development of the Urban Study Areas and growth in the SRCSD 

service area would result in cumulative wastewater impacts. This is considered a 

cumulative significant impact. 

Impact 4.12.5.2 - Cumulative Solid Waste Impacts. Implementation of the proposed General Plan 

along with potential development of the Urban Study Areas would result in cumulative 

solid waste impacts. This is considered a less than significant cumulative impact. 

Impact 4.12.6.2 - Cumulative Park and Recreation Demands. Implementation of the proposed 

General Plan along with potential development of the Urban Study Areas would result in 

cumulative park and recreation impacts. These cumulative impacts are considered less the 

significant. 

Impact 4.12.7.3- Cumulative Electrical, Telephone and Natural Gas Impacts. Implementation of 

the proposed Generai Pian aiong with potentiai development in the Urban Study Areas 

would result in cumulative electric, telephone and natural gas service impacts. These are 

considered less than significant cumulative impacts. 

Impact 4.13.4- Cumulative Impacts to Visual Resources. Implementation of the proposed General 

P!an a!ong with potentia! development of the Urban Study Areas wou!d result in the 

further conversion of the region's rural landscape to residential, commercial, and other 

land uses. This would contribute to the alteration of the visual resources in the region. This 

is considered a cumulative significant impact. 

Section 3.6 of this Draft EIR addresses impacts associated with greenhouse gases and climate 

change, which are cumulative by their nature. 

The Project is consistent with the land use designations and development intensities assigned to 

the Project site by the City of Elk Grove General Plan. Cumulative impacts associated with 

development and build out of the Project site, as proposed, were fully addressed in the City of Elk 

Grove Generai Pian EiR (SCH# 2002062082j. Since the Project is consistent with the iand use 

designation and development intensity for the site identified in the General Plan and analyzed in 

the General Plan EIR, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in any new or 

altered cumulative impacts beyond those addressed in the General Plan EIR. 
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4.2 GROWTH-INDUCING AND SIGNIFICANT AND IRREVERSIBLE EFFECTS 

INTRODUCTION 
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impacts of a proposed action. A growth-inducing impact is defined by the CEQA Guidelines as: 

The way in which a proposed project could foster economic or population growth, 
or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the 
surrounding environment. Included in this ore projects which would remove 
obstacles to population growth ... lt is not assumed that growth in on area is 
necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment. 

Based on the State CEQA Guidelines, growth inducement is any growth that exceeds planned 

growth of an area and results in new development that would not have taken place without 

implementation of the Project. A project can have direct and/or indirect growth inducement 

potential. Direct growth inducement would result if a project, for example, involved construction 

of new housing. A project would have indirect growth inducement potential if it established 

substantial new permanent employment opportunities (e.g., commercial, industrial, or 

governmental enterprises) or if it would involve a construction effort with substantial short-term 

employment opportunities that would indirectly stimulate the need for additional housing and 

services to support the new employment demand (Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa 
County Board of Supervisors (Cal. App. 1st Dist., 2001)). Similarly, a project would indirectly induce 

growth if it would remove an obstacle to additional growth and development, such as removing a 

constraint on a required public service. A project providing an increased water supply in an area 

where water service historically limited growth couid be considered growth-inducing. 

The State CEQA Guidelines further explain that the environmental effects of induced growth are 

considered indirect impacts of the proposed action. These indirect impacts or secondary effects of 

growth may result in significant, adverse environmental impacts. Potential secondary effects of 

growth include increased demand on other community and public services and infrastructure, 

increased traffic and noise, and adverse environmental impacts such as degradation of air and 

water quality, degradation or loss of plant and animal habitat, and conversion of agricultural and 

open space land to developed uses. 

Growth inducement may constitute an adverse impact if the growth is not consistent with or 

accommodated by the land use plans and growth management plans and policies for the area 

affected. Local land use plans provide for land use development patterns and growth policies that 

allow for the ordeily expansion of Uiban development supported by adequate urban public 

services, such as water supply, roadway infrastructure, sewer service, and solid waste service. 
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Components of Growth 
The timing, magnitude, and location of land development and population growth in a region are 

based on various interrelated land use and economic variables. Key variables include regional 

economic trends, market demand for residential and non-residential uses, land availability and 

cost, the availability and quality of transportation facilities and public services, proximity to 

employment centers, the supply and cost of housing, and regulatory policies or conditions. Since 

the general plan of a community defines the location, type, and intensity of growth, it is the 

primary means of regulating development and growth in California. 

EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT 

As previously described, the Project is consistent with the General Plan and buildout of the Project 

site was anticipated in the General Plan EIR. The Project would not result in more housing units or 

population than was anticipated in the General Plan EIR. Further, the Project does not have any 

unique aspects peculiar to the Project or site that would result in growth effects beyond those 

analyzed in the General Plan EIR. 

Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines provides the following guidance regarding the use of a 

Program EIR with subsequent environmental documents: 

"(d) Use with Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declarations. A program EIR can be used to simplify 
the task of preparing environmental documents on later parts of the program. The program EIR 
can: 

(1) Provide the basis in an Initial Study for determining whether the later activity may have any 
significant effects. 

(2) Be incorporated by reference to deal with regional influences, secondary effects, cumulative 
impacts, broad alternatives, and other factors that apply to the program as a whale. 

(3} Focus an E!R on a subsequent project to permit discussion solely of new effects which had not 
been considered before." 

Chapter 7.0 of the General Plan Draft EIR described the following growth effects, including 

significant and irreversible environmental effects, of the General Plan: 

Growth Effects 

POPULATION GROWTH 

Growth under the General Pian was anticipated to result in approximately 63,340 housing units 

and 73,567 jobs. The General Plan accommodates growth projected by SACOG and is anticipated 

to provide improved jobs/housing balance conditions. The General Plan recognized that future 

urban development outside of the City limits may be appropriate to accommodate future growth 

and identified Urban Study Areas as possible annexation areas for the City to accommodate such 

growth. The Project would result in fewer dweiiing units that anticipated for the Project site in the 
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General Plan and General Plan EIR and, thus, would not have any additional effect on population 

growth than that addressed in the General Pian EiR. 

GROWTH EFFECTS ASSOCIATED WITH INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS 

The General Plan could potentially indirectly induce growth through removal of an obstacle to 

additional growth and development, such as removing a constraint on a required public service. 

The Cityls infrastructure and public services are !arge!y provided by other public and private service 
providers (e.g., Sacramento County Water Agency for water supply, Sacramento Regional County 

Sanitation District and County Sanitation District 1 for wastewater service, Sacramento Municipal 

Utility District for electrical service) that utilize master plans for guiding planned facility and service 

expansions that are subject to environmental review under CEQA. The General Plan does include 

proposed roadway improvements that have been designed to support the General Plan Land Use 

Policy Map and maintain the City's proposed level of service (LOS) standard of LOS "D" where 

feasible and appropriate. The General Plan does not include any provisions requiring the oversizing 

of infrastructure facilities to serve growth not anticipated in the General Plan Land Use Policy Map. 

The Project would provide infrastructure improvements onto the Project site necessary to serve 

the Project, as described in Chapter 2.0. The Project does not include any oversized infrastructure 

or infrastructure extensions that would result in growth not envisioned by the General Plan and 

General Plan EIR. 

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF GROWTH 

The General Plan would induce further population and job growth in the City as well as potentially 

induce growth outside of the City (e.g., within the Urban Study Areas). Proposed roadway 

improvements would support such growth within the City. As a result, the proposed General Plan 

is considered to be growth-inducing. The environ menta! effects of this grm.•.'th VJithin the City and 

in the Urban Study Areas is addressed in Sections 4.1 through 4.13 ofthe General Plan Draft EIR. 

Significant and Irreversible Environmental Effects 
CEQA requires that EIRs prepared for the adoption of a plan, policy, or ordinance of a public 

agency must indude a discussion of significant irreversible environmental changes as a result of 

project implementation. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) describes irreversible 

environmental changes as: 

"Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project 
may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse 
thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway 
improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit 
future generations to similar uses. Also irreversible damage can result jram environmental 
accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be 
evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified." 

The General Plan EIR identified that implementation of the General Plan would result in the 

conversion of undeveloped open space !and areas to residential, commercia!, industrial, office, 

public and recreational uses. Development of the General Plan area would constitute a long-term 
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commitment to residential land uses. It is unlikely that circumstances would arise that would 

justify the return of the land to its original condition. Development of the City would irretrievably 

commit building materials and energy to the construction and maintenance of buildings and 

infrastructure proposed. Renewable, nonrenewable, and limited resources that would likely be 

consumed as part of the development of the proposed Project would include, but are not limited 

to: oil, gasoline, lumber, sand and gravel, asphalt, water, steel, and similar materials. In addition, 

development of the General Plan would result in the increase demand on public services and 

utilities (see Section 4.8 Hydrology/Water Quality and 4.12 Public Facilities and Finance). 

The Project would result in development of the Project site, as allowed under the General Plan. 

The Project site would result in a permanent commitment of 136.3 acres to urbanized uses, as 

described in the Project description. Development of these uses wou!d result in the irretrievable 

commitment of building materials and energy, consistent with the effects envisions for the 

General Plan. The Project includes 93.7 acres of open space uses on land that was anticipated for 

development with rural residential and low density residential uses in the General Plan EIR; the 

permanent commitment of these lands as open space would result in the overall Project site 

having a beneficia! impact regarding the permanent commitment of undeveloped !ands to urban 

uses, in comparison to the General Plan. The Project would not result in any new significant 

irreversible environmental changes beyond those anticipated for the General Plan. 

4.3 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires an EIR to discuss unavoidable significant 

environmental effects, including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of 

insignificance. As discussed in Chapters 3.1 through 3.13, the majority of potentia! environmental 

impacts associated with implementation of the Project would be less than significant or would be 

less than significant with mitigation. The two significant and unavoidable impacts identified for 

the Project are: 

Impact 3.3-8: Potential to have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive 

natural community, specifically the Northern Hardpan Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool, 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of 

Fish and \Nildlife Oi U.S. Fish and VJildlife Seivice 

Impact 3.12-2: Potential to conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing 

measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circuiation system: Freeways. The 

Project's potential to result in a significant and unavoidable impact associated with State 

highways is described in Section 3.12 of this Draft EIR. 
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5.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

CEQA requires that an EIR analyze a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that meet most or 

all of the project objectives while reducing or avoiding one or more significant environmental 

effects of the project. The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a "rule of 

reason" that requires an EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 

choice (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]j. VVhere a potential alternative was examined but 

not chosen as one of the range of alternatives, the CEQA Guidelines require that the EIR briefly 

discuss the reasons the alternative was dismissed. 

A Notice of Preparation was circulated to the public to solicit recommendations for a reasonable 

range of alternatives to the Project. No specific alternatives were recommended by commenting 

agencies or the general public during the NOP public review process. 

PROjECT OBjECTIVES 

The alternatives to the Project selected for analysis in the EIR were developed to minimize 

significant environmental impacts while fulfilling the basic objectives of the Project. As descilbed 
in Chapter 2, Project Description, the City has identified the following objectives for the Project: 

• Create a high-quaiity residential development that is consistent with the General Pian; 

• Provide a residential development that would assist the City in meeting its housing 
needs, including a range of housing types to serve the senior population; 

• Emphasize preservation of open space and sensitive habitats; 

• Implement the City's Trail System Master Plan through providing an on-site trails 
network that is accessible by the general public and provides opportunities for 
connectivity with future trails on adjacent property; and 

• Create a dual purpose stormwater/open space area. 

The Project applicant, Vintara Holdings LLC/Silverado Homes, has submitted the following 

project objectives for the Silverado Village project. 

• Consistency with the General Plan; 

• Compatibility with adjacent neighborhoods; 

• Respect the Project site's existing natural featuresj and 

• Creation of a unique age-restricted community that provides a mix of housing types and 
amenities, inciuding the viiiage core, ciub house, and swim facility. 
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5.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THIS EIR 
Four aiternatives to the Project, the No Project, Reduced Residentiai Density, Aiternative 

Location, and Revised Project, were considered based on the analysis to reduce or avoid 

significant impacts associated with the Project. While the majority of significant or potentially 

significant impacts associated with the Project would be mitigated to less than significant, the 

Project would result in two significant and unavoidable impacts: 

• Impact 3.3-8: Potential to have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other 

sensitive natural community, specifically Northern Hardpan Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool, 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

• Impact 3.12-2: Potential to conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy 

establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system: 

State highway facilities. 

ALTERNATIVES NOT SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS 

The following alternatives were considered, but not selected for further analysis for the reasons 

described below: 

• Alternative Location - Due to the size and nature of the Project, true environmental 

benefits would not be achieved by the selection of an alternative site. Currently, there 

are no large vacant land areas appropriate for urban uses within the City that are not 

either already approved for development or subject to a pending development 

application, such as the Sterling Meadows site, the Southeast Policy Area site, and the 

Laguna Ridge Specific Plan area. In addition, if the Project site could be relocated, 

environmental benefits over the Project would not likely be achieved. The Project has 

been designed to reduce impacts to sensitive biological resources on the Project site, 

through the designation of the 68.1-acre wetland preservation area and designation of 

an additional 25.7 acres for open space, stormwater detention, and stormwater release 

uses. Relocation of the Project to an alternative site would likely result in comparable 

traffic, air quality, noise, aesthetic, hazards, and hydrology impacts. Therefore, an 

alternative site was not selected for analysis in this report. 

• Traffic Impact Reduction Alternative -Alternative 2 includes a significant reduction in 

Project density and total dwelling units in order to avoid impacts to sensitive biological 

habitat and would also reduce potential impacts to State highways. A separate reduced 

density alternative \.•Jas not selected to address potentia! traffic impacts, as according to 

the thresholds identified in Chapter 3.12, any increase in Project traffic would result in a 

significant and unavoidable impact to the State highway system. 
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

The alternatives analyzed in this EIR include the following: 

• Alternative 1: No Project Alternative. Under Alternative 1, the Project would not be 

built and the Project site would remain in its current condition. 

'v'v'hile the No Project Alte;native would result in no development, it is noted that the 

Project site would remain designated for urbanization by the General Plan and Zoning 

Code, as described in Chapter 2.0. Development of the Project site consistent with the 

adopted General Plan and zoning could result in a more intense project in the future. A 

project consisting of 897 single-family residential units, 125 multi-family units, and 8,000 

square feet of commercial and retail uses would be consistent with the adopted land 

use designations. Under this scenario, Villages 1, 2, and 3 would consist of single-family 

uses in the same location and at similar densities as the Project. However, the Village 

Core uses in Village 3 would be moved to the southeast corner of the Project where the 

Commercial/Office/Multifamily land uses are designated by the General Plan. A new 

village, or residential neighborhood, would be added to the site, replacing 
approximately 10.3 acres of open space and 48.9 acres of the wetland preservation 

area. This scenario has been described to identify the potential future development 

that could occur on the Project site if the No Project Alternative were selected. 

~ Alternative 2: Reduced Density and Reconfigured Project Alternative. Alternative 2 

would avoid the significant and unavoidable impact to the Northern Hardpan Valley 

Hardpan Vernal Pool complex on the Project site through avoiding all wetland, riparian, 

vernal pool, and drainage features. Preservation easements, prohibiting access and 

disturbance, would be placed around all wetland, riparian, vernal pool, and drainage 

features. There would be no wetland consentation area and the detention basin vvould 

be under a preservation easement. An alternative detention basin would be 

constructed to the east of the current site of the detention basin. This would require 

removal of adequate fill to provide detention to the Alternative 2 lots. Under this 

alternative, various lots would be removed and lot sizes would generally be made larger 

to accommodate the preservation easements. The park sites would be reduced to 

approximately 3.25 acres and the open space trails would be removed. 

Village 1-A Lots 1 through 60 would be developed under this alternative; however, 15 

lots would be removed in order to make Lots 1 through 45 larger in order to 

accommodate preserJaticn easements. Village 1 Lots 66 through 83 v.tou!d also remain. 

Village 1 Lots 85 through 99 would be removed. 

Village 1-B Lots 1 through 36 would remain, but would be reduced by 10 lots in order to 

provide larger lot sizes to accommodate the preservation easements. Village 2 would 

also be extended northv1ard to include another 15 !ots. Vi!!age 2 !ots '.vou!d be accessed 
by Campbell Road. 

Draft Environmental Impact Report- Silverado Village 5.0-3 



5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

Village 2 Lots 1 through 62 would be removed to accommodate the relocated detention 

basin. Village 2 Lots 69 through 196 would mostly be removed to accommodate 

relocated Village 3. However, 10 single family lots would remain in Village 2 and would 

be spread throughout the northern and centra! portion of the site. 

The Village Core uses and 40 patio lots would be relocated to be accessed from 

Waterman Road. Another 60 Village 3 patio lots would remain in the southeast corner 

of the site to be accessed by Bond Road. 

Alternative 2 would result in 111 single-family lots, 100 patio homes, and an 

independent, assisted, and/or memory-care multifamily lodge of up to 125 units. The 

Village 3 clubhouse and swimming pool would be constructed, but the clubhouse would 

be smaller. 

• Alternative 3- Reconfigured Project Alternative. Alternative 3 would be reconfigured to 

reduce impacts associated with the design of the Project. The majority of potentially 

significant impacts, such as increased light and glare, exposure to exterior traffic noise, 

impacts to biological resources, increased air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions, 

changes to the drainage pattern, and geotechnical impacts wou!d continue to occur with 

reconfiguration of the site and would just be relocated. However, and potential impacts 

to the trees along the western boundary of the Project site could be avoided with 

reconfiguration of the Project site. Under this alternative, a 10-foot wide pedestrian 

access easement would be created along the western boundary of the Project site from 
Rnnrl Rn;~rl tn I nt I lnnen ~nar:e nvPrland releaseL lots 66 throue:h 84 would e:enerallv ----- ··--- ------ .~.---- -.-----------------------,- ------ ~ .... . 
be made 10 feet wider by extending the lots to the east. C Street would be revised to be 

moved more eastward after its intersection with Bond Road to its intersection with B 

Street. Lots 21, 22, 43, and 30 through 6S would be reconfigured and partially replaced 

with a slender open space lot. Seven of these lots would be moved to Lot F (open 

space) to accommodate the reconfiguration of C Street and Lots 66 through 84. The 

proposed uses and unit counts associated with the Project would not change, but would 

be reconfigured as previously described. 

5.3 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

The alternatives analysis provides a summary of the relative impact ievei of significance 

associated with each alternative for each environmental impact area that would have a 

significant or potentially significant impact with implementation of the Project, which include 

aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and 

hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and transportation and circulation. 
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ALTERNATIVE 1- No PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Alternative 1 is the No Project Alternative. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1) states that a 

No Project Alternative shall be analyzed. Under Alternative 1, the Project would not be 

developed and the Project site wou!d remain in its current condition, which is an undeveloped 

site that has grassland vegetation and wetland, vernal pool, and riparian habitat areas. No 

infrastructure improvements beyond those currently existing on or near the Project site would 

be installed. The Silverado Village Special Planning Area zoning designation would not be 

created. 

Aesthetics. The existing visual character of the Project site would remain unchanged with 

implementation of the No Project Alternative. No new light and glare sources would be created. 

As desCiibed in Section 3.1, the Project would result in potentially significant impacts associated 

with light and glare which would be mitigated to less than significant. The No Project 

Alternative would avoid these impacts altogether and would have less of an impact than the 

Project on aesthetics. 

Air Quality. No construction or operational em1ss1ons of air pollutants would occur in 

association with the No Project Alternative. Potential air quality impacts associated with vehicle 

trips and operation of the proposed Project uses, as described in Section 3.2, would be avoided. 

As described in Section 3.2, potentiaiiy significant impacts associated with Project construction 

would be mitigated to less than significant. Alternative 1 would avoid these impacts altogether 

and would have less of an impact than the Project on air quality. 

Biological Resources. The Project site would remain in its current condition. Potential impacts 

to special-status species and sensitive habitats on the Project site wou!d be avoided. As 

described in Section 3.3, the Project's potential impacts to special-status invertebrate, bird, 

mammal and plant species, on wetlands, and to trees of local importance would be reduced to 

less than significant with mitigation. However, even with mitigation, the Project would result in 

significant and unavoidable impacts to sensitive habitats, specifically Northern Hardpan Valley 

Hardpan Verna! Pool which represents co!!ective wetland, verna! poo!, creek, and drainage 

features on the Project site that would be filled or disturbed with Project implementation. 

Under Alternative 1, the 68.1-acre wetland conservation area would not be created and 

maintained in perpetuity. There is no guarantee that future development proposals on the 

Project site would retain the wetland conservation area as this area is designated for Rural 

Residential development. However, Alternative 1 wou!d avoid impacts to biological resources, 

including the significant and unavoidable impact to sensitive Northern Hardpan Valley Hardpan 

Vernal Pool habitat, and would have a reduced impact to biological resources in comparison to 

the Project. 

Cultural Resources. The Project site would remain in its current condition under Alternative 1 

and the potential historic resource described in Section 3.4, as well as any previously 

undiscovered cultural resources, would not be impacted. Therefore, Alternative 1 would have 

less of an impact than the Project to cultural resources. 
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Geology and Soils. No development would occur on the Project site under Alternative 1. While 

the potential impacts associated soil erosion/loss of topsoil, unstable geologic unit, expansive 

soils, and septic/alternative wastewater facilities that could occur with Project implementation 

would be mitigated to less than significant as described in Section 3.5, these impacts would be 

avoided under Alternative 1. 

Project to geology and soils. 

Thoro.fnro Al+orn.,.+iuo 1 •unool..l h"'""" lo"" nf "'" irnn.,.rf- f-h.,.n +ho 
111o;.;1 ~lUI '-'1 ,...., .. .._, IIULIW'- ... "VUUIU IIUV'- ''-"'"' Ul Ull ........... .._ .. LIIUII Lll.._ 

Greenhouse Gases ana \..llmate \..nange. The t"roJect wouid resuit in potential impacts to 

greenhouse gases and climate change, which would be mitigated through implementation of 

measures consistent with the City's Climate Action Plan, as described in Section 3.6. The No 

Project Alternative would not result in any development or vehicle trips and would not increase 

greenhouse gas emissions, resulting in less of an impact than the Project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. As described in Section 3.7, construction activities on the 

Project site would require mitigation to address potential impacts associated with wells, existing 

septic systems, and potential minor soils contamination associated with past uses of the Project 

site. Under the No Project Alternative, no new land uses would be introduced to the site and the 

potential for future residents to be exposed to contamination or other hazardous conditions on 

the site would be eliminated. This impact would be reduced when compared to the Project. 

Hyc!rc!ogy and Water Quality. Under the No Project Alternative, the Project site wou!d remain 

undeveloped. As described in Section 3.8, Project implementation has the potential to result in 

the discharge of pollutants into surface waters, would change the existing drainage pattern on 

the site, and would result in increased discharge to the stormwater drainage system. Mitigation 

has been provided in Section 3.8 to reduce these potential impacts to a less than significant 

!eve!. Under the No Project Alternative, these potentia! impacts wou!d be eliminated. As such, 

potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be reduced under the No 

Project Alternative when compared to the Project. 

Noise. As described in Section 3.10, implementation of the Project would result in temporary 

noise impacts associated with Project construction and would introduce new residential uses to 

the Project site and potentially expose these residences to traffic noise levels in excess of the 

City's interior and exterior noise standards. Mitigation provided in Section 3.10 would reduce 

the potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Under the No Project 

Alternative, no construction activities would occur and no new residences would be developed, 

avoiding potential impacts to existing and new residential uses. Therefore, Alternative 1 would 

result in less of an impact than the Project. 

Transportation and Circulation. The Project would result in increased traffic. While the Project 

would not result in significant impacts to local roadways, as described in Section 3.12, the 

Project would contribute additional vehicle trips to State Route 99 and Interstate 5, both of 

which experience traffic congestion under existing conditions, and wouid result in a significant 

and unavoidable impact. The No Project Alternative would not introduce additional vehicle trips 

onto the study area roadways identified in·Section 3.12 and would avoid increased traffic on the 

state highway system. Under the No Project Alternative, transportation and circulation impacts 
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would be avoided, and the No Project Alternative would have less of an overall traffic impact 

than the Project. 

ALTERNATIVE 2- REDUCED DENSITY AND RECONFIGURED PROJECT 

Alternative 2 was created to avoid significant and unavoidable impacts to biological resources. 

Alternative 2 would preserve the wetland, riparian, vernal pool, creek, and drainage features on 

the Project site through permanent presentation easements that would generally be included in 

the proposed residential lots. Lot sizes would be larger, where necessary, to accommodate the 

permanent preservation easements. Alternative 2 significantly reconfigures the Project design 

and would result in the removal of 449 single-family residential units, approximately 2 acres of 

parks, the 68-1 acre wetland conservation area, and the proposed open space/trail uses. 

Alternative 2 would result in 111 sing!e~family lots, 100 patio homesJ and the Village 3 

independent, assisted, and/or memory-care multifamily lodge and clubhouse. 

Aesthetics. The reduction in unit count and decrease in residentiai densities wouid resuit in a 

more open, rural character on the Project site. New light and glare sources would be reduced. 

As described in Section 3.1, the Project would result in potentially significant impacts associated 

with light and glare which would be mitigated to less than significant. Application of the 

mitigation measures identified in Section 3.1 would reduce potential light and glare impacts 

associated with Aiternative 2 to iess than significant. The No Project Aiternative wouid have a 

decreased impact on aesthetics in comparison to the Project. 

Air Quality. Alternative 2 would reduce residential units in comparison to the Project and would 

have an associated reduction in air pollutant emissions associated with vehicle trips and 

operation of the Project. Potential air quality impacts associated with vehicle trips and 

operation of the proposed Project uses, as described in Section 3.2, would be reduced. As 

described in Section 3.2, potentially significant impacts associated with Project construction 

would be mitigated to less than significant. These impacts would also be mitigated to less than 

significant under Alternative 2 with application of the mitigation measures in Section 3.2. The 

Alternative 2 would have a decreased impact on air quality in comparison to the Project. 

Biological Resources. Development on the Project site would be greatly reduced and the 

Northern Hardpan Valley Hardpan Verna! Pee! complex v.:ou!d be avoided under Alternative 2. 

Potential impacts to sensitive habitats and associate special-status vernal pool and plant species 

on the Project site would be avoided. As described in Section 3.3, the Project's potential 

impacts to special-status bird and mammal species and to trees of local importance would be 

reduced to less than significant with mitigation; these mitigation measures would also reduce 

impacts associated with Alternative 2 to less than significant. However, even \rVith mitigation, 

the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to sensitive habitats, specifically 

Northern Hardpan Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool which represents collective wetland, vernal pool, 

creek, and drainage features on the Project site that would be filled or disturbed with Project 

implementation. Under Alternative 2, the significant and unavoidable impact would be avoided. 

Therefore, Alternative 2 v.tou!d have a substantia! reduction in impacts to biological resources in 

comparison to the Project. 
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Cultural Resources. Development of the Project site would be decreased under Alternative 2. 

However, the potential historic resource described in Section 3.4, as well as any previously 

undiscovered cultural resources, would have the potential to be impacted. The potential impact 

to undiscovered cultural resources would be reduced, as the extent of development on the 

Project site wou!d be greatly reduced. Therefore, .A.!ternative 2 wou!d have less of an impact 

than the Project to cultural resources. 

Geology and Soils. Development of the Pioject site would be decreased under Alteinative 2. 

However, Alternative 2 would also have potential impacts associated with soil erosion/loss of 

topsoil, unstable geologic unit, expansive soils, and septic/alternative wastewater facilities that 

could occur with Project implementation. These impacts would be mitigated to less than 

significant as described in Section 3.5. Since Alternative 2 would result in less disturbance to the 

Project site, Alternative 2 would reduce potential impacts associated with soil erosion/loss of 

topsoil, unstable geologic unit, and expansive soils in comparison to the Project. 

Greenhouse Gases ana cnmate cnange. The Project wouid resuit in potential impacts to 

greenhouse gases and climate change, which would be mitigated through implementation of 

measures consistent with the City's Climate Action Plan, as described in Section 3.6. Alternative 

2 would result in decreased development and vehicle trips and thus would decrease potential 

greenhouse gas emissions. Mitigation measures identified in Section 3.6 would be applied to 

Aiternative 2 to ensure consistency with the Ciimate Action Plan. The reduction in greenhouse 

gas emissions associated with Alternative 2 would result less of an impact than the Project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. As described in Section 3. 7, construction activities on the 

Project site would require mitigation to address potential impacts associated with wells, existing 

septic systems, and potential minor soils contamination associated with past uses of the Project 

site. Under Alternative 2, site disturbance would be reduced and the potential for future 

residents to be exposed to contamination or other hazardous conditions on the site would be 

decreased accordingly. This impact would be reduced when compared to the Project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality. Under Alternative 2, development of the Project site would be 

significantly reduced. The decrease in residential development and disturbance would also 

result in a decrease in the amount of stormwater runoff that is associated with impervious 

surfaces associated '.r·vith the Project. As described in Section 3.8, Project implementation has 

the potential to result in the discharge of pollutants into surface waters, would change the 

existing drainage pattern on the site, and would result in increased discharge to the stormwater 

drainage system. Mitigation has been provided in Section 3.8 to reduce these potential impacts 

to a less than significant level. Under Alternative 2, these potential impacts would be reduced 

and the mitigation identified in Section 3.8 wou!d ensure that the impacts remain !ess than 

significant. As such, potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be reduced 

under Alternative 2 when compared to the Project. 

Noise. As described in Section 3.10, implementation of the Project would result in temporary 

noise impacts associated with Project construction and would introduce new residential uses to 

the Project site and potentially expose these residences to traffic noise levels in excess of the 
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City's interior and exterior noise standards. Mitigation provided in Section 3.10 would reduce 

the potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Under Alternative 2, the 

amount of construction would be decreased and fewer residences would be developed. The 

decrease in construction activities would result in decreased construction noise. However, 

residential uses to the west of the Project site wouid be subject to construction noise impacts 

under Alternative 2. Fewer new residential uses would be exposed to exterior traffic noise 

associated with Bond and Waterman Roads. Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in less noise 

impacts in comparison to the Project. 

Transportation and Circulation~ The Project would result in increased traffic, specifically 5,154 

new vehicle trips daily. Alternative 2 would result in 1,855 vehicle trips daily, a reduction of 

3,299 trips in comparison to the Project. While the Project would not result in significant 

impacts to local roadways, as described in Section 3.12, the Project would contribute additional 

vehicle trips to State Route 99 and Interstate 5, both of which experience traffic congestion 

under existing conditions, and would result in a significant and unavoidable impact. Alternative 

2 would reduce the number of vehicle trips onto the study area roadways identified in Section 

3.12 and would reduce traffic on the state highway system. However, based on the thresholds 

identified in Chapter 3.12, impacts to the State highway facilities would remain significant and 

unavoidable. While Alternative 2 would result in reduced traffic, both Alternative 2 and the 

Proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable traffic impact. However; impacts 

under Alternative 2 would be reduced in comparison to the Project. 

ALTERNATiVE 3 - RECONFiGURED PROjECT 

Alternative 3 involves reconfiguration of the proposed development on the Project site in order 

to ieduce potential impacts associated with the design of the Project. Alternative 3 has the 
same unit count and proposed uses as the Project, but would reconfigure residential uses in the 

southwestern area of the Project site to reduce potential impacts to trees of local importance. 

Lots 21, 22, 43, 30 through 65 and 66 through 84, C Street, and Lot F would be reconfigured to 

provide a 10-foot-wide open space lot with a pedestrian access easement along the western 

boundary of the Project site from Bond Road to Lot I. Seven lots would be relocated to Lot F. 

Aesthetics. Alternative 3 would result in the same number of units and would also result in 

conversion of the Project site from its undeveloped state to an urbanized neighborhood with 

open space areas preserved in the northern portion of the Project site. As described in Section 

3.1, the Project would result in potentially significant impacts associated with light and glare 

which would be mitigated to less than significant. Application of the mitigation measures 

identified in Section 3.1 would reduce potential light and glare impacts associated with 

Alternative 2 to iess than significant. However, Alternative 3 wouid resuit in a greater setback 

between proposed residential uses and the existing residential uses west of the Project site and 

would further reduce the potential for light and glare impacts to adjoining uses. Alternative 3 

Alternative would have a decreased impact on aesthetics in comparison to the Project. 

Air Quality. The Project wou!d result in potentia! air quality impacts associated with vehicle 

trips and operation of the proposed Project uses, as described in Section 3.2. As described in 
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Section 3.2, potentially significant impacts associated with Project construction would be 

mitigated to less than significant. Alternative 3 would result in the same number of residential 

units and associated vehicle trips. Impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be mitigated to 

less than significant with application of the mitigation measures in Section 3.2. Alternative 3 

wou!d have an impact on air quality that is comparable to the Project. 

Biological Resources. Alternative 3 would result in comparable levels of development on the 

Pioject site as would occui with the Pioject. Potential impacts to sensitive habitats and special~ 
status mammals, birds, vernal pool invertebrates, and plant species would occur under both 

Alternative 3 and the Project. As described in Section 3.3, the Project's potential impacts to 

special-status bird and mammal species and to trees of local importance would be reduced to 

less than significant with mitigation; these mitigation measures would also reduce impacts 
-----=-•-...1 ... : .. L.. AI ............. +;,,,.. '3 + ..... 1 ........ +!.. ...... ,.;,..,..;.,::;.,..,..,...+ U,..,.,..,,,,.., ...,,,.,..,.. u.oi+l.. """'i+in.,.+i,..n hn+h +ho 
CI:):)ULidU:U Willi 1"\JLII:"IIII::H.IV!;; ~LV 111;;;~~ LII(JII .:JI6111111,..CIIILo IIUVVII:"Vii:;ll II:"V!I;;II VVILII IIIILI6auuoo1 UULII ..,,._ 

Project and Alternative 3 would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to sensitive 

habitats, specifically Northern Hardpan Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool which represents collective 

wetland, vernal pool, creek, and drainage features on the Project site that would be filled or 

disturbed with Project implementation. Under Alternative 3, the significant and unavoidable 

impact would occur and impacts to bic!ogica! resources vJou!d only be s!ight!y reduced in 

comparison to the Project, specifically in relation to trees of local importance. 

Cuiturai Resources. Development of the Project site would occur under Alternative 3 in a 

manner similar to the Project. The potential to impact historical and undiscovered cultural 

resources would be the comparable under both Alternative 3 and the Project. 

Geology and Soils. Development of the Project site would occur under Alternative 3 in a 

manner similar to the Project. Alternative 3 would have potential impacts associated with soil 

erosion/loss of topsoil, unstable geologic unit, expansive soils, and septic/alternative 

wastewater facilities that could occur with Project implementation. These impacts would be 

mitigated to less than significant as described in Section 3.5. Potential impacts associated with 

geology and soils resources would be the comparable under both Alternative 3 and the Project. 

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change. The Project would result in potential impacts to 

greenhouse gases and climate change, which would be mitigated through implementation of 

measures consistent \·Vith the City's Climate Action P!an, as described in Section 3.6. Alternative 

3 would result in the same number of vehicle trips and residential uses as the Project and would 

thus generate comparable greenhouse gas emissions. Mitigation measures identified in Section 

3.6 would be applied to Alternative 3 to ensure consistency with the Climate Action Plan. 

Potential impacts associated with greenhouse gases and climate change would be the 

comparable under both Alternative 3 and the Project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. As described in Section 3.7, construction activities on the 

Project site would require mitigation to address potential impacts associated with v.;e!ls, existing 

septic systems, and potential minor soils contamination associated with past uses of the Project 

site. As described in Section 3.7, potentially significant impacts associated with Project 

construction would be mitigated to less than significant. Alternative 3 would result in a similar 
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pattern of development and the same acreage of disturbance as the Project. Alternative 3 

would have impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials that are comparable to 

the Project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality. Under Alternative 3, development of the Project site would 

comparable to that associated with the Project. The same number of residential uses would be 

generated, a comparable amount of impervious surfaces and associated stormwater runoff 

would be created, and the need for on-site stormwater detention would be comparable. As 

described in Section 3.8, Project implementation has the potential to result in the discharge of 

pollutants into surface waters, would change the existing drainage pattern on the site, and 

would result in increased discharge to the stormwater drainage system. Mitigation has been 

provided in Section 3.8 to reduce these potential impacts to a less than significant level. Under 

the Alternative 3, these potential impacts would be comparable to the Project. 

Noise. As described in Section 3.10, implementation of the Project would result in temporary 

noise impacts associated with Project construction and would introduce new residential uses to 

the Project site and potentially expose these residences to traffic noise levels in excess of the 

City's interior and exterior noise standards. fl--..'1itigaticn provided in Section 3.10 \AJcu!d reduce 

the potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level for both the Project and 

Alternative 3. Comparable impacts would occur associated with exposure of future residences 

on the Project site to exterior and interior traffic noise levels. Under Alternative 3, the setback 

between new residential uses and existing residences to the west would be increased and the 

potentia! for construction noise impacts vJou!d be s!ight!y decreased. Therefore, Alternative 3 
would result in less noise impacts in comparison to the Project. 

Transportation and Circulation. Alternative 3 would result in the same number of vehide trips 
as the Project. Alternative 3 would result in slightly more trips from the Project's access onto 

Waterman Road and slightly fewer trips from the Project's access onto Bond Road. Both the 

Project and Alternative 3 would contribute additional vehicle trips to State Route 99 and 

Interstate 5, both of which experience traffic congestion under existing conditions, and would 

result in a significant and unavoidable impact. Alternative 3 would have traffic irnpacts that are 

comparable to the Project. 

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA requires that an environmentally superior alternative be identified among the alternatives 

that are analyzed in the EIR. If the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior 

alternative, an EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other 

alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2)). The environmentally superior alternative 

is that alternative with the least adverse environmental impacts when compared to the 

proposed project. 

As summarized in Table 5-1 below, Alternative 1 (No Project) is the environmentally superior 

alternative because it provides the greatest reduction of potential impacts in comparison to the 

Project. Since the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, an 
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environmentally superior alternative must be selected between the remammg alternatives 

consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Alternative 2 (Reduced Density and Reconfigured 

Project Alternative) is the environmentally superior alternative, when compared to the Project 

and Alternative 3. 

TABLE 5-1: COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

RNVIRnNMF'NTAI ff;.f:IJE 
ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE2 

AlTERNATIVE::/-
~ .. ···- ···- . ···-' -----' 

NoPRO]Er:r REVISED PROJECT 
---'·-' ····-· 

Reduced in Reduced in Reduced in 
AESTHETICS comparison to the comparison to the Comparison to the 

Project Project Project 

Reduced in Reduced in 
Comparable to the 

AIR QUALITY comparison to the comparison to the 
Project Project 

Proposed Project 

Generally 
comparable to the 

Reduced in Reduced in Proposed Project, 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES comparison to the comparison to the but reduced in 

Project Project association with 
in-.T><>I",.<-" tn h-<><><-" nf ""!' .......... Ul ... ,_,_~ ~· 

local importance 

Reduced in Reduced in 
Comparable to the 

CULTURAL RESOURCES rnmn!:lric:nn tn thP rnmn:::~ric:nn tn thP 
-~···r-· ·~-·· ~- ~··- --···r-· ·--·· ~~ -·- Proposed Project 

Project Project 

Reduced in Reduced in 
Comparable to the 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS comparison to the comparison to the 
Project Project 

Proposed Project 

GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE 
Reduced in Reduced in 

Comparable to the 
comparison to the comparison to the 

CHANGE 
Project Project 

Proposed Project 

Reduced in Reduced in 
Comparable to the 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS comparison to the comparison to the n------..:1 n--•~-.. 
Project Project 

r1 upu~cu r1 UjC\.L 

Reduced in Reduced in 
Comparable to the 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY comparison to the comparison to the 
n-~ ... ~ ... ~...1 n ... ~;.,.,..-

Project Project 
I I V}'U"'<:;U I I UJ!V'- .. 

Reduced in Reduced in Comparable to the 
NOISE comparison to the comparison to the Prnnnet>.-1 Prninrt 

Project Project •• "'t-""'"'"" ..... "'J"'-~ 

Reduced in Reduced in 
Comparable to the 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION comparison to the comparison to the 
Project Project 

Proposed Project 

Best in Better than the 
Better than, but 

comparison to the 
Project terms of 

most comparable 

Overall 
P.roject in terms of overall 

to, the Project in 
overall environmental terms of overall 

environmental environmental 
effects 

effects 
effects 
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INTRODUCTION 1.0 

The City of Elk Grove (City) is the lead agency responsible for the environmental review of the 

proposed Siiverado Viiiage project (Projetij evaluated herein. The California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) requires the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prior to the 

approval of any project that may have a significant impact on the environment 

1.1 PURPOSE AND INTENDED USES OF THE EIR 

CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR A FINAL EIR 

This Final EIR (Final EIR) for the Project has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the State 

CEQA Guidelines. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 requires that a Final EIR consist of the 

following: 

• the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) or a revision of the draft; 

• comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in 

summary; 

• a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; 

• the responses of the lead agency to significant environmental concerns raised in the 

review and consultation process; and 

• any other information added by the lead agency. 

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(a), the Silverado Village Draft EIR 

(September 2013) is incorporated by reference into this Final EIR. 

An EIR must disclose the expected environmental impacts, including impacts that cannot be 

avoided, growth-inducing effects, impacts found not to be significant, and significant cumulative 

impacts, as well as identify mitigation measures and alternatives to the proposed project that 

could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. CEQA requires government agencies to 

consider and, where feasible, rninimlze environmental Impacts of proposed development, and an 

obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social 

factors. 

PURPOSE AND USE 

The City, as the lead agency, has prepared this Final EIR to provide the public and responsible and 

trustee agencies with an objective analysis of the potential environmental impacts resulting from 

adoption and the subsequent implementation of the proposed project~ 

The environmental review process enables interested parties to evaluate the proposed project in 
.a.-~-~ -S :.a.- --··:------.a.-1 - ................ ,, ...... ,.,.. .. + ..... .., ... ., ..... : ... ,.. .,.,..,! ,..,...,.,....,......,..,,..,! ..,....,+h,.,..l,. +.n. ..,lirY>i,...,+..,. n• 
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reduce potential adverse impacts, and to consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the 

project. While CEQA requires that consideration be given to avoiding adverse environmental 

effects, the lead agency must balance adverse environmental effects against other public 

objectives, including the economic and social benefits of a project, in determining whether a 

project should be approved. 

Final EIR- Silverado Village 1.0-1 



1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This EIR will be used as the primary environmental document to evaluate all subsequent planning 

and permitting actions associated with the Project. Subsequent actions that may be associated 

with the Project are identified in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, ofthe Draft EIR. 

1.2 ENVIRONiviENTAL REVIEV'v' PROCESS 

The review and certification process for the EIR involves the following general procedural steps: 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

The City .circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an E!R for the Project on January 25, 2013 to 

trustee and responsible agencies, the State Clearinghouse, and the public. A public scoping 

meeting was held on February 8, 2013 to present the Project description to the public and 

interested agencies, and to receive comments from the public and interested agencies regarding 

the scope of the environmental analysis to be included in the Draft EIR. Concerns raised in 

response to the NOP were considered during preparation of the Draft E!R. The NOP and 

comments provided by interested parties in response to the NOP are presented in Appendix A. 

NOTiCE OF AVAiLABiLiTY AND DRAFT EiR 
The City provided the State Clearinghouse with the Notice of Completion (NOC) and Draft EIR for 

review on September 27, 2013. The City pubiished a public notice of availability (iiOA) for ihe 

Draft EIR on September 27, 2013, inviting comment from the general public, trustee agencies, 

responsible agencies, organizations, and other interested parties. The Draft EIR was available for 

review from September 27 through November 11, 2013. The City's Planning Commission received 

comments on the Draft EIR at its meeting on November 7, 2013. 

The Draft EIR contains a description of the Project, description of the environmental setting, 

identification of project impacts, and mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant, as 

well as an analysis of project alternatives, identification of significant irreversible environmental 

changes, growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts. The Draft EIR identifies issues 

determined to have no impact or a less than significant impact, and provides detailed analysis of 

potentially significant and significant impacts. Comments received in response to the NOP were 

considered in preparing the analysis in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS/FINAL EIR 

The City ieceived oial comments at the Novembei 7, 2013 Planning Commission meeting and 

received 33 comment letters regarding the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088, this Revised Final EIR responds to the written comments received as required by CEQA. 

The Revised Final EIR also contains minor edits to the Draft EIR, which are included in Section 3.0, 

Revisions to the Draft EIR. This document and the Draft EIR, as amended herein, constitute the 

Revised Final EIR. 
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INTRODUCTION 1.0 

CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR/PROJECT CONSIDERATION 

The City will review and consider the Revised Final EIR. If the City finds that the Revised Final EIR is 

"adequate and complete", the City Council may certify the Revised Final EIR in accordance with 

CEQA. Upon review and consideration of the Revised Final EIR, the City Council may take action to 

approve, revise, or reject the Project. A decision to approve the Project, for which this EIR 

identifies significant environmental effects, must be accompanied by written findings in 

accoidance with State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093. A Mitigation Monitoring 

Program would also be adopted in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a) and 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 for mitigation measures that have been incorporated into or 

imposed upon the project to reduce or avoid significant effects on the environment. This 

Mitigation Monitoring Program will be designed to ensure that these measures are carried out 
...1 •• -: ..... ......... : ...... + : ........................ + ... +i ...... : ... "".....,,...,.,... ... .,. +k ... + ;..., ,....., ... .,;,.+.-. ... + ,.,i+h +ho 1:10 
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1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE REVISED FINAL EIR 

This Revised Final EIR has been prepared consistently with Section 15132 of the State CEQA 

Guidelines, which identifies the content requirements for Final EIRs. This Revised Final EIR is 

organized in the following manner: 

CHAPTER 1.0 - INTRODUCTION 

Chapter 1 briefly describes the purpose of the environmental evaluation, identifies the lead, 

agency, summarizes the process associated with preparation and certification of an EIR, identifies 

the content requirements and organization of the Revised Final EIR, and summarizes changes 

made to the Project since the publication of the Draft EIR and the April 2014 Final EIR. 

CHAPTER 2.0 - COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

Chapter 2 provides a list of commentcrs, copies of '.Vritten comments made on the Draft E!R 

(coded for reference), and responses to those written comments. 

CHAPTER 3.0- REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EiR 

Chapter 3.0 consists of minor revisions to the Draft EIR. The revisions to the Draft EIR do not 

provide any significant new information nor do any of the revisions result in substantive changes 

to the Draft EIR. 

1.4 MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The following updates have been made to the proposed project since the Draft E!R \Vas released 

for public review: 

Since reiease of the Draft EiR, the Project has been revised to reduce the totai number of singie 

family lots, provide improved pedestrian circulation, improve the interface between the existing 

\AJaterman Square Apartments and the Project; and provide larger lot sizes in the northern portion 

of Village 2 to improve the transition from the open space lots (Lots C and E) to the Village 2 single 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

family neighborhood. The revisions to the Project are detailed below and shown on Figure 1 

(Revised Tentative Subdivision Map): 

• The number of single family lots has decreased from 660 to 651. Three single family lots were 

removed from Village 2-A and six single family !ots were removed from Village 3. 

• In Village 2-A, Lots 44 thru 59 were widened to widths from 65' to 80' along Silverado Drive to 

provide more landscape space between homes and improve the transition from the Lots C 

and E open space parcels to the single family neighborhood. 

• In Village 2-A, the cul-de-sac south of Lot 27 near Waterman Road was eliminated in favor of 

a stub street to serve Lots 25 and 26, a lot was eliminated to provide Lot GG (a landscape lot 

of 0.15 acres), and a separated sidewalk is added on the north side of 'U Street.' These 

changes provide a landscaped pedestrian "window" and clear connection point between the 

Project and \AJaterman Road in order to improve pedestrian access from the Waterman Road 

and the adjacent Waterman Square Apartments by providing a specific point of access and an 

east-west pedestrian path from the Waterman Road trail west through the Project to access 

the Project's trail system, open space, and park features. 

e The configuration of the !cts and streets in Vi!!age 3 'lias revised to provide additional 20' 

behind Lots 135 thru 139, creating a landscape buffer between the Project and the existing 

Waterman Square Apartments. 

• 'V Lane' was added on the south side of the lodge and clubhouse in Village 3 and 'M Lane' 

V·Jas shifted to the east, as shov·Jn on Figure 1. 

• The mini-park in the southeast area of Village 3 was removed and the north-south connector 

streets on 'E Lane' and 'H Lane' were eliminated to provide a 45' wide landscaped 

paseo/mini-park that provides north-south connectivity to the lodge and clubhouse. A similar 

paseo/mini~park was provided on the blocks to the south of the lodge and clubhouse 

complex. Lots KK and LL were expanded to provide more green space. 

The modifications to the Project decreased the number of single family units from 660 to 651, a 

decrease of nine units. The total number of potential residential units has decreased from 785 

{660 single family units and up to 125 senioi multifamily units) to 776 (651 single family units and 

up to 125 senior multifamily units). There is no change to the proposed number of units 

associated with the lodge. There is no change to the overall footprint and potential area of 

disturbance associated with the Project. 

As shown in Tab!e 1 be!O\AJ, approximately ha!f of the Project site (51.3%) 'Nou!d be developed v·Jith 

three single family neighborhoods (Villages 1-A, 1-B, 2-A. 2-B, and 3), the multifamily lodge, and 

the clubhouse. Approximately 92.9 acres (40.4%) would be dedicated to open space uses, 

including wetland and habitat preservation, drainage detention, and drainage overland flow. The 
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INTRODUCTION 1.0 

Project includes 8.8 acres of parks, trails, and paseos. An additional 5.1 acres would be 

landscaping and landscaped entry lots and 5.5 acres would be roads. The modifications to the 

Project do not change the overall development footprint and would not increase the intensity or 

density of development. The modifications to the Project would not result in any new 

environmental impacts and would not result in any increase in environmental impacts beyond 

those impacts identified in the Draft EIR. The decrease in units from 660 to 651 would result in a 

slight ieduction in environmental impacts associated with traffic, air pollutant emissions, noise, 

and demand for public services and utilities; however, the significance of the impacts presented in 

the Draft EIR would not be changed and no revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary to address the 

changes to the Project. 

Further, the proposed changes to the Project do not require the recirculation of the E!R prior to 

certification as required by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Specifically, the proposed 

changes result in a reduction in single family dwelling units to 651 from 660. The total potential 

dwelling units, including the 125 senior multifamily units, have been reduced from 785 to 

776. This change does not alter the analysis or conclusions made in the EIR as the total 

development has been reduced by nine units from that previously analyzed and the footprint of 

development is the same. No new significant impacts have been identified or new mitigation 

measures been required; the severity of the identified impacts v.1ou!d remain the same as 

previously identified; no new project alternatives or mitigation measures have been identified; and 

the EIR remains adequate and public review and comment have been provided. Therefore, the EIR 

is sufficient to consider the proposed Project and no further analysis is required. 
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INTRODUCTION 1.0 

TABLE 1: LAND USE SUMMARY 

NON-
AVERAGE ACREAGE AS 

ACRES DWELLING RESIDENTIAL 
PROPOSED USE 

(GROSS) UNITS SQUARE 
DENSITY PERCENTAGE 

FEET 
(UNITSi ACRE] OF TOTAL 

Single Family Residential 

Neighborhood 1-A 21.5 99 4.6 

Neighborhood 1-B 8.6 36 4.2 

Neighborhood 2-A 38.8 193 5.0 

Neighborhood 2-B 12.4 62 5.0 

Neighborhood 3 - cottages 31.6 261 7.9 

Open Space 

Wetland Preservation 67.6 

Open Space 9.7 

Detention Area 14.8 

Overland Release 0.6 

Subtotal 92.9 40.4% 
Parks and Trails 

Neighborhood Parks 5.5 4,000 

Traii Corridor 3.1 
Paseos 0.2 

Subtotal 8.8 3.8% 

Landscape and Entries 5.1 2.0% 

Roads 5.5 2.4% 

TOTAL 230 651 single 24,000- 5.65- 100.0% 

family and up 31,700 developed 
to 125 area 

-····=, ... -11 ... IIIWILIIGIIIIIIJ 
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 

2.1 INTRODUCTiON 

No new significant environmental impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (Dii~ft EIR) foi Silveiado Village, Weie iaised during the comment peiiod. 

The City, as lead agency, directed that responses to the Draft EIR comments be prepared. Responses to 

comments received during the comment period do not involve any new significant impacts or 

"significant new information" that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTORS 

Table 2-1 fists the comments on the Draft E!R that \-Vere submitted to the City. The assigned comment 

letter number, letter date, letter author, and affiliation, if presented in the comment letter or if 

representing a public agency, are also listed. 

I II I I ' ' · -1: l.!sr oF 11NIOHS 
I II I I 

' 

RESPONSE 
INDIVIDUAL OR 

LETTER/ 
SIGNATORY 

AFFILIATION DATE 

NUMBER 

A Erick Fredericks California Department of Transportation District #3 November 8, 2013 

B James Herota Central Valley Flood Protection Board November 6, 2013 

c Scott Morgan Governor's Office of Planning and Research November 13, 2013 

D M.C. Dust Department of California Highway Patrol October 16, 2013 

i Betty Waiters Resident November 11, 2013 

2 
Connie Conley, Linda 

Residents November 8, 2013 
Ford 

3 Nick R. Green Citizens Advocating Rational Development (CARD) Undated 

4 Carol McElheney Resident November 8, 2013 

5 Gregory Jones Resident November 12,2013 

6 Jane H. White Resident I November 7, 2013 I 
7 Leo Fassler Resident October 30, 2013 

8 Patrick and Lisa Pelch Resident November 11, 2013 

9 Lynn Wheat Resident November 8, 2013 

<n '··~-lr-•~1.. .. ne n ....... :...l.., .... r 1\Jnuornho .. 11 7n1~ ............................. .., ... _, 
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2.0 COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

T1\B1r2-1: LJsJ 01 CoMMINroRs 

----- -- __ _.. 
INDIVIDUAL OR 

LETTER/ 
SIGNATORY 

AFFILIATION DATE 

NUMBER 

11 Lysa Voight Resident November 12, 2013 

12 Mark White Resident November 1, 2013 

13 Dr. Matthew Dekar Resident November 8, 2013 

14 Nina Stevens Resident November 8, 2013 

15 Ron Hutcheson Resident November 10, 2013 

16 Regina Reichenberg Resident November 9, 2013 

17 Ricardo Rautista Resident November R, 2013 

18 Rose Hernandez Resident November 8, 2013 

19 Sarah johnson Resident November 8, 2013 

20 Sandi Cox Resident November 6, 2013 

21 Seth Stevens Resident November 9, 2013 

22 Meiissa Dekar, M.S. Resident November iO, 2013 

23 Shirley Peters Greater Sheldon Rural Estates Homeowners Association November 11, 2013 

24 Kathy Lee Resident November 11, 2013 

25 Steven M. Lee Resident November 11, 2013 

26 Angee Wangsgard Resident November 11, 2013 

27 David and Robin Cole Residents November 7, 2013 

28 Diana Hutcheson Resident November 7, 2013 

29 Frank R. Young Resident November 7, 2013 

30 Frank Young Resident November 7, 2013 

31 Matthew Dekar Resident November 7, 2013 

32 Mike Gage Resident November 7, 2013 

"" ...... Ir.ey • eLers neSluenL novemuer ~. L.V~J cJ..· 1 n .. D 'A ,. 

34 Mark White Resident November 7, 2013 

35 Nina Stevens Resident November 7, 2013 
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 

I 
I I II I ' 

TARLF 2-1: I~ IS I OJ (UMMI N I OHS 
I ' I II I 

' 
I 

LETTER/ 
INDIVIDUAL OR 

AFFILIATION DATE 

NUMBER 
SIGNATORY 

36 Greg Jones Resident November 7, 2013 

37 An gee Wangsgard Resident November 7, 2013 

38 Rochelle Winewald Resident November 7, 2013 

on u~.o.J...., 1 ~- D-.-:~-~• "'-··-~!-.-- '7 'ln1? J7 n.ou•y u-co;; 1'\'C~IU<OII~ UUV<;IJIUO:::I lo LoU.J....> 

40 Lysa Voight Resident November 7, 2013 

41 Sarah Johnson Resident November 7, 2013 

42 Regina Reichenberg Resident November 7, 2013 

43 Steve Lee Resident November 7, 2013 

Leo Fassler Resident November 7, 2013 

2.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EiR 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that the City, as lead agency, evaluate and respond to all 

comments on the Draft EiR that regard an environmentai issue. The written response must address the 

significant environmental issue raised and provide a detailed response, especially when specific 

comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not accepted. In addition, the 

written response must be a good faith and reasoned analysis. However, lead agencies need only 

respond to significant environmental issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all 

the information requested by the com mentor, as iong as a good faith effort at fuii disciosure is made in 

the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commentors provide detailed comments that focus 

on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible environmental impacts of 

the project and ways to avoid or mitigate the significant effects of the project: and that com mentors 

provide evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect 

shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that revisions to the Draft EIR be noted as a revision 

in the Draft EIR or as a separate section of the Final EIR. Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR identifies all 

revisions to the Draft EIR for Silverado Village. 
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2.0 COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS 

Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses to 
those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding system is 
used: 

• Each letter is lettered (i.e., Letter A) and each comment within each letter is numbered 

(i.e., comment A-1, comment A-2}. 
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 

LETTER A 
STATE OF Ct\L.lfORNJA__c;AIJFORNJASTAJE TRANSPI)R!ATION ,\<IFJiQ'· __________ EJlMillill..(jjiROWNJr Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT )-SACRAMENTO AREA OffiCE 
2379 GATEWAY OAJ<S DRIVE, Sli1Tt 150 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833 
PHONE (916) 27~3' 
FAX (916) 274-0602 
TTY 71! 
www.dot.ca.gov 

November 8, 2013 

Mr. Christopher Jordan 
City of Elk Grove 
8401 Laguna Palms Way 
Elk Grove, CA 95758 

032013-SAC-0141 
03-SAC-99/PM 13.9 
SCH# 201312060 
EGll-046 

Silverado Village Project (EG 11-1146)- Draft Eavlronmental impact Report (DEiR) 

Dear Mr. Jordan: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the Silverado Village Project. The ~-
Project proposes establishment of the Silverado Village special planning area, a tentative subdivision 
map, and rezone to subdivide the project site. The Project will accommodate 660 single family 
residentUU iots on i i5.j acres, 77.3 acres of open space and nature pn:scrvai.iun iUW, up io 5.5 acres I A-1 
ofparl<s, 3.5 acres of landscape entry/corridors, a stonn water detention area of 14.7 acres, and 5.5 
acres of roads. The 230-acre Project site is located in the northwest corner of the intersection of 
Bond Road and Waterman Road in the City of Elk Urove (City) approximately 2.5 miles from State 
Route (SR) 99. The following comments are based on the DEIR. I 
Fair-Shrut! M/ligut/D11 

The DEIR states in Impact 3.12-2: "As previously discussed, bottleneck locations exist on SR 99 and 
1-5 that cause congested conditions (i.e., vehicle speed of 35 miles per hour or less) on these 
facilities nortbbound in the morning and southbound in the evening. The Project would add traffic 
to these commute corridors, which would exacerbate already congested conditions. This is 
considered a significant impact based on the CaJtrans evaluation criteria." 

Ca1La.i1S cuncu.-s \Vith t.atUs statement. 

The DEIR goes on to state in Impact 3.12-2: "To mitigate impacts based on the Caltnms evaluation 
criteria, the Project Applicant should pay its fair-share of the cost for mobility enhancements 
consistent with those identified in the most current version of the State Route 99 & Interstate 5 
CSMP." 

'"Cailrrur$ lmpi'OI'U mobiltzy oXT11U Cailfr;rmtl" 
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2.0 COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

2.0-6 

Mr. jordan/City ofEik Grove 
November 8, 2013 
Page2 

Caltnms agrees that the Project Applicant (Applicant) should pay its fair-shsre costs for mobility 
enhancemeots. Cal!Iarui requests the City and Applicant bonor the terms of the SettlemenJ AgreemenJ 
and Reiease ofAii Ciaims entered into by Caitrans, the City, and Centex Homes. Pursuant to ihe 
Scttlemeot Agreemen4 the Applicant would be required to pay an Interim Regional Roadway Fee of 
$2,500 for each building permit issued for a residential unit in the Project. At such time as the City 
formally adopts a Perm~t Regional Roadway Fee, the Applicant would be required to pay the 
then-current Permanent Regional Roadway Fee. 

Please provide our office with copies of any further actions regarding this project. We would 
appreciate the oppottunity to review and comment on any changes reiated to this dcveiopment. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments or require additional information, please 
conllld Arthur Murray, Intergovernmental Review Coordinator at 916-274-%16 or by email at: 
Arthur.Murray@dot.ca.gov. 

ERIC FREDERICKS, Chief 
Office of Transportation Planning - Soulh 

c: Scott Morgan, State Clewinghouse 
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Letter A 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 

Eric Fredericks, California Department of Transportation District 
#3 

Response A·l: The com mentor makes introductory remarks and summarizes the Project components. 

The commentor's specific comments regarding the Project are addressed under Responses A-2 

and A-3 below. 

Response A-2: The com mentor quotes a portion of the discussion provided under Impact 3.12-2 of the 

Draft EIR, which identifies that the Project would result in a significant impact associated with 

traffic conditions on SR 99 and 1-5. The com mentor concurs with the statement. The comment 

is noted and no response is necessary. 

Response A-3: The com mentor quotes a statement from the Draft EIR regarding payment of the 

Project's fair-share of the cost for mobility enhancements identified in the SR 99 and 1-5 CSMP. 

The commentor agrees that the Project should pay its fair-share of the cost for mobility 

enhancements and requests that the City and Project Applicant honor the terms of the 

Settlement Agreement and Release of All Claims (Settlement Agreement) entered into by the 

City, Caltrans, and Centex Homes. VVhile this comment does not address the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR, the following revisions are made to pages 3.12-15 and 3.12-16 of the Draft EIR 

regarding the Settlement Agreement: 

"Impact 3.12-2: Potential to conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or 
poiicy estabiishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system: Freeways. (Significant and Unavoidable) 
As previously discussed, bottleneck locations exist on SR 99 and !-5 that cause congested conditions 
(i.e., vehicle speed of 35 miles per hour or less) on these facilities northbound in the morning and 
southbound in the evening. The Project would add traffic to these commute corridors, which would 
exacerbate aiready congested conditions. 

This is considered a significant impact based on the Caltrans evaluation criteria. However, this 
wouid not be an impact based on the City of Elk Grove evaluation criteria, since the Project would 
add less than 500 vehicle trips per day to SR 99, which would not increase the volume to capacity 
ratio by 0.05 or more or increase the volume on SR 99 by more than 5 percent. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

To mitigate impacts based on the Caltrans evaluation criteria, the Project Applicant should pay its 
fair-share of the cost for mobility enhancements consistent with those identified in the most 
current version of the State Route 99 & Interstate 5 CSMP. Table 13 of the CSMP identifies that the 
construction of bus/carpool lanes on 1-5 from US 50 to Elk Grove Boulevard is fully funded. Another 
improvement that would improve SR 99, and potentially 1-5, operations is construction of carpool 
lanes on 1-5 from Elk Grove to the San Joaquin County line; this is identified as a visionary project in 
Table 14 of the CSMP with no estimate of cost or identified method of funding. The CSMP does not 
identify capital projects in either Table 13 or 14 to add additional lanes or other improvements on 
SR 99 in the vicinity of the City that would improve the existing and planned congested conditions. 
Construction and implementation of necessaiy impiovements is uncertain because the 
implementation of such improvements is outside of the City's jurisdiction. While implementation 
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2.0 COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

of capital and operational mobility enhancements would lessen the significant impact associated 
with 1-5 and SR 99, there is not an enforceable fee program that has been adopted by Caltrans and 
there is no mechanism in place to collect adequate funds for the improvements and ensure that the 
funds are used to construct the necessary improvements. Consequently, the mitigation is not 
feasible. 

In addition, even with implementation of capital and operational mobility enhancements, some 
impacts would still remain significant because acceptable levels of service will not be achieved as 
indicated by the Concept LOS on SR 99 and 1-5, which is LOS F in the study area. 

Successful implementation of some of the proposed improvements identified in the CSMP will 
require the cooperation of third party agencies (Caltrans, Sacramento, County, or City of 
Sacramento) over which Elk Grove has no control. For this latter reason, Elk Grove is conservatively 
acknowledging the possibility that, despite its own commitment to work with Ca!trans, mutua!!y 
acceptable accommodation may not be reached. 

The Proiect is subiect to the Settlement Agreement and Release of A!! Claims !Settlement 
Agreement) entered into by Caltrans. the City. and Centex Homes. Pursuant to the Settlement 
Agreement. the Project is required to pay an Interim Regional Roadway Fee of $2.500 for each 
building permit issued for a residential unit in the Proiect. The interim Regional Roadway Fee will 

be collected until the Citv formally adopts a Permanent Regional Roadway Fee (Permanent Feel or 
until all residential building permits have been issued for the Project. whichever occurs first. 

The Interim Regional Roadway Fee will be used to fund designated regional traffic improvements to 
the State highway system. as agreed upon by the City and Caltrans. At this time, no specific 
improvements have been identified nor has the timing for any improvements been identified. 
Payment of the Interim Regional Roadway Fee would assist in reducing the Project's impacts to the 
State highway system by contributing towards improvements to SR 99 and/or 1-5. However. since 
there is no nexus between the fee and the specific impacts of the Project and because no specific 
improvements or timing of improvements have been identified, the Interim Regional Roadway Fee 
wnufrl nnt rPrlurP imnactc;: to lese;: than c;.ignifirant 

With regard to fair-share contributions. such as the Interim Regional Roadway Fee, the fair-share 
fee can nnlv be considered feac;:ible mitigation if the learl ;u?encv has c;:ufficient eviriPnrP in thP 
record to find that the fee program is sufficiently certain and can be implemented over a defined 
period of time. As neither the City nor Caltrans have a program to implement mitigation or 
improvements that would be applicable to the Proiect. no fair-share mitigation is feasible for the 

Project. Moreover. there is no evidence that Caltrans has any duty to construct the mitigation 
improvements that would fully mitigate potential impacts associated with the Project. or that it has 
made a definite commitment regarding the timing of the implementation of such improvements. 

As there is no mechanism to implement the improvements identified in the CSMP. as previously 
discussed. and as the specific improvements and timing of improvements that would be funded 
through the Interim Regional Roadway Fee funds have not yet been identified SY€1>, this impact is 
considered significant and unavoidable, and as described above, there is no feasible mitigation 
available to the City to reduce this impact to a less than significant level." 

Response A-4: The com mentor makes closing remarks and provides contact information. The 

comment is noted and no response is necessary. 
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LETIER B 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA- CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY 

~Ct.rTDAI \I AI I CV Cl 1'\1"\.n DDt"\TC::l"Tit"\1.1 D.r"\ADn __ I .. II"' .. Yr'\--~ I I ----I ''""'·--I·-·· __ ,,,_ 
3310 Et Camino Ave .. Rm. 151 
SACRAMENTO. CA 95821 
(916) 57of.{)6()9 FAX: (916) 574-0682 
PERMITS: {916) 574-2380 FAX: (916) 574-06&2 

November 6, 2013 

Mr. Christopher Jordan 
City of Elk Grove 
8401 Laguna Palms Way 
Elk Grove, California 95758 

Subject: Silverado Village CEG-11..046) 
SCH Number: 2013012060 
Document Type: Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Jordan: 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOVERNOR 

RECEIVED 

NOV ll 
CIT'Y Of ElK GROVE 

PI.ANNINQ • 

Staff of the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (Board) has reviewed the subject document I 
and provides the following comments: I 
The proposed project is located adjacent to or within Laguna Creek and Morrison Creek which 
are under thP.. turig,dictioo of the Central Va\lev Flood Protection Board. The Board is reauired to B-1 
enforce standiirds for the construCtion. maintenance and protection of adopted flood control I -
plans that will protect public lands from floods. The jurisdiction of the Board includes the 
Central Valley, including all tributaries and distributaries of the Sacramento River, the San 
~~~;~~ ~:ver, and designated f!oodways (Tit!e 23 Ca!ffomia Code of Regulations (CCR). I 

Board staff has reviewed the subject document showing potential adverse impacts to Laguna 1 

Creek. According to page, ES-25, "Mitigation Measure 3.8-1: Prior to approval of grading and I 
improvement plans for the lots in Village 1-A that are served by the Bond Road Trunk 
Drainage System, the Project Appiicani shaii enter into an agreement wiih ihe Ciiy to I 
fund the fair-share cost for the incremental increase in the Bond Road Trunk Drainage 
system that needed to accommodate the Project. The incremental increase shall be 
calculated based on any additionalamount above the previ()usly identifie~ upsizina 
reqUired for the Bond Road Trunk Drainage system In the City's Master Dra1nage Plan.l 
The agreement shall identify the timing for the drainage system improvements and shall 
require that no building permits be issued for the Lots in Village 1-A that are served by B-2 
the Bond Road Trunk Drainage System Improvements until such improvements have 
been completed." - I 

Drainage System Improvements and drainage within the Laguna Creek and Morrison Creek 
shoutd be mitigated and are subject to Board permit requirements. 

A Board permit is required prior to starting the work within the Board's jurisdiction for the 
following: I 

o The placement, construction, reconstruction, removal, or abandonment of any I 
landscaping, culvert, bridge, condu~. fence, projection. fill, embankment, building, 

~~~c,!~~~:_o_b!:!~~~~;-~~:~C:~~h,~:.":~.~~~~a~~?~~!_h::_f!~~~~~:.~~ ~~~~.?.!.~e__g:~tion, 
CIIIU c:lll'f IICJJi;:llll Ul IIICIIIUICIICIII'-'C \II(:U IIIVVIYC;:t "'UUIII~ "'""' liiC IQYGIC \'-''"''' VIIOI ... liVII ... ,, I 
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Mr. Christopher Jordan 
November 6, 2013 
Page 2 of3 

• E,cistino structures that orMata oermittino or where it is m~r.P.~.:;.arv to A!;.tahlis.h the I 
Conditions normally imposed~ by penniliing. The circumstSn~s~incl~detiilise-where I 
responsibility for the encroachment has not been clearly established or ownership and 
use have been revised (CCR Section 6); 

• Vegetation plantings will require the submission of detailed design drawings; I 
identification of vegetation type; plant and tree names (i.e. common name and scientific 

~~~e~ t~:! ~~~:ee~~i~~~c~~r!: ~:~~~J:c:;~:~~~;:!~~~:;:~~~:U~~ iZ:~~!g~ment 

1 

B~2 
plan for maintenance to prevent the interference with flood control, levee maintenance, 
inspection, and flood fight procedures (CCR Section 131). 

Vegetation requirements in accordance with Title 23, Section 131 (c) states "Vegetation must 
not interfere with the integrity of the adopted plan of flood control, or interfere wtth 
maintenance, inspection. and flood fight procedures." 

The accumulation and establishment of woody vegetation that is not managed has a negative 
impact on channel capacity and increases the potential for levee over-topping. When a 
channel develops vegetation that then becomes habttat for wildlife, maintenance to initial 
baseline conditions becomes more difficult as the removal of vegetative growth is subject to 
federal and State agency requirements for on-stte mitigation wtthin the floodway. 

~J~;flu~~~~f,'l~~r in~~~~~li~~d;~~~~ :,.u,.~~u~~~~~~~~e~~j:u~t,:rd~rt~~~~~ ~::!~i~-;,route I 
measures for channel and levee improvements and maintenance to prevent and/or reduce I B-3 
hydraulic impacts. Off-site mitigation outside of the State Plan of Flood Control should be used 
when mitigating for vegetation removed within the project location. 

The permit application and Title 23 CCR can be found on the Central Valley Flood Protection I 
Board's website at http://www.cvfpb.ca.gov/. Contact your local, federal and State agencies, 
as other penn its may apply. 

The Board's jurisdiction, including all tributaries and distributaries of the Sacramento River and I B-4 
the San Joaquin River, and designated floodways can be viewed on the Central Valley Flood 
Protection Board's website at http://gis.bam.water.ca.gov/bam/. 

If you have any questions, please contact me by phone at (9t6) 574-0651, or via email at I 
jherota@water.ca.gov . 

. ~ 
~:~,c. 

""' james Heroia 
Senior Environmental Scientist 
Projects and Environmental Branch 

cc: Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street. Room 121 
Sacramento, California 95814 
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Letter B )ames Herota, Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) 
Response B-1: The com mentor makes introductory remarks, identifies the location of the Project, and 

identifies the jurisdiction of the commenting agency. The commentor's specific comments 

regarding the Project are addressed under Responses B-2 and B-3 below. 

Response B-2: The com mentor quotes Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 from page ES-25 of the Draft EIR and 

states that drainage system improvements and drainage within Laguna Creek and Morrison 

Creek should be mitigated and are subject to CVFPB permit requirements. The commentor 

describes the area under CVFPB jurisdiction as established by Title 23 California Code of 

Regulations (CCR) Section 2. The commentor identifies activities for which a CVFPB permit is 

required, describes vegetation requirements in accordance with Title 23, CCR Section 131, and 

describes potentiai adverse consequences associated with unmanaged woody vegetation. 

It should be noted that the com mentor does not quote the full language of Title 23 CCR Section 

6(a), which reads as follows "Every proposal or plan of work, including the placement, 

construction, reconstruction, removal, or abandonment of any landscaping, culvert, bridge, 

conduit, fence, piojection, fill, embankment, building, structure, obstruction, encroachment or 

works of any kind, and including the planting, excavation, or removal of vegetation, and any 

repair or maintenance that involves cutting into the levee, wholly or in part within any area for 

which there is an adopted plan of flood control, must be approved by the board prior to 

commencement of work." (italics added) As shown by the italicized portion of the quote, 

CVFPB approval is only required for the referenced types of work that are wholly or in part 

within any area for which there is an adopted plan of flood control. 

The Project is located outside of the State Plan of Flood Control Planning Area and is also 

located outside of the Systemwide Planning Area (Central Valley Flood Protection Plan, 2012). 

The portion of the Project site proposed for development is mostly tributary to Whitehouse 

Creek; a small area is tributary to Laguna Creek as described under Impact 3.8-4. As described 

under Impact 3.8-4 on pages 3.8-21 through 3.8-23 of the Draft EIR, the Project would make 

improvements to the on-site central drainage basin, associated berms, and areas within the 

Whitehouse Creek stream zone in order to accommodate Project drainage in the Project areas 

tributary to Whitehouse Creek. It is noted that Whitehouse Creek is tributary to Laguna Creek. 

The Project's drainage facilities wou!d be maintained consistent with the California Regional 

Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region Section 401 Permit for the Project site which 

requires that the Project provide for the post-construction maintenance of the Project's 

drainage facilities through a legally enforceable mechanism. This post-construction 

maintenance would ensure management of woody vegetation within the Project's drainage 

facilities. 

The portion of the Project that is tributary to Laguna Creek would be served by the City's storm 

drainage system and would discharge into the Bond Road drainage system. The Project does 
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not propose any improvements or modifications to Laguna Creek. The Draft EIR identifies 

Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 to ensure there are adequate drainage improvements to serve the 

Project for the portion of the Project that is tributary to Laguna Creek. The Draft EIR concludes 

that the Project would alter the existing drainage system but would not result in flooding. The 

Draft EIR further concludes that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 would reduce 

potential impacts to the existing drainage pattern to less than significant. 

The comment does not specifically comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is 

noted and no revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response B-3: The com mentor describes potential effects of hydraulic impacts and recommends that 

the Project include mitigation measures for channel and levee improvements and maintenance 

to prevent and/or reduce hydraulic impacts. The commenter recommends that off-site 

mitigation outside of the State Plan of Flood Control should be used when mitigating for 

vegetation removed within the Project location. The Project is not within a State Plan of Flood 

Control and does not affect the channel and levee improvements that are under the jurisdiction 

of the CVFPB. A Preliminarj _Drainage Study that addresses potential impacts associated 'vVith 

flood flows and drainage has been prepared for the Project. The Project includes drainage 

facilities, including improvements to the on-site pond and berms, to address flood flows (see 

Impact 3.8-4 on pages 3.8-21 through 3.8-23 of the Draft EIR). As described under Impact 3.8-

4, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 would ensure that potential impacts to the 

existing drainage pattern are less than significant. Potential impacts associated with 

sedimentation and erosion would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation 

Measures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2 as discussed under Impacts 3.8.1 and 3.8-2 on pages 3.8-17 through 

3.8-20 of the Draft EIR. The Project is located outside of the State Plan of Flood Control and 

thus will not encroach on facilities within the State Plan of Flood Control. A Drainage Study was 

prepared for the Project to address potential flooding, storm drainage, and water quality 

impacts; the Drainage Study is located at Appendix D of the Draft EIR. The comment does not 

address the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR nor does it address the analysis of 

potential impacts associated with hydrology and water quality described in Section 3.8 of the 

Draft EiR. The comment is noted and no revision to the Draft fiR is necessary. 

Response B-4: The commentor provides links to on-line information regarding the CVFPB permit 

application, Title 23 CCR, and area of the CVFPB's jurisdiction. The commentor provides 

contact information. The comment is noted. 
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LETTER C 
SlATE OF CALIFORf~!A 

Go"crnor'E Offit;e <•f Planning and Rcsc:arch 

SLcJt~ Cle;ttinghous(~ aJHI Planning Unit 
l~dtnUTHl G. Hro\\'f\ II 

liuvt"n]ll1 

Chri~topher Jordan 
City of Elk Grove 
84(JI l..a!!una l'ahiL~ Wwy 
Elk Gmv~. CA 9575!1 

Subject: Silverado Villllgc (EG-li·O·l6) 
S.CIIit: 201Jo!201i0 

Dear Chriswphcr Jordan: 

RECEIVED 

NOV 18 2013 
CITY OF ELK GROVE 

PLA ... ~NI,..JG 

'llw Stntc C/euringhousc submitted the a~m·c named Ora(! EIR to st.:lcctcd ~late agencies for review. On 
the ¢nc.lo~d Documcl\\ Ottails Rt:fl'\lli pleas~ nU\1:" lh'i!\ thl! C\e;winghousc has listed the slatc 01~enc.ic~ th<tl 
reviev.ed yt1ur dt1cumcm. lite review period ciosed on ~·uvcuil.iei i2. ZG/3, iind ihc ._-\HHHicfii.s {,·y;m ;,';;; 
responding agency (ies) i~ {arc) end used. lflhh comnu!nl padmgc is not in ordc:r, plca.sc nolify !he S.!mt• 
Clearinghouse immediately. !•kasc rcf.::r ro the project's ICtHiigit Stnte Clc<~ringhuuse numher in future 
currcspondcnce so that we mi\y rcsrumd rwmptly. 

Ple..1.!>l' n01e that Section 21104(C') llfthe ('aHforniil Public Rt!sources Cudt: ~Latc.s that 

"A rcsponsihJe or othet publi<: agency shnll only mnkt• substunti\'e ronunents regurding tlwsc 
ac!!vit!t·~ involvcJ in a project which arc within 0111 area or cxpenir.c oftht" ngcncy or which urc 
required 10 be carried out nr cppn.wcd by the agency. Those comments !>hill! be supponcd hy 
specitic doctunentation." 

These cummcms ate forwarded for nse in prcpcring y<1ur final ~:nviwnmental document. Should ynu need 
more infonnatinn or t::larilicutinn of the c:nclo~d CC1111mcnts, we recotmnend !hal you contact the 
commt'llting agency directly. 

'Otis left~r acknowledge~ !hat you have. C{ltnplied wilh tht: State Clearinghouse n:vie,~· requirements for 
draft cnvironmcn1al duculllcnll, pursuant to :he t.:atifomia Environment;1i Quaiily Act. Picuse conu1ci !iu.• 
Slate Clcuringhou.sc at (916) 445·0613 if you htl\'e any questions tcgJirding the envitonmcntal review 
proc~ss. 

S:wii Mn;gan 
Dircctot~ State Clearinghouse 

Enc!n5t!res 
cc: R~:-"i.\\Un:.~ Ag~ncy 

Witt 'i'i-:NTii s-nu:ET i'.O. 11'..l" i1U·ioi Sf\CRAME'NTO, G.t..i.iiiOitNiA tiiifli2·.iH·i1 
Tgl. (U!Ii) of4t,·ltf:i3 VA.\ I!IHI) 3~:\.:IOlll Wl''w.~>pr.cR~;•.v 
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

SCHI 
Project Tille 

Lead Agency 

2013012060 

Oocume"t Details Report 
State.Ciearingilouse_Data Base 

Silverado Village (EG-11-046) 
Elk Grove, Crty of 

Type EIR Draft EIR 

O~scrfptj~~ The Proj~ pm~~~JJ ~ 230-<lcr~ r~sid~!"!Ua! comm<Jni!y !oc~ted I"!Or!!'l of Bor!d Rood imd west of 
Waterman Road. The Project proposes 660 single family units. up to 125 lndependent/asslsted 
hvinglmemory care unlls. a community clubhouse. an 11.4-acre park and trall system. 93.7 acres of 
open space, including a 68.1-acre wetland preservation area and 14.7 acre detention basin, and 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name Christopher Jordan 

Aga;;cy Chy of Elk Grova 
Phone 916 478 2222 
email 

Addruu 6401 Laguna Palms Way 

Project LocaUon 
County 

Region 
Cross Streets 

Let/Long 
~rr:e!Na. 

Sacramento 

Bond Road and Waterman Road 
39• 25' 35 sa· N' 121· 21· 2s.er w 

Fax 

S~h:' CA Z!p 95758 

Township 7N Range 6E Section 30 Base MDB&M 

Proximity to: 
Highways 

Alrpotts 
Railways 

Watei'Wily.s 
S;;t;;:;;oJo 

Land Use 

Projer:t Issues 

No 
UPRR 
Whitehouse Creek and Laguna Creek 
EGUSD 
GP: Commerclai/Offlce.lrv1utlifamny, Low Density Residential, and Rural Residential: 
Z: R0-2, R0-4, R0-5, R0-5(F), and 0 

Aesthelic:Msual; Air Quality; Arehaeologie-l"ilstonc; Biological Resources; Drainage/Absorption; Flood 
Plain/Flooding; Geologlc:ISeismic; Noise; Public Services; Recreation/Parks: SchoolsiUniversities; 
Septic Syslem: Sewer Capacity; Soil EroslonfCompaction/Grading: SoJid Waste; Toxic/Hazan:lous; 
Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Growth lnd1.1cing; 
Landuse; Cumulative Effects 

Reviewing Resources Agency,' Departmem of Fish and WJidllfe. Regjon 2; Department of Parks and Recreation: 
Agoncles DepMrne'll of Water Re$ovrc~-'1o: C~lifornia Highway P~!ro!; Callr~na., District 3 S; Region;;~l W<~!er 

OuaH!y Control Bd., Region 5 (Sacramento); Na11ve ArneTican Heritage Commission; Public Ulilitie& 
CommiSsion; Central Valle~ Flood Protection Board 

Date Received 09/2712013 Srsrr of Review 0912712013 EndofReview 11/1212013 

Nolo; Blanks in data fields result !rom insutf~enllnformation provided by lead agency. 
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Scott Morgan, Governor's Office of Planning and Research State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Response C-1: The com mentor states that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR to selected 

state agencies for review. The commentor states that comments from the responding 

agencies are enclosed. The enclosed letter from the California Highway Patrol (Letter D) is 

addressed in the responses to Letter D. 

The commentor indicates that the City has complied with State Clearinghouse review 

requirements for draft environmental documents. The commentor makes closing remarks and 

provides their contact information. The comment does not identify any issues related to the 

adequacy oft he Draft EIR. This comment is noted. 
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State of CaUfomia 

Memorandum 

Date: October 16, 2013 

LETTER D 
(\<""iF
Ii/{2.1t3 

Transportation Agency 

RE· · 
I ·-.CEIVl=r. 

- . -~-· 
UCJ ;; ,, ~u·:· .o ... 1,) 

To: State Clearing House 
Sl:Ji TE CLEARIIVG H · 

0USE 

From: 

... , - .. , 
I"IIC: l'IU •• 

Suhject: 

UEI' ARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL 
South Sacramento Area 

"''C"'' !"''"''l\L l"''l111\ 
.:.J.:..I.:.17U.I0:.717 

iiNVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT SCH#20!3012060 

The CalifOrnia Highway Patrol South Sacramento Area has reviewed the above noted Environmental 
Impact Report. ·rhis project includes the deveiopment of a 230-acre housing community. 
Sptcifically. three village type residential communities located north of Bond Road and west of 
Waterman Road that consist of 660 single family units and up to 125 independent/assisted 
living/memory care units. 

Although this project primarily falls within the city limits of Elk Grove. the freeways and roadways 
of Sacramento County will be greatly impacted. With the gro\\.1h of the housing communities, 
popuiation wiii increase resuiting in addiiimial vchides Oil ihc freeway us well as city and coun:y 
streets. Additionally, in the proposed documentation, the project will have a significant and 
unavoidable impact on transportation and circulation. Due to the location of the project, (State 
Route 99, Interstate 5, State Route 16, and the unincorporated main thoroughfares) truffic congestion 
enforcement responsibilities will ultimately fall under the juri$Ciiction of the California Highway 
Patrol. 

The freeways a;;d ;oadways of the South Sucmmcntn J\rcu \.vii! be considemb!y imp!:lc!ed by the 
increase in housing communities, population, and vehicles on the freeway as well as county 
roadways. Although CHP will experience a minor reduction in roadway responsibility. the increase 
in traffic will cause changes in traffic congestion pauen1s which will result in extended emergency 
response times and additional enforcement demands on freeways (on and otrramps). Therefore. this 
project would significantly impact lhr CHP South Sacramento Area opera!ions. 

!f ym.l have any ques1ion:-;, please call Lieutena!H Elaine Wallace ~H (916) MU ·2300. 

M. C. uus·r. Captain 
Commander 

cc: Valley Division 
Office of Special Projects 

CHPS!Wf'(Riro 11-«!')0PI016 
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M.C. Dust, Captain, Department of California Highway Patrol 
(CHP) South Sacramento Area 

Response 0-1: The com mentor indicates that they have reviewed the Project and provides a brief 

summary of the Project. The comment is noted. 

Response 0-2: The commenter indicates that the freeways and roads of Sacramento County will be 

greatly impacted by the population increase resulting in additional vehicles on the freeways 

and streets. The commenter notes that the Project will have a significant and unavoidable 

impact on transportation and circulation; this is consistent with the discussion presented under 

Impact 3.12-2 in Section 3.12 ofthe Draft EIR. 

The commenter notes that due to the location of the Project, traffic congestion enforcement 

responsibilities will ultimately fall under the jurisdiction of the CHP. It should be noted that the 

Project is located in the City of Elk Grove and the City's Police Department will have jurisdiction 

over Project traffic occurring on local City streets. The comment does not address the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is required. 

Response 0-3: The commenter states that the freeways and roadways of the South Sacramento Area 

will be considerably impacted by the increase in housing communities, population, and vehicles 

on the freeway as well as County roadways. The commenter notes that the CHP will experience 

a minor reduction in roadway responsibility, but the change in traffic congestion patterns will 

result in extended emergency response times and additional enforcement demands on 

freeways, including on and off ramps. The commentor concludes that the Project would 

significantly impact CHP operations. 

Impacts associated with transportation and circulation are addressed in Section 3.12 of the 

nrillft FIR ThP PrniPrt wnulrl nnt result in a c:han~ZP. in traffic contzestion oatterns. but would ---------- -------~----------------------------- ... - - ---- .... -- . ,--

add additional traffic to existing congested conditions as described under Impact 3.12-2. While 

the commentor concludes there will be a significant impact to the CHP, the commentor does 

not describe the impact. No substantial adverse physical impact to the environment is 

anticipated in association with the provision of public services, including law enforcement. 

Potential impacts to the environment associated with public services are addressed in Section 

3.11 of the Draft EIR. While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is 

noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 
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Ncwcmbcr II. 2013 

City of Eik (jrovc 
Plannin~ lkparlment 
X41ll Laguna Palms Dr. 
Elk Grove. CA 9575N 

LEITER 1 

RE: Projc:(:t #201 :\011:060 Silwradt1 Bond Rd (tl) Wntcnnun Row.J 

l'lunning Commis:.:ion: 

I'm u rdativdy nt.:w rcsidcmufthc Quaill{anch Estah..·s development which hnrJcr:-; th~..• \\CSI 

side nfthis pwpn~cd development. wh ... n 1 hought my home. which had:~ up to this open srm..:c. 
I was told that the land was prntcc.:tc.·d from dc.'\'dopmcnt as a wih.llil\' preserve. With ollthc 
wildlift: anJ hinJ.> th:n J st:t: every day that Uf;C this lund ll1r nesting and !~\raging. I figured it must 
he true. Now. I ..:umc.· to find outthm u developer wants to huild ovl.'r 7!<0 rt~sid..:nccs un the J:md 

indut!ing righl up Jgainst my prop•.:rty, 

I alsu undcrstaud they wmll a pmk. which I '"'ttuld love to have ncar, hut they want to place il in 
an area n<.trth of development where it is secluded and unable tn hmiSl' re:-aworns as sewer lines 
an: unuvailahlc. It will ulsu likely draw crimt: tn thl' arcu dul..! lO its scciusiun. Why isn't the park 
eentrally lo<;atcd ~o that all residents in the area c:m enjoy it? The pnrk is nwr a qunrtcr mile 
walk from thl." ovcr-5; hnusing,lurgcly negating the uhilily oft he cldt:rly to enjoy it. Pkase huvc 
!h~ (_kvclopl'f r~c,,nsidr,;r this rlaccmcnt :.tnd have the ptlrl\ placed in the center of the 
dl·vclopmcnt so that all can enjoy the tlf'l'll spncc ttnd children plnying. 

It has been hr<mght to my atlcntiun thut llom.ling from hc<IV)' minlitll may be of concern. As my 
pmperty imcks up hl thc project siic. i um worried ahout where ail nf ihc winh.:r \\'akr wiH he 
stored and diwrted. My street is cum:ntly within thl' I OOMycar !lood pin in. meaning my home is 
just ahovc that. This is n serious concL~rn !hat net:d~ to bL· :1ddressctl fully :md n:ctilied. 
Truftic is nlso a prohlcm. AdLiing anuthcr 7KO rc:-oidcn.:cs puts wclluver 1.1 tJ(} mnrc vehicles on 
Bond and Wah:nnunlhmds 1.111d th1..· highway:-; every day. Kids gning. to school. parents tmvcling 
tu work. alltluring rush hours. worsens an already unncccptablc .:ummuh: on these roads. 
f undcr:;;tand thut n .. less density'' oplhm h~1s h1."Cil prttp11S(:d. !;or all cont'crnL'd. plt.•asc study thi:
upiion dusdy. n.:ducilig ihc housing lu jusi 110 litiiliC siics ni<l.k6 !i.Ji a much mom; UCCi:ptahk 
prujcct. The e-nvironmental impacts on wildlife should nl~t> he greatly dimini:;hcd with n::dw.:cd 

density. 

I have u great oak tree in my bm.:kym1i that I believe is targeted ti.tr removal. One reason I 
ptm:lmS\."<1 this home was !he hcauritiJI scuing :md uutd,,or spUL'C my backyurd 
provides. Removing my tr~e is quite simply UJ)ac.:ct.•pltlblc to me. 

I . 
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Letter to Planning Commission RE: Project #20D012060 

The Quail Ranch leaders have also negotiated severn! irnpon.unt tenus that are crucial to our I 
quality of life and 1 request thut these itenlS be placed in th1.~ linal EIR as .. mitigation measures" 1-6 
to assure that they protect us against futur~ dt:vclopcrs and thdr possibly ditl'ering plans. I 
Thank you, 

·~~zd&~ 
9214 Quuil Tcmtcc Way 
Elk Grove. CA 951>24 
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Letter 1 Betty Walters 
Response 1-1: The commentor states that when they purchased their home, they were to!d that the 

land (Project site) bordering their home was protected from development as a wildlife preserve 

and that they have found out a developer wants to build over 780 residences on the land 

including right up against their property. No portion of the Project site is a wildlife preserve; 

the General Plan designates the Project site for low density residential, rural residential, and 

commercial/office/multifamily uses. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR. 

Response 1-2: The commenter indicates that the Project would place the park in an area north of the 

development where it is secluded and unable to house restrooms as sewer lines are 

unavaiiabie. The com mentor states their beiiefthat the park wouid draw crime to the area due 

to its seclusion and questions why the park is not centrally located so that all residents in the 

area can enjoy it, noting that the park is over a quarter-mile wa!k from the over-55 housing. 

The commenter requests that the placement of the park be reconsidered and placed in the 

center of the development. 

It should be noted homes proposed on A Street are across the street from the park site 

proposed on Lot G will have views of the park site. Potential physical impacts to the 

environment that are associated with public services are addressed in Section 3.11 of the Draft 

EIR. The park proposed on Lot G has the potential to be served by either the public sewer 

system or alternative wastewater disposal, as discussed under Impact 3.5-5 in Section 3.5 of 

the Draft EIR. While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted 

for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 1-3: The com mentor identifies concerns with flooding, including where winter water will be 

stored and diverted. The commentor indicates that their street is within the 100-year 

floodplain. While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the following 

discussion identifies the sections of the Draft EiR that address the com mentor's concerns. 

The Project includes facilities to store and convey stormwater, including a 14.8-acre detention 

basin and 0.6-acre overland release area, as described on page 2.0-7 of Chapter 2.0, Project 

Description. The proposed detention basin, water quality separation berms, and overland 

release area are shown on Figure 3.8-4. 

Potential alterations to the existing drainage pattern, including the 100-year floodplain, are 

addressed under impact 3.8-4 on pages 3.8-2i through 3.8-23 of the Draft EiR. The analysis 

provided for Impact 3.8-4 describes the proposed drainage for Project areas tributary to 

Whitehouse Creek and Project areas tributary to laguna Creek. As described under Impact 3.8-

4, drainage from Project areas tributary to Whitehouse Creek would be directed to the existing 

main central detention basin, which overflows during large storm events under existing 

conditions. The Project would reconstruct the berms around the central drainage basin in 
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order to increase the basin's flood storage capacity. The Project would result in a decrease 

from 217 cubic feet per second of peak discharge during a 100-year flood event to a peak 

discharge rate of 192.5 cubic feet per second. The Project would not result in an increase in 

off-site flows during a 100-year flood event. Drainage from the area of the Project site that is 

tributary to Bond Road would be directed to the City's storm water system and would be 

conveyed via the Bond Road Trunk pipe to laguna Creek, as described under Impact 3.8-4. 

Drainage from the portion of the Project site that is tributary to laguna Creek would not result 

in increased stormwater runoff to the neighborhoods and development bordering the Project 

site. 

Response 1-4: The com mentor states that traffic is a problem and that 780 residences puts over 1,100 

more vehicles on Bond and Waterman Roads. The commentor identifies that trips during rush 

hours will worsen an unacceptable commute. Impacts to the transportation and circulation 

system are discussed under Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR. 

The commentor states their understanding that a "less density" option has been proposed and 

requests that this option be studied closely and also notes that environmental impacts on 

wildlife should be greatly diminished with reduced density. This comment does not address the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 1-5: The com mentor indicates that the oak tree in their backyard is targeted for removal and 

that removing the tree is unacceptable. While this comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR, it is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 1-6: The commentor indicates that the Quai! Ranch leaders have negotiated several 

important terms that are crucial to their quality of life and requests that the items be placed in 

the Final EIR as mitigation measures. 

Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the Draft EIR evaluates the Project's potential to result 

in adverse physical impacts to the environment. Where the Project has the potential to result 

in an adverse physical impact, the Draft EIR identifies mitigation that could reduce the 

environmental impact (see Sections 3.1 through 4.0 of the Draft EIR). The com mentor does not 

identify any specific mitigation measures or terms to be considered for inclusion in the Draft 

EIR. The com mentor also does not identify any environmental impacts that require mitigation 

beyond that addressed in the Draft EiR. Therefore, no further response to the commentor!s 

reference to mitigation measures can be made. This comment is noted for the decision

makers' consideration. 
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....,, 
To: 
Cc: 

Sul:ltut: 
Date: 
Attadatnentl: 
lmportJnc•: 

LETTER 2 

Cpnpc Cpnk:y 
G:omo: Mun:tltt_· Ecy_Qb_Maitr .. Bnan 'l!!laQ!J!:'tiil' Nwy pymn· ftdo!""' Hftm$ 
Outdppbrr bqbn· bm FrtuiJrgr Pan Cgptmty· ~ ~ Racb:lt Rngwakl· 
rmnarbrombbm mm; I mn Wbe,1t" GSREHMflW mm; ~ 1..il:ll1iUl:mt Angeh Waommrrl; 
mfaltmqtPxaboo mm QQFMQfBQHDFQUft tifT· WHi Qug=:Q!er Wdlii!m M·m· 

O"lltt1¢i!!fll!!Mmnfi"met DC'' ~ R1r'yard 9tc:mrd 
AoMda 1~ 6.1 • SilvmKfo Vi1Jao! DEIR F\.tilc ~r 
Fridar, Naveni:Jer 08, 2013 ll:2S:38 AM 
fue!!Ch kkomum! l;mp 

Dear City of Elk Grove Planning Commission Member-s, 

As mentioned at last night's meeting, members of the Elk Grove Planning Commission 
requested more public comment In writing regarding the Silverado Village DEIR Public 
Comment opportunity. 

Though our focus has been elsewhere of late, we have continued to pay close attention to 
the Silverado Village project. [Connie Conley lives on St. Anthony Court in Sheldon Road 
Estates, and as noted last night by Mark White, St. Anthony Court abuts the project.j 

In responding to the DEIR, having a lot of experience since 2005 with respect to the 
seeping meeting held by the planning commission for the Walmart project, we fully 
understand the ianguage used, the rating ieveis and CEQA's requirements. 

Last night's public comment was well coordinated and the viewpoints brought up by the 
affected homeowner's associations and residents were compelling and must be taken 
under stem consideration. 

Silverado Homes Is also to be commended for the extensive public outreach they 
conducted over the last several years. As active citizens of this community Involved In 
rnany asJ)e\."""ts of our local yovermr.ent Including proposals, ordimmces, land u-se and 
planning Issues, we cannot remember any other developer hosting as many meetings for 
all Interested stakeholders. 

With that, here is our request, public romrr.ent ~md ccnch.l:slon. We spedfica!!y waited 
until after last night planning commission meeting to submit our remarks and 
observations. 

'\l'le ~r~ new requesting that the E!k Grove Planning ecmmlss!on take a!! of the comments 
received last night, earnestly work towards and recommend a DEIR. that is In the best 
Interests of the city of Elk Grove, the surrounding homeowners, the affected areas of 
concern specifically mentioned last night Including traffic congestion, water drainage, and 
the current cond!t!on of Waterman P..oad between Sheldon and Bond Roads. We a!so 
noted that many speakers were concerned about the higher density that Is currently 
planned and we believe that should be revisited. 

Side bar. Connie Conley has sent sel!era! emai!s in the past to the city of Elk Grove 
Public Works Director Richard Shepard regarding the very poor.condition of Waterman 
Road askJng when it Is scheduled to be repaved. As noted In his repolts to the Elk Grove 
City Council, there Is currently no money and the best we can hope for Is that potholes 
w!!! be repaired on as needed basis. 

As demonstrated over the past few years, this planning commission has proven that you 
take every aspect of every project before you under Impartial consideration, that every 
~rson before you receives equitable treatment, and In the end your deliberation will 
attain the best conclusion, and therefore the best project, for all concerned. 
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We respectfully request that the same is done here with the Silverado Village project and I 
OEIR before you. _ 2-6 

Sincerely yours, 
Connie Conley 
Linda Ford 
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Letter 2 Connie Conley and Linda Ford 
Response 2-1: The commentor notes that the City's Planning Commission requested public comments 

in writing regarding the Project. The com mentor states that they have paid close attention to 

the Project and that they have a full understanding of the language used in the Draft EIR, the 

rating levels, and CEQA's requirements. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 

EIR and is noted. 

Response 2-2: The commentor state's that the public comment was well coordinated and that the 

viewpoints brought up by affected homeowner's [sic] associations and residents were 

compelling and must be taken under stern consideration. This comment does not address the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 2-3: The com mentor commends Silverado Homes for the extensive outreach conducted. This 

comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' 

consideration. 

Response 2-4: The com mentor requests that the Planning Commission take the comments regarding 

the Project and recommend a Draft EIR that is in the best interests of the City, the surrounding 

homeowners, and the affected areas of concern, including traffic congestion, water drainage, 

condition of Waterman Road between Sheldon and Bond Roads, and density. This comment 

does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' 

consideration. 

Response 2-5: The com mentor notes that Connie Conley has contacted the City's Public Works Director 

regarding the condition of Waterman Road and that, as noted in his reports to the City Council, 

there is currently no money and that potholes will be repaired on an as-needed basis. This 

comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft E!R and is noted for the decision-makers' 

consideration. 

Response 2-6: The com mentor notes that the Pianning Commission impartiaiiy considers every project 

and that persons before the commission receive equitable treatment. The commentor 

indicates that the Planning Commission's deliberation wi!! attain the best conclusion and best 

project. The commentor requests the same be done for the Project and Draft EIR. This 

comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' 

consideration. 
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Christopher Jordan 
City of Elk Grove 
8401 Laguna Palms V.Jay 
Elk Grove, CA 95758 

Re: Silverado Vlllase (EG-11416) 

SCH Number- 20130120&0 

Dear Mr. Jordan,. 

LETTER 3 

The undersigned represents Citizens Advocating Rational Development !"CARD"), a non~profit 

corporation dedicated to issues in· development and growth. 

This letter contains comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Sih;e;ado 

Village Project, in accordance with CEQA and the Notice of Completion and Availability. Please ensure 

that these comments are made a part of the public record. 

The DEIR does-not discuss any requirements that the Project adopt energv saving techniques 

and fi;.1:ures, nor is there any discussion of potentiiil! solar enersJ h:ci!ities 'w".Jhich cou!d be !ocat~d on the 

roofs of the Project. Under current building standards and codes which all jurisdictions have been 

advised to adopt, discussions of these energy uses are critical; the construction of a 230·acre residential 

community, will devour copious quantities of electrical energy_. as well as other forms of energy. 

WATER SUPPLY 

The E!R (or DE! A -the terms are used !!'l'terchangeab!y herein} does not adequate!¥ address the 

issue of water supply, which in California, is.a historical environmental problem of major proportions. 

What the DEIR fails to do is: 

1. Document wholesale water supplies; 
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2. Document Project demand; 

3. Determine reasonably foreseeable development scenarios, both near-term and long-term; 

4. Determine the water demands necessary to serve both near~ term and long-term development 

and project build-out. 

S. Identify likely near-term and long-term water supply sources and, if necessary, alternative 

sources; 

7. Identify the likely yields of future water from the identified sources; 

8. Determine cumulative demands on the water supply system; 

9. Compare both near-term and long-term demand to near-term and long-term supply options, to 

determine water supply sLrfficiency; 

10. Identify the environmental impacts of developing future sources of water; and 

11. Identify mitigation measures fo; any significant environmental impacts of developing tutu;e 

water supplies. 

12. Discuss the effect of global warming on water supplies. 

There is virtually no information in the DEIR which permits the reader to draw reasonable conclusions 

regarding the impact of the Project on water supply, either ex:isting or in the future. 

For the foregoing reasons, this. EIR is fatally flawed. 

AIR QUAlffV/GREENHOUSE EMISSIONS/CLIMATE CHANGE 

The EIR lacks sufficient data to either establish the ex:tent of the problem which local emissions 

contribute to deteriorating air quality, greenhouse emissions or the closely related problem of global 

warming and climate change, despite the fact that these issues. are at the forefront of scientific review 

due to the catiJstrophic effects they will have on human life, agriculture, industry, sea level risings, and 

the many other serious consequences of global warming. 

This portion of the EIR fails for the following reasons: 

1. The DEIR does not provide any support or evidence that the Guidelines utilized in the analysis 

are in fact supported by substantial evidence. References to the work of others is inadequate unless the 

document explains in sufficient detail the manner and methodology utilized by others. 
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2. Climate change is known to affect rainfall and snow pack, which in turn can have substantial 

effects on river flows and ground water recharge. The impact thereof on the project's projected source 

of water is not discussed in an acceptable manner. Instead of giving greenhouse emissions and global 

warming issues the short shrift that it does, the EIR needs to include a comprehensive discussion of 

possibie impacts of the emissions from this project 

2.0 

I 

13-18 
I 

3. Climate change is known to affect the frequency and or severity of air quality problems, which is 1
3

_
19 not discussed adequately. 

4. The cumulative effect of this project taken with other projects in the same geographical area on 

water supply, air quality and climate change is virtually missing from the document and the EIR is totally 

deficient in this regard. 

For the foregoing reasons, the EIR is fatally flawed. 

ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS 

13-20 
I 

I 
13-21 

The alternative analysis fails in that the entire alternatives-to-the-project section provides no I 
:~:~~si~:::~~~ :::l:p~:: ::;::;, ::::;~:n~~ee o:o:~~::~!;~f::~~:~~~i~!,'~~u:;s::~s~e ,3-2 2 
deleterious effects of failing to update the project upon those same surrounding properties and the land 

uses which mav or have occurred thereon. 

Thank lfOY for thE" Qpportun!ty tQ addres~ these factors as they pertain to the referenced DE!R. 13-23 

Ver; truly yours, 

CITIZENS ADVOCATING RATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

NICK R. Green 

President 
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Letter 3 Nick R. Green, CARD 

Response 3-1: The com mentor indicates that they represent CARD and that the letter contains 

comments on the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and the Notices of Completion and 

Availability. The com mentor requests that the comments are made a part of the public record. 

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision

makers' consideration. 

Response 3-2: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address energy savings 

techniques, solar facilities, or current building codes and standards with respect to energy use. 

The commenter is referred to the analysis under Impact 3.6-1 in the Greenhouse Gas and 

Climate Change section of the Draft EIR. The issues raised by the commenter are discussed in 

detail under Impact 3.6-1. As described in this section, the Project is required to implement a 

range of applicable measures from the adopted Elk Grove Climate Action Plan (CAP). 

CAP Measure BE-6 requires all new construction to achieve a 15 percent improvement over 

minimum Title 24 CALGreen energy requirements. CAP Measure BE-10 promotes the 

instaiiation of on-site photovoltaics in new and existing development. Mitigation Measure 3.6-

1 requires the implementation of a range of energy-saving measures into the Project, as 

required by the adopted C.4P. .1\s described in greater detail in Section 3.6} the adopted E!k 

Grove CAP would reduce energy consumption throughout the City throughout buildout of the 

General Plan, and would reduce GHG emissions throughout the City. The issues raised by the 

commenter have been thoroughly addressed in the Draft EIR, and no changes are required or 

warranted. 

Response 3-3: The com mentor states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the issue of water 

supply and lists 12 areas where the commentor believes the EIR has failed to address water 

supply. The commentor is referred to the detailed discussion and analysis regarding water 

supply presented under Section 3.13.2, Water Supplies, in Section 3.13, Utilities, of the Draft 

EIR and to the Water Supply Assessment included as Appendix G of the Draft EIR. The issues 

raised by the com mentor are fully addressed in Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR. It is noted that 

the commentor does not reference any of the specific analysis regarding '..Vater supply provided 

in the Draft EIR but just raises general issues regarding water supply. Each issue raised by the 

commentor is addressed below. The commentor's concerns regarding the water supply 

analysis are addressed under Responses 3-4 through 3.15. 

Response 3-4: The r;ommentor states that the Draft EIR fails to document wholesale water supplies. 

Elk Grove Water District (EGWD) would provide water service to the Project; the Project is 

located in EGWD's Service (or Tariff) Area 2. EGWD's water supplies, including both surface 

water and groundwater sources, are documented on pages 3.13-11 through 3.11-15 of the 

Draft EIR. The documented supplies include wholesale water purchased by EGWD from 

Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA). The future wholesale water supply for Service Area 

No. 2 is summarized in Table 3.13-6 of the Draft EIR. Table 3.13-5 of the Draft EIR identifies 
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historical and projected water demand, including the baseline of existing water demand and 

projected demand, for EGWD Tariff Area No. 2 from 2005 through 2035. The Draft EIR 

adequately documents the water supply sources, specifically including the wholesale water that 

would be purchased from SCWA, that would serve the Project. No further response is required. 

Response 3-5: The com mentor states that the Draft EIR fails to document Project demand. The 

Project's water demand is described under Impact 3.13-4 on pages 3.13-19 and 3.13-20 of the 

Draft EIR. Table 3.13-8 identifies the water demand for each of the Project's land use 

categories and identifies the water demand factor used to determine water demand. As shown 

in Table 3.13-8, the Project would have a water demand of 395.15 acre-feet per year. The Draft 

EIR adequately documents the Project's water demand. No further response is required. 

Response 3-6: The com mentor states that the Draft EIR fails to determine near- and long-term 

reasonably foreseeable development scenarios. The Draft EIR identifies that phased 

deveiopment of the Project is anticipated. impact 3.13-4 of the Draft EiR discusses the 

availability of water supplies to serve the Project. Table 3.13-9 of the Draft EIR identifies the 

EGWD's water demand from 2010 through 2035, which addresses both near- and long-term 

reasonably foreseeable development scenarios. Table 3.13-9 identifies that Project water 

demand will begin phasing in 2014 in the near-term and that the Project's full water demand is 

anticipated to reach 395 AFY by 2020. Table 3.13-9 identifies the near- and long-term water 

demand scenarios associated with the Project. As described in the Draft EIR, EGWD's demand 

projections as shown in Tabies 3.i3-5 and 3.i3-9 anticipated development of the Project site 

consistent with the adopted General Plan. No further response is required. 

Response 3-7: The com mentor states that the Draft EIR fails to determine water demands necessary 

to serve near- and long-term development and Project build out. As described under Response 

3-6, impact 3.13-4 discusses the availability of water supplies to serve the Project, including 

near- and long-term demand anticipated by EGWD, which would serve near- and long-term 

development, as well as the water necessary to serve the Project. As discussed under Impact 

3.13-4, EGWD has an agreement to receive up to 4,560 AFY to serve Service Area No.2; this is 

adequate to serve EGWD's near-term needs as well as the long-term demand through 2035, 

including demand associated with the Project. Further, the Water Supply Assessment 

determined that EGWD can support the Project and that sufficient water supplies existing to 

meet the Projecfs buiidout demand as weii as aii existing and reasonably foreseeable water 

demands. No further response is required. 

Response 3-8: The com mentor states that the Draft EIR fails to identify near- and long-term water 

supply sources and, if necessary, alternative sources. See Response 3-4. Water supply sources, 

including water purchased from SC'va.JA by EGV.JD and available groundwater, are described in 

detail on pages 3.13-11 through 3.13-15 of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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Response 3-9: The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to identify likely yields of future water 

from the identified sources. The com mentor is referred to the discussion of water supply on 

pages 3.13-11 through 3.13-15 of the Draft EIR, which describes contracted water supplies from 

SCWA, future water supply for Service Area No.2 (Table 3.13-6). SCWA's surface water supply 

components that identify each SCWA supply source and the associated entitlement amount, 

estimated long-term average use, availability of supply, and reliability (Table 3.13-7 and a 

detaiied discussion of each source is provided in the textj, and groundwater pumping demands 

and yield thresholds. The Draft EIR provides an adequate discussion of water supply sources, 

including the !ike!y yle!ds of each source. No further response is required. 

Response 3-10: The com mentor states that the Draft EIR fails to determine cumulative demands of the 

water supply system. The com mentor is referred to the discussion under Impact 3.13-4 which 

addresses near-term and long-term water supply impacts, including the availability of water to 

serve foreseeable development as well as the Project (cumulative demands). No further 

response is required. 

Response 3-11: The com mentor states that the Draft E!R fails to compare both near- and long=term 

demand to supply options to determine water supply sufficiency. The com mentor is referred to 

Responses 3-4 through 3-10 where both near- and long-term water supply demand are 

discussed. No further response is required. 

Response 3-12: The com mentor states that the Draft E!R fai!s to identify the environmental impacts of 

developing future sources of water. As described under Impact 3.13-4, the water demand of 

the Project is within the planned and contracted water supply for EGWD. No new water 

sources will need to be developed to serve the Project. No further response is required. 

Response 3-13: The com mentor states that the Draft EIR fails to identify mitigation measures for any 

significant impacts of developing future water supplies. As described under Response 3-12, no 

new water sources will need to be developed to serve the Project. Therefore, no associated 

mitigation is necessary. No further response is required. 

Response 3-14: The com mentor states that the Draft EIR fails to discuss the effect of global warming on 

water supplies. Greenhouse gases and climate change, including potential effects of global 

warming on water supplies, are discussed under Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The com mentor is 

referred to Response 3-18. 

Response 3-15: The com mentor states that there is virtually no information in the Draft EIR which 

permits the reader to draw reasonable conclusions regarding the impact of the Project on 

water supply, either existing or in the future. The commentor states that for the foregoing 

reasons, the EIR is fatally flawed. As previously described, the Draft EIR thoroughly addressed 

water supply in Section 3.13.2 of the Draft EIR. This section included a description of the 

relevant water supply agencies, EGV'ID and SC'!NA on page 3.13-10, a description of existing, 

planned, and future water supplies on pages 3.13-11 through 3.13-15, a description of the 
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regulatory framework associated with water supply on pages 3.13-15 through 3.13-18, and a 

discussion of the Project's potential to result in environmental impacts associated with water 

supply under Impacts 3.13-3 and 3.13-4 on pages 3.13-19 through 3.13-21. In addition to the 

discussion provided in the Draft EIR, the WSA prepared for the Project was included in 

Appendix G of the Draft EIR. The WSA was prepared for, and approved by, the Elk Grove Water 

District consistent with the requirements of State law. The commentor does not address any of 

the information presented in Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR. A full and thorough discussion of 

potential impacts associated with water supply has been provided in the Draft EIR, as described 

above and under Responses 3-4 through 3-14. The commentor's assertion that there is 

virtually no information in the Draft EIR which permits the reader to draw reasonable 

conclusions on water supply is erroneous given the various citations provided in this response 

of discussion of water supply. This issue is adequately addressed in the Draft EIR and no further 

response is required. 

Response 3-16: The commenter states that the Draft EIR lacks sufficient data to establish the extent 

that local emissions may contribute to deteriorating air quality, global warming, and climate 

change. 

These issues have been thoroughly addressed and quantified in the Draft EIR. The commenter 

is directed to Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR, which includes a detailed discussion of the potential 

future implications and consequences of climate change. Section 3.6-1 describes the efforts 

currently underway by the City to reduce GHG emissions Citywide, through implementation of 

the adopted Climate Action Plan. Impact 3.6-1 describes the project's consistency with the 

adopted CAP, and Mitigation Measure 3.6-1 includes a range of requirements to ensure that a!! 

applicable CAP measure are incorporated into the Project and correctly implemented by the 

Project. As described in greater detail in Section 3.6-1, implementation of the adopted CAP 

would achieve a 15 percent reduction in GHG emissions in Elk Grove by the year 2020, and the 

CAP is consistent with the requirements of AB 32, .which is California's benchmark climate 

change legislation aimed at reducing statewide GHG emissions across a range of sectors. 

The commenter is also directed to Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR, which includes a detailed 

quantification of construction and operational air quality emissions. As shown under Impact 

3.2-1, the Project would not exceed the thresholds of significance for criteria air pollutants 

established by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quaiity Management District (SiviAQiviD). 

The issues raised by the commenter have been thoroughly and completely addressed in the 

Draft EIR, and no changes are required. 

Response 3-17: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not provide any support or evidence that 

the guidelines used in the GHG analysis are supported by substantial evidence. The commenter 

is referred to Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR, which explains in substantial detail the methodology 

used to address GHG impacts associated with Project implementation. The Project is required 
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to implement all applicable measures from the adopted Elk Grove CAP. The CAP includes 

detailed quantifications and substantial supporting evidence that demonstrate that 

implementation of the CAP would lead to a 15 percent reduction in Citywide GHG emissions by 

2020. The Elk Grove CAP underwent extensive CEQA review, and a Subsequent Environmental 

Impact Report was certified on March 27, 2013 (SCH #2011062031). The analysis in the CAP 

and the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report demonstrate and quantify the effectiveness 

of the CAP at reducing Citywide GHG emissions, and Mitigation Measure 3.6-i estabiishes a 

nexus between the Project and the CAP, and identifies the applicable CAP measures that must 

be implemented by the Project. The methodology used in the Draft E!R's GHG analysis is 

consistent with the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064.4), and is explained in detail on pages 3.6-

14 and 3.6-15 of the Draft EIR. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response 3-18: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address impacts to the 

Project's source water as it relates to climate change. Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR discusses 

regional GHG emissions and climate change impacts that could result from implementation of 

the Project. This section provides a background discussion of greenhouse gases and climate 

change linkages and effects of global climate change. This section is organized with an existing 

setting, regulatory setting, approach/methodology, and impact analysis. 

The analysis and discussion of the GHG and climate change impacts in this section focuses on 

the Project's consistency with local, regional, and statewide climate change planning efforts 

and discusses the context of these planning efforts as they relate to the Project, consistent with 

the guidance provided by the CEQA Guidelines. 

As described in greater detail in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR, emissions of greenhouse gases 

(GHGs) have the potential to adversely affect the environment in a cumulative context. The 

emissions from a single project will not cause global climate change, however, GHG emissions 

from multiple projects throughout the world could result in a cumulative impact with respect to 

g!cba! climate change. Therefore, the analysis of GHGs and climate change presented in this 

section is presented in terms of the Project's contribution to cumulative impacts and potential 

to result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to GHGs and climate change. 

Cumulative impacts are the collective impacts of one or more past, present, and future projects 

that. when combined, result in adverse changes to the environment. !n determining the 

significance of a Project's contribution to anticipated adverse future conditions, a lead agency 

should generally undertake a two-step analysis. The first question is whether the combined 

effects from both the Project and other projects would be cumulatively significant. If the 

agency answers this inquiry in the affirmative, the second question is whether "the Project's 

incremental effects are cumulatively considerable" and thus significant in and of themselves. 

The cumulative project list for this issue (climate change) comprises anthropogenic (i.e., 

human-made) GHG emissions sources across the globe and no project alone \rvould reasonably 

be expected to contribute to a noticeable incremental change to the global climate. However, 

2.0-32 Revised Final EIR - Silverado Village 



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 

legislation and executive orders on the subject of climate change in California have established 

a statewide context and process for developing an enforceable statewide cap on GHG 

emissions. Given the nature of environmental consequences from GHGs and global climate 

change, CEQA requires that lead agencies consider evaluating the cumulative impacts of GHGs. 

Small contributions to this cumulative impact (from which significant effects are occurring and 

are expected to worsen over time) may be potentially considerable and, therefore, significant. 

Pages 3.6-3 through 3.6-6 of the Draft EIR provide a discussion of the potential effects of global 

climate change, including potential impacts to water resources. As described under Impact 3.6-

1, the Project's contributions to giobai climate change wouid be iess than significant and iess 

than cumulatively considerable. As described under Impact 3.6-1, the Project is consistent with 

!oca!, regionat and statewide p!ans to reduce GHG !eve!s. 

Impact 3.13-4 addresses the adequacy of the water supply for the Project under existing and 

cumuiative conditions. Additionally, a Vv'ater Supply Assessment ('vVSAj, consistent with the 

requirements of SB 610 was prepared for the Project (Appendix G of the Draft EIR). The Water 

Supply Assessment included an analysis of the available water supply under dry, and multiple 

dry years. The potential for global climate change to impact future water supply sources was 

correctly accounted for in the WSA prepared for this project, which meets all applicable State 

requirements for the analysis of water supply availability, including water supply availability 

following multiple years of drought. The potential for climate change to alter water supply 

sources in Caiifornia does not affect or aiter the conciusions contained in the WSA and the 

Draft EIR. This impact has been thoroughly and correctly addressed in the Draft EIR, and no 

changes to the Draft E!R are required. 

Response 3-19: The commenter states that climate change is known to affect the frequency and 

severity of air quality problems. The commentei is refeiied to Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR for a 

comprehensive discussion of air quality impacts. Air quality impacts were addressed under 

both existing conditions and cumulative conditions. The methodology used in the air quality 

analysis is consistent with the guidance provided by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 

Management District, and meets all CEQA requirements for a project-level air quality analysis. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response 3-20: The commenter states that the cumulative effects of the Project on water supply, air 

quality and climate change is virtually missing from the EIR. The commenter is referred to 

Response 3-9 regarding the cumulative impact analysis approach to climate change. The 

commenter is referred to Impacts 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 for the discussion of the analysis of 

cumulative air quality impacts in the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to Impact 3.13-4 for 

an analysis of cumulative water supply availability. These topics have been thoroughly 

addressed in the Draft EIR and no changes to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Response 3-21: The commenter states that for the foregoing reasons, the EIR is fatally flawed. All of 

the issues raised by the commenter have been thoroughly addressed in the Draft EIR, 

consistent with all applicable CEQA guidelines and case law. The commenter has not addressed 

any environmental issues that have not been thoroughly addressed in the Draft EIR, nor has the 

commenter provided any specific examples of issues that have not been thoroughly or correctly 

addressed in the Draft EIR. The commenter's assertion that the EIR is fatally flawed is noted, 

however, the commenter has not provided any supporting evidence of this assertion, and the 

responses provided above demonstrate that the EIR has thoroughly addressed all issues raised 

by the commenter. No changes to the Draft E!R are required or warranted. 

Response 3-22: The commentor states that the alternatives analysis fails because it provides no 

discussion of the effects of the Project or absence of the Project on surrounding land uses and 

the likely increase in development that will accompany the completion of the Project. The 

commentor also states that the alternatives section does not discuss the deleterious effects of 

"failing to update" the Project on those same surrounding properties and the land uses which 

may or have occurred thereon. 

The comment provided does not address the specific alternatives analysis provided in Chapter 

5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, nor does the com mentor address the requirements of CEQA 

for an alternatives analysis, established at Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines. The 

alternatives analysis presents a No Project Alternative (Alternative 1) on page 5.0-3 of the Draft 

EIR. This alternative addresses the "absence" of the Project. Alternative 1 is analyzed in detail 

on pages 5.0-5 through 5.0-7 of the Draft EIR; this analysis addresses the potential 

environmental effects of not approving the Project. 

It is unclear what the commentor means by "the deleterious effect of failing to update the 

project upon those same surrounding properties and the land uses which may or have occurred 

thereon." It is noted that the environmental impacts of the Project, including impacts to 

surrounding !and uses, are addressed in Sections 3.1 through 4.0 of the Draft EIR. 

Response 3-23: The commentor expresses their thanks for the opportunity to address the factors 

identified in Responses 3-2 through 3-22. The comment is noted. 
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ftom: 
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t"A"ilfipZ 'i¥noran n•' 
Cho:s!ootn )yrt>og 

LEiTER 4 

Frid.Jv, NaYerrt.er oa, 2013 12:57:26 PM 

Dear Mr. Jordan: 

I have carefully read the EIR on ttle proposed project at the corner of Bond and 
Waterman Roads in East Elk Grove, known as "Silverado". I noted especially section 
3.3 titled Biological Resources. 
Under this section n was noted in bold type that there would be substantial adverse 
effects on bird, mammal, plant. reptile, amphibian, and invertebrate species on the 
site. Many of these species are associated with vernal pools, which cover the area. 
Despite what some engineering firms may say, vernal pools cannot be relocated or 
created. The pools on the parcel are thousands of years old, and once destroyed they 
will be gone forever, along with the species that inhabit them. 
Eik Grove has pienty of houses. \/Ve do not need more rooftopsi v·vna.t we do need Is 
more open space and more awareness of our precious natural world. Please do not 
ruin this site by paving it over. It should be made into a natural preserve for 
generations to enjoy. 
Sincerely, 
Carol McElheney 
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Letter 4 Carol McElheny 
Response 4-1: The com mentor indicates that they have carefu!!y read the Draft E!R and that they 

noted in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, that it was identified in bold type that there would 

be substantial adverse effects on bird, mammal, plant, reptile, amphibian, and invertebrate 

species. The commentor notes that many of these species are associated with vernal pools and 

that, despite what engineers say, vernal pools cannot be relocated or created. The com mentor 

notes that once the [vernal] pools on the parcel are destroyed, they will be gone forever along 

with the species that inhabit them. 

It appears that the commentor is referring to the balded impact statements presented for 

Impacts 3.3-1 through 3.3-8 in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. As discussed under Impact 3.3-7, 

the Project would provide a 67 .6-acre preserve area on the northern portion of the Project site 

that would avoid development of and preserve 5.06 acres of vernal pools and 0.32 acres of 

seasonal v.1et!and. !n accordance \.'Vith the Project's Section 404 permit, \"Jhich has been issued 

by the US Army Corps of Engineers, the Project would also create 6.17 acres of vernal pools and 

2.63 acres of seasonal wetland within the preserve area and would create 2.08 acres of 

seasonal wetlands offsite. Impact 3.3-8 identifies that the Project's impacts to 8.31 acres of 

features that contribute to Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool cannot be mitigated to a level 

of insignificance and concludes that the impact would be significant and unavoidable. All other 

wetland areas are preserved and additional wetland areas would be created. 

Response 4-2: The commentor states that Elk Grove has plenty of houses and does not need more 

rooftops, but needs more open space and awareness of our precious natural world. The 

comnentor requests that the site not be ruined by paving it over and states that it should be 

made into a natural preserve for generations to enjoy. This comment does not address the 

adequacy of the Draft E!R and is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 
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LETTER 5 

''""" 1u; 
cc: mot, Mailf· P.···ul!' Mum!z:• N;z()(;y fh!Q? fy:rbka H'OO$' &um Vl!lijO!!'"(:)" Q,mtpeh=c hW.,n· ~ 

~ fiinUWJa; Geprgc Myrnhn• tl.lnory 'Njrn• fs;dgl!a Harm; BnanYi!l.anusar OuUtpdu:r kxd.:!n 

Stlverado Corlrnenb 
Ttle:5day, November I.Z, ~013 1:1t:..l0 PM 

S!tverado Project draft H~ romment note-s (some verb!!!!y pres-eo ted at the public h{>}!rill!J) 

As a neighbor and Campbell Road rep: 
We strongly object to •any .. consWeratlon of Campbell Road being used as an access mute to the 
development. we want to keep our rural lifestyle/ urban encroachment buffers. 
Drainage issues of concern/ not adequately addressed; 
The existing catch/soak·n-hold dirt will be covered by constructed Items- and the overall elevation 
contours will increase runoff to surrounding area-;.. 
There were two HCPNS mentioned for storm drainage. One was a Bond Road Item with some unspecified 
i»ue. That Issue needs to be fixed - not just have some money tossed as mltlgaton. 
The other was the detention pond with an "engineered~ berm that wUI flo'H Into Whitehouse Creek at 
our street (Campbell Road). That detention pond will collect •and concentrate• urban consumer 
pollutants/ toXins like fertlllzers1 herbicides,, pestkldes, ot!s, antifreeze -then eventually dump that 
narbane !Jf! mv f!P!nhbnrhnnrl ~nd lntn :t!rf>adv lmnar;tPd w:ttPrwavs. ~rcolatlon Into our wells sunnlles 
~alsO of conr.~m~ <~-~ Stgn_lf_tCant earth COI'e sampi6 have been hiken to check/ verify permeabilit).). 

As a retired sewer p\ant employee:, 1 perceive some serious f\aws in your waste assessment. llte EIR 
speaks to connecttng to a Bond Road sewer line-- called out In the EIR as a 10 .... line tn some places -
as a ts• line in other places. As there is less than half/ more than double the capacrty difference 
(depending on how you want to say It) - l"d call that a sfgnlflcant "oops". 

The declaration of plenty of capac tty based on the lSOMGO plant being designed to mirror facUlties to 
double U1e capacity is proble-matic. That double capactty design was made wltl1 secondary treatment 
(the level of treatment that was required ~t the time) Having learned an expensive lesson about 
e!lt:rnathmt'nt_, the Reglnn;d Treatment Plant was built w\th extenstve buffer-lands as a fundamental 
component of the facility design and operation. IS{ ish) years ago, preliminary studies/ design work was 
started on tertiary treatment, anticipating more ri~lid regulatory requirements. 

The reality is that the plant has already done some of that original designed expansion. And there is a 
real possibility that that capacity will be .. reduced~· In order to meet the current licensing requirements. 
They seem to require more complex treatment/ technology and much longer detention times to 
a((omplish the required testing/ treatment -·which means more engineered huge ponds/ tanks and 
massive loss of buffer-lands. The requirements Include particUlar limits that are *below• current 
detectable levels - whit:h is one of the issues that has it l;; th~ tourt:>. The E..'R m~kes- neg!igib!t 
acknowledgment of the new requirements- Ignoring the very real possibility that the claimed capacity 
will not be there. 

Gregory N Jones 
9020 CampbeD Road 
Elk. Grove, California 
916-226-7226 
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Letter 5 Gregory Jones 
Response 5~1: The commentor states their objection to any consideration of Camp be!! Road being 

used as an access route to the Project, noting that they want to keep their rural lifestyle/urban 

encroachment buffers. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is 

noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 5-2: The commentor states that the existing catch/soak-n-hold dirt will be covered by 

constructed items and the overall elevation contours will increase runoff to surrounding areas. 

The commentor is referred to Impact 3.8-4 of the Draft EIR, which describes the Project's 

potential effects to the existing drainage pattern. As described under Impact 3.8-4, the 

Preliminary Drainage Study for Silverado Village indicated that all on-site runoff from developed 

areas wouid be coiiected and directed to either the central on-site detention basin (for Project 

areas tributary to Whitehouse Creek) or to the municipal drainage system in Bond Road. The 

majority of the Project site that wou!d be developed is tributary to Whitehouse Creek and 

drains into the central on-site detention basin and the flows are attenuated to reduce peak 

post-Project discharge rates. The Project would improve the central detention basin and the 

on-site berms to provide adequate capacity to accommodate the 100-year flood condition. The 

Preliminary Drainage Study indicated a peak post-construction discharge rate of 192.5 cubic 

feet per second (cfs) compared to the pre-Project peak discharge rate of 217 cfs as described 

on page 3.8-22 of the Draft EIR. Therefore, the portion of the Project that is tributary to 

~Nhitehouse Creek v.tou!d result in a decrease in peak off~site storm\.vater flows. The Project 

will not increase any mapped floodplain downstream. 

The portion of the Project development area that is not tributary to Whitehouse Creek wouid 

convey drainage to the Bond Road Trunk drainage system. Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 requires 

that improvements to upsize the Bond Road Trunk drainage system be complete prior to 

issuance of building permits for Village 1-A. See Response 5-3 for additional information 

regarding the improvements to the Bond Road Trunk drainage system. 

As described above, the Project would provide adequate on-site detention for Project areas 

tributary to Whitehouse Creek and other developed areas of the site would discharge into the 

Bond Road Trunk drainage system. Therefore, as described under Impact 3.8-4 of the Draft EIR, 

the Project would not result in a significant impact to the drainage pattern. No revisions to the 

Draft EIR are warranted to address this comment and no further response is required. 

Response 5-3: The com mentor states that two flows were mentioned for stormwater drainage and that 

the Bond Road item had an unspecified issue that needs to be fixed and not just have some 

money "tossed" as mitigation. The City's Storm Drainage Master Plan has identified existing 

deficiencies in the existing pipeline system serving the Laguna Creek watershed. Specifically, 

there is a need to upsize 3,080 feet of pipeline (the Bond Road Trunk) as described on page 7-

44 of the Storm Drainage Master Pian. This is the drainage systerr-. that serves the southwest 

12 acres of the Project site. Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 does not "toss" money as mitigation but 
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rather requires the Project to pay its fair share of the incremental increase (upsizing) of the 

Bond Road Trunk drainage system that is needed to accommodate the Project. Further, 

Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 requires that the improvements to the Bond Road Trunk drainage 

system be completed prior to the issuance of building permits for the lots in Village 1-A, 

ensuring that there is adequate capacity to accommodate the portion of the Project that is 

served by the Bond Road Trunk prior to the development of housing on that portion. No 
.,..,..,;,..;..,.,..r + ..... +ho nr.,.ft. I:ID ~..-.., ... ,,..,..,..,..,.+orl "'"rl nn {-,,,-thor ro~nnnca ic ron11irArl 
I._VI.:JIUII.;J '-U '-'''-..,lUlL L.ll\ Ul._ 11liUIIUIIO.'-~ ... IIU IOU 1'-''"''.._' ,._...,...,..,,, ... .._ ,_. '"-"'Ull'-' ... • 

Response 5-4: The com mentor indicates their belief that Project's on-site detention pond will collect 

and concentrate urban consumer poiiutants and toxins and then release the poiiutants into 

their neighborhood (Campbell Road) and already impacted waterways. The commentor also 

states that percolation into their we!! supplies is also of concern. 

The central on-site detention basin for the Project has been designed in conformance with the 

,Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the SaCiamento and South Placer Regions" dated May, 

2007. The development of this manual was a collaborative effort of the Sacramento 

Stormwater Quality Partnership and the City of Roseville, and was developed to satisfy the 

regulatory requirements of the municipal stormwater permits issued by the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board. Per this governing design manual, the primary means for urban 

pollutant treatment for the Project is wet basins that have been programmed within the central 

on-site detention basin. The drainage leaving the Project site to the west toward Campbell 

Road wiii be pretreated for the removal of urban pollutants in these wet basins prior to heading 

downstream. No revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted to address this comment and no 

further response is required. 

Response 5-5: The commentor identifies himself as a retired sewer plant employee and states their 

perception of serious flaws in the vvaste assessment. The com mentor states that the Draft EIR 

speaks to connecting to a Bond Road sewer line that is called out as a 10-inch line in some 

places and as a 15-inch line in other places. The commentor does not identify any specific 

pages or discussion in the Draft EIR that are inadequate but rather points to this perceived 

inconsistency in sizing as a flaw in the document. However, it is noted that there are two 

references to the Bond Road sewer line that refer to Figure 1-2 of the Sacramento Area Sewer 

District's Sewer System Capacity Plan (SCP); each of these references refers to the line as "10 

inches or iurqe;J' (ernphasis added) as identified on Figure 1-2. These statements do not 

identify the line as being 10 inches and do not conflict with other references to the line as 15 

inches, since 15 inches falls within the range of "10 inches or larger" as shown on Figure 1-2 of 

the SCP. No revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted to address this comment and no further 

response is required. 

Response 5-6: The commentor states that the declaration of capacity [of the wastewater treatment 

plant] based on the 150MD plant being designed to mirror facilities is problematic since the 

design was made with secondary treatment and the plant was built with extensive buffer lands. 
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The commentor states that 15 years ago, preliminary studies/design work was started on 

tertiary treatment anticipating more rigid regulatory requirements. The com mentor states that 

the plant has already done some of the original designed expansion and that there is a 

possibility that capacity will be reduced to meet current licensing requirements, which the 

com mentor notes seem to require more complex treatment and longer detention which means 

more engineered huge ponds/tanks and massive loss of buffer lands. The commentor states 

that the Draft EiR makes negligible acknowiedgen1ent of the new requirements and ignores the 

possibility that the claimed capacity will not be there. 

The Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP) has a permitted capacity of 

181 million gallons per day (mgd) of dry weather flow and 391 mgd for peak wet weather flow. 

Current flows treated by the facility are an average 115 mgd drj weather flov~ and a peak wet 

weather flow of 259 mgd. The Project would generate approximately 0.28 mgd (see Table 13.-

4 of the Draft EIR). Wastewater generated by the Project is within the treatment capacity of 

the SRWTP. As described on page 3.13-6 of the Draft EIR, the CVRWQCB issued a new 

discharge permit to the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) that requires 

treatment facility upgrades for ammonia removal, nitrate removal, filtration, and additional 

disinfection. 

The commentor indicates that SRCSD began working on preliminary studies and design work 15 

years ago anticipating more rigid regulatory requirements, so it would appear that the 

increased regulatory requirements associated with the discharge permit have been taken into 

account in the SRCSD's master planning for its facilities. In any case, during 2012, SRCSD began 

implementing 12 studies and plans to meet the increased treatment requirements. Three 

other studies are under review by the CVRWQCB. The discharge permit affirmed the SRWTP 

permitted capacity of 181 mgd. It is speculative to consider that the SRWTP may have to 

reduce capacity, particularly provided that the most recent permit included increased 

treatment requirements that were considered in establishing permitted capacity. As described 

on page 3.13-8 and 9 of the Draft EIR, the existing permitted capacity of the SRWTP is adequate 

to accommodate the Project and the Project would not cause an exceedance of permitted 

flows. No additional treatment or capacity is needed to serve the Project and the Project 

would not cause the SRCSD to exceed its wastewater treatment requirements. Impacts 

associated with wastewater treatment are less than significant. No revisions to the Draft EIR 

are necessary and no further response is required. 

2.0-40 Revised Final EIR- Silverado Village 



COMMENTS ON D RAFT EIR AND R ESPONSES 

LETTER 6 

November 7, 2013 

City of Elk Grove 
Development Servtees, Planning 
840llaguna Palms Way 
Elk Grove, CA 95758 

Attn: Christopher Jordan, AICP, Plannmg Manager 

Re: Silverado Village, File II EG-11-o46 

1 am writing th1s letter to express my concern 1n regard to the Silverado Village Project. As a resident on 
the northern edge of the development I feel the projeCt does not offer the necessary dra•nage to 
protect those of us who live to the north. I have lrved at 8890 St. Anthony Court sirtee 1999 and during 
that lime the County of Sacramento (Once) and the Crty of Elk Grove (twice) have come out and 
improved the dramage ditch south of our property to ma.nta1n the grading necessary for proper flow. 
The lmtlal project plan submitted by Centex (Vintara Park) included the d1tch improvements which 
connected the ditch to the detention basin as part of the development. The Silver.Jdo Village Plan does 
not address the dra1nage at all. With the loss of vernal pool$ and the sediment added to the current 
drainage ditch the water will back up and endanger the homes at the end of St. Anthony, St. Jude and 
Aramaria Courts This needs to be addressed as part of the plan to protect those who lrve here 

I have attached a couple of pictures whiCh pfOVIde a good v- of what we face. The first ptcture is the 
d1tch on our Side as 1t Is today while the piCtures on the next page offer a view of what NPJ)@n~ when 
the ditch is not mamta1ned and the water is not allowed to flow freely. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter 

Respectfully, , 

?'~ #. a)~ 
H. White 

8890 St Anthony Court 
Elk Grove, CA 95624 
(916) 681-o941 
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Letter 6 Jane H. White 
Response 6-1: The commentor describes their concerns regarding the existing maintenance of the 

drainage ditch south of their property. Under CEQA, a Project's impact is related to the change 

the Project will have on the environment (citat ion). This means that CEQA does not require the 

Project to solve the existing drainage conditions described by the commentor. The northern 

portion of the Project site, which is the area referenced by the commentor, will be a 67.6-acre 

wetland habitat preserve (see Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR), which will be maintained according 

to the Operations and Management Plan prepared by Foothill Associates in February 2008. No 

revisions to t he Draft EIR are warranted and no further response is required. 

Response 6-2: The commentor describes improvements proposed with the Vintara Park site plan that 

was previously prepared for the Project site and states that the Silverado plan does not address 

drainage at all. The Project would provide drainage facilities, as identified on page 2.0-7 of the 

Draft EIR. The Draft EIR discusses potential dra inage impacts in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR; 

Impact 3.8-4 on pages 3.8-21 through 3.8-23 discusses the potential for the Project to result in 

changes to the drainage pattern and off-site drainage impacts. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 

warranted and no further response is required. 

Response 6-3: The commentor states their belief that the loss of vernal pools and sediment added to 

the current drainage ditch will cause water to back up and endanger the homes at the end of 

St. Anthony, St. Jude, and Aramaria Courts. The commentor has attached pictures of existing 

conditions, including flooding after a time period where the ditch on the Project site was not 

maintained. 

The Project's drainage facilities would be maintained consistent with the California Regional 

Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region Section 401 Permit for the Project site which 

requires that the Project provide for the post-construction maintenance of the Project's 

drainage facilities through a legally enforceable mechanism. 

The Preliminary Drainage Study prepared for the Project identified that during the 2010/ 2011 

winter season, the central pond on the site was full and that the ponds on-site fill up at the 

beginning of the wet season and remain full during the majority of the season. The stormwater 

modeling for the Project took these existing conditions into account and calculated the amount 

of on-site storage necessary to accommodate the Project's stormwater runoff. As described 

under Impact 3.8-4 of the Draft EIR, t he central on-site detention basin would be improved to 

elevations from 43 to 45.3 feet and that water quality pools and/or wetland areas would be 

configured below the bottom of the detention storage. The on-site berms would also be 

improved to accommodate Project stormwaters. The stormwater modeling for the Project 

identified a peak post-construction discharge rate of 192.5 cfs compared to the pre-Project 

peak discharge rate of 217 cfs as described on page 3.8-22 of the Draft EIR, which represents an 
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improvement in comparison to existing conditions. This decrease in peak discharge rates from 

the Project site would result from the drainage improvements made by the Project, including 

increased capacity of the detention basin, increased capacity of the berming system to convey 

water, the capacity of the water treatment ponds, and the design of the outlet that will 

discharge drainage from the Project site. The Preliminary Drainage Report concluded that a 

comparison of water surfaces off-site and downstream (Campbell Road) indicates that the 

piojected watei suifaces closely match the FEMA Letter of Map Revision projected suriaces 

(which represent a decrease in the 100-year floodplain over the previous FEMA Map), with no 

increases immediately downstream of the Project site. Therefore, the Project would reduce 

peak discharge rates and would not result in an increase in off-site flood levels. No revisions to 

the Draft EIR are warranted and no further response is required. 
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LETTER 7 

October 30, 2013 

Mayor and City Council; Planning Commission; Planning Staff 

DC• 
''~· 

As a lifelong resident In the area, 1 am very familiar with the project site being 
analyzed for housing development After reviewing the draft environmental 
documents prepared for the project, it is my belief that further assessment is 
needed In the area of potential hazardous waste contamination and the potential 
impact on the public health. 

During the 1960s, 1 personally traveled to the site to dump my household trash. 
The site was once used as a sma!! disposal site._P..s ! recaU, the site was not 
heavily supervised and you could just drive up and simply empty your load. 
There was no supervision on what was being dumped. There were skip loaders 
that would dispose of the trash on a dally basis. 

It is my concern that unsupervised dumping likely included toxic materials, and 
to the extent. which they may be contained in the soil and/or in the 
groundwater, needs further inves-tigation. 

No environmental analysis would be complete until a site contamination study is 
completed prior to tl)e C:rty taktng action on the project l"hank you for your 
consideration. 
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Letter 7 Leo Fassler 
Response 7·1: The com mentor states they are a lifelong resident of the area and very familiar with the 

Project site. The com mentor states their beiief that further assessment is needed in the area of 

potential hazardous waste contamination and the potential impact on the public health, stating 

that the Project site was a small disposal site in the 1960s with minimal supervision and skip 

loaders that disposed of the trash on a daily basis. The commentor is concerned that the 

dumping included toxic materials and the extent that they may be contained in the soil or 

groundwater needs further investigation. The commentor indicates that no environmental 

analysis would be complete until a site contamination study is completed prior to the City 

taking action on the Project. 

The Project site has been the subject of multiple investigations to address potential hazardous 

materials contamination. Sacramento County Department of Public Works, Water Quality 

Division, prepared the Soil and Groundwater Testing on District Property Near the Intersection 

of Bond Road and Waterman Road iviemorandurrl dated May 17, 1988 (1988 Soil and 

Groundwater Testing Report), which included the results of an inspection of the Project site to 

determine if there was any toxic contamination on the property. The 1988 Soil and 

Groundwater Testing Report described the then-current uses of the site, which included use of 

approximately 2 acres by Independent Disposal Service (IDS) as a truck storage and support 

area and the use of the remainder of the site for grazing in the winter and spring. The IDS site 

included an old house and portable structures used for office space, employee areas, and 

storage. A portion of the 2 acres was paved and used for truck storage and washdown; the 

trucks were used only for hauling household solid waste refuse. No waste disposal was noted 

to have occurred in association with !DS operations. The north centra! portion of the site was 

identified as a previous site for winery wastewater evaporation ponds. The wastewater that 

was present on this portion of the site was tank washdown water and grape skin and pit 

residue from grape crushing operations. The ponds were likely used for at least 20 years. The 

soil in the bottom of the old winery basins was noted as being rich in organic materials and 

darker than surrounding natural soils. At some time in the past, the Project site was extensively 

dammed, diked, and bermed; the 1988 Soil and Groundwater Testing Report notes that it is 

unknown as to whether this was part of the Gibson \Niner, operation or created for grazing 

purposes. 

The disposai site referenced by the com mentor is addressed in the 1988 Soii and Groundwater 

Testing Report, which states that there is an old solid waste landfill located about 500 feet 

south of Bond Road west of Waterman Roado This landfill was in operation from approximately 

1952 and closed down by 1981. The landfill site has been shut down and capped with soil. 

Concerns were raised as to whether this landfill could have contaminated the groundwater 
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under the Bond/Waterman Road parcels. The report noted that contamination is unlikely since 

Laguna Creek would act as a hydrologic barrier between the landfill site and Project site. 

The 1988 Soil and Groundwater Testing Report included soil, groundwater, and surface 

(standing) water sampling and analysis. The report included soil samples from four areas that 

were presumed to be undisturbed to provide background samples, the winery evaporation 

ponds, basins subject to seasonal pending, and the IDS site. Four locations within each of the 

four areas was sampled (a total of 16 soil samples). Each location was sampled at the surface 

and at a depth of one foot. The groundwater well used to supply water at the IDS site was 

sampled; the well was reported to be 210 feet deep with approximately 100 feet of standing 

water. Standing surface water that appeared to be runoff from the truck washdown operations 

'Nas a!so co!!ected and analyzed. The soi! and groundwater samples \"Jere analyzed for metals, 

including antimony, arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel, mercury, 

selenium, silver, and zinc, for pesticides and polychlorinated biphenyls, and for total organic 

content. Total petroleum hydrocarbons were found to be less than 10 mg/kg at all locations 

and were not detected. No pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls, antimony, mercury, or 

selenium were detected in any samples. With the exception of copper, lead, and zinc, the 

concentrations of metals were identified as slightly greater in the ponds soils than other 

locations; ho\ovever in all cases the metal concentiations were less than 7 percent of the 

hazardous waste total threshold limit concentrations. 

Concentrations of copper, iead, and zinc were significantly higher at the iDS site, with copper 

found at a concentration of 140 mg/kg, lead at 65 mg/kg, and zinc at 110 mg/kg. However, 

migration from the surface to !ower soil was not observed. The 1988 So!! and Groundwater 

Testing Report concluded that the concentrations were likely the result of the imported 

materials associated with the paving and gravel on the IDS site rather than contamination by 

waste hauling operations. Subsequent soil sampling occurred on this location and was 

described in the Report of Findings Soil Sampling and Analysis prepared in 2011 (WKA 2011b), 

which is discussed on pages 3.7-6 and 3.7-7 of the Draft EIR. This subsequent analysis 

determined that lead levels were at acceptable levels. 

The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA) prepared in 2011 (WKA 2011a) was 

prepared to identify potential conditions associated with hazardous materials on the Project 

site, consistent with ASTM Standard Ei527-05 and general industry standards. The Phase I 

methods and results are described in detail on pages 3.7-5 and 3.7-6 of the Draft EIR. The 

Phase ! ESA did not identify any past use of the site as a waste disposal site and did not identify 

any recognized environmental conditions in connection with the site. The Phase I ESA included 

specific recommendations as described on page 3.7-7 of the Draft EIR. 

Impact 3.7-1 on pages 3.7-12 through 3.7-14 of the Draft EIR discussed potential hazardous 

issues associated with the Project site. The discussion presented is consistent with the above

referenced hazardous materials investigations performed in 1988 by Sacramento County and in 
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2011 by Wallace-Kuhl and Associates (WKA). The recommendations made in the Phase I were 

incorporated into Mitigation Measures 3.7-1 through 3.7-3 to ensure that potential impacts 

associated with previously undiscovered hazards would be reduced to less than significant, as 

described on page 3.7-14 of the Draft EIR. 

Based on multiple environmental investigations of the Project site, including groundwater and 

soil sampling, there is no evidence that the site was formerly a solid waste disposal location and 

there is no evidence of potential hazards that would not be addressed by Mitigation Measures 

3.1-1 through 3.7-3. This solid waste disposal location referenced by the commentor is likely 

the waste disposal site located 500 feet south of Bond Road and west of Waterman Road that 

was identified in the 1988 Soil and Groundwater Testing Report. This site is located in the same 

general area as the Project site and was open during the tlmeframe referenced by the 

commentor. Even if illegal dumping had occurred on the Project site during the 1960's, the 

1988 Soil and Groundwater Testing Report and 2011 Phase I ESA both investigated the site well 

after the time frame referenced by the commentor and did not identify the potential of 

hazardous materials at concentrations that would pose a health risk, as described above and in 

Response 9-7. No revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted and no further response is 

necessary. 
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Letter 8 Patrick and Lisa Pelch 
Response 8-1: The com mentor feels that the Draft EIR for the Project is not adequate as it relates to 

impacts to their neighborhood and broader community. Each of the commentor's specific 

concerns is addressed below. 

Response 8-2: The comment requests the analysis of the Project under cumulative conditions, taking 

cumulative impact of development under consideration in the area, and recommend additional 

mitigation measures. Analysis of the Project under cumulative conditions was not conducted 

because the Project would result in fewer trips than was analyzed in the General Plan EIR and 

would not result in any increase in the impacts disclosed in the General Plan EIR. The General 

Plan would allow up to 1,182 residential units on the Project site, as described in Chapter 2.0, 

Project Description, of the Draft EIR. The General Plan designation for the Project of Low 

Density Residential would allow for up to 1,022 single family dwelling units that would generate 

about 9, 729 trips per day compared to the Project, 'vVhich proposes 776 d'vvelling units that 

would generate 5,103 trips per day. It is noted that the Project has been revised as described in 

Section 1.0 and that the Draft EIR analyzed 785 dwelling units for the Project site, which would 

generate 5,154 trips per day. The General Plan Draft EIR analyzes impacts associated with 

buildout of the General Plan, which anticipated development of the Project site as previously 

described. 

While conditions have changed since the General Plan EIR was prepared, the General Plan EIR 

anticipated that growth and development would occur in the City. The General Plan Land Use 

Map designations for the Project site and lands in the vicinity are comparable, with both 

version of the map identifying the Project site for Low Density Residential, 

Commercial/Office/Multifamily, Estate Residential, Rural Residential, Public/Quasi-Public, and 
n •• L..I: .... n......... c ...... ,.. ... Jo,..,...,.,.. ... +;..,.,... ,.1.,..,.;,..,.."1+o...l in +ho Drnior+ o.nuirnnt" Tha .,.rnnoon+ nf 
rUUIII.. VI-'CII ...llf-'0\.Cfi\1;:\,.III;:O .. IVII UC.;11611U1.~U Ill 1.11-.;; I IVJ"-'"'" \.IIYIIVII.;J. ''''- UIIIUUIIL VI 

Commercial/Office/Multi-family designation has increased slightly (approximately 5.7 acres) in 

the vicinity of the Project site and is located adjacent to existing parcels designated 

Commercial/Office/Multi-family. However, this increase is not considered significant in terms 

of addressing cumulative impacts. For example, traffic conditions in the Project vicinity are 

generally similar to those described in the General Plan EIR. Waterman Road currently 

operates at LOS A from Bond Road to Grant line Road in the northbound direction during the 

Aivi and Pivi peak hours and in the southbound direction during the AM peak hour. During the 

PM peak hour, Waterman Road operates at LOS B from Bond Road to Grant Line Road in the 

southbound direction (Fehr & Peers, 2013a). The General Plan EIR anticipated that during the 

AM peak hour, Waterman Road from Bond Road to Grant line Road would operate at LOS A in 

the northbound direction and LOS B in the southbound direction. During the PM peak hour, 

Waterman Road from Bond Road to Grant Line Road was projected to operate at LOS A in the 

northbound direction and LOS B in the southbound direction. The City has reviewed the 

conditions in the vicinity of the Project site and determined, pursuant to CEQA Guideiines 
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Sections 15130{d) and (e) and 15168 as described in Section 4.0 on pages 4.0-3 and 4.0-4 of the 

Draft E!R, that the cumulative impacts described by the Genera! Plan remain applicable and 

adequate and that the Project is eligible for streamlined review. 

Response ii-3: The comment asserts that the impact of trains was not adequateiy aaaressed. 

Specifically, the commenter indicates that there are more than 16 trains per day across the at

grade Union Pacific Railroad (Crossing Number 7527495) located west of the Project (east of Elk 

Grove-Florin Road). The data presented in the Draft EIR regarding the subject crossing is from 

the Federal Railroad Administration Safety Analysis Website. The purpose of the site is to make 

railroad safety information, including collisions and incidents, inventory and highway-rail 

crossing data readily available to the public. The website is a comprehensive source of 

information regarding train operations. The data presented in the Draft EIR is representative of 

conditions at the crossing in April 2013. 

It is acknowledged that the during a train crossing, vehicle queuing can occur on Bond Road and 

that the length of the vehicle queues varies based on train operations, including the length, 

speed, and time of day. However, the City does not have controi of these train operations, 

which do not follow a specific schedule due freight operations. Therefore, the analysis of the 

railroad crossing focused on the adequacy of the crossing's traffic control and review of the 

accident history at the crossing to determine if there was a physical improvement that could be 

implemented by the city to address an identified safety concern. As documented, the crossing 

includes both passive and active traffic control, in good operating condition. Furthermore, the 

City has implemented special traffic signal timings at the Bond Road/Elk Grove-Florin Road 

intersection to coordinate operations of the traffic signal with the railroad crossing for 

improved safety. Based on the Federal Railroad Administration Safety Analysis Website, there 

have been no co!!isions at the crossing. !n addition, a query of the Statewide Integrated Traffic 

Records System (SWITERS) data (i.e., most recent 3-year data available) indicated that only 

three reported collisions occurred on Bond Road between Elk Grove-Florin Road and Waterman 

Road. Two collisions occurred at the Quail Cove Drive intersection and one collision occurred at 

the Crowell Drive intersection. All three collisions were rear-end collisions with the primary 

collision factor reported as a vehicle code violation associated with improper driving. The 

collision records did not indicate any factors associated with the railroad crossing. 

Response 8·4: The comment addresses health and safety associated with the at-grade railroad crossing 

located west of the Project, specifically that emergency response time by be impacted by train 

activity. Response 8-3 discusses the at-grade Union Pacific Railroad (Crossing Number 

752749S). Relative to traffic operations, impacts associated with traffic operations, including 

delay at study intersections are addressed in the traffic impact analysis. Specifically, the Project 

would not cause study area intersections to exceed vehicle delay (and LOS) thresholds of the 

general plan. Therefore, the addition of Project traffic is not expected to significantly alter 

emergency response times. In addition, the City is pursuing the grade-separation of the UPRR 
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at Grant Line Road, which will provide an alternative to the crossing at Bond Road for 

emergency vehicles. Grade-separation of the Bond Road at-grade railroad crossing is not 

feasible due to its proximity to Elk Grove-Florin Road, Quail Cove Drive, Earl Fife Driven and 

adjacent development. 

Response 8-5: The commentor states that the nine-foot soundwall proposed to mitigate traffic noise 

would create an aesthetic challenge to the existing neighborhood, especially considering the 

minimal landscaped setbacks that are out of character with existing designs, and create an 

unsightly tunnel effect. The commentor states that mitigation could include allowance for a 

greater setback and more significant landscaping. 

The soundwall along Bond Road that is required by Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 would be 

separated from the roadway by the landscaping and sidewalk corridor located on lots l, M, and 

Q, which vary from approximately 20 to 30 feet in total width. The landscaped corridor 

adjacent Bond Road is planted with young trees which would provide for visual breaks in views 

of the soundwall and, over time, would grow and provide a greater visual shield. Additional 

landscaping, such as hedges and stiiubs, would be planted adjacent the soundwall. A tunnel 

effect is not anticipated between the existing wall on the south side of Bond Road and the 

soundwall that the Project would construct on the north side of Bond Road. The soundwalls 

would be separated by approximately 110 feet including a landscaped corridor and sidewalk on 

the north side of Bond Road, the bike lane, two westbound travel lanes, the central landscaped 

median and turn lanes, two eastbound travel lanes, a bike lane, and the sidewalk and 

landscaped corridor on the south side of Bond Road. This is not a tunnel-like corridor, as there 

is iandscaping on both sides of the road as weii as a centrai median which is iandscaped with 

trees and provides a visual break between the existing soundwall to the south and the Project 

soundwall. The soundwall on the south side of Bond Road is setback from the road and 

obscured by mature landscaping, including trees as well as mature shrubs and hedges shrubs 

and hedges that provide for a green, landscaped corridor. Views of the Project soundwall 

would include landscaping in the foreground and, from eastbound Bond Road, would also 

include either the landscaped median or turn lanes and two travel lanes in the foreground. 

While there is anticipated to be adequate landscaping and setbacks to ensure that aesthetic 

impacts associated with the soundwall are minimized, the soundwall will have extensive public 

views from Bond Road. The 9-foot soundwall would be higher than adjacent soundwalls as well 

as walls across the street. Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 will be revised to require that the 

soundwaii wiii be 7 feet high. This height wiii be visually compatible with nearby soundwalls 

that are visible in the public viewshed along Bond Road and will be consistent with the visual 

character of the area. The 7-foot soundwall will meet the City's conditionally acceptable 

standards for outdoor activity noise levels which allows noise levels of up to 65 dB ldn/CNEL 

provided that there is practical implementation of the best-available noise reduction measures. 

A 7-foot high soundwall, combined with the requirements of Mitigation Measure 3.10-2, is 
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considered a practical implementation of best-available noise reduction measures. In order to 

ensure that the vie\.'.'S of the scundwa!! required by rv'!itigation Measure 3.10-1 are minimized 

and to reduce the perceived height of the soundwall, Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 will be revised 

to ensure adequate landscaping and also to require that the soundwall be a mix of berming and 

masonry wall: 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 on page 3.10-11 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

"Mitigation Measure 3.10-1: Development plans for the Project sholl include the following noise attenuation 
features: 

A uniform Z9-foot tall noise barrier should be constructed along the south property lines of all proposed 
residential uses adjacent to Bond Road to reduce future traffic noise levels to 60 dB Ldn or less within 
proposed backyards. The barrier shall have an earthen berm base and the uooer oortion shall be 
constructed of solid materials, such as a masonry wall, esr:fReR Be"fR-; sr EBrtRBir=~stisR sf tRe tt'::'B, and 
shall wrap at the ends as indicated in Figure 3.10-1. Landscaping. such as dense hedges or bushes. shall 
be planted in front of the soundwa/1 to minimize unbroken views of the soundwa/1. 

A uniform 6-foot tall noise barrier shall be constructed along the eastern property lines of Waterman 
Road to reduce future traffic noise ieveis to 60 dB Ldn or iess at proposed backyard areas iocated 
adjacent to that roadway. The barrier shall be constructed of solid materials, such as a masonry wall, 
earthen berm, or combination of the two, and shall wrap at the ends as indicated in Figure 3.10-1. 

Timing/Implementation: 

Enforcement/Monitoring: 

Prior to issuance of building permits. 

City of Elk Grove Planning Department." 

The significance conclusion for Impact 3.10-2 on page 3.10-12 of the Draft EIR is revised as 

follows: 

"SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 
To determine the effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 3.10-1, Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. evaluated the 

sound reduction that would occur with implementation of solid noise barriers adjacent to Bond Road and 

Waterman Road. The FHWA Model traffic noise barrier insertion loss methodology was used to determine the 

noise reduction VJ·hich v;ou!d be provided by noise barriers of various heights. The summarized results of the 

FHWA barrier analysis for the proposed residences located nearest to Bond Road and Waterman Road are 

contained in Table 3.10-7. As shown in Table 3.10-7 data, a noise barrier Z9 feet in height would reduce exterior 

noise ieveis aiong Bond Road to 61_Q dB Ldn. which is within the conditionaiiy acceptabie range of 65 dB Ldn 

identified in footnote 3 of General Plan Table NO-C and, combined with MM demonstrates a practical application 

of the best-available noise reduction measures. A noise barrier of 6 feet along Waterman Road will reduce 

exterior traffic noise levels to 55 to 58 dB ldn. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 would reduce 

potential impacts to Project residents associated with exterior noise levels associated with traffic noise to less 

than significant." 
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LETTER 9 

November 8. 2013 

TO: Cit'' nf Elk Grove 
Pl~ing Department 
do Christopher Jordan, AICP 
R40! ~~~m!l P~!ms Wny 
Elk Grove. C A 9575R 

FROM: Lynn Wheat 

REGARDING: DEIR Silverado Project (2013012060) 

Aesthetics. 

The DEIR concludes that the projecl will not have a significant impact on Aesthetics. 
This conciusiun is ilawai and ihc DEIR should be revised lo find ihai ihe project will 
have a potentially significant impact on Aesthetics and requires mitigation for thl:' 
following reasons: 

The DEIR fails to acknowledge the grading plan that will raise the huilding pads along a 
portion of the easterly border of Quail Ranch Estates by up to approximately 3-4 feel 
above present grade. The project design proposes a 6 foot-high wall along that border, bur 
will actually present a 9 foot-high wall as viewed from the adjacent residence;; of Quail 
Ranch along that location. This is unsightly and not typical of a single family residential 
neighborhood fCncc. 

The appearance of single family homes on gradC's of up to 3~4 feet above the adjacent 
Quail Ranch lot grades may result in significant privacy loss. As an Aesthetic mitigation 
measure, the abuning lots should be restricted to single story only, Relying on the SPA 
document is nut defensible from a CEQA standpoint. 

My particular lol will have three lots located along my rear property line. This (along 
with the 9 foot high wall) is not a typical oonfigura1ion of a single family residential 
subdivision and the DEIR should include a mitigation measure that one lot be placed 
adjacent 10 each lot along the easterly border of Quail Ranch Estates. 

A portion of the C!!ster!y border of Quail R~tnch comains rruuurc trees, while pos.sibly not 
defined by the City as protL'<.1cd species. they nevertheless add to the privacy currently 
enjoyed by residents and will serve as a visual buffer to the proposed projct.1. The OEIR 
incorrectly proposes to defer the impact analysis or existing trees along the same location 
of the eastcriy border of Quail Ranch untii time of construction, and faiis to address trees 
located otf~site on those adjacent properties that may he terminally impacted by 
grading/home construction. 
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The DEIR should incJude a mitigation measure that prior to recordation of the final map, I 
a qualified arborist shall examine all trees along the eastern border of Quail Ranch 
Estates and prepare a repon for each affected propeny owner. indicating the extend of ~ ~ 
iimbing, root excavation. or tree removai that wouid be requlfett to accommodate the 1.,., 
worst-case development scenario of each proposed lot bordering that location, and 
include a professional: opinion on the long-term health of those trees. 

Drainage: 

Flooding continues to be a concern for this area. The proposed project is required to 
detain storm runoff rates at or beiow existing conditions for 2- i 0-and i 00 year design 
storm events. The DEIR should also include and address the 200 year event. 

The Silverado Villa2e Site Develooment DrainaR.e olan states .. there is more than 
sufficient area avail;ble in the central detention baSin." This is speculation without 
demand and capacity analysis. 

The DEIR needs to address demand and capacity. 

The City of Elk Grove's Drainage Master Plan is responsible for ensuring the proposed 
project doesn't cause an increase in flow's leaving the property site. 

The DElR needs to include and address the Elk Grove Drainage Master Plan. 

The DEIR needs to address and expand the area of soil testing and include deeper borings I 
to assess the presence of landfill waste and possible hazardous content. 

The DEIR fails to provide a complete history of past uses of the site as described by an I 
~SE~:~~u:~~~~{;J~~·:.;~:~~~:p!ri~~~~~~~ ~~~:t~~2 ~S!E~::: 19-7 
dumping on the sjte. 

This is funher substantiated in a report by Nichols Consulting Engineers (November 18, I 
2008). which states .. The Gibson Winery used the propeny to dispose of tank wash down 
water as well as grape skins and residue that resulted from grape crushing operations. 
The discharge bega_l'! in appro~imate!y !938 and ended sometime between 1958 a.ru! I 
1976. There are several small dams and dikes (three) located on the western side of the 
propeny that are still visible today. Although the exact uses are not known they may 
have been related to winery operations or for water to support cattle grazing." 

• 

2 
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There is a small borrow pit on the southwest portion of the property that retains water I 
during the winter months -and has a distinctly different color fronl the water held on any ~9-8 
other area of the property. 

The Soil Sampliiig as completed by Waltace-Kuhl dated 8/31/11 is limited in nature and II 
does not address the entire propeny site area. Since the exact use of the retention and 9-9 
treatment ponds is unknown between 1958 and 1976, further analysis and expanded 
sampling of the project site needs to be completed. 

Biological Resources 

The DElR did not specify the years and kv·..ation of the 6 field sur-1eys for the Giant 
Garter Snake. The GGS can migrate and therefore the DEIR needs to address the 
suitability of the nearby creek east of this site and within 5 miles. This creek area and 
project site needs to be considered together as there is the potential for suitable critical 
habitat within the proximity of 1 he project site. The DEIR needs to include the reference 
source and dat~s of field surveys. 

3 
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Letter 9 Lynn Wheat 
Response 9~1: The com mentor states that the Draft EIR concludes that the Pioject will not have a 

significant impact on aesthetics, that the conclusion is flawed, and that the Project will have a 

potentially significant impact on aesthetics and requires mitigation. The commentor's specific 

comments regarding aesthetics are addressed in Responses 9-2 and 9-3. 

Response 9-2: The com mentor states that the Draft E!R fails to acknowledge that the grading p!an v.1i!! 

raise the building pads along a portion of the easterly border of Quail Ranch Estates by up to 

approximately 3 to 4 feet from present grade and that the 6-foot high wall along that border 

will present as a 9-foot high wall as viewed from the adjacent Quail Ranch Estates residences. 

The com mentor indicates that this will be unsightly and not typical of a single family residential 

neighborhood fence. The commentor states that the abutting lots should be restricted to 

single story only and that relying on the SPA document is not defensible from a CEQA 

standpoint. The commentor also states that their particular lot will have three lots located 

along their rear property line and this, along with the 9-foot high wall, is not a typical 

configuration of a single family residential subdivision and the Draft EIR should include a 

mitigation measure that one lot be placed adjacent each lot along the easterly border of Quail 

Ranch Estates. 

The Project would construct a wall between the Project and Quail Ranch Estates. The wall 

would have a retaining wall base and would have a solid fence on top of the base. The 

retaining base would vary in height, based on the lot elevation. However, the retaining base 

would be less than 1 foot in height behind lots 66 through 77. The retaining base would be 

from 2- to 3-feet in height behind lots 79 through 82, with a maximum high of 3 feet. For the 

majority of the boundary between the Project and Quail Ranch Estates, the full wall (base plus 

fence) would be a 7-foot high wall. However, in apprmdmately thn:e adjoining locations, the 

wall would be 8- to 9 feet behind Quail Ranch Estates homeowners because of the retaining 

base. The wall would be visible behind the private residential lots, but would not be 

significantly visible from any public vantage points. Under CEQA, the threshold of significance 

considers whether the Project will affect the environment of persons in general, not whether 

the Project will affect particular persons. The wall would not characterize the visual 

environment of the Project site or its vicinity and would have a minimal effect on the overall 

environment. Therefore, no significant impact is associated with the waii between Quaii Ranch 

Estates and the Project and no revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

The com mentor's concern regarding the number of lot lines that would adjoin their property is 

not a CEQA issue. However it is noted, that this type of configuration is typical when wedge-

shaped lots such as those along a curve or cul-de-sac back up to a conventionally-lotted 

residential lots along a straight street. Similar lotting patterns where multiple single family 

residential lots abut the rear or side yard lot line of the adjoining residential lot occur within 
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Quail Ranch Estates neighborhood. No revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted and no further 

response is necessary. 

Response 9-3: The commentor states that a portion of the easterly border of Quail Ranch contains 

the Project. The com mentor states that the Draft EIR incorrectly proposes to defer the impact 

analysis of existing trees along the eastern border of Quail Ranch until the time of construction 

and fails to address trees located off-site that may be impacted by grading/home construction. 

The commentor states that the Draft EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring a 

qualified arborist to examine all trees along the eastern border of Quail Ranch and prepare a 

report for each property owner indicating the extent of limbing, root excavation, or tree 

removal that would be required to accommodate the worst-case development scenario and 

include an opinion on the long-term health of the affected trees. 

The com mentor is referred to Impact 3.3-10 in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. A tree evaluation 

was performed by the Tree Associates in 2011 (Tree Evaluation). The Tree Evaluation included 

an inventory of on-site trees and off-site trees \Nith greater than 25% of the canopy 

overhanging the Project site and also include an assessment of potential impacts to trees from 

construction of a wall along the Project boundary. The Tree Evaluation specifically addressed 

the trees along the border between the Project and Quail Ranch Estates that could potentially 

be impacted by the Project. Table 3.3-4 of the Draft EIR includes an Impact Severity Rating 

column that identifies the potential for trees to be adversely affected by the proposed wall. 

The final design of the wall has not been prepared and it is speculative to determine the 

specific trees that would be removed. Mitigation Measure 3.3-11 on page 3.3~37 of the Draft 

EIR requires that pruning recommended in the Tree Evaluation be completed. Figure 2 (Tree 

Location) is included in this Final EIR to assist the reader in determining the trees that would be 

affected. It is recommended that Figure 2 be used in conjunction with Table 3.3-4 of the Draft 

EIR. 

Response 9-4: The commentor states that flooding is a concern for the area and that the Project is 

required to detain storm runoff rates at or below existing conditions for 2-, 10-, and 100-year 

design storm events. The Preliminary Drainage Study prepared for the Project addressed 

drainage for 2-, 10-, and 100-year events. The central detention basin has been designed to 

accommodate the 100-year event, which is the worst-case of the 2-, 10-, and 100-year events 

referenced by the com mentor. 

The commentor also states that the Draft EIR should address the 200-year event. The 

com mentor does not substantiate this comment. The Draft EIR has been prepared consistent 

with the requirements of CEQA and the drainage analysis presented therein addresses the 

regulatory requirements related to drainage. No revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted and 

no further response is necessary. 
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Response 9-5: The com mentor states that the Silverado Village Site Development Drainage plan states 

"There is more than sufficient area available in the central detention basin." The commentor 

claims that this is speculation without demand and capacity analysis and that the Draft EIR 

needs to address demand and capacity. 

It is noted that the commentor has taken their quote out of context. The statement in the 

Preliminary Drainage Study that 'there is more than sufficient area available in the central 

detention basin" went on to clarify " .. .footprint to achieve the required treatment volume 

retention and contact time." 

There was detailed modeling and technical data provided in the Preliminary Drainage Study, 

which was prepared by Wood Rodgers and reviewed and approved by the City Public Works 

Department, that substantiates the analysis in the study and in the Draft EIR. The Preliminary 

Drainage Study provides detailed modeling that was conducted to address demand and 

capacity in Appendices A and C of the study. The modeling of existing conditions and Project 

conditions is described in the Preliminary Drainage Study. Impact 3.8-4 on pages 3.8-21 

through 3.8-23 of the Draft EIR describes the potential impacts of the Project on drainage. The 

modeling conducted for the Project identified that the 100-year flood condition would result in 

a maximum water surface elevation of 45.3 feet in the central detention basin. The Project 

would improve the central detention basin and associated berms to reserve flood storage up to 

45.3 feet, consistent with the demand analysis. The Preliminary Drainage Study analyzed the 

drainage outflow from the Project site taking into accounts the proposed drainage 

improvements and found that the peak discharge rate would decrease from 217 cfs during 

existing conditions to 192.5 cfs with Project implementation, meaning that the Project wouid 

reduce drainage from the Project site during storm events. The following edits are made to the 

discussion presented under Impact 3~8-4 on pages 3.8-21 and 22 of the Draft E!R to describe 

the drainage modeling and analysis that was conducted for the Project. 

"On-Site Detention = Project Areas Tributor; to llt!hltehouse Creek 

Drainage from areas within the Project site that are tributary to Whitehouse Creek would be directed to the 
existing main central detention basin area. Under existing conditions, the basin area sits full during large storm 

events, overtopping and spiiiing into the downstream channel system. The Preliminary Drainage Study prepared 
for the Project by Wood Rodgers calculated the increase in storm water elevations that would occur with 
development of the Project. To represent drainage runoff conditions that would occur with development of the 
Project. Wood Rodgers updated the existing conditions hydrology !SacCalc) provided by the City to calculate the 
storm flow over time that would enter the detention area with development of the Project. Wood Rodgers then 
modeled the drainage outlet an~e configuration in HEC-RAS. Storm drain calculations were develooed 
using StormCAD to represent the drainage into the·proposed detention basin and into the storm drainage system 
connecting to Bond Road at the southwest corner of the Project site. The drainage calculations are included in 
Appendices A and C of the Preliminary Drainage Study (see Appendix D of this Draft E!R for the Preliminary 

Drainage Study and its appendices). The Preliminary Drainage Study found that the 100-year flood condition 
would produce a maximum water surface elevation in the central detention basin of 45.3 feet. In order to 

accommodate the increased water surface eievation, the centrai drainage basin and associated berms wouid 
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need to be improved. While essentially maintaining a similar footprint, the berms would be engineered and 

reconstructed vertically to reserve flood storage above 43 feet elevation up to 45.3 feet. 

The proposed outlet will be configured to attenuate storm events by constructing four 12-inch outlet pipes with 

an invert elevation of 43 feet embedded in a 40-foot weir with a crest elevation of 44 feet. Downstream of this 

tiered outlet control would be a large box culvert crossing with a 20-foot bottom under the proposed roadway to 

the west of the detention basin, having an invert elevation just below 43 feet, as shown on Figure 3.5-4. 

Under pre-development conditions, the Project site would result in a peak discharge of 217 cubic feet per second 

during a 100-year flood event. Implementation of the Project, including the proposed drainage improvements, 

would result in a peak discharge of 192.5 cubic feet per second during a 100-year flood event (Spokely 2013). The 

Project would result in a decrease in peak discharge during storm events. Impacts associated with project areas 

that are tributary to Whitehouse Creek are less than significant." 

Response 9-6: The commentor states that the City's Drainage Master Plan is responsible for ensuring 

the Project doesn't cause an increase in flows leaving the property and that the Draft EIR needs 

to include and address the Drainage Master Plan. 

The Storm Drainage System Master Plan (SDMP) was used as a reference source for Section 3.8, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR (see page 3.8-1) and the Project's proposed 

drainage facilities were based on the existing conditions data developed for the SDMP and 

reviewed for consistency with the SDMP. The Projecfs proposed drainage infrastructure is 

consistent with the City's Storm Drainage Master Plan. The Draft EIR will be revised to include 

the SDMP in the Regulatory Framework and to include a more detailed discussion of 

consistency with the SDMP. 

Page 3.8-15 of the Diaft EIR is ievised to include the following discussion of the SDMP: 

"STORM DRAINAGE MASTER PLAN 

The City adopted a compn:hensive Stoim Dialnage Mastei Plan (SDMP) to provide a variety of drainage concepts 
for upgrading the existing storm drainage and flood control collection (SD&FCC) system. The SDMP identifies and 

analyzes the existing drainage deficiencies throughout the City: provides a range of drainage concepts for the 

construction of future facilities required to serve the City at buildout of the Generai Pian; and estabiishes criteria 

for selecting and prioritizing projects. 

The SDMP divides the City into specific watershed and subsheds for the purposes of identifying storm drainage 

needs specific to each watershed and/or subshed area. The majoritv of the Project site is within the Whitehouse 

Creek subshed of the Laguna Creek watershed. except for the southwest corner which is in the Laguna Creek 

subshed of the Laguna Creek Watershed. The SDMP identifies existing and new facilities and upgrades to serve 

buildout conditions of the General Plan." 

Pages 3.8-21 and 3.8-22 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows to include discussion of the SDMP: 

"1~ .... .,. ... ,. "l 0-A.· Tho Prnio,..t- urnnl,l ~lt-P.r th&a Pvictino dr~in~OP. n::.tt"P.rn in ::. n1~nn,:a.r 
a&&&JIU._.,. ~·..,. --.-. a a.a ... .a a "J._.'"" .. ••""""a- -••-• -·- _,. .... .,. .... b -· -···-b- r----- •• •••- •••-••••-• 

which would not result in flooding, but could create or contribute runoff in excess of 
the capacity of stormwater drainage systems. (less than significant with mitigation) 

Revised Final EIR- Silverado Village 2.0-61 



2.0 COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

As described previously, the topography of the Project site slopes from east to west, with a small portion draining 

towards the southwest corner of the Project site. 

The Project proposes drainage features to ensure that runoff would not result in downstream flooding. Water 

quality, including potential impacts associated with erosion, siltation, and pollution, are discussed under Impacts 

3.8-1 and 3.8-2. 

On-Site Detention- Project Areas Tributary to Whitehouse Creek 

The SDMP addressed the Whitehouse Creek watershed in detail in Chapter 7 of Volume II of the SDMP. The 

SDMP anticipated that the majoritv of the Project site would drain to the central on-site detention basin and then 

into Whitehouse Creek. While the SDMP identified conceptual drainaRe facilities for the area, the SDMP 

anticipated that the actual layout of the system would differ from the conceptual layout in the SDMP and that 

more detailed analysis will be required with development projects when thev occur. The Preliminary Drainage 

Plan prepared for the Proiect provides the detailed analysis and specific drainage details and layout for the Project 

site that was anticipated in the SDMP. 

Drainage from areas \.•Jithin the Project site that are tributary to V•Jhitehouse Creek would be directed to the 

existing main central detention basin area. Under existing conditions, the basin area sits full during large storm 

events, overtopping and spilling into the downstream channel system. The Preliminary Drainage Study prepared 

for the Project by Wood Rodgers caicuiated the increase in storm water eievations that wouid occur with 

development of the Project. To represent drainage runoff conditions that would occur with development of the 

Project. Wood Rodgers updated the existing conditions hydrology (SacCalc) provided by the Citv to calculate the 

storm flow over time that would enter the detention area with development of the Project. Wood Rodgers then 

modeled the drainage outlet and storage configuration in HEC-RAS. Storm drain calculations were developed 

using StormCAD to represent the drainage into the proposed detention basin and into the storm drainage system 

connecting to Bond Road at the southwest corner of the Project site. The drainage calculations are included in 

Appendices A and C of the Preliminary Drainage Study (see Appendix D of this Draft EIR for the Preliminary 

Drainage Study and its appendices). 

The Preliminary Drainage Study found that the 100-year flood condition would produce a maximum water surface 

elevation in the centra! detention basin of 45.3 feet. !n order to accommodate the increased v.Jater surface 

elevation, the central drainage basin and associated berms would need to be improved. While essentially 

maintaining a similar footprint, the berms would be engineered and reconstructed vertically to reserve flood 

storage above 43 feet elevation up to 45.3 feet. 

The proposed outlet will be configured to attenuate storm events by constructing four 12-inch outlet pipes with 

an invert elevation of 43 feet embedded in a 40-foot weir with a crest elevation of 44 feet. Downstream of this 

tiered outlet control would be a large box culvert crossing with a 20-foot bottom under the proposed roadway to 
the west of the detention basin, having an invert elevation just below 43 feet, as shown on Figure 3.5-4. 

Under pre-development conditions, the Project site would result in a peak discharge of 217 cubic feet per second 

during a 100-year flood event. Implementation of the Project, including the proposed drainage improvements, 

would result in a peak discharge of 192.5 cubic feet per second during a 100-year flood event (Spokely 2013). The 

Project would result in a decrease in peak discharge during storm events. Impacts associated with project areas 

that are tributary to Whitehouse Creek are less than significant. 

Bond Rood Drainage - Project Areas Tributary to Laguna Creek 

The southwest corner of the Project site drains to the Laguna Creek watershed. which is addressed in Chapter 4 of 

the SDMP. West Yost Associates (the author of the SDMP) analyzed drainage from this portion of the Project to 
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determine whether the drainage would be accommodated by the improvements to the City's drainage system 

that were anticipated in the SDMP. Drainage from the portion of the southwest corner of the Project site that is 

tributary to Laguna Creek, including the proposed residential lots adjacent to the Quail Ranch subdivision, would 

be directed to the Bond Road Trunk pipe and would be conveyed to Laguna Creek. The analysis of the Bond Road 

Trunk drainage improvements and resulting impacts to Laguna Creek performed by the West Yost Associates is 

summarized in the Preliminary Drainage Study prepared for the Project by Wood Rodgers. 

West Yost Associates determined that the increased flows in the Bond Road trunk pipe would not have a 

significant effect on Laguna Creek. While the Project would result in a 4% increase in the Laguna Creek flow while 

the Bond Road trunk pipe is at peak flows, the Bond Road trunk pipe is located in the lower part of the Laguna 

Creek watershed. Therefore, the Bond Road trunk pipe wi!! peak we!! before Laguna Creek reaches peak f!ows. At 

the time Laguna Creek is at peak flow, the flows in the Bond Road trunk pipe, including flows from the Project 

site, will have receded. Thus, any changes in Laguna Creek flows associated to the Bond Road trunk pipe are 

negligible. 

While the effects on Laguna Creek would be negligible, there are existing deficiencies in the Bond Road drainage 

systern identified in the City's SDiviPDr:inagt Mast~r Plan. The City wide SDMPDminag: Master Plan identified 

existing deficiencies in the trunk drainage system in Bond Road. In this study there was a portion of the Project 

Site that was tributary to the Bond Road Trunk Drainage System that was excluded from the approved plan. The 

City has confirmed that this area should be added to the Bond Road Trunk Drainage System. 

As described above, the Project would not result in significant increases in flow to Whitehouse Creek and Laguna 

Creek. By conveying Project drainage to the on-site central detention basin and to the Bond Road trunk pipe, the 

Project would not result in increases in run-off to adjacent properties. However, the existing Bond Road drainage 

system has deficiencies that require mitigation. Impacts to the Bond Road trunk pipe are potentially significant." 

Response 9-7: The commentor states that the Draft EIR needs to address and expand the area of soil 

testing and include deeper borings to assess the presence of landfill waste and possible 

hazardous content. The com mentor states that the Draft EIR fails to provide a complete history 

of past uses, citing Leo Fassler's claim of past solid waste dumping on the site during the 1960s 

and a report by Nichols Consulting Engineers that identifies the Project site's past use by the 

Gibson Winery for disposal of wash down water, grape skins, and residue from grape crushing 

and the potential for past use of smaii dams and dikes for winery operations or for water to 

support cattle grazing. 

The com mentor is referred to Response 7-1 regarding concerns and claims that the Project site 

was previously a solid waste dump site. The Draft EIR did identify the past use of winery 

wastewater evaporation ponds on the Project site. The Draft ElR provides a history of past land 

uses, including agricultural uses prior to the early 1930s, winery wastewater evaporation ponds 

from the early 1930s to mid-1970s, a historical residential use in the southwestern portion of 

the site that was developed in the early 1900s, and use of the southwestern portion of the site 

by IDS for offices and a truck maintenance area, on page 3.7-6. The history presented in the 

Draft EIR is consistent with the history of the site described in the 1988 Soil and Groundwater 

Testing Report and the history presented in the Phase I ESA. The literature and record review 

conducted for the Phase I ESA was a thorough review of historical information, inciuding 
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ownership records, building department records, street directories, and ownership records, 

available to identify historical land uses at the Project site. 

The com mentor refers to a report by Nichols Consulting Engineers (NCE). However, it does not 

appear that NCE prepared any reports for the Project site. In 2008, NCE submitted a proposal 

to Sacramento County to evaluate the potential presence of elevated concentrations of metals. 

The NCE proposal included a review of the 1988 groundwater and soils sampling conducted by 

Sacramento County and described in the 1988 Soil and Groundwater Testing Report. The NCE 

proposal identified that while the 1988 Soil and Groundwater Testing Report compared the 

results of the soil and groundwater analysis to hazardous waste criteria referred to a total 

threshold limit concentrations (TILCs] that TILCs may not be the best comparison and that 

comparison shouid be made to heaith-risk based criteria such as the California Human Heaith 

Screen Levels (CHHSLs) published jointly by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

and the California Department of Toxic Substance Control. The NCE proposal suggested that 

while additional groundwater investigation did not appear necessary, additional investigation 

of the soil around the winery wastewater ponds was appropriate. 

The Use of California Human Health Screening Levels in Evaluation of Contaminated Properties 

(Guide) was published in January 2005 by the California Environmental Protection Agency. The 

Guide indicates that naturally occurring background concentrations of arsenic, beryllium, 

cadmium, chromium, and other metals in soils may exceed their respective soil CHHSLS. 

Further, the Guide indicates that this is common with arsenic in California. Therefore, the use 

of the CHHSLs in determining site contamination can be challenging. 

WKA reviewed the NCE proposal and provided a letter dated December 6, 2013 presenting 

additional analysis regarding the potential health risks of the arsenic and cadmium levels 

identified on the Project site, noting that both metals were detected in concentrations in excess 

of their respective CHHSL. The WKA letter identified that the California Department of Toxic 

Substances Control (DTSC) policy is that arsenic in surface soil at concentrations less than 12 

milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) do not pose an unacceptable cancer risk to human health. 

While the arsenic present in one of the two soil samples collected from the former winery 

wastewater pond was 14 mg/kg, the mean arsenic concentration in soil for the wastewater 

pond was 11.4, which is less than 11.4. The mean for arsenic concentration using laboratory 

results for the eight surface soil samples is 6.7 mg/kg. 

The WKA letter included a calculation of the hazard quotient for cadmium and arsenic levels; 

the cadmium hazard quotient was calculated to range from 0.023 to 0.029 and the arsenic 

hazard quotient was calculated to be 0.76. A hazard quotient of less than one indicates that 

the concentration of arsenic and cadmium does not pose a significant threat to human health 

(WKA, 2013). The WKA letter recommended that additional investigation of the winery 

wastewater ponds would not be required. 
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The WKA letter noted that the Phase I ESA further concluded that a proposed sensitive land 

use, such as schools and daycare facilities within the northern portion of the property could be 

cause for completing an additional investigation, such as a Preliminary Endangerment 

Assessment (PEA) according to DTSC protocol. The northern portion of the Project site is not 

proposed for development so no additional investigation of this area is necessary at this time. 

The analysis of the hazard quotients for the cadmium and arsenic levels present on the Project 

site indicates that there is no significant health risk associated with cadmium and arsenic 

exposure. No additional soil or groundwater testing is necessary and revision to the Draft EIR 

to require additional soil or groundwater testing is not warranted. No further response is 

required. 

Response 9-8: The com mentor notes that there is a small borrow pit on the southwest portion of the 

Project site that retains water during the winter months and has a different color from the 

water heid on other areas of the site. The comment is noted. The 1988 Soii and Groundwater 

Testing Report identified the presence of a borrow pit on the Project site. Since this comment 

does not address the adequacy of the Draft E!R, no further response is required. 

Response 9-9: The com mentor states that the soil sampling performed by WKA was limited in nature 

and does not address the entire Project site. The com mentor states that since the exact use of 

the retention and treatment ponds is unknown between 1958 and 1976, further analysis and 

expanded sampling of the Project site needs to be completed. The com mentor is referred to 

page 3.7-6 of the Draft EIR which includes a description of soil samples collected from four 

areas on the Project site by Sacramento County. These soil samples are those discussed in the 

1988 Soil and Groundwater Testing Report. As described under Response 7-1, the 1988 Soil 

and Groundwater Testing Report included a review of the entire Project site and conducted soil 

and groundwater testing and anaiysis in areas identified to be of potential concern. The 1988 

Soil and Groundwater Testing Report was based on testing and analysis conducted in 1988. The 

Phase ! ESA and the WKA Report of Findings Soi! Sampling and Analysis were conducted in 

2011. These reports, which were based on site visits and investigation of past uses, occurred 

well after the 1958 to 1976 period referenced by the commentor and addressed uses that 

occurred during the timeframe referenced by the com mentor. No additional investigations are 

warranted and no revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 9-10: The commenter states that the Draft EIR did not specify the years and location of the 6 

field surveys for the Giant Garter Snake (GGS), noting that the GGS can migrate and therefore 

the Draft EIR needs to address the suitability of the nearby creek east of this site and within 5 

miles. The commentor states that the creek area and Project site need to be considered 

together as there is the potentiai for suitabie criticai habitat within the proximity of the Project 

site and that the Draft EIR needs to include the reference source and dates of field surveys. 

The Giant Garter Snake is addressed on pages 3.3-17 through 3.3-18 of the Draft EIR. 
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Giant Garter Snake: The giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) (GGS) is a large aquatic snake that can reach 

lengths of 4.5 feet or greater, and is endemic to wetland habitat of the Central Valley. The giant garter snake 

inhabits marshes, sioughs, ponds, small lakes, iow gradient streams, other waterways and agricultural 
wetlands such as irrigation and drainage canals and rice fields, and the adjacent uplands. Essential habitat 

components consist of adequate water during the snake's active period, (early spring through mid-fall) to 
provide a prey base and cover; emergenr, herbaceous wetland vegetation, such as cattails and bulrushes, for 
escape cover and foraging habitat; upland habitat jar basking~ cover~ and retreat sites; and higher elevation 
uplands far cover and refuge from flood waters. 

GGS typically enter suitable hibernation sites~ such as burrows, rubble piles~ or canal banks during October~ 
and emerge in late March or early April. They may utilize canals that retain water throughout the summer 

months, !.Alhich also contain adequate emergent vegetation which provides cover. These canals must also 
have an abundant food supply such as small fish~ tadpoles~ and frogs. 

Most important to GGS~s survival is the availability of permanent water sources that contain emergent 
vegetation as well as on abundant food supply. Suitable overwintering habitat should a/sa be located in close 
proximity to its foraging habitat. This species of snake is commonly observed in close proximity to a 

combination of permanent and seasonal freshwater sources. 

Four CNDDB records for the GGS are located within five miles of the Project site. No sightings of GGS were 
observed during the six field surveys af the Project site~ all of which occurred during the critical period (May 1 
- October 1) for this species, as determined by the USFWS. Furthermore the presence of water on the Project 
site is variable throughout the year and is largely rainwater driven, with standing water remaining in the on
site ponds until March or June. These water levels are deprmdent an storm water inflows from Whitehouse 

Creek and periodic discharges related to urban use activities associated with the residential area to the north. 
At the time of the rare plant survey conducted on July 6, 2004, the ponds were dry. Due to the limited source 
of suitable freshwater habitat available throughout the active period for GGS and absence of on abundant 

food suppiy observed in the wetiand areas, this species is nat expected to occur on the Project site. Based on 

this lack of suitable habitat~ and results of the field surveys, the Project is not expected to impact GGS. 

Critical habitat has not been formally proposed for giant garter snake. The Project is therefore not expected 
to result in adverse modification of critical habitat for this federally threatened species. Implementation af the 
Project would hove a Jess than significant on giant garter snake. 

There were surveys performed on the Project site in May 2003, September 2003, May 2004, 

July 2004, August 200S, and June 2007 (Vintara Park Section 7 Biological Assessment, Foothill 

Associates, 2004; Essential Fish Habitat Assessment for Vintara Park in Elk Grove, CA, August lS, 

2005; Vintara Park Preserve Operations and Management Plan, February 2008). These surveys 

were performed within the boundary of the Project site. The Project does not propose to 

directly disturb habitat on land outside the Project site, therefore, land outside the Project site 

was not surveyed. 

The impacts on giant garter snake are adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR 

concludes that the impacts are less than significant due to the lack of suitable habitat. The 

information provided in this comment letter does not alter the findings or conclusions 

contained in the Draft EIR with respect to this environmental topic. 
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LETTER 10 

Cih· of Elk Grove 
Dc~·elopment Services, Planning 
8401 Laguna Palms \Vay 
Elk Grove, CA 95758 
Christopher Jordan. A.ICP. Planning I\·Janager 
Submitted via Email: cjordan@elkgrm:ecit)•.nrg 

November 11. 200 

SU&Jl<:CT: Comments to Silverado Villagt'. Fil'' # EC':r- t 1-W6 Draft EIR 

Dear 1\·fr. Jordan: 

I am sending you comments in response to the Draft EIR for the Silverado Village and the proposed 
subdivision in general. I am a resident in the Fallbrook community and would he directly impacted by the 
development as proposed. 

The proposed Silverado Village de,:elopment: 
• Is not compatible with the existing communities adjacent to the proposed project, 
• Is inconsistent with the Gener<li Plan and 1hc current zoning for the site. and 
• Would significantly impact traffic on Waterman Road and other roads that have not been 

adequately identified 

The City should require: 
• Further development of Alternative 2 (Reduced Density and Reconfigure Project alternative) to 

redue<ii the nw-nher ofhousi."'lg units, 
• Completion of the traffic impai.!ls analysis to include other impacted road~ such as Neponset and 

Colliston which are used as access roads to Elk Grove Elementary. 
• Improvements on Waterman Road between Sheldon Road and Elk Gm,·e Boulevard to provide 

necessary access for drivers, pedestrians and cyciists prior to aiiowing additionai dcvciopmcnt in 
this area. 

Incompatibilitx with Existing Communities and Elk Gron> General Plan 
Page ES-4 of the Draft EIR indicates that the impact to the Land Use is Less than Significant. This is 
inaccurate and should be re-evaluated based on public comment received at the Planning Commission 
meeting held on November 7. 2013. 

The net result of the proposed development would be rezoning of an area originally zoned as open space 
and rural/low density residential with a typical maximum construction ofRD-5 to a rezoning for the 
development as multi-use that contains 20% RD-5, 39% RD-6 and 40% RD-10 with a Senior Care 
Facilitv. The impacts of the chan.ges from the proposed development would he additive to impact<; from 
the existing mulii-family Silverado ApartmentS. If' the developfnent is approved and moves forward a'i 
proposed, it would result in a significant re-zoning and undesirable impacts to the character of the area 
and the adjacent neighborhoods. 

The adjacent communities that would he impacted by the proposed development are the Fal1brook 
Subdh·ision!Summer Place Subdivision. Quail Ranch Estates, Summer Place, and Sheldon Road Ranch 
Estates. ·These subdivisions ha,'e larger lots than the minimum proposed for the Silverado Devt:lopmenl. 
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Tht: proposed dt..•vclupment ha~ listed the Gt.1'1t.Ta) Plan Designation (for the projoct) in the Project 
Description as Rural Rc:sidential, Low Deno;ity Residcntia1, CommcrciaiiOflicc:lt\lulti-Family. The 
density indicated docs not agree with Elk Grove PlaMing docwnJ...-nls since over ~0 uf01c proposed 
development area within the project exceed RD-5 requirements. 

·ntc Housmg Eh:nH.'tlt tn the Elk Grove General Plan states ''The Ctty of Elk Grove Zoning Code is the I 
maJor gu1dc: for residential development policies. Tite polictes estahhsh and control the type. location. and 
d(,"llSlty of rcstdc.ntial development in Elk Grove 'lbc zoning regulations serve to protect and promote the 
health s.1fcl'' and l!cncral uclfarc of the communit\• rC!Iidt.'f!b; and al11n imnlcmcnt the IIIla! .. >~nrl nnliri'"' 

of the Gcnc;al Pia; The specific rcs1dc::ntialland ll~'c 7nncs tL~ed i~ Elk Gr~ve and the ;spcc~i\~' ~ ~ I 
maximum densities arc shm\n in Table 1-35 •· 

Tal:-!e !-3-5 Re~Ident!a! Land Use Zen~ and Dt,:nsiti~ !ic;ts the fc!!cwmg t.~.at do not agree -.~ath the DEIR 
zoning _desCI:_iptions: 
Zone Minimum Lot Maximum Residential Types 

Area Width Density (units per 
(ft.-ct) aeri:·) 

lill-4 8.5<KI sf 65 ~ Det.achc:d and attached single-family and two-
family residences 

RD-5 5.2<KI sf 52 5 lkt.ached and attached single-family and two-
familv rcsid(..'JIC<:S 

RD-6 4.000 sf 40 6 Detached and attached single-family and tw()oo 
familv residencc;s and cltLo;ter developments 

RD-7 No No 7 Detached and attached single-family and two-
minimum minimum familv residt.:nces and clustt.:r developments 

RD-10 No No 7.1-10 D<.1achcd and attached single-family and two-
mmimum minimum familv residences and low density multi-familv 

On page 3 ofthe NOP and also in the Draft EIR the Project De.<~cription indicates that the proposed 
subdivision includes three distinct Villages: 

110-6 

• Village 1 with 135 single family homes with a minimum lot size of 6.300 sf. typical dimensions I 
~~~~~~~ !;~ :.;~\·~~\::~~ct~~~;~~~:~~~~~; ~~~;~::en~ !~~~t.~~:~~~~7~~i;l~t.~ccl~~ ;:d I B 110· 7 
are ~0.1 acr~. resulting in a da~sity of4.5. This Village meets the requiremenlo; for a R0·5 zone 
but not RD-2 or RD-4 (RD-4 requires 8.500 sf and 65-ft lot width and 4 units maximum per 
acre). 

• Village 2 with 258 single family homes with a minimum lot size of577S sf. typi~al dimensions of I 
SS'XlOS' which agrees with the Tentative Subdivision !\.·fup. The total acreage of Village 2-\. is 
39 acr~. resulting in a density of6.6 homes per acre. TI1c home dcn-.ity indic..atcs RD 7 since RD- 10·8 
6 states 6 units per acre maximum. 1 

• Village~ with 267 patio hom\:8 with a minimum lot size of 4265 sf. typical dimensions of I 
50'.\92.5 as measured from the road centerline .. so the tJctuallot sizes would he much smaller. 10_9 
Adjusting for 7-fcct of roadway from the C(.."tlh.Tiinc. the typical lot siE.; would be k'!:s than 4000sf. 
The tout acreage of Village;:\ is 34 acres. resulting in a density of 7.9 homes pcr acre which i~ I 
consistent with RD-10 on the ahovc table). 

It appears that the proposed zoning d~crihc:d in lhe OEIR should be approximate!~· 20~·0 RD 5, 3~0 RD 61 . _ . _ 
and up to 40% RD 10. multi-use and commercial. · · - llU·lU 
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Note that Lot C (68.1 al.TC wetland prest.·rvatinn an:a) und the 14.7 acre dt.1t..'11tion basin l!-hould bt: 
removed from consideration in calculations related to residential zoning and gross acreage. 'Jhc:se areas 
arc not included in the developable area and arc sited on a unique and contiguous plot ofland st.,aratc 
from the propo~d hnn<;ing uniL">. Pagr.: 27 of the Initial Study I Notice of Preparation indicates """11u: on· 
site drain.1gc !i)'Sicm and detention pond is intended to collect stonn water runoff from the site as wcll.u 
provide for stonn runoff rata; to at or below existing conditions for 2·. 10· and ]{)(}.year design storm 
evenbi.. llu: on-site detention facilities need to be adequately si7..ed and designed to en-.ure that run~ff is 
adequately addressed to '-"'lsurc that buildings and people do not experience significant risks associated 
with flooding." 

Impacts to the existing Fallbrook community. whL..'1'C the Elk Grove ElctnL..'11tary School c.xist<t. would he 
significant. The class sizes would increa.o;c:~ the moming and afternoon traffic cong~tion and noise to 
homes a!1d residc...,1ts near the elementary school wnuld increase. and existing conditions would he 
worsened in manners that have hcen dismissed in the DEIR. 

Table 3.12M5 docs not address Neponset Dr or otht..--r local roadways in the Fallbrook community where 
r:tl· r. ..... v .. r:t ....... ~hn• "-··hnnl ;" ),.,.,,,..1 ..... ···-.- .... -···-··-·.· ··-····-· ·- ... _____ _ 

On page B. the document indicates that 10~-0 of the outbound trips in the morning are assumed to tra\'el 
south on Crowell Drive for student drop otr at Elk Grove Elementary School ... ·•. 'Ibis section does not 
add;;;:;;; the impacts ofLl;e pri..-nary stred and intcr:--.;e-.:.tions arnund the e!emcntar;.· school in the local 
Fallbrook community~ especially along Neponset which is the primary cross street between Whittmore 
and Crowell that pro\'idcs acces.'i to the !lchool. Tile intersections and streets near the local clerm.'11lary 
school arc already backed up to a stop in the morning and afternoon hour.; for school drop off and picl.:up. 

Additional trallic acc~sing the elerm.:ntary school located in the Fallbrook community would worsen 
existing traffic hazards in and ncar the FaUbrook conununity: 

• 'lbcrc arc s~w"v~wnl intersections in this neighborhood with limited \'isibility where stop signs arc 
piaccd on affected curved madways ( Whillmnrc and Crowcii) 

• Increased protected and Wtproh;ctcd Jell hand turns across Bond road to access the Fallbrook and 
Britschgc neighborhoods from the Silverado development 

• Pavc:ment on fole\'cral of the primary at::ces" roads is in poor condition and has been spot patched 
without adequate repair (Whittmore at Bondi" an example). 

The traffic impacts analysis should he completed and should include other impacted road-. such as 
Neoonset and nccessan· imomvcmcnts on Waterman Road between Sheldon Road and Elk C"'rmvc 
Bo~lcvard for drivers. Poo~trians and cyclists. Tite document does not adequately address the lack of 
improvenMtts and access for pOOcslrian and bicycle acce..'ls along Waterman Road. Page ES-29 of the 
Draft EIR indicates und'-'T the heading Transportnlion and Circulalion that the impacts arc Less than 
Signifi!;<JJ'!t ~nd Signific.:m~t ~nd th~ mitig~tiun measure; ~re list~d ~s "None R~ui_~d ;md Non~ Feasible:' 
'Ibcsc arc related to conflicts with plan~. ordinance..~. policies. impa~.-1s due to design fcalun."S. and 
disruption of bicycle or pedestrian tbcilities and transit f8cilitics.lt appears that the Transportation and 
Circulation compont.'lll has not boon adequately c\'aluatcd. 

2.0 

I 

110-11 

I 
I 
110-12 

I 
bo-13 
ho-14 
110-15 
110-16 

I 
110-17 

I 
The project indicates states that Bond Road "will st."tYe as the project's primary connection to SR 99." I 
The docwnt.11l dlK."S not address an acc~w'Ss from the project to Waterman Road. !vlany local n.'Sid'-'"Ots lO~lS 

~!~i:.~~~~:::d~~~'~ tJ~~ ~:~~;~!~~· :L~e:~::ct~;~::: ;,~~!~~:~:~~~;~~~~·,;~;.~~d hod; norut; I 
and soutJllwund. 
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The Watennan Road I Sheldon Road intersection is noted to currently operate at LOSE during both the 
morning and afternoon peak hours. The back-up of traffic on al1 directions at the single-lane (each way) 
4-way stop located at Waterman Road and Sheldon Road is cwrentl~· significant and wilt be exacerbated 
by the project This problem is not adequately addressed. 

I 
110·19 

The project proposes one access point on Bond Road with a right-in/ right-out only option for access. I 
However, issues assm?iated with access on Waterman Road and pedestrian I bicyclists are not adequately 
addressed. The document states on Page 3.12-5 "'Class II bicycle lanes (on-street with signage and 
striping) are provided in bot.lt di..-...!Cticns Bend Roa:d withi.~ the Project stJ.!dy are-a. Bike lanes are provided 

1

10-20 
on Watennan Road along improved frontage near the Bond Road/Waterman Road intersection. ~1arked 
crosswalks are provided at all signalized intersections within the study area. Pedestrian activity wa'l 
relatively low with no more than six pedestrians llsing any crosswalk during the two peak houn;." This is 
a misrepresentation. -

There are several existing conditions on Waterman Road that would he exacerbated by the proposed 
development that should be addressed in the EIR and corrected by either the City or the Developer prior 
io adding over iOO dwdiings inciuding: 

110-21 

1. The document minimizes the lack of facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists. Pedestrian activit) I 
along Watennan Road is likely low. as stated in the document. due to the lack of pedestrian and 

bicycle facilities Waterman R~d ~s \~·li":lit~ acces~ f?r ped~strians ~~~ bi':~·clis~-~et_ween 
1 

n_ ?? 

Elk (jfove Houlevard and :iheldon Koad. malilllg tt unsate tor wallilllg and lltC)Cimg 1 hts has 1·" 
been a problem forrestdcnts m the area for qutte some bme. For much oftlus sect10n of roadway. 
there is no bike lane on either stde of the roadway. 

2. Traveling north from Bond Road to Waterman. there is a sudden constriction from four lanes to 
two (single lane on eilch side). Travelling southbound on Waterman Road and approaching Bond 
Road, there are two poorly-designed right turn lanes- one into the Silverado Apartmenl'l and 
immediately after, a second right tum lane onto Bond Road. To the north of the project. at the 
intersection of Waterman and Sheldon. there is congestion at the 4-way stop during peak traffic 
hours. These conditions are currently unacceptable and would be impacted by additional 
development in this area. 

3. There are no marked crosswalks in the \'icinity of the project except along Bond Road -none on 
Waterman Road hetwt:en Bond and Sheldon Roads. 

I 

110·23 

I 
110·24 
• 

Volume of traffic added by the projec:t: 

1 Page 3.12-10 addresses Trip Distribution and Assignm(..'fil Villages l. 2., and 3 will have 670 homes and a 
total of 785 total !ivi.11g uraits .. AJLitough Village 3 will be restricted to <tge 55 ~nd owr, co!1..sider~tion 
should he given that the average retirement age is around 61 years old and up to 40l!-O of people age 55 I 
and older continue to work. Table 4 indicates that there will only he 379 additional AM peak hour trips 10-25 

~:~~~e:~~:~i:;£~K~~~~:=~~,~~:~~;~£~~~~~~~~~~;:~=~~e~~~~;~~~d. I 
LOSE is indicated on page 9 for the intersection of Waterman/Sheldon. LOSE was also noted for 
Waterman Road from Elk Gro"·e Blvd to Bond Road i11 the Elk Grove Transfer Station Project DEIR but 
is not noted on the Fehr & Peers Draft Transportation lmpilct Study. Figures 3 and 4 on pages 14-16 are 
blank. 

How were tite impacis from the reiaii, office, medicai. and commerciai uses io serve ihe community 
evaluated? It is unclear what these proposed uses would entail. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the referenced document. 
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Lv-.n Voil!.hl P.E. 
pQ Box i463 Elk Gru\'c:: CA 95759 
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Letter 10 Lysa Voight, P.E. 
Response 10-1: The com mentor states that they are providing comments in response to the Draft EIR 

for the Project and on the proposed subdivision in general. The commentor identifies 

themselves as a resident of Fallbrook and states they would be impacted by the Project. The 

commentor provides an overview of their comments and recommendations; each specific 

comment and recommendation is addressed in Responses 10-2 through 10-27. 

Response 10-2: The com mentor states that page ES-4 of the Draft EIR indicates that the impact to land 

use is less than significant and states this is inaccurate and should be re-evaluated based on 

public comment received at the November 7, 2013 Planning Commission meeting. The 

commentor is referring to the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR, which summarizes the 

impacts analyzed in detail in subsequent sections within the Draft E!R. The commentor is 

referred to Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR which discusses potential environmental impacts 

associated with land use planning and is specifically referred to Impact 3.9·1 discussed on pages 

3.9·7 through 3.9-10 ofthe Draft EIR. This comment does not identify any specific concern with 

the analysis of potential impacts associated with land use so no further response can be made. 

Response 10-3: The commentor states that the net result of the proposed development would be 

rezoning of an area originally zoned as open space and rural/low density residential for the 

development as multi-use that contains 20% RD·S, 20% RD-6, and 40% RD-10 with a senior care 

facility. The com mentor states that the impacts would be additive to impacts from the existing 

multi-family Silverado Apartments. The commentor states that the Project would result in 

significant rezoning and undesirable impacts to the character of the area and adjacent 

neighborhoods. 

As described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project would rezone the 

site from the existing zoning to Siiverado Viiiage Speciai Pianning Area (SPAj which wouid aiiow 

uses and setbacks in Villages 1 and 2 consistent with the RD·S zone, with the exception of the 

site-specific standards provided by the SPA. The SPA would allow single family patio homes at a 

maximum density of 8 dwelling units per acre as well as multi-family uses in the Village Core. 

Environmental impacts associated with the Project, including the rezoning, are addressed in 

Sections 3.1 through 4.0 of the Draft EIR. 

While the commentor states that impacts would be additive to those from the existing multi

family development, the com mentor does not identify what the "undesirable" impacts are. No 

further response can be made to this comment. 

Response 10-4: The com mentor states that the adjacent communities that would be impacted by the 

Project are the Fallbrook Subdivision/Summer Place Subdivision, Quail Ranch Estates, Summer 

Place, and Sheldon Road Ranch Estates and that these subdivisions have larger lots than the 
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minimum proposed for the Project. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 10-5: The commentor states that the Project lists the General Plan designations for the 

Project site as Rural Residential, Low Density Residential, and Commercla!/Office/Mu!ti-fami!y. 

The commentor states that the density indicated does not agree with the City's planning 

documents since over 40% of the proposed development area within the Project exceeds RD-5 

requirements. It is noted that RD-5 is a zoning designation and the Project would rezone the 

entire site to Silverado Village SPA as described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description of the Draft 

EIR. The General Plan land use designations on the Project site are consistent with the 

development densities proposed by the Project. The Project's consistency with the General 

Plan, including the !and use designations, is discussed under Impact 3.9-1 on pages 3.9-7 

through 3.9-9 of the Draft EIR. The Low Density Residential designation, which applies to the 

majority of the site that is proposed for development, allows densities of 4.1 to 7.0 dwelling 

units per gross acre. The Low Density Residential designation applies to approximately 146 

acres of the Project site and would accommodate a maximum of 1,022 units (146 acres x 7 

dwelling units per acre). The Rural Residential designation applies to approximately 80 acres of 

the Project site and would accommodate a maximum of 40 units (80 acres x 0.5 dwelling units 

per acre). The Commercial/Office/Multifamily designation applies to approximately 4 acres of 

the Project site and would accommodate a maximum of 120 units (4 x 20 dwelling units per 

acre). The development proposed by the Project is well under the units allowed by the Low 

Density Residential Designation alone and is also well under the maximum of 1,182 units that 

would be allowed under the General Plan. It is noted that because General Plan land use 

densities are based on gross acreage and not net acreage, General Plan land use designations 

do not always translate directly to a zoning designation or minimum lot size. Consistent with 

Poiicy CAQ-7, the Project dusters deveiopment in the centrai and southern portions of the 

Project site in order to preserve natural resources. 

Response 10-6: The commentor refers to the Housing Element which indicates that the City's Zoning 

Code is the major guide for residential policies. The commentor includes a portion of Table 1-

35 from the Housing Element summaiizing requirements for the RD-4, RD-5, RD-6, RD-7, and 

RD-10 zoning districts and states that they do not agree with the Draft EIR zoning descriptions. 

Zoning districts which correspond to the Project site and surrounding areas are described on 

pages 3.9-5 through 3.9-6 of the Draft EIR and include the RD-2, RD-4, RD-5, AR-2, AR-5, SC, 0, 

and SPA zones. The descriptions of each zoning district are consistent with the descriptions 

established by the Elk Grove Municipal Code Title 23, Zoning. It is noted that the Project would 

rezone the site to Silverado Village SPA and the proposed SPA document would establish the 

zoning reguiations for the Project as described in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EiR. No revisions to 

the Draft EIR are warranted in response to this comment and no further response is necessary. 
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Response 10·7: The com mentor describes the general lot dimensions of Village 1 and states that the 

acreage of Villages lA and lB would result in a density of 4.5 [dwelling units per acre] and goes 

on to say that the Village meets the requirements for the RD-5 zone but not RD-2 or RD-4. The 

commentor is correct in that Villages 1A and 1B are similar to the RD-5 zone. The Silverado 

Village SPA indicates that the permitted uses and standards of the RD-5 zone apply to 

Neighborhood 1, except where otherwise specified by the SPA document, which establishes 

specific requirements for Village 1 including minimum lot sizes and rear yard setbacks for lots 

abutting the Quail Ranch Estates community. As previously described, the zoning for the 

Project \.•Jou!d be established by the SPA. The ccmmentor is correct that Vi!!age 1 does not 

meet the requirements for the RD-2 and RD-4 zones; the SPA document would not establish 

any RD-2 or RD-4 types of designations on the Project site. 

The com mentor also notes that the typical dimensions of 63' by 110' described in the Project 

Description differs from many lots that have the dimensions of 60' by 105' ~ The com mentor is 

referred to page 2.0-4 of the Draft EIR which identifies that the typical dimension for Village 1 

lots is 60' by 105'. While lot widths are generally wider in the portion of the Project adjacent 

Quail Ranch Estates, the typical dimension of 60' by 105' is correct for Village 1. The Draft SPA 

includes a request that the lot widths match the adjacent Quail Ranch Estates lot widths. There 

is no adverse environmental impact associated with lot widths proposed by the Project 

adjacent Quail Ranch Estates. No revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted in response to this 

comment. 

Response 10-8: The com mentor describes the characteristics of Village 2 and states that the density of 

6.6 homes per acre indicates RD-7 since RD-6 states a 6 units per acre maximum. The 

commentor's calculations for Neighborhood 2 are incorrect. Village 2 would total 51.2 acres 

and accommodate 255 homes, which results in density of 5.0 units per acre. It is again noted 

that the Project would establish the Silverado Village SPA which would provide the zoning 

standards for the Project site. The Silverado Village SPA would apply the permitted uses and 

standards of the RD-5 zone to Village 2, with the exception of site-specific standards provided 

by the SPA. No revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted in response to this comment. 

Response 10-9: The com mentor describes Village 3 and states that the density of Village 3 is consistent 

with RD-10 on the above table. The SPA document would establish standards for Village 3 that 

are specific to the patio home type of unit and lot that is proposed within this Village. The 

comment is noted and no further response is necessary. 

Response 10-10: The commentor states that it appears that the proposed zoning described in the Draft 

EIR should be approximately 20% RD-5, 39% RD-6, and 40% RD-10, multi-use, and commercial. 

As previously noted, the commentor's calculations regarding the densities of Village 2 and its 

similarities to RD-6 are incorrect. As previously stated, the Project would establish the 

Silverado Village SPA that would provide the zoning regulations for the Project site. The Project 

would not have RD-5, RD-6, or other zoning designations. The use of SPAs is allowed under 
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EGMC Title 23, Section 23.16.100 which identifies the purpose, requirements, and procedures 

for SPAs. The commentor is direct to Table 1, Land Use Summary, which describes the uses 

proposed by the Project and the related acreage, dwelling units, and average densities 

proposed by the Project. No revision to the Draft EIR is warranted in response to this comment 

and the com mentor appears to misunderstand how zoning will be applied to the Project. 

Response 10·11: The commentor states that Lot C (wetland preservation area) and the 14.7-acre 

detention basin should be removed from consideration in calculations related to residential 

zoning and gross acreage. The commentor states that these areas are not included in the 

developable area and are sites on a unique and contiguous plot of land separate from the 

proposed housing units. The com mentor also includes a quote from page 27 of the Initial Study 
,.....,.( ... +nrl + ..... +h.., ,....,, .. ..,,., .. ..,. ,...f. +ho ,.1,..,.;..,..,.,...,.. .-.ur+o....., .,...,...! ...lo+on+i,...n nnnrl \A/hila f-ho ,..,....,.,..,.,..,..., .. ,.,. 
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believes that Lot C and the detention basin should not be used for calculating gross acreage, 

these components are part of the Project as described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, and 

the unique lots for each of these components would be created by the Project. It is noted that 

the Project has a density of 3.4 units per acre if the entire Project site is considered; if the open 

space areas (Lots E, C, F, I, and J) are excluded from the calculation, the Project density is 5.65 

dwelling units per acre as shown in Table 1. As previously described, the Project will establish 

the Silverado Village SPA which will iegulate zoning on the Pioject site. No ievlsion to the Diaft 

EIR is warranted in response to this comment. 

Response 10-12: The comment concerns impacts associated with Project traffic and the Eik Grove 

Elementary School located in the Fallbrook community. The Project is located in the boundary 

of the James McKee Elementary Schoo!. which is located \".Jest of E!k Grove-Florin Road and 

south of Bond Road. Consequently, except for special intra-district transfers, most elementary 

school trips from the project will be to James McKee Elementary and not to Elk Grove 

Elementary School. Therefore, detailed analysis of traffic operations in the Fallbrook 

community was not necessary. In addition, due to the age-restricted component of the Project, 

only about half of the project's households would have school-age children. No revision to the 

Draft EIR is warranted. 

Response 10-13: The com mentor indicates additional traffic accessing the elementary school located in 

Fallbrook would worsen existing traffic hazards in and near the Fallbrook community. The 

com mentor is referred to Responses 10-12 and 10-14 through 10-16 which address the specific 

concerns identified by the commentor and conclude that the Project would not result in 
.,.;,....,;.,:;,...,. ... + +r.,ffir irnn.,.r+~ !l~enri::llt~:~orl u1ith +rinc tn ::.nrl frnrn th~C~ ~::llllhrnnlt n~C~iahhnrhnnti 
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Response 10-14: The comment concerns impacts associated with Project traffic and the Elk Grove 

Eiementary Schooi iocated in the Falibrook comrnunity including limited visibility at the 

Whittmore Drive/Crowell Drive intersection. Response 10-12 address elementary school 

traffic. As dowmented on page 3.10-12 of the Draft EIR, the Project is estimated to add 3 

vehicles the AM peak hour and 2 vehicles during the PM peak hour to the Whittmore 
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Drive/Crowell Drive intersection, which has an all-way stop control. Given the intersection 

traffic control and the low volume of Project traffic, the Project would not create a hazard at 

this intersection. No revision to the Draft EIR is warranted. 

Response 10~15: The comment concerns safety of unprotected !eft~turn movements across Bond Road. 

A query of the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) data (i.e., most recent 3-

year data available) indicated that only three reported collisions occurred on Bond Road 

between Elk Grove-Florin Road and Waterman Road. Two collisions occurred at the Quail Cove 

Drive intersection and one collision occurred at the Crowell Drive intersection. All three 

collisions were rear-end collisions with the primary collision factor reported as a vehicle code 

violation associated with improper driving. Based on this collision history, there is no pattern 

indicating an issue with unprotected left-turn movements. No revision to the Draft EiR is 

warranted. 

Response 10-16: The com mentor describes that pavement on several of the primary access roads is in 

poor condition and has been spot patched without adequate repair. The comment does not 

address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 10-17: Please refer to Responses 10-11, 10-13, and 10-14. 

Response 10-18: The comment concerns adequacy of analysis of Waterman Road. The Project analysis 

analyzes three intersections on Waterman Road, including the Sheldon Road intersection, the 

Project access on Waterman Road, and the Bond Road intersection. The distribution of Project 

trips was based on existing traffic conditions, consistent with the analysis period. Therefore, 

Project traffic flows are consistent with the origin and destination of existing traffic flows. As 

documented in the Draft EIR, five percent of Project trips will have an origin/destination 

to/from the north on Waterman Road and 11 percent to/from the south on Waterman Road 

(south of Bond Road). 

Response 10-19: The comment concerns adequacy of analysis of the analysis of the \Naterman 

Road/Sheldon Road intersection. As noted in the comment, the Waterman Road/Sheldon Road 

intersection currently operates at LOS E, which is consistent with field operations, including 

vehicle queuing at the intersection. Based on the City significance criteria, this intersection 

operates at an unacceptable level without the Project. Therefore, a Project impact is 

determined based on the increase in control delay at the intersection. A Project impact would 

be identified if the Project increased control delay by more than five seconds. Although the 

Project adds traffic to the intersection, the control delay does not change by more than five 

seconds. Therefore, the addition of Project traffic does not result in an impact. 

Response 10-20: The comment concerns Project access on Bond Road and the description of bicycle 

and pedestrian facilities on Bond Road and Waterman Road. The comment indicates that the 

Project has only one access point on Bond Road. Ho"vvever, the Project actually proposes two 

access locations on Bond Road, a right-in/right-out access and a full access at Crowell Drive. In 
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addition, the Project has a full access intersection on Waterman Road. Regarding the 

description of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, the commenter states that the Draft EIR 

misrepresents the existing facilities description. However, upon review and verification the 

description is accurate and representative of existing conditions at the time field observations 

were conducted. 

Response 10-21: Please refer to Responses 10-22 through 10-24. 

Response 10-22: The comment concerns bicycle and pedestrian activity and the lack of associated 

facilities in the study area and asserts that the Draft EIR minimizes the lack of these facilities. 

The commenter accurately relates the lack or completeness of these facilities to the low level of 

bicycle and pedestrian activity. As discussed in Response 10-19, the Draft EIR accurately 

describes the existing conditions of bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the study area. The City's 

significance criteria for bicycle and pedestrian impacts are based on whether the Project 

disrupts or interferes with existing or pianned faciiities. Aithough these facilities are 

incomplete, the Project would not disrupt or interfere with existing and planned facilities. The 

PrniPrt will conc;trurt birvdP ~nd oedestrian facilities alone: it frontae:e on Waterman Road . . --,-- ------- ----,---- ,-- --- - -- ---- .... .... --

Payment of development fees will satisfy the Project's obligation for Citywide bicycle and 

pedestrian improvements. 

Response 10-23: The comment concerns traffic operation on Waterman Road. The Waterman 

Road/Sheldon Road intersection currently operates at LOS E, which is consistent with field 

operations, including vehicle queuing at the intersection. Based on the City significance 

criteria, this intersection operates at an unacceptable level without the Project. Therefore, a 

Project impact is determined based on the increase in control delay at the intersection. A 

Project impact would be identified if the Project increased control delay by more than five 

seconds. Aithough the Project adds traffic to the intersection, the control delay does not 

change. Therefore, the addition of Project traffic does not result in an impact. The Bond 

Road/Waterman Road intersection was also analyzed. As documented in the Draft EIR, the 

Bond Road/Waterman Road intersection will operate acceptably at LOS C during the AM and 

PM peak hours with the Project. 

Response 10-24: See Response 10-22. 

Response 10-25: The comment concerns the Project trip generation relative to senior aduit residential 

land use and the percent of Project trip generation occurring during the peak hours. 

Specifica!!y, the commenter is concerned that the Project trip generation may be 

underestimated. The trip generation for the age-restricted portion of the Project (Village 3) is 

based on trip generation rates from Trip Generation (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 

2012) from similar age-restricted developments. The surveyed sites include household with 

working and retired residents. Because many of the residents of these communities do not 
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work, the peak hour trip generation (relative to daily trip generation) is lower than average 

households. This occurs because there are fewer work-related trips. 

Response 10-26: The comment identifies a potential inconsistency between the analysis presented in 

the Draft EIR and the analysis prepared for the Elk Grove Transfer Station Project Draft EIR. A 

review of the Elk Grove Transfer Station Project Draft EIR indicated that the roadway segment 

level of service for the Waterman Road between Elk Grove Boulevard and Bond Road is 

reported at LOS Cor better under existing conditions (the most comparable analysis scenario), 

which is consistent with the intersection analysis documented in the Project Draft EIR. 

Response 10-27: The commentor asks how the impacts from retail, office, medical, etc. were 

evaluated. The proposed retail, office, and medical uses would be part of the senior 

multifamily care facility and clubhouse. These uses are considered part of the Project and were 

addressed in the Project-related impacts described in Sections 3.1 through 4.0 of the Draft EIR. 

Response 10-28: The commentor expresses their thanks for the opportunity to comment on the 

document. The comment is noted. 
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LETTER 11 

Submitted via email to t;ordan@elkgrovecity.org 

Suhj~Xt: Comments I Photos for Silvt..·mdo Village DEIR 

NovcmhL-r 12. 20B 

Christopher. 

I submitted a lc:tter y~terday relah.:d to public comments for the Sitverado Village. File# ECI-11...()46 
DEIR. Ple3!ie find attached a series of photos that shcms the existing trafiic conditions and lack of 
shoulder and necessary improvements on Watcnnan Road at the location of the proposed Silverado 
den:!oprm.:nt. P!~s!.: indud1: Lltt.-se in the o!licia! C!Jm!mm!.s fik 

Thank you! 
L ysii Voig..'it 
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Waerman <t Sheldon Rd <round 4pm daly 
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Ununproved road Waterm<n between Sheldon a1d Bond tlo shoulder filr b1kes I pedestnans No 
crosswalks These 1mprovements would be necess 1f add!bonal development 1s constructed 
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2.0-82 

Bond ~ W~nmn- busy tntersecbon around 4pm da~ly (poor ptcture qucilty) Traffic shownts 
northbound on Wrtennan at Bond 
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Letter 11 Lysa Voight 
Response 11-1: The com mentor provided photos regarding the existing traffic conditions and 

improvements discussed in Letter 10. The commentor is referred to the Responses to Letter 

10. 
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November l, 2013 

City of Elk Grove 
Development Services, Planning 
8401 Laguna Palms Way 

Elk Grove, CA 95758 

LETTER 12 

Re: Silverado VIllage Project, File • EG·ll-o46 

RECEIVED 
.. nu n A ':'"''1: ,, .... u" ....... 

CITY OF ELK GROVE 
PLANNING 

This letter Is to express my opposition to the Silverado Village Project referenced above. The reason for 
my opposition Is that the dty planners have not fulfilled their obligation to protect the homeowners on 
the northern edge of the project from the drainage changes that will take place. 

My home Is located at 8890 St. Anthony Court on the end of the street. A dty maintained ditch flows 
from St. Anthony Court through a 3 foot pipe Into a ditch on the open space on the northern edge of the 
S!!ver.!do Vi!!age Project. Du!'!rlg mv 15 years at this !ocat!or= first the county and !ater the dry have 
come out every 3-5 years to Improve the drainage ditch on the Silverado Vlllap! Property as the ditch 
fills with sediment and needs to be cleaned on occasion to flow property. When Centex originally 
submttted Vtntara Park they included ditch Improvement which took the ditch all the way to one of the 
detention ponds within the project. The city of Eik Grove has not induded that requirement as part oi 
the project putting those of us north of the project In danger of city nesllgence flooding. The city of Elk 
Grove did put in a dry well at the end of St. Anthony Court but has no other plans to Improve drainage. 

Until the drainage Issue is resotved Sltverado Village needs to be delayed to protect those of us on the 
northern edge of the development. To condude this letter I am including a quote from Crty of Elk Grove 
Planner Christopher Jordan in regard to the project. "Looking back at their (Silverado's) existing Federal 
permits, re-grading th€ are~ directly south of cur house isn't ve.r.; feasible bat.ause of the protected 
wetlands." If protectlns current homeowners Is not feasible then perhaps the Silverado Village Project 
Is not feasible. 

Piease include my comments in the pubiic record for this project. 

IJ1W{wa.---. 
Mark White 
8890 St. Anthony Court 
Elk Grove, CA 95624 
{916)681-1)941 
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Letter 12 Mark White 
Response 12·1: The com mentor expresses their opposition to the Silverado Village Project and 

indicates that the city planners have not fulfilled their obligation to protect the homeowners on 

the northern edge of the Project from the drainage changes that will take place. 

Drainage is addressed in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. As described under Impact 3.8-4, the 

Preliminary Drainage Study performed for the Project site included modeling and analysis to 

determine the increase in drainage that would occur with Project implementation. As 

described on page 3.8-22, the Project would improve the central detention basin and berms in 

order to accommodate the maximum water surface elevation of 45.3 feet that is modeled to 

occur from development of the Project. Further, the Preliminary Drainage Study analyzed 

existing conditions and conditions with deveiopment of the Project and determined that the 

peak discharge rate would decrease from 217 cfs to 192.5 cfs with Project implementation. 

The Project would not result in an increase in off-site flows and thus would not have an adverse 

drainage impact on surrounding properties. 

Response 12-3: The commentoi identifies the location of theii home on St. Anthony Court and that a 

City-maintained ditch flows from St. Anthony Court through a 3-foot pipe into a ditch on the 

open space on the northern edge of the Silverado Village project. The commentor indicates 

that the County and City have come out every 3 to 5 years to improve and clean the ditch on 

the Silverado Village property. The com mentor notes that the Vintara Park project would have 

connected the ditch all the way to one of the detention ponds. The com mentor indicates that 

the requirement for the ditch has not been included for the Project putting those north of the 

Project in danger of City negiigence flooding. The commentor notes that the City put in a dry 

well at the end of St. Anthony Court but has no other plans to improve the drainage. The 

commentor states that the Silverado Village needs to be delayed until the drainage issue is 

resolved. 

The commentoi's concern is ielated to an existing condition that the com mentor would like the 

Project to address. CEQA requires that a Draft EIR address the significance of environmental 

impacts caused by a project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064). The Draft EIR addresses 

potential drainage impacts that would occur as a result of the Project in Section 3.8 (see 

Response 12-1). The Project would not result in adverse off-site drainage impacts, as described 

under Impact 3.8-4, and CEQA does not require the Project to address an existing condition 

that would not be adversely affected by the Project. While no revision to the Draft EIR is 

necessary, the comment is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 
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From: . ., 

LEITER i3 

"" SUbject: 
5orrlr !Sy!:~· §nap fdiODIC\1"' fnF!•a nomr tNnry fM•m· Sirpm ... M!frp!Q' ~ 
ctltl"m!:nls Dfl .bft EIR for Sit~ Wlage - M11tt Ddt¥ -· Ftdar, Novetrber OS, 2013 12;36:15 PM 

City of Elk Grove 

Planning Department 

c{o Christopher Jordan, AICP 

8401 Laguna Palms Way 

Elk Grove, CA 95 758 

Dear Mr. Jordan: 

I aooreciate the oooortunitv to review the Draft EIR for Silverado Villaae. I earned 
mi MS and PhD deg~ees ,;om the University of Arkansas in Biology wilt. an emphasis 
in Aquatic Ecology and Fisheries Science. In addition to my graduate degrees, I 
have worked at some of the leading aquatic research laboratories in North America, 
including the Aquatic Eco!ogy Laboratory at The Ohio State University, and the 
Axelrod Institute of Ichthyology at the University of Guelph in Ontario, Canada. Most 
recently, I was a postdoctoral research fellow at the Center for Reservoir and 
Aquatic Systems Research at Baylor University. Today, I am speaking as a 
......... ....__....,...,~ _.. .. , ........... ,..& w.. ... r=-.11~ ......... 1.. 1\.t ... : ... h ..................... ......... ..,.., .., ,......to..,..h ... r nF •h .. E: ... llk....vo.Lo 
\.UIU .. 'CIIII;;U I.::;;:IIU~U. VI Ulll;; IQIIUfUUR '''""''::IIIUUII!UV\.1 CUI\.1 Q~ g IIOo;;;toJo..n;;t Ul U! ... I QIIUIUUR 

Neighborhood Association. 

My primary concerns include impacts to water quality, hydrology, and biological 
resources. First, the list of impaired water bodies is not complete (Table 3.8·1). 
The draft EIR does not document Morrison Creek on California's Llst of Impaired 
Waters (303(djj as impaired by pyrethroid insecticides and diazinon and 
chlorpyrifos. In addition, monitoring data (available on the calltomia Environmental 
Data Exchange Network) from sites within the Laguna Creek watershed indicate that 
pyrethroids are contaminants of concern In that sub-watershed because 
concentrations are approaching water quality objectives. Although, significant and 
cumulative impacts to water quality are likely as a result of the project due to 
increased use and runoff of urban pesticides, these impacts are not considered and 
mitioation measures, such as reducing the coveraoe of impervious surfaces, were not 
developed. TherefOre, the finding that Impacts 3.8·2 ani! 3.8.5 are less than 
significant with mitigation is not supported, limits on lot coverage and impervious 
surfaces to provide more vegetated areas that infiltrate and filter runoff during 
operation are recommendf!d _ 

The assertion that the Bond Road trunk pipe would not have a significant effect on 
Laguna Creek Is not supported. Although the model applied by West Yost Associates 
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indicated that peak flows from the Bond Road drainage would decline prior to peak 
flows on Laguna Creek, the model indicated that Laguna Creek would increase by 4-
60/o during peak flov·.-s from the Bond Read to·tmk aft-..er project implementation. Note 
the draft EIR does not present the range, only the minimum value of 4%. In 
addition, alternative parameter values with prolonged flows on the project site may 
increase peak flows on the Bond Road system and Laguna Creek causing significant 
flooding in the project area and downstream. Overall, a more rigorous evaluation of 
models and parameterizations is needed to more fully assess the impact of the 
project on existing drainage patterns for Whitehouse and Laguna creeks (Impact 
3.8-4). Again, limits on lot coverage and impervious surfaces are recommended. 

The project does not minimize the impacts of habitat loss and construction activities 
on vernai pooi fairy shnmp and vernai pooi tadpole shrimp, despite their status 
under the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) as threatened and endangered, 
respectively. The draft EIR does not adequately address the reasonable and prudent 
measures that are described in the incidental take statement under Section 7 (ESA) 
consultation. In addition, the terms and conditions of exemption from SeCtion 9 
(ESA) require that exiSting vernal pool habitat be preserved at a 2:1 ratio. 
Therefore, the project requires the protection of 17.56 acres to be preserved, either 
on or off Site. to compensate for the direct and indirect effects of the project that 
will destroy cir harm 8.78 acres of vernal pool habitat and associated flora and fauna 
(including listed crustaceans and plants). In addition, the vernal pool acreage that 
will be directly affected by the project is stated as 5.05 under mitigation measure 
3.3-1, where-as the direct impact acreage is listed as 4.94 on Table 3.3-3 (from 
Gibson & Skordal). This discrepancy must be adequately addressed prior to 
determining potential impacts on Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool and the 
adequacy of mitigation measures. The draft EIR also fails to describe how reduced 
densit'; and a reconfigured project may mitigate potentially significant impacts. For 
example, the current plan proposes a park (Figure 2-3, Lot G) directly on existing 
vernal pool habitat. As stated in the draft EIR, there is a finite quantity of Northern 
Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool remaining in California. Therefore, mitigation measures 
must consider reduced density and reconfiguration, including placing the park v.1thin 
the villages and not on top of a finite resource. 

As a result of the deficiencies highlighted in the draft EIR, I do not believe the 
project and mitigation measures are consistent with the City's goal to "Emphasize 
preservation of open spaces and sensitive habitats" or the project applicant's 
(Vintara Hoidings LLCiSiiverado Homes) goai to ''Respect the Project site's existing 
natural features." Further, the draft EIR does not provide sufficient analysis on 
water quality, hydrology, and biological resources to make decisions regarding the 
project in contemplation of environmental considerations. Major revisions are 
needed to the draft EIR, including a more thorough assessment of project 
alternatives, prior to certification and approval by the City. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Matthew Dekar 
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9242 Whittemore Ave. 

Eik Grove, CA 95624 
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Letter 13 Dr. Matthew Dekar 
Response 13-1: The com mentor expresses their appreciation for the opportunity to review the Draft 

EIR and describes their education (MS and PhD in Biology with an emphasis in Aquatic Ecology 

and Fisheries Science) and describes their work history in the aquatic research field. The 

commentor identifies that they are a resident of Fallbrook. The comment is noted and no 

response is necessary. 

Response 13-2: The com mentor states that their primary concerns include impacts to water quality, 

hydrology, and biological resources. The commentor states that the list of impaired water 

bodies is not complete and that the Draft EIR does not document Morrison Creek on 

California's list of impaired waters as impaired by pyrethroids, diazinon, and chlorpyrifos. The 

commentor indicates that monitoring data from sites within the laguna Creek watershed 

indicate the pyrethroids are contaminants of concern in that sub-watershed because 

concentrations are approaching water quality objectives. The commentor states that 

significant and cumulative impacts to water quality are likely as a result of the Project due to 

increased use and runoff of urban pesticides, these impacts are not considered and mitigation 

measures were not developed. The com mentor indicates that the finding that Impacts 3.8-2 

and 3.8-5 are less than significant with mitigation is not supported and recommends limits on 

lot coverage and impervious surfaces to provide more vegetated areas that iniiitrate and iiiter 

runoff during operation are recommended. 

The commentor is correct that the list of 303(d) impaired water bodies does not include 

Morrison Creek. Pages 3.8-3 through 3.8-S of the Draft EIR will be updated to include Morrison 

Creek and other water bodies in Sacramento County that are included on the 303(d) list of 

impaired water bodies. While information regarding specific 303(d) listed waterbodies and the 

pollutants of concern was not included in the Draft EIR, this does not mean that the impact 

associated with impacts to water quality will be significant and unavoidable. As described 

under Impacts 3.5-1, 3.8-2, and 3.8-5 of the Draft EIR, the Project will be required to implement 

Mitigation Measures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2. Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 requires that the Project 

Applicant submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (RWQCBj in accordance with the National Poiiution Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) General Construction Permit requirements. Mitigation Measure 3.5-2 requires 

the Project Applicant to submit a Post-Construction Stormwater Quality Control P!an in 

accordance with the most recent version of the Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the 

Sacramento Region. On pages 3.8-18 through 3.8-20 of the Draft EIR, the discussion presented 

under Impact 3.8-2 identifies that while the Project could result in water quality impacts 

associated with pollution, including the potential to violate water quality control standards, the 

Project would implement water quality control measures and apply with applicable regulations 

which would reduce potential impacts. Impact 3.8-2 also identifies that the Project would be 

iequiied to comply with Mitigation Measures 3.5~1 and 3.5=2 v.thich v.tou!d reduce potentia! 
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impacts on water quality to less than significant. The discussion on page 3.8-23 of the Draft EIR 

under Impact 3.8-4 describes that through the implementation of mitigation measures 3.5-1 

and 3.5-2, the Project's water quality control measures will be refined so that they will 

functionally minimize stormwater quality impacts, which would reduce the impacts on 

downstream 303(d) impaired water bodies. 

Both the SWPPP and Post-Construction Stormwater Quality Control Plan are Project-specific 

documents that must be developed consistent with criteria designed to meet state and federal 

water quality standards. Operational stormwater quality measures for the Project shall be 

designed in accordance with the applicable Stormwater Quality Design Manual, as required by 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-2. The Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento and 

South Placer Regions (SWQD Manual) is the manual appiitabie to development in the City. 

Table 3-1 of the SWQD Manual identifies categories associated with development and 

infrastructure projects and the associated potential pollutants for each category. The 

"residential" category identifies that all potential pollutants (sediment, nutrients, metals, 

bacteria, oil and grease, and organics/pesticides) are associated with the residential land use 

category. This means that residential development must include water quality treatment 

measures to address all potential pollutant categories. The pollutants of concern that the 

commentor identified, pyrethroids, diazinon, and chiorpyrifos are associated with insecticide 

use and would be addressed by the required water quality treatment measures. These are 

po!!utants of concern on mu!tip!e waterbodies in the region and are addressed through the 

pollutant control measures in the SWQD Manual. As described under Impact 3.8-2 on pages 

3.8-18 through 3.8-20, the Project proposes treatment of stormwater that is discharged from 

the majority of the Project site through a dedicated wet water quality treatment pond and 

stormwater from the portion of the Project site that discharges to the Bond Road Trunk system 

will be treated with a stormwater filter consistent with the water quality certification issued for 

the site by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The SWQD Manual (Sheet DB-1) 

identifies that a wet watei quality tieatment pond (wet basin} has a high effectiveness foi 
removal of organics, which would include pesticides. A wet basin also has a high level of 

effectiveness for removing sediment, trash, metals, bacteria, and oil and grease and a medium 

level of effectives for removing nutrients from stormwater. The SWQMD Manual includes a 

footnote for the wet basin effectiveness that identifies that metals, bacteria, and organics are 

Target Pollutants for the Sacramento area. The level of effectiveness for a sand filter is high for 

sediment, trash, metals, and organics, medium for bacteria, and low for nutrients. While 

additional treatment measures may be inciuded in the SWPP and Post-Construction 

Stormwater Quality Control Plan, the primary treatment methods for the Project have 

acceptable levels of effectiveness for removing pollutants of concern~ Both have a high !eve! of 

effectiveness for removing the pollutants identified by the commentor. As described in the 

Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2 would reduce potential 

water quality impacts to a less than significant level and would ensure that the Project would 

2.0-90 Revised Final EIR- Silverado Village 



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 

not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative water quality impacts. 

Mitigation measures, such as limits on lot coverage and impervious surfaces, are not required 

as the impact will be less than significant with implementation of the above-described 

mitigation measures. 

Pages 3.8-3 through 3.8-5 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows: 

"303(d} Impaired L~ater Bodies: Section 303(d) of the federal C!ean \AJater Act requires States to identif-1 waters 

that do not meet water quality standards or objectives and thus, are considered "impaired." Once listed, Section 
303(d) mandates prioritization and development of a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). The TMDL is a tool that 
establishes the aiiowabie loadings or other quantifiable parameters for a waterbody and thereby the basis for the 
States to establish water quality-based controls. The purpose of TMDLs is to ensure that beneficial uses are 

restored and that water quality objectives are achieved. 

AeeeretiRg ta t~e CaliferRia \Vater Qblality CeRtrel MeRiteriRg Cei::IReil, wl::liel:l is part ef CaliferAia ~R'IiFBRFReRtal 
PreteetieR PgeRey1 Nah1ral Reseblrees, -tAe Based on the California 303(d) combined list table prepared by the 

State Water Resources Control Board, the Project would not discharge directly intore are RB impaired water 
bodies within the vicinity of the Project site. However, within Sacramento County there are creeks. sloughs. rivers. 

lakes. and Delta waterbodies that are included on the tet> 303(d) list of impaired waterbodies. GalifarRia '"ateFS 
are listeet as i~taaireEt fer 1::1ses relateEt te fisl::t er sl::tellfish eeAsl::l~tatieR l:iy h~::~~aRs a REI · o'l::tiel::t taell~::~taAts are 

iRvelveet. Table 3.8-1 identifies waterbodies in Sacramento County which are listed as impaired, including the 

po!!utant of concern and TMDL status_ 

"TABLE 3.8-1: 303{D) LISTED IMPAIRED WATERBODIES IN SACRAMENTO COUNTY 

WATERBODY 

American River, Lower 
[Nimbus Dam to confluence 

with Sacramento River) 
Arcade Creek 

I Chicken Ranch Slough 

I Dlsumnes URiver 
(below Mjchjgan Bar) 

I AFFECTED I POLLUTANT OF I 
TMDL STATUSi 

AREA CONCERN 

27 miles Mercury,__EC!!.s, 

10 miles 

unknown 

~~ifus 
Diazinon 
Malatbjon 
Pyretbrojds 
SPdiment 

112miles I~= 

(E. 
lnyasjye 
Species 

coH) 

All category SA- expected TMDL completion dates 

I i~~f~rW~~~~!021 fur PCBS and I 

Category 58 JISEpA approved TMDI. for 
cblorpyrjfos and djazjnon jn 2004 

2021 forE coli)and sedjment toxjdtv and 2019 

for jnyasjye species 

!!pper I Cosumnes Rjyer 
(above Micbil!an Bar) 

17 roUes Category SA expected TMD!. completion date of I 
2019 for invasive snecies 

Beer Creek 12 miles Category SA - expected TMDI. completion date of I 
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Delta waterways: Central 11,425 
portion acres 

Delta waterways: Eastern 2,972 
portion acres 

Delta waterways: Northern 6,795 
portion acres 

Delta waterways: Western 14,524 
portion acres 

I"''""" I 

11 miles 

34 roUes 

I I 

Mercury 
cblorpyritos 
lnvasjve 

Species 

DDT, Group A 

Pestiddes 
Mercury 

2019 for jnyasjye species 

Category SA- expected TMDL completjon jn 2009 

Category SA- expected TMD!. completion in ZOJY 

Category 58 -l!SEPA approved TMDI. in 2007 I 

Category SA- expected TMDI. completign jn 2009 
rhlnrnurifnc:: r::~to:>annr t;R.- ll~I<'PA ::~nnrnmul TMni in ?nn7 I::: I :::::::::_:::::::::::::::::::::0191 
Soec1es. 

I~:::" I I 
DDT, Group A Category SA- expected TMDI. completion jn 2011 

Pestiddes 
Mercury Category SA- expected IMPL completion jn 2009 

Category SB lJSEPA approved TMDI. jn 2007 

=~m•w. om''"~'" '"" I 
Category SA 

Category SA exnected TMPL completion jn 2011 

DDT, Group A Category SA- expected TMDI. completion jn 2011 

Pestiddes 

conductivity 
lnyasjye 
Species 

I ;asfns I Category SB - !!SEPA approved TMD!. jo 2007 for I 

1
.._. I ,£UJ ~ w~ury aug zmc aug m '"' 1 ror au I 

. Mercury _ Qllig_r poll!!!a!l!-'S _ 
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l=d I 
llnlmnwn 

Morrjson Creek 26 miles I ~=:~::be I ::~~!~:~:~=d~:~~~~:~~!! 

Lake Natoma 
Beach Lake 
t•oisorn Lake 

no! (PCP) 
Pyretbrojds 

Sedjment 

Toxjcity 

485 acres Mercury 
96 aqes Mercury 

l.l.Jl!i1: Mercury 

= Natomas East Main Drainage 4 to 12 Mercury 
Canal (aka Steelhead Creek, miles 
downstream of Arcade Creek) 

Piazinon PCBs 

for djazjngo (26 roUes) for 2003 boweyer a new 

completjon date for djazjnon js identified for 13 

roUes jn 2021 

Category SA- expected TMDI. completion jn 2019 

Category SA- expected TMDL completion jn 2021 

C:ategory SA- expected 1 MDL compjetion jn 2019 

Category SA- expected TMDI. completion date jn 

2008 fnr rliazinnn jn 2019 anrl2020 for pr.Bs and 

jn 2021 for mercmy 

Sacramento River (Knights 16 miles Mercury~ All r~h•ann, ~A- PvnPrtPtl TMnl rnmnlPtinn rl:::~tP 

Landing to the Delta) 

Saet=aFReFI~e San 

Chlordane 

DDT Dieldrin 

IE:·· Qlll, 

~ 

bBFRf38HFl8S 
EiREIHdiRg 
2,3,7,8 TG99), -GeFRf3BHFI8s, 
P-bB5 
EPolyelllol'iRale 
d biplleRylsl 
£diguir~ li)tgl 

I 

jn 2012 for mercury in 2019 for unknown 

toxjcily jn 2021 for chlordane and DDT and jn 

2022 for djeldrin 

I 

\.-·-····· ····-J 

I ~=:.· I ;;~id;~ so;;~;;: ~n ::. ::: I Pyr:.e!hrmds.. Categorv 5fL - JJSEPA annroyed JMDL for 

Strong Ranch Slough 

I :;:~~;t I chlorpy~jfos and djazjnon jn 2001 I 
Ger:!t'al '1aR;tad~g G61JIIiEil5tote Water Resources Control Board. Co/EPA. 2013~ 

http :/lwww. wate;boords. ca. qov twa ter issue s/proqramsltmd!lin tear a ted201 O . .shtm! and excel table: 

http:llmops. waterboards.ca.qovlwebmaol303dlfiles/2010 USEPA aporov 303d List Final 122311wsrcs.x/sl 

JCateqorv SA- TMDL still required. Cateqorv 58- being addressed by USEPA approved TMDl.. Note that some Category 58 pollutants hove 

passed the expected TMDL completion dote and ore identified as "do no delist" although the expected 

AeearBiRg ta tl:le ~tate ''Vater Resaurees baRtral 8aard, tl:lere are tl:tree laltes iR ~aeraFReRta beuRty tl:lat are 

iFRpaired. ll:lese are: 

• 8eael:1 balte, FRereuFy. 

• Falsaffl balte, FRereury. 

bal'e Natefflas, FRereup;." 
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Response 13-3: The com mentor indicates that the assertion that the Bond Road trunk pipe would not 

have a significant effect on laguna Creek is not supported, stating that although the model 

applied by West Yost Associates indicated that peak flows from the Bond Road drainage would 

decline prior to peak flows on Laguna Creek, the model indicated that laguna Creek would 

increase by 4- 6% during peak flows from the Bond Road trunk after Project implementation. 

The commentor also states that alternative parameter values with prolonged flows on the 

Project site may increase peak fiows on the Bond Road system and Laguna Creek causing 

significant flooding in the Project area and downstream and recommends a more rigorous 

evaluation of models and parameterizations to more fu!!y assess the impact of the Project on 

existing drainage patterns for Whitehouse and laguna Creeks (Impact 3.8-4). The commentor 

recommends limits on lot coverage and impervious surfaces. 

The comment seems to imply that West Yost Associates model data included in the Preliminary 

Drainage Study predicts that the Project could increase the peak flow in laguna Creek by 4 to 6 

percent. If that is what is being said, that is not a correct interpretation of the model data. 

The Project is predicted to increase the 100-year peak flow in the local 'vVatershed by about 60 

cfs. Pipeline improvements in Bond Road will mitigate this increase. The increase in the local 

peak flow would not have a significant impact on the peak 100-year flow in laguna Creek 

because the local watershed (that includes the Project) is located near the downstream end of 

the Laguna Creek watershed and is a much smaller watershed. Therefore, the peak flow from 

the local watershed will occur much sooner than the peak flow in Laguna Creek. 

The timing difference is illustrated on the figure "100-Year Flows- Laguna Creek and Bond Road 

Trunk" that is shown on page 9 of the Preliminary Drainage Study (see Draft EIR Appendix D), 

which shows hydrographs for the 100-year, 24-hour storm for the Project watershed (labeled 

as Bond Road Trunk) and laguna Creek. Please note that the hydrographs are plotted on 

different scales that make the Bond Road Trunk flows look closer in magnitude to the Laguna 

Creek flows than they really are. At the time of the peak local from the Project, the flow in 

laguna Creek is at about 1,500 cfs, which is well below the peak flow of approximately 2,600 

cfs. Adding 60 cfs to 1,500 results in a 4 percent increase at the time of the local peak flow. The 

6 percent increase occurs only if pipe improvements are included within the Quail Ranch 

Estates subdivision (blue hydrograph on the figure "100-Year Flows - Laguna Creek and Bond 

Road Trunk") and those improvements are conceptual improvements that are not a part of this 

Project. Either way, by the time Laguna Creek peaks, about 5 hours after the local peak, the 

iocai fiow hydrograph has receded and does not have a significant infiuence on the peak fiow in 

laguna Creek. 

The commentor indicates that different parameter assumptions could change the conclusions 

of the Draft EIR. The timing difference is too great to be significantly affected by changes in 

modeling parameters related to runoff timing. The com mentor also indicates that prolonged 

flows on the local watershed could change the conclusions of the Draft EIR. This scenario would 
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presumably require a 100-year storm on the entire Laguna Creek watershed to be followed by, 

or to overlap with, another very large storm on the local watershed such that the local peak 

flow would coincide with the peak flow in Laguna Creek. This type of back to back event would 

be rare and would no longer be considered a 100-year storm but would be something much 

larger and beyond the normal range of events that is considered for drainage evaluations. It 

should be noted that FEMA mapping procedures recognize the effects of timing differences in 

wateisheds of diffeient sizes. VJhen piepailng a hydiaulic model foi a tiibutaiy stieam that 

joins a larger stream, if the tributary stream has a watershed area that is 1/3 of the larger 

watershed or less, then the water surface elevation in the larger stream can be excluded when 

modeling the tributary. This is a slightly different application, but the concept is the same. The 

impact is less than significant, as described in the Draft EIR, and mitigation measures, such as 

limits on lot coverage and impervious surfaces, are not required. 

Response 13-4: The commenter states that the "project does not minimize the impacts of habitat lass 

and construction activities an vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp, despite 

their status under the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) os threatened and endangered, 

respectively. The draft EIR does not adequately address the reasonable and prudent measures 

that are described in the incidental take statement under Section 7 (ESA) consultation. In 

addition, the terms and conditions of exemption from Section 9 (ESA) require that existing 

vernal pool habitat be preserved at a 2:1 ratio. Therefore, the project requires the protection of 

17.56 acres to be preserved, either on or off site, to compensate for the direct and indirect 

effects of the project that will destroy or harm 8. 78 acres of vernal pool habitat and associated 

flora and fauna (including listed crustaceans and plants). In addition, the vernal pool acreage 

that will be directly affected by the project is stated as 5.05 under mitigation measure 3.3-1, 

whereas the direct impact acreage is listed as 4.94 on Table 3.3-3 (from Gibson & Skarda/). This 

discrepancy must be adequately addressed prior to determining potential impacts on Northern 

Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool and the adequacy of mitigation measures. The draft EIR also fails to 

describe how reduced density and a reconfigured project may mitigate potentially significant 

impacts." 

Tl...,. .,..,. .. .,....,! ,....,...,..1 rroor+.,.,..,.., ... ., -.ro ""...l..lrot'r.orl nn n"'n"""' 'l :1_111 ~hrn11nh 'l 'l-1~ nf +h.:. nr:::~ft J:'IA :::~c 
IIIII:; V'!;;IIIColl t-'VUI '-1U.,LUO,..LUII_,. ""''"- o:;ouuo.._.,.,....,.._ ... VII t-'UQ.__, .Jo.J .O.."'"T LIIIUUQII .Jo.J ........ ""' Lll'- ...,,..,, .. ,._.,, ..... 

follows: 

Vernal Pool Crustaceuns: Vernal pool crustaceans are found in ephemeral freshwater habitats, and their life 
cycles have adapted to the unique habitat conditions of vernal pools. Fallowing the winter rains vernal pool 
become inundated, and in conjunction with the appropriate environmental cues (temperature, total dissolved 
solids, alkalinity, pH, etc.), the hatching of vernal pool crustacean eggs is initiated. Vema! pool crustaceans then 

mature rapidly into adults. 

There are four special-status freshwater crustaceans, two of which are federal listed, that are documented 
within five miles of the Project site and have been determined to potentially occur in the vernal pools and 
seasonal wetlands an the Project site: vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi}, vernal pool tadpole shrimp 

(Lepidurus pockordi), midvalley fairy shrimp (Bronchinecta mesoval/ensis), and California linderiella (Linderiella 

occidentalis}. 
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Suitable habitat for these vernal pool crustaceans is present on the Project site. Protocol-level surveys were not 

conducted in the preparation of the Biological Assessment for this Project. In accordance with USFWS policy, 

given the presence oj potential habitat and the absence oj protocol surveys., these species are presumed present 
on the Project site. 

Direct Effects: The Pmject will result in the direct los:; of 5.05 acres of fede;ally listed crustacean habitat, and the 

death of an unknown number of vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp through the direct 
filling of vernal pools and vernal swales within the Project site. The midvalley fairy shrimp and California 

!inderie!!a are both non-listed, but they are considered special status species, and the Project will result in a 

direct loss of habitat and death of an unknown number of these species. 

Indirect Effects: The Project would result in indirect effects to all vernal pool tadpole shrimp_. vernal pool fairy 

shrimp, midva/Jey fairy shrimp, and California linderie/Ja, in the form of death, injury, and harm, found in vernal 

pools that are supported by associated upland areas and swales, and all habitat otherwise damaged by loss of 

watershed, human intrusion, introduced species, and pollution that will be caused by the Project. The Project 

would result in indirect effects to 3. 73 acres of federally~listed crustacean habitat. 

Cumulative Effects: Because the vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, midvalley fairy shrimp, and 

California linderiella are endemic to vernal pools in the Central Valley, coast ranges, and a limited number of 

sites in the transverse range and Santa Rosa Plateau of California, the USFWS anticipates that a wide range of 

activities will affect these species. Such activities include, but are not limited to, urban, water, flood control, 

highway and utility projects, chemical contaminants, as well as conversion of vernal pools to agricultural use. 

Conclusion: A Section 7 Consultation was initiated for the incidental take of vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal 

pooi fai;y sh;imp in association with the Projeci. The U5FW5 reviewed the status of the vernai pooi tadpoie 

shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, the environmental baseline, the effects of the Project and the cumulative 

effects and provided their biological opinion that the Project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 

these two listed species. They also indicated that the Project site is not located within proposed or designated 

critical habitat for the vernal pool fairy shrimp or the vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and, therefore, none will be 

affected. 

The USFWS anticipates incidental take of the vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp will be 

difficult to detect or quantify. The cryptic nature of these species and their relatively small body size make the 

finding of a dead specimen unlikely. The species occur in habitats that make them difficult to detect. Due to the 

difficulty in quantifying the number of individuals that will be taken as a result of the Project, the USFWS is 

quantifying take incidental to the Project as the number of acres of vernal pools/ponded depressions (vernal 

pool habitat) that will become unsuitable for vernal pool crustaceans due to the Project. Therefore, the USFWS 

estimates that all vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp inhabiting 8.78 acres of vernal pool 

habitat will be harassed, harmed, injured, or killed, as a result of the Project. 

The USFWS determined that the incidental take associated with the Project on vernal pool fairy shrimp and 

vernal pool tadpole shrimp is exempted from prohibitions of take under Section 9 of the ESA. The UFWS also 

determined that this level of anticipated take is not likely to result in jeopardy to the federally~listed species or 

result in destruction or adverse modification of proposed or designated critical habitat. 

The USFWS provided a requirement to implement reasonable and prudent measures necessary and appropriate 

to minimize the effect of the Project on vernai pooi fairy shrimp and vernai pooi tadpoie shrimp. This inciudes the 

following: 

1. The effects to listed vernal pool crustaceans from habitat foss sho!! be minimized. 

2. The effects to listed vernal pool crustaceans from construction activities at the Project shall be minimized. 

These reasonable and prudent measures are addressed through more detailed terms and conditions and 

reporting requirements, in addition to several conservation recommendations. These USFWS requirements are 

non-discretionary, and must be implemented so that they become binding conditions of any grant or permit 
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issued to the Project proponent, as appropriate, in order for the exemption in Section 7(0)(2) to apply. The 

USACE has a continuing duty to regulate the activity covered by this incidental take statement. 

While the midvalley fairy shrimp and California linderiello are nat federal or state listed and not addressed 
within the Section 7 Consultation or another permitting document, these special status species occupy the same 

verna! pool habitat as is mentioned for the federally listed vernal pool tadpole shrimp rmd vernal pool fairy 

shrimp and will have similar impacts. Similar to the above impact discussion, it is estimated that all midvalley 

fairy shrimp and California /inderiella inhabiting 8. 78 acres of vernal pool habitdt will be affected os o result of 

the Project. 

Impacts to vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, midvalley fairy shrimp, and California linderiella 

are potentially significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measu1e 3.3-1: The Project applicant shall comply with the Te;rns and Conditions, Reporting 
Requirements, and Conservation Recommendations in accordance with the USFWS Incidental Take Statement 

issued for the Project. 

Timing/Implementation: 
construction activities. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: 

As specified in the permit and throughout all earthmoving and 

City of Elk G;ove Planning Deportment. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 requires the Project to adhere to the USFWSlncidental Take Permit 

which requires the preservation of existing vernal pool habitat at a 2:1 ratio (17.56 acres of wetted vernal pool 

crustacean habitat to be preserved to compensate for 5.05 directly-affected acres and 3.73 indirectly affected 

acres), measures to address storm water quality, notification procedures in the event of death or harm of a listed 

species, and constructed monitoring to ensure compliance with construction-related impact avoidance 

measures. This measure will ensure that the potential impacts to vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy 

shrimp, midvalley fairy shrimp, and California linderiel/o are reduced to a less than significant level. 

The Draft EIR adequately addresses the reasonable and prudent measures that are described in 

the incidental take statement under Section 7 (ESA) consultation when it states the following: 

"The USFWS provided a requirement to implement reasonable and prudent measures 

necessary and appropriate to minimize the effect of the Project on vernal pool fairy shrimp 

and vernal pool tadpole shrimp. This includes the following: 

1. The effects to listed vernal pool crustaceans from habitat loss shall be minimized. 

Z. The effects to listed vernal pool crustaceans from construction activities at the Project 

shall be minimized. 

These reasonable and prudent measures are addressed through more detailed terms and 

conditions and reporting requirements, in addition to several conservation 

recommendations. These USFWS requirements are non-discretionary, and must be 

implemented so that they become binding conditions of any grant or permit issued to the 

Project proponent~ as app;op;iate~ in o;de; jo; the exemption in Section 7(0){2) to apply. 

The USACE has a continuing duty to regulate the activity covered by this incidental take 

statement.}' 
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The Draft EIR adequately addresses the requirement that existing vernal pool habitat to be 

preserved at a 2:1 ratio for a total of 17.56 acres to be preserved, either on or off site, to 

compensate for the direct and indirect effects of the Project that will destroy or harm 8.78 

acres of vernal pool habitat and associated flora and fauna (including listed crustaceans and 

plants). Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 requires the following: 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: The Project applicant shall comply with the Terms and Conditions, Reporting 
Requirements, and Conservation Recommendations in accordance with the USFWS Incidental Take Statement 
issued jar rhe Project. 

Timing/Implementation: 
construction activities. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: 

As specified in the permit and throughout all earthmoving and 

City of Elk Grove Planning Department. 

Implementation of ft.4itigation ftAeasure 3.3-1 requires the Project to adhere to the USFWS Incidental Take Permit 

which requires the preservation of existing vernal pool habitat at a 2:1 ratio {17.56 acres of wetted vernal pool 
crustacean habitat to be preserved to compensate for 5.05 directly-affected acres and 3.73 indirectly affected 
acres), measures to address stormwater quality, notification procedures in the event of death or harm of a fisted 
species, and constructed monitoring to ensure compliance with construction-related impact avoidance 
measures. This measure will ensure that the potential impacts to vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy 
shrimp, midvalley fairy shrimp, and California linderiel/a are reduud to a less than significant level. 

The commenter's reference to a discrepancy in the vernal pool acreage calculations under 

mitigation measure 3.3-1 compaied to a calculation by Gibson & Skordal can be explained 

within the context of the calculations. The 5.05 acre calculation referenced under mitigation 

measure 3.3-1 refers to "vernal pool crustacean habitat" as assessed in coordination with the 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service. The 4.94 acre calculation within a wetland delineation 

as assessed in coordination with the Army Corps of Engineers. It is important to note that not 

all jurisdictional wetland is vernal pool crustacean habitat. The wetland delineation used other 

"Classifications" for jurisdictional areas (i.e. Vernal Pool and Seasonal Wetland). The Seasonal 

Wetiand Ciassification includes the .ii acres of vernai pooi crustacean caicuiation. it is 

important to note that the wetland delineation calculation is based on the presence of three 

physical characteristics-hydrology, hydrophytes, and hydric soiL The methodology for 

delineating a wetland is defined in the 1987 Army Corp Manual and is regulated by the United 

States Army Corps of Engineers. The vernal pool crustacean habitat calculation is not based on 

this same methodology. The analysis of Alternative 2 on page 5.0-7 identifies that it would 

avoid impacts to sensitive habitats and associated special-status vernal pool and plant species. 

The information provided in this comment ietter does not alter the findings or conclusions 

contained in the Draft EIR with respect to this environmental topic. 

Response 13-5: The commenter states that the "current plan proposes a park (Figure 2-3, Lot G) directly 

on existing vernal pool habitat. As stated in the draft EIR, there is a finite quantity of Northern 

Vaiiey Hardpan Vernai Pooi remaining in California. Therefore, mitigation measures must 
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consider reduced density and reconfiguration, including placing the park within the villages and 

not on top of a finite resource." 

The Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool is addressed on pages 3.3-31 through 3.3-32 of the 

Draft EIR as follows: 

Impact 3.3-8: The Project has the potential to have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natr.1ral community identified in local or regional plans. policies, regulations or 
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (significant and 
unavoidable) 

The CNDDB documents two sensitive natura! communities within a five mile radius of the Project site 
including: Great Valley Valley Oak Riparian Forest and Northern Hardpan Volley Hardpan Vernal Pool. The 

Project site does not contain Great Valley Valley Oak Riparian Forest; however, it does contain Northern 

Hardpan Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool_ The Northern Hardpan Valley Hordpcm Vema! Pool is found primarily on 
old alluvial terraces on the east side of the Great Valley from Tulare or Fresno County north to Shasta County 
(Holland 1986). This community is dominated by annual grasses and herbs that grow in and out of the water. 
Germination and growth begin with winter rains, often continuing even when inundated. These pools 
gradually evaporate during spring, leaving concentric bands of vegetation that colorfully encircle the drying 

pools (Holland 1986). 

This community is typically found through mounded terrain where sails are very acidic, iron and 
silicacemented hardpan soils. Winter rainfall perches on the hardpan, forming pools in the depressions. 
Evaporation (not runoff) empties the pools in spring (Holland 1986). 

The Gibson & Skarda/ (2012) wetland delineation documented 141 vernal pool features, 34 seasonal wetland 
features, three pond features, two ephemeral drainages, and White House Creek, which collectively total 
26.45 acres oj jurisdictionai area iocated on the Project site. Aii of these features coiiectiveiy contribute to the 

unique Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool characteristics of the Project site. 

The Project '.Mould involve the discharge of fill materia! inta 8.31 acres of the 25.45 acres described above. This 

includes discharge of fill into 1.09 acres of seasonal wetlands, 4.94 acres of vernal pools, 2.25 acres of bermed 
pond, 0.01 acre of Whitehouse Creek and 0.02 acre of ephemeral drainage. In addition, 64.45 acres of 
avoided area containing 5.64 acres of ~.Alaters of the United States would be preserved in perpetuity. The 
proposed detention design will utilize 12.39 acres of bermed pond to control/detain runoff within the 
residential subdivision. The above referenced discharge of fill material into the Northern Valley Hardpan 
Vt?rnal Pool is v potentially significant impact. While there are mitigation measures presented in this EIR that 
are intended to minimize the impacts to the extent feasible, there is a finite quantity of Northern Valley 
Hardpan Vernal Pool in California and the Elk Grave area, the Project would result in a reduction in that finite 
quantity. The loss of the habitat cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance. Jmplementation of the 
Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool. 

The commentor states that mitigation measures must consider reduced density and 

reconfiguration. Alternative 2, described in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR, would address the 

impacts to Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool through reducing the Project density and 

reconfiguring the Project, in a manner similar to that suggested by the com mentor. Alternative 

2 is described on pages 5.0-3 and 5.0-4 of the Draft EIR and is analyzed on pages 5.0-7 through 

5.0-9 of the Draft EiR. The number of residential units under Alternative 2 would be reduced to 

211 single family units and a senior living facility of up to 125 units. Alternative 2 would avoid 

impacts to Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool by placing preservation easements around all 
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wetland, riparian, vernal pool, and drainage features. An alternative detention basin would be 

constructed to the east and the park sites would be reduced to approximately 3.25 acres. 

The impacts on Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool are adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. 

The information provided in this comment letter does not a!ter the findings or conclusions 

contained in the Draft EIR with respect to this environmental topic. 

Response 13-6: The com mentor states that, as a resuit of deficiencies highlighted in the Draft EiR, the 

commentor does not believe that the Project and mitigation measures are consistent with the 

City's goal to "Emphasize preservation of open spaces and sensitive habitats" or the Project 

Applicant's goal to "Respect the Project site's existing natural features." The com mentor states 

that the Draft EIR does not provide sufficient analysis on water quality, hydrology, and 

biological resources to make decisions regarding the Project in contemplation of environmental 

considerations and recommends major revisions to the Draft EIR, including a more thorough 

assessment of Project alternatives. The com mentor is referred to Responses 13-2 through 13-5 

for responses to the commentor's concerns regarding hydrology, water quality, and biological 

resources. The alternatives analysis in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft E!R \.·vas prepared pursuant to 

the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines, including Section 15126.6. The com mentor does not 

identify any specific concerns regarding the alternatives analysis, so no further response to this 

issue can be provided. The comment is noted for consideration by the decision-makers. 

2.0-100 Revised Final EIR - Silverado Village 



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 

November 8, 2013 

City of Elk Grove 
Planning Department 
cfo Christopher Jordan, AICP 
8401 Laguna Palms Way 
Elk Grove, CA 95758 

Cc: Planning Commissioners 

Dear Mr. Jordan, 

LETTER 14 

Thank you for the opportunity to make comments on the Draft EIR. I am a resident 
of the Fallbrook neighborhood and a member of the Fallbrook Neighborhood 
Association. I recognize that there will be a project developed on this property and 
know that you will work with the developers to ensure it is a project that meets the 
City goals, is supported by the community, and limits environmental impacts. A 
step along the way to make that happen is a thorough and adequate EIR. The draft 
EIR is inadequate and does not give our decision makers the information they need. 

Land Use: 

The DEIR does not adequately address land use impacts. Per CEQA guidelines a 
project wiii have a significant impact on iand use if it wiii confiict with any appiicabie 
land use plan. The DEIR concludes that land use impacts are "less than significant." 
But, in actuality, this project conflicts with the General Plan. 

The DEIR supports it's finding of "less than significant" based on consistency with 
the GP EIR. The GP was adopted in 2003, ten years ago. There have been changes 
to the community and amendments to the GP that have not been considered. When 
this piOperty was analyzed for residential development, there \-•.:ere also commercia! 
land uses being proposed to serve them. Since then, no commercial development 
has occurred in the project area and sites intended as commercial have been 
developed as residential. One example is the rezone from commercial to residential 
at Bond Rd and Stonebrook Dr. Another is the buiiding of apartments at Waterman 
and Bond on commercial property. 

The DEIR finds this project consistent with Land Use policy LU-11, which supports 
the development of neighborhood serving commercial. It states that commercial 
services planned for this project would serve the community. However the 
commercial services proposed on this project are not neighborhood serving. They 
would be restricted to the senior residents living -..·.lith in the gated community. 
Therefore, it is not accurate to consider those uses as "neighborhood serving" or 
use them to support this finding. 

The DEIR supports 1ts "iess than significant" by finding consistency with poiicy CAQ-
7 which encourages clustering to facilitate protection of on-site natural resources. 
Clustering on this site appears to be done to facilitate a •convenient" location to 
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2.0-102 

accommodate their legally required open space area so that they can maximize I 
density on the remainder of the property. In fact, the project proposes development 114·5 
on vernal pools and other wetlands that are the most environmentally sensitive. 

Additionally, the park is proposed for the open space on top of existing verna! 
pools. The park is proposed here because by putting it in the open space, the 
project can maximize the density of the project. The park is likely to become an 
attractive nuisance that, along with illegal activity, will bring damaging activity to 
the environmentaiiy sensitive areas we are trying to protect. 

114-6 
I 

The DEIR supports its "less than significant" finding with inaccurate data and relies 
on misrepresenting the policies in an attempt to find consistency with the GP. 

-Possible mitigation includes: 
-Planning a less dense project proposal with additional open space scattered 
throughout the project that actua!!y uses clustering to protect on-site resources. 
-Relocating the park to a central area within the community. 

I 
114·7 

I 
S~fetv and Pyb!.ic Servi~s: __ _ . _ . _ . _ _ . 1 
Tne proposed plan conflicts lil' uoa1 1-1, a sare community, rree rrom manmaae I 
and natural hazards, by placing an unlit park on the fringe of the community 
surrounded by open space. It is not located where neighbors can have ''eyes on the 
park." Illegal activity could easily occur here without being noticed by neighbors 
won't be walking ordriving by. Not only will this create a hazard, it will discourage I 
many residents from using, or allowing their children to use, the park. 

The DEIR does net analyze the impacts to safety and public serJices that the 
location of the park will create. The park will generate more calls for police, EMS I 
and fire services, due to its secluded location and the potential for activity to occur I 
unnoticed. 

-An easy mitigation measure for this is to relocate the park within the community 
where it can be easily accessed and monitored by the community. 

Transportatjon: 

14-8 

The traffic analysis was just inadequate. Anyone who travels these roads during I 
~~~~~~~:~;!;':~~~:;l~~:~~~:!~.-E\~.i~~~f~;~:f~~Ib~:~~?~::~~;:~:!!)~~~~t:::ro-~14-9 
able to exit their own driveway and turn off their court. The traffic analysis didn't 
account for people who are so frustrated with traffic that they avoid leaving their 
homes during certain times of the day. I 
-A survey of resident should be included in the traffic analysis to accurately assess 
traffic conditions. 

The DEIR did not adequately assess the impact of trains. The number of trains per I 
day was given as 16, but it is well known that far more than 16 trains come _ 14-10 
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through each day. It also doesn't consider the length and speed of the trains. The 
high speed four-car Amtrak trains stop traffic briefly, whereas the 80+ car, slow 
moving Union Pacific trains stop traffic for long periods of time causing traffic to 
back up considerably, not only on 6ond Rd but on other roads accessing 6ond Rd. 
It often takes several light cycles for traffic to recover from a slow moving train 
during peak traffic times. 

- A traffic analysis needs to be conducted that includes the correct number of 
trains, time of day they are stopping traffic and tht!ir speed and length. 

The DEIR and Transportation Impact Report do not consider the cumulative impact 
of the Silverado Development and several other developments currently in planning 
phases. Plans to allow other development in the area are likely to result in 
cumulative significant impacts on traffic. The DEIR only considered the increase 
from this development project. 

- Consideration of cumulative significant impacts should be made. 

The DEIR is inadequate in that it did not analyze additional traffic that will be 
geneiated by having tha park in a lass central area of the project \'./here some 
residents will not be able to walk to and most won't feel comfortable allowing their 
children to walk to. This will generate additional traffic as well as create a parking 
problem at the park. 

-A mitigation measure for this is to place the park within the community instead of 
on the fringe. 

Aesthetjcs 

The DEIR didn't adequately address the impact of a 9' sound wall along 6ond Road 
with minimal landscaped setbacks. This -.viii create a tunnel effect that is unsightly. 

-A possible mitigation measure to reduce the impact would be to set the wall 
further back from the road and provide more landscape buffer. 

2.0 

I 
114·10 

I 
I 
114·11 
I 

I 
114·12 

I 
I 
114·13 

The EIR needs to address these issues as well as other issues being commented on I 
by the community before making any decisions on certifying the EIR and before 
reviewing the merits of the project. In addition, a more complete analysis of a less 14·14 
dense project needs to be completed. A less dense project could be found to be I 
consistent with the GP and the City vision and is also likely to result in support from 
the community. 

Sincerely, 

Nina Stevens 
9274 Whittemore Dr. 
Elk Grove, CA 95624 
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Letter 14 Nina Stevens 
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Fallbrook, and states that the Draft EIR is inadequate and does not give the decision-makers the 

information they need. The commentor's specific concerns regarding the Draft EIR are 

addressed in Responses 14-2 through 14-14. 

Response 14-2: The commentor states that the Draft E!R does not adequately address !and use 

impacts. The commentor states that per CEQA Guidelines a project will have a significant 

impact on land use if it will conflict with any applicable land use plan. The commentor states 

that the Project conflicts with the General Plan. The commentor has not quoted the CEQA 

Guidelines accurately. Section X of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines identifies the following 

threshold for a land use and planning impact "[Would the project] Conflict with any applicable 

land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project (including, 
h11+- nnt- li ..... i+o.4 +n +ho non.or-..1 nl.,.n rno,.ifj,.. nl-.n I,..,...,. I ,..,...,,..+-.1 ..... ,....,..,...,.,...... ..,.,. .,...,.,.;.,. .. ...... ..1; ............ \ 
""'"'" IIU" 101110"'-"' """' "'''- Q'-11'-IUI ""'""'''.JOt-·""''"'"''- pogoo, IU\..o;u .._..., .......... , poU61UIIII Ul £.UIIIII6 UIUIIIDIII..CJ 

adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?" (italics added). 

The CEQA Guidelines address whether the Project would conflict with any applicable land use 

plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project that was adopted for 

the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, not just whether the Project 

would conflict with a land use plan. The commentor's specific concerns regarding potential 

conflicts with the General Plan are addressed under Responses 14-3 through 14-5. 

Response 14-3: The commentor states that the Draft EIR supports its finding of less than significant 

based on consistency with the General Plan EIR, noting that the General Plan was adopted in 

2003. The commentor states that there have been changes to the community and 

amendments to the General Plan that have not been considered. The commentor states that 

\r--.rhen the Project site was analyzed for residential development, commercial land uses weie 

proposed to serve them [residential development]. The commentor states that no commercial 

has occurred in the Project area and intended commercial sites have developed as residential. 

The com mentor provides examples of rezones to commercial. 

The com mentor is referred to Response 8-2 regarding the use of the Genera! P!an E!R in regards 

to streamlined review of environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(d) 

and (e) and 15168. The Draft EIR does not base the finding of less than significant impacts 

associated with land use solely on consistency with the General Plan EIR. Impact 3.9-1 

presented on pages 3.9-7 through 3.9-10 of the Draft EIR analyzes the Project's consistency 

with adopted land use planning documents and requirements, including the General Plan and 

the Zoning Code. The analysis of consistency with the General Plan is based on a review of the 

Projecfs consistency with the adopted General Plan land use designations and ielevant Geneial 

Plan policies that address the environmental effects of land use. While the discussion identifies 

the level of development that was addressed in the General Plan EIR, that discussion is in the 

context of identifying the level of development that would be allowed under the General Plan. 

2.0-104 Revised Final EIR - Silverado Village 



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 

As described on page 3.9-7 of the Draft EIR, the General Plan land use designations on the 

Project site would accommodate 1,182 residential units under the General Plan land use 

designations; the revised Project proposes 651 single family residential units and up to 125 

senior independent/assisted/memory-care residential units. The commentor's concerns 

regarding commercial uses do not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commentor 

does not identify any environmental issues or inadequacies of the Draft EIR. 

Response 14-4: The commentor states that the Draft EIR finds the Project consistent with Policy LU-ll 

which supports the development of neighborhood-serving commercial and that the Draft EIR 

states that the commercial services planned ior the Project would serve the community. The 

commentor states that the commercial services proposed are not neighborhood-serving and 

\."Jou!d be restricted to the senior residents living within the gated community. The commentor 

states that it is not accurate to consider those uses as neighborhood-serving to support the 

finding. 

Policy LU-ll states "The City shall support the development of neighborhood-serving 

commercial uses adjacent to residential areas, which provide quality, convenient and 

community-serving retail choices in a manner that does not impact neighborhood character." 

Policy LU-ll does not require development projects to include a specific type of commercial 

use nor does Policy LU-ll dictate the number of residents or size of "community" that would 

be served by neighborhood commercial uses. The commercial uses proposed in Village 3 would 

provide retaii services for the Viliage 3 community and would be integrated into the community 

in a manner that does not impact the character of the neighborhood. While the commercial 

uses wi!! not serve the entire community of E!k Grove, they will serve the neighborhood in 

which they are proposed. The Project does not conflict with Policy LU-ll and there is no 

environmental impact associated with this issue. 

Response 14-5: The commentor states that the Draft EIR supports its less than significant finding by 

finding consistency with Policy CAQ-7 which encourages clustering to facilitate protection of 

on-site natural resources. The com mentor is of the opinion that the clustering on the Project 

site appears to be done to facilitate a "convenient" location to accommodate the Project's 

"legally required open space" so that density can be maximized on the remainder of the 

property. The com mentor states that the Project proposes development on vernal pools and 

other wetlands that are the most environmentally sensitive. 

The com mentor is incorrect that the 92.9-acres of open space, including the 67 .6-acre wetland 

preserve, proposed on the Project site are legally required. The General Plan does not require 

the Project to include a minimum acreage of open space on the Project site. The General Plan 

designates the Project site for Ruial Residential, Lovw Density Residential, and 

Commercial/Office/Multifamily uses. The Project site has wetlands, vernal pools, and other 

waters that are protected by federal and state law and the Project is required to mitigate 

impacts to those wetlands. The Project Applicant has mitigated impacts through creation of an 
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on-site preserve and mitigation as established by the Section 404 permit issued for the Project. 

However, the Project could have proposed to develop the northern portion of the Project site 

with Rural Residential uses and could have proposed more units and less open space, which 

would have been consistent with the General Plan. The General Plan land use designations 

would allow approximately 1,182 units on the Project site. The Project Applicant has 

voluntarily proposed fewer units in order to preserve the wetlands, which are designated Rural 

Residential and not Open Space by the General Pian, on the northern portion of the Project 

site. The Project is consistent with Policy CAQ-7 because it does preserve wetland, vernal pool, 

and open space features, as described on page 3.9-7 of the Draft E!R. The Project wou!d 

discharge fill into 8.31 acres of the 26.45 acres of wetlands on the Project site. The Project 

would preserve the majority of wetland features, which collectively contribute to the unique 

Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool characteristics of the Project site. The Project is 

consistent with CAQ-7 and no revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted. 

Response 14-6: The com mentor states that the park is proposed for the "open space on top of existing 

vernal pools." The commentor opines that the park is proposed in this location because by 

putting it in the open space the Project can maximize the density of the Project. The 

commentor states that the Project is likely to become an attractive nuisance that will bring 

iiiegai and damaging activity to the environmentally sensitive areas. The commentor is 

incorrect that Lot G (park) is being placed within open space. The Lot G park site is primarily 

designated Rura! Residential, with the southern portion of the site designated Low Density 

Residential. A park is an allowed use within the Rural Residential and Low Density Residential 

designations. As previously described, the General Plan land use designations on the Project 

site would allow the entire site to be developed with a mixture of Rural Residential, Low 

Density Residential, and Commercial/Office/Multifamily uses. The park site is not being located 

in an area that would otherwise be undevelopable. The wetland preserve requires an 

operations and maintenance plan to ensure that the preserve is protected from adjoining uses 

and intrusion into its sensitive features. Impact 3.3~8 discloses the impacts of the Project on 

Northern Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool features. The commentor has not identified any 

additional environmental impacts associated with the park site and no revisions to the Draft EIR 

are warranted. The com mentor is referred to Response 14-8 regarding park safety. 

Response 14~7: The com mentor states that the Draft E!R supports its !ess than significant finding with 

inaccurate data and relies on misrepresenting the General Plan policies in an attempt to find 

consistency with the General Plan. The commentor suggests a less dense project proposal with 

additional open space scattered throughout the site and relocating the park to a central area as 

possible mitigation. As described in Responses 14-2 through 14-6, the Project is consistent with 

the General Plan. Impacts to land use would be less than significant and no mitigation is 

required. No revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response 14-8: The commentor states that the Project conflicts with General Plan Goal 1-1, a safe 

community, free from manmade and natural hazards, by placing an unlit park on the fringe of 

the community surrounded by open space. The commentor states that the park is not located 

where neighbors can have "eyes on the park" and opines that illegal activity could easily occur 

without being noticed. The com mentor states that this will not only create a hazard but will 

also discourage many residents from using or allowing their children to use the park. The 

com mentor states that the Draft EIR does not analyze the impacts to safety and public services 

that the park will create and states that an easy mitigation would be to relocate the park within 

the community. 

The lot G park site is located directly across the street from nine single family homes, at least 

seven of which \"Ji!! face the park site. The park wou!d be developed to City or Cosumnes 

Community Services District standards for neighborhood parks. The site-specific park design 

would be reviewed by the City Police Department and would include standard safety features. 

The Project, including the park site, has been reviewed by the City Police Department and no 

concerns with public safety were identified. There is no evidence that the park would be a 

hazard and no revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted in response to this comment. 

Response 14-9: The com mentor raises issues associated with trains that were raised in Comment 8-3. 

The com mentor is referred to Response 8-3. 

Response 14-10: The comment concerns the proposed park location and associated trip generation and 

the potential for increased vehicle travel. The proposed park is located within a reasonable 

walking distance (1/4 miles) of most of the Project's households. Therefore, it is not expected 

to result in significant vehicle travel. In addition, those trip would not use the external street 

network, so the analysis presented in the Draft EIR, would not change. 

Response 14-11: The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not properly address cumulative 

impacts associated with traffic. The com mentor is referred to Response 8-2 

Response 14-12: The com mentor states that the Draft EIR is inadequate as it did not analyze additional 

traffic and parking issues that would be created by the park location. Parking for the park 

would be provided on Project streets, the development of which was considered as a 

component of the Project in the Draft EIR, and no CEQA analysis of a parking issue is required. 

The comment concerns the proposed park iocation and associated trip generation and the 

potential for increased vehicle travel. The park site is located within a reasonable walking 

rlid;::anrP 11/4 miiPc:\ nf mn(j,t nf thP nroiPrt's households. Therefore. it is not exoected to result -·---·---,-· ···-----,---------· ----.---~------------ . . 
in significant vehicle travel. In addition, those trip would not use the external street network, 

so the analysis presented in the Draft EIR, would not change. 

Response 14-13: The commentor states that the Draft EIR did not adequately address the impact of a 

9' soundwall along Bond Road with minimal landscaped setbacks. The commentor believes 

that this will create an unsightly tunnel effect and recommends that the soundwall be set back 
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further from the road and more landscaping buffer be provided. The com mentor is referred to 

Response 8-5. 

Response 14-14: The com mentor states that the Draft EIR needs to address the above-identified issues 

as 'Ne!! as other issues identified by the community before making any decisions on certif'ting 

the EIR and before reviewing the merits of the Project. The com mentor indicates that a more 

complete analysis of a less dense project needs to be completed. The commentor is referred to 

Responses 14-1 through 14-13 which address their comments. Comments received on the 

Draft EIR have been reviewed by the City and are responded to in this chapter of the Final EIR. 

The com mentor's recommendation regarding analysis of a less dense project is noted. Chapter 

5.0 of the Draft EIR analyzes alternatives to the Project consistent with the requirements of 

CEQA. This comment is noted foi the decision-make is' consideiation. 
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''""" To: 
Ron H"rrlJCQ" 
QmS'PPber );yrlan 
S.J\1~-...:fo OEH./ 

LETTER 15 

Sutda,, tbwanber 10, lOlJ 9:56:CS AM 

As a home owner in the Fallbrook Neighborhood, this is to express my concerns 
regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Silverado Village 
on the North side of Bond Road. These concerns are as follows: 

Trgnspgrtgtjon 
The DEIR project impacts to nearby intersections were not sufficiently 
assessed. Seven of the closest intersections were considered, including Elk 
Grove Florin Road/Bond Road, Quail Cove Drive/Bond Road, Project 
Access/Bond Road Driveway (opposite Whittemore Drive), Crowell Drive 
(East)/Bond Road (Project Access), Waterman Road/Bond Road, Waterman 
Road/Project Access and Sheldon Road/Waterman Road (Transportation Impact 
Study (TIS), page 1). Significant impacts to traffic at nearby intersections 
(e.g., StonebrookiSchool Loop Rood and Bond (Z schools and one large 
residentiai deveiopment ) and aii intersections west of Bond Road/ Elk Grove 
Florin Road intersections (the primary connections to SR-99) were not 
accessed. 

The DEIR impacts on traffic due to trains were not sufficiently assessed, The 
number of trains used to evaluate impacts was sixteen (TIS, App. F, page 7) 
which is fnccrrect as mere tha."'l sixteen trains pe!"' day cross the Band Racd and 
Elk Grave/Florin Road train crossing. Also, no consideration was given to the 
time of day of the trains (e.g., during school and commute hours) or how long a 
+,.nin <!tnnc::! trnffir_ relntiVP.: tn thP. number of car!'i on the trai.n ··-· .. -·-r- ··-···----- -- ----- ------- ------------ -

The impacts of trains on traffic with respect to transportation/safety analysis 
is inadequate and results in concerns that vehicles and trains will significantly 
Increase emergency response times for police, firefighters and EM T personnel. 

The traffic data from the TIS for the DEIR were insufficient as data was 
collected during December. All traffic data is most likely to be artificially low 
during the winter season due to weather conditions (December 2012). 

Scbgols 

The DEIR impacts on neighborhood schools is not adequately addressed. While 
the developer will pay the required new school construction fees, pursuant to 
GC Section 65995, the city has no land purchased or plans in development to 
establish a new school. Since there are no mechanisms in place to adequately 
enforce school zoning, residents of the proposed development may not be 
truthful about their residential addresses in order in enroii their chiidren in 
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schools in which they are not zoned (schools which already create traffic 
congestion and adversely affect the quality of living in these neighborhoods 
with respect to air quality, noise, litter, etc). 

Wgter Quality 
The DEIR impacts on water quality of Morrison and Laguna creeks was not 
adequately assessed. The DEIR did not document that Morrison Creek is listed 
on Califomia's List of Impaired Waters ("303(d) List") as impaired by 
pyrethroids insecticides and diazinon and chiorpyrifos. Woter quality is iikeiy to 
be negatively affected even more as the result of the Silverado Project and 
the increased use and runoff the urban pesticides. 

Thank you for your consideration, 
Ron Hutcheson 
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Letter 15 Ron Hutcheson 
Response 15-1: The com mentor identifies themselves as a home owner in Fallbrook and states that 

their letter expresses their concerns regarding the Draft EIR for the Project. The com mentor's 

concerns are addressed in responses 15-2 through 15-7. 

Response 15-2: The commentor states that Project impacts to nearby intersections were not 

sufficiently assessed. The commentor does not substantiate their comment nor provide any 

reason why these intersections should have been evaluated. The Traffic Impact Study prepared 

for the Project identified intersections where increased volumes associated with the Project 

may be high enough to result in an environmental impact. No further response is necessary. 

Response 15-3: The commentor states that impacts on traffic due to trains was not specifically 

addressed. The com mentor is referred to Response 8-3, which addresses this comment. 

Response 15-4; The com mentor raises concerns similar to Comment 8-4. The com mentor is referred 

to Response 8-4. 

Response 15-S: The commentor states that the traffic data from the TIS for the Draft EIR was 

insufficient as it was collected during December and likely to be artificially low due to weather 

conditions. As documented in the Draft EIR, the traffic counts used to document existing 

conditions were collected on December 6, 2012. During the counts, weather was dry, no 

unusual traffic patterns were observed, and the Elk Grove Unified School District was in full 

session. The traffic counts are representative of average conditions and are appropriate for use 

in the Draft EIR traffic analysis. No revision to the Draft EIR is warranted. 

Response 15-6: The commentor states that the Draft EIR impacts on neighborhood schools is not 

adequately addressed, noting that while the developer will pay the required new school 

construction fees pursuant to Government Code Section 65995, the City has no land purchased 

or plans in development to establish a new school. The com mentor states that since there are 
......... .,......,,..h., ... ;,..,..... ... ;,.. nl.,,...,. +.-. on.f,.. .. ,..,. ~,.h,...nl "7n.ninrT r.otirlon+~ nf t-ho nrnnncorl ,..,,..,..,.lnnt'Y"'ont- l"t"'~\1 
IIU 111~'-IICIIIII~III~ Ill pog,_,_ LV '-IIIUI,_,_ ,,_.,._, .... , '-""'""'f)l ,.._J,,..._,.,.., ""'' .,,..._ 1"'""'1"'._..,.,_,. ..,,_v._,.....,t''".._,.._ "'"'J' 

not be truthful about their residential addresses in order to enroll their children in schools in 

which they are not zoned, school which already create traffic congestion and adversely affect 

the quality of living in these neighborhoods with respect to air quality, noise, litter, etc. 

The City does not provide public school services and does not purchase !and for schools or 

prepare site-specific plans for schools. The City does not have a "school" zone established by 

Title 23, Zoning, and there is no school zoning for the City to enforce. The Elk Grove Unified 

School District (EGUSD) provides public school services to the Project site. The EGUSD does not 

guarantee any student attendance at a particular school, regardless of where the student lives. 

Further, school boundaries are subject to change periodicaiiy as school facilities are 

constructed and as populations age or otherwise change. Section 3.12, Transportation and 

Circulation, of the Draft ElR evaluates the traffic impacts of the Project \A-Jhich includes schoo!-

related trips. Associated air quality impacts are analyzed in Section 3.2 and associated noise 
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impacts are analyzed in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR. While implementation of the Project may 

contribute to placing additional students in schools that may be crowded, this is not considered 

to be a significant impact under CEQA. The Project would be required to pay all applicable 

school facilities impact fees in accordance with state law. In accordance with Section 65995(h) 

of the California Government Code, the payment of statutory fees " ... is deemed to be full and 

complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but 

not iimited to, the pianning, use, or deveiopment of reai property, or any change in 

governmental organization or reorganization as defined in Section 56021 or 56073, on the 

provision of adequate school facilities." .A.s described in the !nitia! Study (Draft E!R Appendix A), 

the Project would result in fewer students than was anticipated in the General Plan EIR. The 

Project would be required to comply with adopted General Plan policies related to public 

schools and would have no additional impact on public schools than was anticipated in the 

General Plan EIR. 

Response 15-7: The commentor states that the Draft EIR impacts on water quality of Morrison and 

Laguna Creeks was not adequately assessed. The commentor states that the Draft EIR did not 

document that Morrison Creek is listed on the 303(d) list as impaired by pyrethroids 

insecticides, diazinon, and chlorpyrifos. The com mentor states that water quality is likely to be 

negativeiy affected even more as a resuit of the Project and the increased use and runoff of 

urban pesticides. The com mentor is referred to Response 13-2. 
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November 9, 2013 

City of Elk Grove 
Pianning Department 
cia Chris Jordan 
8401 Laguna Palms Or. 
Elk Grove. CA 95758 

LETTER 16 

Regina Reichenberg 
9076 Bobwhite Court 
Elk Grove, CA 95624 

(916) 919-4111 

Re: Silverado Project- Project# 2013012060 

As a resident of Quail Ranch Estates, l am deeply concemed about the possibility of 
flooding should the Silverado project be approved and built out. These houses are 
scheduled to be buitl on pads higher than our pads in Quail Ranch. Additionally, the 
capability of the land to store water in the winter and fall months will be diminished 
forcing the water elsewhere. downstream and into my neighborhood. Please include in 
your final EIR information as to who will be legally responsible when my home floods 
due to this water displacement. Will homeowners in Quail Ranch be provided with flood 
insurance provided by the City? The term "floating wa!!" paints a very deceptive picture. 

I also was distressed to find that the RD-2 and RD-4 zoning on the land is being ignored 
so that the maximum number of dwelling units can be built. Considering the already 
untenable traffic congestion we face along Bond Road and Watemnan Road, traffic will 
become so much more impacted with over 1 ,000 additional vehicles using these 
roadways. One of the Alternatives discussed included a "lower density" aspect. Since 
the developers are w!!!ing to offer such an option; I question why this option isn't 
automatically employed? It isn't often a developer will make such an offer. We need to 
take advantage of their generosity. 

The park. piacement shouid be in the center of the deveiopment. not in the northern 
portion of the parcel. It is my understanding that bathrooms cannot be placed on that 
portion of the parcel. I believe that location will be an "attractive nuisance", inviting 
undesirable activities into an area as remote and secluded as the current placement. 
The placement also makes it difficult for the over-55 residents to enjoy as it is not 
centrally located. 

i aiso understand the "noise" section of ihe DEiR was taken fron1 anobler project and 
"cut and pasted" into this document. This indicates that no real research was done on 
this issue and calls into question the credibility of the entire DEIR. 

.. -
t: . I 1 iiJ J 
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Letter to EG Planning Commission Silverado Project 

!n c!oslng, ! a!so ask that the terms negotiated in good faith by our Quai! Ranch leaders 
with the developers be included as "mitigation measures· to best insure those terms 
are adhered to upon sale to developers. Too many times developers have come to our 
city council and have had terms or conditions changed or set aside altogether to the 
detriment of the existing neighborhoods. Havmg them included as "mitigation measures" 
serves as a measure of protection for our community and gives us a strong leg to stand 
on when it comes to enforcing the tenms previously agreed upon. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

/} :7 

/')7-;;f 
Regina Reichenberg 
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Letter 16 Regina Reichenberg 
Response 16-1: The commentor states that, as a resident of Quail Ranch Estates, they are deeply 

concerned about the possibility of flooding should the Project be built out. The commentor 

notes that the Project houses would be built on pads higher than the pads in Quail Ranch and 
+h-.+ +1-.,.. ,.,.. ... ..,.,.;.,, ,...,: +!...., 1-.n..l + ..... .-+ .... ro ._.,..,.+o.r in +ho f., II ., ... ..1 ouin+o.r n"lnn+hr- \uill ho ...li ...... inirho..l 
LIIOL UU:; O...DJ-'CH ... ILJ Ul LIU;; II;;IIIU LU ~LVI'-.. YWIJIL\..1 Ill Ll ..... 11:1101 UIIU "YIIIL\-1 IOIUIILro~ 1111'111 U"- UJIIIII""""'-UI 

forcing the water downstream and into their neighborhood. The commentor requests that 

information be included in the Final EIR as to who will be legally responsible when their home 

floods due to this water displacement and asks if Quail Ranch homeowners will be provided 

flood insurance by the City. 

The commentor is referred to the discussion of potential impacts on the existing drainage 

pattern, including those associated with flooding and increased runoff, provided under Impact 

3.8-4 on pages 3.8-21 through 3.8-23 of the Draft EIR. As described under Impact 3.8-4, the 

Project would not result in increased off-site flows. The majority of the Project site would drain 

to the central detention basin and drainage from the basin would be conveyed to Whitehouse 

Creek. The Project would improve the central detention basin and on-site berms to increase 

capacity. Implementation of the Project wou!d result in a decrease in the peak discharge rate 

from 217 cfs to 192.5 cfs. The remaining portion of the site would discharge to the City's Bond 

Road Trunk drainage system. The Project would not result in a significant impact associated 

with the potential to result in off-site flooding. 

RP<.nnn<.P 16-1~ ThP rnmmPntnr c;tatPS that thev were distressed to find that the RD-2 and RD-4 zonine: ----.---------- ----------------------------------,-------------- - - ~ 

on the land is being ignored so that the maximum number of dwelling units can be built. The 

commentor states that considering the already untenable traffic congestion along Bond and 

Waterman Roads, traffic will become more impacted with over 1,000 additional vehicles using 

these roadways. As previously described, the Project would rezone the Project site to SPA and 

is not proposing the maximum number of units that can be constructed under the General Plan 

land use designations. The General Plan land use designations allow approximately 1,182 units 

on the Project site. Potentia! traffic impacts are addressed in Chapter 3.12, Transportation and 

Circulation, of the Draft EIR. While the com mentor's concerns regarding the change in zoning 

and increase in traffic do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the comment is noted for 

the decision-maker's consideration. 

Response 16-3: The com mentor notes that an alternative with lower density was discussed in the Draft 

EIR and asks, since the developers are willing to offer such an option, why it is not employed. 

The alternatives to the Project described in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR are not alternatives 

suggested by the developer, but alternatives that have been developed to reduce potential 

impacts of the Project as required by CEQA. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR so no further response is required. 
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Response 16-4: The commentor states that the park should be placed in the center of the 

development, not the northern portion of the parcel. The com mentor states their belief that 

bathrooms cannot be placed on that portion of the parcel. The commentor believes the 

location will be an attractive nuisance inviting undesirable activities into a remote and secluded 

area. The com mentor also believes that it will be more difficult for residents over 55 to enjoy 

the location of the park. It is noted that bathrooms can be placed on the park site and served 

either by a septic system or by the pubiic sewer system. 'vVhile this comment does not address 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the commentor is referred to Responses 1-2, 14-6, and 14-8. 

The commentor's opinion regarding the park location is noted for the decision-makers' 

consideration. 

Response 16·5: The commentoi states that they undeistand the noise section of the Diaft EIR was 

taken from another project and cut and pasted into this document. The commentor believes 

this indicates that no real research was done on this issue and calls into question the credibility 

of the entire EIR. The com mentor is referred to Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft 

EIR. The headers and footers in the section do have typographical errors that refer to a 

different project; however, the text of the entire section is specific to the City of Elk Grove and 

the Project. Section 3.10 identifies the location of the Project site (not another project 

iocationj, describes potentiai noise sources that are specific to the Project site, identifies 

regulatory framework that is specific to the City of Elk Grove (not another jurisdiction), and 

analyzes noise impacts that are specific to the Project (not another project). If one were to 

read Section 3.10, it is clear that the section relates to the Project and not to the Novato 

Housing Element as stated in the footer of this section. The Draft EIR will be revised to change 

the footers. The Draft EIR discloses the potential noise-related impacts of the Project and no 

changes to the noise impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 16-6: The com mentor asks that the terms negotiated by the Quail Ranch leaders with the 

developers be included as "mitigation measures" to best insure those terms are adhered to. 

The commentor states that developers have had terms or conditions changed or set aside 

altogether to the detriment of existing neighborhoods and that including the terms as 

~~mitigation measures'' serves as a measure of protection for their community. The com mentor 

does not identify any specific terms that should be included as mitigation measures and the 

comment does not identify potential impacts that require mitigation. Therefore, no further 

response can be made to this comment. The comment is noted for the decision-makers' 

consideration. 
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From: 
r .. 

LETTER i7 

N;:;;. p;uj;o;;t 
Fiidat. JW,errber QS, 2013 10:13 2B At! 

As a resident of fall brook I'm not in favor of the planned development on Bond rd across the street 
from our neighborhood. 

Thank you 

Ricardo bautista 
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Letter 17 Ricardo Bautista 
Response 17-1: The commentor states that as a resident of Fa!!brcok, they are not in favor of the 

planned development (the Project) on Bond Road across the street from their neighborhood. 

While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted for the 

decision-makers' consideration. 
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LETTER 18 
From: •Wbtmm1W@.:mrnut "'"' 
To: Clxntooher Wan 
Cc:; Mii'Y an;jigm&jr Kuu 5jphiill:ln' ~ ~ 
Subject: SrtYentdo 'llllage: projec;t 
Date: ~'May, Nov<Mber 08, 20139:08:09 AM 

Hello Mr. Christopher Jordan - Planning Manager 

I have some concerns In the building of Silverado Village 
project on Bond Road in Elk Grove. I am a resident in the 
Fallbrook neighborhood and have noticed a lot of traffic and 
noise on Bond Road and Cro\"Jel!. Parents are busy taking 
their children back and forth to Elk Grove Elementary school 
which Is located In the Fallbrook neighborhood which Is fine 
with me. But if Silverado Village project is built, have anyone 
thought of what it going to mean to the current congested 
traffic? A traffic light was put in between Bond Road and 
Crowell street, yet there are still auto accidents and people 
running the red lights. I know because I live close by and can 
hear the car accidents and the siren's. Not to mention that 99 
freeway Is already congested with traffic north and south 
bound in the mornings and evenings. 

Secondly, the train that usually passes near Bond Road and 
Elk Grove Florin railroad crossing does impact our commuting 
back and forth. There has been many times when the traffic 
Is clogged up for miles. Adding 5154 new daily vehicles 
trips will severely add to the already problems we have today. 

Finally, every year in the winter times, Fallbrook neighbored 
has flooding and drainage problems. Sometimes two to three 
feet of standing water in my court area. Our water system is 
not great as well, it is hard water. Has anyone ever 
considered to improve the water system and drainage 
problems when proposing to built an additional 660 new 
single homes? 
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Based on the above, what does Fallbrook neighborhood have 
to gain with this new project being buHt? ! believe we have a 
lot to loose. It is not getting better but worse in Elk Grove 
area since I moved in 12 years ago. 

Thank you. 

Rose Hernandez1@comcast.net 
9175 Lagrange court 
Elk Grove, CA 
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Letter 18 Rose Hernandez 
Darnftnra 1Q-1• Tha. rnrnrna.ntnr irlontifi~Dc th::~ot thc:o\1 h~H.ct. nntire~rl ::a lnt nf tr::~ffil" ::1nrl nnice> nn R.nnrl .......... ,..._ ...................................................................................... , ............................................................. '""'' ..................... ... 

Road and Crowell. The com mentor asks whether anyone has thought of what it means to the 

current congested traffic if the Project is built. The com mentor indicates that a stop light was 

put in between Bond Road and Crowell Street, but there are still accidents and cites as 

evidence that they can hear the accidents and sirens. The com mentor is referred to Response 

8-3, which indicates that only three reported collisions occurred on Bond Road between Elk 

Grove-Florin Road, one of which occurred at the Crowell Drive intersection, during the most 

iecent SVv'ITERS ieporting peiiod. 

The commentor also states that SR 99 is congested both north and south bound in the 

mornings and evenings. On page 3.12-5, the Draft EiR indicates that bottieneck iocations exist 

on SR 99 that cause congested (LOS F) conditions northbound in the morning and southbound 

in the evening as documented in the Mobility Performance Report. Further, the Draft E!R states 

that the State Route 99 & Interstate 5 Corridor System Management Plan documents LOS F 

conditions on SR 99.The Draft EIR addresses potential traffic impacts associated with the 

Project in Section 3.12, Transportation and Circulation. The analysis presented in Section 3.12 

analyzes the Project's potential to result in significant impacts to the transportation system. 

Impact 3.12-2 on pages 3.12-15 and 3.12-16 identifies that the Project would contribute traffic 

to SR 99 and 1-5 which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact. The commentor is 

referred to Responses 10-12 through 10-24 regarding potentia! traffic impacts on !oca! roads 

and potential traffic hazards. The com mentor is also referred to Letter A which is from Caltrans 

and indicates Caltrans' concurrence with the conclusion presented under Impact 3.12-2 of the 

Draft EIR, which identifies that the Project would result in a significant impact associated with 

traffic conditions on SR 99 and 1-5. 

Response 18-2: The commentor raises concerns regarding train traffic that are addressed in Response 

8-3. 

Response 18-3: The commentor states that their neighborhood has flooding and drainage problems 

every year, sometime to three feet of standing water in their court. The com mentor also states 

that their water system is not great. The commentor asks if anyone has considered to improve 

the water system and drainage problems when proposing to build an additional 660 new 

homes. The commentor's concerns are related to improvement of existing drainage and water 

supply issues. As described under Impact 3.8-4 in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR, the Project would 

not resuit in significant impacts associated with fiooding or an increase in off-site drainage. 

While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted for the 

decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 18-9: The com mentor asks, based on the above, what does the Fallbrook neighborhood have 

to gain with the Project. The com mentor indicates their belief that they have a lot to lose and 

that is getting worse in the Elk Grove area since they moved in 12 years ago. While this 
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comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted for the decision-makers' 

consideration. 
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LETTER 19 
Nol'~mb~r 8. 2013 

ChriNtophi!r Jordan. AICP 
City of Elk GT0\'1! 840 I Laguna Palms Way 
Elk Grove. C'A 95758 

RE: Silverado DEIR 

Traflic & Transportation: 

"lltl! DEIR wastes pagl! after page of mind numbing numben; on traHic counts, hut leaYes out importmll 
issul!s. Th.: trallic on Crowd I to the ck:m..:"ntary school is facton:d in whill.! th...-tranic on Bond to thc 
High School and Middle School at Bond and Bradshaw isn't e\'1!11 mentioned. We all recall that that 
issue \\-'US SO important when those schools wl!rt: being built that the City turned themsdves lnsidl! out 
to he sure that Uond was widt:ned and improved prior to their opening in ordl!r not to rl!peat the fiasco 
that occurred when Franklin High School and Tohy Johnson t\·liddlc Sd10ol opened in East Franklin. 
Therefore, those traffic colnit~ :..lUST he indudctl and may make the I .OS unucc~.jitablc. 

lltc intersection at Watcnnan Road and Sh..:-Jdon road is factored in. but the DEIR admits that it 
operates at LOS E at peak houn.. even though LOS E i~ abow !he maxlmum odlowed by the G.:nc:ral 
Plan. Also. there is a subdi\'ision going in at that intersection with will add more trallic and that is not 
mentioned. 

'I1oc Fiddston.:: North suhdh·ision going in tm Grant Lin.:: Road, :;m:th of Elk Grov.: Blvd. with ni!ar!y 
400 homes. will ha\'e a significant impa~.1. on tmflic on Hond Road hccatL'>C local tralli~.· from this 
dcvclopm~.~t will usc lkmd and Elk (lro\'C 13lvd. To ae~.·css schools, shopping and other scn•iccs. It 
would not be logical for that traffic to go south on Grant Line Road to the freeway as it would be much 
longer and much less com·~.'llicnt. Fieldstone Not1h is part of the East Elk Gro\'c Spccitic Plan and 
therefore has long been antidpated so should ha\'e heen induded in Tratlic Impact Study (TIS). 

Letter from Sncr<lmento County Transport~! ion <lS!-'~ for TIS !Or trntlic !i-cm this development as it 
crosses into unincorporah:d Sacramento CoWlty. I did not find that this ha."' been don..::. 

I .etter from CaiTrans is also asking for mor~ int<mnatiun on trallic impacts to th~ frc~way. 

Muny local residents are worried about railroad trains blo~king or slowing access to ~,..-mergcney 
vehides as well as regular traJiic. llte DEIR says that there are 16 trains per day. As far as I know that 
numh~r should ~ 22 to 24 s.o thi" .,hould b~· ,-~rili~d to he sure it includes <til tr~ius including Amtrak_ 

l11e document states that: Potential to result in inadequate emergency access. but then says no 
mitigation is required. Plea."'!! hdp me understand how these words make sen ... e'? 

Potential to conflict with an applicahlc plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures ofdlCcti\'cness 
for pcrfonnance of the circulation system- freeways. Shows significant impact but says no mitigation 
is feasible. l can think of some mitigation that IS fea..,ible - lower densityt 

·n1ese things all point out the inadequacies of this. entire syskw. Ba-.ically, you are saying that if you 
do l!nough papcn\'ork. di!\'dopcrs can plan an~1hing thi!y want and gl!t appro\'cd to do it. Doo.!sn't sc~.m 
10 maner dtm it wiii have SiGNIFiCfu"\JT impacts. oh wdl. that's. ok<'Y' 
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The references to our transit system are an embarrassment. When will you plan for the fmure instead 
of using the pa<it'? ·111is project will insert potentialJy thousands of people into the community with no 
realistic way to get most places other than personal automobile. The hours when bus service runs do 
not provide workable solutions for many people, both residents getting to their jobs. schools. and 
s::!rvices. and employees coming in tc \'icrk v;~ithin this project ai' in the s~nior housing. '{ou c:m't 
simply brush this aside by saying that tltere is a transit system. 

TI1is kind of planning is what keeps Elk Grove sh1ck in the past instead of using these opportunities to 
make it a community of the future. 

Other issues: 

The location of the park is a big issue for nearby residents because it makes absolutely no sense in 
tenus of the ability of residents to ll'ie the park rutd the issue of it becoming an attractive nuisance due 
to the more remote location. especially at night. Proper planning would site this park in a central 
location within the project in order for aH residents to be able to use it and fOr there to be enough 
neighborhood eyes on the park for security. If the park is more centrally located, it could have lights if 
desired and it could have restrooms. 111e current location would not allow for these. The planned park 
site puts it right on top ofvemal pools and thatjm;t is not right. 

I 
119-10 

I 

Another very significant issue is the drainage. I know that there are several others with expertise in this I 
~re~ t_hat ar_e :omn~~tti~g, so_ I will :et~ain. 'nte~~ w~e _ _reople. \\~~~~~:':!'~~~ _l~st ni~ht that ~~~e~.a~out. 19-13 
me1r KllOWieoge or aramage ISsues 10 me propemes 10 me nonn l'--'~Kt:.N/\), to tne west l(..!Uall Kancn I 
and Campbell Road), and the size of the various "pipes'' to handle the drainage. 

The Drainage Basin surroWlded by homes has got to be an issue of maintenance (who does it?), the 
issue of yard chemicals from the surrounding homes (how to mitigate it?). 

How in the world does the soil testing pass mm;ter? Samples only taken in one small area and only to a 
depth of six inches. With the knowledge thai ihis was cunuuuniy used as a dump siit: for various ihings 
including agricultural waste. this sampling report is an insult to our intelligence. 

In early meetings we had with the developers, w~ a'iked for the homes they planned in "Lot E'' to be 
removed and they agreed. TI1at Lot should be removed because continuing to show it causes distrust 
among residents. 

No on>; ;;;e.,-,ms to be able to answer what will happen if the Scaiior Community part oft.. .. e project du.;s 
not materialize. If that use is changed, it requires significant reworking of the entire DEIR as it may 
have critical impacts. 

Sincerely, 
Sarah Johnson 
9612 Kent Street 
Elk Grove, C.A. 95624 
916 686 5858 
sjohnson@surewest.net 

1 i9-i4 

119~15 

I 119-16 

I 

119-17 
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Letter 19 Sarah Johnson 
Response 19-1: The comment concerns the adequacy of data collection (traffic counts) collected in 

December. As documented in the Draft EIR, the traffic counts used to document existing 

conditions were collected on December 6, 2012. During the counts, weather was dry, no 

unusuai traffic patterns were observed, and the Elk Grove Unified School District was in full 

session, so the traffic analysis includes High School and Middle School traffic. No change to the 

Draft EIR traffic analysis is necessary. 

Response 19-2: The comment concerns the adequacy of the analysis of the Waterman Road/Sheldon 

currently operates at LOSE, which is consistent with field operations, including vehicle queuing 

at the intersection. Based on the City significance criteria, this intersection operates at 

unacceptable levels even without the Project. Therefore, a Project impact is determined based 

on the increase in control delay at the intersection. A Project impact would be identified if the 

Project increased control delay by more than five seconds. Although the Project adds traffic to 

the intersection, the control delay does not change. Therefore, the addition of Project traffic 

does not result in an impact. 

Response 19-3 The comment concerns adequacy of analysis relative to the proposed Fieldstone North 

project located on Grant Line Road in the East Elk Grove Specific Plan area. The commenter 

requests that the Project be included in the analysis. The analysis in the Draft EIR is based on 

existing conditions. Therefore, it \.•Jou!d net be appropriate to include the Fieldstone North 

project in the Existing Plus Project analysis presented in the Draft EIR, since it is not 

constructed. The General Plan evaluated cumulative conditions with development in the 

Project site and development in the East Elk Grove Specific Plan. As outlined in Response 8-2, 

analysis of the Project under cumulative conditions was not conducted because the Project 

would result in fewer trips than was analyzed in the General Plan EIR and would not result in 

any increase in the impacts disclosed in the General Plan EIR. The General Plan land use 

designations would accommodate 1,182 units on the Pioject site. The 146 acres designated 

Low Density Residential would allow for up to 1,022 single family dwelling units that would 

generate about 9, 729 trips per day, while the Project, which proposes 776 dwelling units, 

would generate approximately 5,103 trips per day. It is noted that the Project has been revised 

as described in Section 1.0 and that the Draft EIR analyzed 785 dwelling units for the Project 

site, which would generate 5,154 trips per day. 

Response 19-4: The comment concerns analysis of Project traffic on Sacramento County facilities north 

of the project. As documented on Figure 3.12-3 of the Draft EIR, three percent of Project traffic 

would use Waterman Road north of Sheldon Road with less than two percent of Project traffic 

using Sacramento County facilities north of the project, which would represent an increase in 
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the volume-to-capacity ratio of about 0.006. Therefore, due to the low contribution of Project 

traffic, analysis of Sacramento County facilities was not included in the Draft EIR analysis. 

Response 19-5: The comment concerns Caltrans comments on the Draft EIR. The concerns identified in 

Ca!trans' comment letter on the Notice of Preparation were addressed in the Draft E!R. 

Caltrans concurs with the Draft EIR analysis findings as described in Letter A. 

Response 19-6: The com mentor raises concerns regarding trains simiiar to those raised by Comment 8-

3. The commentor is referred to Response 8-3. 

Response 19-7: The commentor indicates that the Draft EIR states potential to result in inadequate 

emergency access but states no mitigation is required and asks how this makes sense. The 

commentor is directed to the discussion provided for Impact 3.12-4 on pages 3.12-16 and 3.12-

17 of the Draft EIR. As described under Impact 3.12-4, potential impacts associated with 

emergency access would be less than significant which is why no mitigation is required. 

Response 19-8: The commentor states that the Draft EIR identifies the potential to conflict with an 

applicable plan, ordinance, or po!lcy establishing a measure of effectiveness for performance of 

the circulation system relative to freeways and that no mitigation is feasible. The com mentor 

states that less density is feasible mitigation. Alternative 2 presented in Chapter 5.0 of the 

Draft EIR presents a reduced density alternative that would reduce potential impacts to the 

freeway system. The commentor is referred to the discussion regarding reduced density in 

association with traffic under the Traffic Impact Reduction Alternative discussion on Draft EIR 

page 5.0-2. No revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 19-9: The commentor discusses the inadequacy of the system. The comment does not 

address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 19-10: The commentor discusses references to the transit system, but does not address the 

Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 19-11: The com mentor states their opinion regarding City planning. The comment does not 

address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 19-12: The com mentor states concerns regarding the park site, including the location of the 

park site in the northern portion of the Project, potential for the park to be an attractive 

nuisance, need for security, and that the current location will not allow for lights or restrooms. 

The commentor also notes that the park site is on top of vernal pools. It is noted that the 

Project does not include any restrictions on the park site that would preclude lighting or 

restrooms. While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the 

commentor is referred to Responses 1-2, 13-5, 14-6, and 14-8. The commentor's opinion 

regarding the park location is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 
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Response 19-13: The commentor states that another significant issue is the drainage and that there 

are others with expertise who are commenting on this, so they will refrain from commenting. 

The commentor states that there were people who spoke last night about their knowledge of 

drainage issues to the properties to the north, to the west, and the size of the various pipes to 

handle the drainage. The com mentor is referred to the responses provided to comments made 

at the Planning Commission meeting contained herein. Since the commentor does not raise 

any issues ;ega;ding the adequacy oft he Draft ElR, no further response is required. 

Response 19-14: The commentor states that the drainage basin surrounded by homes has to be an 

issue of maintenance and an issue of yard chemicals. The Project's drainage facilities would be 

maintained consistent with the California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley 

Region Section 401 Permit for the Project site 'Nhich requires that the Project provide for the 

post-construction maintenance of the Project's drainage facilities through a legally enforceable 

mechanism. The commentor is referred to Response 13-2 for a description of water quality 

treatment measures that will address potential pollutants, including pesticides and other 

chemicals typically used to maintain a residential yard. 

Response 19·15: The com mentor asks how the soil testing passed muster with samples only taken in 

one small area and to a depth of six inches and notes that there is knowledge that this was 

commonly used as a dump sites for various things including agricultural waste. Multiple 

environmental investigations have been performed on the Project site to identify potential 

hazards associated with past uses of the site, inciuding winery wastewater evaporation ponds, 

cattle grazing, and the IDS site. The commentor is referred to Responses 7-1,9-7, and 9-8. 

Response 19-16: The com mentor states that in early meetings with the developers they had asked for 

homes planned in Lot E to be removed and the developers agreed. The commentor believes 

the lot should be removed because continuing to show it causes distrust among the residents. 

It is noted that Lot E is designated as Open Space by the Project. While this comment does not 

address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 19-17: The com mentor states that no seems to be able to answer what will happen if the 

senior community does not materialize and states that if the use is changed it wi!! require 

significant re-working of the entire Draft EIR. A change to the Project to remove the senior 

component would require revisions to the SPA. Proposed revisions to the SPA would be 

reviewed by the City pursuant to the requirements of CEQA prior to any decision on the 

proposed revisions by the decision-makers. While this comment does not address the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Revised Final EIR- Silverado Village 2.0-127 



2.0 COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

2.0-128 

LETTER 20 
ft'om: ~ 
To: Cbtittoolrr )!dan 
SubjKi; Pmpased S.wtndo Viii!.ge 
Dab: We:Jnnda,, No-terrba-06, 2013 7:37:41 AM 

I do not want this tract of homes to be built unless the builders commit 
to an age restriction of only age 55+ as residents. If this was a seniors 
only community, I may not object. 

I am not against growth, but I think we shouid take a iook at how fast 
we are growing. This may really cripple our community in the future. 

Thanks, 

Sandi Cox 
Fallbrook Resident 
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Letter 20 Sandi Cox 
Response 20-1: The com mentor states that they do not want this tract of homes to be bui!t unless the 

builders commit to an age restriction of only age 55 as residents. The commentor states that 

they are not against growth, but that they think we should take a look at how fast growth is 

occurring. The commentor states that this may really cripple their community in the future. 

While this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted for the 

decision-makers' consideration. 
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hom: 
Tr. 
Subject: 
Date: 

LETTER 21 

StiYeradO UN 

Sab.nlar, ~09. 2013 3:S1:19 PM 

My name Is Seth Stevens and I live in the Fallbrook neighborhood. I go to Joseph Kerr middle school. 
Sometimes I walk to school and sometime my mom drives me. 1 get mad when she drives me because 
of so much traffl' and we stop at- all the llghts. Sometimes we have to walt at the light tots of times. 
One day It took seven minutes and 22 wands to get from Bond to Elk Grove florin. 
My mom wants rne to go on the bus but the same bus that goes near my hou!Oe doesn't go to my 
school. 
Next year, ram going to Elk Grove high school. Irs 3 miles away from U1e house. But the bus doesn't 
go past high school either. All the kids In the new neighborhood wfth 660 houses will be In the same 
!>!!:u~t!on. They w!!! a!! be drMng on the same rc.:=d. Whae:ver 5a!d the bu~ serve cur nelghborhnod !s 
wrong. Your EIR needs to look at whether buses serve our neighborhood again, because they don't go 
where we need them. Also whoever decided that It on\y average 51 seconds at the traffic light is wrong. 121•

2 
You need to do that part again also. 
Sincerety, 
Seth Stevens 
9274 Whittemore Dr. 
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Letter 21 Seth Stevens 
Response 21-1: The commentor identifies themselves as a resident of Fa!!brook and a student at Joseph 

Kerr Middle School. The commentor identifies that they walk or are driven to school and that 

they get mad when being driven to school because of the traffic and stopping at lights. The 

comment concerns existing traffic issues and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, 

yet is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 21-2: The comment concerns the calculated delay at the Elk Grove-Florin Road/Bond Road 

intersection and request the analysis be redone. As documented in the Draft EIR, the Elk 

Grove-Florin Road/Bond Road intersection currently operates at LOS D with 51 seconds of delay 

in the AM peak hour and 52 seconds of delay in the PM peak hour. The analysis results are 

consistent with field observations. The deiay reported is average deiay, so individuai drivers 

may experience more or less delay than reported. No modification to the Draft EIR analysis is 

necessary. 
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November 10. 2013 

City of Elk Grove 
Planning D!!partment 
('/o Chri~tophL:"r Jordan. AlCP 
8401 L1guna Palms Way 
Elk Grove. CA 95758 

LETTER 22 

Chairman Maita. Commissioners. and Mr. Jordan: 

My name is Melissa Dekar. I hold a Master of S\.'ience degree in Environmental Sdence from 
Baylor Univcrsily and I haw held several environmental protection positions throughout my 
c~m~cr in state service. I am commenting on the Draft Environml'ntal Impact RcfKlrl {DEIR) for 
Silverado Village as a resident of fallbrook neighborhood. If there is one thing I would like for 
you to take from th.is comment letter on th<.' DEIR. it is lh<;t r. n;du;.:tion in the number of homes 
proposed would serve as the must powerful mitigation measure for many of the l:oncerns raised 
about this project. In summary of my lengthy comment letter. the analysis and impacts of th~ 
propost..-d prnjl!ct on the environment arc inadequate and require additional assessment and 
mitigation. Specific recommendations are made throughout this letter. In addition. other major 
revisions arc needed to the DEIR. including a more thorough assessment ofproj('l't alternatives. 
prior to certiticatiun and approval hy the City. 

Traffic 

The DEIR docs not adequately address impacts to traftic at interse-ctions that will he affected hy 
the proposed project. There are several key issues with the Draft Transportation Impact Report 
(DTJR) that have likely led misleading results and inadequate assessment of the potential 
impat..1S on traffic. First. only the seven closest intersections were considered. inducting Elk 
Grove Florin Road/Bond Road. Quail Cove Drivc/Dond Road. Projc<.1 Access/Bond Road 
Driveway (Opposite Whiucmore Drive). Crowell Drive (East)/Bond Road (l'roject Access). 
Watennan RoadiHond Road. Waterman RoadiProjec..1 Access. and Shcidon RoadfWa\erman 
Road ('J'ransportalion ~npad Report. pg. I). however significant impads to traffic are likely at 
other ncarhy intersections (e.g. Whittcmorl' Driwffiond Road. Stonchrook/Schooll.oc.Jp 
Road/Bond Road. all lntcrseL'tions on Hnnd Road hct\vccn the Elk Grove Florin/Bond Road 
intersedion and !he Bond Rd/SR-99 intersection. Elk Grove Blvd/Waterman). 

The impacis on traffic: at the aforcmemioncd intersections needs to he adequately anodyzcd as 
they are likely to be significant Many of the intersections are of particularly concern because 
they are at the intersection of residential areas and schools (e.g. Stonebrook/Sl:hool Loop 
Road/Bond. Whittemore/Bond). highly trafficked residential areas with known traffic issues (e.g. 
Sheldon Road/Waterman Road). and residential areas with access to shopping centers (e.g. Elk 
Grove Blvd/Waterman. intersections along Bond Road between its iDlersel.'tion with Elk Grove 
Florin Road and SR-99). 
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.. Addirionalnearby ituerseoions iududing rhose memioned abo1•e, should be assessed for 
impm·ts and impacls should be mitigllfnl lo rlte.ful/('.r/ ext en/. Mitigarion measures will likely 
requim dnse coordination will1 and commitmemsfrom rlw Ciry of Elk Gmn~. 

I 

122-3 

The DIER does not adequ<ltely analyze the impacts of tntin traffic on :mtomobile traffic and 
public safety. No consideration was given to lhe frequency (e.g.# lrainsfhour). time of day (e.g. 
during school and work commutes), or how many cars on each train (e.g. how long train stops 
traffic). therefore the impact analysis is inadequate and-requires further evaluation. Aiso. thl' 
number of trains used to ev:aluate impacts was 16: this is incorrect. More than 16trains per day 
cross the Bond Road and Elk Grove- Florin Road train crossings. Due to these issues. the 
impacl analysis is ioadetJU:tle ;md rcquir~s revisions. im.:luding mitigation measures. 

The addition of 660 homes will significantly impac.:t the already severe traffic problems at Bond 
train crossing. While a query of the "Federal Railroad Administration accident history database 
reveaied no c.:oiiisions at ihis c.:rossing·· (DTiR. page 8j is a good statisiic. ii is aiso uniikdy for 
accidents to occur at the train tracks due to thl~- hells. lights. gates. etc. It is. however. likely for 
accidents to occur on Bond Road. cast of the train imcrscction. due to unexpected stopped traffic: 
therefore previous ;u.:cidcnts and impacts on traffic and human health and safety should be 
evaluated and mitigated at that location as w~.·n. 

I 
122·5 
I 

There is heightened concern that the resulting increase in traffic will cause a significant incrl.!aSl' I 
~~ac:~~~~~~c:n~~~~~ ~~~~~s~~~-~~c:~::; :~;;lt~~~~i~::·~:~~a~5~c:r~:; ~i~~~~~~~~=~ls at I 
existing railruad-;.ll-grade crossings to improve public.: safety. This may include construc..1ion of 22-6 
grade-separated crossings and other appropriate safety features" and that ""fltc City shall take all 
appropriatl' measures to ensure that railroad c.~rossings in Elk Grove arc made as safe as possihlc''l 
(Elk Grove General Plan. page 10). In order for this project to not resuH in signjficanr impr1cls to 
human health and safety. the developer n~eds to mitigate the significant impacts that will result 
at the llond train crossing. 

-An analysis should be conducted that inc/ud,~s the aforememioned Ol'etsighrs of the DTIR; I 
the.o;e ovtmiights im:lude, but art~ not limited to tmin trafflr: Jn~quenr.y, time of day tmim pas.o;, 
ltmgth of tmin, accm·au~ number of trains crossing/day, /ere/ ofsetl'it:e scores. accidents at 122· 7 
nearby illlersections, impacts 10 hummzlu~alth and public sajny resulting from increased tmffic 
attraitt aossings). E1•a/uatimt nf trttin impacts nu traffic at Elk Gm1•e- Florin Road should al!w 
bl' ass:~ssed. 

The DEIR is inadequate in that the road grading (l~ .g. Level of sen·ice designations. DTIR) are 
not realistic. Current traffic issues already exist several of the evaluated intersections. 
Significant impacts on traffic occ.:ur as a result of train traffic ucross Bond Road. more study is 
needed of train impacts to all level of service designations. particularly at Elk Grove-Florin and 
Bond and intersec..1ions with Bond~ ~ast of tht." train nos sing. 
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Atwly::e lnel of service impacts with realistic dalll and consider cumulatire impc1cts of other 
developmems that atl! planned and imp/emell( meaniuxful mitigation measurt'S, for t•.xamp/e, 
reducing 1/w number of homes (ie. traffic) in the project. 

'lbc data used and the analysis done in lhc DEIRIDTIR an: inadequate. Data were collected for 
rh .. nTTR in ncocPmht.'r whl'R Ol..'rl<'!:.trians and ('.vcli~t;; are fewer due to colder tcmncraturcs and 
;h; i·~l;~~~~~- t~f ~;j~-:--this n~~~~~s -th;~-;;d~st;i-~n ~~d-~y~)i~t-data may be skewed-to~. Furth~r 
analysis is needed to fully chnrac:tcrizc the impacts to pcdt!slrians and cyclists due to the 
proposed project. Additionally. data were not collected at the intersection of Stoncbrook/School 
I .()('>Jl RoodiBond Road. The lraffic at this intersection is iikeiy to be significantiy impacted by 
the proposed Silwmdo development due to high vehicular. pedestrian. and cyclist tralfic: 
therefon~. it should he evaluated for impacts and those impacts should he mitigated to the fullest 
extent to protect human health and pubHc safety. 

122·9 
I 

22·10 

- '11te dll/a t:ol/ectionand analysis should he redont• with realistic dma thaT rt~presnll the wm:5/ I 
tmffie conditions possible. Mitigmion measures, inclluling reduction in the residemial density of 
the proposed projecr, widening of roads, increasing traffic Ughts, changing riming 011 traffic 122

"
11 

liglus, etc. should be imp/emellled. Sudt mitigations measures will likely require commitments 
from the city of f:tk Gm1•e. 

'lbe DEIRnJTIR does notl·tmsider the cumulative impact of the Silvemdo Development and 
several other developments currently in planning phases or under development (e.g. Moore 
Sheldon Retail Center, residential dewlopment under development east of Elk Grove
Fiodn/Caiivc Road intersection. residential development proposed at Grant Line/Elk Gmvc 
Blvd). Due to these other developments planned in the area. cumulative significant impacts on 
traffic are likely to result. 

122·12 

I 
-Consideration of such signiflcalll impact.5 should be mc1de and mitigation measurer, im:luding a~
reducrirm in the residemia/ demity of the propo.w~d project. widening r~froads, inn·easiug traffic 22 .13 
lights, changiug timing on traffic lights, etc. should be imp/ememed. Such mitigations mrasures 
will likely ret]iiire co;;;;;;itmen;s from ;/;e city of Elk Groo•¢·. • 

The nEIR is inadequate in that it did not analyze additional traffic that will he generated hy 
having the park in a less accessible area of the project where most residents will no\ fee\ 
comfonable allowing their l~hildren to walk to. This will gt>nemte additional traffic as well as 
create a parkin£ problem at lhc park. 

-/\ pr::;sible mirigarim: measure fnr r!:is is to p!at:e t!:e. park ·within the community instead af au 
the fringe. 17u's r's highly suppmud by the community and would also relieve some oft he 
impa<-·ts 011 biological resources {e.g. vema/ pools, fairy shrimp, and water quality). 

Aesthetics 

The DEIR didn"t adequately address the impact of a 9" sound wall along Bond Road with 
wjnima! !andsca~d setbacks. '!his will !."reate a tunnel effe<-i that is unsightly. 
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-A possible mitigation measure to reduce the impact would be to set the wall further back from 
the road. 

122-15 

lhc I>EIR didn't adl'quatcly address the aesthetic impacts of a residential dtwclopmL'nt versus a 
he:!Utifu!. green. open spat~t'. 

· Signijicalll improl·emems are nutle.d to mitigate the impact ofllu.~ project on aesrhetics. Such 
measures nwy include reducing tlw llllmher of homes i11the pmjectarea. increcuing 1he sc?tback 
disttmafrom !Jnnd Ro(l{/ and \Vataman Road, and wdl-plmmed lamlscapin.~. 

122-16 

122-17 

The DEIR is inadequate in that impa'-"1s on ncighhmhoud schools is not adequately mitigated. 
While the developer will pay the requisite new sc.:hool conslruclion Jtoocs. established pursu;.mt to 
Government Code section 65995. the city has no land purchased or plans in de\'elopment to 
establish a new s~.:huoi. Additionaiiy. there are no mechanisms in piace w adequateiy eniorce 
school zoning (e.g. residents of the propos~d development may he untruthful ahout their 
n•sidcntial addresses in order to enroll their children in schools w which they arc not zoned). 

- Mitigation meliSIU"es should be established to allow enforcement of school ;.oning in Elk Grove. 
This will require close coonliuatio11 and commitmeiJI fromtlw City of Elk Grm·e. 

Water Qu;1iiiy and Biuiugi~;<li Resources 

I 

The Draft Environmental lmpa(.1 Report (DEIR) analysis of the potential impacts to water I 
quality is not adequate. The DEIR did not document that Morrison Creek is listed on the 
California's List of lmpain•d Waters (the "303(d) List") as impaired by pyrethroid insectkides I 
and diazinon and chJorpy1ifos. Additionally. the cun·ent water quality of l.aguna Creek is 
approaching cstahlishcd pesticide thresholds that arc protcctiw of aquatic life. 

22·18 

Significant cumulati\'e impal1S to water qua lily :are likely due to inl:rease use and runoff of urban I 
pesticides (e.g. pyrethroids and other residenLially-used pesticides). Signit'il:ant impacts indude 
new imvairmeDis and (.'Ontinued impairments of thl! aquatic life benetidal use in the projl!ct are:~ 
watershed and extirpation risk to th~ fairy sluimp due -to urban pesticides. Urhan pc;ticidcs of I 
particular concern include pyrethroids and fipronil. although urban use herbicide and fungidde 22 -19 

products an.• also of concern. Pyrcthroids pcslicidcs arc a dass of insct..1icidcs I hat arc widely 
used in agricultural and urban settings. with 25 at..1ive ingredients regislered in California. In the I 
urban setting. pyrcthroids arc used by professional pest controls as tcrmiticidcs. for landscape 
applications. or for perimeter treatments as structural pest control. but more importantly. 

~~~:~;;~~z~;: ~~~!~;~i~·:~~~~s=~~~~:~~sr~~~s~:::~~~~~t~~~~~~!:~~~:~~~si: ~~o9a::~:~~~~~:~ I 
commonly detected in urban (residential) runoff in California and is of concern fOr residential I 
de\'1;"1opments (Ensminger et al. 2013). 

The concenrrations of urban~use pesticides in the project wutershed are currently approaching or 
exceeding water quality objt•ctives for seveml pesticides. Water quulity monitoring in the 
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and additional control me:.tsures imposed on the City's s10m1 water program due to TMDLs and 
rl'suhing effluent limil requirements. 

Fva/uate the projects' impacts to water quality i111ight of the fact that it will comribure 

tli.w:harge.> upstream of a 303(d)-li:ucd wmcr b.r;.dy (,\.1orri:unr C'rl:ek) mul upstrmm of a 

water lmdy with detet~tions of pesticides thmore approaching wmer quality objectil'es 

(l.agww Creek). El'lllume the imrxu:ts of the propn.\·ed de\·e/opmeru 011 the City's s1tm11 water 
pmgmm. impaired waters, and biological r!:snurce.s within !ht: project are!l 's W!l!ershed. 

Mitigation measurl~s indude building at alnwer density, tmumg others. 

In addition to the water quality impaL1S that will result from thl' USl' of urhan pesticides. impa'-is 
will likely result to protected fairy shrimp species: these organisms arc crustaceans. Crustaceans 
arc the most sensitive taxa to pyrcthroids (Pojut et al. 2012). Some storm wall~r runoff will 
discharge to lh~ vernal pools that wi11 remain on the site. Therefore. it is real {.·oncern that an 
im:n:ase in urban pestidde use on the proposed project site may lead to the extirpation of the 
fairy shrimp sprxics found in the few vcrn.1l pools that arc proposed to he preserved. 

Additional mitiKatimt measures implemented to proll~t:tthe liwed fairy shrimp spedrs found 

011 site are needed. Mewmres itu:lude a l"t!ductitm in the residemial density 011 the site, tm 

inal'tlse itr rite undevelopetl oaet1ge ro protn:l more lwhitat, mula dumge ;, the park 

location. 

The DETR has not adcquatcly address land usc impacts. The DEJR relics on data gathered and 
analyzed for the General PlaD EIR in 2003. This Was over ten years ago and changes to the 
community have not been considered. There have lx-cn amendments to the General Plan land usc 
which have reduced the commercial services in the area and inl~reased the residential 
d.:vc:lopment. \Vhcn such a high population density in this area was planned. there WCie 
commercial uses also planned to serve them. The commercial uses planned for this project are 
not neighborhood-serving in that they would be restricted to the residents living in the gated 
village 3 community. 

-A po.t.tib/e mitigation measure /0 rt~duc:e impac/.f would be tn reduce the density prnposed for 
this projel"l. 

"llle DEIR relies on inadequate data to t~onclude that the projet..1 is consistent with the Elk Grove 
General Plan. The zoning code is the document relied on to implement the Elk Grove General 
Plan. The zoning map shows a significant amount of open space on this project site. Y ct the 
DEIR analyzes the site as if the entire site were intended for residential development. l.and uses 
densities should be cakulated for the portion of the site intended for residential development and 
noc. include areas intended as open space. 

-A JXM.'iible mitigation measure to reduce. impacts and tmsure cousistem:y with the Elk Grovt~ 
GetJeral Plan is to reduce density proposed for this project. 
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•t'he DEIR relies on the Elk Grow Gt.·-neral Pl:1n conl~ept of t.•ncouraging dustering to facilitate 
on-site protection of resources to find the project is consistent with the Elk Grove General Plan. 
Although clustt!ring on this site d<X"s facilitate tht' creation of a .. conveni,;.mt" open space area. it 
docs not facilitate the protection of the vernal pools and other wetlands on the prope11y. In fact il 
proposes development on 2reas thm are mos! ~~nvironm~n!a!ly sensitive. The DEIR is inadequ;!!e 
in that it should analyze the dusterinp to see if it has is truly protective of sensitive areas. 

·A possible mitigariou uwasurt' to eusure protection of rt~smm·t~s cmd compliwu:l~ with the f:tk 
Grow' Genua/ Plan is 10 add swgga mMitimwl optm space t/lmuglwuttlle project that rt~spt~t·ts 
the existing etll'ironmemally sensitive areas. 111is would rt•su/t in a less dense project that 
respects the Oll·Site resources. 

Tlle DEIR is inadequate in that it dot'S not analyze the impacts that the poor placement of the 
park within the open sp:u..'t' will cause hy nt.'gativdy imp:~cting the prutcclion of the resources 
within the open space. 

-A possible mitigaliotlllll'asurt!for this is rn plar:t! Jlw park within Jlu~ cmmlluui~,. insu•tul of on 
thr fringe. 

Safety: 

lbt• DEIR is inadequate in that it does not analyze the impacts to safety and puhlic services rhat 
ihe inappropriate iocailon of i.he park will create. "lfie propost'd location is an <iUi<tctive nuisanct' 
and will generate calls for police. EMS and fire sen·ices. 

·A possibk mitigatirm Ull'OSllrt~ for this is 10pll1n~ the pllrk within the cmWIIUIIity insiead of on 
the fringe. 

Sincerely. 

Melissa L>ekar. M.S. 
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Letter 22 Melissa Dekar, M.S. 
Response 22·1: The com mentor makes introductory remarks, states they have a Masters of Science in 

Environmental Science from Baylor University, that they have held several environmental 

protection positions, and identifies themselves as a resident of Fallbrook. The commentor 

states that a reduction in the number of homes proposed would serve as the most powerful 

mitigation measure for many of the concerns raised about the Project. The com mentor states 

that the analysis and impacts of the Project on the environment are inadequate and require 

additional assessment and mitigation and that a thorough assessment of Project alternatives is 

needed. The commentor's specific concerns are addressed in Responses 22-2 through 22-24. 

Response 22-2: The comment concerns the adequacy of the study area. As outlined in Response 8-2, 

analysis of the Project under cumulative conditions was not conducted because the Project 

would result in fewer trips than was analyzed in the General Plan EIR and would not result in 

any increase in the impacts disclosed in the General Plan EIR. The Low Density Residential 

designation on the Project site would allow for up to 1,022 single family dwelling units that 

would generate about 9,729 trips per day compared to the Project, which proposes 776 

dwelling units that would generate approximately 5,103 trips per day. It is noted that the 

Project has been revised to propose fewer units and that the Draft EIR analyzed 785 dwelling 

units, which would generate 5,154 trips per day. The amount of traffic associated with the 

Project was within the amount of traffic analyzed for the Project site in the General Plan EIR. 

Therefore, the project-specific analysis (i.e., analysis conducted under existing conditions) was 

concentrated to the intersections near the Project that would most likely be impacted by the 

Project. As documented in the Draft EIR, the Project would result in less than significant 

impacts to the study intersections but wouid resuit in significant and unavoidable impacts to 

operations on SR 99 and 1-5, which was included in the Draft EIR analysis. 

Response 22-3: Refer to Response 22-2. 

Response 22-4: The commentor raises the concerns raised by Comment 8-3. Refer to Response 8-3. 

Response 22-5: The com mentor raises the concerns raised by Comment 8-3. Refer to Response 8-3. 

Response 22-6: The commentor raises the concerns raised by Comment 8-4. Refer to Response 8-4. 

Response 22-7: The com mentor raises the concerns raised by Comments 8-3 and 8-4. Refer to 

Responses 8-3 and 8-4. 

Response 22-8: The com mentor raises the concerns raised by Comment 8-3. Refer to Response 8-3. 

Response 22-9: The com mentor states that the road grading is not realistic, that current traffic issues 

exist, and more analysis is needed due to the train traffic. Please refer to Response 15~5. As 
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documented in the Draft EIR, the traffic counts used to document existing conditions were 

collected on December 6, 2012. During the counts, weather was dry, no unusual traffic 

patterns were observed, and the Elk Grove Unified School District was in full session. The 

traffic counts are representative of average conditions and are appropriate for use in the Draft 

EIR traffic analysis. As outlined in Response 8-2, analysis of the Project under cumulative 

conditions was not conducted because the Project would result in fewer trips than was 

anaiyzed in the Generai Pian EiR and wouid not resuit in any increase in the impacts disclosed in 

the General Plan EIR. The General Plan land use designations on the Project site would 

accommodate 1i182 dwe!!ing units. The Low Density Residential designation on the Project site 

would allow for up to 1,022 single family dwelling units that would generate about 9,729 trips 

per day compared to the Project, which proposes 776 dwelling units that would generate 5,103 

trips per day as described under Response 22-2. 

Response 22-10: Please refer to Response 22-9. 

Response 22-11: Please refer to Response 22-9. The analysis is based on average conditions, consistent 

with the methods in the City of Elk Gove Traffic Impact Study Guidelines. 

Response 22-12: As outlined in Response 8-2, analysis of the Project under cumulative conditions was 

not conducted because the Project would result in fewer trips than was analyzed in the General 

Plan EIR and would not result in any increase in the impacts disclosed in the General Plan EIR. 

The Genera! P!an !and use designations on the Project site v·Jou!d accommodate 1,182 units. 

The low Density Residential designation on the Project site would allow for up to 1,022 

dwelling units that would generate about 9, 729 trips per day, compared to the Project which 

proposes 776 dwelling units that would generate 5,103 trips per day as described under 

Response 22-2. 

Response 22-13: As outlined in Response 8-2, analysis of the Project under cumulative conditions was 

not conducted because the Project would result in fewer trips than was analyzed in the General 

Plan EIR and would not result in any increase in the impacts disclosed in the General Plan EIR. 

The General Plan designation for the Project of low Density Residential would allow for up to 

1,022 singie family dweiiing units that wouid generate about 9,729 trips per day compared to 

the Project, which proposes 776 dwelling units that would generate 5,103 trips per day as 

described under Response 22-2. 

Response 22-14: Refer to Response 14-12. 

Response 22-15: The com mentor states that the draft EIR did not address the impact of a 9' soundwall 

along Bond Road with minimal landscaped setbacks and that it will create an unsightly tunnel 

effect. The com mentor recommends setting the wall farther back from the road as mitigation. 

The com mentor is referred to Response 8-5. 
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Response 22-16: The commentor states that the Draft EIR did not adequately address the aesthetic 

impacts of a residential development versus a beautiful, green, open space. The commentor 

states that significant improvements are needed to mitigate the impact of the Project on 

aesthetics, such as reducing the number of homes in the Project area, increasing the setback 

distance from Bond Road and Waterman Road, and well-planned landscaping. The Draft EIR 

did consider the change in visual character that would occur with Project implementation, 

including the conversion from open space to a residential neighborhood. The commentor is 

referred to the discussion presented under Impact 3.1-1 on pages 3.1-6 through 3.1-9 of the 

Draft EIR and revisions to the analysis or mitigation is required. 

Response 22-17: Refer to Response 22-16. 

Response 22-18: The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address impacts on 

neighborhood schools, noting that while the developer will pay the required new school 

construction fees pursuant to Government Code Section 65995, the City has no land purchased 

or plans in development to establish a new school. The commentor states that since there are 

no mechanisms in place to enforce school zoning, residents of the proposed development may 

not be truthful about their residential addresses in order to enroll their children in schools in 

which they are not zoned. The commentor recommends that mitigation measures be 

established to enforce school zoning, which will require close coordination and commitment 

from the City. The com mentor is referred to Response 15-6. 

Response 22-19: The com mentor states that the Draft EIR analysis of potential impacts to water quality 

is not adequate. The commentor states that the Draft EIR did not document that Morrison 

Creek is listed on the 303(d) list as impaired by pyrethroids, diazinon, and chlorpyrifos. The 

commentor also states that the water quality of Laguna Creek is approaching established 

pesticide thresholds that are protective of aquatic life. The commentor states that significant 

cumulative water quality impacts are likely due to increased use and runoff of urban pesticides 

and that impacts will include new and continued impairments of aquatic life beneficial use in 

the Project area watershed and extirpation risk to fair shrimp due to urban pesticides. The 

commentor states that urban pesticides of particular concern include pyrethroids and fipronil 

and provides information regarding the use of these pesticides. The com mentor indicates that 

concentrations of urban-use pesticides in the Project watershed are approaching or exceeding 

water quality objectives and states there have been documented exceedances of pyrethroids 

thresholds in the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River basins resulting in 15 water 

body/pyrethroid combinations to the State's 303(d) !ist. The com mentor indicates that a TMDL 

is required to be developed for Morrison Creek pursuant to the Clean Water Act and that the 

RWQCB is developing a TMDL for all water bodies in the Central Valley that are impaired by 

pyrethroids. The com mentor states that Morrison Creek is also impaired by Morrison Creek is 

also impaired by two other pesticides (diazinon and chlorpyrifos), sediment toxicity, and 

pentachlorophenol. The commentor describes Department of Pest Regulations on structural 
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pest control use of pyrethroids and indicates that the regulations do no apply to individual 

homeowner use. The com mentor states that during and post-construction it is likely the homes 

will be treated with structural pesticides like pyrethroids and fipronil and that while fipronil has 

not been routinely monitored for purpose of the 303(d) listing it has been measures and 

detected in levels in excess of the US Environmental Protection Agency's lowest aquatic life 

benchmarks. The commentor describes a study conducted of pyrethroid pesticides that 

invoived two urban stormwater drains in Roseviiie and Eik Grove. The commentor indicates 

that pyrethroids were present in every sample collected and the study indicates that 

pyrethroids is a source of and contributes to pyrethroids toxicity in urban creeks. The 

com mentor indicates that the two areas studies had fewer homes than the Project and draws a 

conclusion that because there are more homes in the Project that water quality impacts will be 

greater. The com mentor recommends that the Draft EIR evaluate the Project's impact to water 

quality related to discharges to Morrison Creek and Laguna Creek and states that mitigation 

measures include building at a lower density. 

The commentor is referred to Response 13-2 which describes the water quality treatment 

features proposed by the Project and the requirements of Mitigation Measures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2. 

As described under Response 13-2, the Draft EIR will be revised on pages 3.8-3 through 3.8-5 to 

update the iist of 303(d)-iisted waterbodies. The Project inciudes multiple water quality 

treatment features that are demonstrated to have a high reduction in pesticide levels, which 

would reduce pesticide concentrations, including chlorpyrifos, diazinon, fipronil, and 

pyrethroids, in stormwater. Stormwater on the Project site will be treated prior to being 

discharged to either Whitehouse Creek or the Bond Road Trunk drainage system. 

The Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of pollutants into watersheds. The State Water 

Resources Control Board monitors and evaluates water quality conditions statewide and 

updates the 303(d) list every two years. The State Water Resources Control Board implements 

the Clean Water Act, including developing TMDLs and implementing measures to address 

pollutants on the 303(d) list, and does through Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) is the reviewing authority for 

the SWPPP and Post-Construction Stormwater Quality Control Pian required by Mitigation 

Measures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2. The CVRWQCB primary duty is to protect the water quality within 

the Region for all beneficial uses. The CVRWQCB formulates and adopts water quality plans for 

specific ground or surface water basins and prescribes and enforces requirements on all new 

development subject to NPDES requirements, agricultural, domestic and industrial waste 

discharges. The CVRWQCB has approved the SWQD Manual for use in the Sacramento area as 

an effective tool to address water quality, including pollutants associated with urban pesticide 

use as discussed by the commentor. The water quality treatment features proposed by the 

Project are identified in the SWQD Manual as appropriate treatment methods to reduce 

po!!utants associated .... .,ith urban runoff. As previously stated, these treatment features have a 

high reduction capability to reduce pesticide levels. 
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The Project does not involve any unique uses or features that would result in water quality 

impacts that are not typical of residential projects. Water quality treatment features that are 

accepted by the CVRWQCB are appropriate to treat stormwater runoff associated with the 

Project. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2 are adequate to 

reduce potential water quality impacts associated with the Project to less than significant and 

will ensure that the Project does not have a considerable contribution to cumulative water 

quality impacts. No revisions to the Draft EIR are waiianted, except for those identified under 

Response 13-2. No further response is required. 

Response 22-20: The commenter states that the "In addition to the water quality impacts that wiii 

result from the use of urban pesticides, impacts will likely result to protected fairy shrimp 

species; these organisms are crustaceans. Crustaceans are the most sensitive taxa to 

pyrethraids (Fojut et a/. 2012). Some storm water runoff will discharge to the vernal pools that 

will remain on the site. Therefore, it is real concern that an increase in urban pesticide use an 

the Project site may lead to the extirpation of the fairy shrimp species found in the few vernal 

pools that are proposed to be preserved." The commentor added that "Additional mitigation 

measures implemented to protect the listed fairy shrimp species found on site are needed. 

Measures include a reduction in the residential density on the site, an increase in the 

The vernal pool crustaceans, including fairy shrimp species, are addressed on pages 3.3-14 

through 3.3-16 of the Draft EiR as foiiows: 

Vernal Pool Crustaceans: Vernal pool crustaceans are found in ephemeral freshwater habitats, and their life 
cycles have adapted to the unique habitat conditions of vema/ pools. Following the winte; ;ains vema! pool 
become inundated, and in conjunction with the appropriate environmental cues (temperature, total dissolved 

solids, alkalinity, pH, etc.), the hatching of vernal pool crustacean eggs is initiated. Vernal pool crustaceans then 

mature rapidly into adults. 

There are four special-status freshwater crustaceans, two of which are federal listed, that are documented 
within five miles of the Project site and have been determined to potentially occur in the vernal pools and 

seasonal wetlands an the Project site: vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), vernal pool tadpole shrimp 
(Lepidurus packardi), midvalley fairy shrimp (Branchinecta mesavallensis), and California linderiella (Linderiella 

occidentalis). 

Suitable habitat far these vernal pool crustaceans is present on the Project site. Protocol-level surveys were not 

conducted in the preparation of the Biological Assessment for this Project. In accordance with USFWS policy, 

given the presence of potential habitat and the absence of protocol surveys, these species are presumed present 
an the Project site. 

Direct Effects: The Project wiii resuit in the direct ioss of 5.05 acres of federaiiy iisted crustacean habitat, and the 
death of an unknown number of vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp through the direct 

filling of vernal pools and vernal swales within the Project site. The midvolley fairy shrimp and California 

iinderieiia are bath non-iisted, but they are considered special status species, and the Project will ;esuft in a 
direct lass of habitat and death of an unknown number of these species. 

Indirect Effects: The Project would result in indirect effects to all vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy 

shrimp, midvalley fairy shrimp, and California linderiella, in the form of death, injury, and harm, found in vernal 
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pools that ore supported by associated upland areas and swales, and all habitat otherwise damaged by loss of 

watershed, human intrusion, introduced species, and pollution that will be caused by the Project. The Project 

wouid resuit in indirect effects to 3. 73 acres oj jederaUy-iisted crustacean habitat. 

Cumulative Effects: Because the vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, midva/ley fairy shrimp, and 

California linderie!Ja are endemic to vernal pools in the Central Valley, coast mnges, and a limited number of 

sites in the transverse range and Santo Rosa Plateau of California, the USFWS anticipates that a wide range of 

activities will affect these species. Such activities include, but ore not limited to, urban, water, flood control, 

highway and utilit'J projects, chemica! contaminants, as well as conversion of verna! pools to agricultural use. 

Conclusion: A Section 7 Consultation was initiated for the incidental take of vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal 

pool fairy shrimp in association with the Pro_iect. The USFWS reviewed the status of the vernal pool tadpole 

shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, the environmental baseline, the effects of the Project and the cumulative 

effects and provided their biological opinion that the Project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 

these two listed species. They also indicated that the Project site is not located within proposed or designated 

critical habitat for the vernal pool fairy shrimp or the vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and, therefore, none will be 

affected. 

The USFWS anticipates incidental take of the vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp will be 

difficult to detect or quantify. The cryptic nature of these species and their relatively small body size make the 

finding of a dead specimen unlikely. The species occur in habitats that make them difficult to detect. Due to the 

difficulty in quantifying the number of individuals that will be token as a result of the Project the USFWS is 

quantifying take incidental to the Project as the number of acres of vernal pools/ponded depressions (vernal 

pool habitat) that will become unsuitable for vernal pool crustaceans due to the Project. Therefore, the USFWS 

estimates that all vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp inhabiting 8. 78 acres of vernal pool 

habitat will be harassed, harmed, injured, or killed, as a result of the Project. 

The USH".!S detem;ined that the incidental take associated with the Pmject on vema{ pool fai;y sh;imp and 
vernal pool tadpole shrimp is exempted from prohibitions of take under Section 9 of the ESA. The UFWS also 

determined that this level of anticipated take is not likely to result in jeopardy to the federally-listed species or 

result in destruction ar adverse modification of proposed or designated critical habitat. 

The USFWS provided a requirement to implement reasonable and prudent measures necessary and appropriate 

to minimize the effect of the Pro_iect on vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp. This includes the 

following: 

3. The effects to listed vernal pool crustaceans from habitat loss shall be minimized. 

4. The effects to listed vernal pool crustaceans from construction activities at the Project shall be minimized. 

These reasonable and prudent measures and addressed through more detailed terms and conditions and 

reporting requirements, in addition to several conservation recommendations. These USFWS requirements are 

non~discretionary, and must be implemented so that they become binding conditions of any grant or permit 

issued to the Project proponent, as appropriate, in order for the exemption in Section 7(0)(2) to apply. The 

USACE has a continuing dury to reguiate the activiry covered by this incidentoi toke statement. 

While the midvalley fairy shrimp and California linderiella are not federal or state listed and not addressed 

within the Section 7 Consultation or another permitting document, the~e ~pecial ~tatus species occupy the same 

vernal pool habitat as is mentioned for the federally listed vernal pool tadpole shrimp and vernal pool fairy 

shrimp and will have similar impacts. Similar to the above impact discussion, it is estimated that all midvalley 

fairy shrimp and California !inderie!!a inhabiting 8.78 acres of vema! pool habitat will be affected as a result of 
the Project. 

Impacts to vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, midvalley fairy shrimp, and California linderiella 

are potentially significant. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: The Project applicant shall comply with the Terms and Conditions, Reporting 

Requirements, and Conservation Recommendations in accordance with the USFWS Incidental Take Statement 

issued far the Project. 

Timing/Implementation: 
construction activities. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: 

As specified in the permit and throughout all earthmoving and 

City of Elk Grove Planning Department. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 requires the Project to adhere to the USFWS Incidental Take Permit 

which requires the preservation of existing vernal pool habitat at a 2:1 ratio (17.56 acres of wetted vernal pool 

crustacean habitat to be preserved to compensate for 5.05 directly-affected acres and 3. 73 indirectly affected 

acres), measures to address storm water quality, notification procedures in the event of death or harm of a listed 

species, and constructed monitoring to ensure compliance with construction-related impact avoidance 

measures. This measure will ensure that the potential impacts to vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy 

shrimp, midval/ey fairy shrimp, and California linderiella are reduced to a less than significant level. 

The impact of pollution on vernal pool crustaceans is specifically addressed as an indirect effect 

of the Project within the Draft EIR. The impacts on vernal pool crustaceans are adequately 

addressed in the Draft E!R. The Draft E!R concludes that the impacts are potentially significant, 

but mitigated to a less than significant level. The information provided in this comment letter 

does not alter the findings or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR with respect to this 

environmental topic. 

Response 22-21: Comment 22-1 is substantially similar to Comment 14-4. The com mentor is referred 

to Response 14-4. 

Response 22-22: The commentor states that the Draft EIR relies on inadequate data to conclude the 

Project is consistent with the General Plan. The com mentor states that the Zoning Code is the 

document relied on to implement the General Plan and that the zoning map shows a significant 

amount of open space on the Project site, but the Draft EIR analyzes the entire site as if it were 

intended for residential development. The commentor believes that land use densities should 

be calculated for the portion of the site intended for residential development and not include 

areas intended as open space. The com mentor states that a possible mitigation measure is to 

reduce impacis and ensure consistent with the General Plan. The Zoning Map for the City does 

not determine General Plan land use designations. Rather, zoning is examined for consistency 

with the General Plan and General Plan land use map. The Project proposes to change the 

zoning on the Project site to an SPA zoning designation that would accommodate land uses that 

are consistent with the General Plan's land use designations of Rural Residential, Low Density 

Residential, and Commercial/Office/Multifamily as described under Impact 3.9-1 on pages 3.9-7 

through 3.9-10 of the Draft EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary in response to this 

comment. 

Response 22-23: Comment 22-23 is substantially similar to Comment 14-S. The com mentor is referred 

to Response 14-5. 
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Response 22-24: The commentor identifies that the Draft EIR does not analyze the impacts that the 

park will create related to resources within the open space nor the impacts to safety and public 

services, noting that it is an attractive nuisance that will generate calls for police, EMS, and fire 

services. The com mentor suggests that the park be located within the community instead of on 

the "fringe" as mitigation. The com mentor is referred to Responses 1-2, 13-5, 14-6, and 14-8. 
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LETTER 23 

To: Christopher Jordan. AICP 
From; Shiriev Peter:;, GSREHA Pr~•clc:nt. 8623 6.1ni<if'lil Or., Eik Gruy,:, CA. 9;.62.4 
Date: November 11. 2013 
Re: Silverado/ESC11ton Proposal EG-ll-046 

Because of the locetion and S.llll! of the Silverado proposal, not only GSREHA residents. but those hvine in the Quail Ranch and 

Fallbrook developments will be impacted. Others also beln& Impacted will be res.idents livina on Campbell Road and those 
livine in the old town vicinity. Accordinatv. the~ organizations <1nd re~dents, the already established residents. have 
collectrvelv jot ned to1ether beeau~ they haw Similar concerns and ISsues that will sienlticantly affect them. These eroups also, 
mdNJdually, have thi!!IT own particular concerns and issues of which GSREHA supports. 

Therefore, I am representin£ GSRHEA and will discuss i~we~ and conet:rM that will impact GSREHA resident$. 

1. OQMitles. GSREHA members support lowerina densitiei on this site which would brinafewer impacts to all components 
dio;.t:u$$-ed 1n the DEIR. The health and ~atety of the res1dent!> and the environment must be cons.~dered. Not only the already 
e~tablis.hed ri!Sidents will be aff~ed, but the new reSidents will be. as well. 

2. Alternative 2. GSREHA members. support lowering the densities, but do not aaree with information 1n Alternative 2 which 
states, on page 5.0-7: Ahematlve 1 signijlwntly rnonfigures tfw Project dnign ond wtJUid resuh in the removal of 449 
slngle·/amiN uniU, apprmtlmateiy l acres of parlcs, the 68·l (shouid be tiil.ij acre weriond conservation area, and rite 
proposed open spoce/trailusn. The open Sp.lCe/wetlands/buffer must not be taken out. This portion of the property is zoned 
AcJRes. 2 whiCh means that one house is allowed on 2 acres. No hlcher denSities are allowed as desicnated by the General Plan. 
Trail uses on this site have been approved and exiSt in the General Plan; therefore, trail uses cannot be removed. 

Alternative 2 may allow developlngA&'Res parcels in the wetl.and conservation area. Thii is not a good plan a-s the A&fRes 
dwelllnes would be directly abunlne the hieh density dwellines. This would cau~ serious, Incompatible conflicts between 
urban and AJ,/Resdevelopments. The General Plan allows. animal keepine on A&/Res parcels and animals do not, and cannot, 
adjust to belnc so near to the compll!:xltles of urban IIVIne:. Keeplnc thl!: conservation area, whtch serves as a buffer, IS thr: most 
viable plan to retain compatibility bl!:tween these two very dlvereent concepts. Prr:cedence has been estabhshed s1nce before 
the City of Elk Grove was mcorporated, and hn been found to be very effective. 

3. The Park. The wetlands/open space will serve, in perpetuity, as a buffer between A&/Res parcels and the urban 
d~v~!opments. Ql..!e!o!lor!~ The P.!r!<: w!!! b@ !s!l!ated and o:mstar>t r!"IOr>!Wrir>! W{"ltlld bli! rl;!quired to prl!vent negative behavior 
that 1s commonly known to occur 1n public areas such as parks. Who or wh1ch acency will bl!: responsible to monitor the park 
on a consistent basis? 

4. Question: Septic System. Because Ag/Res zoning does not allow pubhc sewers, how will the U!l'troom in the proposed park 
be facilitated? Will a septic system be established? Which aeency will be responsible for this and how will the systl!!m be 
fmanc:ed? 

5. Question: Regulations. ~rom my mtormat1on, CSO reaulations has dasslfied a 5-acre park a<> a "Nete:hborhood Park~. whiCh 

enforced? 

6. Question: How can the open space/wetlan<b-lts sensitive plants and wildlife--be protected from indiVIduals who could 
easily meander throuchout this space. rather than stay 1n the desicnated park area? GSREHA recommends that If a park 1s 
allowed in the buffer area, a 5 to 6 foot wroucht iron fence be built around the park. 

7. Move the I..Oaltion of the Park. Question: Because therl! are many concerns about the placement of the park, why not 
place the park in a place doser to the h1ghl!!r den<>ltles whe1e the m<~jorlty of thl!! residenti hve and will have bettl!!r access? This 

monitored by the nearby residents. 

B. Question: Why Is the square, located in the Open Space, still drawn in the applicants map? When the applicants first 
pres.!!nted their proposal, they had drawn a square in the wetlands/open space/buffer area, on which they showed Rd 
dwellin1s. Aher the GSREHA members rejected these proposed dwellines becau$1!: the eeneral plan does not •llow Rd dwellin1s 
in the A&/Res zoned area, the proposed Rd dwellin1s were removed. However, the square still remains on the map. It is 
recommended that this square be immedlatety removed. 
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Paa:e 2. Silverado 

9. "A" Stn!et located between the wetland/open space butter. north of the Rd·ZOnt!:d deMrtie~ ~A~ Street 1ntersKtS into 
Watl!rman Road. GSREHA res.ldents, therefore, ask that a roundabout be placed at that Intersection for safety and au quality 
puri)OS6. 

10. Ques;tion: No Services/Air Qu.1lity. Althou&h the Air Quality Act has been t~mended. communities are still out of 
compliance. Hence. becaU$e there will be hundreds of cars com ina: from the proposed site that wlll be uslna the r~ds •. ilnd will 
JOin wn:h the pass.-throua:h traffiC co mine from other areas, and since there are no service! avaOable nea~. this component 
cannot be reahst~eally mlt!Cated. Therefore, less tllon srgnlftcant /mpod Is not ao::eptable. What are the realistic. mean•nctul 
mitiptionsto protect the community-toxic air doesn't just stay in one place? Also, there are no toxic air-mon•torin& sites 
located in Elk Grove. How can toxic air be validly monitored from the nearest site which Is located •n Roseville? 

123-11 

123-12 
I 

::~~;::~~z~~~:!;~:~;~r;:~~~l~::~~:::;~:~~:~:~~;:~;~~~~~'.~E~:;:::~:;:~~i ~~~;.· ~::~ 1~ church, etc. Addinc to these potential car tnps, the res1dents 1n the Silverado v•llates will also have to dr•ve to shop, to take 23·13 
the1r children to school and to the ne•ehborhood park, as well u trips to their doctors/dentists, to eo to the movies, to dine out, 
etc. This ~te does not provide for any walkable destinations. 

12. Endorse Eskaton. GSREHA members support the Eskaton concept that will ~rve adults over 55 years of aae. Their concern I 
is, however, should fskaton decide not to include their portion of development in this proposal, what will happen to the overan 

~~:~u:.~; ;::,:':::::.~!~$e~:m~v~~~e:,~,:~:~._n;1~~~~~:a~~--~~ ::::~,~~~11 c:~:~~::c~ :~~~c::~~!~~u~:~:~::::z.or I 23-14 
rejected. 

13. Loalcal, Compatible Growth: Workln1 tCiether toward a Good Plan. Plannin1 Commissioner Frank Malta stated at the 
November 7 Plannine Commtssion meetinc that ~the pnmary concern of the Commission ts to retam the character of the area". 
GSREHA members a1ree and to retain both the rural character and the established urban character of the area, careful and 
loa:ic.al plannin& must be implemented. 

Cc: Plannin& Commission Director Taro fchlburu 
City uf Elk G;u;;;a Pldfillif,i Cumr,li;>;;iunef~ 
Elk Grove City Man.aeer.Laura GUI 
Elk Grove Cctv Ent~neer, Richard Shepard 
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Letter 23 Shirley Peters 
Response 23-1: The com mentor identifies residents and developments that wi!! be impacted by the 

Project and states that they have collectively joined together because they have similar issues 

of concern. The commentor notes that the groups, individually, have their own particular 

concerns and issues of which GSREHA supports. The com mentor states they are representing 

GSREHA and will discuss issues and concerns that will impact GSREHA residents. The 

commentor's specific concerns are addressed in Responses 23-2 through 23-15. 

Response 23-2: The commentor indicates that GSREHA members support lowering densities on this 

site which would bring fewer impacts to all components discussed in the Draft EIR. The 

com mentor states that the health and safety of the residents and the environment must be 

considered, for both existing and new residents. The com mentor identifies potential addresses 

potential hazards in Section 3.7. Impacts to the environment are addressed in Sections 3.1 

through 4.0 of the Draft EIR. Concerns that have been raised in response to the Draft EIR are 

responded to in this letter. The Draft and Final EIR provide the decision-makers with the 

opportunity to consider the potential environmental impacts of the Project. 

Response 23-3: The commentor states that GSREHA members support lowering the densities but do 

not agree with information in Alternative 2 which states that Alternative 2 would result in the 

removal of 449 single family units, approximately 2 acres of parks, the 68.1 acre wetland 

conservation area, and the proposed open space/trail uses. The com mentor believes that the 

open space/wetlands/buffer must not be taken out. The commentor also states that this 

portion of the property is zoned Ag Res 2 which means that one house is allowed on 2 acres 

and no higher densities are allowed as designated by the General Plan. The commentor also 

states that trail uses on the site have been approved and exist in the General Plan and cannot 

be removed. 

It is noted that while the wetiand preserve wouid be removed under Alternative 2, ail wetlands, 

riparian, vernal pool, and drainage features would be preserved through preservation 

easements placed on these features. The General Plan is the authority in determining what 

land uses are allowed on the Project site and the zoning may be revised to different zoning 

designations that are consistent with the General Plan. Alternative 2 would provide an average 

of two units per acre in the Rural Residential designation, but may cluster the units in order to 

avoid important resources as allowed by Policy CAQ-7. Alternative 2 will be revised as shown 

belo'.--v to include the east-'.•Jest portion of the trail, but to remove the north-south portion of 

the trail which is identified as an alternative sub-traverse on General Plan Figure PT0-2. No 

further revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted. 

The description of Alternative 2 on page 5.0-3 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

~4Aiternative 2: Reduced Density and Reconfigured Project Alternative. Alternative 2 wouid avoid the 

significant and unavoidable impact to the Northern Hardpan Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool complex on the 
Project site through avoiding all wetland, riparian, vernal pool, and drainage features. Preservation 
easements, prohibiting access and disturbance, would be placed around all wetland, riparian, vernal 
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pool, and drainage features. There would be no wetland conservation area and the detention basin 
would be under a preservation easement. An alternative detention basin would be constructed to the 
east of the current site of the detention basin. This would require removal of adequate fill to provide 
detention to the Alternative 2 lots. Under this alternative, various lots would be removed and lot sizes 
would generally be made larger to accommodate the preservation easements. The park sites would be 
reduced to approximately 3.25 acres and the north-south component of the e~eR s~aee trails would be 
removed." 

The description of Alternative 2 on page 5.0-7 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

11Aiternative 2 was created to avoid significant and unavoidable impacts to biological resources. 

Alternative 2 would preserve the wetland, riparian, vernal pool, creek, and drainage features on the 
Project site through permanent preservation easements that would generally be included in the 
proposed residential lots. Lot sizes wou!d be larger, V..'here necessary, to accommodate the permcment 

preservation easements. Alternative 2 significantly reconfigures the Project design and would result in 
the removal of 449 single-family residential units, approximately 2 acres of parks, and the 68-1 acre 
wetiand conservation area, and the proposed epeA 513aeeitraii uses wouid be reconfigured. Aiternative 2 

would result in 111 single-family lots, 100 patio homes, and the Village 3 independent, assisted, and/or 
memory-care multifamily lodge and clubhouse." 

Response 23-4: The com mentor states that Alternative 2 may allow developing ag/res parcels in the 

wetland conservation area and states that there would be serious, incompatible conflicts 

between urban and ag res developments. The com mentor states that the General Plan allows 

animal keeping on ag res parcels and animals do not adjust to being so near the complexities of 

urban living. The commentor notes that keeping the conservation area, which serves as a 

buffer, is the most viable plan to retain compatibility between these two very divergent 

concepts. The com mentor states that precedence has been estabiished and found to be very 

effective. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the 

decision-makers' consideration~ 

Response 23-5: The com mentor states that the park will be isolated and constant monitoring would be 

required to prevent negative behavior that is commonly known to occur in public areas such as 

parks. The com mentor asks who or which agency will be responsible to monitor the park on a 

consistent basis? The park is located within the City and police services would be provided to 

the Project, including the park site, by the City's Police Department. The agency that owns and 

develops the park site, either the City or CCSD, would be responsible for responding to public 

concerns regarding activities at the park site once it is operational. This comment does not 

address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 23-6: The commentor asks how the restroom in the proposed park will be facilitated 

because ag res zoning does not allow public sewers and whether a septic system will be 

established. The com mentor also asks which agency will be responsible for this and how the 

system will be financed. The Project would rezone the Project site to SPA. Restrooms at the 

park site could be accommodated by either public sewer or a septic systern as described on 

page 3.5-16 of the Draft EIR. The agency that will own and operate the park site may be either 
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the City or CCSD. The design of the park site has not yet been determined. This comment does 

not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 23-7: The commentor identifies that CSD (CCSD) regulations classify a 5-acre park as a 

neighborhood park which means that it wi!! be opened dawn to dusk, locked after dark, have 

picnic areas, security lighting, etc. The commentor asks if these regulations will be enforced. 

The CCSD will own and operate the park site. The design of the park site has not yet been 

determined and it is speculative to consider whether specific features (picnic areas, etc.). 

However, it is anticipated that the park will be developed consistent with the CCSD's standards, 

which include addressing safety through designing park sites in accordance with established 

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design standards. This comment does not address 
+h.., -....1., ... ,,.,.,.., nf+ho n .... ft. t:ID .,...,,.1 ;.,. nnf-.arl fnr+ho ,....,.,.;.,.;,....,_rn:=~l.,.ort 1 rnntirlor::~tinn 
1.1111;; UUII;;; .... UI;I'"'f Ul 1.11._. Vlo;JIL LIH UIIU '"" ,,._.. .. .._ .... 1'-'1 ._,,.._ ._.._._,,.,._,,, ,,.,.,,.._,~ '"''-'''-'''-".._, ... U...,IIo 

Response 23-8: The commentor asks how the open space and wetlands will be protected from 

individuals who could easily meander through the space rather than stay in the park area. The 

com mentor recommends that if a park is allowed in the buffer area, a 5 to 6 foot wrought iron 

fence be bui!t around the park. The park is not proposed within the wetland preserve or within 

an established "buffer area." The park site is adjacent the proposed wetland preserve. The 

wetland preserve will have sign age to inform the public that it is a restricted area and will be 

fenced to restrict access as required by the Operations and Management Plan that has been 

prepared for the preserve. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is 

noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 23-9: The com mentor asks why the park is not moved to a location with higher densities and 

better access, noting that the change of placement would resolve problems associated with 

attracting negative and potentially unsafe behaviors and will be better monitored by nearby 

residents. The commentor is referred to Responses 1-2, 13-5, and 14-8 regarding the location 

of the park site. 

Response 23-10: This comment is substantially similar to Comment 19-16 and the commentor is 

referred to Response 19-16. 

Response 23-11: The commentor identifies the location of "A" Street and requests that a roundabout 

be placed at the A Street and Waterman Road intersection for safety and air quality purposes. 

The Project's proposed street pattern conforms to the City's street standards and has been 

reviewed by the City's Public Works Department to ensure that the intersection addresses the 

City's road\'Jay safety requirements. The Project would not result in significant safety impacts 

associated with the roadway and circulation system as discussed under Impact 3.12-3 on page 

3.12-15 of the Draft EIR. Potential environmental impacts associated with air quality are 

discussed in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR; a roundabout at the location of "A" Street and 

Waterman Road would not result in a significant reduction in the air quality impacts associated 

with the Project. 
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Response 23-12: The commentor states that communities are out of compliance with the Air Quality 

Act. The commentor states that since there will be hundreds of cars coming from the site 

joining pass-through traffic from other areas and since there are no services nearby this 

component cannot be realistically mitigated. The commentor states that less than significant 

impact is not acceptable. The com mentor asks what are the realistic meaningful mitigations to 

protect the community since toxic air does not stay in one place. The commentor also asks 

how toxic air can be vaiidiy monitored from the nearest site which is iocated in Roseviiie. 

Air quality impacts from that will result from Project operations are discussed under Impact 

3.2-1 on pages 3.2-12 through 3.2-14 of the Draft EIR. The analysis takes into account the 

vehicle trip characteristics associated with the Project. Table 3.2-7 identifies the air pollutant 

err1issions that will occur in association with the Project in Section 3.2 of the Draft EiR. As 

shown under Impact 3.2-1, the air pollutant emissions associated with the Project after 

mitigation will be less than the thresholds of significance established by the Sacramento 

Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). The thresholds of significance have 

been developed by SMAQMD to achieve the objectives of the applicable attainment plans for 

ozone and PM10. The commentor's opinion that less than significant impacts are not 

acceptable is noted. No revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted. 

Regarding the com mentor's statement that "there are no services available nearby", it is noted 

that a variety of neighborhood-oriented services are less than a mile from the Project site, with 

services available at each of the four intersections of the Bond Road and Elk Grove-Florin Road 

intersection. These services include grocery, drugstore, banking, health and beauty, coffee 

shops, restaurants, gas stations, and a number of other services. 

In response to the commentor's concerns regarding toxic air, SMAQMD has developed criteria 

for determining potential impacts associated with toxic air contaminants. These criteria do not 

require a monitoring station and, thus, are not invalidated due to the nearest toxic air 

monitoring site's Roseville location. As described under Impact 3.2-4 on pages 3.2-21 tluough 

3.2-23 of the Draft EIR, the Project does not have a significant potential for public exposure to 

toxic air contaminants. The Project is not within the minimum separation distances from toxic 

air pollutant sources described in Table 3.2-9 of the Draft EIR. Further, SMAQMD's publication 

Recommended Protocol for Evaluating the Location of Sensitive Land Uses Adjacent to Major 

Roadways (March 2011) provides the following screening criteria to determine whether a 

proposed sensitive receptor would be at risk from proximity to a major roadway: "Determine if 

the nearest proposed sensitive receptor affected by the project is at least 500 feet from the 

nearest high traffic volume roadway (defined as a freeway, urban roadway with greater than 

100,000 vehicles/day or rural roadway with 500,000 vehicles/day). If outside of the 500-foot 

distance, no further evaluation is recommended." The Project is not within 500 feet of a high 

traffic volume roadway (the nearest high traffic volume roadway is State Route 99). Potential 
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impacts associated with toxic air contaminants would be less than significant. No revisions to 

the Draft EIR are warranted in response to this comment. 

Response 23-13: The com mentor states that there will be 660 homes built with one to two cars per 

household. The commentor states that a faction of the Eskaton (senior community) may not 

drive, however many will have their families driving to the site to visit their relatives and take 

them shopping, to the doctor's office, etc. The commentor states that the site does not 

provide for any walkable destinations. As identified under Response 23-12, the site is less than 

a mile from neighborhood-oriented shopping destinations. The senior community will include a 

clubhouse with space for services that serve the community, such as a beauty salon, cafe, and 

medical office. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further 

response is required. 

Response 23-14: The com mentor states that GSREHA members support the Eskaton concept that will 

serve aduits over 55 years of age, but identifies concern with what would happen if Eskaton 

does not include their portion of development in the Project proposal. The commentor is 

referred to Response 19-17. 

Response 23-15: The commentor agrees with Planning Commission Chairman Maita that the primary 

concern of the Commission is to retain the character of the area. The com mentor states that to 

retain the rural character and established urban character of the area, careful and logical 

planning must be implemented. While this comment does not address the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR, it is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 
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LETTER 24 
Sb::re A K.utr, I= .....,, 

To: 
Cc: 

fumk Mads' r"'1XP"' M••rntr=•· N;ury Cbaim;· Fr®•A tVrrrilt !Jinn Whn!!C'M' Qxn,!rmb:c pm:op 
"5sn£ Q f., !bY Icc~ 

SUbjod' .... , s.t.t!fl'do OEJR CQm!T2nb 

Mondar, ~- 11, ZOtl5!24:SB PM 

(All. Here are my comments to be added to the DEIR for the Silverado Project SCH 2013012060. 
Hard copies will be delivered to Christopher Jordan (along with the referenced report and letter) on 
Tuesday. Nov 12. 2013). Regards, Kathy lee. Quail Ranch E~tates 

Planning Commisston 
Nov7, 2013 
Silverado Project 

I it<,! ,uuJ lor~/llmt. lhio, Ot.lrl HH i" <l .,PIOjf't:l lt~~N'' HH which 01011., UJI11UI.IIi~ iln(lfltl'> W/alld wllh ~1111/JIIIldin~;t 

netghh01hood'.., AddJitonJUV. the Omit l !R.., ba'..cd Oflltw [G G~m•ral Plan ollOI.B whtrh IMS bC{'n icvi~~ Vl.l tf'· 

mnc~ n£'ally 30 ttme'">. commcrciul uw<.. m the .ltca have hecn rcrturct1 or rNon~. V('l lh<' rtcmiry of this PIOiff.l 

hilS Ultll'!it\e<i over the pnm p•oj&~i. 1\dciiiiOililiiy, ihP ro•nrneiUili mP.o;. w•iiiin u-10" <,lit- illt' l~illt.ii>Q io ihtt ~.;. ri1id 

<lWt jii'OjPC.f ,md 11<11 itfr.~<,<,jbif' hy lhP ~P.fiP.I'ili pubik lhPrt>hy OlilkillA lilt• f'OilllllPH.idl pit~H' noT llt>ir,hhWilOOtl 

fli~;tndly. Thl" Vcllidity & <IU'IJtdr.y olu\ine J w~ll·lll.tllifiUidted, 10- ycdt t1ld. out•laled [IR d~ '* bd\i~ lo1 t"VdiU<~IiiiB 

til~ jUOj'='tl i\ illdd(>(.JUdt/Y, 

.Ir.ltti$. nnn dOC'.. 1101 .uhhN'> !he \IIOr!CO!llillC'> of Walt'! mall Road dS it f('i,HC'l lO willFning 01 irnp!O'I('IIJCill. 

Ill~ I )f-Ill !lOr!'> not ddd!C\\ ~1/f:'e!S OUI\illf! Ill~ llntn£'fh<lh'' jliOj~tl \lh~. W;JIP.IInoUI HOO\tS, r.outh o( R<md (lc'<!.tlinP.IO 
tlon luno<t "''""""'"'"'lhmuirn :. .. :u\;, '"'' :.l!lrlt"~'·"'' rpbliu" In •uirl<>ninn imnutvt•niPrtl~ nr l>'flo .. lt.oHit• ............... , ....... ._.,_,,, ............. _, .. --~- "·- -~- ... - .......... ·- ............ ", - ... ---------- .. , ................ -. 

Gsptggy & Spill I he ~oil JIIJI'r.>i'> done or• 8/1'//.lOll hv Walle~ Kulh Jnd noted c1.,. 'joil ~.Jtupllr•!! .1ruJ An<~l>r.>i!. i!. 
in<~dequdte-. Ovet d 230·d('Je\ projett ~•te. only 8 !XIrnplin~ we•e takert wtthtn dn dPP•vxim<lte l-.-;c1e \jJhe~e. 
Addition<tiiV, the ~aH!p1ing!t were t.Jkcn at .J depth of only 6 inc he'>. As top wiT i~ di~twbed mthc •ou\inc u~c ol 
!ltl'ldnd, ~•nttling tak.,.rl dl ct 6 im:h depth do not det wctlely rellect bu1ied 111 ~11hm~eed t.:onf;jillfnenl\ ~ud1 <1~ 
lho\e dtlivitiP.) d\\OWII.E.>d with Wd~t~duntping Ql larul fill mes. 
W•lli known me.. volhc I.Jnd l<lllRin~ hom win~v Wtl!tl~ w.:~lct ev.-.pDt.llion ponds; wine1y dr.:~irYRC po111h; 
lntl~!--ltmtitattl nispt>'><ll ~f>!'vice\; .tHtil ulllll.tl & l<:~tming d(.liv.ilf!\; !JO'>'>thle !diU I fill: <111tl hurk n~.;lntl'fkrflt e dl tivilil>\ 
In namo~ d fi:'!W; -.;oil IP<,IillA 1111lhP. Pnlili> p1ojt't:l '>iiP i~ lf''llllrPd and lllf" h>\ll1Jfl.. depth dPf'p t>IIOIIj!.h teo lii\CI!Vt>t 
bulied l<~nd fill tndlt>rial\. lG •~idenh hd~ w111e rmw<11d indi«:<~lina lhi'> l.anrl Wd'> (Ommonly uwd lor w<~~l"! 
tli'>PV\al OVI?!t <1 pP.not1 of n\ilny Vf!.ll!.. ~it '"'·sling to• 01 v.uiety of contaminani'>/W.t\li.?/ p~slic.irt(><; .11 multiplf! site 
illld tf!'>Pjlf'r tiPplh j<, 1PlJHiit>r1. 

I\\ relert~m·rd by rhe Ni1:hol~ Ccm'>ullinR ln.:ine~,., lt:"flOrl drned 11/IX/JIKlX .md r~tltllt.~'>\!>d to lhf!. rmuuyol 
'.ar.ramcnto, we tcspccttully I<'QUe'iof lll~i• "IC'Commcndcrt approarll'' he lol!ow~ rl:!g<udinc .,oitf(";tinc. (Nirhols 
(Oti\UIIing f IIP,IIll~f!t\, Chid). 

By WJV Ol pe1<,0T1di KttOWiel!Rl'. lite 1101 tOW pil lh~l ~~ klfdled Ofl I hi!. projt'(l !oillo:' h<t!o IO!IIineiy ilt!~n iO(tllli 10 hdVe 
o,lhny liln1 .sntltli<.t:ullltml Wdlt>l, Nc1 o!he1 d!Pd ollltf' I<Jrul ~ICJdtll R<o lltl!\f': .llltlhUI».'> lo my knuwlf'rig..~. 

lly VMV olltet..Oni\1 kCI(JW\eltne. ltw- e~i>le-t)(f' ol \IMtb tllll1 volf.,, ha~ \1~11 rli\djlptMJillij hutn the 1-trwl .tl an 
.tl<ltiOiiiR, 1<1fP.,. ~.u:h -~tllillA wnuhJ htillR nttl I!IOII'id!'lrl\ and lhOU\tlt'llh Olloiltl\ and VOl~. \ttl !OU!lding 
neighborhood'.. wh('IC o~rnm with lh('_~ toat1s .md VOIC!\ l)nfv tn haw then pte~enre ne.ltly .lb~ent the IJst lew 
~.'It'~. 

Fot !hC'SC IC'OISOO'>, !1111 0[Jr1 h illih1etjUl!U' to •ln\WCI soil dntl ~oii!',Oill.lniii!Jiion COiltC'fllS J'io WL'II J':> Tht:' 
di"><lppe~!ing wi!d!H~. 

P•rk lnu11· Tht!' Cmtom Soll5wvey lllentionf..'ll on 3.5·16, '>trill!'> ~~~~dlil;i!IIV 1hdl flu:" nollhe111p.uk !>ite (S.S 
acre.'>) hOF.. Rlimil.:~tiomt on its .Jbility to ,JIJWfb ~eptit tank wa~lc. I hi~ l('porl ~ notmdudcd .l!. pa11 of the llk anl.l 
~ tequest it\ inclmion, Wilh lite "limitation!." an•t inability to lUll !ot'WE.>t line!> to the Vdtk, .os ~ilu<~led, ~~~tw~ .)li~e 
d~ iO ihe vvh~ih~i ih'i;, i) ihe jliOjlt'i Jii<fLt!'•ilt'rii IVi ih~ jitiik <ii till. l•ildiiil)i!.ilh;. ihe nn p;ovirle .. nv dcit~ii-;, .i'). to 
~Hopu!.ed dmonitie!. ol the JJJI k 01 feasibility .1rtd ptacticalily of J pa1 k wiU1in .111 "open '>Pac..c /illl-~CIW," II the 
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developer~ i'> going to he given full Quimby credits for this park, the pa1k neerlto be a fully hmr:tioning park, 
located in a u~ahlf' and accessible central location an4l he complete with full restroom facilitie~. 

TilP "second park", a 0.6 acre park is actually described as dfl "overland release" area .1~sonated wllh the storm 
water detention hilsin and acts as a storage are<~ for a ll'Xl '(I flood. Quimby credits should not lie allowed as the 
size, quality .md amenities of this "park" .ue all inadequate. The "open spor~ce" area descr ihed as "3.9 aue<:> open 
space corridor" i'> land located under the power lines on Waterman Road. Thi<, open spate '>hould not Lle intended 
a'> pcuk or U<,abl~ land. Total park <,pan! for the entire project is inadequate when these two area'> drt~ properly 
darified/idenllfiPd .as un-useable (total park areor is 55 acres f01 a p10jN:I consbling of 785 homes). 

OpM 5paC9- Tire DEtR show~ a 6.3 open spac.e par tel in the north-easlern pori ion of !he liln11. '!hi~ designation is 
disingenuous and it needs to be removed. The entire northern area is identified as pre'>erve and to try to claim 
these G.3 3Ge<, <l'> open <,p<:cc is in effect dcub!e dipping. 

CQmpatlb!A NA!J:hborboods- The DEIR indicates in many locations that the Silverado project provides a 
"compatible neighborhood" to all sunourrding, exist inn home sites. In theory, perhaps. In reality, She Irion. Quail 
Hanch, Fall Brook and campbell Road all have homes that range from% acre lots to over 1.0+ acre lots and 
coniain m.1ny homes considered "esT am or executive iromes." This curreni prujt'l:i hd~ nu iui'> ii~<Ji rome dose io 
1.0 acre nor do they contain any horne site'> that c.ould be identified as "estate or executive homes.'' 30% of Quilil 
Hanch hornes sit on om~ acre lol'> and a majority sil<. on "estJte size" lots. All of Sheldon\ home sites and all 
those on Campbell Road are larger th,m 2.0+ Jues. Tire DEIR is incorrect regilrding "tompatibility" issu~ . 

.c.m.inull· Tirere is inadequ,He dowmcntation in the DEIH regarding drainage/flooding concerns both on the 
northern open space a'> it relates to Sheldon re<.idents; and to home elev.rtion concerns .1/ong !he p10pe11y line of 
Quail Ranch E'>tiltes and Campbell Road. TI1e DEIR ornits discus~ion on <~II three area~. Flooding and wdter flow 
continue to be a major concew and little informatior1 is provided iiS to how existing homeowner'> will be impacted 
with !hi> r:unent Drainar,e plan Dr.:~in<Jp,f:' miri£il!ion\ illf' inadetJuate. 

Iriil.· No Jree location document i'> comained within the DEIR. Although o;ome di~cu~sion exists regarding some 
tree removal; the reader i~ left to wonder where the'>e impacted trees are located/whose property line they 
border; and if all trees (regardless it they are nntive. or locill importance or protected trees) are listed on the 
document. If iree<.> are deie;mined io t;~; "non-impo; :ant'' hut yet identified as being impc;cted, how io:, mitigc;ticn 
addressed (such as apple, walnut, or other norH1c~cript trees)? The DUll is incomplete in this area. 

Eloatl01 Wall The DEIR di~cus~e~ a solid masonry wall at a minimum of 6 feel in height boarding the Quail Ranch 
home sites. TI1e pur pose and intent of the Wdll, iiS stated by Silver ado representa!iv~ at a prior community 
torum. was to prevent water flow trom entering Quart Hilnc:tr nackyards from the higher eievateci Village 1 home'>. 
The DEIR is sih:mt on water protection; instead irnplying the Willl is for .:~csthetit/noi~e purpose<.. If thi~ i'> the case. 
water and flood protection for exi~ting homes both in Quailllanclr, C.unpbcll Road ilnd Sheldon a1e inadequately 
addre~sed. 

Bond Road Wall- Sight lines fo! the Bond Roild ~lft w.Jll are not addressed. The D£1R fails to discuss rhe land~<:ape 
corridor in relalionship to the set batk of I he W(ill. The current wall that borders Qua if H..mth homes .:~long Bond 
Road presents a lraffic. ha7ilrd due to the location of the limit line in relationship to the ~ightline of oncoming 
vehicles, Vehide stopped at the limit line on Quail Cove who Wilrrt to enter Bond Road, cannot adequately see 
tr<Jffi!: hc.1ding west on Bond. '!he e~i'.!ing wa!! block.-, your view !equiring !~!dent~ !o inch ou\ nea!!y ~even to !0 
feet to determine if the roadway ~~clear to entf'r. These limited sight lines, when wupled with older drivers from 
the 55+ community, mily cause significant impacts. 'the J)[IR does not ilddress sight lines and ~et backs of the wall 
ilnd the use olland~c.ape corridor to improve vi~ual sight. Enlarp,ing 1he f<Hid~c<~pe corridor and increasing the ~et 
bilck of wall needs to be addressed. 

Hozardgy' Material. [)[IH is inadequate as lo f.Jil'> to provide il complete hi~ tory of this t.:~nd. rime g.:~ps persi'>l as I 
to the_ uses, hoth per milled Jnd unp(>rrnilled. Acc:ourm of illegal dumping. waste diwo~l; and .:~griurltural 
pesticrde use are known; however until <ill pri01 history of the land i~ determined, tire DEIR i~ irradequ,rle. 

Hydmtgsy/Qralnap- The D£1R (pg 3.8-15, etc) ,Jdd!e~.ses the City of Elk Grove Floodplain Managernenl Policy and,
states in part: "P1events.. tf1e wmi!U£tion of jf(X)d banien whkh wi{{ unna1u1affy divellfloodwater ot whkfl may 
ir~uease flood hazards irr othe1 mea~" and "subslantio{{y alte1 the existing drainaqe (Xlftetrl of the site 01 area, 
induding througfr the oflelflalion of the cour~e oj a sueom 01 rive/, in a ma/Jner that would rewlf in substantial 
erl')'jion <iltnti•1n r!HJ-nff nr f!nnr!itJ(J nn r11 rlff \ilt>". lhP IJFIH states tniiiiV limes the moiec:t will use "ovet land 
outlet~·;,~~ ·~;v~ w~t~('il~a'y from-'hornes; ~lates water w1ll he "directed io main ouilet~" and wa1er will be I 
"sleeted" using berms. ·n1ese seem to imply "unnatural. diversion of water" which may incr.·e<l~e flood hazards in 
other, adjoinrng lands. Additionally, tire EG rloodplain Management Policy states that "those who develop in 
special flood 01 focal jfood hazard meas assume tespons1bilitics for theit action." Our quest1on is. does !hat 
"respvmibiiiiyu exi!c'rid io providing flood io:.w<nKe C•i w; iii en .as.swanre~ to the e:do:,ting neighborhood~ that we I 
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

Will not he impacted by run ol1 or flood water gcn('rilt<'d horn this project"? 124-16 

Alternative Site Plans· nw O[m co mains c,evctcll .111emative site ulam and we .Jilllt~iate Silvctado induditlf!. I 
the-.e for om con'>idet ation. All issue<. contained within my lett cor. would be> crua.tiy milieu ted if Altemative One i.-.1 
followed. I hi~ dlt~rnative has the htu:king of each .md evt~ry home ownets group'>LJIIOUnding the '>ite. AlterndtiVf! 
Two h.:~s some intcte<.tine ideas, however it nCC(h to be tho10ughly vcncd. The reduced dcnsilics in AIU~tnativc 24·17 
Two nppenlto all horne ownet<, g10up<, in th1~ .Jte.t, hu~wr we have r.onte/11~ ahoUI other d'>!Jef:l'> ol AltmndlivP 
Two. nw O[!R comiiins no concqnual plans/dtd>'o'ing for rcYiew by ;~ldcm:. for :hi:.sc-i.Ond <J!tc:nalivc. 

1 Al:x:orcHngly, I he [)fiR i" in.fldP.qtMie bP.CdU'>e the "ftml tmviwrmwfllal/y dmnm;iflfJ pux.timblt> allt•mutM~"tw. 
hl!f'll mewly mentioned a'> requiH>~I hyCF:QA; hut de,uly not mrr'>idmf>d . 

.DmJ.ait¥· A'> mentioned p1eviomly unde1 ··compulibk NeigllfXJIIIVC.I(:N' dbove: the city ldil'> to acknowledge the 
f'mtire proJP.c.l (/8~ !lome<.) when r.atrutating thi?: df'n">ily. ltlf' mtH only lilkf'"> into Mcotmllhf! WJ !lOme~ anCl 
completely ignore.. the ddtlitltllldl 125 "d'>'>l'>lt>~:lliVlng I mernoryc.tre" homing urril'> in the ove1c111 comput.e~lion of 
Thf> 10ning. Thf> uc,e oft hi\ "luny" m<tth r.ontirHrP.\ to be il tool the developer usee, to r.11cumvent the c,pirit .1nd 
letter or the [G Zonins Code. Adr1ilionally, th<' project as dcscrihNI hasUQHO 2 or RO 4 home site"> as cwrcntly 
wned. II dppedl'> the entia• ~uoj!!'d i'> RO 5·110 7. "The OUI!Idil'> in <11:hieving d true HD 2. R04. and HDS 
comp.1tihiP community ac, c,et forth in ~ilve1ado\ objedivec,. 

~inr.Prely, 

Kdthy lt>e 
Olldil Rdnth btdte.. 
91:10 O.uail lelliiW W.1y 
[tk Grove, CA 95624 
(916) GR5·33R1 

CC: l'ldntling Cornmis'>ioners 
M,lila, Murphey, Chaires. Villanucv.l. ltarTi~ 
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Letter 24 Kathy Lee 
Response 24-1: The com mentor identifies that they are submitting comments on the Draft EIR for the 

Project. 

Response 24-2: The com mentor states that the Draft EIR is a Project level EIR which omits cumulative 

impact to and with surrounding neighborhoods. The com mentor does not identify any specific 

cumulative impacts to which the Project would contribute. Cumulative impacts are addressed 

on pages 4.0-1 through 4.0-7 ofthe Draft EIR. 

Response 24-3: Comment 24-3 is raises the issues raised in Comment 14-3. The com mentor is referred 

to Response 14-3. 

Response 24-4: The com mentor states that the Draft EIR does not address the shortcomings of 

Waterman Road as it relates to widening or improvement. The commentor also states that the 

Draft EIR does not address streets out of the immediate Project site and that Waterman Road, 

south of Bond Road is not addressed. The commentor is referred to Responses 10-18 and 10-

19 regarding analysis of Waterman Road. The commentor is referred to page 3.12-12 for a 

discussion of the Project's consistency with the General Plan and impacts to Vv'aterrnan Road 

from Calvine Road to Grant Line Road that were addressed in the General Plan Draft EIR. No 

revision to the Draft EIR is warranted. 

Response 24-5: The com mentor raises issues raised in Comments 9-7 and 19-15. The com mentor is 

referred to Responses 7-1, 9-7, and 9-8. 

Response 24-6: The com mentor states that toads and voles have been disappearing from the land at an 

alarming rate and that surrounding neighborhoods were overrun with these toads and voles 

only to have their present nearly absent the last few years. The commentor states that the 

Draft E!R is inadequate to answer soi! and contamination concerns as we!! as the disappearing 

wildlife. The commentor is referred to Response 24-5 regarding soil and contamination 

concerns. Impacts to biological resources are addressed in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR; the 

comment regarding toads and voles does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. This 

comment is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 24-7: The commentor requests that the Custom Soil Survey mentioned on page 3.5-16 of the 

Draft EIR be included in the Draft EIR. The commentor questions whether the location of the 

park is appropriate with the sewage limitations and inability to run sewer lines to the park. The 

com mentor states that the Draft EIR provides no details as to the proposed amenities of the 

park and the practicality of the park within an open spaceipreserve. The commentor states 

that the park needs to be a fully functioning park, located in a usable and accessible central 

location, and be complete with fu!! restroom facilities in order to receive Quimby credit, 
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The Custom Soil Survey referenced on page 3.5-16 of the Draft EIR is included as Appendix A to 

this Final EIR. There is no inability to run sewer lines to the Lot G park site. The park could be 

served by either septic or public sewer, as described under Impact 3.5-5 on pages 3.5-16 and 

3.5-17 of the Draft EIR. As described under Impact 3.S-S, if the park were to be served by 

septic, Mitigation Measure 3.S-4 would reduce potential environmental impacts to less than 

significant. The commentor is referred to Response 23-8 regarding the location of the park 

adjacent (not withinj the wetiand preserve. information regarding park amenities and design 

are not available at this time as site-specific park planning has not been conducted. The 

comment regarding Quimby credit does not address the adequacy of the Draft E!R and is noted 

for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 24·8: ihe commentor states that the second park, a 0.6 acre park, is actuaiiy described as an 

overland release area and states that Quimby credits should not be allowed for this park. The 

com mentor also states that the open space area described as a 3.9-acre open space corridor is 

located under the power lines on Waterman Road and should not be intended as a park or 

usable land. The commentor states that the total park space is inadequate when these two 

areas are properly clarified/identified as unusable. The commentor states that the 0.6-acre 

park site and the overland release area are the same lot. These lots are not the same. Lot K, 

the park site, is located southeast of the central water quality detention basin. The overland 

release area is located to the west of the central area of the detention basin, as shown on 

Figure 3.8-4. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft E!R and is noted for the 

decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 24-9: The commentor states that the 6.3-acre open space parcei is disingenuous and needs 

to be removed. The commentor states that the entire northern area is identified as a preserve 

and to claim these 6.3 acres is double-dipping. The 6.3-acre lot is a separate lot and is not 

included in the 67.6-acre wetland preserve. There is no double-counting of open space. This 

comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response 24-10: The commentor states that the Draft EIR indicates that the Project is a compatible 

neighborhood to all surrounding, existing home sites. The commentor states that Sheldon, 

Quail Ranch, Fall Brook, and Campbell Road all have homes that range from 0.25-acre lots to 

over 1.0-acre lots and contain many homes considered "estate or executive homes." The 

com mentor states that the Project does not contain lots close to 1.0 acre nor does it contain 

"estate or executive home" sites. The commentor concludes that the Draft EIR is incorrect 

regarding compatibiiity. The Draft EiR addresses the potentiai adverse effects of the Project on 

the environment and does not address a social preference of a neighborhood for nearby lots to 

be "estate or executive homes." This comment raises a social issue and does not identify any 

potential adverse environmental impacts that were not addressed in the Draft EIR. The 

comment and is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 
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Response 24-11: The com mentor states that there is a lack of documentation in the Draft EIR regarding 

drainage/flooding concerns both on the northern open space as it relates to Sheldon residents; 

and to home elevation concerns along the property line of Quail Ranch Estates and Campbell 

Road. The com mentor states that flooding and water flow continue to be a major concern and 

little information is provided as to how existing homeowners will be impacted with the current 

drainage plan and that drainage mitigations are inadequate. 

The northern portions of the Project site are intended to remain as they exist today. There is 

no plans to do any work along the northern property line and thus it would not change the 

current drainage condition. The property line along Quail Ranch Estates has been studied 

throughout the entitlement process. The lots proposed along the western boundary have been 

preliminarily designed to direct rainfall av.Jay from the common boundar;' back into the Project. 

This runoff will then be directed back to the central detention basin or the drainage system in 

Bond Rd. The water leaving the central detention basin will follow the same path that the 

water from the existing basin onsite has historically followed. The commentor is referred to 

Response 5-2 regarding the adequacy of the Project's proposed drainage system and the 

potential for the Project to result in an increase to off-site drainage. 

Response 24-12: The commentor states that no tree location document is contained within the Draft 

EIR. The commentor states that although some discussion exists regarding tree removal, the 

reader is left to wonder where the trees are located and if all trees are listed on the document. 

The com mentor asks how mitigation is addressed if trees determined to be non-important are 

impacted. The com mentor states that the Draft EIR is incomplete. The com mentor is referred 

to Response 9-3 regarding tree removaL 

Response 24-13: The commentor states that the Draft EIR discusses a solid masonry wall at a minimum 

of six feet in height bordering the Quail Ranch home sites. The cornrnentor states that the 

Draft EIR implies the wall is for aesthetic/noise purposes and is silent on water protection. The 

com mentor concludes that if that is the case (the wall is not for water flow prevention), water 

and flood protection for existing homes in both Quail Ranch, Campbell Road, and Sheldon are 

inadequately addressed. The commentor is referred to Responses 1-3 and 5-2 for additional 

information regarding drainage impacts associated with the Project. 

The base of the wall between Quail Ranch Estates and the Project site will be a retaining wall 

engineered to ensure that drainage from the Project does not flow into the Quail Ranch Estates 

lots. Chapter 2.0, Project Description, will be modified as follows on page 2.0-7 to identify the 

wall: 

"Stormwater Drainage 

Stormwater drainage facilities would be developed on-site and would connect to the City of Elk Grove. An 

engineered retaining wall would be constructed at the rear lot line of Lots 66 through 84 to ensure that drainage 

from the Project site does not drain into the adjoining Quaii Ranch Estates iots. The Project inciudes a i4.7-acre 
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detention basin and 0.6-acre overland release area. From the on-site stormwater facilities, run-off would be 

conveyed to the City of Elk Grove storm drainage and flood control system. Further discussion and details are 

provided in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality." 

Response 24-14: The com mentor states that sight lines for the 9-foot soundwall on Bond Road are not 

adequately addressed and that the Draft EIR fails to discuss the landscape corridor in 

relationship to the setback of the wall. The com mentor states that the sight line for the existing 

wall bordering Quail Ranch presents a traffic hazard due to the location of the limit line in 

relationship to the sight line of oncoming vehicles and that vehicles who want to enter Bond Rd 

cannot adequateiy see, requiring residents to inch out neariy seven to 10 inches to see if the 

roadway is clear to enter. The commentor states that these limited sight lines coupled with 

older drivers from the 55+ community would cause significant impacts. The com mentor states 

that the Draft EIR does not address sight lines and setback of the wall and use of the landscape 

corridor to improve visual sight. 

The commentor is referred to Response 8-5 regarding the visual impacts associated with the 

soundwall. 

The intersection design for the entrances/exits from the Project onto Bond Road and 

\AJaterman Road are required to be developed in accordance with the City's Improvement 

Standards. Section 4-14 of the City's Improvement Standards specifically address sight distance 

at intersections. The Project will be required to meet the minimum sight distance requirements 

established in Section 4-14. No revision to the Draft EIR is warranted to address sight distance. 

Response 24-15: The commentor raises issues raised in Comments 7-1 and 9-7. The commentor is 

referred to Responses 7-1 and 9-7. 

Response 24-15: The commentoi states that the Draft EIR addiesses the City's Floodplain Management 

Policy on page 3.8-15 and quotes a portion of the policy. The com mentor states that the Draft 

EIR states many times that the Project will use overland outlets to move water away from 

homes, water will be directed to main outlets, and water will be steered using berms, which 

imply "unnatural diversion of water" which may increase flood hazards in other, adjoining 

lands. The Project will include stormwater pipelines that will collect stormwater throughout 

the Project site and convey the drainage to the central detention basin or to the Bond Road 

Trunk drainage sysiem. The Projeci wiii make man-made improvemenis, which appear to be 

what the commentor is referring to as an "unnatural diversion of water," to the on-site central 

detention basin and berms that will be designed and engineered to provide adequate capacity 

to detain and convey the drainage associated with the Project site. Use of the Project's existing 

features and man-made improvements will reduce flood hazards. The commentor is referred 

to Responses 1-3 and 5-2 which provide additional information regarding drainage associated 

with the Project site. 

2.0-160 Revised Final EIR- Silverado Village 



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 

The commentor also indicated that the City's Floodplain Management Policy states that those 

who develop in special flood or local flood hazard areas assume responsibility for their actions 

and questions if that responsibility extends to providing flood insurance or written assurances 

to the existing neighborhoods that they will not be impacted by runoff or floodwater generated 

from the Project. As shown on Figure 3.8-3b of the Draft EIR, the Project site is not within the 

100-year floodplain. The Project site is not designated as being within any special flood hazard 

area or local flood hazard area. 

Response 24-17: The com mentor indicates that the Draft EIR contains several alternative site plans and 

notes that all the issues contained in their letter would be greatly mitigated under Alternative 

1. The commentor states that Alternative 2 needs to be more thoroughly vetted and that 

reduced density is appealing, but that they have other (unnamed) concerns about Alternative 2. 

The commentor states that the Draft EIR contains no conceptual plans/drawings for review of 

Alternative 2. The commentor concludes that the Draft EIR is inadequate because the least 

environmentally damaging practicable alternative has been merely mentioned as required by 

CEQA, but clearly not considered. The Draft EIR identifies and analyzes alternatives in 

compliance with CEQA Section 15126.6. A site plan is not required to be developed for 

alternatives and the Draft EIR describes the components of Alternative 2 and the location of 

those components on pages 5.0-3, 5.0-4, and 5.0-7. The commentoi cannot make a conclusion 

regarding whether Alternative 2 has been considered because the decision-makers' have not 

yet considered Project approval or denial or approval of any alternatives to the Project. No 

revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary in response to this comment. 

Response 24-18: The commentor states that the City fai!s to ackno\·v!edge the entire Project (785 

homes) when calculating density. The commentor believes that the Draft EIR only takes into 

account the 660 homes and completely ignores the additional125 assisted living/memory care 

units in the overall computation of zoning. The com mentor states that the Project has no RD-2 

or RD-4 homes site and that the entire Project is RD-5 and RD-7 and fails to achieve a true RD-2, 

RD-4, and RD-5 compatible community as set forth in the Project objectives. 

The Draft EIR analyzes the Project as described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description. Table 2-2 

summarizes proposed land uses and identifies the average densities of each neighborhood and 

the multifamily component. The calculations do not ignore the 125 multifamily units. The 

revised Project proposes 651 single family units and up to 125 senior independent, assisted, 

and/or memory care units. In evaluating the potential Project impacts that are discussed in 

Sections 3.1 through 4.0 of the Draft E!R, the Draft E!R considered development of 660 single 

family homes and up to 125 senior independent, assisted, and/or memory care units. As 

previously described, the Project would re-zone the Project site to an SPA designation. The 

commentor is referred to Responses 10-3 and 10-5 through 10-10 which address the zoning 

issues raised by the commentor. No revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted in response to this 

comment. 
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Response 24-19: The com mentor makes closing comments that do not address the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. No response is required. 
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LETIER 25 

Stern A Kftby te: ''""" To: 

"" SUbjoct' 

fii!Dk Marlzo· r.erm: Murplrt· «arn C}aim• FntaM ttaais· BQan yillapumr Puntgplrr brrbp 
"5t;xr & Kaftn I ct"• Sprab lqbm9n 

Date: 
S.l¥enldo Corrments bJ s~ tee, Qu4il Ranch &ta~. 
Monday, ~ 11,2013 5:35:49 PM 

November I 0. 2013 

City of Elk Grove 
Planning Department 
clo Chris Jordan 
8401 Laguna Palms Or. 
Elk Grove. CA 95758 

Re. Siiverado project- Project# 20i 3-0·j 2060 

From: Steve Lee, Quail Ranch Estates 

Concerns remain as to the possibility of Hooding/drainage into Quail Ranch Estates, 
along our eastern and northern borders. Due to proposed grading whereby some of 
the Quail Ranch home sites will be up to three (3') feet lower than the future home(s) 
directiy behind their iand. these concerns become more dramatic. Keep in mind that 
the land that used to contain and absorb so much rain, and run off will become 
asphalt and concrete. forcing the water elsewhere, onto lower ground, our backyards. 
This is even more problematic; given the plan to construct a "floating wall" along the 
project's western border that appears to retain the fill dirt, but not prevent drainage 
seepage below the wall. A study considering the grading and its potential ftooding 
effects as well as a resolution must be included in a final EIR. 

The density or the project poses concerns as well. 660 single family units and an 
additionai125 care facility units create issues of air quality, noise and especially 
traffic en already overburdened Bond and VVaterman Roads. The 2003 Genera! P!an 
EIR is inadequate to rely on based on recently proposed build outs in the area since 
that document was executed and the large number of amendments enacted since 
2003. That document is inadequate for cumulative traffic analysis for this project and 
Overriding Considerations tor a worsened condition cannot be justified. Reducing the 
density would also keep the project largely within the current zoning of RD-2, RD-4, 
RD-5, RD-5(1) and Open Space. The project as submitted offers no housing in the 
RD-2 Oi RD-4 iange. The pmject boiders neighborhoods en 3 sides that ara estate or 
rural housing (see DEIR Table 2-1 ), yet this development offers neither. Residents I 
have spoken with offer no opposition to rezoning the over-55 restricted living area. 

The alternatives offered indicate a willingness by the developer to greatly reduce 
the density of the project. thereby greatly reducing every single significant 
environmental impact the project will have upon the community and nearby 
connector roads and freeways. Vv"niie none or the actuai aiiernaiives are fuiiy vetted 
and researched at this point. they do offer a window for further discussion, an option 
that all communities surrounding the project find appealing. Applying the industry 
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standard of acceptability of a project as "the least environmentally damagjng 
practicable alteroatjye," it becomes clear that the proposed lower density alternative 
needs to be applied here with further input from all concerned parties. Again, the 
residents of Quail Ranch Estates. Fallbrook. Campbell Road and Greater Sheldon 
Road EstateHomeowner's Association, look forward in working with Silverado to 
create a great addition to our East E!k Grove community. 

Despite repeated requests for soil testing to be done on every portion of the project 
site, no soil testing has been done on the site since 2011. I personally submitted 
written requests for increased and detailed soil testing at the NOP time frame and 
verbally at the project scoping meeting in February, 2013. At that time, I noticed both 
the representatives from DeNovo Planning Group and Silverado that this property 
.._vas at one time a "dump site." Despite my iequests. no testing at aU has 
subsequently been done. More troublesome, the 2011 testing was done on a one 
acre parcel on the southwest quadrant of the land to a depth of 6"_ This depth is 
woefully inadequate for a former dump site by any standards. Long time resident Leo 
Fassler came forward at the November 7, 2013 Planning Commission meeting and 
stated on the record that he personally dumped on that site. as well as did many 
others. and the site was totally unsupervised allowing anyone to dump anything upon 
thai iand for many years. Mereiy reiylng on the Siaie iisi of known hazardous sites 
and a very small area of testing to conclude that this site is "clean" is unacceptable. A 
more thorough, extensive and deeper soil study than the one provided completed by 
Wallace Kuhl and Associates in 2011 should be completed and analyzed before the 
DEIR moves forward. 

It did not go unnoticed that the "Noise" portion of the DEIR was simply taken from 
another project, "The Novato Housing Eiement' and placed in the Silverado DEIR 
in attempt to pass off as an independent study done for this project. It opens the door 
for questioning what else in the DEIR has been taken from other documents and 
attempted to be passed off as original and pertaining specifica!!y to this project. An 
actual on-site noise study should be required if this document is to have any 
credibility. 

Most importantly, I request that the items negotiated in good faith with Silverado 
Homes and Vintara Holdings LLC over the past two years relating to this project be 
placed in the final EIR as "mitigation measures." These aforementioned items are 
found in the DEIR under Project Description, section 2.0. Page 2.0-8 under the 
description of Village 1: 

site; 
Item 1) minimum size of lots (63' -11 0') abutting western boundary of project 

Item 2) minimum 20' rear yard setbacks for lots adjacent to ORE; 
Item 3) lots abutting ORE be limited to single story dwellings; 
Item 4) Masonry wall minimum height of six feet on westerty property line 

abutting QRE; 
Item 6) pedestrian only connection with EVA bollards across from Bobwhite 

Ct; 
Item 6) lots abutting detention area and parks allow views to open space. 

This is critical as Silverado Homes and/or Vintara Holdings LLC will likely sale these 
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home sites to as of yet unknown developers, who may wish to modify or circumvent 
these items. Placing them as "mitigation measures" gives the ORE homeowners the 
most secure assurances thai what was negotiated and agreed upon in good faith wiii 
be carried oul upon actual development These matters are critical to our "quality of 
life." 

2.0 

Lastly, 1 ask that the citizens have a 30-day window in which to review the revised I 
DEIR and responses after public notification before agendizing for approval of the Elk 25-8 
Grove Planning Commission. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Steven M. Lee 
Quail Ranch Estates 
9120 Quail Terrace Way 
Elk Grove. CA 95624 
19161 685-3381 
smlee24@frootlernet net 

cd f.rank !\Iaita 
<-Jcftrg(' ~lurphl·y 
Nancy Chaires 
Sparky llarri~ 
Bri:~n Villanueva 
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Letter 25 Steven M. Lee 
Response 25~1: The com mentor states their concerns related to flooding and drainage, noting that 

some of the Quail Ranch home sites will be up to 3 feet lower than future homes directly 

behind their land and notes that the Project land that use to contain and absorb rain and runoff 

will be paved, forcing water elsewhere and into their backyards. The commentor states that 

this is problematic given the plan to construct a "floating wall" that appears to retain fill dirt but 

not prevent drainage seepage below the wall. The com mentor states that a study considering 

the grading and its potential flood effects as well as a resolution must be included in the Final 

EiR. 

The floating wall proposed by the Project will be designed and engineered to ensure that 

drainage and seepage do not occur from the Project site onto adjacent property. Detailed 

analysis of the changes to the Project site, including changes associated with grading and 

increased impervious surfaces, occurred and is represented in the Preliminary Drainage Study. 

The commentor states a study considering the grading and its potential flood effects must be 

included in the Final EIR; this study has been completed and is included as Appendix D of the 

Draft EIR. The potential for off-site drainage impacts is addressed in Responses 1-3 and 5-2. 

Response 25-2: The commentor states that the density of the Project poses concerns and that the 660 

single family and additional125 care facility units create issues of air quality, noise, and traffic 

on overburdened Bond and Waterman Roads. Air quality, noise, and traffic impacts of the 

Project are addressed in Sections 3.2, 3.10, and 3.12 of the Draft EIR. 

The commentor states that the 2003 General Plan EIR is inadequate to rely on based on 

recently proposed buildouts in the area since that document was executed and the large 

number of amendments since 2003. The General Plan EIR anticipated growth in the City and 

planning area, including build out of lands identified for development and urbanization. While 

the General Plan has been amended, these amendments do not invalidate the General Plan EIR. 

The General Pian EIR provides an analysis of cumulative impacts associated with buildout of the 

land Use Map and anticipated significant development in the City. The Project would construct 

fewer units on the Project site than anticipated in the Genera! P!an and the Project \AJcu!d have 

less of an impact than was analyzed for the General Plan under cumulative conditions. 

Response 25-3: The commentor is referred to Responses 10-3, 10-5 through 10-10, and 24-18 which 

address the zoning issues raised by the commentor. 

Response ZS-4: The commentor states that the alternatives offered indicate a willingness by the 

developer to greatly reduce the density of the Project, thereby greatly reducing every single 

significant enviionmental impact the Pioject will have on the community and nearby roads and 

freeways. The commentor states that applying the industry standard of acceptability as "the 

least environmentally damaging practicable alternative," it is clear that the proposed lower 

density alternative needs to be applied with further input from concerned parties. While this 
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comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted for the decision-makers' 

consideration. 

Response 25-5: The commentor is referred to Responses 7-1 and 9-7 which address the issues 

associated with soil testing and concerns regarding a past ''dump site" that are raised by the 

commentor. 

Response 25-6: The commentoi is iefened to Response 16-5 which addresses the noise issue raised by 

the com mentor. 

Response 25-7: The commenter requests that six items be placed in the Final EIR as mitigation 

measures. The com mentor states that these items are found in the Draft EIR under the Project 
n~c:rrintinn nn n::ao~ J n .. R. Th~~:~ ic:c:ll~~:~c :::.rto inrl11ncorl in th.::. C:.DA fnr t-h.o Drniar+ .,..,.,.j .,. .. ..... rh ...... .,. 
----••r-••~•• .,.,, 1""-D- _,._. .,., • ,, ... ,_._..,...__. ... ,._,,,._, ............ Ill"'"'"'""' r> '""' 0.11 ... I OUJ'-""" UIIUt U~ .;JU\,.IIt Ul'l;; 

part of the Project and will be enforced by the City. Mitigation measures are not necessary or 

warranted to enforce the requirements of the SPA. This comment does not address the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 25-8: The com mentor requests a 30-day window in which to review the revised Draft EIR and 

responses after public notification before the item agendized for approval by the Planning 

Commission. The Draft EIR will not be recirculated as the revisions to the Draft EIR do not 

identify new significant environmental impacts nor do the revisions result in substantive 

changes to the Draft EIR. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is 

noted ior the decision-makers' consideration. 
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LETTER 26 

Amc: eM llrjan VUonsarrl '""'" T« 
SUbject; .... , thrutppbcr kn'ao· Frtm\ H•jm· '=r= Mwrbcr· 'Mocx flpun• Frrtg!"' tHmr Pcan W"mni' 

Silverado Dn:llt ElR 

Mond•y, ~ 11,2013":31:01 PM 

Otv of Elk Grove Plannino Department 
c/o- Ctmstopher Jordan ~ 
6401 laguna Palms Wy 
EG. CA 95758 

cc: Planning Commissioners 

Hi Mr Jordan and Planning CommiSSioners. 

Thanks for speaking with me on the phone last week Mr. Jordan. I appreciated you• help clarifying 
some of my questions I live in Quad Ranch and own a hOme In fallbrook It ls important that 
th1s analysis is done carefully and thoroughly. I wanted to be sure my DEIR concerns are recognized 
and addressed, so here they are in writing. I Will be brief because I know others have submitted 
e);tensive comments with similar concerns Please let me know if you have questtons for me. And I 
realized Virgtrtta Rfe's address was not included w1th her letter from the planning meeting She lives at 
9401 Ringe ctrcle, EG, CA 95624. 

1. Otfslte flooding and drainage· I am ooncemed about the potential for Roodmg In Quail Ranch I 
don't believe the figures accurately represent what will happen when homes are places on the 
property. If 1 understand the OEIR documents correctly, Quail Ranch homesites are generally IOYJer 
'han the proposed project An e)(ample: ''There is a natural water ftOYI that forms behind my home 
every year that was not acknowledged '" the document. It flows from the proposed project and forms 
a medium to large size pond (with duckS and egrets!) in the field behind my home for most of the 
winter Wth tne increased concrete/asphalt on the property, I believe the pond's SIZe could grew 
substantially. potentially impacting my own property and many others_ Please lndude a study of this 
tSSue and solutions to the potential flooding of Campbell Road and Quail Ranch in the final EIR. 

2. Soil Analysis: Considering the history or dumping on the site. I believe the current sot! study is 
madequate. Please address this issue. See Virginia Fife's letter ror more mformatron. 

3. Aesthetics: I disagree with the OEIR's statement that the change in Aesthetics will not be 
significant. An empty field with seasonal grasses and wildftowers is much better to look at than a 9 ft 
wall as proposed along Bond Rd across from the Fallbrook neighborhood. To mitigate this Issue, I 
propose increased space and landscaping adjacent to the road alOng the southem border of the 
project. I am also concerned about the actual height of fences between Quad Ranch and the proposed 
development. 11 the lots really are 3 ft higher than existing OR lots. the 6 ft fences will appear to be 9 
ft fences This ts unacceptable 1n a residential neighborhood 

4. Density: The density of this project is not similar to surroundJOg net~hborhooch.;, as we heard dunng 
the planning commission meeting. Please accurately address this issue in the EIR. Less dense 
housing could mitigate this problem. 

5_ Traffic: The trafftc numbers m the DEIR do no1 consider an accurate number of trains coming 
lhrough the area. A typical tratn coming through at a busy time (like school drop/piCk up or rush hour) 
can snarl traffic much longer than the train actually takes to pass through. As residents very near the 
tracks. we estimate tnat there are Dt least 22 trams coming througl'l each day Piease consider 
accurate traffic numbers to truly recognize what will happen to our quality of life and travel times with 
such a large number of cars added to this already congested area (see traffic grades ror proof). Less 
dense housing would reduce the road ooogestion to help mitigate the negative effects we will feel daily 
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6 Alternatives: I believe the alternatives suggestions are not feasible alternatives 1/1/ny were tttese 
altematives selected? we need to study reaHsttc sotut1ons like a reduced density optton that does not 
use campbell Road as a through road, and a reduced density option that places the park in a different 
location (Instead ot in unsupervised open space next to Ag land with no seo-Ner possibility). Res~dents 
want to see a more realistic alternative. VVhy not add one? 

General Concern: It IS d1saDoointino to see so much cut and oasted from other cities' E/R's O.e 
Novato) Without thought of~ thinQs will really affect !his pro"perty Residents lack oonfidenc~ in the 
.®cument when it is evident that no one has actllally read through itl 

2.0 

126-7 
I 
I 
126-B 

Thank you for your work on [he effects the orooosed devetoomenl will have to our area I look fOIWard I ""'"" n 

I LU•"'7 
to seetttg the revistons 

Than~s 

Angee wangsgard 
(916) 230-2175 
9103 Quatl Cove Dr 
Elk Grove. CA 95624 
wangsgarr!s@tmnltemet oe1 
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Letter 26 Angee Wangsgard 
Response 26-1: The com mentor makes introductor; remarks and identifies that they live in Quai! Ranch 

and own a home in Fallbrook. She also provides Virginia Fife's address. The commentor's 

concerns are addressed in Responses 26-2 through 26-9. 

Response 26-2: The commentor states their concern for the potential for Quail Ranch flooding and 

does not believe the figures accurately represent what wi!! happen when homes are placed on 

the Project site, noting that Quail Ranch homesites are generally lower than the Project. The 

commentor indicates that there is a natural water flow from the Project site that ponds behind 

her home for most of the winter and believes the pond's size could grow substantially, 

potentially impacting their own property and many others. The commentor requests that a 

study of this issue and solutions to the potential flooding of Campbell Road and Quail Ranch be 

included in the Final EIR. Potential drainage impacts associated with Project development, 

including grading and site layout, are addressed in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR and were 

analyzed in the Preliminary Drainage Study. As described under Response 24-13, a retaining 

wall will be built between Quail Ranch Estates and the Project site and will be designed and 

engineered to ensure that drainage from the Project does not flow into the Quail Ranch Estates 

lots. The commentor is referred to the discussion provided under Responses 1-3 and 5-2 

regarding the potential for off-site drainage impacts. 

Response 26-3: The com mentor believes that the current soil study is inadequate given the history or 

dumping on the site and requests that the issue be addressed, referring to Virginia Fife's letter 

for information. The com mentor is referred to Responses 7-1 and 9-7 which address the issues 

associated with soil testing and concerns regarding a past "dump site". 

Response 26-4: The commentor disagrees with the Draft EIR's statement that the changes in aesthetics 

will not be significant, stating that an empty field with seasonal grasses and wildflowers is much 

better to look at than a 9-foot wall as proposed along Bond Road across from the Fallbrook 

neighborhood. The commentor suggests increased space and landscaping adjacent the road 

along the southern border of the Project to mitigate this issue. The commentor is also 

concerned about the actual height of fences bet,Neen Quai! Ranch and the proposed 

development stating that if the lots are really 3 feet higher than existing Quail Ranch lots, the 6-

foot fences will appear to be 9 feet and this is unacceptable in a residential neighborhood. The 

com mentor is referred to Response 8-5 regarding visual impacts associated with the soundwall 

along Bond Road and is referred to Response 9-2 regarding the wall proposed where the 

Project site borders Quail Ranch Estates. 

Response 26-5: The com mentor states that the density of the Project site is not similar to surrounding 

neighborhoods and requests that this issue be addressed in the Draft EIR, indicating that less 

dense housing could mitigate the problem. The com mentor is referred to Responses 10-3, 10-5 

through 10-10, and 24-18 which address the zoning issues raised by the com mentor. 
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Response 26-6: The commentor raises issues regarding trains that were raised by Comment 8-2 and 

addressed in Response 8-2. 

Response 26-7: The commentor states that they believe the alternatives are not feasible alternatives 

;mrJ mtP~tions whv there wPrP s.Piec:ted. The com mentor states that a reduced densitv ootion ---- -.~~~ ----,- -- ------------ ------ -, -,--

that does not use Campbell Road as a through road and a reduced density option with a 

different park location need to be addressed. The com mentor states that residents want to see 

a more realistic alternative. The Project alternatives were designed to reduce or avoid 

potential environmental impacts as required by CEQA. The rationale behind the selection of 

the alternatives is provided on pages 5.0-2 through 5.0-4. The commentor has requested a 

decreased density alternative, which Alternative 2 provides, but requests that the access 

location and park site be changed. The issues raised by the commentor (access and park site 

location) are design preferences that do not reduce or avoid environmental impacts associated 

with the Project. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary in response to this comment. 

Response 26-8: The commentor states that it is disappointing to see so much cut and pasted from 

other cities' EIRs without thought of how things will really affect this property. The comments 

state that residents lack confidence in the document when it is evident that no one has actually 

read through it. Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR has footers that identify another city, which will 

be revised as described in Response 16-5. However, Section 3.10, which contains substantive 

discussion, of the Draft EIR does not reference other jurisdictions and is directly applicable to 

the Project. 

Response 26-9: The com mentor expresses their thanks for the work on the effects the Project will have 

to their area and looks forward to seeing the revisions. The comment is noted and no 

response is necessary. 
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LETTER 27 
.....,, Qyjsrpgber Jmtan 
T"' )en1r Kxln· Pctb Ihg)Q)$RIJ 

iubjecr: .... , 
Importance: 

two The~ 1~ n!Q4n::iing the S!iv~ development 
Thu~y, No-rei'Y'btr 07,2013 6·21:33 PM ..... 

Sent from my Windows Phone 

-------- -------------------· 
From: .f!lll:Wl 
Sent: 11/7/2013 6:15PM 
To: Chric;tnnh!"r lorrl;an 

Cc: 'fal!brogl'; GpO< Qay1s; Steye Detnck; patrjt§ Hyrne· James Cog per· Robert Ingg 

Subject: The agenda ttem regarding the .Silverado development 

Da,•id and Knhin Cule 
9290 Oe,·er Circle 
Elk Gro\'e C:A 95624 

ltnltJ 

f){"ar Planning C\,mmission and City Council; 

I moved to Elk Gro,·e io 1~84at1racled, as most people who mm'e here were, by 1he large 
expanses of open space. I tluilled al seeing the wildlife. which mc::<:mwhile ha..~ almost 
t•nmpletdy disappeared due tu over development. I spoke out before. against Brischcgi 
Ranch. Both 1he Piann1ng Commission anti ahc Ci1y Councii swore the hnmcs wouid he in ahc 
same style as Fallbrook. where I li\'e. \Ve were assured lhe homes would be on large lots and 
"'ould not encroach on our homes. Again aJI that was untme. The homes \vere not in the same 
style. the lots were smaller and more homes wer~ crammed io per acre than we been 
infonned. And. there arc .st~\·cral homes looking into the windows of Fallbrook homes, again 
the idea of f..'Dcroachmcnl wa." misleading. 

Th!:"sc horncs became mostly rcnt.a!s a!!d foreclosures and many sto-YJ empty crc.atlng a 
neighborhood blight, on~ never experienced in our dc,•clopmcnt before. The dcl'Clopmcnt 
also hmught down our home values and \\'e e:~~:perienced crime a..,. never bf:fore. 

You heard hours of testimony when V iniara prcviousiy atiempted io buiid on the property 
currently being referenced as Sil\'crado. ~one of those factors ha\'t changt'd. The propcrt)' 
is still a ba,·cn of vcmal pools, w'ctlands and wildlife, one- of the fc\v left io the area. The 
lraflit: nn Bond road has ""' changed in these years nor ha.'> the pn1bl~m of congestion heen 
resol\'et.l and if anything. it i~ worse than e\'er. Adding more homes will only compound that 
proble-m. Not to mention all that stalled traffic contributi11g to environmental and air issues. 

At a time wh~n \h{" Cuunty and Stat\' l\a'!o'{" m'A. )'rl IT"coven~d from ~ hou~iflg m!!rk{"t thi!l wa.~ 
stagnant. the idea that any of ynu would contemplate throwing in mort" hnmt:s and huilding.-. 
when there is no market or de maud for occupancy is heyond words. 

Each of you bav(" a task, not jt.ISi to iu~rease fist.:iil revcuues hiii iu listen to the t.:iiiL.ens Hnd 
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creatC' the community as th<" citizens want it. Not what you want, or because it \\'ill bring in 
rC\'Cnuc to the city or indi\'iduaJ candidacy donations. Before you consider any further 
dcvdopmcnl in the East Elk GiOn: ar;:a. louk to doing somethiiig with the: Lent Ranch 
c.-ycsorc that was to he the lliamond of Elk Gron.·. It is a perfect analogy and legacy of what 
the planning commission ar1d City Council han·- done to the rest of this onn· lx·autiful 
community in choosing exuberant and rampant gro\\1h with no thought to what would 
happen if there were no oc~upants or if you ran out or space to build in. Plca<>e represent the 
community desires rather than ynur own. I would he attending. howen·r. I han• been out of 
town on a lcgislati\'c cnnfcn.-ncc. 

Sincerely 
David Cole and Rohin Cole 
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Letter 27 David and Robin Cole 
Response 27;1: The com mentor describes VJhat attracted them to Elk Grove in 1984, including open 

space and wildlife, which they opine has almost completely disappeared due to 

overdevelopment. They describe their opposition to Brischegi Ranch, commitments from the 

Planning Commission and City Council regarding the lot sizes and home styles. The com mentor 

states the homes were not in the same style, lots were smaller, and became rentals and 

foreclosures creating neighborhood blight. The commentor references their testimony for 

Vintara and states none of the factors have changed; the property is still a haven of vernal 

pools, wetlands, and wildlife and traffic on Bond Road has not change and, if anything, is worse. 

The commentor states that adding more homes will compound that problem and contribute to 

environmental and air quality issues. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-

makers' consideration. Potential environmental effects associated 'vvith the Project are 

addressed in Sections 3.1 through 4.0 of the Draft EIR. Impacts to biological resources are 

addressed in Section 3.2, air quality is addressed in Section 3.1, and traffic is addressed in 

Section 3.12. 

Response 27-2: The com mentor indicates that each of you {Planning Commissioners) have a task to not 

just increase fiscal revenues but to listen to citizens and create the community as the citizens 

want it. The commentor references Lent Ranch and indicates it is an analogy of what the 

Planning Commission and City Council have done in choosing exuberant and rampant growth 

with no thought to what would happen if there were not occupants or if you ran out of space to 

build it. The commentor requests that the communities desires rather than your (Planning 

Commission) own be represented. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 

ElR and is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 
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LETTER 28 

Diana Hutcheson -11/7/2013 

As a home owner in the Fallbrook Neighborhood, this is to express my concerns regarding the 

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Silverado Village on the North side of Bond Road. 

These concerns are as follows: 

Transportation 

The DEIR project impacts to nearby Intersections were not sufficiently assessed. Seven of the 

closest intersections were considered, including Elk Grove Florin Road/Bond Road. Quail Cove 

Drive/Bond Road, Project Access/Bond Road Driveway (opposite Whittemore Drive), Crowell 

Drive {East)/Bond Road (Project Access), Waterman Road/Bond Road, Waterman Road/Project 

Access and Sheldon Road/Waterman Road (Transportation Impact Study (TIS), page 1). 

Significant impacts to traffic at nearby intersections (e.g., Stonebrook/School Loop Road and 

Bond (2 schools and one large residential development) and aU intersections west of Bond 

Road/ Elk Grove Florin Road intersections (the primary connections to SR~99) were not 

accessed. 

The DEIR impacts on traffic due to trains were not sufficiently assessed. The number of trains 

used to evaluate impacts was sixteen {TIS, App. F, page 7) which is incorrect as more than 

sixteen trains per day cross the Bond Road and Elk Grove/Florin Road train crossing. Also, no 

consideration was given to the time of day of the trains (e.g., during school and commute 

hours) or how long a train stops traffic relative to the number of cars on the train. 

The impacts of trains on traffic with respect to transportation/safety analysis is inadequate and 

results in concerns that vehicles and trains will significantly increase emergency response times 

for police, firefighters and EMT personnel. 

The traffic data from the TIS for the DEIR were insufficient as data was collected during 
December. A!! traffic data is most Hke!y to be artifida!!y !ow during the winter season due to 

weather conditions (December 2012). 

The DEIR impacts on neighborhood schools is not adequately addressed. While the developer 

will pay the required new school construction fees, pursuant to GC Section 65995, the city has 

no land purchased or plans in development to establish a new school. Since there are no 

mechanisms in place to adequately enforce 5-chool zoning, residents of the proposed 

development may not be truthful about their residential addresses in order in enroll their 

children in schools in which they are not zoned {schools which already create traffic congestion 
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and adversely affect the quality of living in these neighborhoods with respect to air quality, 

noise, litter, etc). 

Water Quality 
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Letter 28 Diana Hutcheson 
Response 28-1: The com mentor identifies themselves as a homeowner in Fa!!brook and indicate the 

letter expresses their concerns regarding the Draft EIR. Their concerns are addressed in 

Responses 28-2 through 28-7. 

Response 28-2: This comment raises issues regarding schools that are addressed in Response 15-6. 

Response 28-3: The commentor raises issues regarding trains that were raised in Comment 8-3 and 

addressed in Response 8-3. 

Response 28-4: The commentor raises issues associated with train hazards that were raised in 

Comment 8-4 and addressed in Response 8-4. 

Response 28-5: The com mentor raises issues regarding the adequacy of the traffic count data that were 

raised in Comments 15-5 and 22-9. And addressed in Responses 15-5 and 22-9. 

Response 28-6: The commentor is referred to Response 15-6, which addresses the issues the 

com mentor raises regarding schools. 

Response 28-7: The commentor is referred to Responses 13-2 and 22-19, which address the issues the 

com mentor raises. regarding water quality. 
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Letter 29 Frank R. Young 
Response 29-1: The com mentor indicates that they have reviewed the subdivision map and have the 

following comments as they relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commentor's specific 

comments are addressed in Responses 29-2 through 29-8. 

Response 29-2: The com mentor states that further analysis as to the effects of public buses and school 

buses is needed. The commentor indicates that these are not addressed and that they see 

serious problems with the uses of buses in the roundabouts and on the main streets with the 

school buses and that there are no loading zones for school buses or e-tran buses. In the event 

of an emergency, the commentoi states that gridlock [illegible] to the Project will be [illegible 

but construed as meaning unacceptable]. 

The traffic counts collected to document existing conditions in dudes the entire fleet of vehicles 

using the study facilities, which includes school buses and e-trans buses, although these 

vehides represent a sma!! percentage of vehicles traveling during the morning and evening 

peak hours. Consequently, the traffic operations analysis incorporates the operational 

characteristics of these vehicles on study area intersection operations, where the acceleration 

and deceleration characteristics of larger vehicles are most noticeable. Roundabouts will be 

designed to accommodate buses, and tractor-trailer vehicles. As part of the development 

review and conditioning process, the City may require that access and frontage improvements 

include the accommodation of bus turnouts (i.e., loading zones) if requested by e-tran. No 

revision to the Draft ElR is necessary. 

Response 29-3: The commentor states that the area facing Bond Road has spacing by the narrow 

sidewalk and a minimum setback to the soundwall. The commenter considers that this is 

totally inappropriate and at a minimum the plan could mirror Fallbrook's set back or use 

Laguna's 'Nide setbacks. The com mentor asks how big the soundwa!! wi!! be and if the above

ground electrical lines [will] remain. 

The cornrnentor is referred to Response 8-5 regarding impacts associated with view of the 

Project from Bond Road, including the roadway, setback, landscaping, and the soundwall 

required by Mitigation Measure 3.10-1. 

Response 29-4: The commentor states that the report dismisses transportation and circulation as not 
f.,..,..,.;l.,l,.. ...... ..1 r,.n.-i...lo.rr +h-.+ +horo .,.a.,,..., ol...l ho """ "'n::.lutit nf +ho f..,.,.,..ihilii'u Tho rnn1n1antnl" ct::.i'.oc 
III;;CI~IUII[;; C:UIU .... VII.:JIU .... I.;J '-111g'- '-11o;..1"- .;JIIVUIU ..,._ Ull UIIUIJJI"" ~I '-II"- I"-UJU.JOIII .. J• 111~ """"''''''~''"""' _..,..., .. ._.., 

with a proposed buildout of 660 units, the traffic is the 900-lb gorilla problem both internally 

within the Project and the concomitant problems on Bond Road. The commentor also states 

that heavy traffic on Bond Road will affect in a major way Quail Ranch people, Fite Ranch, 

Britsche [sp.] Ranch, and Fallbrook. 
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The com mentor does not state what they mean by feasibility, but it is interpreted to reference 

the Draft EIR statement that mitigation for impacts to SR 99 was infeasible. The com mentor is 

referred to Response 19-8. 

The commentor identifies neighborhoods that wi!! be affected by Project-related traffic. The 

Project's potential to impact traffic in the Project vicinity is evaluated in Section 3.12 of the 

Draft EIR. The commentor does not address the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The 

commentor is referred to Responses 10-12 through 10-23, 19-2 through 19-4, and 22-9, 22-12, 

and 22-13 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of traffic issues. 

Response 29-5: The com mentor states that the Project is designed with essentially the same road grid 

and has a smaller footprint than the previous Elk Ridge Estates plan which the commentor 

believes had about 230 units. The commentor indicates that there are problems everywhere -

only three routes of ingress and egress. 

It is noted that the Elk Ridge Estates project proposed 746 single family units, not 230 units as 

the commentor has stated. The proposed tentative subdivision map and roadway plan for the 

Project have been reviewed by the City's traffic engineers, the City's Police Department, and 

the CCSD Fire Department and has been determined to provide adequate ingress and egress, 

inciuding access fo.r emergency vehicles. Transportation and circulation irnpacts, associated 

with the Project are discussed in Chapter 3.12 of the Draft EIR. This comment does not address 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is necessary. 
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City of Elk Grove 

Silverado Transcript. 

REGULAR AGENDA !IfM: 

Minutes of the Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting 

Thursday, November 7, 20i3 

ITEM 6,1 ~SILVERADO VILLAGE (EG-11-046)- DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)- PUBLIC COMMENT 

OPPORTUNTTY: An opportunity for the plJbllc and Planning Commis~ion to comment on the DEIR. 

The Project consists of a Rezone from the existing zoning of RD-2, RD-4, RD-5, and Open Space to 
Silverado Village Special Planning Area to develop 660 single family units and up to 125 

independent/assisted living/memory core units in three distinct villages. The project site is 

located north of Bond Road and west of Waterman Rood, APNs 127-00lQ..-02. 017,040, 104, 105 

& 106. 

Christopher Jordon presented the Draft EIR and answered public comments. 

Frank Young -1 hadn't anticipated being first but I guess that's right- age before beauty. So I will 

go ahead and launch. I have been involved with this piece of property now for quite a while. It 

was a previous Elk Ridge estates was there by Camray and it looked very similar to this except, I 

would point out. there was o great deal of difference in the traffic that would be created. Elk 
Ridge estates had 230 or 220 residences. this has 660. The traffic problem is a 900 pound Gorilla 

as 1 see it in this category here and they say that there Is no way of resolving that. People here 

say there is no feasible way. There are 2 different opinions on what is feasible and what is not 

feasible. His definition of feasible does not meet with mine. Mine says you have to explore all 

feo5ib!e options_ One of them is you take a took at it, there's Inadequate ways ot ingress and 

egress for this piece of property. They go down Waterman Road, 1 don't know how far an EIR is 

supposed to go but Waterman Rd still continues to be a 2 lane road and I don't believe there is 

a traffic stop on Waterman. When I am able to look at the map and if they poured out of there 

and they go out to Sheldon, they will need a traffic light out there and what this parcel needs 

and what we said before when we were on Elk ridge estates is that we need a portal to get in 

and out. Now I don't intend to recommend we go North and I don't intend we go over 

Campbell Rd but some p!ace up there. there ought to be a way to cut in where the l_l-Haul 
place Is or where the houses there with the fo1s that's now for sale, to cut something through 

there to Elk Grove Florin Rd. I don't understand why they haven't even looked at it- they just say 

they can't do it. That's not what a plan is in my opinion. So let's talk about what I see here. If you 

toke a look at the roads that are ln there, they ore roughly the some design as Elk Ridge Estates 

and 1 see nothing in here- what they do about public buses. E-tran. Is E-fron gonna go through 

there and pick the people up and take them to work during rush hour. Are the school buses 

going to go there. !f the schoo! buses go through there you should know that when a schoo! bus 

stops to embark children, there are no spaces for them to do this then they do it in the road and 

then the road is stopped right there and that wlll cause an internal traffic jam. If there is E- Tran in 

there at the some time, those are generally during rush hours. at least in the morning. If E-Tran is 

in there with the big buses. if the fire department comes. anything like that. that's going to be a 

real. real problem. Either they will need to widen the roads or put in a place for the school bus to 
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pick kids up. I don't believe they can walk from this parcel to down across to Bond Rd down to 

Elk Grove Elementary School. That's on impossibility. I would not want my kids to go across Bond. 

Chair Moita- Sir-1 am going to have to ask you to wrap up your immediate thoughts and please 

feel free to make any additional comments that you weren't able to make in this allotted time 

to Mr Jordan. Anything that you haven't been able to say tonight does not diminish its value. 

Mr. Young- Could! ask this favor. t-/'.y 'Ni!e is signed up to !o!!o-.v me. Cou!d r have her 3 minutes? 

Chair- You know sir- It we did that. particularly in these large groups and made that a 

precedent. we have hod that request In the past and we've learned over time that it's really not 

workable. 

Mr. Young~ so are my three minutes over. 

Chair~ Aciuaiiy you are over significantly 

Mr. Young* OK 

Choir~ Thank you Sir. Any more cornfnenh. Ufld that"5 irue with everyone, if you can't quite make 

all your statements in the time, please don't be frustrated by that in itself and make those 

comments available to the staff. 

Mr. Young - should I do it to the staff Of do it on the l 'w. o1 November and make it a written 

comment. 

Chair· Yes. I am encouraging written comments with anything that someone would not be able 

to fulfill. 

Mr. Young- Would you except longhand I don't have a computer? 

Chair- Absolutely. In any manner you can communicate I would be happy to take that. 

George Murphey ~Chris before we go any further can you put the project map up so we can 
have a reference point tor some of these comments. 

Chair- Miss young did you care to speak. {declines). Next we have Matthew Decker and Mike 

Gage is next. 

Matthew Dekar- Good Evening. I just wanted to say thank you for the opportunity to review the 

EIR. I earned my PhD from the University of Arkansas in Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences. Most 

recently I was a post doctoral research fellow at the Center for Reservoir and Aquatic Systems 

Research at Baylor University. Tonight I am talking as a resident of Fallbrook and a member of the 

Fallbrook neighborhood Association. My three primary concerns with the draft revolve around 

hydrology. Water Quality and Biological resources. First the list of Impaired water bodies In the 

Draft EIR is not complete_ It doe~ not docwment Morrison Creek on Ca!ifornio'-5 303 D !1st for 

pyrethroid insecticides also the Laguna Creek. if you go and look at the California Environmental 

Data Exchange Network you'll see that laguna Creek Is approaching these threshok::ls as well. 

So because this group of contaminants is not considered at all the draft EIR obviously any kind of 

discussion or mitigation is not adequate. limits on lot coverage and impervious surfaces, I would 

suggest, would provide a good mitigation measure and I would recommend that. In terms of the 

hydrology. the Bond Rd trunk pipe, the analysis by West Yost Associates. indicated that peek 
(lk (;uwe PIQrming CommiHion 
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flows from that drainage would peek prior to peek flows on Laguna Creek. I will soy that the 

analysis also indicated that Laguna Creek would increase in flows by 4-6% and my major 

complaint is only that the analysis provided by West Yost Associates appears incomplete, a 

different ~et of models oro different set of parameter!zations. I think could easily lead to flooding 

in that Bond Rd trunk and flooding downstream of the project area. Finally in terms of the 

biological resources. I am concerned about the project impact on the vernal pool fairy shrimp 

and vernal pool tadpole shrimp. The draft EIR does not adequately address the reasonable and 

prudent measures that are described in the incidental take Section 7 consultation. I will also 

point out that the acreage that is listed in the document for the vernal pool habitat tnat would 

be directly impacted is all over the board. In some sections it's 5.05 acres and in other sections 
1t'5 .4.49 ocres. So the Draft E!R foils to_ so I would suggest, this disc;:repancy, if your actually 

going to understand mitigation measures must be determined, the discrepancy must be 

resolved. Also, finally, the current plan purpmes a park directly on existing vernal pool habitat. So 

the idea that there is no possible way around of minimizing the impact on vernal pools doesn't 

add up with putting o pool on vernal pool habitat. That park could be placed within the villages 

and open up more of that Northern third of open space. 

Mike Gage- Good Evening Chairman, Fellow members and fellow residents. I am a new 

resident in the Quail Terrace Neighborhood and I have been there o year. I live on Bond Rd, but 

1 do a lot of driving out on Sheldon to Grant Une and down Bond Rd, out to town of Wilton on a 

daily basis to take my grandchildren to school on Pleasant Grove off of Bader. What I see is o 

jremendous threai, as Mr young addressed very coreiuiiy, i orn jusi giving o generoi cornrnent 

the traffic situation now on Bond Rd is pretty heavy and every morning there is a lot of noise. I 

bought the house knowing that I am living right on a big street. I am not complaining. I took that 

risk but I con see o tremendous amount of more traffic coming. My suggestion would be this

Sheldon Rd should be widened all the way to Elk Grove- Florin East to Waterman. You have a 

small Rd there and it's crowded into 2!anes. So where is this enormous 600 residency population 

going to drive? They're not going to come out of there in helicopters. The other hidden giant 

here is Grant iine, if you try to get onto Gran Line, irom Sheldon, where it terminates at Grant 

Line. At rush hour I was waiting almost 15 -10 minutes and then I hod to make a suicide crossing 

on Grant Line. The some thing is for Sheldon. No stop light narrow road, it's like a country 

expressway out there except it's not been giving any attention in this proposal. I think this impact 

should be let's get the road in the first and make sure it con accommodate !hose kinds of 

tremendous overloads that we would have in existence 

Shirley Peters- Good Evening, you hove my paper as! was \ .. lriting it! thought so much to say in 

so little time so that's why I wrote it to share it with you. I am with the Greater Sheldon Rood 

Estates Home Owners Association, working with Fallbrook, Quail Ranch, people who live on 

Campbell Rd, who ore also GSREHA member~. any individuals and those who live in Old Town. 

We are all in agreement with many of the issues that we ore going to speak about. GSREHA has 

the specific ones that I will speak about and the others, when they speak about their issues, we 

totally agree with that. So we are all in agreement- we are all happy. The biggest issue is the 

park wh!ch is the open space wetlands orea end this to be 1n perpetu!t-;. lt"s c buffer beh-•.'een 

the egress and the high density parcel. the questions is the park will be isolated and will need 

constant monitoring and this presents a problem because we all know that parks con have 

some negative behav1or. Our thoughts were to put the park into the villages and the neighbors 

can monitor also and that would make it safer place. A big question we have is the septic 

system. How is that going to work? I don't think the CSD is interested in putting the money In for a 
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building and the septic system being that ag res it would be a ag res policy that insists on the ~-
septic system being In place there. How can the open space wetlands being sensitive to plants 

:~: :~~:e~~=:~~t:~::~:~: ~=~~~:~~:;~ ~:u:~~~~t ~:t~=~: ~h;~~~;i~~eo~=~~~:reo 133-1 
suggest one that would be 5-6 feet tall. A street dividing the open space and the densities. it 

was mentioned by Elk Grove staff a person that maybe a round-about could be put in onto the 

end of Sheldon Rd. All we say is lower the densities. That makes the most sense. 

Mark White- Good Evening commissioners. My name is Mark White. I live at 8890 Saint Anthony I 
Court. I sent an e-mail to each one of you so I om hoping that you took a few minutes to read it. 

Basically what I am concerned about is the drainage from the Northern side of the property. My 

property in particular but all of us on the North drain into that field, that Northern field, and with I 
the loss of the vernal pools and the lack of maintenance to the drainage there doesn't seem to 

be a plan to move that water. Over the years, about every 4-5 years, originally it was the ~4_ 1 
County, now it's been the city, they would come out and they would dredge the canal behind ~- - -

my property, dredge the ditch to toke out vegetation and sediment so that the water would 

flow properly. When Centex put their original project together in Vintara Park, they were actually 

~~:.;~~~:gn:~~~;~;~ ~~~:::a:~~::·~~~~~:h:~a:~~~~et::i~:t:~:~~gb~:l:~~h~~~:;~~c!:~~=~ I 
"we don't core, were just going to let you guys flood out if have some heavy rains and it makes 

me very afraid to be a resident of Elk Grove to be honest with you. That drainage issue needs to 

be resolved before this project moves forward. Thank you. 

Nina Stevens, Good Evening, I am Nina Stevens, I om resident of the Fallbrook neighborhood I 
and also on the Fallbrook Neighborhood Association. I have many comments on the merit of the 

project and on different sections of the Draft EIR but I am going to speak specifically to the land 

use section. I understand that ultimately there is going to be a project developed here and 1 

believe the Senior Village will be welcome an appropriate use. I believe that developing the 

additional 2 villages to their maximum density has not been adequately analyzed and that a 

more thorough analysis would show that a less dense alternative is the preferred alternative. The 

Draft EIR has not adequately addressed land use impact. Per CEQA guidelines a project will 

have a significant impact on land use if it will conflict with any applicable land use plan. The 

Draft EIR concludes that land use impacts are less than significant when in actuality this project 35-1 
conflicts with the General Plan. The Draft EIR supports its finding with less than significant based 

on consistency with the EIR for the General Plan. That GP was adopted in 2003 over. 10 years 

ago, and there have been cnanges to the community and amendments to the General Plan 

that haven't been considered. When this property was analyzed lor residential development 

there was also commercial land use being proposed to serve them. Stnce then no commerc·101 

development has occurred In the area and sites intended for commercial have been 

developed with residential uses. The Draft EIR finds this project consistent with land Use policy 

LU 11 which supports the development of neighborhood serving commercial states that 

commercial services planned for this project would serve the community. However, the 

commercial services proposed in this project are not neighborhood serving. They are restricted I 
to the senior residents living within the gated community. Therefore it's not accurate to consider 

those uses as neighborhood serving when using them to support that finding. The Draft EIR also 

suooorh it's less than sinnificant findina bv fin dina c:nnsistE=mc:v with nnllc::v C":AtJ7 whic:h 

e~~ourages cluste~in~ f'o .. focilitate prcle~tion of ... n~;ur~; r~;~~rce~ .. 'C1~~;erf~g -o~ ~his -site I 
appears to be done to facilitate a convenient location for the legally required open space area 
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so that they con maximize the density on the remainder of the project. In fact it proposes 

development on vernal pools and on wetlands that are most env~onmentally sensitive. 

Additionally the park is propmed for the open space on top of existing vernal pools. The park is 

proposed here because by putting it in the open space they con maximize the number of 

residences they can build. The pork is likely to be an attractive nuisance and bring potentially 

damaging activities to this sensitive area. In conclusion the Draft EIR supports the less than 

significant finding with inaccurate data and relies on misrepresenting the policies in an attempt 

to find consistencies with the General Plan. Possible mitigation measures include planning a less 

dense project proposal with additional open space scattered throughout the project that 

actually uses clustering to protect the onslte resources and relocating the park to a central area 

of the project_ A mar~ comp!Ate anolysi~ of o less dense project needs to be completed. A Less 

dense project could be found to be consistent with the General Plan and the City's vision and is 

also llkely to result in more support from the community. Thank you. 

Gieg Jones- 1 am going to speak with hats tonight. One as a resident on Campbell Road. l have 

talked to all the neighbors there and we are all one mind. Don't mess with Campbell Road. 

Don't even think about opening it up to this development please. And the other concern is the 

White House Creek Shed. We are part of that. This basin is supposedly going to be engineered 

and elevated higher than things are right now which exposes us to more flooding. That is a real 

concern to us. Now, your storm drainage on the EIR talks about a problem with the southern part 

of the thing because the existing storm drainage has some kind of unexplained problem that is 

going to be rniiigaled by throwing sorne rnoney out sornewhere sornehow- very vague. That is 

not a satisfactory answer. That problem needs to be identified and fixed before this 

development goes forward. The other thing- the other hat I am going to wear is as a former 

employee with the Regional Sewer Treatment Plant. The EIR has two flaws -major flaws. One in 

some places it says they are going to hook up to the 10 inch line. In other places it says we are 

going to hook up to the existing 15-inch line. And in another place it says we don't know if it is a 

10 or a 15-inch. Excuse me. That is significant J would think. And the EIR blows off, entirety, the 

permitting thing that is going ofi right now. Saying we have pienty Oi capacity ai ihe Regionoi 

Treatment Plant. It was designed to be doubled. Yes it was designed to be doubled as a 

secondary treatment plant. Years ago they were in the planning stages of a tertiary treatment 

plant but low and behold the regional water board, 2 years ago, threw some impractical 

technologically impossible requrements- I will just throw one of them out as a example. they 

wont to have a specific limit of dlazinon in the discharge. Well. I am sorry, the limit they have 

there is not measurable in a timely manner by any modern laboratory procedures. It would take 

a spectrographic analysis wnich takes hours to perform. Meanwhile you hove columns oi water 

going through pipes, big enough to drive a semi through, to the Sacramento River. This 

requirement is what is behind the district challenglng the requirements and your people are 

totally blowing Jt off. It's a 5 year licensing thing. The technology is not there to support it and 

what's gonan happen when those license requirements cannot be met? 

Chair- I will have to ask you to wrap it up. And please it you have any more comments please 

submit them and there .. ...-m be responses. 

Greg Jones. Yeah, your environmental report totally blew that ott. 

Angee Wangsgard- Hi! om ,A,ngee Wangsgord.! !lve in Q•Jo!! Ranch end! own a hovse in 

Fallbrook. I appreciate the thorough nature of the ElR, I do have concerns on section on Land 

Use, Hydrology, Roadway Capacity, Pork Location and Aesthetics. 1 am going to leave those 

Elk Gtove Planning Commi~~ion 
Regulnl Meehng. November I, 2013 
Page~of6 

Revised Final EIR- Silverado Village 

2.0 

I 
135-1 

I 

I 
136-1 

I 
137-1 

2.0-187 



2.0 

2.0-188 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

concerns to the letter that I am submitting so I won't talk about those tonight. I am concerned 

about what happens if no company decides to invest in age restricted building. I asked staff 

and they weren't totally sure. 1 would like to ask you to direct staff to be sure that the EIR is 

extreme!y specific in every way that it con be abovt study!ns;J this obout oge restricted oren_ 

Area A village 3 so if you ore able to do that I would really appreciate it. However tonight I am 

not here to talk about my concerns I have a friend no meed Virginia Fife. she is 96. She has lived 

in Elk Grove for almost 70 years. since 1945. I want to read a letter from her because she doesn't 

go out after dark. 

Planning Commissioners- Thank you tor the opportunity to share my thoughts about this 

environmental document and this project I have lived in Elk Grove since 1945. My husband and 

1 have raised 5 children here. They all graduated from Elk Grove High School. We have had a 

happy and successful fife in Elk Grove. There are good people here. The Bond and Waterman 

families were our friends. We have had on excellent standard of /Wing in this area. I know own a 

home in Faiibrook and i am pieased with fMs neighborhood. i feei safe here and i am even abie 

to drive when I need to. (Angee-She has lived across from the property for68 years} I have never 

spoken publicly in opposition of development in almost 70 years in Elk Grove. But there are 2 

concerns about the proposed Silverado development that I would like to share with you tonight. 

1 would appreciate it if you could address these concerns. Number one. I am very concerned 

that the roads In the area will become more hazardous. I am told that there is a study that states 

that with the new development the traffic will be the same or a little worse but this is hard for me 
to believe. When you add that many more cars to the road combined wtth the Increased train 

traffic that we are seeing and the already bad congestion surrounding Fallbrook. particularly 

during school pick up and drop off times, traffic will be much worse. I value my independence 
and want to be able to continue driving. Please carefully review the traffic part of this study to 

explain how the proposed development will truly affect the existing residents. Number two, 

many years ago the land for the proposed development was used as a waste dump for a 

winery. 1 don't know who the waste got there but It was definitely used as dumping site. There 

was a terrible smell hat came from the area (An gee- and her family all remembers it she says). 

This land must be studied with those facts in mind. We need to know that digging and building 

here Is safe. The study shows a few samples taken on such a Jorge parceL This won't be enough 

with o known history as o dvmping sit~. We can't treat this piece of land Oke a regular piece of 

property because of its past. We also need to be sure that moving the dirt won't bring up the 

terrible smells that we con still remember today. Please take specific steps to address this 

concern. Thank you very much Virginia Fife. 

Rochelle Winewald- I om a resident at Quail Ranch estates. It's difficult to follow the words of 

Virginia Fife so I will do my best. I would like to address some concerns we have regarding the 

noise and the vibration portion of the Draft EIR. I hope you hove access to it but on page 3.10-6. 

in reference to table 3.10-3 titled General Plan Table NOC Maximum Allowable Noise Exposure 

Transportation Noise Sources, the table shows that the land use o1 residen1\ol along the 

residential subject to the noise from Railroad Tracks, Aircraft. etc as having a maximum 

aiiowabie noise exposure oi 60 decibeis. And yet when i read The predicted existing traiiic noise 

levels. Item Number 2 on Table 3.10-5, it shows existing noise levels to be 66 by itself and 66 for 

the project. And what I am referring to in the table Is item number 2. I believe that is Quail Cove 

Drive to Elk Grove Florin, if you are familiar with those maps. So the existing right now is showing 

at 66 decibels and the General Plan Table is showing that acceptable maximum allowable is 60. 

Now on page 7 on page 10 of the Environmental Noise Assessment included in Appendix E 
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forecast!. that by 2025 this number is projected to be as high as 68 both with and without the 

projec1. And the Draft EIR finds that the impact in Section 3.10-1 is less than significant but is 

shown in table 3.10-3 and the data provided we are already above the significant impact 

threshold of 60 ond out of complionce. Also on 3.10-9 under methodology, the predicted fl_lfure 

cumulative traffic noise levels used in the formula tor predicting the outcome is based on those 

findings in the Elk grove General Plan noise element. There is no mention of the age of the noise 
element. there has been a great deal of change along Bond Rd in the last 5-10 years and the 

methodology for determining the otfsite noise levels is not discussed in the Draft EIR. It should be 

noted that on pages 3.10-2 and 3, there is a reference to Table 3.10-1 listing examples of the 

noise levels associated with common situations. Currently item 2 Is at the decibel of 66 that puts 

our noise !eve! closer to the 70 decibel point !eve! which is identified as noisy urban daytime 

lawn mower level and that is pretty much what they expect to have all day long in our 

neighborhood. On small note, but of importance that! do find, this is just me on technical 

fhOfough standpoint if you look at your Draft EIR portion, everybody else on their tooter of every 

section Indicates Draft Environmental Impact Report Silverado Village, on the Noise portion it 

indicates Novato Housing Element. This is something I thir1k we need to take a look at because 
unfortunately we are paying for a product and if oren 't paying for ... we are paying for 

something to be thoroughly done not something to be cut and pmte. Thank you very much 

Kathy Lee !hands out a document to the board prior to speaking}. First and foremost I am a 

resident at Quail Ranch and I would like to just state for the record that this Draft EIR is a project 

ievei EiR which omits cumulative impacts to and wiih the surrounding neighborhoods. 

Additionally the draft EIR is based on the Elk Grove General Plan of 2003 which has been revised 

via rezones nearly 30 times. The validity and accuracy of a well manipulated, I 0 year old, 

outdated EIR as basis for evaluating this project is Inadequate. Using the Elk Grove General Plan 

as the underlying source document that does not evaluate cumulative analysis and impacts is 

just inadequate. I will be specifically speaking to 3.5 Geology and Soils. The soil analysis done on 

8/17 Ill by Wallace Cool and noted as Soil Sampling and Analysis is inadequate. Over a 230 
acres project site oniy 8 samples were taKen at a depth of just a mere 6 inches, As top soii is 

distributed in the routine use is the land. sampling taken a 6 inch depth does not accurately 

reflect buried or submerged contaminants such as those activities associated with waste 

dumping and landfill and I just want show you what that looks like. What they did is they 

evaluated a 1 acre piece of land down at the bottom of the project. they didn't evaluate eh 

entire project when they did this study. They only evaluated one acre. So with known uses on this 

land ranging from Winery waste, water evaporation ponds, winery drainage ponds, the 

independent disposai services, agricuiturai and farming activities, possiore iandfiii and truck 

maintenance activities to name just a few, soil testing on this entire project site is required and 

the testing depth needs to be enough to uncover buried and landfill items. As referenced by the 

Nicholas Consulting Engineering report doted 11/18/2008 and addressed to the County of 

Sacramento on this piece of land we respectfully request that the recommended approaches 

on that document be followed regarding soil testing. I am going to attach that to my report 

when 1 hand that in. By way of personal knowledge there is a burrow pit in that land that is 

located right behind our house and has been routinely found to have a slimy tllm covering the 

top and discolored wafer in the pit. No other place on that land have we found such attributes 

on that land to my knowledge. And also by way of personal knowledge is the existence of toads 

and vo!es hm been d1soppeor!ng from thot lond ot alarming rote$. Eoch spring would bring out 

thousands and thousands of toads and voles. Surrounding neighborhoods were overrun with 

these toads but today they are absent. They're not there at all. For these reason 1 believe the 
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Draft EIR is inadequate to answer some of these concerns. The last ... I am done. I was going to 

talk about parks but I will let someone else do that. 39-1 

Lysa White, Good Evening, my nome is Lysa White and I am from the Fallbrook neighborhood. 

echo a lot of the concerns being brought up from my neighbors and I hope that you are 

hearing a common theme. We enjoy were we live and we don't want that quality of life to be 

degraded. The Draft EIR has been inadequate in several areas. The areas that I will focus on are 

incompatibility with iocai adjacent developments, being Faiibrook, Quoii Ridge, Sheldon Ranch 

Estates and the incompatibility has been very much min\malized in the EIR. I note that In the 

comparison to the Elk Grove General Plan, the EIR seems to focus on an RD 5. I see that 

frequently noted. That would be the minimum residential development that Is proposed. In the 

surrounding areas there is a lot of open area. There's homes on l acre. 2 acres to the north and 

in Fallbrook, I think our maximum is about RD-5. this is a minimum for the proposed development, 

if you ignore the open space, which I think is required for the flooding controls and the 

environmental impacts. So wnen i did the caicuiOTions ana I looK rnaT Eik grove Generai Pion, 1 

am an engineer by trade also, when I look at the calculations I see 25% R0-5, 39% RD-6, and 40% 

RD-10, plus multi use, plus commercial in addition to eh apartments that have already been 

constructed on the Corner of Waterman and Bond and that is unacceptable. It is not 

compatible with the existing development. The Impacts from this would be mftigatabie by 

looking at alternative number 2 which is a reduced residential density and reconfigured project. 

So 1 ask that you guys take a close look at that. The traffic impacts have been minimized, its 

focus primarily on Bond Rd. Waterman Rd there is also going to be, at least from what I see, at 

least one access on Waterman Rd. Waterman Rd is a 2 lane rood, one lane in each direction 

and the pavement has been deteriorating for years. The project evaluates Waterman Rd 
between Bond ond Sheldon ond looks at the intersection~- Shopping would be used, probobly o 

big portion of the big portion of the shopping would be the Elk Grove market place. It's the Bell 

Air shopping center on the Corner of Elk Grove Blvd and Waterman Rd. So I believe the traffic 

should be evaluated on the way down to Elk Grove Blvd and certainly North of Sheldon. A lot of 

us don't use Hwy 99 to commute to and from work. And in the Fallbrook neighborhood, in 

particular, Neponset Rd was ignored as far as traffic impacts and Wollaston, which are access 

roads to Elk Grove elementary school. Fallbrook has curved roads and we already have folks 

~peed!ng through to get to the elementary ~choo! ot the start and the stop times of e-lementary. 

A lot of our intersections are blind intersections and a lot of our residents are seniors so we would 

like that to also be looked at and that wasn't even addressed. Plus the condition of the 

pavement on several of our roads needs to be evaluated if we are going to have incre-ased 

traffic It's going to Impact eh safety of our roads and the condition of our pavement. Thank you. 

Sarah Johnson-Good Evening. Nice to see all of you. I haven't been here in a while but here I I 
am. The Draft EIR contains, one of the attachments, contains letters from the state, from Cal 

40-1 

Trans and from Sacramento County Department of Transportation and particular the county one I 
asks for a study of traffic from this project as It crosses into unincorporated Sacramento County. I 

couldn't find that so I am not sure if that's been done or not and of course the Cal Trans letter 
. . • .. . • - . . .. ··- .. . . -- - -- - . .. . .111_"1 

rem1nas us or rne saa circumsTances orrgrnauy wnn rn1s proJecT our rnaT·s 1n me pasT. , ...... - .... 

Unfortunately here are hundreds of pages of mind numbing numbers that really don't mean 

anything. They leave out important issues. The traffic on Crowell to the elementary school is 

factored in while the traffic on Bond to the high school and middle school at Bradshaw are not 

even mentioned. We all recall that the city turned themselves inside out to get Bond Rd to I 
improved and widened before those schools opened. So how can that traffic not be factored in 
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if the Crowell traffic is? The intersection at Sheldon and Waterman Js factored in but they said 

that it will operate at a level of service E, which is the below the minimum of the General Plan 

and it doesn't mention the already one existing project that is going in on that corner Which will 

make more traffic and the other thing thot Is not mentioned ot oil is thP 400 home subdivision 

home going in on Grant line south of Elk Grove Blvd. I imagine that the rational will be those 

people will take Grant Line to the freeway. If you're a mother driving your child to school and 

going to the grocery store you're not going to the freeway. That traffic is all going to come that 

way. These are things that need to be looked at. The document states that potential to result in 

inadequate emergency access but then says no mitigation is required. I don't understand that. I 

would need to find some explanation for that. Reading from EIR "Potential to conflict with an 

cpp!!ccb!e p!cn, ord!ncnce 0!' policy. estab!1shfng majors of effectiven-Em for perforrnonce of the 

circulation system, freeways, shows significant impact but says no mitigation is feasible". 1 can 

think of mitigation that is feasible and that is lower density in this project. These things all point out 

the inadequacies of the entire system. Basically it's saying if you do enough paperwork you con 

do whatever you wont. The references to our transit system are on absolute embarrassment. Jt 

says "yeah we have a transit system" but it you look at the bus lines that go by there and when 

they go, the hours of operation it's completely inadequate. How is that supposed to relieve 

traffic conge$tlon, for example.!! they don't operate at the days and houn that working people 

need them. l just wanted to say that in my opinion that is the kind of planning that makes us 

stuck in the past instead of planning for the future. 

Regina Reichenberg, i hove a very briei comment aboui ihe pork ~y~tern ond a personal 

comment about the traffic. On the parks. the custom soil survey mentioned on 3.5-16 states 

specifically that the Northern park site has limitations on the ability to absorb septic tank waste. 

This report is not included as part of the EIR and we requested its inclusion. With the limitations 

and inability to run sewer lines to the park as situated, issues arise as to whether this is the proper 

placement for the pork at all. Additionally, the EJR provides no detail as to proposed amenities to 

the pork or feasibility and practicality of a pork within on open space preserve. If the developer 

is going to be given full Quimby credits tor this park, the park needs to be o iuiiy functioning park 

located in a usable and accessible central location and be complete with full restroom facilities. 

As our neighbors in Fallbrook, Greesha and Campbell Rd come together to ensure the best 

practical. least environmentally damaging project be brought forward we recognize the 

diversity of our concern and join together as one voice. We as a group support the option of 

reduced density. As far as the traffic is concerned I leave for work fairly early in the morning and 

I live in Quoll Ranch which is about 1.4 miles from Hwy 99 and it can at times take me 10 minutes 

to travel that 1.4 miles with the current tramc. i can't imagine what it wouid take with this densi1y 

housing going in there, let alone a train come by, in the morning during traffic, which it often 

does. I can hear, probably 3-4 trains a morning go by from the time my alarm goes off to the 
time I leave the house. So I om a little concerned about the tfoffic as well. Thank you. 

Steve Lee- Thank you commissioner. Always o pleasure to be in front of you folks. I'm from Quail 

Ranch Estates. 1 am here to speak on Section 5.0 Alternatives as described in the EIR. CEQA 

requires applicants to provide a reasonable range of alternatives that meet the proje-ct 

objectives while reducing and avoiding one or more significant environmental effects. One of 

Silverado's objectives in the EIR they state consistency with the General Plan and compatibility 

with existing neighborhoods. The EIR addresses 4 alternatives 2 of which I will discuss but please 
note that all neighboring communities prefer the no build option. My first concern upon reading 

the EIR is the description of alternative from the submitted plan given overview they were vague 
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and ambiguous. An example, alternate 2, page 5.0·3, last 2 paragraphs from the bottom. talk 

about removal of lots, increasing the size of others. Yet they provide no subdivision lot mop 
showing the Implementation for review. The last part states that village 2 would need a 

connector via Compbe!! Rd yet provide no rational why and a!~o di~cuss moving !oh north of A 

St. the Northern Border, into the federally protected conservation area. How is this a reasonable 

alternative? As required by CEQA I believe that is illegal. Alternate 2. also which is cons.idefed 

the reduced density and reconfigured project while allowing the build out avoids or reduces 

impacts on every single item discussed that carries a significant impact. This alternative if 

modified and implemented properly may also fill a need for executive or estate homes as stared 

In the City's recent market study of 2010 that Elk grove asked to have done. The executive 

homes ".vou!d bring better businesse~ lnto the region. !t '.vou!d a!so be compctlb!e with the 

current general plan zoning on this particular property, RD2 and Rd4, and aggress. There's 

oggress estate zoning on 3 of the 4 sides of the project keeping with continuity of development. 

another issue discussed in the 201 J Elk Grove market study. Alternative 3 simply reconfigures the 

project somewhat improving the envi'onmental1ootprint but it does save some valuable trees 

that border the Western portion ad allows a 10 foot buffer of a pedestrian trail behind Quail 

Ranch. This also locks a lot mop indicating what the finished project would look like. We would 

ask that maps of attemotives 2 and 3 be p;epa;ed, justification for connectivity to Campbell Rd 

and a ruling on the ability to build out north into the protective open area be included. Perhop~ 

even a hybrid of these alternatives allowing for perhaps 300 homes in VIllages I and 2 would be 

Invited. The LEDPAS Test of accountability should be the industry standard. The least 

environmentally damaging practical alternative. This project as proposed, is the most 

damaging alternative. In closing 1 would like to acknowledge Fallbrook, Quail Ranch, GSEA and 

the residents on Campbell Rd who are all here in mutual support In one another and '1n support 

oi each of the issues brought up before the comrnission tonight. Each community borders the 

project and has serious and legitimate concerns based on the information provided Ignored or 

omitted from that ElR. Thank you. 

leo Fassler- Good Evening. Mr. Chairman and planning commissioners. I felt that It would be 

important to make a couple of comments. I hove been living in the area for SO years now and 

as you know I live on Sheldon Rd with eh waiving guy out front and when I first used out there I 

used to go out ond dump on Watermon Rd. A.5 we!!. os Kathy Lee pointed out. there wm ~ome 

dumping and I did it, along with some other people, on the property that they ore 1alk\ng about 

The analysis. according to what Kathy pointed out. I don't think was done adequately. The other 

2 points 1 wont to bring up is I too, do not think the location is the right place. Couple reasons .. 

First imposition on the wetland area and secondly the people to the North have animals and, 

you know who it is when the kids get out there, they get out there and enjoy their games. The 

holler and scream and carry on and whatnot, that is frightening to animals and, Fronk you used 

to do !crm!ng, r think. and you know that that can raise heck with them. So that's one reason r 

don't think the pork belongs there and secondly I think if the park was located, as it was painted 

out earlier, down in the central area it would allow the senior citizens walk to the park and enjoy 

themselves and see the kids play. Whereas now they would have 1o walk a quar-ter o1 a mile at 

least. up there to see it. I have talked to some commissioners on the CSD and they agreed with 

me however they approved that going up there I think. The other thing is, I don't understand, 

and you folks hove looked at the mops, why there is a still a parcel near Waterman Rd showing 

on that map. If you go directly east o! the park you'll see that parceL The reason that parcel is 

there is they proposed some high density housing in there and we fought it and told them hey, 

this is only 2 acres you can't do that. So they said okay and they took that out but they left the 
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parcel there. That seems like that is on opening for ~omething down the rood. Who knows what 

could happen. I think that ought to be token out of here so you hove open wetland area that is 

not disturbed. So those ore my point ot view on the thing and I appreciate your time. 
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30 Frank Young 
Response 30·1: The com mentor raises traffic issues raised in their comment ietter (Letter 29). These 

issues are addressed in Responses 29-1 through 29-3. The commentor also states that access 

should be provided from Campbe!! Road. This comment is noted for the decision-makers' 

consideration. 

31 Matthew Dekar 
Response 31-1: The com mentor states their credential and describes concerns with water quality 

(Morrison Creek is on the 303(d) list for pyrethroid insecticides), the drainage analysis for the 

Bond Road Trunk and laguna Creek, vernal pool impacts, calculation of vernal pool acreage, 

32 

and park site location. The commentor's v.1ritten comment letter {Letter 13) raised the 

concerns that the commentor orally presented at the Planning Commission meeting. The 

com mentor is referred to Responses 13-1 through 13-6. 

Mike Gage 
Response 32-1: The com mentor indicates that traffic on Bond Road is heavy, suggests widening 

Sheldon Road from Elk Grove-Florin Road to Waterman Road, asks where the 600 residency 

33 

population will drive, and indicates that if you try to get to Grant line from Sheldon that there 

is a long wait. 

The question as to where the residents wiii come from is unclear. it wouid be speculative to 

guess where residents may move from to live in Elk Grove. If the com mentor is asking where 

Project trips wi!! be distributed, the commentcr is referred to Draft E!R Figure 3.12-3, Trip 

Distribution. As documented on Figure 3.12-3, one percent of Project traffic would use Sheldon 

Road between Waterman Road and Grant line Road, which would represent less than a 0.006 

increase in the volume-to-capacity ratio of about 0.033 and would not increase delay to a level 

that would be significant. Similarly, one percent of Project traffic would use Sheldon Road 

between Waterman Road and Elk Grove-Florin Road with a similar minimal increase in volume

to-capacity. The Project would not require the widening of Sheldon Road. No revision to the 

Draft EIR is waiianted. 

Shirley Peters 
Response 33-1: The com mentor states their affiliation with the Greater Sheldon Road Home Owners 

Association (GSREHA) and described concerns with the park site location, septic system at the 

park site, and protection of wetlands in the vicinity of the park site, and recommends that 

densities be lowered. The com mentor's written comment letter (letter 23) raised the concerns 

that the tom mentor oraiiy presented at the Pianning Commission meeting. The com mentor is 

referred to Responses 23-1, 23-2, 23-3, 23-4, 23-8, and 23-9. 
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34 Mark White 
Aa.cnnncA ~4-1 ~ ThP rnmmPntnr rfp~;;rrihPc;. rnnrPrnc;, with thP rtr~in;u?P from thP nnrthPrn c;idP of thP ··--,..-·----- -· ···- -------------- ------------------- ------ ---- ------- .... - ------ ---- -------~--- ---~ -- ---~ 

Project site. Jane White's written comment letter (letter 6) raised the concerns that the 

com mentor orally presented at the Planning Commission meeting. The com mentor is referred 

to Responses 6-1 and 6-2. 

Nina Stevens 
Response 35-1: The com mentor describes concerns with land use impacts and the park location/vernal 

36 

poe! impacts and recommends mitigation approaches. The commentor's written comment 

letter (Letter 14) raised the concerns that the commentor orally presented at the Planning 

Commission meeting. The commentor is referred to Responses 14-2 through 14-8, 14-12, and 

14-14. 

Greg jones 
Response 36-1: The com mentor requests that Campbell Road not be "messed with." The commentor 

37 

describes concerns v.:ith the \"Jhitehouse Creek Shed and concerns VJith the Draft E!R's analysis 

of capacity at the Regional Sewer Treatment Plan. The commentor's written comment letter 

(Letter 5) raised the concerns that the com mentor orally presented at the Planning Commission 

meeting. The commentor is referred to Responses 5-1 through 5-6. 

Angee Wangsgard 
Response 37-1: The com mentor states they have concerns with land use, hydrology, roadway capacity, 

park location, and aesthetics and that they will leave those concerns to the letter they are 

submitting. The commentor's written comment letter (letter 26) is addressed in Responses 

26-1 through 26-9. 

Response 37-2: The com mentor states concerns about what will happen if no company decides to 

invest in age-restricted building and asks that the E!R be extremely specific in every way that it 

can be about studying the age-restricted area. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 37-3: The com mentor reads a comment letter from Virginia Fife. The letter states that they 

have lived in Elk Grove since 1945 and raised their children here. The letter describes an 

excellent standard of living in the area and states they own a home in Fallbrook, feels safe, and 

drive when they need to. The comment makes introductory statements. The commentor's 

specific concerns regarding the Project are addressed in Responses 37-4 and 37-5. 

Response 37-4: The comment states concerns with the roads becoming more hazardous and that it is 

hard to believe that traffic will be the same or a little worse, particularly considering the 

increased train traffic. The commentor requests that the traffic study be carefully reviewed 

and is referred to Responses 10-12 through 10-23, 19-2 through 19-4, and 22-9, 22-12, and 22-
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13 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of traffic issues and concerns related to increased 

traffic and potential hazards associated with traffic and is referred to Responses 8-3 and 8-4 

regarding increased train traffic and associated hazards. The comment is noted for the 

decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 37-5: The comment identifies concerns with past use of the Project as a waste dump for a 

winery, that there was a terrible smell, and states that the land must be studied with those 

facts in mind to ensure that digging and building here is safe. The commentor also identifies 

concerns regarding the sampling on the parcel. The commentor also states that they need to 

be sure that moving the dirt won't bring up terrible smells. The commentor is referred to 

Responses 7-1 and 9-7 which describe the past use of the Project site, studies that have been 

38 

conducted to review the site for potentia! hazardous contaminants, and the extent of soil and 

groundwater sampling that has been conducted. Significant impacts associated with odors are 

not anticipated; the 1988 Groundwater and Soil Testing Report and the Phase I ESA did not 

identify any significant odors on the site and did not identify any contamination on the site that 

would result in odors. No revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted. 

Rochelle Winewald 
Response 38~1: The com mentor makes introductory remarks. No response is necessary. 

Response 38-2: The com mentor refers to Table 3.10-3 on page 3.10-6 of the Draft EIR, which shows 

that residential land uses subject to noise from railroad tracks, aircraft, etc. have a maximum 

allowable noise exposure level of 60 dB. The commentor states that when they read the 

predicted existing traffic noise levels on Table 3.10-5, it shm.-Js existing noise levels as 66 db and 

66 dB for the Project. The com mentor also states that by 2025, the number is projected to be 

as high as 68 both with and without the Project. The com mentor states that the Draft EIR finds 

the impact less than significant, but the data shows it is already above the 60dB threshold and 

out of compliance. 

Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR evaluates the effect of the Project on the noise environment. As 

the commentor notes, existing noise levels are above the 60dB threshold identified in Table 

3.10-5. As identified on Table 3.10-8, if ambient noise levels are 65 dB or more, a 1.5 dB 

increase is necessary for the impact to be considered significant. As the com mentor noted, the 

Project would not result in an increase in projected noise levels, both under existing and 

cumulative conditions. Therefore, the impact is less than significant as described on page 3.10-

9 of the Draft E!R. No revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 38-3: The com mentor indicates that the cumulative traffic noise levels used in the formula is 

based on the findings of the Generai Pian Noise Eiement, that there is no mention of the age of 

the noise element, that there has been a great deal of change along Bond Road in the last 5-10 

years, and that the methodology for determining off-site noise !eve!s is not addressed in the 

Draft EIR. 
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The General Plan Noise Element is a long-term policy document that establishes the City's 

policies and standards for noise. Until the City opts to update the Noise Element, it will be the 

City's guiding policy document relative to noise and an appropriate and required document to 

use when evaluating noise impacts under CEQA. As previously discussed, the City's General 

Plan would allow more units on the Project site than are proposed by the Project. The FHWA 

model was used to identify existing traffic noise levels and the methodology for determining 

existing traffic noise levels is desCiibed on page 3.10-4 of the Diaft EIR. The FHVJA model was 

used to predict traffic noise levels that would occur with development of the Project as 

described on page 3.10-9 of the Draft EIR. No revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Kathy Lee 
Response 39-1: The com mentor describes concerns regarding cumulative impacts and the soil testing 

and analysis. The commentor's written comment letter (Letter 24) raised the concerns that the 

com mentor oraiiy presented at the Planning Con1rnission rneeting. The com mentor is referred 

to Responses 24-2, 24-3, 24-5, and 24-15. 

40 Lysa Voight 
Response 40-1: The com mentor describes concerns regarding the compatibility with adjacent 

neighborhoods that was addressed in the Draft EIR, describing densities based on the 

com mentor's zoning calculations and traffic and pavement concerns. The com mentor indicates 

that the impacts from densities wouid be reduced by Alternative 2. The commentor's written 

comment letter (Letter 10) raised the concerns that the commentor orally presented at the 

Planning Commission meeting~ The com mentor is referred to Responses 

41 Sarah Johnson 
Response 41-1: The com mentor describes concerns regarding traffic. The com mentor's written 

comment letter (Letter 19) raised the concerns that the commentor orally presented at the 

Planning Commission meeting. The com mentor is referred to Responses i9-i through i9-10. 

42 Regina Reichenberg 
Response 42-1: The com mentor states concerns regarding the park location. The com mentor is 

referred to Responses 1-2, 14-6, 14-8, and 16-4 regarding the location of the Lot G park site and 

use of septic at the park site. The commentor also identifies concerns regarding traffic 

conditions, but the concerns do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further 

response is necessary. 

43 Steve Lee 
Response 43-1: The com mentor discusses the alternatives presented in the Draft EIR, noting that one 

of the Project's objectives is consistency with the General Plan and compatibility with existing 

neighborhoods. The com mentor states that the EIR addresses four alternatives, two of which 
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they will discuss noting that all neighboring communities prefer the no build option. The 

comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' 

consideration. 

Response 43-2: The commentor states that the written description of alternatives were vague and 

ambiguous, indicating that page 5.0-3 last two paragraphs discuss removal of lots, increasing 

the size of others, but does not provide a subdivision lot map. The com mentor also indicates 

that there is no rationale as to why Village 2 would need a connector via Campbell Road and 

indicates that moving lots into the federally protected conservation area is illegal. 

The Draft EIR will be revised as shown below to clarify the description of Alternative 2. CEQA 

does not require a subdivision map to be prepared for each alternative and the description of 

Alternative 2, which identifies the location of development and specific uses (111 single-family 

lots, 100 patio homes, a multifamily lodge of up to 125 units, and the Village 3 clubhouse and 

swimming pool) is adequate for its meaningful consideration by the decision-makers. The 

Campbell Road connector would be provided in order to increase lot sizes so that wetland 

easements can be accommodated within the residential lots while sti!! providing adequate area 

for development and because constructing a street from Bond Road to the northern area would 

result in wetland impacts. The Project would create the wetland preserve - it does not 

currently exist on the Project site and the reconfiguration described for Alternative 2 would 

avoid wetland impacts. 

The description of Alternative 2 will be revised on pages 5.0-3 and 5.0-4 of the Draft EIR as 

shown below: 

"Alternative 2: Reduced Density and Reconfigured Project Alternative_ Alternative 2 would avoid the 

significant and unavoidable impact to the Northern Hardpan Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool complex on the 

Project site through avoiding all wetland, riparian, vernal pool, and drainage features. Preservation 

easements, prohibiting access and disturbance, would be placed around all wetland, riparian, vernal 

pool, and drainage features. There would be no wetland conservation area and the detention basin 

would be under a preservation easement. An alternative detention basin would be constructed to the 

east of the current site of the detention basin. This would require removal of adequate fill to provide 

detention to the Alternative 2 !ots. Under this alternative, various lots would be removed and lot sizes 

would generally be made larger to accommodate the preservation easements. The park sites would be 

reduced to approximately 3.25 acres and the north-south component of the a~eR s~aee trails would be 
removed. 

The land area of Village 1-A Lots 1 through 60 would be developed under this alternative; however, the 

area would be configured to havel§ lets waul~ Be reme"e~ iR er~er te mal'e bets 1 Uuewtth 45 lots to 
allow larger lot sizes in order to accommodate preservation easements. Village 1 Lots 66 through 83 

would also remain. Village 1 Lots 85 through 99 would be removed. 

The land area of Village 1-B Lots 1 through 36 would remain, but would be reconfigured to have 26 

!otsre-dused by 10 !cts in order to provide larger !ot sizes to accommodate the presentation easements. 

Village 2 would also be extended northward to include another 15 lots. Village 2 lots would be accessed 
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by Campbell and Bond Roads. The Campbell Road access would provide access to lots that would avoid 
wetland impacts that would occur in association with extending a street from Bond Road. 

Village 2 Lots 1 through 62 would be removed to accommodate the relocated detention basin. Village 2 

Lots 69 through 196 would be reconfigured to accommodate 3 single family lots in association with 
Village 2 and to mestly l:!e reme"eet te accommodate relocated Village 3. 1-tewe\'er, A total of 10 single 

family lots would remain in Village 2 and would be spread throughout the northern and central portion 
of the site. 

The Village Core uses and 40 patio lots would be relocated to be accessed from Waterman Road. 
,A,nsthe; 50 patio lots in Village 3 patio !cts >vvou!d remain in the southeast corner of the slte to be 

accessed by Bond Road. 

Alternative 2 would result in 111 single-family lots, iOO patio homes, and an independent, assisted, 

and/or memory-care multifamily lodge of up to 125 units. The Village 3 clubhouse and swimming pool 
would be constructed, but the clubhouse would be smaller." 

Response 43-3: The com mentor describes Alternative 3 and requests that maps of Alternative 2 and 3 

be provided and that a ruling on the ability to build out north into the open space area be 

included. As previously described, the Project would create the wetland preserve and open 

space lots; these lots do not currently exist and could be reconfigured. The text description of 

Alternatives 2 and 3 is adequate for decision-makers to consider whether the alternatives 

should be considered in lieu of the Project and no revision is required to the Draft EIR. The 

comment is noted for the decision-makers' consideration. 

Response 43-4: The com mentor references a hybrid of these alternatives (2 and 3) and states that the 

LEDPAS test of accountability should be the industry standard, the least environmentally 

damaging practical alternative. The com mentor states that the Project is the most damaging 

alternative and makes dosing ;ema;ks. This comment does not address the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-makers' consideration 

44 Leo Fassler 
Response 44-1: The commentor's concerns related to the assumed dump site on the Project. The 

com mentor's written comment letter (Letter 7) raised the concerns that the com mentor orally 

presented at the Planning Commission meeting. The com mentor is referred to Response 7-1. 
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Revisions made to the Draft EIR are identified below. None of the revisions identify new significant 

environmental impacts, nor do any of the revisions result in substantive changes to the Draft EIR. 

Modifications to the Project 

As described in Chapter 1.0, Introduction, the Project has been revised. The number of single 

family units has been reduced from 660 to 651. Three dwelling units were removed from Village 2-

A and the diculation system was slightly revised to provide for larger and 'vVider lots facing the 

wetland preservation and open space area (Lots C and E) and to provide a landscape lot and 

pedestrian path for pedestrian connectivity from Waterman Road to the Project's interior features. 

Six lots were removed from Village 3 and the lotting and street pattern was revised to improve the 

internal circulation pattern in Village 3 and to improve the transition between the existing 
\AI ... .a.-~--- C' .............. A ....... ..+ ............ + ........ .J +h ... 0 .. ,...;,...,.+ h.,,...,,...,...;.,..,.-.! ........... ,.. ...... ..,. h..,/f.,.,.. Th..,. ,.h., .... ..,,...,.+.-.. +h ... 
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Project are described in Chapter 1.0 and summarized in Table 1. The modifications to the Project 

do not require revisions to the Draft EIR, as there would be no new significant environmental 

impacts or increase in the significance of environmental impacts. The reduction of nine units and 

revisions to the site plan would result in slight reductions in overall impacts associated with 
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significance of any of the impacts identified in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no changes are made to 

the Draft EIR to address the modifications to the Project. The Draft EIR provides a conservative 

analysis of environmental impacts anticipated in association with the Project and the impact 

statements, mitigation measures, and alternatives presented in the Draft EIR remain appropriate 

and adequate. 

The last paragraph on page 2.0-1 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

The Project site is generally bounded by Waterman Road, vacant land, rural residential uses, and Laguna 

Creek to the east; Waterman Square Apartments adjacent the southeast corner; Bond Road and single 

famiiy residentiai uses to the south; and singie famiiy residentiai deveiopment to the west, with a vacant 

area adjacent to the northwest. The Project site is designated for rural residential. low density residential. 

and commercial/office/multifamily uses by the General Plan. The designated uses would accommodate up 

to 1,182 units on the Project site (Low Density Residential - 1,022 units (146 acres x 7 units/acre. Rural 

Residential - 40 units (80 acres x 0.5 units/acre), and Commercial/Office/Multifamily- 120 units (4 acres x 

30 units/acre)). General Plan and Zoning designations and land uses adjacent to the Project site are 

summarized in Table 2-1. 

Page 2.0-4 of the Draft E!R is revised as fo!!ows: 

"Vi!!age 1 

Village 1, located along the western boundary of the Project site abutting Quail Ranch Estates to the west 

and Bond Road to the south, includes 135 single-family detached homes with a typical dimension of 60' by 

105' and a minimum lot size of 6,300 square feet (s.f.). The lots abutting Quail Ranch Estates along the 

western property line are sized to match the width of these off-site lots to the extent possible wKll 
eliR=IeRsiaRS raRgiRg fraFR fi~' ta 78' wiete By 11Q' deeJil; these lots mav measure less than 100' deep. provided 
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they comply with the minimum lot size requirement. with the objective to protect existing trees along the 

property line or adjacent property to the extent feasible. 

Village 2 

Village 2 is located to the west of Waterman Road, south of the proposed detention basin and open space, 

and north of Village 3. An open space parcel separates Village 2 from Village 1. Village 2 includes 258 single

family detached homes with a typical dimension of 55' by 105' and a minimum lot size of 5,775 s.f. 

Village 3 

Village 3 is located in the southeast corner of the Project site, adjacent to Village 1 to the west and Village 2 

to the north, and is west of 'vVaterman Road and north of Bond Road. Village 3 is age-restricted to adults 55 

and over. Village 3 includes a maximum of 267 active adult patio homes on a minimumfflieallot size of 

4.60~ s.f. witl::l a typieal EliFReRsieR ef §Q' By 91.§' as measured from the centerline of the internal 

private streets to the rear property line. These homes would be single-family detached and generally one 

story. 

Within the "village core" a lodge facility and clubhouse are proposed. The lodge would have a maximum of 

125 units for independent living, assisted living, and/or memory care for seniors. The approximately 6,500 

s.f. clubhouse and associated swim facility would be located adjacent to the lodge, serving as a recreation, 

community gathering, activity, and information hub for area residents." 

Page 2.0-8 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

"SITE SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND DESIGN GUIDELINES 

The SPA includes the following site specific requirements for Village 1: 

1. Lots abutting the western boundary adjacent to the Quail Ranch community shall 9e a miRim•m ef 
63' 11 119', wit~ have lot widths matching the adjacent off-site lots to the extent possible. These lots 
mav measure less than 100' deep provided they comply with the minimum lot size requirement. 
with the objective being to protect existing trees along the property line or on adjacent property to 
the extent feasible. 

2. Minimum rear yard setback for the primary dwelling for lots adjacent to the Quail Ranch 
community shaii be 20 feet. Deviations to a minimum of iS~ feet may be approved through Master 
Home Plan Design Review when lot width reductions are required under section 4 below. 
Accessory structures shall comply with the development standards of the Citywide Code. 

3. Lots abutting the Quail Ranch neighborhood shall be limited to single story homes. 

4. A solid masonry wall a minimum of six feet in height shall be constructed at the westerly property 
line abutting the Quail Ranch neighborhood. The wall shall be designed to minimize potential 
impacts to off-site trees. Potential solutions include. but are not limited to. pier foundations or 
modifications in lot deoth as orovided in section 1 above. 

5. A pedestrian only connection with Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) with "knockdown" bollards shall 
be extended 110 feet from the terminus of Bob White Court located in the Quail Ranch community 
to the interior street within Village 1. 

6. Lots abutting the detention area and parks (i.e., lot 99) shall have rear yard fence designs that 
enables views of the open space areas while providing security and privacy for the homeowners. 
Wood fences at these locations are prohibited." 
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Page 2.0-8 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

"Patio Hames 
The minimum~ patio home lot size will be 4,60= s.f. (SO' to 60' wide by 92.5' long), with RB "'i"i"'w"' 
rrq:tirrd !nt si?P ;:;aRd maxirnum densities of 8.0 du/ac. Minimum lot width is measured at the front or rear 

setback line. Lot depth is measured from the private street centerline. Front and side setbacks require 18 

feet from the street to garage door, 12 feet from street to front living area, 10 feet from street to covered 

porch, and 12 feet fmm a second frontage street. There is an interior side setback of 5 feet and a rear 

setback of 10 feet will be required. The maximum building height is 30 feet. wit~ t·t~ieal di,.,eRsieR5 ef 6Q' 

wiete by lQ§' eteef3. IFFegwlar lets F'fU't "8F'f freffl tRe ty19ieal etiFReRsiaRs. FraRt, siele, aREI rear yarel setBaelts 
will Be eaRsisteRt witR tl:le RQ § i!BRe, with tl:le eueetatiaR af site speeifie staRelarels f:!FBvieleel By the SPA.;; 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-8 on pages 3.3-28 and 3.3-29 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

"Mitigation Measure 3.3-8: Up to thirty days prior to any ground disturbance activities, the Project Applicant 

shall retain a qualified botanist to conduct confirmation plant survey(s) for Peruvian dodder, Slender Orcutt 
grass, and Sanford's arrowhead. These plants have not been observed on the Project site through previous 
surveys; however, appropriate habitat for these species is present. If the confirmation survey(s) reveal the 
presence of these plants~ then the qualified botanist shall not~ftl the City of Elk Grove and the appropriate 

regulatory agency with jurisdiction over the plant. I( the confirmation survey(s) reveal the presence of these 
o/ants. mitigation measures shall be imolemented to reduce potential impacts to the extent feasible. 

Mitigation shaii inciude reiocationltranspiantinq the piants and/or seed bank that wouid be affected by the 

Proiect to areas proposed tor wetland creation or another approoriate area for either re-establishment after 

construction is complete or for planting. If the confirmation survey(s) do not reveal the presence of these 

plants, then the Project Applicant is free to move forward with ground disturbance activities, subject to all 

permits and other Project mitigation requirements. 

Timing/Implementation: 

Enforcement/f,1onitoring: 

Prior to issuance of grading permits or approval of 
improvement plans~ whichever occurs first. 

City of Elk Grove Planning Department." 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-2 on pages 3.5-12 and 3.5-13 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

"Mitigation Measure 3.5-2: The Project Applicant shall prepare and submit a Post-Construction 

Stormwater Quality Control Plan in accordance with the most recent version of the Stormwater Quality 
Design Manual for the Sacramento Region. Post-construction source and treatment controls shall be 

designed in accordance with the City of Elk Grove Improvement Standards and the Stormwater Quality 
Design Manual. The design of post-construction source and treatment controls shall be submitted for 

approval with the improvement plans regardless of whether they constitute private or public improvements. 

Drainage from all paved surfaces, including streets, parking lots, driveways, and roofs shall be routed either 
through water quality treatment ponds. swales, buffer strips, or sand filters or treated with a filtering system 

prior to discharge off-site to the storm drain system. Landscaping shall be designed to effect some treatment, 
along with the use of a Storm water Management filter to permanently sequester hydrocarbons_. if necessary. 

Permeable pavers and pavement shall be utilized to construct the facilities, where appropriate. 
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A separate maintenance manual describing proper maintenance practices far the specific treatment controls 

to be constructed shall also be submitted. If the maintenance manual needs revisions, Applicant shall make 
the requested revisions in a timeiy manner. 

Timing/Implementation: 

Enforcement/Monitoring: 

Prior to issuance of grading permits or approval of 
improvement plans, whichever occurs first. 

City of Elk Grove Public Works Department." 

The second paragraph on page 3.8-19 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

"The Project has an approved and valid United States Army Corp of Engineers (USACE} 404 permit (No. SPK-

2001-00584) and 401 certification, dated April 2008. This permit outlines the allowable modifications.JQ 

jurisdictional wetlands that will be the primary water quality treatment areas and flood control structure for 

the Project. The existing earthen berms that currently contain this~ jurisdictional wetlands. which will 
serve as water quality treatment and flood control structures. will be reconstructed to modern construction 

standards to provide the necessary water quality (WQ) and Flood Control storage volumes need by the 

Project. These proposed modifications are consistent with the approved 404 permit (Wood Rodgers 2013, 

pg. 3)." 

Page 3.6-22 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

"SUMMARY 

The implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.6-1 would ensure that the Project incorporates all of the 

relevant and applicable measures contained in the Elk Grove CAP. The Project is consistent with the Rural 

Residential, Low Density Residential, and Commercial/Office/Multifamily land use designation assigned to 

the site by the General Plan Land Use Map, as described in Section 3.9. The General Plan land use 

designations would accommodate approximately 1.182~ residential units on the Project site (Low 

Density Residential - 1.022 units (146 acres x 7 units/acre, Rural Residential - 40 units (80 acres x 0.5 

units/acre), and Commercial/Office/Multifamily- 120 units (4 acres x 30 units/acre)).; tihe Project proposes 

660 sing!e family units and up to 125 independent/assisted living units, 'wVhkh is less than the development 

allowed under the adopted land use designations. As such, the cumulative greenhouse gas impacts 

associated with the Project are consistent with the greenhouse gas emissions projections and analysis in the 

Eik Grove Sustain ability Element and Climate Action Pian Subsequent EIR. Implementation of the Project 

would not result in greenhouse gas emissions beyond the levels assumed in the CAP and analyzed in the 
SEIR." 

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1 on page 3.6-21 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

uMitlgatlon Measure 3.6-1.: Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project shall demonstrate 

compliance with the ,fe,\'ewing Climate Action Plan, including, but not limited to, mandatory measures BE-6, 

BE-10, RC-1, RC-2, TACM-5, and TACM-12. 

The Proiect Applicant shall consider incorporating additional recommended GHG Reduction Measures. The 
Project Apolicant shall provide reasons/iustification. in the form of a written letter. for any recommended 

GHG .'?eduction Measu;es (8£-7 and BE-9). that a;e nat inco;po;ated into the P;oiect. This does not auply to 
the mandatorv measures. which must be incorporated. 
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• Ae~'e"e J:ier 1 sf ·,:we 24; Psft 11~ gt=eeR BtJfiBfRg skmdsr-ds te e-:tEee£1 mi~fmum 7=i~le 24 eRef§r 

ejfieieR£-)' stsREisr:Bs By 1.§%. 

IRES~er-ste tRe bl-5e &} eRef§y ejfieieRt s~~Usrt:tees BRri BEftJ•i.pFReRt tRst msxiw~;'re e}fieieR€-)' iR RB\':' 

B~::~i!BiRgs BREI ,fse5'itles. 

1Reerf39•"'ste #le bJ5e sf kigh s'Bede msteriel jsr BI:JkJBer stJr_,fBEe5 tB the §r.este5t e·rk?Rt }essiB!e, 
fREJI::Ifi'Rg BJ:Jt RBt 'iFRited ts fJBF.'~.,JRg ia£5, FReflfBR #3gq.Jers, tB9fiWB)' ir:Rf3CEWBFReRtS, BR£1sf£1eVJSJif5. 

PFell .. f::iR§ sr eeREitJ't jar se.'sr pheteveltBis shs" Be ~I'Bl'iEied iR sU RBR ce&iEieRtis/st-. .. ,ettJ•"'e5. 

1:/ti~e £ltBbtg#t !6Jei'BRt vegets#BR iR iBRfi5EBfJ8 8"=885; SRfi tie5i§R grflfiiR§ impfB\!BFRBRtS tB 

FRBNimize ruRe# :Rte BesfgRsterl 'sRrJ5eepe 9R9 p'sR!er sress. 

Aeitieve s miRiFRb'FR U'9:5te Ehr.ersiBR cste ef b~% .. \'lR•EI:JsilsU Be tieFRBR5'EHl'fefi #u=atJgR ERe PFejeEt'5 

\Hs5te ft.4SRS§er=ReRt PJsR, }9F S1f GBR5trtJl'tiBR Sf'lfi de1RBJ3ti9R SGtiilitJe5. 

P.r-evifie s ssiBr eptiBR Js r '-'s1RelltJ)'eF5. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of building permits 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Elk Grove Planning Department" 

Page 3.8-15 of the Draft EIR is revised to include the following discussion oft he SDMP: 

"STORM DRAINAGE MASTER PLAN 

The City adopted a comprehensive Storm Drainage Master Plan (SDMP) to provide a variety of drainage 

concepts for upgrading the existing storm drainage and flood control collection (SD&FCC) system. The SDMP 

identifies and analyzes the existing drainage deficiencies throughout the City: provides a range of drainage 

concepts for the construction of future facilities required to serve the City at buildout of the General Plan: 

and establishes criteria for selecting and prioritizing projects. 

The SDMP divides the City into specific watershed and subsheds for the purposes of identifying storm 

drainage needs specific to each watershed and/or subshed area. The majority of the Project site is within 

the Whitehouse Creek subshed of the Laguna Creek watershed. except for the southwest corner which is in 

the Laguna Creek subshed of the Laguna Creek Watershed. The SDMP identifies existing and new facilities 

~nd uod~rades tn o:;.erve buildout conditions of the General Plan." 
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The following edits are made to the discussion presented under Impact 3.8-4 on pages 3.8-21 and 

22 of the Draft EIR: 

"Impact 3.8-4: The Project would alter the existing drainage pattern in a manner which 
would not result in flooding, but could create or contribute runoff in excess of the 
capacity of storm water drainage systems. (less than significant with mitigation) 

As described previously, the topography of the Project site slopes from east to west, with a small portion 

draining towards the southwest corner of the Project site. 

The Project proposes drainage features to ensure that runoff would not result in downstream flooding. 

Water quality, including potential impacts associated with erosion, siltation, and pollution, are discussed 
under Impacts 3.8-1 and 3.8-2. 

On-Site Detention- Project Areas Tributary to Whitehouse Creek 

The SDMP addressed the Whitehouse Creek watershed in detail in Chapter 7 of Volume II of the SDMP. The 

SDMP anticipated that the majority of the Project site would drain to the central on-site detention basin and 

then into Whitehouse Creek. While the SDMP identified conceptual drainage facilities for the area. the 

SDMP anticipatert that the actual layout of the system wou!d differ from the conceptual layout in the SDMP 
and that more detailed analysis will be required with development projects when they occur. The 

Preliminary Drainage Plan prepared for the Project provides the detailed analysis and specific drainage 

details and layout for the Proiect site that was anticiPated in the SDiviP. 

Drainage from areas within the Project site that are tributary to Whitehouse Creek would be directed to the 
existing tT1ain central detention basin area. Under existing conditions, the basin area sits full during large 

storm events, overtopping and spilling into the downstream channel system. The Preliminary Drainage Study 

prepared for the Project by Wood Rodgers calculated the increase in storm water elevations that would 

occur with development of the Project. To represent drainage runoff conditions that would occur with 

development of the Project. Wood Rodgers updated the existing conditions hydrology (SacCalc) provided by 

the City to calculate the storm flow over time that would enter the detention area with development of the 

Project. Wood Rodgers then modeled the drainage outlet and storage configuration in HEC-RAS. Storm 

drain calculations were developed using StormCAD to represent the drainage into the proposed detention 
balij,in and intn thP storm drainaPP sv'>tPm cnnnPc.tinP to RnnrJ RnarJ at thP snuthWP'>t cnrnPr nf the PrniPCt 

site. The drainage calculations are included in Appendices A and C of the Preliminary Drainage Study (see 

Appendix D of this Draft EIR for the Preliminary Drainage Study and its appendices). 

The Preliminary Drainage Study found that the 100-year flood condition would produce a maximum water 

surface elevation in the central detention basin of 45.3 feet. In order to accommodate the increased water 

surface elevation, the central drainage basin and associated berms would need to be improved. Vv'hile 

essentially maintaining a similar footprint, the berms would be engineered and reconstructed vertically to 

reserve flood storage above 43 feet elevation up to 4S.3 feet. 

The proposed outlet will be configured to attenuate storm events by constructing four 12-inch outlet pipes 

with an invert elevation of 43 feet embedded in a 40-foot weir with a crest elevation of 44 feet. Downstream 

of this tiered outlet control would be a large box culvert crossing with a 20-foot bottom under the proposed 

roadway to the west of the detention basin, having an invert elevation just below 43 feet, as shown on 

Figure 3.5-4. 
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Under pre-development conditions, the Project site would result in a peak discharge of 217 cubic feet per 

second during a 100-year flood event. Implementation of the Project, including the proposed drainage 

improvements, would result in a peak discharge of 192.5 cubic feet per second during a 100-year flood event 

(Spokely 2013). The Project would result in a decrease in peak discharge during storm events. Impacts 

associated with project areas that are tributary to Whitehouse Creek are less than significant. 

Bond Rood Drainage- Project Areas Tributary to Laguna Creek 

The southwest corner of the Project site drains to the laguna Creek watershed, which is addressed in 

Chapter 4 of the SDMP. West Yost Associates (the author of the SDMP) analyzed drainage from this portion 

of the Project to determine whether the drainage would be accommodated by the improvements to the 

City's drainage system that 'l.tere anticipated ln the SDMP. Drainage from the portion of the southwest 

corner of the Project site that is tributary to laguna Creek, including the proposed residential lots adjacent 

to the Quail Ranch subdivision, would be directed to the Bond Road Trunk pipe and would be conveyed to 

Laguna Creek. The anaiysis of the Bond Road Trunk drainage improvements and resuiting impacts to Laguna 

Creek performed by the West Yost Associates is summarized in the Preliminary Drainage Study prepared for 

the Project by Wood Rodgers. 

West Yost Associates determined that the increased flows in the Bond Road trunk pipe would not have a 

significant effect on laguna Creek. While the Project would result in a 4% increase in the laguna Creek flow 

while the Bond Road trunk pipe is at peak flows, the Bond Road trunk pipe is located in the lower part of the 

laguna Creek watershed. Therefore, the Bond Road trunk pipe will peak well before laguna Creek reaches 

peak flows. At the time laguna Creek is at peak flow, the flows in the Bond Road trunk pipe, including flows 

from the Project site, will have receded. Thus, any changes in laguna Creek flows associated to the Bond 

Road trunk pipe are negligible. 

While the effects on laguna Creek would be negligible, there are existing deficiencies in the Bond Road 

drainage system identified in the City's SDMPQraiRage Master PlaR. The City wide SDMPDraiRage Master 

~ identified existing deficiencies in the trunk drainage system in Bond Roado In this study there was a 

portion of the Project Site that was tributary to the Bond Road Trunk Drainage System that was excluded 

from the approved plan. The City has confirmed that this area should be added to the Bond Road Trunk 

Drainage System. 

As described above, the Project would not result in significant increases in flow to Whitehouse Creek and 

Laguna Creek. By conveying Project drainage to the on-site central detention basin and to the Bond Road 

trunk pipe, the Project would not result in increases in run-off to adjacent properties. However, the existing 

Bond Road drainage system has deficiencies that require mitigation. Impacts to the Bond Road trunk pipe 

are potentially significant." 

Page 3.9-7 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

"The Project proposes extensive open space uses, including a 68.1-acre wetland habitat preservation area, 

10.3 acres of open space lots, a 14.7-acre stormwater detention area, and a 0.6-acre overland stormwater 

release area. The Project also proposes 8.3 acres of parks and trails. The open space/habitat preserve and 
parks uses in the northern portion of the Project site are allowed in the Rural Residential designation. The 

Project site vJou!d accommodate up to 1.182 residential units under the adopted Genera! Plan !and use 

designations and approximately 1,022 residential units ~Reier tRe aEJepteEJ GeReral PlaR laRel t:~se 

elesigRatieRs, aRel tRis is tRe aFRB~Rt ef elevelspFReRt that was anticipated for the Project site in the General 

Pian EIR. The Project proposes 660 singie famiiy units and up io 125 independentiassisted iiving units, which 

is less than the development allowed under the adopted land use designations. The Village Core uses (the 
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clubhouse, swimming atrium, and up to 125 independent/assisted living units) are consistent with the uses 

allowed by the Commercial/Office/Multi-Family designation. The Project does not propose growth beyond 

the areas envisioned for urbanization on the Land Use Map. The Project would shift the 

Commercial/Office/Multi-Family uses from the southeast corner of the Project site to an area within Village 

3, as allowed by Policy LU-5 and described below." 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 on page 3.10-11 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

0 Mitigatlon Measure 3.10-1: Development plans for the Project shall include the fallowing noise 
attenuation features: 

A uniform l!J-foat tall noise barrier should be constructed along the south property lines of all 
proposed residential uses adjacent to Bond Road to reduce future traffic noise levels to 60 dB Ldn 
or less within proposed backyards. The barrier shall have an earthen berm base and the upper 
portion shall be constructed of solid materials, such as a masonry wall, esr"£ReR Ben:t:~, er 
esRJBiRs!iBFI ef tRe twa, and shall wrap at the ends as indicated in Figure 3.10-1. Landscaping. 
such as dense hedges or bushes. shall be planted in front of the saundwall to minimize unbroken 
views of the soundwall. 

A uniform 6-foot toll noise barrier shall be constructed along the eastern property lines of 
i/v'aterman Road to reduce future traffic noise ieveis to 60 dB Ldn or iess at proposed backyard 
areas located adjacent to that roadway. The barrier shall be constructed of solid materials, such as 
a masonry wall, earthen berm, or combination of the twa, and shall wrap at the ends as indicated 
in Figure 3.10-1. 

Timing/Implementation: 

Enforcement/Monitoring: 

Prior to issuance of building permits. 

City of Elk Grove Planning Department." 

I The significance conclusion for Impact 3.10-2 on page 3.10-12 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

"SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

To determine the effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 3.10-1, Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. evaluated 

the sound reduction that would occur with implementation of solid noise barriers adjacent to Bond Road 

and Waterman Road. The FHWA Model traffic noise barrier insertion loss methodology was used to 

determine the noise reduction which would be provided by noise barriers of various heights. The 

summarized results of the FHWA barrier analysis for the proposed residences located nearest to Bond Road 

and Waterman Road are contained in Table 3.10-7. As shown in Table 3.10-7 data, a noise barrier zg feet in 

height along Bond Road would reduce exterior noise levels along Bond Road to 6.£'1 dB Ldn. which is within 

the conditionally acceptable range of 65 dB Ldn identified in footnote 3 of General Plan Table NO-C and. 

combined with MM demonstrates a practical application of the best-available noise reduction measures. A 

noise barrier of 6 feet along Waterman Road will reduce exterior traffic noise levels to 55 to 58 dB Ldn. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 would reduce potential impacts to Project residents 

associated with exterior noise levels associated with traffic noise to less than significant." 

The following revisions is made to page 3.12-11 of the Draft EIR: 

"The General Plan land use designations on the Project site, as described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, 

allow for up to 1,182= units. The Draft EIR for the City of Elk Grove General Plan assumed full buildout of 

the Project site~ The Project proposes 659 single family units and 125 independent, assisted, or memory 

care multi-family units in the Village 3 Core Lodge for a total of 784 units. The Project would result in 
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39s;98 fewer units than allowed by the General Plan land use designations and fewer units than analyzed in 

the General Plan EIR." 

The following revisions are made to pages 3.12-15 and 3.12-16 of the Draft EIR regarding the 

Settlement Agreement: 

,,.___...,._..? 1?_?. o ..... ..,. ..... H..,.J• .... .,...,.,f1.; ... .,.,..ui•J.. .,..., ..,....,....,J;i.,. .... J..).,. ...,.)..,..,. ,,....J;..,.,..,I"o nor..,.,);..,.,.. 
J.III}'CI.'-11. .Jio.A.""-""• J. U'ILIL.IJ.ILIQJ. ILU '-U'U.J.II'-'IL 'l''l'lli.IJ. U.J,J. U.J-"J-"I.U.U.UJ."-' p•u.J.IJ Ul UIIIU.II .... '-J "I t'UII'-,1 

establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation 
system: Freeways. (Significant and Unavoidable) 
As previously discussed, bottleneck locations exist on SR 99 and 1-5 that cause congested conditions (i.e., 
vehicle speed of 3S miles per hour or less) on these facilities northbound in the morning and 
southbound in the evening. The Project would add traffic to these commute corridors, which would 
exacerbate already congested conditions. 

This is considered a significant impact based on the Caltrans evaluation criteria. However, this would not 

be an impact based on the City of Elk Gmve evaluation criteria, since the Project would add less than 
SOD vehicle trips per day to SR 99, which would not increase the volume to capacity ratio by O.OS or 
more or increase the volume on SR 99 by more than 5 percent. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

To mitigate impacts based on the Caltrans evaluation criteria, the Project Applicant should pay its fair
share of the cost for mobility enhancements consistent with those identified in the most current version 

of the State Route 99 & Interstate S CSMP. Table 13 of the CSMP identifies that the construction of 
bus/carpool lanes on 1-S from US SO to Elk Grove Boulevard is fully funded. Another improvement that 
would improve SR 99, and potentially 1-5, operations is construction of carpool lanes on 1-5 from Elk 

Grove to the San Joaquin County line; this is identified as a visionary project in Table 14 of the CSMP 
with no estimate of cost or identified method of funding. The CSMP does not identify capital projects in 
either Table 13 or 14 to add additional lanes or other improvements on SR 99 in the vicinity of the City 
that would improve the existing and planned congested conditions. Construction and implementation 
of necessary improvements is uncertain because the implementation of such improvements is outside 
of the City's jurisdiction. While implementation of capital and operational mobility enhancements 
would lessen the significant impact associated with 1-S and SR 99, there is not an enforceable fee 
program that has been adopted by Caltrans and there is no mechanism in place to collect adequate 
funds for the improvements and ensure that the funds are used to construct the necessary 
improvements. Consequently, the mitigation is not feasible. 

In addition, even with implementation of capital and operational mobility enhancements, some impacts 

would still remain significant because acceptable levels of service will not be achieved as indicated by 
the Concept LOS on SR 99 and 1-S, which is LOS F in the study area. 

Successful implementation of some of the proposed improvements identified in the CSiviP wiii require 
the cooperation of third party agencies (Caltrans, Sacramento, County, or City of Sacramento) over 
which Elk Grove has no control. For this latter reason, Elk Grove is conservatively acknowledging the 
possibiiity that, despite its own commitment to work with Caltrans, mutually acceptable 
accommodation may not be reached. 

The Project is subject to the Settlement Aareement and Release of All Claims (Sett!PmPnt APreement) 

entered into by Caltrans, the City, and Centex Homes. Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement. the 
Project is required to pay an Interim Regional Roadway Fee of $2.500 for each building permit issued for 
a residential unit in the Proiect. The !nterim Region::~! Rnadway Fee wi!! hP cni!PCtPd 1mti! thP Citv 
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formally adopts a Permanent Regional Roadway Fee (Permanent Feel or until all residential building 
permits have been issued for the Project. whichever occurs first. 

The Interim Regional Roadway Fee will be used to fund designated regional traffic improvements to the 
State highway system. as agreed upon by the City and Caltrans. At this time. no specific improvements 
h;:~vp bPen idPntifiPd nnr h;;~,., thP timing: for anv imnrovPmPnt ... bePn idf"ntifiPd, PavmPnt of thP !ntPrim 

Regional Roadway Fee would assist in reducing the Project's impacts to the State highway system by 
contributing towards improvements to SR 99 and/or 1-S. However. since there is no nexus between the 
fpp and the soecific imoar:t~ of the Proiect and because no soPcific imorovements. or timing of 
improvements have been identified. the Interim Regional Roadway Fee would not reduce impacts to 
less than significant. 

With regard to fair-share contributions. such as the Interim Regional Roadway Fee. the fair-share fee 
can only be considered feasible mitigation if the lead agency has sufficient evidence in the record to find 
that the fee program is sufficiently certain and can be implemented over a defined period of time. As 
neither the City nor Caltrans have a program to implement mitigation or improvements that would be 
applicable to the Project. no fair-share mitigation is feasible for the Project. Moreover. there is no 
evidence that Caltrans has any duty to construct the mitigation improvements that would fully mitigate 
potential impacts associated with the Project. or that it has made a definite commitment regarding the 
timing of the implementation of such improvements. 

As there is no mechanism to implement the improvements identified in the CSMP. as previously 

discussed, and as the specific improvements and timing of improvements that would be funded through 
the Interim Regional Roadway Fee funds have not yet been identified SYffi, this impact is considered 
significant and unavoidabie, and as described above, there is no feasibie mitigation avaiiabie to the City 
to reduce this impact to a less than significant level." 

The description of Alternative 2 on pages 5.0-3 and 5.0-4 of the Draft EiR is revised as foiiows: 

"Alternative 2: Reduced Density and Reconfigured Project Alternative. Alternative 2 would avoid 

the significant and unavoidable impact to the Northern Hardpan Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool 

complex on the Project site through avoiding all wetland, riparian, vernal pool, and drainage 

features. Preservation easements, prohibiting access and disturbance, would be placed around all 

wetland, riparian, vernal pool, and drainage features. There would be no wetland conservation 

area and the detention basin would be under a preservation easement. An alternative detention 

basin wou!d be constructed to the east of the current site of the detention basin. This V..'ou!d 

require removal of adequate fill to provide detention to the Alternative 2 lots. Under this 

alternative, various lots would be removed and lot sizes would generally be made larger to 

accommodate the preservation easements. The park sites wouid be reduced to approximateiy 3.25 

acres and the north-south component of the e~eR s~aee trails would be removed. 

The land area of Village 1-A Lots 1 through 60 would be developed under this alternative; however, 

the area would be configured to havel§ lets YJBYIEI 9e FeFAeveEI iA eFEieF te FAal~e bets 1 tl:ueygl::l 45 

lots to allow larger lot sizes in order to accommodate preservation easements. Village 1 Lots 66 

through 83 would also remain. Village 1 Lots 85 through 99 would be removed. 

The l;:md ~rP~ nf Village 1-B Lots 1 through 36 wou!d remain, but wou!d be rPconfigured to have 26 

lotsFe~•ee~ ~~· lQ lets in order to provide larger lot sizes to accommodate the preservation 

easements. Village 2 would also be extended northward to include another 15 lots. Village 2 lots 

would be accessed by Campbell and Bond Roads. The Campbell Road access would provide access 
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to lots that would avoid wetland impacts that would occur in association with extending a street 

from Bond Road. 

Village 2 Lots 1 through 62 would be removed to accommodate the relocated detention basin. 

Village 2 Lots 69 through 196 would be re=Mured to accommodate 3 single family lots in 

association with Village 2 and to FRestly be reR=Ie"ed te accommodate relocated Village 3. ~ewever, 

A total of 10 single family lots would remain in Village 2 and would be spread throughout the 

northern and centra! portion of the slte. 

The Village Core uses and 40 patio lots would be relocated to be accessed from Waterman Road. 

P:Reti=ler 60 patio iots in Viiiage 3 13atia iets wouid remain in the southeast corner of the site to be 

accessed by Bond Road. 

Alternative 2 would result in 111 single-family lots, 100 patio homes, and an independent, assisted, 

and/or memory-care multifamily lodge of up to 125 units. The Village 3 clubhouse and swimming 

pool would be constructed, but the clubhouse would be smaller." 

The description of Alternative 2 on page 5.0-7 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

"Alternative 2 was created to avoid significant and unavoidable impacts to biological resources. 

Alternative 2 would preserve the wetland, riparian, vernal pool, creek, and drainage features on the 

proposed residential lots. Lot sizes would be larger, where necessary, to accommodate the 

permanent preservation easements. Alternative 2 significantly reconfigures the Project design and 

would result in the removal of 449 singie-famiiy residentiai units, approximateiy 2 acres of parks, 

and the 68-1 acre wetland conservation area, and the proposed etaeR staaee/trail uses would be 

reconfigured. Alternative 2 would result in 111 single-family lots, 100 patio homes, and the Village 3 

independent, assisted, and/or memory-care multifamily lodge and clubhouse." 
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Preface 

Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. They 
highlight soil limitations thai affect various land uses and provide information about 
the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for many 
different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban planners, 
communiiy officiais, engineers, deveiopers, builders, and home buyers. Aiso, 
conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste disposal, 
and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand, protect, or enhance 
the environment. 

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose 
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil properties 
that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. The information 
is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of soil limitations on 
various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for identifying and complying 
with existing laws and regulations. 

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area 
planning; on site investigation is needed to supplement this information in some cases. 
Examples include soil quality assessments (http://soils.usda.gov/sqi/) and certain 
conservation and engineering applications. For more detailed information, contact 
your local USDA Service Center (http://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app? 
agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil Scientist (http://soils.usda.gov/contact/ 
state_ offices/). 

Great differences in soli properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are 
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a 
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as septic 
tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to basements or 
underground installations. 

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States Department 
of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the Agricultural 
Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National Cooperative Soil 
Survey. 

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available 
through the NRCS Soil Data Mart Web site or the NRCS Web Soil Survey. The Soil 
Data Mart is the data storage site for the official soil survey information. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs 
and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where 
applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual 
orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a part of an 
individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited 
bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means 

2 



for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should 
contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). To file a 
compiaint of discrirnination, write to USDA, Director, Office of Civii Rights, 1400 
Independence Avenue, f?.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or call (800) 795-3272 
(voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and 
employei. 
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How Soil Surveys Are Made 

Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous areas 
in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous areas and 
their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and limitations 
affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length, and shape of 
the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and native plants; and 
the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil profiles. A soil profile is 
the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The profile extends from the 
surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the soii formed or from the 
surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is devoid of roots and other 
living organisms and has not been changed by other biological activity. 

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource areas 
(MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that share 
common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water resources, 
soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey areas typically 
consist of parts of one or more MLRA. 

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a sur,;ey area occur in an orderly pattern that is 
related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the area. 
Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind of 
landform or 'Nith a segment of the landform. By observing the soi!s and miscellaneous 
areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific segments of the 
landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they were formed. Thus, 
during mapping, this mode! enables the soil scientist to predict with a considerable 
degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a specific location on the 
landscape. 

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their 
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil 
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only 
a iimited number of soii proiiies. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented by 
an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to verify 
predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries. 

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They 
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock 
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them to 
identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their 
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units). 
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soil 
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for 
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic 
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character of 
soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil 
scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that 
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and 
research. 

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the 
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that have 
similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a unique 
combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable 
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components of 
the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes 
the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such landforms and 
landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the development of 
resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite investigation is 
needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas. 

So!! scientists make many fie!d observations in the process of producing a sci! map. 
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of 
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape, and 
experience of the soi! scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the soil
landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at specific 
locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller number of 
measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded. These 
measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color, depth to 
bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for content of 
sand, silt, clay, salt. and other components. Properties of each soil typically vary from 
one point to another across the landscape. 

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of 
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct 
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit 
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other 
properties. 

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally 
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists interpret 
the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed characteristics 
and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the soils under different 
uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through observation of the soils 
in different uses and under different ieveis of management. Some interpretations are 
modified to fit local conditions, and some new interpretations are developed to meet 
local needs. Data are assembled from other sources, such as research infonmation, 
production records, and fieid experience oi specialists. For example, data on crop 
yields under defined levels of management are assembled from farm records and from 
field or plot experiments on the same kinds of soil. 

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on such 
variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over long 
periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example, soil 
scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will have 
a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict that a 
high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date. 

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the 
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and 
identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings, fields, 
roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately. 
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Soil Map 

The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of soil 
map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols 
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to 
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit. 
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This product is generated from the USOA-NRCS certiified data as of 
the version date(s) listed below. 

Soil Survey Area: 
Survey An~a Data: 

Sacramento County, California 
Version 10, Aug 31, 2009 

Date(s) ae·rial images were photographed: 6/29/2005 

The orthophoto or other base rnap on whi1::h the soil lines were 
compiled cmd digitized probably differs from the bacJ.;ground 
imagery displayed on these maps. As a re!sult, some minor shifting 
of map unit boundari1es may be evident. 
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Map Unit Legend 

Sacramento Count;, California (CAD67j 

Map Unit Symbol [ Map Unit Name I Acres in AOI J Percent of AOI 

1198 I Redding gravelly loam, 0 to 8 percent slopes 208.51 95.9% I 

I San Joaquin sitt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes ------7-_-a+-I--------3-.6-,---1Vo I 

I sa_~_J_o_a_quin-Durixeralfs complex, 0 to 1 percent 1.1 ~---------0-.5-%--1 216 

rT_o_ta_ls_f_o_r_A-re_a_o_f_ln-t-er-es~t-_•_'"-""_• ___ ---------- ------2-17-.-5~--- ____ 1_0_0-.0-%--11 

Map Unit Descriptions 

The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the soils 
or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along with the 
maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit. 

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more 
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named 
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic 
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the landscape, 
however, the soi!s are natura! phenomena, and they have the characteristic variability 
of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some observed properties may extend 
beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class. Areas of soils of a single taxonomic 
class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without including areas of other taxonomic 
classes. Consequently, every map unit is made up of the soils or miscellaneous areas 
for which it is named and some minor components that belong to taxonomic classes 
other than those of the major soils. 

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the 
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called 
nonconirasiing, or simiiar, componenis. They may or may noi be meniioned in a 
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties 
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different 
management. These aie called contiastlng, Oi dissimilai, components. They geneially 
are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the scale used. 
Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas are identified 
by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a given area, the 
contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit descriptions along with 
some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor components may not have been 
observed, and consequently they are not mentioned in the descriptions, especia!!y 
where the pattern was so complex that it was impractical to make enough observations 
to identify all the soils and miscellaneous areas on the landscape. 

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way dlmimshes the usefulness 
or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate pure taxonomic 
classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that 
have simiiar use and management requirements. The deiineation oi such segments 
on the map provides sufficient information for the development of resource plans. If 
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intensive use of small areas is planned, however, onsite investigation is needed to 
define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas. 

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions. Each 
description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil properties 
and qualities. 

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for 
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major horizons 
that are similar in composition; thickness, and arrangement. 

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness, salinity, 
degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the basis of such 
differences, a soii series is divided into soil phases. Most oi the areas shown on the 
detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase commonly 
indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha silt loam, 0 
to 2 peicent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha seiies. 

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas. 
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups. 

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate 
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps. The 
pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar in a!! 
areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example. 

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or 
misceiianeous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because oi present or 
anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered practical 
or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The pattern and 
reiaiive proportion of the soiis or misceiianeous areas are somewhat similar. Alpha
Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example. 

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas that 
could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar 
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion of 
the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can be 
made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made up 
of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example. 

Some sur-Jeys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have !itt!e or no soi! materia! 
and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example. 
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Sacramento County, California 

198-Redding gravelly loam, 0 to 8 percent slopes 

Map Unit Setting 
Elevation: 100 to 1,500 feet 
Mean annual precipitation: 14 to 25 inches 
Mean annual air temperature: 61 to 63 degrees F 
Frost-free period: 230 to 320 days 

Map Unit Composition 
Redding and similar soils: 75 percent 
Minor components: 25 percent 

Description of Redding 

Setting 
Landform: Terraces 
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope 
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread 
Do'Nn-s!ope shape: Linear 
Across-slope shape: Linear 
Parent material: Gravelly alluvium 

Properties and qualities 
Slope: 0 to 8 percent 
Depth to restrictive feature: 28 to 66 inches to duripan 
Drainage ciass: Moderaieiy weii drained 
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low (0.00 to 0.00 in/ 

hr) 
Depth to water tabie.~ More than 80 inches 
Frequency of flooding: None 
Frequency of ponding: None 
Available wate;capacity: Very low (about 2.9 inches) 

Interpretive groups 
Land capability classification (irrigated): 4e 
Land capability (nonirrigated): 4e 
Ecological site: GRAVELLY LOAMY (R017XD090CA) 

Typical profile 
0 to 7 inches: Gravelly loam 
7 to 20 inches: Gravelly loam 
20 to 28 inches: Grave!!y c!ay !oam 
28 to 66 inches: Indurated 

Minor Components 

Corning 
Percent of map unit: 4 percent 

Hicksville 
Percent of map unit: 4 percent 

Keyes 
Percent of map unit: 4 percent 
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Pardee 
Percent of map unit: 4 percent 

Xerorthents 
Percent of map unit: 4 percent 

Unnamed 
Percent of map unit: 1 percent 
Landform: Depressions 

Durixeralfs 
Percent of map unit: 1 percent 

Xerarents 
Percent of map unit: 1 percent 

Hardpan below 40 inches 
Percent of map unit: 1 percent 

Steeper slopes, unnamed 
Percent of map unit: 1 percent 

214--San Joaquin silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes 

Map Unit Setting 
Elevation: 20 to 500 feet 
Mean annual precipitation: 1 0 to 22 inches 
Mean annual air temperature~· 61 to 63 degrees F 
Frost-free period: 250 to 300 days 

Map Unit Composition 
San joaquin and similar soils: 85 percent 
Minor components: 15 percent 

Description of San Joaquin 

Setting 
Landform: Terraces 
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope 
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread 
Down-slope sl1ape: Linear 
Across-slope shape: Linear 
Parent material: Alluvium derived from granite 

Properties and qualities 
Slope: 0 to 3 percent 
Depth to restrictive feature: 28 to 54 inches to duripan 
Drainage ciass: Moderaieiy weii drained 
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low (0.00 to 0.00 in/ 

hr) 
Depth to water tabie.· More than 60 inches 
Frequency of flooding: None 
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Frequency of pending: None 
Available water capacity: Low (about 3.7 inches) 

Interpretive groups 
Land capability classification (irrigated): 3s 
Land capability (nonirrigated): 3s 
Ecological site: LOAMY (R017XD045CA) 

Typical profile 
0 to 23 inclu~s: Silt loam 
23 to 28 inches: Clay loam 
28 to 54 inches: Indurated 
54 to 60 inches: Stratified sandy !cam to !oam 

Minor Components 

Galt 
Percent of map unit: 4 percent 
Landform: Depressions 

Bruella 
Percent of map unit: 4 percent 

Hedge 
Percent of map unit: 3 percent 

Kimball 
Percent of map unit: 3 percent 

Rarely flooded, unnamed 
Percent of map unit: 1 percent 

216-San Joaquin-Durixeralfs complex, 0 to 1 percent slopes 

Map Unit Setting 
Elevation: 20 to 500 feet 
Mean annual precipitation: 1 0 to 22 inches 
Mean annual air temperature: 61 to 63 degrees F 
Frost-free period: 250 to 300 days 

Map Unit Composition 
San joaquin and similar soils: 55 percent 
Durixeralfs and similar soils: 35 percent 
Minor components: 1 0 percent 

Description of San Joaquin 

Setting 
Landform: Terraces 
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope 
Landform position (three~dimensiona!): Tread 
Down-slope shape: Linear 
Across-slope shape: Linear 
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Parent material: Alluvium derived from granite 

Properties and qualities 
Slope: 0 to 1 percent 
Depth to restrictive feature: 28 to 54 inches to duripan 
Drainage class: Moderately well drained 
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low (0.00 to 0. 00 in/ 

hr) 
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches 
Frequency of fiooding: None 
Frequency of ponding: None 
Available water capacity: Low (about 3.7 inches) 

Interpretive groups 
Land capability classification (irrigated): 4s 
Land capability (nonirrigated): 4s 

Typical profile 
0 to 23 inches: Silt loam 
23 to 28 inches: Clay loam 
28 to 54 inches: Indurated 
54 to 60 inches: Stratified sandy loam to loam 

Description of Durixeralfs 

Setting 
Landform: Terraces 
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope 
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread 
Down-slope shape: Linear 
Across-slope shape: Linear 
Parent material: Alluvium derived from granite 

Properties and qualities 
Slope: 0 to 1 percent 
Depth to restrictive feature: 20 to 60 inches to duripan 
Drainage class: Well drained 
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low (0.00 to 0.00 in/ 

hr) 
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches 
Frequency of flooding: None 
Frequency of ponding: None 
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm) 
Available water capacity: Very low (about 2.9 inches) 

Interpretive groups 
Land capability classification (irrigated): 4s 
Land capability (nonirrigated): 4s 

Typicai proiiie 
0 to 6 inches: Clay 
6 to 20 inches: Clay loam 
20 to 60 incl;es: lnduiated 

Minor Components 

Galt 
Percent of map unit: 4 percent 
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Landform: Depressions 

Kimball 
Percent of map unit: 4 percent 

Xerarents 
Percent of map unit: 2 percent 
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EXHIBITC 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 

CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE SILVERADO VILLAGE PROJECT 
REQUIRED UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONf'.1ENTAL QUALITY ACT 

(Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The City of Elk Grove (City), as lead agency, has prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for 
Silverado Viiiage Project (Project), State Clearinghouse No. 2013012060. The EiR consists of the 
Draft EIR and the Final EIR. The EIR is a project-level EIR pursuant to Section 15161 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and analyzes the significant effects on the 
environment of the Project. 

CEQA requires the City as the lead agency to: 1) make written findings when it approves a project 
for which an environmental impact report (EIR) was certified, and 2) identify overriding 
considerations for significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the EIR. 

These findings explain how the City, as the lead agency, approached the significant and potentially 
significant impacts identified in the EIR prepared for the Project. The statement of overriding 
considerations identifies economic, social, technological, and other benefits of the Project that 
override any significant environmental impacts that would result from the Project. 

As required under CEQA, the Finai EiR describes the Project, adverse environmental impacts of the 
project, and mitigation measures and alternatives that would substantially reduce or avoid those 
impacts. The information and conclusions contained in the EIR reflect the City's independent 
judgment regarding the potential adverse environmental impacts of the Project. 

The Final EIR (which includes the Draft EIR, comments on the Draft EIR, responses to comments, and 
revisions to the Draft EIR) for the Project, examined several alternatives to the Project that were not 
chosen as part of the approved project (the No Project Alternative, Reduced Density and 
Reconfigured Project Alternative, and Reconfigured Project Alternative). 

The Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth below ("Findings") are presented 
for adoption by the City Council, as the City's findings undei CEQA (Public Resouices Code, Section 
21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.) 
relating to the Project. The Findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of this City Council 
regarding the Project's environmental impacts, mitigation measures, alternatives to the Project, and 
the overriding considerations, which in this City Council's view, justify approval of the Project, 
despite its environmental effects. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project proposes a 230-acre residential community located north of Bond Road and west of 
Waterman Road within the incorporated boundary of the City (APNs 127-0010-104, 127-0010-105, 
127-0010-017, 127-0010-002, 127-0010-040, and 127-0010-106). 

OVERVIEW 

The Project proposes 651 single family units, up to 125 independent/assisted living/memory care · 
units, a community clubhouse, an 11.4-acre park and trail system, 93.7 acres of open space, 
including a 67.6-acre wetland preservation area and 14.7 acre detention basin, and supporting 
infrastructure. Figures 2-3 and 2-4 of the Draft E!R depict the key Project characteristics and Tab!e 

2-2 of the Draft EIR summarizes the proposed uses. 

The Project site is designated by the Genera! P!an Land Use Policy f'-l!ap as Rura! Residential, LC\,AJ 

Density Residential, and Commercial/Office/Multi-Family. The Project site is zoned RD-2, RD-4, RD-
5, RD- 5(F), and 0. 

The residential component of the Project would be developed in three villages. Villages 1 and 2 
would include 390 single family residential uses. Village 3 would be a private senior community, 
with 261 single family patio homes, up to 125 units for independent, assisted, and/or memory-care 
in a multifamily lodge, and a Village clubhouse, atrium, and swimming pool. The lodge and 
clubhouse facilities would include retail, office, medical, and commercial uses to serve the senior 
community. 

Primary access wou!d be from Bond and Waterman Roads. There wou!d a!so be a secondary point 

of access from Bond Road. The Project includes pedestrian and bicycle features to provide both 
internal connectivity as well as connections to adjacent bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Two 
emergency vehicle accesses would be provided. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

As set forth in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR (p. 2.0-2), the City has identified the following objectives 
for Project: 

• Create a high-quality residential development that is consistent with the General Plan; 

• Provide a residential development that would assist the City in meeting its housing needs, 
including a range of housing types to serve the senior population; 

• Emphasize preservation of open space and sensitive habitats; 

e Implement the City's Trail System Master Plan through providing an on-site trails network 

that is accessible by the general public and provides opportunities for connectivity with 
future trails on adjacent property; and 

• Create a dual purpose stormwater/open space area. 
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As set forth in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR (pp. 2.0-2 and 2.0-3), the Project applicant, Vintara 
Holdings LLC/Silverado Homes, has submitted the following Project Objectives for the Project: 

• Consistency with the General Plan; 

• Compatibility with adjacent neighborhoods; 

• Respect the Project site's existing natural features; and 

• Creation of a unique age-restricted community that provides a mix of housing types and 
amenities, including the village core, club house, and swim facility. 

DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS 

The discretionary actions by the City, as lead agency, that are required to fully implement the 
Project are listed below. 

• Certification of the EIR; 

• Estabiishment of the Siiverado Viiiage Speciai Pianning Area (Silverado Viiiage SPA) which 

will establish development standards, design guidelines, and allowed uses for the Project 
site, as provided by Section 23.16.100 ofthe City's Municipal Code; 

• A rezone of the Project site from the existing zoning of RD-2, RD-4, RD-5, and Open Space to 
Silverado Village SPA; 

• A Tentative Subdivision Map to subdivide the Project site to accommodate: 

o 651 single-family residential lots on 115.1 acres; 

o An age restricted-multi-family lodge of up to 125 units and Village Center on 5.1 
acres; 

o 67.6 acres of open space and nature preservation area; 

o Up to 5.5 acres of parks; 

o 3.5 acres of landscape entry/corridors; 

o A stormwater detention area of 14.8 acres and overland release area of 0.6 acres; 
and 

o 5.5 acres of roads; 

• A Development Agreement requiring the Project to conform to the Silverado Village SPA; 
and. 

• Design ;eview. 

Permits and approvals that the Applicant has obtained or may be required to obtain from 
responsible and federal agencies include, but are not limited to: 
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• California Department of Fish & Wildlife - 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement. 
Agreement. 

• Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board - General Permit for Discharges of 
Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
approval prior to construction activities, and permitting of isolated wetlands under the 
State's Porter-Cologne Act. 

• Central Valley Flood Protection Board- Board permit for activities associated with laguna 
Creek. 

• Elk Grove Water District- Water Supply Assessment. 

• Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District - Approval of construction
related air quality permits. 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers- Issuance of 404 permit under the Clean Water Act for the 
discharge of fill material into waters of the United States and use of seasonal wetlands as a 
detention basin; and 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service -Consultation under the Endangered Species Act to determine 
impacts to special-status species and !ncidenta! Take Statement. 

III. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

In accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City circulated a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) of an EIR for the Project on January 25, 2013 to trustee and responsible agencies, the State 
Ciearinghouse, and the pubiic. A pubiic scoping meeting was heid on February 8, 2013 to present 

the Project description to the public and interested agencies, and to receive comments from the 
public and interested agencies regarding the scope of the environmental analysis to be included in 
the Draft EIR. Concerns raised in response to the NOP were considered during preparation of the 
Draft EIR. The NOP and comments provided by interested parties in response to the NOP are 
presented in Appendix A of the Draft E!R. 

The City provided the State Clearinghouse with the Notice of Completion (NOC) and Draft EIR for 
review on September 27, 2013. The City published a public notice of availability (NCA) for the Draft 
EIR on September 27, 2013, inviting comment from the general public, trustee agencies, responsible 
agencies, organizations, and other interested parties. The Draft EIR was available for review from 
September 27 through November 11, 2013. The City's Planning Commission received comments on 
the Draft EIR at its meeting on November 7, 2013. 

The Draft EIR contains a description of the Project, description of the environmental setting, 
identification of project impacts, and mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant, as 
well as an analysis of project alternatives, identification of significant irreversible environmental 

changes, growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts. The Draft EIR identifies issues 
determined to have no impact or a less than significant impact, and provides detailed analysis of 
potentiaiiy significant and significant impacts. Comments received in response to the NOP were 
considered in preparing the analysis in the Draft EIR. 
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The City received oral comments at the November 7, 2013 Planning Commission meeting and 
received 48 comment letters regarding the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088, the Final EIR responds to the written comments received as required by CEQA and identifies 
edits to the Draft EIR. 

The City will review and consider the Final EIR. If the City finds that the Final EIR is "adequate and 
complete", the City Council may certify the Final EIR in accordance with CEQA. Upon review and 
consideration of the Final EIR, the City Council may take action to approve, revise, or reject the 
Project. 

A Mitigation Monitoring Program would also be adopted in accordance with Public Resources Code 

Section 21081.6(a) and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 for mitigation measures that have 
been incorporated into or imposed upon the project to reduce or avoid significant effects on the 
environment. This iviitigation Monitoring Program will be designed to ensure that these measures 
are carried out during project implementation, in a manner that is consistent with the EIR. 

IV. GENERAL FINDINGS 

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS AND CUSTODIAN OF RECORD 

For purposes of CEQA and the findings set forth herein, the record of proceedings for the City's 
findings and determinations consists of the following documents and testimony, at a minimum: 

• The NOP and all other public notices issued by the City in relation to the Project (e.g., Notice 
of Availability). 

• The Silverado Village Draft EIR and Final EIR and technical materials cited in the documents. 

• All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the comment period 
on the NOP (Draft EIR Appendix A); 

• All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the comment period 
on the Draft EIR (Final EIR Chapter 2.0); 

• All non-draft and/or non-confidential reports and memoranda prepared by the City and 
consultants in relation to the EIR. 
1\Ainoo+.or .,. ... rl +r-:>ncrrintc nf tho rlicro1ccinnc ron::~rrlino tht:to Drnio.rt ::~nrl/nr Drnit:~ort rnmnnnPntc: 
IYIIIIUl.'"-.l' UIIU .. lUll_.._, 'I"'"'"'._., "' ,._. ..,,_. ... ..,_._.,...,, ,_. '._b..,'..,., 'b "' ""' ' '..,} ... '"'" ..,, ,..,, ..,, ' '...,}._ ..... -~•• •r--• , ... , '"-

at public hearings held by the City. 

• The Elk Grove General Plan; 

• Elk Grove Municipal Code Title 23, Zoning, and all other Municipal Code provisions cited in 
materials prepared by or submitted to the City; 

• <;t~ff rPnnrt< ~«ndated with Citv Council and Plannin2 Commission meetin2s on the Proiect. ----· ·-r-·-- ----------- ---- - -, - ..... ..... .. 

• Any and all resolutions adopted by the City regarding the Project, and all staff reports, 
analyses, and summaries related to the adoption of those resolutions; and 

• Those categories of materials identified in Public Resources Code Section 21167.6. 

The City Council has relied on all of the documents listed above in reaching its decision on the 
Project, even if not every document was formally presented to the City Council or delivered to City 

Staff and stored in City files specifically generated in connection with the Project. 
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The City Clerk is the custodian of the administrative record. The documents and materials that 
constitute the administrative record are available for review at the City of Elk Grove City Hall, at 

8401 Laguna Palms Way, Elk Grove, CA 95758. 

CONSIDERATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

In adopting these Findings, this City Council finds that the Final EIR was presented to this Council, 
the decision-making body of the lead agency, which reviewed and considered the information in the 
Final EIR prior to approving the Project. By these findings, this City Council ratifies, adopts, and 
incorporates the analysis, explanation, findings, responses to comments, and conclusions of the 

Final EIR. The City Council finds that the Final EIR \-Vas completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act. The Final EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the 
City. 

SEVERABILITY 

if any term, provision, or portion of these Findings or the application of these Findings to a particular 
situation is held by a court to be invalid, void, or unenforceable, the remaining provisions of these 
Findings, or their application to other actions related to the Project, shall continue in full force and 

effect unless amended or modified by the City. 

CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE PLANS AND ORDINANCES 

The Elk Grove General Plan was adopted in 2003 and has been amended through 2013. The City 

amended the General Plan to include the Sustainability Element in 2013. The City's Housing 

Element is currently undergoing an update. The General Plan includes goals, objectives, and policies 
for growth management in the City. 

The Project site is designated by the General Plan Land Use Policy Map as Rural Residential, Low 
Density Residential, and Commercial/Office/Multi-Family. The Project, which includes single family 
uses, a muiti-famiiy iodge, the Viiiage 3 community facility, parks and trails, the wetland preserve, 

and infrastructure proposed by the Project are consistent with the General Plan, including the land 
use designations, as described under Impact 3.9-1 in the Draft EIR. 

The Project site is zoned RD-2, RD-4, RD-5, RD- 5(F), and 0. The Project site will be rezoned to 
Silverado Village SPA and the SPA document will ensure the Project's consistency with the City's 

Zoning requirements. As described under Impact 3.9-1 in the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent 
with the applicable adopted land use planning policies and regulations. 

V. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING SIGNIFICANT AND 

UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

A. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

1. THE PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL TO HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT ON RIPARIAN 

HABITAT OR OTHER SENSITIVE NATURAL COMMUNITY IDENTIFIED IN LOCAL OR REGIONAL 

6 CEQA Findings - Silverado Village 



PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS OR BY THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 

OR U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. (EIR IMPACT 3.3-8) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to affect riparian habitat and sensitive 
natural communities is described at pages 3.3-31 and 3.3-32 of the Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will 
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation 
measures 3.3-7, 3.3-8, 3.3-9, and 3.3-10. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that: 

(1) Effects of Mitigation and Remaining Impacts. Mitigation measures 3.3-9 and 3.3-10 
require the Project Applicant to ensure that the Section 404 permit issued by the US 
Army Corps of Engineers, the Section 401 Water Quality Certification issued by the 
Regional \Nater Qua!lt'y Control Board, and the Section 1502 Streambed Alteration 

Agreement issued by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife are valid and 
active and to comply with the requirements and recommendations of these 
agreements and permits. The Section 404 permit requires the Project Applicant to 
establish, maintain, and monitor a 64.45-acre preserve on the northern portion of 
the Project site, containing 5.75 acres of avoided and preserved waters of the 
United States, including 5.06 acres of avoided and preserved vernal pools, 0.32 
acres of avoided and preserved seasonal wetland, and 0.37 acres of avoided and 
preserved Vv'hitehouse Creek. The Section 404 permit requires the Project to 

compensate for the direct loss of 8.31 acres of waters of the U.S., including 4.94 
acres of vernal pools, 1.09 acres of seasonal wetland, 2.25 acres of pond, 0.02 acres 
of ephemeral drainage and 0.01 acre of creek through creating 8.80 acres of 
wetlands (6.17 acres of vernal pools and 2.63 acres of seasonal wetlands) within the 
on-site preserve area and creating 2.08 acres of seasonal wetlands off-site. The 

Section 404 permit requires the Project Applicant to create 6.25 acres of seasonal 
wetlands off-site to compensate for the indirect loss of functions associated with 
12.39 acres of bermed pond that wouid be impacted by the Project. Specific 
requirements for the operation and maintenance of the preserve are included in the 
Section 404 permit to ensure long-term viability of on-site mitigation. The Section 
1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement requires mitigation for loss of 2.25 acres of 
aquatic habitat and includes specific measures to address potential impacts to 
special-status species. \A/hi!e there are mitigation measures presented in this E!R 

that are intended to minimize the impacts to the extent feasible, there is a finite 
quantity of Northern Hardpan Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool in California and the Elk 
Grove area, the Project would result in a reduction in that finite quantity. The loss of 
the habitat cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance. This would represent a 
significant and unavoidable impact of the Project. 

(2) Overriding Considerations. The environmental, economic, social and other benefits 
of the Project override any remaining significant adverse impact of the Project 
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associated with impacts to scenic resources and visual character, as more fully 
stated in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section X, below. 

B. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

1. THE PROjECT HAS THE POTENTIAL TO CONFLiCT VViTH AN APPLICABLE PLAN, ORDiNANCE, OR 

POLICY ESTABLISHING MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS FOR THE PERFORMANCE OF THE STATE 

HIGHWAYS CIRCULATION SYSTEM. (EIR IMPACT 3.12-2) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to impact State highway facilities, 
specifically State Route 99 and Interstate 5, is discussed at pages 3.12-15 and 3.12-16 of 
the Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. Implementation of capital and operational mobility 
enhancements and the payment of a fee for the Project's fair-share contribution toward 
such enhancements would less the significant impact associated with SR 99 and 1-5, as 
discussed on pages 3.12-15 and 3.12-16 of the Draft EIR. However, as described on 
pages 3.12-15 and 3.12-16 of the Draft EIR, there are no feasible mitigation measures 
available to the City at this time. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that: 

(1) Effects of Mitigation and Remaining Impacts. As identified on pages 3.12-15 and 
3.12-16 of the Draft EIR, implementation of capital and operational mobility 
enhancements and the payment of a fee for the Project's fair-share contribution 
toward such enhancements would serve as mitigation to lessen the significant 
impact associated 'vvith SR 99 and 1=5. However, these State highvw-ay facilities are 
under the exclusive jurisdiction of Caltrans (Streets and Highways Code, Section 90). 
The City is not aware of any plan, enforceable by the City that would ensure funding 
of these improvements. While the Project would be required to pay a roadway fee 
pursuant to the Settlement Agreement and Release af All Claims that would be used 
to fund designated regional traffic improvements in the State highway system, this 
fee is not considered feasible mitigation because there is not sufficient evidence in 
the record to find that the fee program is sufficiently certain and can be 
implemented over a defined period of time, as discussed on pages 3.12-15 and 3.12-

16 of the Draft EIR. Therefore, this would represent a significant and unavoidable 
impact of the Project. 

(2) Overriding Considerations. The environmental, economic, social and other benefits 
of the Project override any remaining significant adverse impact of the Project 
associated with impacts to important or unique farmlands, as more fully stated in 
the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section X, below. 
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VI. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING SIGNIFICANT 

A. AESTHETICS 

1. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION MAY RESULT IN LIGHT AND GLARE IMPACTS. (EIR IMPACT 3.1-2) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project introduce new sources of light and glare 
that would have a significant impact is discussed at pages 3.1-9 through 3.1-11 of the 

Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will 
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation 
measures 3.1-1, 3.1-2, and 3.1-3. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 

ensure that all exterior lighting associated with the Project is properly shielded and 
directed downward in order to eliminate light spillage onto adjacent properties, reduce 
impacts to "dark skies" to the greatest extent feasible, and reduce potential daytime 
glare impacts by ensuring that the multifamily and clubhouse facilities minimize use of 
reflective surfaces. Mitigation measures 3.1-1, 3.1-2, and 3.1-3 would reduce impacts 
associated with light and glare to a less than significant level. As authorized by Public 
Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 
15091(a)(1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been requiied herein, 
incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of project approval, which 
mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified in 

the FEIR. The City further finds that the change or alteration in the project or the 
requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of project approval is within the 
iuri<diction of the Citv to reouire. and that this mitil!ation is aoorooriate and feasible. 
~-··-~ -----------, -- --,- ., - .... 0 I I 

8. AIR QUALITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

1. PROJECT CONSTRUCTION HAS THE POTENTIAL TO CAUSE A VIOLATION OF AN AIR QUALITY 

STANDARD OR CONTRIBUTE SUBSTANTIALLY TO AN EXISTING OR PROJECTED AIR QUALITY 
~ ....... ~ ............ f'C'rn r ... n .. ,...,? 'J 'J) 
V lULl\ 11VI't. l J...:olfi J.lVJrrH. I .J.L.-L.) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in temporary construction 

related air quality impacts is discussed at pages 3.2-14 through 3.3-19 of the Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will 
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation 

measures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Councii, this City 
Council finds that implementation of Mitigation measures 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 would 

implementation of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

(SMAQMD) Basic Constriction Emission Control Measures and the Enhanced Exhaust 
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Control Practices to reduce air pollutant emissions. Mitigation measures 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 
would reduce construction emissions to a less than significant level. As authorized by 
Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations 
Section 15091(a){1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been required 
herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of project approval, 
which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and as 
identified in the FEIR. The City further finds that the change or alteration in the project 
or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of project approval is within 
the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and 
feasible. 

C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

1. THE PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL FOR SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS, EITHER DIRECTLY OR 

THROUGH HABITAT MODIFICATIONS, ON INVERTEBRATE SPECIES IDENTIFIED AS CANDIDATE, 

SENSITIVE, OR SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES IN LOCAL OR REGIONAL PLANS, POLICIES, OR 

REGULATIONS, OR BY THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE OR U.S. FISH AND 

WILDLIFE SERVICE. (EIR IMPACT 3.3-1) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to have a direct or indirect impact on 
special-status invertebrate species is discussed at pages 3.3-14 through 3.3-16 of the 
Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation measure 
3.3-1. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that the impacts to special-status invertebrate species will be mitigated to 
a less than significant level as Mitigation measure 3.3-1 requires the Project to adhere to 
the USFWS Incidental Take Permit which requires the preservation of existing vernal 
pool habitat at a 2:1 ratio (17.56 acres of wetted vernal pool crustacean habitat to be 
preserved to compensate for 5.05 directiy-affected acres and 3.73 indirectiy affected 
acres), measures to address stormwater quality, notification procedures in the event of 
death or harm of a listed species, and constructed monitoring to ensure compliance 
with construction-related impact avoidance measures. This measure will ensure that 
the potential impacts to vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, midvalley 
fairy shrimp .. and California !lnderie!!a are reduced to a !ess than significant !eve!. Any 
remaining impacts related to special-status invertebrate species after implementation of 
Mitigation measure 3.3-1 would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources 
Code Section 21D81(a)(l) and Titie 14, California Code of Regulations Section 
15091(a)(l), the City finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, 
incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of project approval, which 
mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified in 
the FEIR. The City further finds that the change or alteration in the project or the 
requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of project approval is within the 
jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 
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2. THE PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL FOR SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS, EITHER DIRECTLY OR 

THROUGH HABITAT MODIFICATIONS, ON BIRD SPECIES IDENTIFIED AS CANDIDATE, SENSITIVE, OR 

SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES IN LOCAL OR REGIONAL PLANS, POLICIES, OR REGULATIONS, OR BY THE 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE OR U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. (EIR 

IMPACT 3.3-3) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to have a direct or indirect impact on 
special-status bird species is discussed at pages 3.3-19 through 3.3-25 of the Draft E!R. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will 
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation f-.v1onitorlng Program: Mitigation 

measures 3.3-2, 3.3-3, 3.3-4, and 3.3-5. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that the impacts to special-status bird species will be mitigated to a less 
than significant level with implementation of mitigation measures 3.3-2, 3.3-3, 3.3-4, 
and 3.3-5. Mitigation measure 3.3-2 will ensure that if burrowing owls are present on 
the Project site, the burrowing owls will be avoided or relocated. Mitigation Measures 
3.3-3 will ensure that if migratory birds or raptors are nesting on the Project site, the 
nests will not be significantly disturbed during construction activities. Mitigation 
Measure 3.3-4 requires the Project Applicant to preserve 126.39 acres of suitable 
Swainson~s hawk habitat. Mitigation ivieasure 3.3-5 wiii ensure that if Swainson's hawk 

is nesting on the Project site, the nests will not be significantly disturbed during 
construction activities.. Any remaining impacts related to special-status plant species 
after implementation of mitigation measures 3.3-2, 3.3-3, 3.3-4, and 3.3-5 would not be 
significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, 
California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the City finds that changes or 

alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a 
condition of project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental 
impact listed above, and as identified in the FEIR. The City further finds that the change 
or alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition 
of project approval is within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this 
mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

3. THE PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL FOR SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS, EITHER DIRECTLY OR 

THROUGH HABITAT MODIFICATIONS, ON MAMMAL SPECIES IDENTIFIED AS CANDIDATE, 

SENSITIVE, OR SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES IN LOCAL OR REGIONAL PLANS, POLICIES, OR 

REGULATIONS, OR BY THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE OR U.S. FISH AND 

WILDLIFE SERVICE. (EIR IMPACT 3.3-5) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to have a direct or indirect impact on 
special-status mammal species is discussed at pages 3.3-25 and 3.3-26 of the Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation measure 

3.3-6. 
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(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that the impacts to special-status mammal species will be mitigated to a 
less than significant level as mitigation measure 3.3-6 would ensure that if bats are 
roosting on the Project site, the bat roosts will not be significantly disturbed during 
construction activities. Any remaining impacts related to special-status mammal species 
after implementation of mitigation measure 3.3-6 would not be significant. As 
authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the City finds that changes oi alteiations have been 
required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of project 
approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and 
as identified in the FEIR. The City further finds that the change or alteration in the 
project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of project approval is 
within the jurisdiction of the City to require; and that this mitigation is appropriate and 
feasible. 

4. THE PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL FOR SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS, EITHER DIRECTLY OR 

THROUGH HABITAT MODIFICATIONS, ON BIRD SPECIES IDENTIFIED AS CANDIDATE, SENSITIVE, OR 

SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES IN LOCAL OR REGIONAL PLANS, POLICIES, OR REGULATIONS, OR 

BY THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE OR U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE. (EIR IMPACT 3.3-6) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to have a direct or indirect impact on 
special-status plant species is discussed at pages 3.3-26 through 3.3-29 of the Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will 
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation 
measuies 3.3-7 and 3.3-8. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Councii finds that the impacts to speciai-status piant species will be rr1itigated to a iess 

than significant level as mitigation measure 3.3-7 would require the relocation and 
transplanting of populations of Dwarf downingia and Legenere that would otherwise by 
lost as a result of the Project and mitigation measure 3.3-8 would require pre
construction surveys for special-status plant species (Peruvian dodder, Slender Orcutt 
grass, and Sanford's arrowhead) and the relocation and transplanting of any identified 
populations of Dwarf downingia and legenere that would otherwise by lost as a result 
of the Project. Any remaining impacts related to special-status plant species after 
implementation of mitigation measures 3.3-7 and 3.3-8 would not be significant. As 
authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been 
required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of project 
approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and 
as identified in the FElR. The City further finds that the change or alteration in the 
project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of project approval is 
within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and 
feasible. 
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5. THE PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL TO HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT ON WETLANDS, 

INCLUDING FEDERALLY PROTECTED AS DEFINED BY SECTION 404 OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT, 

THROUGH DIRECT REMOVAL, FILLING, HYDROLOGICAL INTERRUPTION, OR OTHER MEANS. (EIR 
IMPACT 3.3-7) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in adverse effects on protected 
wetlands is discussed at pages 3.4-29 through 3.3-31 of the Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will 
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation 
measures 3.3~9 and 3.3-10. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that the impacts to piotected wetlands wm be mitigated to a less than 

significant level as Mitigation measures 3.3-9 and 3.3-10 require the Project Applicant to 
ensure that the Section 404 permit issued by the US Army Corps of Engineers, the 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification issued by the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, and the Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement issued by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife are valid and active and to comply with the 
requirements and recommendations of these agreements and permits. The Section 404 
permit requires the Project Applicant to establish, maintain, and monitor a 64.45-acre 
preserve on the northern por1ion of the Project site, containing 5.75 acres of avoided 

and preserved waters of the United States, including 5.06 acres of avoided and 
preserved vernal pools, 0.32 acres of avoided and preserved seasonal wetland, and 0.37 
acres of avoided and preserved Whitehouse Creek. The Section 404 permit requires the 
Project to compensate for the direct loss of 8.31 acres of waters of the U.S., including 
4.94 acres of verna! poo!s, 1.09 acres of seasonal wetland, 2.25 acres of pond, 0.02 acres 
of ephemeral drainage and 0.01 acre of creek through creating 8.80 acres of wetlands 
(6.17 acres of vernal pools and 2.63 acres of seasonal wetlands) within the on-site 
preserve area and creating 2.08 acres of seasonai wetiands off-site. The Section 404 
permit requires the Project Applicant to create 6.25 acres of seasonal wetlands off-site 
to compensate for the indirect loss of functions associated with 12.39 acres of bermed 
pond that would be impacted by the Project. Specific requirements for the operation 
and maintenance of the preserve are included in the Section 404 permit to ensure long-
term viability of on-site mitigation. The Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement 
requires mitigation for loss of 2.25 acres of aquatic habitat and includes specific 
measures to address potential impacts to special-status species. Any remaining impacts 
related to protected wetlands after implementation of mitigation measures 3.3-9 and 
3.3-10 would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 
21081{a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the City 
finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the 
project, or required as a condition of project approval, which mitigate or avoid the 
significant environmental impact listed above~ and as identified in the FEIR. The City 
further finds that the change or alteration in the project or the requirement to impose 
the mitigation as a condition of project approval is within the jurisdiction of the City to 
require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 
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6. THE PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL TO CONFLICT WITH LOCAL POLICIES OR CODES PROTECTING 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, SUCH AS ELK GROVE MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER 19.12. (EIR IMPACT 

3.3-10) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to conflict with local policies or codes 
protecting biological resources is discussed at pages 3.3-32 through 3.3-38 of the Draft 
EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will 
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation 
measures 3.3-11 and 3.3-12 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Councii finds that conflict with iocai policies or codes protecting bioiogicai resources, 
specifically Elk Grove Municipal Code Chapter 19.12, will be mitigated to a less than 
significant level as mitigation measures 3.3-11 and 3.3-12 will ensure that the potential 
impacts to protected trees are minimized to the extent possible and that the Project 
compensated for the loss of any trees in compliance with the City of Elk Grove Tree 
Preservation and Protection Chapter 19.12. Any remaining impacts related to Chapter 

19.12 after implementation of mitigation measures 3.3-11 and 3.3-12 would not be 
significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, 
California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the City finds that changes or 
alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a 
condition of project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental 
impact listed above, and as identified in the FEIR. The City further finds that the change 
or alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition 
of pioject approval is within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this 
mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

D. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

1. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION MAY CAUSE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE CHANGE TO A SIGNIFICANT 

HISTORICAL OR ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE, OR DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY DESTROY OR 

DISTURB A UNIQUE PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE OR HUMAN REMAINS. (EIR IMPACT 3.4-1) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to have an impact on a significant 
historical, archaeological, or paleontological resource or human remains is discussed at 
pages 3.4-8 through 3.4-10 of the Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will 
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation measure 

3.4-1 and 3.4-2. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the E!R and the entire record before this Cl!'-t Council, this City 
Council finds that impacts to significant historical, archaeological, or paleontological 
resources or human remains will be mitigated to a less than significant level as 
mitigation measure 3.4-1 would ensure that the wire-wrapped redwood stave pipe on 
the Project site is appropriately documented and mitigated and implementation of 
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mitigation measure 3.4-2 would ensure that if an previously undiscovered cultural or 
paleontologic resources or human remains are encountered, appropriate steps will be 
taken to identify the significance of the resources and mitigate any potential impacts. 
Any remaining impacts related to cultural or archeological resources after 
implementation of mitigation measures 3.4-1 and 3.4-2 would not be significant. As 
authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations Section 15091{a)(1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been 
required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of project 
approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and 
as identified in the FEIR. The City further finds that the change or alteration in the 
project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of project approval is 
within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and 

feasible. 

E. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT MAY RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL SOIL 

EROSION OR THE LOSS OF TOPSOIL. (EIR IMPACT 3.5-2) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil is discussed at pages 3.5-12 and 3.5-13 and of the Draft EIR. 

{b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will 
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that impacts to risks associated with soil erosion or loss of topsoil will be 
mitigated to a less than significant level as mitigation measure 3.5-1 requires an 
approved Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan {SWPPP) that includes best 
management practices for grading, and preservation of topsoil and mitigation measure 
3.5-2 requires the Project Applicant to submit an erosion control plan to the City which 
incorporates design measures that treat 85-90 percent of annual average stormwater 
runoff in accordance with the standards of the California Stormwater Best Management 
Practice New Development and Redevelopment Handbook. Any remaining impacts 
related to soii erosion or ioss of topsoil after implementation of mitigation measures 
3.5-1 and 3.5-2 would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code 
Section 21081{a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a){1), the 
City finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the 
project, or required as a condition of project approval, which mitigate or avoid the 
significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the FE!R. The City 
further finds that the change or alteration in the project or the requirement to impose 
the mitigation as a condition of project approval is within the jurisdiction of the City to 
require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

2. THE PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL TO BE LOCATED ON A GEOLOGIC UNIT OR SOIL THAT IS 

UNSTABLE, OR THAT COULD BECOME UNSTABLE AS A RESULT OF PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION, AND 
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POTENTIALLY RESULT IN LANDSLIDE, LATERAL SPREADING, SUBSIDENCE, LIQUEFACTION OR 

COLLAPSE. (EIR IMPACT 3.5-3) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to be exposed to impacts from unstable 
soils is discussed at pages 3.5-13 through 3.5-15 of the Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation measure 
3.5-3. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that impacts to risks associated with unstable soils will be mitigated to a 
less than significant level as mitigation measure 3.5-3 requires a geotechnical report to 
be prepared for the Project and would ensure that appropriate rneasures are 
implemented to reduce potential impacts associated with unstable soils. Any remaining 
impacts related to unstable soils after implementation of mitigation measure 3.5-3 
would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) 
and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the City finds that 
changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or 
required as a condition of project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant 
environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the FEIR. The City further finds 
that the change or a iteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation 
as a condition of project approval is within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and 
that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

3. THE PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL TO BE LOCATED ON EXPANSIVE SOILS, POTENTIALLY 

CREATING SUBSTANTIAL RISKS TO !.I FE OR PROPERTY (EIR IMPACT 3.5-4) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to be exposed to impacts from expansive 
soi!s is discussed at pages 3.5-15 through 3.5-16 of the Draft E!R. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the 1\.mtigatlon rv1onitorlng Program: 1\i!ltlgatlon measure 
3.5-3. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that impacts to risks associated with unstable soils will be mitigated to a 
less than significant level as mitigation measure 3.5-3 requires a geotechnical report to 
be prepared for the Project and would ensure that appropriate measures are 
implemented to reduce potential impacts associated with expansive soils. Any 
remaining impacts related to expansive soils after implementation of mitigation 
measure 3.5-3 would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 
21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the City 
finds that changes or aiterations have been required herein, incorporated into the 
project, or required as a condition of project approval, which mitigate or avoid the 
significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the FEIR. The City 
further finds that the change or alteration in the project or the requirement to impose 
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the mitigation as a condition of project approval is within the jurisdiction of the City to 
require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

4. THE PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL TO LOCATE SEPTIC FACILITIES ON SOILS INCAPABLE OF 

ADEQUATELY SUPPORTING THE USE OF SEPTIC TANKS OR ALTERNATIVE WASTEWATER DISPOSAL 

SYSTEMS. (EIR IMPACT 3.5-5) 

{a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in impacts to soils associated 
with septic facilities is discussed at pages 3.5-16 through 3.5-17 of the Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation measure 
3.5-4. 

{c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that impacts associated with a potential septic system at the park site will 
be mitigated to a less than significant level as mitigation measure 3.5-3 requires an 
evaluation of the ability of the soils at the park site to accommodate a septic system if a 
septic system is proposed and, if the soils do not have the capacity to support a septic 
system, requires the park site be connected to the public sewer system or that restroom 
facilities shall be prohibited. Any remaining impacts related to expansive soils after 
imniPmPntatinn nf mitigation measure 3.5-4 would not be sifornificant. As authorized bv ----.-----------------------..,------------------- - ---- ---- -- ...... - -------- . 
Public Resources Code Section 21081{a){1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations 
Section 15091(a){1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been required 
herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of project approval, 
which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and as 
identified in the FEIR. The City further finds that the change or alteration in the project 
or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of project approval is within 
the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and 
feasible. 

F. GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

1. THE PROJECT MAY GENERATE GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, EITHER DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY, 

THAT MAY HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENT, OR CONFLICT WITH AN 

APPLICABLE PLAN, POLiCY, OR REGULATION ADOPTED FOR THE PURPOSE OF REDUCING THE 

EMISSIONS OF GREENHOUSE GASES. (EIR IMPACT 3.6-1) 

{a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to resuit in greenhouse gas emissions 
that may have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with an applicable 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions is 
discussed at pages 3.6-9 of the Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation measure 

3.6-1. 
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(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that impacts with greenhouse gas emissions will be mitigated to a less than 
significant level as mitigation measure 3.6-1 requires the Project to implement the 
applicable City of Elk Grove Climate Action Plan measures, consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5(b)(2). Any remaining impacts related 
to greenhouse gas emissions after implementation of mitigation measure 3.6-1 would 
not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 
14, California Code of Reguiations Section 15091(aj(1j, the City finds that changes or 

alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a 
condition of project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental 
impact listed above, and as identified in the FEIR. The City further finds that the change 
or alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition 
of project approval is within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this 

mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

G. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERiALS 

1. THE PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL TO CREATE A SIGNIFICANT HAZARD THROUGH THE ROUTINE 

TRANSPORT, USE, OR DiSPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS MATERiALS OR THROUGH THE REASONABLY 

FORESEEABLE UPSET AND ACCIDENT CONDITIONS INVOLVING THE RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS 

MATERIALS INTO THE ENVIRONMENT. (EIR IMPACT 3.7-1) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to be exposed to hazards or hazardous 
materials is discussed at pages 3.7-12 and 3.7-14 of the Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will 
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation 
measures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, and 3.7-3. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that impacts to risks associated with the potential for the Project to create 
a hazard through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or 
through the reasonabiy foreseeabie upset and accident conditions invoiving the reiease 

of hazardous materials, including hazards associated with abandoned wells, possible 
abandoned septic systems, and pre-existing undiscovered hazards will be mitigated to a 
less than significant level. Mitigation measures 3.7-1 and 3.7-2 require removal of 
existing wells and septic systems in accordance with the requirements of Sacramento 
County Environmental Health Division. Mitigation measure 3.7-3 requires that 
construction be halted in the vicinity of any previously undiscovered soil staining, soil 
odors, or potentially non-hazardous soil artifacts, if such conditions are discovered 
during construction, and that a iicensed geotechnical engineer evaluate the conditions 
and submit recommendations to be implemented by the Project Applicant following City 
acceptance of the recommendations. Any remaining impacts related to abandoned 
wells, existing septic systems, or previously undiscovered soil hazards after 
implementation of mitigation measures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, and 3.7-3 would not be significant. 
As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code 
of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been 
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required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of project 
approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and 
as identified in the FEIR. The City further finds that the change or alteration in the 
project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of project approval is 
within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and 

feasible. 

J.l J.l V 1"\ D f\ I f\ r. V A 11.1 1"\ \AJ AT R 0 n II A I I TV 
....... J.J. 1 1.11\.VJ..IVU A ~·~~ ...................... , XV.IALJJ. .. .. 

1. THE PROJECT COULD RESULT IN WATER QUALITY IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH EROSION, 

SILTATION, OR POLLUTION, INCLUDING THE POTENTIAL TO VIOLATE WATER QUALITY 

STANDARDS OR WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS DURING CONSTRUCTION. (EIR IMPACT 3.8-
1) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in water quality impacts 
associated with erosion, siltation, or pollution during construction is discussed at pages 
3.8-17 and 3.8-18 of the Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation measure 
3.5-1. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that impacts associated with construction-related water quality will be 
mitigated to a less than significant level as mitigation measure 3.5-1 requires the Project 

applicant to submit a NOI and SWPPP to the RWQCB in accordance with the NPDES 
General Construction Permit requirements .. Any remaining impacts related to water 
quality associated with Project construction after impiementation of mitigation measure 
3.5-1 would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 
21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the City 
finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the 
project, or required as a condition of project approval, which mitigate or avoid the 
significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the FE!R. The City 
further finds that the change or alteration in the project or the requirement to impose 
the mitigation as a condition of project approval is within the jurisdiction of the City to 
require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

2. THE PROJECT COULD RESULT IN WATER QUALITY IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH EROSION, 

SILTATION, OR POLLUTION, INCLUDING THE POTENTIAL TO VIOLATE WATER QUALITY 

STANDARDS OR WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS DURING OPERATION. (EJR IMPACT 3.8-2) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in water quality impacts 
associated with erosion, siltation, or pollution during operation is discussed at pages 
3.8-18 through 3.8-20 of the Draft E!R. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation measure 

3.5-2. 
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(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that impacts associated with result in water quality impacts associated 
with erosion, siltation, or pollution during Project operation will be mitigated to a less 
than significant level as mitigation measure 3.5-2 requires the Project applicant to 
prepare and submit a Post-Construction Stormwater Quality Control Plan in accordance 
with the most recent version of the Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the 
Sacramento Region. Post-<onstruction source and treatment controls shall be designed 
in accordance with the City of Elk Grove improvement Standards and the Stonnwater 
Quality Design Manual. Any remaining impacts related to increased storm water runoff 
after implementation of mitigation measure 3.5-2 would not be significant. As 
authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been 
required herein, incorporated into the project; or required as a condition of project 
approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and 
as identified in the FEIR. The City further finds that the change or alteration in the 
project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of project approval is 
within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and 
feasible. 

3. THE PROJECT WOULD ALTER THE EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERN IN A MANNER WHICH WOULD 

NOT RESULT IN FLOODING, BUT COUI.O CREATE OR CONTRIBUTE RUNOFF IN EXCESS OF THE 

CAPACITY OF STORMWATER DRAINAGE SYSTEMS. (EIR IMPACT 3.8-4) 

(a) Potentia! Impact. The potentia! for the Project to result in increased runoff resulting 
from changes to the existing drainage pattern is discussed at pages 3.8-21 through 3.8-
23 of the Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation measure 
3.8-1. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that impacts associated with in increased runoff resulting from changes to 
the existing drainage pattern will be mitigated to a less than significant level as 
mitigation measures 3.8-1 requires the Project to contribute its fair-share to the cost of 
the necessary Bond Road Trunk Drainage improvements that are needed to 
accommodate the Project and requires that the portion of the Project site served by 
such improvements (Viiiage i-Ai is not constructed untii the improvements are 
completed. Any remaining impacts related to changes to the drainage pattern after 
implementation of mitigation measure 3.8-1 would not be significant. As authorized by 
Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations 
Section 15091(a)(1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been required 
herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of project approval, 
which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and as 
identified in the FEIR. The City further finds that the change or alteration in the project 
or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of project approval is within 
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the jurisdiction of the City to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and 
feasible. 

I. NOISE 

1. EXPOSURE OP PERSONS TO, OR GENERATION OF NOISE LEVELS IN EXCESS OF APPLICABLE 

STANDARDS -EXPOSURE OF PROJECT RESIDENTS TO EXTERIOR TRAFFIC NOISE. (EIR IMPACT 

3.10-2) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to expose Project residents to exterior 
traffic noise in excess of applicable standards is discussed at pages 3.10-10 through 

3.10-13 of the Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will 
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation 
measures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that impacts associated with exposure of Project residents to traffic noise 

will be mitigated to a less than significant level as mitigation measures 3.10~1 and 3.10~2 
require construction of a soundwall and noise attenuating features that would reduce 

exposure to traffic noise to conditionally acceptable levels. Any remaining impacts 
related to Project exposure to traffic noise after implementation of mitigation measures 
3.10-1 and 3.10-2 would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code 
Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the 

City finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the 
project, or required as a condition of project approval, which mitigate or avoid the 
significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the FEIR. The City 
further finds that the change or alteration in the project or the requirement to impose 
the mitigation as a condition of project approval is within the jurisdiction of the City to 

require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

J. PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 

1. THE PROJECT MAY RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE 

CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES. (EIR IMPACT 3.11-3) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in significant impacts associated 
with construction and operation of parks and recreation facilities is discussed at page 

3.11-12 ofthe Draft EIR. 

(b) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this City Council, this City 
Council finds that environmental impacts associated with the construction and 
operation of parks and recreation facilities are addressed in Chapters 3.1 through 3.10, 
3.i2, and 3.13 of the Draft EiR and appropriate findings are made under Sections V, Vi 
(A through I), and VII of these Findings. No additional findings are necessary to address 

Impact 3.11-3. 
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VII. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THOSE IMPACTS 

\AJHICH ARE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT OR LESS THAN CU~"1ULATIVELY 

CONSIDERABLE 

Specific impacts within the foiiowing categories of environmental effects were found to be iess than 
significant as set forth in more detail in the Draft EIR and Final EIR. 

Aesthetics: The following specific impact was found to be less than significant: 3.3-1. 

Air Quality: The following specific impacts were found to be less than significant: 3.2-1, 
3.2-3, 3.2-4, and 3.2-5. 

Biological Resources: The following specific impacts were found to be less than significant: 
3.3-2, 3.3-4, 3.3-9, and 3.3-11. 

Geology and Soils: The following specific impact was found to be less than significant: 3.5-
1. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials: The following specific impacts were found to be less 
than significant or to have no impact: 3.7-2 and 3.7-3. 

Hydrology and Water Quality: The following specific impacts were found to be less than 
significant: 3.8-3, 3.8-5, and 3.8-6. 

Land Use and Population: The following specific impact was found to be less than 
significant: 3.9-1. 

Noise: The fo!!owing specific impacts were found to be !ess than significant: 3.10-1 and 
3.10-3. 

Public Ser.tices and Recreation: The fo!!o\.•Jing specific impacts \&Jere found to be !ess than 

significant: 3.11-1 and 3.11-2. 

Tiaffic and Ciiculation: The following specific impacts were found to be less than 
significant: 3.12-1, 3.12-3, 3.12-4, 3.12-5, and 3.12-6. 

Utilities: The following specific impacts were found to be less than significant; 3.13-1, 3.13-
2, 3.13-3, 3.13-4, and 3.13-5. 

The above impacts are iess than significant because the EiR determined that each impact is iess than 
significant for the Project. 

VIII. IMPACTS ADDRESSED IN A PREVIOUS EIR 

The City's General Plan was adopted by the City Council on November 19, 2003 and reflects 

amendments through July 2013. An Environmental Impact Report was prepared to analyze and 
disclose the environmental impacts associated with General Plan implementation. The General Plan 

land use designations for the Project site that were analyzed in the General Plan EIR had the 

potential for up to 1,090 housing units on the Project site (150 acres of Low Density Residential = 
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1,050 housing units and 80 acres of Rural Residential = 40 housing units). The General Plan EIR 

anticipated development of the entire Project site. The Project would result in 308 fewer units than 

anticipated on the Project site in the General Plan EIR. The Project also designates 93.7 acres of the 

230-acre site for open space uses, including a wetland preservation area, and thus would result in 

less disturbance and development than was anticipated in the General Plan EIR. The Project would 

result in population and housing, and as a result would have less traffic and associated air quality 

and noise impacts as well as less demand for utilities and public services than anticipated in the 
General Plan EIR. The Project would have less of a contribution to cumulative impacts than was 

anticipated for the Project site in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, the Project is consistent with the 

environmental analysis and conclusions of the General Plan EIR. 

The General Plan EIR evaluated the full range of environmental impacts anticipated with buildout of 
the Genera! P!an !and uses. The fo!!owing is a summary of the impacts identified in the Genera! P!an 

EIR that are relevant to subsequent development activities that may involve implementation of 

various measures associated with the Project. These subsequent development activities, such as the 

Project, are required to be reviewed for compliance with the General Plan and to comply with 
relevant mitigation measures adopted in the General Plan EIR to mitigate cumulative impacts. All of 

the mitigation measures identified in the Genera! P!an E!R were incorporated into the Genera! P!an 
or were included in a subsequent policy document, such as the Design Guidelines, and as are applied 

to and required of the Project. 

Development has occurred in the City and throughout the region since the adoption of the General 

Plan. However, the General Plan EIR anticipated that development would occur and conditions in 

the City are consistent with the evaluation in the General Plan EIR, which identified increases in 

traffic, air pollutant emissions, noise, population and housing, an increased demand for public 

services and utilities, and the potential for development to reduce the amount of agricultural 
resources and open space and to have impacts associated with aesthetics, biological resources, 

cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards, hydrology and soils. 

The City makes the following findings regarding impacts addressed in the General Plan EIR. 

A. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

1. POPULATION AND HOUSING INCREASES -IMPACT 4.3.1 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan could result in population and 

housing projections that may exceed the SACOG projections. This is a less than 

significant impact. Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at General 

Plan Draft EIR pages 4.3-14 through 4.3-16. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to PubHc Resources Code Section 21083.3{b), the City Council 
finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with population and 

housing increases, including those associated with the Project. There are no effects 
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on the environment related to population and housing that are peculiar to the 

parcel or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not 

substantial new information that shows that impacts to population and housing 

increases will be more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant 

to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no 

mitigation measures were identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 4.3.1 and, 

therefore, no mitigation is required of the Project in association with Impact 4.3.1. 

2. jOBS-HOUSING BALANCE -IMPACT 4.3.2: 

a) Impact: The increase in the number of employed persons versus the increase in 

housing units may result in a jobs-housing imbalance. This is considered a less than 

significant impact Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at Genera! 
Plan Draft EIR pages 4.13-16 and 4.13-17. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Pian and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with jobs-housing 

balance, including those associated with the Project. There are no effects on the 

environment related to jobs-housing balance that are peculiar to the parcel or 

Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not substantial 

new information that shows that impacts to jobs-housing balance wiii be more 

significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources 

Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no mitigation measures were 

identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 4.3.2 and, therefore, no mitigation is 

required of the Project in association with Impact 4.3.2. 

8. TRAFFIC 

1. LOCAL ROAD\"!AY SYSTE~-1 ~ !Jt.1PACT 4.5.1: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan would result in increased traffic 

volumes, volume-to-capacity ratios, and a decrease in LOS on area roadways during 
the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is 

located at General Plan Draft EIR pages 4.5-52 and 4.5-80. Impacts in the Project 

vicinity include: 

Bond Road 4 Lanes (East Stockton Boulevard to Elk Grove Florin Road)- LOS 
F (eastbound) and LOS E (westbound) 

Bond Road 4 lanes (Elk Grove Florin Road to Bradshaw Road) - LOS C 
(eastbound) and LOS B (westbound) 

\AJaterman Road 4 Lanes {Ca!vine Road to Bond Road)- LOS C (northbound) 
and LOS B (southbound) 
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Waterman Road 4 Lanes (Bond Road to Grant Line Road) - LOS B 
(northbound) and LOS A (southbound) 

b) Mitigation Measures: MM 4.5.1 - The City shall coordinate and participate with 
the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County and Co/trans on roadway improvements 
that ore shored by the jurisdictions in order to improve operations. This may include 
joint transportation planning efforts, roadway construction and funding. (General 

P!an Draft E!R page 4.5-80) 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Pioject is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with the local 

roadway system, with the exception of those impacts specific to the Project site 

addressed under Impact 3.12-1 of the Silverado Village Draft EIR. There is not 

substantial new information that shows that impacts to local roadway facilities will 

be more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. 

MM 4.5.1 was identified to mitigate this impact and was implemented through 

revising the General Pian to include Poiicy Ci-2. Pursuant to Pubiic Resources Code 

Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that MM 4.5.1 has been complied with 

during the City's processing and review of the Project. The City Council further finds 

that there are no adopted regional plans for the funding or development of regional 
roadway facilities that provide certainty regarding funding, facility improvements, 

and timing that the Project Appiicant may participate in. Therefore, iviivi 4.5.1 has 

been undertaken by the Project to the extent feasible. 

2. STATE HIGHWAYS -IMPACT 4.5.2 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan would result in increased traffic 

volumes, V/C ratios, and a decrease in LOS on state highways during the A.M. and 

P.M. peak hours. This is considered a significant impact. Impact analysis and 
....li ..... ,,rrinn n.f ..,...i+irr.,.+inn ir lnr,.+arl ""+ t:on.:.r""l Dl-::.n nr,.ft I:ID n"!lno A c;:_Q.1 
UI~\..'-''"''"'IVII VI 11111,.16UI,.IVII I.;J IV .... Ul."-U UL """'-11'"-IUI I lUll ..,lUlL L..ll\ ,.. ... 6'- ,-,..., V..&.o 

b) Mitigation Measures: MM 4.5.1 - The City shall coordinate and participate with 
the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County and Caitrans on roadway itnproveroents 
that are shared by the jurisdictions in order ta improve operations. This may include 
joint transportation planning efforts, roadway construction and funding. (General 

Plan Draft EIR pages 4.5-80 and 4.5-81) 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with the local 

roadway system, with the exception of those impacts addressed under Impact 3.12-

2 of the Silverado Village Draft EIR. There is not substantial new information that 

shows that impacts to local roadway facilities will be more significant than described 

in the General Plan EIR. 
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MM 4.5.1 was identified to mitigate this impact and was implemented through 

revising the General Plan to include Policy Cl-2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code 

Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that MM 4.5.1 has been complied with 

during the City's processing and review of the Project. The City Council further finds 

that there are no adopted regional p!ans for the funding or development of regional 

roadway facilities that provide certainty regarding funding, facility improvements, 

and timing that the Project Applicant may participate in. Therefore, MM 4.5.1 has 

been undertaken by the Project to the extent feasible. 

C. PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

1. PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES -IMPACT 4.12.3.1: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan would increase demand for EGUSD 

facilities and services. This is considered a less than significant impact. Impact 
analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at General Plan Draft EIR page 4.12-
26 through 4.12-28. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Pian and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with public school 

facilities, including those associated with the Project. There are no effects on the 

environment related to public school facilities that are peculiar to the parcel or 

Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not substantial 

new information that shows that impacts to pubiic schooi faciiities wiii be more 

significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources 

Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no mitigation measures were 

identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 4.12.3.1 and, therefore, no mitigation is 

required of the Project in association with Impact 4.12.3.1. 

2. ELECTRICAL, NATURAL GAS, AND TELEPHONE SERVICES -IMPACT 4.12. 7.1: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan \rvould increase the demand for 

electric, telephone, and natural gas services. This is considered a less than 

significant impact. Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at General 
Plan Draft EIR pages 4.12-72 through 4.12-73. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with the demand for 

demand for electric, telephone and natural gas services, including those associated 

with the Project. There are no effects on the environment related to demand for 
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electric, telephone, and natural gas services that are peculiar to the parcel or Project 
that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not substantial new 

information that shows that impacts to demand for electric, telephone, and natural 

gas services will be more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no 
mitigation measures were identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 4.12.7.1 and, 

therefore, no mitigation is required of the Project in association with Impact 

4.12.7.1. 

0. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

1. CONSISTENCY WITH RELEVANT PLANNING DOCUMENTS IN THE PLANNING AREA- IMPACT 4.2.3: 

a) Impact. Implementation of the General Pian could impact land use plans or study 

areas outside of the city limits, but within the Planning Area. The General Plan EIR 

concluded that the impact was significant and unavoidable as a result of conflicts 

between Sacramento County General Plan policies and the City of Elk Grove's vision 
of the Urban Study Area. Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at 

General Pian Draft EiR pages 4.2-30 through 4.2-32. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. Implementation of General Plan policies 

CAQ-6 and associated action items, Cl-21, LU-1S and LU-15 Action 1, and LU-38. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 
General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with land use 
... 1...._.,..,.;.,.,.. ,..,...,..,.;r+anru inrloo~inn +hnro .,.,., ..... ,.;,.+orl oui+h +ha Drni.ar+ 
tJU;IIIIIIII6 \..VII.JOI.:JL..;.II'-J'I III\..IUUIII6 LIIU.:JO. .. U.JO.:>V\..IUL\..U WWILII Lll\.. I IVJ'-"'L• The Project 

would not have a contribution to cumulative land use planning consistency that was 

not addressed in cumulative analysis the General Plan EIR. The City Council finds 

that the Project is required to comply with the General Plan, including those policies 
that were identified to address Impact 4.2.3 and, as such, the policies and actions 

identified to address !mpact 4.2.3 are required of the Project. Pursuant to Public 

Resources Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that the Project has been 

required to implement the applicable policies and actions identified as mitigation 

measures for Impact 4.2.3. 

2. LAND USE CONFLICTS IN THE PLANNING AREA- IMPACT 4.2.4: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan would increase the potential for land 

use conflicts outside of the City and within the Planning Area. This is a less than 

significant cumulative impact. Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is 

located at General Plan Draft EIR pages 4.2-32 through 4.2-34. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with cumulative land 

use conflicts. There are no effects on the environment related to cumulative land 

use conflicts that are peculiar to the parce! or Project that \"Jere not addressed in the 
General Plan EIR and there is not substantial new information that shows that 

impacts to population and housing increases will be more significant than described 

in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(c), the 

City Council finds that no mitigation measures were identified in the General Plan 

E!R for Impact 4.2.4 and, therefore, no mitigation is required of the Project in 

association with Impact 4.2.4. 

3. CUMULATiVE POPULATiON AND HOUSiNG iNCREASES iMPACT- 4.3.3: 

a) Impact: The population and housing unit increases at buildout of the General Plan 

may exceed SACOG's population and housing projections for the Planning Area. This 
is considered a less than significant cumulative impact. Impact analysis and 

discussion of mitigation is located at General Plan Draft EIR pages 4.13-17 through 
4.13-19. 

b) Mitigation !'v'!easures: None required. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with population and 

housing increases, including those associated with the Project. There are no effects 

on the environment related to cumulative population and housing increases that 

are peculiar to the parcel or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR 

and theie is not substantial new infoimation that shows that impacts to population 
and housing increases will be more significant than described in the General Plan 

EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds 

that no mitigation measures were identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 4.3.3 

and, therefore, no mitigation is required of the Project in association with Impact . , , .... ,;),.;:), 

4. CUMULATIVE HAZARD IMPACTS- IMPACT 4.4.5. 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan and potential development in the 

Urban Study Areas could result in site-specific hazards being encountered. This is 

considered a cumulative significant impact that would be reduced to less than 

significant with mitigation. Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at 

Genera! P!an Draft E!R pages 4.4-32 through 4.13-34. 

b) Mitigation Measures: MM 4.4.5 The City shall ensure that new development near 

airports be designed to protect public safety jrom airport operations consistent with 
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recommendations and requirements of the Airport Land Use Commission, Co/trans, 

and the Federal Aviation Administration. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with cumulative 

hazards, including those associated with the Project. There are no effects on the 
,.. ...... ;.,,... ... ,.......,....,.+ ro.l.,.+o.-4 +n nn+on+i.,.l l"'nn+rihoo+inn +..,. l"'llrnrll,;:,t-iuo h.,...,,..,,.!" +-h.,.+ ., ...... 
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peculiar to the parcel or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and 

there is not substantial new information that shows that impacts to cumulative 
hazards will be more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to 

Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that MM 4.4.5 

identified in the Genera! P!an E!R is not app!icab!e to the Project as the Project is not 
in the vicinity of an airport and, therefore, no mitigation is required of the Project in 

association with Impact 4.4.5. 

4. CUMULATIVE EXPOSURE TO HAZARDS ASSOCIATED WITH FACILITIES UTILIZING HAZARDOUS 

MATERIALS- IMPACT 4.4.6. 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan and the potential development of 

the Urban Study Areas could result in the exposure of populated areas to accidental 

incidents and intentional acts at existing and future facilities utilizing hazardous 

materials. This is considered a less than significant cumulative impact. Impact 
analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at General Pian Draft EIR pages 4.4-

314 through 4.13-35. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with the cumulative 

exposure to hazaids associated with facilities using hazardous mateilals, including 
those associated with the Project. There are no effects on the environment related 

to cumulative exposure to hazards associated with facilities using hazardous 

materials that are peculiar to the parcel or Project that were not addressed in the 

General Plan EIR and there is not substantial new information that shows that 
impacts to cumulative exposure to hazards associated with facilities using hazardous 
materials will be more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant 

to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no 

mitigation measures were identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 4.4.6 and, 

therefore, no mitigation is required of the Project in association with Impact 4.4.6. 

5. CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC IMPACTS ON LOCAL ROADWAYS AND STATE HIGHWAYS- IMPACT 4.5.6: 

a) !mpact: Implementation of the Genera! P!an as we!! as potential development of 

the Urban Study Areas would contribute to significant impacts on local roadways 
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and state highways under cumulative conditions. This is considered a cumulative 

significant and unavoidable impact. Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is 

located at General Plan Draft EIR pages 4.5-86 through 4.5-89. 

b) Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measure 4.5.1. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the Genera! P!an and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with local roadways 

and State highway facilities, including those associated with the Project. As 

disclosed under Impact 3.12-2, the Project would result in a significant and 

unavoidable impact on State highway facilities. The General Plan EIR identified that 

implementation of the Genera! Plan would result in significant and unavoidable 

impacts to local roadways and State highway facilities. The Project would result in 

less traffic than anticipated for the Project site in the General Plan EIR. There are no 
effects on the environment related to cumulative traffic on State highway facilities 

that are peculiar to the parcel or Project that were not disclosed under Impact 3.12-
2 or addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not substantial new information 

that shows that impacts to traffic on local roadways and State highways will be 

significantly different than described in the General Plan EIR. MM 4.5.1 was 

identified to mitigate this impact and was implemented through revising the 

General Plan to include Policy Cl-2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 

21083.3(c), the City Council finds that MM 4.5.1 has been complied with during the 

City's processing and review of the Project. The City Council further finds that there 

are no adopted regional plans for the funding or development of regional roadway 

facilities that provide certainty regarding funding, facility improvements, and timing 
that the Project Applicant may participate in. Therefore, MM 4.5.1 has been 

undertaken by the Project to the extent feasible. 

6. CUMULATIVE TRANSIT SYSTEM, BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN IMPACTS -IMPACT 4.5.7: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan along with potential development of 

the Urban Study Areas would contribute to a cumulative increase in the demand for 

transit service as weii as bic:yde and pedestrian usage. This is a iess than significant 

cumulative impact. Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at 

General Plan Draft EIR pages 4.5-89 through 4.5-91. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 
Genera! Plan E!R addressed environmental impacts associated 'vvith transit system, 

bicycle, and pedestrian circulation under cumulative conditions, including those 

associated with the Project. There are no effects on the environment related to 

transit system, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation under cumulative conditions that 
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are peculiar to the parcel or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR 
and there is not substantial new information that shows that impacts to transit 

system, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation under cumulative conditions will be more 

significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources 

Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no mitigation measures were 

identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 4.5.7 and, therefore, no mitigation is 

required of the Project in association with Impact 4.5.7. 

7. CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC NOISE CONFLICTS- IMPACT 4.6.6: 

aj impact: implementation of the General Pian aiong with potential development of 

the Urban Study Areas could result in increased traffic noise conflicts. This is 

considered a less than significant cumulative impact. Impact analysis and discussion 

of mitigation is located at General Plan Draft EIR pages 4.6-39 through 4.6-40. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3{b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent \"'ith the Genera! P!an and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with cumulative 

traffic noise conflicts, including those associated with the Project. There are no 

effects on the environment related to cumulative traffic noise conflicts that are 

peculiar to the parcel or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and 

there is not substantia! new information that shows that impacts to cumulative 

traffic noise conflicts will be more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3{c), the City Council finds that no 

mitigation measures were identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 4.6.6 and, 

therefore, no mitigation is required of the Project in association with Impact 4.6.6. 

8. REGIONAL TRAFFIC NOISE IMPACTS- IMPACT 4.6.8: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan along with potential development of 

the Urban Study Areas would result in impacts to regional noise attenuation levels. 

This is considered a cumulative significant and unavoidable impact. Impact analysis 

and discussion of mitigation is located at General Pian Draft EiR pages 4.6-31 

through 4.6-43. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None available. (General Plan Draft EIR page 2.0-12) 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with regional traffic 
noise, including those associated with the Project. There are no effects on the 

environment related to regional traffic noise that are peculiar to the parcel or 

Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not substantial 

new information that shows that impacts to regional traffic noise will be more 
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significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources 

Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no mitigation measures were 

adopted in association with the General Plan EIR for Impact 4.6.8 and, therefore, no 

mitigation is required of the Project in association with Impact 4.6.8. 

9. REGIONAL AIR PLAN IMPACTS- IMPACT 4. 7.4: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan along with potential development of 

the Urban Study Areas would exacerbate existing regional problems with ozone and 

particulate matter. This is considered a cumulative significant and unavoidable 

impact. impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at General Pian Draft 

EIR pages 4.7-19 through 4.7-22. 

b) Mitigation Measures: General Plan policies CAQ-19 through CAQ-25 and MM 

4.7.1. MM 4.7.1 The City shall require that private and public development projects 
utilize !ow emission vehicles and equipment as part of project construction and 
operation, unless determined to be infeasible. (General Plan Draft EIR pages 4.7-13 

and 4.7-22) 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with regional air plan 

impacts, including those associated with the Project. There are no effects on the 
envlionment related to the regional air plans that are peculiar to the parcel or 

Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not substantial 

new information that shows that impacts to regional air plans will be more 

significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources 

Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that mitigation measure 3.2-2 

{adopted at Section VLB.l of these Findings) will be required of the Project and 

fulfills the requirements of MM 4.7.1 identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 

4.7.4. The City Council further finds that the Project is required to comply with the 
General Plan, including those policies that were identified to address Impact 4.7.4 

and, as such, the policies and actions identified to address Impact 4.7.4 are required 
of the Project. 

10. CUMULATIVE WATER QUALITY IMPACTS- IMPACT 4.8.6: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan along with the potential 

development of the Urban Study Areas, could contribute to cumulative water 

quality impacts. This is considered a cumulative significant. Impact analysis and 

discussion of mitigation is located at General Plan Draft EIR pages 4.8-55 through 
4J!-5R 

b) Mitigation Measures: Implementation of the above Policies CAQ-5, CAQ-11, CAQ-

12, CAQ-14, CAQ-26, PF-5, and PF-11, and their associated action items, as well as 
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mitigation measure MM 4.8.3. (General Plan Draft EIR pages 4.8-43, 4.8-44, and 4.8-

63) 

MM 4.8.3 Future land uses that are anticipated to utilize hazardous materials or 
waste shall be required to provide adequate containment facilities to ensure that 
surface water and groundwater resources are protected from accidental releases. 
This shall include double-containment, levees to contain spills, and monitoring wells 
for underground storage tanks, as required by local, state and federal standards. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Pian and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with cumulative 

water quality, including those associated with the Project. There are no effects on 

the environment related to cumulative water quality that are peculiar to the parcel 

or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not 

substantial new information that shows that impacts to cumulative water quality 
will be more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. MM 4.8.3 was 

identified to mitigate this impact and was implemented by the City through revising 

the General Plan to include Policy CAQ-16. Pursuant to Public Resources Code 

Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that the Project is consistent with MM 

4.8.3 and will not use quantities of hazardous materials or waste that would require 
containment facilities. The City Council further finds that the Project is required to 

comply with the General Plan, including those policies that were identified to 

address Impact 4.8.6 and, as such, the policies and actions identified to address 

Impact 4.8.6 are required of the Project. 

11. CUMULATIVE FLOOD HAZARDS -IMPACT 4.8.7: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the Genera! Plan along with potentia! development of 
the Urban Study Areas would increase impervious surfaces and alter drainage 

conditions and rates in the Planning Area, which could contribute to cumulative 

flood conditions in the Sacramento River, Cosumnes River, and inland creeks. This is 

considered a cumulative significant impact. Impact analysis and discussion of 

mitigation is located at Genera! P!an Draft E!R pages 4.8-58 through 4.8-61. 

b) Mitigation Measures: General Plan policies CAQ-11, CAQ-12, and SA-11 through 

SA-22 and their associated action items and MM 4.8.4. (General Plan Draft EIR pages 
4.8-46 and 4.8-61) 

MM 4.8.4: The City shaii require that aii new projects not resuit in new or increased 
flooding impacts on adjoining parcels on upstream and downstream areas. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

Genera! P!an E!R addressed environmental impacts associated with cumulative flood 

hazards, including those associated with the Project. There are no effects on the 
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environment related to cumulative flood hazards that are peculiar to the parcel or 
Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not substantial 

new information that shows that impacts to cumulative flood hazards will be more 

significant than described in the General Plan EIR. MM 4.8.4 was identified to 

mitigate this impact and was implemented by the City through revising the General 
Plan to include Policy SA-13. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(c), 

the City Council finds that the Project is consistent with MM 4.8.4 and would not 

result in new or increased flooding impacts as described in Section 3.8, Impacts 3.8-

4 and 3.8-6, of the Draft EIR). The City Council further finds that the Project is 

required to comply with the Genera! P!an, including those policies that 'Nere 

identified to address Impact 4.8.7 and, as such, the policies and actions identified to 

address Impact 4.8.7 are required of the Project. 

12. CUMULATIVE WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS -IMPACT 4.8.8: 

aj Impact: Implementation of the General Pian aiong with potential development of 

the Urban Study Areas, would contribute to an increased demand for water supply 

requiring increased groundwater production and the use of surface water supplies 

that could result in significant environmental impacts. This is considered a 

cumulative significant and unavoidable impact. Impact analysis and discussion of 

mitigation is located at General Pian Draft EiR pages 4.8-61 through 4.8-63. 

b) Mitigation Measures: General Plan policies CAQ-1 and PF-3 with their associated 

action items, and PF-4 and PF-5 and MM 4.8.5. (General Plan Draft EIR pages 4.8-46 
and 4.8-63) 

MM 4.8.5: The City shall encourage water supply service providers and County 
Sanitation District 1 ta design water supply and recycled water supply facilities in a 
manner that avoids and/or minimizes significant environmental effects. The City 
shall specifically encourage the Sacramento County Water Agency to design well 
facilities and operation to minimize surface flow effects to the Cosumnes River .. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 
finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with cumulative 

water supply, including those associated with the Project. There are no effects on 
the environment reiated to cumulative water suppiy that are peculiar to the parcel 

or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not 

substantial new information that shows that impacts to cumulative water supply 

will be more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. MM 4.8.4 was 

identified to mitigate this impact and was implemented by the City through revising 

the General Pian to inciude Poiicy CAQ-15. Pursuant to Pubiic Resources Code 
Section 21083.3{c), the City Council finds that the MM 4.8.4 does not apply to the 

Project as the Project is not a water supply provider nor the sanitation district. The 

City Council further finds that the Project is required to comply with the General 
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Plan, including those policies that were identified to address Impact 4.8.8 and, as 
such, the policies and actions identified to address Impact 4.8.8 are required of the 

Project. 

13. SOIL EROSION- IMPACT 4.9.4: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan along with potential development of 

the Urban Study Areas could contribute to cumulative soil erosion impacts. This is 

considered a less than significant cumulative impact. Impact analysis and discussion 

of mitigation is located at General Plan Draft EIR page 4.9-11. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c} Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 
General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with cumulative soil 

erosion, including those associated with the Project. There are no effects on the 
environment related to cumulative soil erosion that are peculiar to the parcel or 

Project that 'Nere not addressed in the Genera! Plan E!R and there is not substantia! 

new information that shows that impacts to cumulative soil erosion will be more 

significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources 

Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no mitigation measures were 

identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 4.9.4 and, therefore, no mitigation is 

required of the Project in association with Impact 4.9.4. 

14. EXPANSIVE SOILS AND SEISMIC HAZARDS- IMPACT 4.9.5: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan along with potential development of 

the Urban Study Areas could result in cumulative impacts to expansive soils and 

seismic hazards. This is considered a iess than significant cumulative impact. impact 

analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at General Plan Draft EIR page 4.9-

12. 

b) Mitigation Measures: General Plan Policy SA-23 and MM 4.9.2 (General Plan 

Draft E!R pages 4.9-10 and 4.9-12} 

MM 4.9.2 Require o geotechnical report or other appropriate analysis be conducted 

that dete;mines the sh;ink/swe/1 potential and stability of the soil for public and 
private construction projects and identifies measures necessary to ensure stable soil 

conditions. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed cumulative environmental impacts associated with 

expansive soils and seismic hazards, including those associated with the Project. 

There are no effects on the environment related to cumulative impacis io expansive 
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soils and seismic hazards that are peculiar to the parcel or Project that were not 

addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not substantial new information that 

shows that cumulative impacts to expansive soils and seismic hazards will be more 

significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources 

Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that mitigation measure 3.5-3 

(adopted at Section VI.E.2 of these Findings) will be required of the Project and 

fulfills the requirements of MM 4.9.2 identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 

4.9.5. The City Council further finds that the Project is required to comply with the 

General Plan, including those policies that were identified to address Impact 4.9.5 

and, as such, the policies and actions identified to address Impact 4.9.5 are required 

of the Project. 

15. CUMULATiVE BiOLOGiCAL RESOURCE iMPACTS- iMPACT 4.10.4: 

a) Impact: I Implementation of the General Plan along with potential development 

of the Urban Study Areas wouid contribute to cumuiative impacts associated with 

significant effects to special-status plant and wildlife species and habitat loss. This 

would be a cumulative significant impact. Impact analysis and discussion of 

mitigation is located at General Plan Draft EIR pages 4.10-51 through 4.10-56. 

b) Mitigation Measures: MM 4.10.1a, MM 4.10.1b, and !\il!\l! 4.10.3. 

MM 4.10.1a: The City shall seek to preserve areas, where feasible, where special-

status plant and anirnal species and critical habitat areas are known to be present or 
potentially occurring based on City biological resource mapping and data provided in 

the General Plan EIR or other technical material that may be adversely affected by 

public or private development projects. "Special-status" species are generally defined 

as species considered to be rare, threatened, endangered, or otherwise protected 
under local, state and/or federal policies, regulations or laws. 

MM 4.10.1b: The City shall require a biological resources evaluation for private and 

pubiic development projects in areas identified to contain or possibly contain special
status plant and animal species based on City biological resource mapping and data 

provided in the General Plan EIR or other technical material. The biological resources 

evaluation shall determine the presence/absence of these special-status plant and 

animal species on the site. The surveys associated with the evaluation shall be 

conducted during the appropriate seasons for proper identification of the species. 

Such evaluation will consider the potential for significant impact on special-status 

plant and animal species, and will identify feasible mitigation measures to mitigate 

such impacts to the satisfaction of the City and appropriate governmental agencies 

(e.g., U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers) where necessary (e.g., species iisted under the State 

and/or Federal Endangered Species Act). Mitigation measures may include, but are 

not limited to, the following: 
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· For special-status plant species: On- or aft-site preservation of existing populations 
from direct and indirect impacts, seed and soil collection or plant transplant that 
ensures that the plant population is maintained. 

· For special-status animal species: avoidance of the species and its habitat as well as 
the potential provision of habitat buffers, avoidance of the species during nesting or 
breeding seasons, replacement or restoration of habitat on- or oft-site, relocation of 
1-h.o rnDrinr f-n rrnnf-hnf" r11if'nhl.o hnhif'n.,. rrrDn nrrurn,onl- nf rni+iruw1-inn rrDrlit- fDDt: 
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· Participation in a habitat conservation plan. 

MM 4.10.3: The City shall require that impacts to riparian areas be mitigated to 
ensure that no net loss occurs, which may be accomplished by avoidance, 
revegetation and restoration onsite or creation of riparian habitat oftsite. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 
General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with population and 

housing increases, including those associated \Nith the Project. There are no effects 

on the environment related to population and housing that are peculiar to the 
parcel or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not 

substantial new information that shows that impacts to population and housing 

increases will be more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant 

to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that that 

biological resources evaluations have been performed to identify potential impacts 

to special-status species and sensitive natural habitats and that mitigation has been 

required of the Project to protect special-status species and sensitive natural 

habitats and communities to the extent feasible(see mitigation measures adopted 

at Section V!.B of these Findings)_ The Council further finds that the mitigation 

measures adopted at Section VI.B of these Findings will be required of the Project 

and fulfills the requirements of MM 4.10.1a, 4.10.1b, and 4.10.3 identified in the 

General Plan EIR for Impact 4.10.4. 

16. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS TO PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC RESOURCES- IMPACT 4.11.3: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan along with potential development in 

the Urban Study Areas could contribute to the disturbance of known and 

undiscovered prehistoric and historic resources in the Elk Grove area. This is 
considered a less than significant cumulative impact. Impact analysis and discussion 

of mitigation is iocated at General Pian Draft EiR pages 4.li-14 through 4.11-15. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3{b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed cumulative environmental impacts associated with 
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historic and prehistoric resources, including those associated with the Project. 

There are no cumulative effects on the environment related to historic and 

prehistoric resources that are peculiar to the parcel or Project that were not 

addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not substantial new information that 

shov.ts that impacts to historic and prehistoric resources \Vi!! be more significant 
than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 

21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no mitigation measures were identified in the 

General Plan EIR for Impact 4.11.3 and, therefore, no mitigation is required of the 

Project in association with Impact 4.11.3. 

17. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS TO PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES- IMPACT 4.11.4: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the Genera! Plan along with potentia! development of 
the Urban Study Areas could contribute to the loss of paleontological resources in 

the Elk Grove area. This is considered a less than significant cumulative impact. 

Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at General Plan Draft EIR page 

4.11-16. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed cumulative environmental impacts associated with 

paieontoiogicai resources, including those associated with the Project. There are no 

effects on the environment related to paleontologic resources that are peculiar to 

the parcel or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is 

not substantial new information that shows that impacts to paleontologic resources 

will be more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to Public 

Resources Code Section 21083.3(cj, the City Council finds that no mitigation 

measures were identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 411.4 and, therefore, 
no mitigation is required of the Project in association with Impact 4.11.4. 

18. CUMULATIVE FIRE PROTECTION AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES- IMPACT 4.12.1.2: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan along with potential development of 

the Urban Study Areas would contribute to the cumulative demand for fire 

protection and emergency medica! ser.Jices. This is considered a less than significant 
cumulative impact. Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at 

General Plan Draft EIR pages 4.12-10. through 4.12-12. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with cumulative 

demand for fire protection and emergency medical services, including those 
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associated with the Project. There are no effects on the environment related to 
cumulative demand for fire protection and emergency medical services that are 

peculiar to the parcel or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and 

there is not substantial new information that shows that cumulative impacts to 

cumulative demand for fire protection and emergency medica! services wi!! be more 

significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources 

Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no mitigation measures were 

identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 4.12.1.2 and, therefore, no mitigation is 

required of the Project in association with Impact 4.12.1.2. 

19. CUMULATIVE LAW ENFORCEMENT IMPACTS- IMPACT 4.12.2.2: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan along with potential development of 
the Urban Study Areas would result in the increase of the demand for cumulative 

law enforcement services. This is considered a less than significant impact. Impact 

analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at General Pian Draft EiR pages 4.12-

16 through 4.12-18. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed cumulative environmental impacts associated with law 

enforcement, including those associated \.•.Jith the Project. There are no cumulative 

effects on the environment related to law enforcement that are peculiar to the 

parcel or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not 
substantial new information that shows that impacts to law enforcement increases 

will be more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to Public 

Resources Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no mitigation 

measures were identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 4.12.2.23.1 and, 

therefore, no mitigation is required of the Project in association with Impact 

4.12.2.2. 

20. CUMULATIVE PUBLIC SCHOOL IMPACTS- IMPACT 4.12.3.2: 

Implementation of the General Plan as well as potential development of the Urban Study Areas, 

would result in cumulative public school impacts. These cumulative public school impacts 

are considered less than significant. 

a) Impact: !mp!ementatlon of the Genera! P!an cou!d result in population and 

housing projections that may exceed the SACOG projections. This is a less than 

significant impact. Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at General 

Plan Draft EIR pages 4.12-28 through 4.12-30. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed cumulative environmental impacts associated with 

public schools, including those associated with the Project. There are no effects on 

the environment related to public schools that are peculiar to the parcel or Project 
that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not substantial new 

information that shows that impacts to public schools will be more significant than 
described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 

21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no mitigation measures were identified in the 

General Plan EIR fer Impact 4.12.3.2 and, therefore, no mitigation is required of the 
Project in association with Impact 4.12.3.2. 

21. CUMULATIVE WASTEWATER DEMANDS- iMPACT 4.12.4.4: 

Implementation of the General Plan along with potential development of the Urban Study Areas and 

growth in the SRCSD service area would result in cumulative wastewater impacts. This is 

considered a cumulative significant impact. 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan could result in population and 
housing projections that may exceed the SACOG projections. This is a less than 

significant impact. Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at General 
Plan Draft EIR pages 4.12-45 through 4.12-47. 

bj Mitigation Measures: General Pian Policies PF-7 through PF-13; no specific 

mitigation measures identified. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 
finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with cumulative 

wastewater demands, including those associated with the Project. There are no 

effects on the environment related to cumulative wastewater demands that are 

peculiar to the parcel or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and 

there is not substantial new information that shows that impacts to cumulative 

wastewater demands will be more significant than described in the General Plan 

EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds 

that the Project is required to comply with all applicable General Plan policies and 

actions and that no mitigation measures were identified in the General Plan EIR for 

Impact 4.12.4.4 and, therefore, no mitigation is required of the Project in 

association with Impact 4.12.4.4. 

22. CUMULATIVE SOLID WASTE IMPACTS -IMPACT 4.12.5.2: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan along with potential development of 

the Urban Study Areas would result in cumulative solid waste impacts. This is 

considered a less than significant cumulative impact. impact analysis and discussion 
of mitigation is located at General Plan Draft EIR pages 4.12-53 through 4.12-54. 
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b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with cumulative solid 

waste, including those associated with the Project. There are no effects on the 

environment related to cumulative solid waste that are peculiar to the parcel or 
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new information that shows that impacts to solid waste will be more significant 
than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 

21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no mitigation measures were identified in the 

General Plan EIR for Impact 4.12.5.2 and, therefore, no mitigation is required of the 
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23. CUMULATIVE PARK AND RECREATION DEMANDS -IMPACT 4.12.6.2: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan along with potential development of 
the Urban Study Areas would result in cumulative park and recreation impacts. 

These cumulative impacts are considered less the significant. Impact analysis and 

discussion of mitigation is located at General Plan Draft EIR pages 4.12-63 through 
4.12-66. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3{b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

Generai Plan EiR addressed curnulative environmental impacts associated with 

parks and recreation, including those associated with the Project. There are no 

cumulative effects on the environment related to parks and recreation that are 
peculiar to the parcel or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and 

there is not substantial new information that shows that impacts to parks and 

recreation will be more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant 

to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no 
mitigation measures were identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 4.12.6.2 and, 

therefore, no mitigation is required of the Project in association with Impact 

4.12.6.2. 

24. CUMULATIVE ELECTRICAL, TELEPHONE AND NATURAL GAS IMPACTS -IMPACT 4.12.7.3: 

a} Impact: Implementation of the Genera! Plan along with potentia! development in 

the Urban Study Areas would result in cumulative electric, telephone and natural 

gas service impacts. These are considered less than significant cumulative impacts. 
Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at General Plan Draft EIR 

pages 4.12-74 through 4.12-75. 

b) Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed cumulative environmental impacts associated with 

electrical, telephone, and natural gas services and facilities, including those 

associated '.'-lith the Project. There are no cumulative effects on the environment 

related to electrical, telephone, and natural gas services and facilities that are 

peculiar to the parcel or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and 

there is not substantial new information that shows that cumulative impacts to 

electrical, telephone, and natural gas services and facilities will be more significant 

than described in the Genera! P!an E!R. Pursuant to Pub!ic Resources Code Section 

21083.3(c), the City Council finds that no mitigation measures were identified in the 

General Plan EIR for Impact 4.12.7.3 and, therefore, no mitigation is required of the 

Project in association with Impact 4.12.7.3. 

25. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS TO VISUAL RESOURCES -IMPACT 4.13.4: 

a) Impact: Implementation of the General Plan along with potential development of 

the Urban Study Areas would result in the further conversion of the region's rural 

landscape to residential, commercial, and other land uses. This would contribute to 
the alteration of the visual resources in the region. This is considered a cumulative 

significant impact. Impact analysis and discussion of mitigation is located at General 

Plan Draft EIR pages 4.13-8 through 4.13-10. 

b) Mitigation Measures: General Plan Policies CAQ-8 and LU-34 and associated 

action items and MM 4.13.2 and MM 4.13.3. 

MM 4.13.2 The Design Guidelines shall include a provision to minimize the use of 

reflective materials in building design in order to reduce the potential impacts of 

daytime glare. (General Plan Draft EIR 4.13-7) 

MM 4.13.3 The Citywide Design Guidelines shall include provisions for the design of 
outdoor iight fixtures to be directed/shieided downward and screened to avoid 

adverse nighttime lighting spillover effects on adjacent land uses and nighttime sky 

glaw conditions. (General Plan Draft EIR 4.13-8) 

c) Finding: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(b), the City Council 

finds that the Project is consistent with the Genera! P!an and that the certified 

General Plan EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with population and 

housing increases, including those associated with the Project. There are no effects 

on the environment related to population and housing that are peculiar to the 
parcel or Project that were not addressed in the General Plan EIR and there is not 

substantia! new information that shows that impacts to population and housing 

increases will be more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. Pursuant 

to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(c), the City Council finds that mitigation 

measures 3.1-1, 3.1-2, and 3.1-3 (adopted at Section VI.A.12 of these Findings) will 

42 CEQA Findings- Silverado Village 



be required of the Project and fulfill the requirements of MM 4.13.2 and 4.13.3 

identified in the General Plan EIR for Impact 4.13.4. The City Council further finds 

that the Project is required to comply with the General Plan, including those policies 

that were identified to address Impact 4.13.4 and, as such, the policies and actions 
identified to address Impact 4.13.4 are required of the Project. 

IMPACTS PECULIAR TO THE PROJECT OR PROJECT SITE 

The City finds that the policies and actions referenced in the General Plan EIR in Sections 4.1 through 

4.13 were incorporated into the General Plan or were included in a subsequent policy document, 
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applied to the Project as uniform standards applicable to all projects in the City. Application of 

these adopted General Plan policies and actions as discussed in Sections 3.1 through 4.0 of the 
Silverado Village Draft EIR serve to substantially mitigate effects peculiar to the Project, including 

those impacts described above in Section VIII, based upon the substantial evidence provided by the 
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the substantial evidence provided for the discussion and analysis of each impact in the Draft EIR as 

referenced in Sections V, VI, and VII. 

IX. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 mandates that every EIR evaluate a no-project 
alternative, plus a feasible and reasonable range of alternatives to the Project or its location. The 
alternatives were formulated considering the project objectives outlined on page 5.0-1 of the Draft 
EIR. The alternatives analysis in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR provides a comparative analysis of the 
alternatives to the Project, including comparison of potential to result in significant impacts and 
significant and unavoidable impacts, for the consideration of reasonable feasible options for 
minimizing environmental consequences of a project. 

As expiained beiow, these findings describe and reject, for reasons documented in the EiR and 
summarized below, each one of the Project alternatives, and the City finds that approval and 
implementation of the Silverado Village Project is appropriate. The evidence supporting these 
findings is presented in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR. 

Public Resources Code §21002 provides that "public agencies should not approve projects as 

proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 

substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]" Where a lead agency 
has determined that, even after the adoption of ail feasible mitigation measures, a project as 

proposed will still cause one or more significant environmental effect that cannot be substantially 

lessened or avoided, the agency, prior to approving the project as mitigated, must first determine 

whether, with respect to such impacts, there are any feasible project alternatives that are both 

environmentally superior and feasible within the meaning of CEQA. Although an EIR must evaluate 

this range of potentiaily feasible alternatives, an agency decision-making body may ultimately 

conclude that a potentially feasible alternative is actually infeasible. (City of Santa Cruz, supra, 177 

Cai.App.4th at p. 981, 999.) The failure of an alternative to fully satisfy project objectives 

determined to be important by decision-makers, or the fact that an alternative fails to promote 
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policy objectives of concern to such decision-makers, are grounds for finding an alternative to be 

infeasible. (/d. at pp. 992, 1000-1003.) Thus, even if a Project alternative will avoid or substantially 

lessen any of the significant environmental effects of the Project as mitigated, the decision-makers 

may reject the alternative for such reasons. 

Under CEQA, where a significant impact can be substantially lessened (i.e., mitigated to an 

"acceptable level") solely by the adoption of mitigation measures, the agency, in drafting its 

findings, has no obligation to consider the feasibility of alternatives with respect to that hr1pact, 

even if an alternative would mitigate the impact to a greater degree than the proposed project. 

(Pub. Resources Code, § 21002; Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council (1978) 83 

Cai.App.3d 515, 521 (Laurel Hills); see also Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 

Cai.App.3d 692, 730-731; and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of 

California (i9SS) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400-403.) Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines provide that fl[t]he 

discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable 

of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives 

would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly." 

(CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(a).) When a lead agency has determined that certain effects on the 

environment of a project are not significant, the lead agency does not need to discuss those impacts 
in detail within the environmental impact report. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21100.) Therefore, like 

mitigation measures, a lead agency is not required to consider the feasibility of implementing an 

alternative to a project unless the alternative will avoid or substantially lessen a significant impact. 

(CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(3) [mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not 

found to be significant]; CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(a) [alteinatives must focus on significant 

impacts of the Project and the ability of the alternative to avoid or substantially lessen such 

impacts].) 

Under CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a), the alternatives to be discussed in detail in an EIR should be 

able to "feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project[.]" For this reason, the objectives 

described above in subsection A below provide the framework for defining possible alternatives. 

The selection of alternatives analyzed in the EIR took into account the Project objectives, and 

primary consideration was given to alternatives that would reduce the Project's significant impacts 

that could not be mitigated to a level of less than significant while still meeting most of the basic 

Project objectives. Based on these objectives, the City developed three alternatives that it addressed 

in detail in the EIR, and another two alternatives that were considered but were not addressed in 
further detail. 

Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA Guidelines §15126.6, and in light of the Project objectives, 

the following alternatives to the Project were identified: 

• Alternative 1- No Project Alternative, 

• Alternative 2 - Reduced Density and Reconfigured Project Alternative, and 

• Alternative 3- Reconfigured Project Alternative. 
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The City Council finds that that a good faith effort was made to evaluate a range of potentially 
feasible alternatives in the EIR that are reasonable alternatives to the Project and could feasibly 

obtain most of the basic objectives, even when the alternatives might impede the attainment of 
some of the Project objectives and might be more costly. (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(b).) As a 
result, the scope of alternatives analyzed in the EIR is reasonable. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, pp. 5.0-1 to 

5.0-12) 

A. iDENTiFiCATiON OF PROjECT OBjECTiVES 

As described above, an EIR is required to identify a "range of potential alternatives to the project 
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could avoid or substantially lessen one of more of the significant effects." The alternatives to the 

Project selected for analysis in the EIR were developed to minimize significant environmental 

impacts while fulfilling the basic objectives of the Project. As described in Chapter 2, Project 

Description, the City has identified the following objectives for the Project: 

• Create a high-quality residential development that is consistent with the General Plan; 

e Provide a residential development that \."tou!d assist the City in meeting its housing needs, 
including a range of housing types to serve the senior population; 

• Emphasize preservation of open space and sensitive habitats; 

• Implement the City's Trail System Master Plan through providing an on-site trails network 
that is accessible by the general pubiic and provides opportunities for connectivity with 
future trails on adjacent property; and 

• Create a dual purpose stormwater/open space area. 

The Project applicant, Vintara Holdings LLC/Silverado Homes, has submitted the following project 

objectives for the Silverado Village project. 

• Consistency with the General Plan; 

• Compatibility with adjacent neighborhoods; 

• Respect the Project site's existing natural features; and 

• Creation of a unique age-restricted community that provides a mix of housing types and 
amenities, including the village core, club house, and swim facility. 

B. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS IN EIR 
1. NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE: 

The No Project Alternative is discussed on pages 5.0-3, 5.0-5, 5.0-6, and 5.0-7 of the Draft EIR. The 
No Project Alternative is the continuation of the existing current condition, which is an undeveloped 
site that has grassland vegetation and wetland, vernal pool, and riparian habitat areas, on the 
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Project site. Under this alternative, no Project entitlements would be granted and the Project would 
not be constructed and operated. The environmental impacts associated with the Project described 
in Sections 3.1 through 4.0 ofthe EIR would not occur. As a result, the No Project Alternative would 
be environmentally superior to the Project. 

Findings: The No Project Alternative is rejected as an alternative because it would not 
achieve the Project's objectives. 

Explanation: This alternative would not realize the benefits of the Project nor achieve the 
Project objectives. The General Plan and Trail System Master Plan would not be 
implemented. The City has identified the Project site for rura! residential, !ov·J density 
residential, and commercial/office/multi-family uses and the residential development 
that would assist the City in meeting its housing needs would not be constructed. The 
68.1-acre wetland preserve would not be created and there would be no permanent 
protection of open space and habitats. The No Project Alternative would result in fewer 
significant environmental impacts than the Project, but would fail to meet any of the 
identified Project objectives. 

2. REDUCED DENSITY AND RECONFIGURED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE: 

The Reduced Density and Reconfigured Project Alternative is discussed on pages 5.0-3, 5.0-4, and 
5.0-7 through 5.0-9 of the Draft E!R. This alternative includes the construction and operation of 111 

single-family lots, 100 patio homes, and the Village 3 independent, assisted, and/or memory-care 
multifamily lodge and clubhouse, as described in greater detail in Chapter 5.0. Under this 
alternative, the residential iots wouid not be clustered and the wetland preserve wouid removed; 
wetland, riparian, creek, vernal pool, and drainage features would be preserved through permanent 
preservation easements on the individual lots created under this Alternative. The residential lots 
would be larger to accommodate the easements. 

As described il) Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR, this alternative would reduce environmental impacts 
associated with aesthetics, biological resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, 
geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions and climate change, hazards and hazardous materials, 
hydrology and water quality, noise, and transportation and circulation in comparison to the Project. 

Findings: The Reduced Density and Reconfigured Project Alternative is rejected as an 
alternative because it is faiis to meet several of the Project's objectives. 

Explanation: This alternative would not provide a high-quality residential development 
consistent with the General Pian. The General Pian designated the Project site for Rurai 
Residential, low Density Residential, and Commercial/Office/Multifamily uses would be 
far less than what was planned for the site in the General Plan, which plans for a 
minimum of 606 units {80 acres x 0.1 dwelling units per acre plus 146 acres x 4.1 
dwelling units per acre plus 4 acres x 0 dwelling units per acre) and a maximum of xx 
units {80 units x 0.5 dwelling units per acre plus 146 units x 7 dwelling units per acre 

plus 4 acres x 30 dwelling units per acre). While this alternative would result in a 
reduction in environmental impacts as described in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR, it 
would not implement the vision of the General Plan for the Project site. 
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While this Project would provide a mix of housing types, due to the reduction in the 
number of residential units, this alternative is significantly inferior to the Project in 
regards to the objective associated with creating a high-quaiity residential development 
would assist the City in meeting its housing needs. While this alternative would provide 
for housing, it would provide significantly less housing than the Project and would not 
provide as much of a benefit as the Project in meeting the projected housing needs of 
the City. The City has been assigned a regional housing needs allocation (RHNA) of 
7,402 ur:its by the Sacramento Area Co unci! of Governments for the 2013-2021 planning 
period. The Project would significantly assist the City in meeting its housing needs while 
this alternative would meet fewer housing needs. However, if fewer housing units were 
constructed in association with this alternative, the City's remaining housing needs 
would need to be accommodated elsewhere in the City. As such, this alternative could 
divert projected growth to another location in the region or away from the City's 
planned urban footprint, which could create inefficiencies and additional environmental 
impacts. 

While this alternative would result in the preservation of the sensitive natural 
community (Northern Hardpan Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool) that is associated with the 
wetiand, vernai pooi, and riparian features spread throughout the Project site and 
would avoid the significant and unavoidable impact that the Project would have on this 
natural community, this alternative would not achieve the Project objective of 
implementing the Trail System Master Plan as the north-south trail location, and 
potentially the east-west trail, identified in the Trail System Master Plan would require 
disturbance of wetland, verna! poo!, drainage, and/or riparian features on the Project 

site. 

Therefore, vJhi!e this alternative \.'Jou!d result in reduced environmental impacts, it 
would not achieve primary Project objectives that include implementing two of the 
City's long-term planning documents, the General Plan and the Trail System Master 
Plan. 

CEQA requires that an environmentally superior alternative be identified among the 
alternatives that are analyzed in the EIR. If the No Project Alternative is the environmentally 
superior alternative, an EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative among 
the other alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2)). The environmentally superior 
alternative is that alternative with the least adverse environmental impacts when compared 
to the proposed project. 

As discussed in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR and summarized in Table 5.0-1 of the Draft EIR, 
the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. However, as required 
by CEQA, when the No Project Aiternative is the environmentally superior aiternative, the 
environmentally superior alternative among the others must be identified. Therefore, the 
Reduced Density and Reconfigured Project Alternative is the next environmentally superior 
alternative to the proposed Project. 

As discussed above, the Reconfigured Project and Reduced Density Alternative would fail to 
meet three of the City's five objectives for this Project. The Project is superior to this 
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alternative in terms of assisting the City in meeting its housing needs. The Project would be 
consistent with and implement the General Plan and Trails System Master Plan while this 
alternative would not implement either of these long-term planning documents. The range of 
housing types associated with the Project will serve a broader range of the public. The trail 
system proposed by the Project provides a public benefit in terms of recreation opportunities 
for the public. For these social and other benefits, the Project is deemed superior to the 
Reconfigured Project and Reduced Density Alternative. 

3. RECONFIGURED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE: 

The Reconfigured Project Alternative is discussed on pages 5.0-4 and 5.0-9 through 5.0-11 of the 

Draft EIR. The Reconfigured Project Alternative has the same unit count and proposed uses as the 
Project, but would reconfigure residential uses in the southwestern area of the Project site to 
reduce potential impacts to trees of local importance. Under this alternative, seven of the lots 
adjacent Quail Ranch Estates would be relocated to Lot F in order to provide an easement for the 
protection of existing trees along the western boundary of the Project site from Bond Road to Lot I. 

Findings: The Reconfigured Project Alternative is rejected because it will not result in 
significant benefits in comparison to the Project and cou!d introduce nuisances. 

Explanation: This alternative would meet the objectives for the Project. As described in 
Chapter 5.0 of the Draft E!R, this alternative 'Nou!d not avoid or reduce either of the 

significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the Project. This alternative would 
reduce potential impacts to trees protected by the Tree Preservation and Protection 
Chapter of the Municipal Code. However, in avoiding impacts to trees, this alternative 
would introduce a potential nuisance by placing a public access corridor behind the 
Quail Ranch Estate lots that border the Project and behind the residential uses in Village 
1-A. There would not be any residential lots fronting this corridor and it would have 
minimal visibility from public viewpoints. This alternative has minimal environmental 
benefits in comparison to the Project as discussed in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR and 

the environmental benefit associated with this alternative is not offset by the potential 
nuisance that could be created by the public access corridor. 

For these economic, social, and other considerations, the Project is deemed superior to 
the Reconfigured Project Alternative. 

X. STATEMENTS OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS RELATED TO THE 

PROJECT FINDINGS 

As described in Section Ill of these Findings, the following significant and unavoidable impacts could 
occur with impiementation of the Project: 

• Impact 3.3-8: Potential to have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other 

sensitive natural community, specifically Northern Hardpan Valley Hardpan Vernal Pool, 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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• Impact 3.12-2: Potential to conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing 

measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system: State highway 

facilities. 

The City Council has balanced the benefits of the Project against its unavoidable environmental risks 

in determining whether to approve the Project, and has determined that the benefits of the Project 

outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects. The reasons set forth below are based on 

the ElR and other information in the record. As set forth in the preceding sections, approving the 

Project will result in several significant adverse environmental effects that cannot be reduced to a 

less-than-significant level, even with the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures. As determined 

above, however, there are no additional feasible mitigation measures, nor are there feasible 
alternatives, that would mitigate or substantially lessen the impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Therefore, despite these significant environmental effects, the City Council, in accordance with 

Public Resources Code Sections 21001, 21002.1(c), 21081(b) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, 

chooses to approve the Project because, in its judgment, the following economic, social, and other 

benefits that the Project will produce will render the significant effects acceptable. 

Substantial evidence supporting the benefits cited in this Statement of Overriding Considerations 
can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference into this section, and in 
the documents found in the record of proceedings, as defined in Section IV, above. Any one of the 
following reasons is sufficient to demonstrate that the benefits of the Project outvJeigh its 
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, thereby justifying approval of the Project. 

A. Housing Needs and RHNA Obligations. The Silverado Village Project serves the objective 
to assist in meeting the City's housing needs allocated by SACOG and providing a variety 
of housing types, by providing a range of housing types (single family, small lot single 
family patio homes, and multi-family uses) and serving both general and senior 

populations. 

B. Multi-generational Community. Silverado Village will provide an inclusive 
multigenerational approach to residential development by including neighborhoods 
oriented toward families and the genera! public and a community oriented toward 
seniors. The senior community will be provided for with a range of options from patio 
housing for mobile, active seniors to a multi-family lodge that will provide on-site 
services for seniors that may require assistance with iiving, whether it be some type of 
health care, assistance with transportation to shopping, or other needs. 

C. Adequate Recreation Facilities. The Project would provide expanded opportunities for 
parks and recreation activities in the City by providing two park sites (6.1 acres) and a 
3.1-acre multi-use trail system that provides for connectivity to planned trails on 
adjacent lands. These facilities would assist in meeting the parks and recreation needs 
of the City and the proposed multi-use trails would serve the surrounding community as 
well as the Project. The Project would provide parks and recreation facilities to residents 
of the City and the surrounding areas free of charge. Development of the Project would 
expand the availability offree and low-cost recreational activities within the community. 
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D. Road and Pedestrian/Bicycle Connectivity. Silverado Village will include pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, including sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and a multi-use trail system, that 
implement the City's Trails Master Plan and Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. 

E. Opportunities for Improved Public Health. The Project would allow for the expansion of 
parks and recreation uses and would include a multi-use trail that would encourage 
pedestrian and bicycle activities. Participation in outdoor recreation provides 
opportunities of improved health; welfare; happiness and overall well-being. It may also 
result in long-term savings related to health care costs related to obesity. 

F. Environmental Benefits. By clustering residential development to ayoid sensitive 
natural resources and open space, the Project would permanently preserve 93.7 acres 
of open space, including the 68.1-acre wetland preservation area. The wetland 
preservation area will provide opportunities for community education regarding the 
importance of wetland resources. 

Based on the entire record and the EIR, the social and other benefits of the Project outweigh and 
override any significant unavoidable environmental effects that would result from future Project 
implementation. The City Council has determined that any environmental detriment caused by the 
Project has been minimized to the extent feasible through the mitigation measures identified herein, 
and, where mitigation is not feasible, has been outweighed and counterbalanced by the significant 
sociai, environmental, and other benefits of the Project to the City. 

XI. SUMMARY 
A. Based on the foregoing Findings and the information contained in the record, the City 

Council has made one or more of the following Findings with respect to each of the significant 

environmental effects of the Project: 

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project that 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects identified in the EIR. 

2. To the extent that such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of another public agency and not the City, those changes or alterations have 
been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency. 

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasibie the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the 

environmental impact report. 

B. Based on the foregoing Findings and the information contained in the record, it is 

determined that: 

1. All significant effects on the environment due to the approval of the Project have been 
eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible; and 
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2. Any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable are 
acceptable due to the factors described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in 
Section X, above. 
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EXHIBIT D 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

INTRODUCTION 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15091(d), requires public agencies, 

as part of the certification of an environmental impact report, to adopt a reporting and monitoring 

program to ensure that changes made tot he project as conditions of project approval to mitigate or 

avoid significant environmental effects are implemented. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program (MMRP) contained herein are intended to satisfy the requirements of CEQA as they reiate to 

the Silverado Village Project (Project) in the City of Elk Grove (City). The MMRP is intended to be used by 

City staff, Project applicant, Project contractors, and mitigation monitoring personnel during 

implementation of the Project. 

The ".l!~.llRP \Ni!! provide for monitoring of construction activities as necessary in-the-fie!d identification 

and resolution of environmental concerns, and reporting to City staff. The MMRP will consist of the 

components described below. 

COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST 

Table 1 contains a compliance-monitoring checklist that identifies all adopted mitigation measures, 

identification of agencies responsible for enforcement and monitoring, and timing of implementation. 

FIELD MONITORING OF MITIGATION MEASURE IMPLEMENTATION 

During construction of the Project, the City of Elk Grove's designated construction inspector will be 

responsible for monitoring the implementation of mitigation measures. The inspector will report to the 

City of Elk Grove Department of Public Works, and will be thoroughly familiar with all plans and 

requirements of the project. In addition, the inspector will be familiar with construction contract 

requirements, construction schedules, standard construction practices, and mitigation techniques. 

Aided by Table 1, the inspector will typically be responsible for the following activities: 

1. On-site, day to day monitoring of construction activities; 

2. Reviewing construction plans to ensure conformance with adopted mitigation measures; 

3. Ensuring contractor knowledge of and compliance with all appropriate conditions of project 

approval; 

A c,, ... l, , ..... +;..,.., +ho .,....,..,.,..,,.,,..u nf ,....,...,rtroortinn irnn:::~rt rnitio:~tinn rnoc::u:~••r,::~oc :::~nrl nrnnncina irnnrn\lt:~~mt:~~ntc: 
..,., L.VII'.IIUOLIII6 1.11\... UU\..."t••n,O.._J VI .... UII-"LIU._I.I'-'11 IIIIJ-'U"-1. ''""'b"'"'"''' 111"-U-' ... ''-..61 ..,,,.., J-''""t'""_."'I:J ''''t''"""._,,,_,,~_. 

to the contractors and City staff; 

5. Requiring correction of activities that vioiate project rnitigation measures, or that represent unsafe 

or dangerous conditions. The inspector shall have the ability and authority to secure compliance 

with the conditions or standards through the City of Elk Grove Public Works Department, if 

necessary; 

6. Acting in the role of contact for property owners or any other affected persons who wish to register 

observations of violations of project mitigation measures, or unsafe or dangerous conditions. Upon 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

receiving any complaints, the inspector shall immediately contact the construction representative. 

The inspector shall be responsible for verifying any such observations and for developing any 

necessary corrective actions in consultation with the construction representative and the City of Elk 

Grove Public Works Department; 

7. Maintaining prompt and regular communication with City staff; 

8. Obtaining assistance as necessary from technical experts, such as archaeologists and wildlife 

biologists, to develop site-specific procedures for implementing the mitigation measures adopted by 

the City for the project. For example, it may be necessary at times for a wildlife biologist to work in 

the field with the inspector and construction contractor to explicitly identify and mark areas to be 
avoided during construction; and 

9. Maintaining a log of all significant interactions, violations of permit conditions or mitigation 

measures, and necessary corrective measures. 

PLAN CHECK 

rv1a~y mitigation measuies will be monitoied via plan check duiing Pioject implementation. City staff 

will be responsible for monitoring plan check mitigation measures. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES 

TABLio 1: MmGA TION MONITORJING AND l~EPORTING PROGRAM 

MITI'GATION MEASURE TIMING/IMPLEMEN7:4TION 
E'NFORCEMBNT I VERIFICATION OF 

MONITORlNG COMPL.IANCE 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-1 Outdoor lighting shall be designed so that 
l.ight is not directed off the site and the light source is shielded 
downward from overhead viewing and from direct off-site viewing. Ci1y of Elk Grove 
l.ight spill and glare shall not exceed 0.1 foot-candle on adjacent Prior to issuance of building permits Planning 
properties. These requirements shall be shown on the master home Department 
plans for .the single family units and the project improvement plans for 
the multifamily, clubhouse, and parks facilities. 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 Street light fixtures shall use low-pressure 
sodium lamps or other similar lighting fixture and shall be installed 
and shielded in such a manner that no light rays are emitted from the Prior to approval of facility Ci1y of Elk Grove 
fixture at angles above the horizontal plane. High-intensity discharge improvement plans for project Planning 
lamps shall be prohibited. Offsite illumination shall not exceed two- roadways Department 
foot candles. Street lighting plans shall be submi~ced with project 
improvement plans for City review and approval. 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-3 Exterior building materials on multifamily Ci1y of Elk Grove 
and nonresidential structures shall be composed of at least 50 percent 
low-reflectance non-polished surfaces. All bare metallic surfaces shall Prior to issuance of building permits Planning 

be painted with flat finishes to reduce reflected glare. 
Department 

Mitigation Measure 32-1: To reduce construction-related emissions, the 
Project Applicant shall implement the following SMAQMD Basic 
Construction Emissions Control Measures: Ci1y of Elk Grove 

" The following practices are required to control fugitive dust from a Planning 

construction site. Control of fugitive dust is required by SMAQMD Department/Sac 

Rule ·403 and enforced by SMAQMD staff. Throughout all grading and rament:o 

0 Water all exposed surfaces two times daily. Exposed surfaces construction activities Metropolitan Air 

include, but are not limited to soil piles, graded areas, unpaved 
Quality 

parking areas, staging areas, and access roads. 
Management 

District 
0 Cover or maintain at least two feet of free board space on haul 

trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material on the 
site. Any haul trucks that would be traveling along freeways or 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION M!:ASURE 

major roadways should be covered. 

o Use wet power vacuum street sweepers to remove any visible 
tmckout mud or dirt onto adjacent public roads at least once 
a day. Use of dry power sweeping is prohibited. 

o Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour 
(mph). 

o All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, and parking lots to be 
paved should be completed as soon as possible. In addition, 
building pads should be laid as soon as possible after grading 
unless seeding or sol/ binders are used. 

• The following practices are required for exhaust emission control 
for diesel-powered fleets working at a construction site. California 
regulations limit idling from both on-road and offroad' diesel 
powered equipment The California Air Resources Board enforces 
the idling limitations. 

o Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment ojf when 
not in use or reducing the time of idling to 5 minutes [required 
by California Code o{Regulalions, Title 13, sections 2449(d)(3) 
and 2485]. Provide clear signage that posts this requirement 
for workers at the entrances to the site. 

• Inspect and maintain equipment to ensure work and fuel 
efficiencies. 

o Maintain all consitruction equipment in proper working 
condition according to manufacturer's specifications. The 
equipment must b,~ checked by a certified mechanic and 
determine to be mnning in proper condition before it is 
operated. 

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: To reduce construction-related emissions, the 
Project Applicant shall implement the following SMAQMD Enhanced 
Emission Control Measures: 

• The Project Applicant shall provide a plan for approval by the City 
of Elk Grove and SMAQMD demonstrating that the heavy-d"ty (50 

4 Silverado Village 

7'1MINGjiMPLEMENTAT/ON 

Submittal of plan and inventory 
prior to issuance of grading perm1its 
and/or approval of improvement 

plans. Adherence to measures 
throughout all grading and 

ENFORCEMENT/ 

MONITORING 

Cit:y of Elk Grove 
Plannin1~ 

Department/Sac 
ramen to 

Metropolitan Air 

VERIFICATION OF 

COMPWNCE 



MITIGATION MEASURE 

horsepower [hpj or more) off-road vehicles to be used in the 
construction project, including owned, leased, and subcontractor 
vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20% NOX 
reduction and 45% particulate reduction compared to the most 
recent California Air Resources Board (ARB} fleet average. 
Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late 
model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, 
engine retrofit: technology, after-treatment products, andjor other 
options as they become available. The SMAQMD's Construction 
Mitigation Calculator can be used to id,,ntify an equipment fleet 
that achieves this reduction. 

"' The Project Applicant shall submit to the City of Elk Grove and 
SMA<JMD a comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction 
equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that will be 
used an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the 
construction project The inventory shall include the horsepower 
rating, engine model year, and projected hours of use for each 
piece of equipment The inventory shall be updated and submitted 
monthly throughout the duration of the project; except that an 
inventory shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no 
construction activity occurs. At least 48 hours prior ta the use of 
subject heavy-duty off-road equipment, the project representative 
shall provide the SMAQMD with the anticipated construction 
timeline including start date, and name and phone number of the 
project manager and on-site foreman. The SMAQMD's Model 
Equipment List can be used to submit this information. 

"' The Project Applicant shall ensure that emissions from all off-road 
diesel powered equipment used on the project site do not exceed 
40% opacity for more than three minutes in any one hour. Any 
equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) 
shall be repaired immediately. Non-compliant equipment will be 
documented and a summary provided to the lead agency and 
SMA(/MD monthly. A V'isual survey of all in-operation equipment 
shall be made at least weekly, and a monthly summary of the 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

'fiMINGjlMPLEMENT.4TION 

construction activities 

E'NFORCEMBNTj 

MONITORiNG 

Quality 
Management 

District 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mmt;ATION MlrASURE 

visual survey results shall be submitted throughout the duration of 
the project, except that l:he monthly summary shall not be required 
for any 30-day period in which no construction activity occt1rs. The 
monthly summary shall include the quantity and type of vehicles 
surveyed as well as the dates of each survey. The SMAQMD andjor 
other officials may conduct periodic site inspections to determine 
compUance. Nothing in this section shall supersede other 
SMAQMD, state' or federal rules or regulations. 

• lf at the time of construction, the SMAQMD has adapted a 
regulation applicable to construction emissions, compliance with 
the regulation may completely or partial(y replace this mit(gation. 
Consultation with the SMAQMD prior to construction will be 
necessary to make this determination. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: The Project ilpplicant shall comply with the 
Terms and Conditions, Reporting .Requirements, and Conservation 
Recommendations in accordance with the USFWS .Incidental Take 
Statement issued for the Project 

Mitigation Measure 33-2: Within 30 days prior to the start of any 
construction activity, a qualified biologist shall conduct a burrow 
survey to determine if burrowing owls are present within the Project 
site. lf burrowing owls are observed on the site, measures such as 
flagging the burrow and avoiding disturbance, passive reloca1:ion, or 
active relocation to move owls from the site, shall be implemented to 
ensure that no owls or active burrows are inadvertently buried during 
construction. All measures shall be determined by a qualified biologist 
and approved by the CDFW 

Ail burrowing owl surveys shall be conduaed according to CDFW 
protocol. The protocol requires, at a minimum, four field surveys of the 
entire site and areas within 500 fee,: of the site by walking tmnsects 
close enough that the entire site is visible. The survey should be at least 
th,ree hours in length, either from one hour before sunrise to two hours 
after or two hours before sunset to one hour after. Sun1eys shali' not be 
conducted during inclement weather, when burrowing owls are 
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As specified in the permit and 
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Prior to issuance of grading permits 
or approval of improvement plans, 

whichever occurs first 
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Planning 

Department 
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Planning 

Department 

VERIFICAHON OF 

COMPLIANCE 



MITI'GATION MEASURE 

(ypically less active and visible. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3: If Project construction activities, including 
vegetation clearing, are to occur during the nesting season }or birds 
protected under the California Fish and Game Code and Migratory Bird 
Treary Act (approximately March 1-August 31) the Project Applicant 
shall retain a qualified biologist to perform preconstmction swveys for 
protected birds, including nesting rap tors, on the Project site and in the 
immediate vicinity. At least two surveys shall be conducted no more 
than 15 days prior to the initiation of construction acUvities, including 
vegetation clearing. In the event that protected birds, including nesting 
rap tors, are found on the Project site, offsite improvement corridors, or 
the immediate vicini(y, the Project applicant shall: 

" Locate and map the location of the nest site. Within 2 working days 
of the surveys prepare a report and submit to the Ciry and CDFW; 

" A no-disturbance buffer of 250 feet shall l>e established; 

'' On-going weekly surveys shall be conducted to ensure that the no 
disturbance buffer is maintained. Construction can resume when a 
qualified biologist has confirmed that the birds have fledged. 

In the event of destruction of a nest with eggs, or if a juvenile or adult 
raptor should become stranded from the nest, injured or killed, the 
qualified biologist shall immediately notify the CDFW. The qualified 
biologist shall coordinate with the CDFW to have the injured raptor 
either transferred to a mptor recovery center or, in the case of 
mortali(y. transfer it to the CDFW within 48 hours of notification. If 
directed/authorized by the CDFW during the notification, the qualified 
biologist may transfer the injured raptors to a raptor recovery center. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-4: Prior ta the commencement of construction 
activities, the Project Applicant shall provide the Ci(y of Elk Grove with 
evidence i~hat the Project is in compliance with the requirements of the 
Ciry of Elk Grove 5wainson's Hawk Chapter 16.130 of the Elk Grove 
Municipal Code. Compliance wi/1 require the Project Applicant to 
preserve .126.39 acres of suitable habitat The suitability of the habitat 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

TIMING/IMPLEMENTATION 

Prior to issuance of grading permits 
or approval of improvement plans, 

whichever occurs: first 

Prior to issuance of grading pem1its 
or approval of :improvement plans, 

whichever occurs first 

E'NFORCEMI>NT I 
MONITORJNG 

City of Elk Grove 
Planning 

Department 

Cily of Elk Grove 
Planning 

Department 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION MEASURE 

for preservation purposes shall be detem1ined by the CDFW in 
coordination with t:he City of Elk Grove. The proposed open space and 
nature preservation area located within the Project site may be "tilized 
for a portion of the 126.39 acres if approved by the CDFW. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-5: If construction activities are planned to begin 
during the Swainson 's hawk nesting period (March 1 to September 15), 
a preconstruction survey and nes!Jng season surv9•s for nesting 
Swainson's hawks shall be conducted throughout areas of suitable 
nesting habitat on the parcel and adjacent areas within 500 feet of the 
Project si~e. The pre-construction surveys sho11/ be completed prior to 
the start of construction activities. The nesting season surveys j:hall be 
conducted once in April and once in May. If an active Swainson 's hawk 
nest is observed, the biologist shall notifY the City of Elk Grove and 
consult wnh the CDFW to derermine whether project-related activities 
are likely t:o impact the nesting pair and to derermine the appropriate 
protection measures to implement, which may indude halting or 
postponing land clearing and construction activities until all young 
have fledged and additional nesting attempts no longer occur. ~(a nest 
tree is found on the Project site prior to construction and is proposed 
for removal, then appropriate permits from CDFW shall be obtained 
and mitigation implemented pursuant to CDFI11 guidelines. 

• Prior to issuance of building or grading permits, the Project 
Applicant shall provide Development Services, Planning 
Department written verification .that a qualified biologist has been 
retain.ed by the Project Applicant to perform the preconstruction 
survey. This action may be waived ~r the biologist will be 
contracred by the City al: the Project Applicant's expense. 

• No earlier than 30 days before commencement of construction 
activities, including land clearing, the qualified biologist shall 
submn and certifY w the Planning Director the results of the pre
construction survey. Failure to submit the required survey results 
will delay the approvalw initiate construction activities, including 
land dearing. 
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MITIGATION MoASURE 

• No later than April 30, the qualified biologist shall submit and 
certify to the Planning Director the results of the 500-foot site 
perimeter survey conducted in April. Failure to submit the required 
survey results will cause any construction activit;)' to be halted 
until such results are submitted and approved by the Planning 
Director. If no construction activities have taken place, failure to 
submit the required survey results wil'l delay the approval to 
initiate constmction acUvities, including land clearing. 

No later than May 31, the qualified biologist shall submit and certifY to 
the Planning Director the results of the 500-foot site perimeter survey 
conducted in May. Failure to subm:it the required survey results will 
cause any constnrction activit;)' to be halted until such results are 
submitted and approved by the Planning Director. If no constmction 
activities have taken place.failure to submit the required survey results 
will delay the approval to initiate constmction activities, including 
land clearing. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3·6: Up to thirt;y days prior to the any disturbance 
orctivities, including but not limited to the commencement of 
construction andjor removal of trees on or adjacent to the Project site, 
the Project Applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct pre
construction bat survey(s) of potential diurnal roosting trees (e.g. trees 
24" DBH and greater, snags, hollow trees). During the survey(s) the 
qualified biologist will inspect all potential diurnal roosting trees 
within the entire area(s) where construction will and within a 
surrounding 100 foot-buffer area using the appropriate and most 
effective methodology (e.g. camera inspection, exit survey wieh night 
optics, acoustic survey) in determining pre'sence or absence of bat 
species. 

(f active roosts are found, no construction activities shall take place 
within 250 feet of the nest until the young have fledged. On-going 
weekly surveys shall be conducted r~o ensure that the no disti"bance 
buffer is maintained. Construction can resume when a qualified 
biologist has confirmed that the young bats have fledged. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

TiMINGjiMPLEMENT.4TION 

Prior to issuance of grading permits 
or approval of !improvement plans, 

whichever occurs first 

ENFORCEMENT/ 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION ME'ASURE 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-7. Prior to the commencement of grading, the 
Project Applicant shall coordinate wfth the CNPS to ensure efforts are 
made to salvage portions of the habitat or plant populations of Dwarf 
downingia and Legenere that will be lost as a result of implementation 
of the Project This shall include relocotionjl:ransplanting the plants 
and/or seed bank that would be affected by the Project to areas 
proposed for wetland creation or another appropriate area for either 
re-establishment after const111ction is comple~' or for planting. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-8: Up to thirty days prior to any ground disturbance 
activities, the Project Applicant shall retain a qualij1ed botanist to 
conduct confirmation plant: survey(s) for Peruvian dodder, Slender 
Orcutt gross, and Sanford's arrowhead. These plants have not been 
observed on the Project site through previous surveys; however, 
appropriate habitat for these speci<·s is present If the confirmation 
survey(s) reveal the presence of these plants, then the qua/ijled 
botanist shall notify the City of Hlk Grove and the appropriate 
regulatory agency with jurisdiction over the plant. If the confirmation 
survey(s) reveal the presence of these plants, mitigation measures shall 
be implemented to reduce potential impact< to the extent feasible. 
Mitigation shall include rel'ocationjtronsplanting the plants andjor 
seed bank that would be affi•cted by the Project to areas proposed for 
wetland creation or another appropriate area for either re
establishment after construction is complete or for planting. If the 
confirmation survey(s) do not reveal the presence of these planes, then 
the Project Applicant is free to move .forward with ground disturbance 
activities, subject ta all permits and other Project mitigation 
requirements. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3··9 Prior to any construction activities, the Project 
Applicant shall ensure that the Section 404 permit issued by the USACE, 
Section 40.1 Water 11}11ality Certification issued by the f1WQCB, and the 
Section 1602 Streambed Alt<1ration Agreement issued ~y the CDFW are 
valid and Glctive. If any of the above mentioned regulatory permits are 
deemed invalid or fnactive by the issuing regulatory agency then the 
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MITIGATION MEASURE 

Project Applicant shall coordinate with the regulatory agency to 
receive updated permits and approvals to ensure that all Project 
activities are authorized under their respective regulations. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-10 The Project: Applicant shall comply with the 
requirements and recommendations in accordance with the Section 
4'04 Permit issued by the USACE, the Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification issued by the RWQCB, and the Section 1602 Streambed 
Alteration Agreement issued by the CDFW for the Project 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-11 Prior to any construction activities that would 
result in the removal of a protected tree as defined by the City of Elk 
Grove Tree Presen,ation and Protection Chapter, the Project Applicant 
shall: 

• Develop a detailed tree preservation plan for trees to be ret.ained. 

• For trees to be preserved, the goal of project design should be to 
avoid grading, compaction, trenching, vehicle traffic, material 
storage or any other disturbance in the protection zones of the 
trees. 

• Under the direct supervision of an !SA Certified Arborist, install the 
CMU wall on pier footings as opposed to a continuous footing 
where the construction of the proposed CMU wall will occur within 
tree protection zones. A steel beam, plate1 or equivalent can span 
over .tree root> (Figure 8.6) so that the wall "jloats" over the soil. 
Dig all pier locations by hand to a depth of 3 feet and move piers as 
necessary to avoid root> larger than one inch in diameter. 

• Prior to construction, conduct a meeting between the Arborist, all 
contractors, subcontractors, and project managers to discuss tree 
preservation guidelines. 

•· Prior to any construction activity on site, identify trees to be 
preserved and install tree protection fencing in a circle centered at 
the tree trunk with a radius equal to the maximum drip line radius 
or as far from the trunk as possible where structures are located. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mmc:ATION ME'ASURE 

This fenced area is defined as the tree protection zone. 

• Tree protection fences should be made of chain link with posts 
sunk into the ground. ·These fences should not be removed or 
moved until construction is complete. No soil or above ground 
disturbance shall occur within the fenced area. No soil, material 
storage, spoil, waste or washout: water shall be deposited within 
the fenced areas. 

• Any work that is to occur within the protection zones of the trees 
should be monil':ored by the Consulting Arborist 

• if injury should occur to any tree d"ring construction, the 
Consulting Arborist should be consulted as soon as possible so that 
appropriate treatments can be applied. 

• Any pruning required for construction or recommended in this 
report should l>e performed by an /SA Certified A.rborist or Tree 
Worker. 

• All trees on the property should be irrigated every other week 
during the spring, summer, and fall months to a o1epth of at least 
two feet under the trees' canopies. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3·12 Prior to the removal of any trees, the Project 
Applicant shall compensate for the direct loss of protected trees as 
defined in the City of Elk Grove Tree Preservation and Protection 
Chapter a.t a ratio of 1 inch planted for every inch lost, or the 
equivalent credit obtained from a tree mitigation bank. 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-l: When site grading or earthwork begins, 
the route of the redwood stave pipe and any related pipeline shall be 
exposed and mapp.,d. The feature shall be completely photographed 
and documented with a form filed with the North Centra/Information 
C"nter. 

The Elk Grove Historical Society shall be pro11ided with a copy of the 
photographs and documentation of the pipeline. The Elk Grove 
Historical Society shall be consulted as to whel':her it wishes to obtain a 
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MITIGATION MEASURE 

pipe segment for display. (f the Elk Grove Historical Society identifies 
that it would like to have a segment of the pipe, the Applicant shall 
deliver a segment to the Elk Grove Historical Society. 

Following completion of consultation with the Elk Grove Historical 
Society and documentation of the pipeline, the remaining pipeline may 
be removed from the Projea site. 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: If any cultural resources, including 
prehistoric or historic artifacts, or other indications of archaeological 
resources, or human remains are found during grading and 
construction activities, all work shall be hal1ced immediately within a 
2'00-foot radius of 1che discovery. 

If cuhural resources are identified, an archaeologist meeting the 
Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards in 
prehistoric or historical archaeology, as appropriate, shall be 
consulted to evaluate the find(s). Work cannot continue at the 
discovery site until the archaeologist conducts sufficient research 
and data collection to make a determination that the resource is 
either 1) not cultural in origin; or 2) not potentially significant or 
eligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR. 

If a potentially eligible resource is encoum:ered, then the 
archaeologist shall identify mitigation recommendations. The City 
and Project Applicant shall consider the recommendations and the 
Project Applicant shall implement all measures deemed feasible 
and appropriate. Such measures may include avoidance, 
preservation in place, excavation, documentation, curation, data 
recovery, and other appropriate measures. The implementation of 
mitigation shall be formally documented in writing and submitted 
to the City Planning Departmenl: as verification that the provisions 
in CE<QAfor managing unanticipated discoveries have been met 

If Native American resources are identified, a Native American 
moniWr, following the Guidelines for Monitors(Consult:ants of 
Native American Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites established 
by the Native American Heritage Commission, may also be 
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MITIGATION MONITORING ANID REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIG:ATJON ME'ASURE 

required and, if required, shall be retained at the Applicant's 
expense. 

If human remains are discovered, all work shall be halted 
immediately wlthin 200 feet of the discovery, the County Coroner 
must be notified, according to Section 5097.98 of the State Public 
Resources Code and Section 7050.5 of California's Health and 
Safety Code. If the remains are determined to be Native American, 
the coroner wi/'1 notify the Native American Heritage Commission, 
and the procedures outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5(d) and (e) 
shall be followed. 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: The Project Applicant shall submit a Notice of 
Intent (NO/) and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to 
the RWQCB in accordance with the NPDES General Construction 
Permit requirements. The SWPPP shall be designed to control po1/utont 
discharges utilizing Best Management Practices (BMPs) and 
technology to reduce erosion and sediments. BMPs may consist of a 
wide variety of measures taken to reduce pollutants in stormwater 
nrnoff from the Proiect site. Measures shall include temporary erosion 
control measures (such as silt fences, staked straw balesjwattles, 
silt/sediment basins and traps, check dams, geofabric, sandbag dikes, 
and temporary revegetation or other ground cover) that will be 
employed to control erosion from disturbed areas. Final selection of 
BMPs will be subject to approval by the Cicy of Elk Grove and the 
RWQCB. The SWPPP will be kept on site during conscruction activity 
and will be made available upon request to representatives of the 
RWQCB. 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-.Z: The Project Applicant shall prepare and submit 
a Post-Construction Stormwater Quality Control Plan in accordance 
with the most recent version of the Stormwater Quality Design Manual 
for the Sacramento Region. Post-construction source' and treatment 
controls shall be designed in accordance with the City of Elk Grove 
Improvement Standards and the Stormwater Quality Design Manual. 
The design of post-construction source and treatment controls shall be 
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MITIGATION MeASURE 

submitted' for approval with the lmprovement plans regardless of 
whether they constitute private or public improvemenls. 

Drainage from all paved surfaces. including streel':s, parking lots, 
driveways, and roofs shall be routed either through water quality 
treatment ponds, swales, buffer strips, or sand filters or treated with a 
filtering system prior to discharge off-site to the storm drain system. 
Landscaping shall be designed w effect some treatment, along with the 
use of a Stormwoter Management filter to permanently sequester 
hydrocarbons, if necessary. Permeable pavers and pavement shall be 
utilized to construct the facl'lities, where appropriate. 

A separate maintenance manual describing proper maintenance 
practices for the specific treatment controls to be consl':ructed shall also 
be submitted. If the maim~enance manual needs revisions, Applicant 
shall make the requested revisions in a timely manner. 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-3:A certified geotechnical engineer shall be 
retained to perform a geotechnical engineering evaluation of the 
grading and foundation plans for i':he Silverado Village Project The 
geotechnical report shall identifY measures as necessary to address 
bearing capacity, liquefaction, lateral spreading, expansive soils, and 
subsidence, and to ensure stable soil conditions. The grading and 
improvement plans, as weli as the building plans shall be des(gned in 
accordance with the recommendations provided in the geotechnical 
evaluation The Project Applicant shall adhere to the recommendations 
provided in the geotechnical engineering report 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-4: If a septic system is planned for installation at the 
5.5-acre park site,. the ability of the soils to accommodate a septic 
~ystem shall be evaluated by a licensed engineer. If the soils do not 
have the capacity to adequately percolate and absorb septic tank 
waste, any restroom facilities on the park site shall be connected to the 
public sewer system or restroom facilities shaU be prohibited. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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MITIGATION I\IIONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MIT!(;ATION Ml:ASURE 1'1MINGjlMPLEMENTATION 
ENFORCEMENT/ VERIFICATION OF I 

MONITORING ,~,~~ 

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1: Prior to the issuance of building permits, the 
Project shall demonstrate compliance with che Climate Action Plan, 
including, but not limited to, mandatory measures BE'-6, BE-10, RC-1, 
RC-2, TACJ'-1-5, and TACM-12. I 

Ci~V of Elk Grove 
The Project Applicant shall consider incorporat.ing additional 

Prior to issuance of building permits Planning 
recommended GHG Reduction Measures. The Project Applicant shall Department 
provide reasons/justification, in the form of a written letter, for any 
recommended GHG Reduction Measures (BE-7 and BE-9), that are not 
incorporated into the Project This does not apply to the mandatory 
measures~ which must be incorporated. 

Mitigation Measure 3.7·1: All abandoned wells on the Project site shall be 
Prior to issuance of gradiing permits Citv of Elk Grove 

destroyed in accordance with the requirements of the Sacramento 
and/or approval of improvement Public Works 

County Environmental Health Division. 
plans Department 

Mitigation Measure 3.7-2: If at any time during construction an existing 
Ci tV of Elk Grove 

septic system is encountered, the system shall be removed and As a condition of Project approval 
destroyed in accordance with the requirements of ;the Sacramento and implemented during all ground- Public Works 

County Environmental Health Division. disturbing activiljes Department 

Mitigation Measure 3. 7-3: If at any time during construction, soil staining, 
soil odors, or potentially ha:rardous non-soil artifacts are encountered, 
the Applicant shall cease construction in the vicinity of the discovery. 
The Applicant shall have a Ucensed geotechnical engineer evaluate the As a condition of Project approval Citv of Elk Grove 
soil conditions ana~ if potentially hazardous conditions exist, submit and implemented during all ground- Public Works 
recommendations to the Ci~v of Elk G'rove Public Works Department to disturbing activihes Department 
address potential(y hazardous conditions. Upon acceptance of 
recommendations by the City, the Applicant shall implement 
recommendations. 

Mitigation Measure 3.8 .. 1: Prior to approval of grading and improvement 
Prior to issuance of grad1ing permits City of Elk Grove plans for the lots in Village 1-A that are served by the Bond Road Trunk 

Drainage System, the Project Applicant shall enter into an agreement and for approval of improvement Public Works 

with the City to fund the fair-share cost for the incremental increase in plans for the lots in Village 1-A that Department 

the Bond ~~oad Trunk Drainage system that needed to accommodate are served by the Bond Road Trunk 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MITIGATION MEASURE 

the Project The incremental increase shall be calculated based on any 
additional amount above the previously identified upsizing required for 
the Bond Road Trunk Drainage System in the City's Master Drainage 
Plan. The agreement shall identify the timing for the drainage system 
improvements and shall require that no building permits be issued for 
the Lots in Village 1-A that are served by the Bond Road Trunk 
Drainage System Improvements until such improvements have been 
completed. 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-1: Development plans for the Project shall 
include the following noise attenuation features: 

• 

TlM/NG/lMPLEMENT.4TION 

Drainage System 

A uniform 7~foot tall noise barrier should be constructed along 
the south property lines of all proposed residential uses adjacent to 
Bond Road to reduce future tra1fic noise levels to 60 dB Ldn or less 
within proposed backyards. The barrier shall have an earthen 
berm base and the upper pon~ion shall be constructed of solid 
materials, such as a masonry wall and shall wrap at the ends as 
indicated in the Project Draft ElR Figure 3.10-.1. Landscaping, 
such as dense hedges or bushes, shall be planted in front of the I Prior to issuance of building permits 
soundwall to minimize unbroken views of the soundwall. A 
uniform 6joot tall noise barrier shall be constructed along the 
eastern property lines of Waterman Road to reduce future traffic 
noise levels to 60 dB Ldn or less at proposed backyard areas 
located adjacent to that roadway. The barrier shall be constructed 
of solid materials, such as a masonry wall, earthen berm, or 
combination of the two, and shall wrap at the ends as indicated in 
Figure 3.10-1. 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-2: Development plans for the Project shall 
include the following noise attenuation features: 

•· Air conditioning shall be included in all residences constructed in 
the Silverado Village development to allow occupants .to close 
doors and windows as desired to achieve additional acoustic 
isolation from traffic noise in the project vicinity. 

Prior to issuance of building permits 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

M/Tf(;AT/ON MEASURE 1)MfNGjlMPLEMENTA.TION 
ENFORCEMENT/ VERIFICA TJON OF 

MONITORING COMPLMNCE 
All second floor windows within 162 feet of Bond Road shall have a 
minimum STC rating of30. 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-3: The folio wing measures shall be followed 
throughout all phases of construction that are within 250 feet of 
existing residences: 

Construction equipment shall be well maintained and used 
judiciously to be as quiet as practical. Equip all internal 
combustion engine-driven equipment with mufflers, which are in 
good condition and appropriate for the equipment 

Use "quiet" models of air compressors and other stationa~y noise City of Elk Grove 
sources where technology exists. Throughout all construction and Planning 
Locate stationary noise-generating equipment and construction earthmoving activities Department 
staging areas a minimum of 100 feet from sensitive receptors, 
including neighboring residential uses, when sensitive receptors 
adjoin or are m.?ar a construction area. 

• Construction activiry within 150 feec of residential uses shall 
be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. t:o 7 p.m. whenever such activiry is 
adjacent to residential uses. 

Limit idling of internal combustion engines to no more than 5 
minutes. 
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CERTIFICATION 
ELK GROVE CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO. 2014-139 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO ) ss 
CITY OF ELK GROVE ) 

!, Jason Lindgren, City Clerk of the City of Elk Grove, California, do hereby certify 
that the foregoing resolution was duly introduced, approved, and adopted by the 
City Council of the City of Elk Grove at a regular meeting of said Council held on 
june 25, 2014 by the foiiowing vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTAif.J: 

ABSENT: 

COUNCILMEMBERS: 

COUNCILMEMBERS: 

,...,..,, , .. ,,..,, ••~••ni"""Mr'!>. 
'-'VUIY'-'IL.Irl~lrllr::J~n~. 

COUNCILMEMBERS: 

Davis, Cooper, Detrick, Hume, Trigg 

None 

t/one 

None 


