
RESOLUTION NO. 2005·7

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ELK GROVE
CERTIFYING A FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

REPORT ON THE ELK GROVE GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT, MAKING
FINDINGS, ADOPTING A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS,
AND ADOPTING A MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the City of Elk Grove began preparation of its first General Plan
in October 2001 that consisted of conducting (3) three visioning meetings and
numerous public meetings by the General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC), the
Elk Grove Planning Commission, and the Elk Grove City Council; and,

WHEREAS, the City of Elk Grove determined that the Elk Grove General
Plan Amendment (also referred to herein as "Project") was a project requiring
review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public
Resources Code 21000 et seq.) and that a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report (SEIR) be prepared to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the
project; and,

WHEREAS, a Notice of Preparation was released for public and agency
review and comment on March 23, 2004 and a public scoping meeting to receive
comments on topics and issues which should be evaluated in the Draft SEIR was
held by the City on April 8,2004; and,

WHEREAS, the City of Elk Grove distributed a Notice of Availability for the
Elk Grove General Plan Draft SEIR on October 13, 2004, which started the 45­
day public review period, ending on November 26,2004; and

WHEREAS, the Draft SEIR was also submitted to the State Clearinghouse
for state agency review; and,

WHEREAS, the City of Elk Grove Planning Commission held a public
meeting on November 18, 2004 to receive public comments on the Draft SEIR
and those comments were received and considered in the Final SEIR; and,

WHEREAS, the City of Elk Grove Planning Commission considered the Elk
Grove General Plan Amendment on December 9, 2004 and recommended that
the City Council review and consider certification of the SEIR and adopt specified
amendments to the Elk Grove General Plan; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Elk Grove has reviewed all
evidence presented both orally and in writing and intends to make certain
findings in compliance with CEQA, which are more fully set forth below in Exhibit
A, attached hereto and incorporated in its entirety by this reference;



NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ELK GROVE
HEREBY RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

1. Certification of the Final SEIR

A. The City Council of the City of Elk Grove hereby certifies that
the Final SEIR (Exhibit B) has been completed in
compliance with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act.

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

2. Findings on Impacts.

A. The SEIR identifies one (1) potentially significant impact that
can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The City
Council makes the findings with respect to significant
impacts as set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto and
incorporated herein by reference.

B. The SEIR identifies six (6) potentially significant impacts
that cannot be mitigated to 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 A.

3. Findings on Alternatives

Three (3) project alternatives ("No Project," "General Plan
Amendment Project Without Sites 21 and 29," and "Reduced
Residential Density Alternative") were evaluated by the City of Elk
Grove during project development and in the SEIR. As set forth in
Exhibit A, while Alternative 1 does reduce some of the
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project, it
does not meet the basic project objectives and therefore, is not
considered further. Alternatives 2 and 3 meet the basic project
objectives and do provide environmental benefits compared with
the proposed project. Alternative 2 is the environmentally superior
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alternative, as it would reduce potentially significant land use,
traffic, air quality, noise, and visual impacts to a greater extent than
the proposed General Plan Amendment project, Alternative 1, or
Alternative 3. The City Council hereby finds that Alternative 2 can
be feasibly implemented and serves the best interests of the City of
Elk Grove.

4. Statement of Overriding Considerations

While adoption of Alternative 2 substantially reduces land use,
traffic, air quality, and noise impacts associated with the proposed
project, there are no feasible mitigation measures that would
substantially lessen or avoid all significant adverse environmental
effects caused by implementation of the project. Therefore, the
City Council adopts a Statement Of Overriding Considerations
concerning the project's unavoidable significant impact to explain
why the General Plan Amendment (Alternative 2) benefits override
and outweiqh its unavoidable impacts on the environment as set
forth in Exhibit A.

5. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources
Code, which requires public agencies to "adopt a reporting or
monitoring program for the changes made to the project or
conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid
significant effects on the environment," the City Council adopts the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program attached as Exhibit C.

6. Other Findings

The City Council finds that issues raised during the public comment
period and written comment letters submitted during the public
review period of the Draft SEIR do not involve any new significant
impacts or "significant new information" that would require
recirculation of the Draft SEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5.
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Elk Grove on the s"
day of January 2005.

/~
DANIEL BRIGGS, MAYOR of the
CITY OF ELK G OVE

ATTEST:

~ERK ANT NY B. MANZANETTI,
CITY ATTORNEY
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Introduction

The Elk. Grove General Plan Amendment Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR)
identified significant impacts associated with the adoption of the Ell< Grove General Plan
Amendment Project. The City Council action considered in these Findings of Fact and
statement of Overriding Considerations is adoption of Alternative 2, which excludes Sites 21 and
29 (the land use designation for these sites will remain the land use designated in the current Ell<
Grove General Plan.) but mal<es all of the other amendments to the General Plan as discussed in
the Project Description of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report prepared for the
Elk Grove General Plan Amendment project.

Approval of a project with significant impacts requires that findings be made by the Lead
Agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, California Public Resources
Code Sections 21000 et seq.). and State CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code, TItle
14, Chapter 3) Sections 15043, 15091, and 15093. Significant impacts of the project would either:
1) be mitigafed to a less than significant level pursuant to the mitigation measures identified in
the SEIR; or 2) mitigation measures notwithstanding, have a residual significant impact that
requires a Statement of Overriding Consideration. Specifically, CEQA Guidelines Section 15091
requires lead agencies to make one or more of the following written findings:

1• Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final
SEIR.

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency mak.ing the findings. Such changes have been adopted by
such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.

3. Specific economic, social or other considerations make infeasible the mitigation measure
or project alternative identified in the FinalSEIR.

These Findings accomplish the following: aJ they address the significant environmental effects
identified in the SEIR for the approved project; b) they incorporate all General Plan policies and
action items associated with these significant impacts identified in either the Draft SEIR or the
Final SEIR; cl they indicate which impacts remain significant and unavoidable, because there
are not feasible mitigation measures; and, d) they address the feasibility of all project
alternatives identified in the SEIR. Forany effects that will remain significant and unavoidable, a
"Statement of Overriding Considerations" is presented. The conclusions presented in these
Findings are based on the Final SEIR (consisting of the Draft SEIR, Response to Comments, and
errata to the Draft SEIR) and other evidence in the administrative record.

To the extent that these Findings conclude that various impacts outlined in the SEIR have no
feasible mitigation measures that would reduce significant and unavoidable impacts to a level
of significance. All mitigation measures identified in the General Plan EIR were incorporated into
General Plan policies and will apply to the proposed General Plan Amendment. along with the
associated action items. These Rndings are not merely informational. but constitute a binding set
of obligations that will come into effect when the City of Elk Grove adopts the General Plan
Amendment (Public Resources Code. Section 21081.6[blJ. The City of Elk. Grove, upon review of
the Anal SEIR. which includes the Draft SEIR and based on all the information and evidence in
the administrative record, hereby makes the Findings set forth herein.

city of ElkGrove
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CEQAProcess Overview

In accordance with Sections 15063 and 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines. the City of Elk Grove
prepared and circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study for the Elk Grove
General Plan Amendment SEIR for public and agency review on March 23. 2004 and held a
public scoping meeting on April 8. 2004. The comments received in response to the NOP and
scoping meeting were included as an appendix to the Draft SEIR. Comments raised in response
to the NOPwere considered and addressed during preparation of the SEIR.

Upon completion of the Elk Grove General Plan Amendment Draft SEIR. the City prepared and
distributed a Notice of Availability on October 13. 2004 pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15087. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines. Sections 15087 and 15105. a 45-day public comment and
review period was opened on October 13. 2004 and was closed on November 26. 2004. A
public meeting was held at the City of Elk Grove City Hall on November 18. 2004. before the Elk
Grove Planning Commission in order to obtain comments on the Draft SEIR. Written comment
letters and oral comments were received during this public review period. No new significant
environmental issues. beyond those already covered in the Draft SEIR. were raised during the
comment period. and the Final SEIR was prepared. Responses to comments received on the
Draft SEIR did not involve any changes to the project that would create new significant impacts
or provide significant new information that would require recirculation of the Draft SEIR pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Responses to comments were provided in the Final SEIR.
and responses were sent to public agencies that commented on the Draft SEIR ten days prior to
certification of the Final SEIR.

Administrative Record

The environmental analysis provided in the Draft and Final EIR and the Rndings provided herein
are based on and are supported by the following documents. materials and other evidence.
which constitute the Administrative Record for the City of Elk Grove General Plan:

1. The NOP. comments received on the NOP and all other public notices issued by the City
in relation to the General Plan Amendment Supplemental EIR (e.g.. Notice of Availability).

2. The 2003 General Plan Draft EIR. associated appendices to the Draft EIR and technical
materials cited in the Draft EIR.

3. The General Plan Amendment Draft SEIR. associated appendices to the Draft SEIR and
technical materials cited in the Draft SEIR.

4. The General Plan Amendment Final SEIR. including comment letters. oral testimony and
technical materials cited in the document.

5. All non-draft and/or non-confidential reports and memoranda prepared by the City of
Elk Grove and consultants.

6. Minutes and transcripts of the discussions regarding the project and/or project
components at public hearings held by the City of Elk Grove Planning Commission and
City Council.

7. Staff reports associated with Planning Commission and City Council meetings on the
General Plan Amendment.

8. Ell< Grove General Plan.

city of ElkGrove
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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 at 8380
Laguna Palms Way, Elk Grove, California 95758.

Document Organization

The findings are organized into the following sections:

1. Findings Associated with Less Than Significant Impacts Identified in the SEIR

2. Findings Associated with Significant, Potentially Significant. and Cumulative Significant
Impacts which can be Mitigated to a Less ThanSignificant Level

3. Findings Associated with Significant and Cumulative Significant Impacts which Cannot
Feasiblybe Mitigated to a Less Than Significant Level

4. Findings Associated with Project Alternatives

5. Findings Associated with Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

6. Statement of Overriding Considerations for Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
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1. Findings Associated With Less Ihcn Significant Impacts Identified In the SEIR

The City of Elk Grove (City) hereby adopts and makes the following findings relating to its
approval of the Elk Grove General Plan Amendment. Having received, reviewed, and
considered the entire record. both written and oral. relating to the Elk Grove General Plan
Amendment and associated Draft and Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, the
City makes the following findings associated with less than significant impacts:

1.1 Land Use

1.1.1 Impact 4.1.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would create
conflicts with other land uses within the City.

Finding: Based upon the analysis presented in Section 4.1 of the Draft SEIR and
considering the information contained in the administrative record, the City hereby finds
that impacts associated with conflicts with other land uses within the City are less than
significant because the City's Residential Guidelines, Design Guidelines for Multi-Family
Development. Design Guidelines for Non-Residential Development. and Zoning Code
requirements would lessen potential land use conflicts to a less than significant level.

Reference: Draft SEIR pages 4.1-11 and 4.1-12; General Plan Policies LU-6, LU-11, LU-21,
LU-22. LU-35. and LU-36; General Plan Action Item LU-35-Action 1

1.1.2 Impact 4.1.4 The General Plan Amendment project in addition to other reasonably
foreseeable development within Elk Grove could result in land use conflicts.

Finding: Based upon the analysis presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft SEIR and
considering the information contained in the administrative record, the City hereby finds
that cumulative impacts associated with conflicts with other land uses within the City
are less than significant because land use impacts are site specific and the City's
Residential Guidelines. Design Guidelines for MUlti-Family Development. Design
Guidelines for Non-Residential Development. and Zoning Code requirements would
lessen potentidl land use conflicts to a less than significant level. Noise. traffic. air
quality. and hazards/human health impacts that would occur with the change in land
use designation and implementation of the General Plan Amendment are addressed
under the impacts specific to each of those environmental issue areas.

Reference: Draft SEIR pages 4.1-11. 4.1-12, and 4.1-13; General Plan Policies LU-6, LU-11.
LU-21. LU-22. LU-35. and LU-36; General Plan Action Item LU-35-Action 1

1.2 PopUlation/Housing/Employment

1.2.1 Impact 4.2.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment could result in
population and housing projections that may exceed the City of Elk Grove 2003 General
Plan projections for 2025.

Finding: Based upon the analysis presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft SEIR and
considering the information contained in the administrative record, the City hereby finds
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that impacts associated with population and housing projections that may exceed the
City of Elk Grove 2003 General Plan projections for 2025 are less than significant as Sites
A and 5 would increase potential for affordable housing improving the range of housing
choices for all persons. With the exclusion of Sites 21 and 29, the proposed General Plan
Amendment would result in overall housing unit reductions of 188 and not contribute to
any exceedance of the City's population projects, as shown in Table 4.2-8on Draft SEIR
page 4.2-7.

Reference: Draft SEIR page 4.2-7: General Plan Policies Draft SEIR pages 4.2-4 - 4.2-6 H-1,
H-4, H-10: General Plan Action Items H-1-Actions 1 and 2, H-1-Action 4, H-1-Action 10and
11.and H-4-Aciton 1and 2.

1.2.2 Impact 4.2.2 The increase in the number of employed persons versus the increase in
housing units may result in a jobs-housing imbalance.

Finding: Based upon the analysis presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft SEIR and
considering the information contained in the administrative record, the City hereby finds
that impacts associated with a potential jobs-housing imbalance are less than
significant because the General Plan Amendment would add to the amount of land
available for commercial development, thus increasing the number of employment
opportunities in the City. Furthermore, with the exclusion of Sites 21 and 29 the jobs­
housing balance will be further improved by reducing the potential for housing units
while increasing the potential for jobs-generating land uses.

Reference: Draft SEIR page 4.8-8: General Plan Policies ED-l, ED-B, ED-9. LU-9. and LU-l0:
General Plan Action Items ED-l-Actions 1 and 2, ED-9-Actions 1 through 3, and LU-1Q­
Action 1.

1.2.3 Impact 4.2.3 The population and housing unit increases due to implementation of the
General Plan Amendment may exceed the Elk Grove General Plan population and
housing projections for the Planning Area.

Finding: Based upon the analysis presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft SEIR and
considering the information contained in the administrative record, the City hereby finds
that impacts associated with cumulative population and housing projections for the
Planning Area that may exceed the Elk Grove General Plan projections are less than
significant because the Elk Grove General Plan EIR determined that cumulative
population and housing increases that would occur with buildout of the General Plan
Amendment would be less than significant. With the removal of Sites 21 and 29 from the
General Plan Amendment. this impact is further reduced and there will be no
exceedance of population and housing unit projections for the City.

Reference: Draft SEIR page 4.2-10: General Plan Policies H-l. H-4, H-l0. and H-12:
General Plan Action Items H-1-Actions 1 and 2, H-1-Action 4. H-1-Action 10and 11, H-4­
Aciton 1 and 2, and H-12-Action 1.
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1.3 Transportation and Circulation

1.3.1 Impact 4.3.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would result in
increased traffic volumes. vIC ratios. and a decrease in LOS on state highways during
the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.

Finding: Based upon the analysis presented in Section 4.3 of the Draft SEIR and
considering the information contained in the administrative record. the City hereby finds
that impacts associated with traffic volumes, VIC ratios. and LOS on state highways are
less than significant because implementation of the General Plan Amendment would
not decrease the Level of Service along either Interstate 5 or Highway 99 to lower than D.
The proposed General Plan Amendment is not anticipated to substantially impact these
facilities as described under Impact 4.3.2of the Draft SEIR.

Reference: Draft SEIR page 4.3-43; General Plan Policies CI-13 and CI-14.

1.3.2 Impact 4.3.3 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would result in
an increase in traffic volumes on some roadways. which would increase the potential
opportunities for safety conflicts.

Finding: Based upon the analysis presented in Section 4.3 of the Draft SEIR and
considering the information contained in the administrative record, the City hereby finds
that impacts associated with safety conflicts due to increase in traffic volumes are less
than significant because implementation of General Plan policies and action items and
modern construction design standards would ensure roadway facilities associated with
the General Plan Amendment would not result in unacceptable safety conflicts.

Reference: Draft SEIR page 4.3-44; General Plan Policies CI-13, CI-17, CI-18, CI-21, CI-22.
and C123.

1.4 Noise

1.4.1 Impact 4.4.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would
increase in traffic noise levels that would be in excess of City of Elk Grove noise
standards.

Finding: Based upon the analysis presented in Section 4.4 of the Draft SEIR and
considering the information in the administrative record, the City hereby finds that noise
impacts related to traffic noise levels that would be in excess of City of Elk Grove noise
standards are less than significant because the anticipated increase in noise would not
be discernible to the human ear and therefore would not exceed the current noise
levels anticipated with the adopted General Plan.

Reference: Draft SEIR page 4.4-1; General Plan Policies NO-I. NO-2, NO-5, and NO-7;
General Plan Action Item NO-7-Action 1.

1.4.2 Impact 4.4.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment could result in
the future development of land uses that generate noise levels in excess of applicable
noise standards for non transportation noise sources.
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Finding: Based upon the analysis presented in Section 4.4 of the Draft SEIR and
considering the information contained in the administrative record. the City hereby finds
that noise impacts resulting from future development of land uses are lessthan significant
because future land uses that could generate noise would be required to meet noise
performance standards set forth in General Plan policies that are designed to protect
noise-sensitive land uses.

Reference: Draft SEIR page 4.4-12; General Plan Policies NO-2. NO-3. NO-4. NO-7. NO-8.
and NO-9;General Plan Action Item NO-7-Action 1.

1.4.3 Impact 4.4.3 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment along with
potential development of the Urban Study Areas would result in impacts to regional
noise attenuation levels.

Finding: Based upon the analysis presented in Section 4.4 of the Draft SEIR and
considering the information contained in the administrative record. the City hereby finds
that cumulative noise impacts related to the proposed General Plan Amendment are
less than significant because the proposed General Plan Amendment would not result in
discernible increases to cumulative noise levels. The General Plan EIR identified that
cumulative regional traffic noise impacts would be significant and unavoidable and that
no feasible mitigation exists to reduce the impact to a less than significant level; the
project would not result in a substantial increase to noise levels analyzed and disclosed in
the General Plan ErR. Implementation of General Plan policies NO-2. NO-4. NO-5. NO-6.
NO-7 and NO-8. along with associated action items would apply to future development
on the General Plan Amendment sites and help to reduce the City's contribution to
regional traffic noise impacts.

Reference: Draft SEIR page 4.4-13; General Plan Policies NO-2. NO-4 through NO-8.

1.5 AirQuality

1.5.1 Impact 4.5.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would allow
for actions that may result in the construction of residential. commercial or office
development. This. in tum. would result in periodic exhaust emissions and fugitive dust
from construction activities that would affect local air quality.

Finding: Based upon the analysis presented in Section 4.5 of the Draft SEIR and
considering the information contained in the administrative record. the City hereby finds
that impacts to local air quality from construction activities associated with residential.
commercial or office development are less than significant because the Elk Grove
General Plan EIR identified that the implementation of the General Plan would result in a
significant and unavoidable impact to air quality due to construction related emissions
and the proposed General Plan Amendment would only result in a slight increase in the
total amount of construction-related emissions. The General Plan incorporated
Mitigation Measure 4.7.1 into the General Plan as Policy CAQ-19 in the Conservation
and Air Quality Element to reduce the significance of this impact. Impacts at any given
location are likely to be unchanged in terms of impact severity or duration as compared
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to the adopted General Plan. Implementation of General Plan policies would assist in
reducing potential construction air quality emissions.

Reference: Draft SEIR page 4.5-11; General Plan Policies CAQ-26 through CAQ-28 and
CAQ-30 through CAQ-33: General Plan Action Items CAQ-27-Actions 1 through 5, CAQ­
28-Actions 1 and 2, CAQ-30-Aciton 1, CAQ-31-Actions 1 through 4. and CAQ-32-Action
1.

1.5.2 Impact 4.5.3 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would include
sources of criteria pollutants. toxic air contaminants or odors that may affect surrounding
land uses. Sensitive land uses may also be located near existing sources of criteria
pollutants, toxic air contaminants or odors.

Finding: Based upon the analysis presented in Section 4.5 of the Draft SEIR and
considering the information contained in the administrative record, the City hereby finds
that impacts associated with exposure of surrounding land uses to criteria pollutants,
toxic air contaminants or odors are less than significant because the Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) rules and regulations impose
limits on emissions and requires use of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and
purchase of emission off-sets for industrial sources exceeding certain emission levels.
These regulations include the identification and quantification of emissions of Toxic Air
Contaminants and, if warranted, estimation of cancer and non-cancer risk associated
with any source. The issuance of SMAQMD Air Quality permits, compliance with all
District. state and federal regulations regarding stationary and TACs. the use of Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) and, the purchase of emission off-sets for industrial
sources would reduce potential stationary and mobile sources toxic air emissions.

Reference: Draft SEIR page 4.5-13: General Plan Policies CAQ-26 through CAQ-33;
General Plan Action Items CAQ-27-Actions 1 through 5. CAQ-28-Actions 1 and 2, CAQ­
29-Acitons 1 and 2, CAQ·30-Aciton 1. CAQ-31-Actions 1 through 4, and CAQ-32-Action
1.

1.6 Public Services

1.6.1 Impact 4.6.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would
increase wastewater flows and the demand for additional sanitary sewer infrastructure
and would result in conflicts with General Plan policies regarding extension of
infrastructure into rural areas.

Finding: Based upon the analysis presented in Section 4.6 of the Draft SEIR and
considering the information contained in the administrative record, the City hereby finds
that impacts related to conflicts with General Plan policies regarding extension of
infrastructure into rural areas are less than significant because Sites A. 4. 5, 24, 40. and 41
are in urbanized uses where wastewater infrastructure is available in the vicinity of the
sites. Furthermore, these sites are zoned and designated for urban uses with or without
the proposed General Plan Amendment. With the exclusion of Sites 21 and 29, consistent
with Alternative 2, inconsistency with General Plan policies relating to extension of sewer
infrastructure to serve rural areas is avoided. The Sacramento Regional Wastewater
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Treatment Plant (SRWTP) capacity is determined by regional population estimates;
therefore. is not related to any specific land uses or designations and is location
independent. The SRWTP Master Plan considered all projected growth within its service
area boundaries. which includes development within the City limits of Elk Grove and the
remaining portions of the Sacramento County General Plan area. Therefore. wastewater
generated from the proposed land uses of the General Plan would not impact
operations at the SRWTP or cause its planned capacity to be exceeded. The SRWTP will
have sufficient capacity to serve the land uses associated with the proposed General
Plan Amendment.

Reference: Draft SEIR page 4.6-9; General Plan Policies PF-8. PF-9. PF-13. PF-14; General
Plan Action Items PF-8-Actions 1 and 2.

1.6.2 Impact 4.6.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment along with
potential development of the sites and growth in the SRCSD service area would result in
cumulative wastewater impacts.

Finding: Based upon the analysis presented in Section 4.12.1 of the Draft SEIR and
considering the information contained in the administrative record. the City hereby finds
that cumulative impacts related to wastewater demand are less than significant
because all future Sacramento County Sanitation District (CSD-l) trunk sewer systems are
developed in conjunction with the planning of the SRCSD interceptor system and land
use planning information. The general land uses proposed under the General Plan
Amendment were not considered in preparation of the final report. however the land
uses currently proposed are less intense than those considered for preparation of the final
report. Trunk sewer expansions are grouped based on location and anticipated need.
The Facilities Expansion Master Plan (October. 2000) identified 114 trunk system expansion
projects consisting of approximately 145 miles of new trunk sewer pipelines. Many of
these trunk sewer expansion projects are within the Planning Area. The potential
environmental effects associated With the expansion of facilities were addressed in the
Regional Interceptor Master Plan EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 200112085). the SRCSD
Master Plan. and the Sewerage Facilities Expansion Master Plan (Final Report. October
2(00). The construction of SRCSD Interceptors are determined by regional population
estimates; therefore. is not related to any specific land uses or designations and is
location independent. Whereas. individual trunk systems are determined by land uses in
a specific geographical area. The SRCSD Interceptor Master Plan considered all
projected growth within its service area boundaries. which includes development within
the City limits of ElkGrove and the remaining portions of the General Plan area. Further.
the removal of Sites 21 and 29 from the General Plan Amendment decreases the
wastewater demand that would have occurred with the project as analyzed under
Impact 4.6.2 of the Draft SEIR. Therefore. wastewater generated from the proposed land
usesof the General Plan would not in inadequate wastewater conveyance facilities.

Reference: Draft SEIR page 4.6-11; General Plan Policies PF-8. PF-9. and PF-13; General
Plan Action Items PF-8-Action Items 1 and 2.
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2. Findings Associated with Potentially Significant Impacts which can be Mitigated to a
Less ThanSignificant Level

The City of Elk Grove (City) hereby adopts and makes the following findings relating to its
approval of the Elk Grove General Plan Amendment. Having received, reviewed. and
considered the entire record, both written and oral, relating to the Elk Grove General Plan
Amendment and associated Draft and Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. the
City makes the following findings associated with potentially significant impacts which can be
mitigated to a less than significant level through: I} implementation of Alternative 2 which
excludes changes to the land use designation on Sites 21 and 29. and 2) implementation of
General Plan policies identified in the Final SEIR:

2.1 Land Use

2.1.1 Impact 4.1.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment for Sites 21
and 29 would be inconsistent with relevant land use planning documents.

Finding: Based upon the information contained in the Final SEIR and the administrative
record, the City hereby finds that the approval of Alternative 2, which would not
change the current land use designation on Sites 21 and 29, reduces this impact to less
than significant. As discussed under Impact 4.1.1 and Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives)
of the Draft SEIR. with the exception of Sites 21 and 29. approval of the General Plan
Amendment. is anticipated to be consistent with the General Plan and other relevant
land use planning documents.

Evidence: Draft SEIR pages 4.1-8 through 4.1-11 and p. 6.0-3; General Plan Policies LU-18.
PF-l0, East Elk Grove Specific Plan. and Sunset Skyranch Airport Comprehensive Land
Use Plan

2.1.2 Impact 4.1.3 Development of the General Plan Alternative sites in addition to other
reasonably foreseeable projects in the region would change the land use patterns and
result in conversion to residential and commercial/office and would result in land use
development in excess of that allowed under the General Plan.

Finding: Based upon the information contained in the Rnal SEIR and the administrative
record. the City hereby finds that implementation of Alternative 2 would reduce this
impact to less than significant. As discussed on page 4.1-13 of the Draft SEIR,
implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would occur adjacent
existing uses and would not result in isolated development inconsistent with current land
use patterns. with the exception of Sites 21 and 29. As Sites 21 and 29 are not
redesignated. implementation of policies and action items in the General Plan would
reduce the impact to less than significant.

Evidence: Draft SEIR pages 4.1-13 and 6.0-3; General Plan Policies LU-2. LU-6. LU-7. LU-ll.
LU-22, LU-35, and LU-36
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2.2 Visual Resources/Ught and Glare

2.2.1 Impact 4.7.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment could result in
the introduction of additional daytime glare and nighttime sources to the area.

Finding: Based upon the information contained in the Final SEIR and the administrative
record. the City hereby finds that the implementation of General Plan Policies LU-35 and
LU·38 would reduce this impact to less than significant. Implementation of the City's
residential and non-residential design guidelines (General Plan policies LU-35 and LU-38
and their associated action items) will ensure that any new sources of light and glare do
not create adverse effects. The General Plan EIR identified that a provision to minimize
the use of reflective materials in building design included in design guidelines would be
adequate mitigation for this potentially significant impact. The City's non-residential
design guidelines include such provisions. Therefore. no new or additional mitigation
measure is required.

Evidence: Draft SEIR page 4.7-6; General Plan Policies LU-35 and LU-38 and Action Items;
LU-35 Action 1 and LU-38 Action 1 and 2.

3. Findings Associated with Significant and Cumulative Significant Impacts Which
Cannot Feasibly BeMitigated to a Less Than Significant Level

Based upon the criteria set forth in the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR. the City finds that the
following environmental effects of the project are significant and unavoidable. However. as
explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerations contained in Section 5 below. these
effects are considered to be acceptable when balanced against the economic. legal.
social. technological. and other benefits of the project.

3.1 Transportation and Circulation

3.1.1 Impact 4.3.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would result in
increased traffic volumes. VIC ratios. and a decrease in LOS on area roadways during
the A.M. and P.M.peak hours.This is considered a slgnmcant impact.

Mitigation Measures
None available.

finding: No feasible MItigation Measures Available to MItigate the Impact. Based upon
the information contained in the Final SEIR and the Administrative Record, the City
hereby finds that while implementation of the General Plan policies and associated
action items would assist in reducing impacts to local roadways. there are no feasible
mitigation measures available that will lessen this significant adverse effect on the
environment to a less than significant level. As discussed under Impact 4.3.1. there are
five roadway segments that would experience significant level of service impacts under
the General Plan Amendment. Implementation of General Plan policies and action
items will reduce impacts but not to a level that is less than significant. The exclusion of
Sites 21 and 29 reduces the impacts such that only one of the five roadway segments,
Southbound Bruceville Road between Sheldon Road and Laguna Boulevard. would be
adversely impacted as discussed on p. 3.0-58of the Final SEIR. Therefore, the City further
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finds that the approval of the project without Sites 21 and 29 reduces this impact, but the
impact will remain significant and unavoidable as there are no feasible mitigation
measures that might minimize, avoid or reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
However, this impact is considered to be acceptable when balanced against the

economic, legal, social. technological, and other benefits of the project as specified in
Section 5 of this document.

Evidence: Draft SEIR pages 4.3-33 through 4.3-43; Final SEIR page 3.0-58; General Plan
Policies CI-l 0, CI-13, CI-14, CI-15, and CI-16; General Plan Action Items CI-14 Action 1 and
CI-15 Action 1.

3.1.2 Impact 4.3.4 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment as well as
potential development within the City and adjacent areas would contribute to
significant impacts on local roadways and state highways under cumulative conditions.

Mitigation Measures
None available.

Finding: No Feasible Mitigation Measures Available to Mitigate the Impact. Based upon
the information contained in the Final SEIR and the Administrative Record, the City
hereby finds that while implementation of the General Plan policies and associated
action items would assist in reducing impacts to local roadways, there are no feasible
mitigation measures available that will lessen this significant cumulative adverse effect
on the environment to a less than significant level. While excluding Sites 21 and 29 avoids
four of the five roadway impacts, one roadway segment would still function
unacceptably as discussed in the Final SEIR on page 3.0-58. Therefore, the City finds that
there are no feasible mitigation measures that might minimize, avoid or reduce this
cumulative impact to a less than significant level. Thus, this impact is significant and
unavoidable. Implementation of General Plan policies and associated action items will
reduce impacts to local roadways under cumulative conditions. However, since there
are some local roadways that would not reach a LOS D even with improvements,
impacts to these roadways are significant and unavoidable. 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. However, this impact is considered to be
acceptable when balanced against the economic, legal. social. technological. and
other benefits of the project as specified in Section 5 of this document.

Evidence: Draft SEIR pages 4.3-45 through 4.3-46; Final SEIR page 3.0-58; General Plan
Policies CI-lO, CI-' 3, CI-14, CI-15. and CI-16; General Plan Action Items CI-' 4 Action 1 and
CI-15 Action 1.

3.2 Air Quality

3.2.1 Impact 4.5.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would
increase air pollutant emissions from operational activities of land useswithin the City.

Mitigation Measure
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None available.

Finding: No Feasible Mitigation Measures Available to Mitigate the Impact. Based upon
the information contained in the Final SEIR and the Administrative Record. the City
hereby finds that while General Plan policies CAQ-26 through CAQ-33 are feasible
measures that will lessen this significant adverse effect on the environment. they will not
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Therefore. the City further finds that
there are no feasible mitigation measures that might avoid or reduce this impact to a
less than significant level. General Plan policies CAQ-26 through CAQ-33. along with
associated action items would help to reduce impacts from operational related
emissions by encouraging a reduction in peak hour vehicle trips (e.g .• flexible work hours.
telecommuting. car pooling. etc.); the development (extension) and use of Regional
Transit's (RT) rail and transit services. reduction of automobile dependency. and the
development of the City's pedestrian and bike paths. However. implementation of the
General Plan Amendment would result in an increase in regional emissions of ROG. NOx.
and PM10. Draft SEIR Table 4.5-4 (DraH SE/R page 4.5-15) shows the levels of these
pollutants after implementation of the General Plan Amendment. Since the SMAQMD is
already in non-attainment for these pollutants. any additional emissions would result in a
significant and unavoidable impact (Draft SEIR pages 4.5-12 through4.5 -13). However,
this impact is considered to be acceptable when balanced against the economic.
legal. social. technological. and other benefits of the project as specified in Section 5 of
this document.

Evidence: Draft SEIR pages 4.5-12 and 4.5-13: General Plan Policies CAQ-27. CAQ-28
CAQ-29. CAQ-30. CAQ-32. and CAQ-33; General Plan Action Items CAQ-27 Actions 1
through 5, CAQ-28 Actions 1 and 2; CAQ-30 Action 1.and CAQ-32 Action 1.

3.2.2 Impact 4.5.4 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment along with
potential development in the region would exacerbate existing regional problems with
ozone and particulate matter.

Mitigation Measures

None available.

Finding: No Feasible MHigation Measures Available to Mitigate the Impact. Based upon
the information contained in the Final SEIR and the Administrative Record. the City
hereby finds that while General Plan policies CAQ-26 through CAQ-33 would reduce
operational emissions by encouraging a reduction in peak hour vehicle trips (e.g.,
flexible work hours. telecommuting. car pooling etc.l: the development (extension) and
use of Regional Transit's (RT) rail and transit services. reduction of automobile
dependency, and the development of the City's pedestrian and bike paths there are
feasible measures that will lessen this significant adverse effect on the environment. they
will not reduce this cumulative impact to a less than significant level. Implementation of
General Plan policies CAQ-26 through CAQ-33 and associated action items would help
reduce impacts to regional ozone and particulate matter problems. The growth in
population, vehicle usage and business activity within the non-attainment area. when
considered with growth proposed under the General Plan Amendment. would
contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts. Additionally. implementation of
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the proposed General Plan Amendment may either delay attainment of the standards
or require the adoption of additional controls on existing and future air pollution sources
to offset project-related emission increases. Although the above policies and action
items would assist in reducing the cumulative effects of these pollutants, there is no
feasible mitigation that would reduce the impacts to less than significant (Draft SEIR
page 4.5-15). Therefore, the City finds that there are no feasible mitigation measures
that might avoid or reduce this cumulative impact to a less than significant level. Thus,
this impact is significant and unavoidable. However, this impact is considered to be
acceptable when balanced against the economic, legal. social. technological, and
other benefits of the project as specified in Section 5 of this document.

Evidence: Draft SEIR pages 4.5-12 and 4.5-13; General Plan Policies CAQ-27, CAQ-28
CAQ-29, CAQ-30, CAQ-32, and CAQ-33; General Plan Action Items CAQ-27 Actions 1
through 5, CAQ-28 Actions 1 and 2; CAQ-30 Action I, and CAQ-32 Action 1.

3.3 Visual Resources/Ught and Glare

3.3.1 Impact 4.7.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment could result in
the alteration of scenic resources and degradation of the visual character and quality in
the City.

Mitigation Measures

None available.

Finding: No Feasible Mitigation Measures Available to Mitigate the Impact. Based upon
the information contained in the Final SEIR and the Administrative Record, the City
hereby finds that while implementation of General Plan Policies CAQ-8, LU-35 and LU-39
with their corresponding action items would reduce the impacts to the alteration of
visual character to an area for all Alternative Sites, land uses and the visual character of
the rural areas would change with the implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment and no feasible mitigation measures are available that will lessen this
significant adverse effect on the environment to a less than significant level. As
discussed under Impact 4.7.1 in the Draft EIR, the implementation of the proposed City
of Elk Grove General Plan Amendment would result in irreversible alterations to existing
landscape characteristics of the City (Sites 21. 24 and 29). While the exclusion of Sites 21
and 29 reduces this impact. Site 24 would be visually incompatible with adjacent uses.
Therefore, the City further finds that there are no feasible mitigation measures that might
minimize, avoid or reduce this impact. Thus, this impact is significant and unavoidable.
However, this impact is considered to be acceptable when balanced against the
economic, legal. social, technological. and other benefits of the project as specified in
Section 5 of this document.

Evidence: Draft SEIR pages 4.7-5 and 4.7-6. General Plan Policies CAQ-8, LU-35 and LU­
36; General Plan Action Items CAQ-8 Actions 1 through 9, LU-35 Action I, and LU-39
Action 1.
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3.3.2 Impact 4.7.3 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment along with
potential development of the sites would result in the further conversion of the City's
rural landscape to residential. commercial. and other land uses. This would contribute to
the alteration of the visual character for certain areas in the City.

Mitigation Measures

None Available.

Finding: No Feasible Mitigation Measures Available to Mitigate the Impact. Based upon
the information contained in the Final SEIR and the Administrative Record, the City
hereby finds that while General Plan Policies CAQ-8 LU-18, LU-19, and LU-35 with their
associated action items would partially reduce visual impacts associated with
development of the project sites, these measures will not reduce this cumulative
adverse impact to a less than significant level. The proposed General Plan Amendment
would contribute to the urbanization of currently undeveloped areas throughout Elk:
Grove. This urbanization would change the existing scenic resources. however Sites 4, 5,
40 and 41 are located in urban areas and would allow urban uses without approval of
the proposed project. Site 24 would change from estate residential to commercial,
introducing urban uses into an area adjacent to rural residential uses. Site A is located in
an urban area. but was originally identified in the General Plan, through a mapping
error, for open space uses although the site iszoned RD-20. The exclusion of Sites 21 and
29 from the General Plan Amendment would leave these sites with rural designations
and this impact would be lessened by removing these sites. However. Sites A and 24
also contribute to this significant impact and no mitigation is available to resolve the
changes to visual character that would result from development under the proposed
land uses. Therefore, the City further finds that there are no feasible mitigation measures
that might avoid or reduce this impact to a less than significant level. Thus, this impact is
significant and unavoidable. However, this impact is considered to be acceptable
when balanced against the economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits
of the project as specified in Section 5 of this document.

Evidence: DraH SEIR pages 4.7-7. General Plan Policies CAQ-8, LU-35 and LU-36;
General Plan Action Items CAQ-8 Actions 1 through 9, LU-35 Action 1. and LU-39 Action 1.
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4. Findings Associated with Project Alternatives

CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR "describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project.
or to the location of the Project, which could feasibly obtain the basic objectives of the
Project..." (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6[a]).

The alternatives analyzed in the General Plan Amendment project are as follows:

• Alternative 1 - No Project Alternative

• Alternative 2 - General Plan Amendment Project Without Sites 21 and 29

• Alternative 3 - Reduced Residential Density Alternative

4.1 Attematlve 1 - No Prolect

Description: CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1) states that a No Project alternative shall be
analyzed. The purpose of describing and analyzing a No Project alternative is to allow decision
makers to compare the impacts of approving a proposed project with the impacts of not
approving the proposed project. The No Project alternative analysis is not the baseline for
determining whether the environmental impacts of a proposed project may be significant,
unless the analysis is identical to the environmental setting analysis, which does establish that
baseline.

Under this alternative, the proposed Elk Grove General Plan Amendment and its associated
Land Use Policy Map changes would not be adopted and the existing City of Elk Grove General
Plan policy document would remain in effect. Under this olternotlve. the existing General Plan
land uses identified would remain in effect. Buildout of the sites proposed for the General Plan
under the existing General Plan Land Use Map could result in approximately 591 residential
dwelling units and an associated population of 1,814, and would retain primarily residential land
use designations with the exception of Sites 41 and A.

Finding: The City finds that the No Project Alternative is less desirable than the project and is
infeasible for the following reasons:

• This alternative would be inconsistent or not as effective at meeting the Guiding Goals of
the General Plan including:

1. Diversified Economic Base (Guiding Goal 2) - The proposed General Plan
Amendment provides a better jobs/housing ratio than thisalternative.

2. Population/Housing/Employment Goals (Housing Goals I through 6) - The No
Project Alternative would not be as effective at meeting the City's identified
housing needs.

Facts that support the finding: Draft SEIR pages 6.0-1 through 6.0-3 provide an analysis of the No
Project Altemative as compared to the proposed General Plan Amendment. Environmental
benefits of this alternative over the proposed General Plan Amendment are generally limited to
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consideration of cumulative impacts and the assumption that the Urban Study Areas could be
developed (though the proposed General Plan Amendment does not specifically propose any
development of these areas). As noted on Draft SEIR page 6.0-17, the No Project Alternative would
not be considered the environmentally superior alternative. The determinations regarding housing
goals are based on current demographic data and needs analyses provided in Section 4.3 of the
General Plan EIR and the Housing Element.

4.2 Altematlve 2 - General Plan Amendment Prolect Without Sites21 and 29

Oescrlption. Under this alternative, Sites 21 and 29 would be excluded from the General Plan
Land Use Policy Map and would retain their existing General Plan land use designations of Rural
Residential. All other aspects of the General Plan Amendment and its associated Land Use Policy
Map would remain as proposed.

Alternative 2 is specific to modifications to the project regarding Sites 21 and 29. Implementation
of Alternative 2 would result in the proposed land use changes to Sites 4, 5, 24, 40, and 41 as
described in Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft SEIR; however, Sites 21 and 29 would
retain their current General Plan land use designation. Implementation of Alternative 2 would
reduce impacts to four of five roadway segments to a less than significant level, see analysis in
Sections 4.3 (Transportation/Circulation) and 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft SEIR and Section
3.0 (Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses to Comments) of the Rnal SEIR. Alternative 2
would also reduce air quality and noise impacts associated with increased traffic. Visual impacts
would also be reduced with the implementation of Alternative 2. as discussed in Sections 4.7 (Visual
Resources/Ught and Glare) and Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft SEIR. Implementation
of this alternative would avoid conflicts with planning documents, specifically General Plan policies
LU-18 and PF-l0, and cumulative land use conflicts, as discussed in Section 4.1 (Land Use) of the
Draft SEIR.

Alternative 2 is the environmentally superior alternative when compared with the General Plan
Amendment project, Alternative 1,and Alternative 2.

4.3 Alternative 3 - Reduced Residential Densltv Alternatlve

Oescrlption. Under this alternative. Sites 21 and 29 would be designated with lower density land
use designations than the proposed project and would allow a combined total of 350 residential
units. Site 21 would have 62.3 acres of Estate Residential and 98.1 acres of Rural Residential,
providing a total of 208 residential units. Site 29 would have 71 acres of Rural Residential and 42
acres of Estate Residential. which would accommodate up to 142 residential units. The Estate
Residential portions of the site would be located on the interior of Sites 21 and 29 and would be
separated from existing Rural Residential areas by designating the outer portion of Sites 21 and
29 as Rural Residential. All other aspects of the General Plan Amendment and its associated
Land Use Policy Map would remain as proposed.

Alternative 3 is specific to modifications to the project regarding Sites 21 and 29. As discussed in
Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft SEIR. implementation of Altemative 3 would not
completely avoid land use or visual impacts associated with project implementation. Alternative 3
would reduce traffic impacts and result in decreased air quality and noise impacts associated with
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vehicle trips. While Alternative 3 would reduce impacts compared with the proposed project this
alternative would have greater environmental impacts than Alternative 2.

5. Findings Associated with Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code requires the City Council to adopt a
mitigation monitoring and/or reporting program regarding changes in the Project or mitigation
measures imposed to lessen or avoid significant effects on the environment.

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, in the form presented to the City Council. is
adopted because it effectively fulfills the CEQA mitigation monitoring requirement:

A. The mitigation measures are specific and. as appropriate. define performance standards to
measure compliance under the Program and SUbsequent implementation as part of the
General Plan.

B. Compliance with the Program is itself a requirement of the project through implementation
of the General Plan.

6. statement of Overriding Considerations

In approving the Alternative 2 of the City of Elk Grove General Plan Amendment Project. which is
evaluated in the Final SEIR. the City makes the following Statement of Overriding Considerations
in support of its findings on the Final SEIR. The City has considered the information contained in
the Final SEIR /Draft SEIR. Response to Comments on the Draft SEIR. and Errata) and has fully
reviewed and considered the public testimony and record in this proceeding.

The City has carefully balanced the benefits of the project against any adverse impacts identified
in the Supplemental EIR that could not be feasibly mitigated to a level of insignificance.
Notwithstanding the identification and analysis of the impacts that are identified in the
Supplemental EIR as being significant which have not been eliminated or lessened. There exist no
feasible mitigation measures that would apply the proposed General Plan Amendment that would
reduce impacts to a level of insignificance. All mitigation measures identified in the General Plan
EIR were incorporated into General Plan policies and will apply to the proposed General Plan
Amendment. The City. acting pursuant to Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines, hereby
determines that the benefits of the project outweigh the unmitigated adverse impacts and the
project should be approved. The Supplemental EIR describes certain environmental impacts that
cannot be avoided if the project is implemented. This Statement of Overriding Considerations
applies specifically to those impacts found to be significant and unavoidable as set forth in the
Supplemental EIR and the public hearing records.

Six significant and unavoidable impacts have been identified in the SEIR.

First. implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would result in increased traffic
volumes, VIC ratios. and a decrease in LOS on area roadways during the A.M. and P.M. peak
hours. Implementation of the General Plan policies and associated action items would assist in
reducing impacts to local roadways. However. there are no feasible mitigation measures
available that will lessen this significant adverse effect on the environment to a less than
significant level. Therefore. this impact isconsidered significant and unavoidable.
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Second. implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment as well as potential
development within the City and adjacent areas would contribute to significant impacts on
local roadways and state highways under cumulative conditions. Implementation of the
General Plan policies and associated action items would assist in reducing impacts to local
roadways. However. there are no feasible mitigation measures available that will lessen this
significant cumulative adverse effect on the environment to a less than significant level. For this
reason, thisimpact isconsidered significantand unavoidable.

Third. implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would increase air pollutant
emissions from operational activities of land uses within the City. General Plan policies CAQ-26
through CAQ-33 are feasible measures that will lessen this significant adverse effect on the
environment. These measures would reduce operational emissions by encouraging: a reduction
in peak: hour vehicle trips (e.g" flexible work hours. telecommuting. car pooling etc.); the
development (extension) and use of Regional Transit's (RT) rail and transit services; reduction of
automobile dependency; and the development of the City's pedestrian and bike paths.
However. these measures will not reduce the impact to a less than significant level. For these
reasons. this impact isconsidered significantand unavoidable.

Fourth. under cumulative conditions. implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment
along with potential development in the region would exacerbate exlstinq regional problems
with ozone and particulate matter. For this reason. this impact is considered significant and
unavoidable.

Fifth. Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment could result in the alteration of
scenic resources and degradation of the visual character and quality in the City. General Plan
Policies CAQ-8. LU-35 and LU-39 with their corresponding action items would help reduce the
impacts to the alteration of visual character to an area for all Alternative Sites. However. land
uses and the visual character of the rural areas would change with the implementation of the
proposed General Plan Amendment and no feasible mitigation measures are available that will
lessen this significant adverse effect on the environment to a less than significant level. For these
reasons. these impacts are considered significantand unavoidable.

Lastly, under cumulative conditions, implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment
along with potential development of the sites would result in the further conversion of the City's
rural landscape to residential. commercial, and other land uses. This would contribute to the
alteration of the visual character for certain areas in the City. For this reason, this impact is
considered significantand unavoidable.

SPECIFIC FINDINGS

Project Senetlts Outweigh Unavoidable Impacts. The City hereby finds that the remaining
significant and unavoidable impacts of the project are acceptable in light of the long-term social.
environmental. land-use and other considerations set forth herein. Specifically. these detrimental
changes are outweighed by the following project benefits.

1. The project would provide for future City housing needs. The proposed General Plan
Amendment would serve to diversify and expand the City's affordable housing stock: as
well as provide necessary housing for future conditions.
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2. The project would provide addHlonai employment opportunities In the City. Land use
designations and policies of the proposed General Plan Amendment encourage the
establishment of uses that will generate employment opportunities for the residents of the
City and improve the jobs/housing balance of the City.

3. The project would increase City revenues. through sales tax revenues trom the
commercial component, and properly taxes from the parcels created by the project.

4. The project would assist the City to make appropriate land use decisions. The land use
designations of the proposed General Plan Amendment would allow decision makers to
approve development within the City consistent with the City's vision for growth.

Salance of Competing Goals. The City hereby finds it is imperative to balance competing goals in
approving the project and the environmental documentation of the project. Not every
environmental concern has been fully satisfied because of the need to satisfycompeting concerns
to a certain extent. The City has chosen to accept certain environmental impacts because
complete eradication of impacts would unduly compromise some other important community
goals.

The City hereby finds and determines that the project proposal and the supporting
environmental documentation provide for a positive balance of the competing goals and that
the social. environmental. land-use and other benefits to be obtained by the project outweigh
any remaining environmental and related potential detriment of the project.

OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

Based upon the objectives identified for the project and through the extensive public
participation. the City has determined that the project should be approved and that any
remaining unmitigated environmental impacts attributable to the project are outweighed by the
specific social. environmental. land-use and other overriding considerations. These include the
project providing additional affordable housing opportunities. job opportunities. and commercial
opportunities.

The City has determined that any environmental detriment caused by the General Plan
Amendment has been minimized to the extent feasible through implementation of Alternative 2 as
identified herein. and. through feasible mitigation measures. Where mitigation is not feasible. the
City has determined that the environmental detriment isoutweighed and counterbalanced by the
significant social, educational, environmental. and land-use benefits to be generated to the City.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Report [SEIR) was prepared in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQAj and the CEQA Guidelines. The City of Elk Grove is
the lead agency for the environmental review of the proposed General Plan Amendment
(proposed prqect) evaluated herein and has the principal responsibility for approving the
prolect, This Draft SEIR (DSEIR) assesses the expected environmental impacts resulting from
adoption of the proposed project and associated impacts from subsequent development under
the project.

1.1 PURPOSE OFTHE EIR

The City of Elk Grove (City!, acting as the lead agency. has prepared this Supplemental EIR to
provide the public and responsible trustee agencies with information about the potential
environmental effects of the proposed General Plan Amendment (GPA or project). As
described in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(0), an EIR is a public informational document
that assesses potential environmental effects of the proposed project, as well as identifies
mitigation mecstres and alternatives to the proposed pro ecr that could reduce or avoid its
adverse environmental impacts. Public agencies are charged with the duty to consider and
minimize environmental impacts of proposed development 'Where feasible, and an obligation to
balance a variety of public objectives, including economic. environmental, and social factors.

CEQA requires the preparation of an environmental impact report prior to approving any
proiect, 'Which may have a significant effect on the environment. For the purposes of CEQA. the
term 'prqect" refers to the 'Whole of an action, ....nich 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]). With respect to the proposed General Plan Amendment.
the City has determined that the proposed plan is a 'project" within the definition of CEQA.

1.2 KNOWN RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES

For the purpose of CEQA, 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. such as future development that may result from the project. The following
agencies ere identified as potential Responsible Agencies:

• Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management Districl
• County Sanitation District-1

1.3 TYPE OF DOCUMENT

The CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different prqect
circumstances. This EIR has been prepared as a Supplemental EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15162 and 15163. The lead agency may choose to prepare a supplement to an EIR
under the CEQA Guidelines (Sections 15162 and 151631 rather than a subsequent EIR if:

Either:

I) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the
previous fiR due to involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified effects; or

2} Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous fiR due to the involvement
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects: or

3) New information of substantial importance. which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous fIR was
certified as complete. including when the project will have one or more significant
effects not discussed in the previous EIR:

And:

I) Only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR
adequately apply to the project in the changed situation; and

2) The supplement to the fIR need contain only the information necessary to make the
previous EIR adequate for the project as revised.

The previous EIR for the Elk Grove General Plan analyzed environmental effects based on
implementation of the Elk Grove General Plan and land use map. This DSEIR will be used to
evaluate the potentially significant impacts resulting from the proposed General Plan
Amendment in light of the environmental analysis provided in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR
(State Clearinghouse Number 2002062082.1

1.4 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR

This DSEIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of the project to the greatest
extent possible. This DSEIR should be used as the primary environmental document to evaluate
all subsequent planning and permitting actions associated with the project as well as
subsequent actions that would be required. as described in Section 3.0 (project Description).

1.5 RELATIONSHIP TO THE CnY OF ELK GROVE GENERALPLAN AND PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL

REviEW

The City adopted its General Plan on November 19. 2003. pursuant to Govemment Code
Section 65300. The General Plan acts as the official policy statement of the CUy and guides
public and private development withIn the City in a manner that maximizes the social and
economic benefits for all citizens. In addition. the General Plan also provides policy direction
that guides land use development within the City. as well as provides protection for existing
natural resources.

Previous environmental review for the project sites was included in the Elk Grove General Plan
EIR (State Clearinghouse Number 2002062082.J The EIR analyzed the project sites based on the
adopted General Plan land use designations. On November 19. 2003. the City Council
approved Resolution 2003-216 certifying the Elk Grove General Plan Final EIR and adopting the
associated Findings of Fact regarding environmental effects. A Statement of Overriding
Considerations was adopted for the following impacts that were identified as significant and
unavoidable:

• Loss of important farmland

• AgriCUlture/urban interface conflicts

• Cumulative conversion of important farmland and agriculture/LXban interface conflicts

Genertll PIIIn Amendment
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

• Cumulative conflicts with land useplans or study areas outside the City limits

• Unacceptable levels of service on area roadways during the AM. and P.M. peak heirs

• Unacceptable level of service on state Route 99 northbound and southbound between
EschingerRoad and Grant LineRoad during the AM. and P.M. peak hours

• Unacceptable levels of service on area roocwovs during the AM. And P.M. peak hours
under cumulative conditions

• Temporary noise increases that would exceed the City's noise standards

• Increased traffic noise levels in excess of the City's noise standards

• Cumulative impacts to regional noise attenuation levels

• Increased air quality emissions related to construction activities

• Increased air pollution emissions from operational activities of land uses within the City

• Contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts

• Increased demand for water supply to the City

• Cumulative increased demand for water supply services

• Direct and indirect impacts an special-status """;Idlife species and their associated
habitats

• Cumulative impacts related to the loss of special-status plant and wildlife species and
their associated habitat

• Cumulative wastewater impacts related serving the Urban Study Areas

• Alteration of scenic resources

• Cumulative contribuHon to the conversion of the region's nrc' landscape to residential.
commercial. and other land uses resulting in alteration of visual condilions

This DSEIR analyzes the potential significant environmental impacts resulting from the proposed
project amendment to the adopted General Plan land use designations in light of the analysis
provided in the original General Plan EIR. See Section 3.0 for a complete dlscusslon of adopted
and proposed land use designations for the sites included in the project.

1.6 ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE

Sections 15122 through 15132 of the 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 ilTeversible environmental changes,
growth-inducing impacts. and cumulative impacts. The environmental issues addressed in this
DSEIR were established through review of environmental documentation developed for the
prqect. environmental documenlation for nearby projeds. and public agency responses to the
Notice of Preparation.

CityofElk GlOve
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Supplemental EIR isorganized in the following manner:

Section 1.0 - Introduction

Section 1.0provides an introduction and overview describing the intended use of the DSEIR and
the review and certification process.

Section 2.0 - Executive Summary

This section summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project and provides a concise
summary matrix of the project's environmental impacts and associated mitigation measures.

Section 3.0 - Project Description

This section provides a detailed description of the proposed project. including intended
objectives. background information. and physical and technical characteristics.

Section 4.0 - Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation measures

Section 4.0 contains an analysis of environmental topic areas as identified below. Each section
contains a description of the existing setting of the Elk Grove General Plan. identifies project­
related impacts. and recommends mitigation measures. Since this is a DSEIR. it will only address
environmental issues that may result in new potentially significant effects as required in CEQA
Guidelines sections 15162 and 15163 and will not readctess issues that were adequately
evaluated in the previous EIR.

The following rnqor environmental topics are addressed in thissection:

• Land Use
• Population. Housing. and Employment
• Transportation and Circulation
• Noise
• Air Quality
• Public Services and Utilities
• Visual Resources

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study for the General Plan Amendment
Supplemental EIR identified that the project would not result in any new significant impacts to
Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology / Soils, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials. Hydrology/Water Quality, Mineral Resources, and Recreation to the area or
that the previous environmental analyses provided in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR (State
Cleainghouse Number 200(062082) have already adequately addressed the impacts.
Therefore. these issue areas will not be addressed further in thisDSEIR.

Section 5.0 - CumulativeImpacts Summary

This section discusses the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project. Asrequired
by CEQA Section 15130, an EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project's
effect is cumulatively considerable.

Gt1neI»I PiIIn AfIItNIdment
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Altematives to the Project

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable
altematives to the project. which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project and
avoid and/or lessen the environmental effects of the project. This section discusses altematives
to the proposed project and provides a comparative analysis between the General Plan
Amendment project and several altematives.

Section 7.0 • long-Term Implications of the Project

This section contains discussions and analysis of various topical issues mandated by CEQA. These
include significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the project is implemented.
significant irreversible environmental changes and growth-inducing impacts.

Section 8.0 - Report Preparers

This section lists all authors and agencies that assisted in the preparation of the report 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.

1.7 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The review and certification process for the EIR will involve the following general procedural
steps:

NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND INITIAL STUDY

In accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City prepared a Notice of
Preparation (NOPI of a DSEIR for the project on March 23, 2004. The City was identified as the
lead Agency for the proposed project. This notice was circulated to the public, local, state,
and federal agencies. and other interested parties to solicit comments on the proposed project.
A scoping meeting was held on April 8. 2004. to receive additional comments. Concems raised
in response to the NO' were considered during preparation of the Draft DSEIR. The NOP and
responses by interested parties are presented in Appendix 1.0. Also. an Initial Study for the
project was prepared and released for public review along with the NOP. Its conclusions
supported preparation of a DSEIR for the project. The Initial Study is also included in Appendix
1.0. TheNOP focused the environmental analysis of the DSEIR to impacts that would occur from
the project beyond those addressed in the General Plan EIR.

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIR

This document constitutes the Draft Supplemental EIR (DSEIRj. The DSEIR 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. Upon completion of the Draft DSEIR. the City will file the Notice of Completion
(NOq with the Governor's Office of Planning and Research to begin the public review period
(Public ResourcesCode. Section 211611.

City olEl1t Grolo't'
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

PUBLIC NOTiCE/PUBLIC REVIEW

Concurent with the NOC. the County will provide public notice of the availability of the Draft
DSEIR for public review. and invite comment from the general public. agencies. organizations.
and other interested parties. The public review and comment period should be no less than
thirty (30) days or longer than sixty (60) days. Thereview period in this case is forty-five (45) days.
Public comment on the Draft DSEIR will be accepted both in witten form and orally at public
hearings. Although no public hearings to accept comments on the DSEIR are required by
CEQA, the City expects to hold a public comment meeting during the forty-five (451 day review
period prior to EIR certification. Notice of the time and location of the hearing will be pUblished
prior to the hearing. All comments or questions regarding the DSEIR should be addressed to:

TaroEchiburu
City of Elk Grove

Development Services. Planning
8400Laguna Palms Way

Elk Grove. CA 95758

RESPONSE TO COMMENTs/FINAL DSEIR

Following the public review period. a Final SEIR will be prepared. The Final SEIR will respond to
witten comments received during the public review period and to oral comments made of any
public heering.

CERTIFICATION OF THE SEIRIPROJECT CONSIDERATION

The City will review and consider the Final SEIR. If the City finds that the Final SEIR is "adequate
and complete': fhe City will certify fhe Final SEIR. Upon review and consideration of the Final
SEIR. the City of Elk Grove City Council may take action to approve. revise. or reject the project.
A decision to approve the project would be accompanied by 'Mitten findings in accordance
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 and Section 15093. A Mitigation Monitoring Program. as
described below. may also be adopted 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
during project implementation.

MITIGATION MONITORING

CEQA Section 21081.6(0) requires lead agencies to adopt a reporting and mitigation monitoring
program to describe measures that have been adopted or made a condition of project
approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The specific
'~eporting or monitoring" program required by CEQA is not required to be included in the SEIR.
however it will be presented to City Council for adoption.

1.8 SCOPE OFTHE DSEIR

Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines. the scope of this DSEIR includes specific issues and
concems identified as potentially significant physical effects on the environment. Based on both
the Initial Study and the NOP comments. thisDSEIR addresses the following topics in depth:

Gt!ntNa1 Plan Amt!ndment
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1.0 INTRODUcrlON

Environmental issue areas identified for study in this DSEIR include:

• Land Use
• Population. Employment. ond Housing
• Transportalion and Circulation
• Noise
• Air Quality
• Public Servicesand Utilities-Wastewater
• Visual Resources

The complete text of the NOP is contained in Appendix 1.0.

The City of Elk Grove determined that the preparation of a DSEIR was appropriate due to
potentiolly significant environmental impacts that could be caused by implementing the
proposed General Plan Amendment. This DSEIR evaluates the existing environmental resources
in the vicinity of the project area, analyzes potential impacts 01"\ those resources due 10 the
proposed project, and identifies mitigalion measures that could avoid or reduce the magnitude
of those impacts. This DSEIR provides a general review of the environmental effects of
development of the City based on proposed land use designations and estimated public
service demands. This DSEIR will be used to evaluate the environmental effects resulling from
the proposed project on land use and population in the vicinity of the project. and its
environmental effects on traffic, noise. air quality, biological resources, public services and
utilities, and visual resources.

1.9 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION

The City received several comment letters on the Notice of Preparation for the General Plan
Amendment DSEIR. A copy of each letter is provided in Appendix 1.0 of this DSEIR.

The following summarizes the concerns iden1ified for the project through the Nap and scoping
process. Concems ere identified in italics; the regular text following each concern identifies how
the concern isaddressed.

Evaluation 0' all sites proposed 'or General Plan Amendment in one environmental
document. "was suggested that the project should be broken into seven separate
environmental documents addressing each separate land use lequest. On November
19, 2003, the Elk Grove City Council directed staff to initiate a City-initiated general plan
amendment process for Alternative Land Use Request (as described in the Elk Grove
General Plan Draft EIR) sites 4, 5, 24, 40 and 41. Site A (see Section 3.0, Project
Description} and sites 21 and 29 were subsequently added by the City for consideration
as part of the City-initialed General Plan Amendment project. Consideralion of all these
sites in one EIR is required by CEQA. Specifically. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15378
defines that a project must consist of the \AA1ole action. Segmenting consideration of the
General Plan Amendment project into separate environmental documents would
conflict with the requirements of CEQA.

Land use conflicts associated with adjoining land uses and the proposed residential
densities associated with Sites 21 and 29. Land use conflicts are addressed in Section 4.1
(Land Usel of this document.

• Biological resources Impacts (wndllfe such as giant garter snake, raptors. 'rogs.
mammals. and wetland resources) associated with Sites 21 and 29. The Elk Grove
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

General Plan EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2002062082) addressed impacts to biological
resources including impacts to sensitive habitats and locally important resources
[wetlands. ripcrian habitat. native and some non-native trees) as well as impacts to
special-status plant and animal species and their associated habitats from buildoul of
the City (see Seclion 4.10 Biological Resources in the Elk Grove General Plan Draft EIR].
This impact analysis included consideration of the development of sites 21 and 29 at the
Rural Residential designalion density (2-acre lot minimuml. which would contribute to the
anticipated significant and unavoidable impact to special-status species and associated
habitats (as acknoVYiedged in the adopted Elk Grove General Plan Findings of Fact and
Statement of Overriding Considerations [Resolution 2003-21611. As noted in the NOP. the
proposed increase in density for sites 21 and 29 would not result in any new habitat
distLxbance than \Aklot was considered in the General Plan EIR. Lot sizes ranging from
approximately 7.000 square feet to 2 acres in size would result in similar habitat
fragmentation and loss [given grading activities. urban landscape. fencing, etc.] as
originally addressed in the ElkGrove General Plan EIR. Thus, no new biological resource
impacts beyond what was addressed in the ElkGrove General Plan EIR are e>q:)ected.

• Drainage. flooding and water qua'ity Impacts. As noted in the Notice of Preparation
(Initial Study page 18). the proposed land use designation changes would not result in
new impacts related to alteration of drainage pattems or increased runoff that was not
considered in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR. Specifically, General Plan policies CAQ-17
through 24 and associated action items would mitigate potential drainage impacts.
General Plan Policy CAQ-15 specifically prohibits development within the lOG-year
floodplain. The proposed land use designation changes would not create any new
impacts conceming the violation of any water quality standards or the degradation of
water quality from the impacts previously addressed in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR
because the proposed land use Changes would result in the same pollutant potential.
Compliance with General Plan policies CAQ-5. CAQ-12. CAQ-17. CAQ-19. and CAQ-21.
\Aklich provide water quality protection. would minimize these impacts to a less than
significant level.

• Visual and IIghHngImpacts to Laguna Creek and the rural setting associated with Sites2 J
and 29. This concem isaddressed in Section 4.7 (Visual Resourcesl of this document.

• Land use and planning Impacts. This concern is addressed in Section 4. 1 (Land Use) of
this document.

• Potentially significant Impact for mandatory "ndlngs of significance. Item a ('nltla' Study).
Potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the project are discussed in
Sections 4. 1through 4.7. 5.0. and 7.0 of this document.

• Air quality Impacts associated with the proposed changes In land use designations. This
concern is addressed in Section 4.5 (Air Quality) of this document.

• Noise Impacts associated with the proposed changes In land use designations. This
concem is addressed in Section 4.4 (Noisel of this document.

• Traffic Impacts associated with the proposed changes In land use designations. This
concem is addressed in Section 4.3 (Transportation and Circulation) of this document.

• Water supply and well Impacts associated with Sites2J and 29. Asnoted in the Notice of
Preparation (Initial Study page 18). the proposed project would not create new impacts
related to the depletion of groundwater supplies and the inferference with groundwater
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

recharge that were not previously addressed in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR. Land use
density changes resulting from the proposed project, specifically referring to sites 21 and
29, would increase the demand for water which, in tum, could result in an impact to
groundwater resources. However, as stated in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR (pages 4.8­
46 and 4.8-47), the Zone 40 Master Plan was developed based on the land use densities
for the Sacramento County General Plan, which all0 INS for low density uses in this area;
the Master Plan indicates that there is sufficient water supplies available for these
designations. In addition, future projects will be required to comply with General Plan
Policy PF-6, which enforces the protection of groundwater resources.

• 501/ erosion and contamination impacts associated with Sites 21 and 29. As noted in the
Notice of Preparation (Initial Study page 141, the proposed project would not create
greater impacts to soil erosion or unstable soils than what was previously addressed in the
Elk Grove General Plan EIR because the extent of ground disturbance would be the
same. In addition, future projects will be required to comply with General Plan policies
CAQ-S and SA-26, which require appropriate design and soil analyses to minimize
impacts related to soil erosion and unstable soils. Regarding soil contamination, lhe
Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment prepared by Ramcon Engineering &
Environmental Contracting for the proposed Sheldon Lakes project notes some potential
contamination issues with the site associated with observed soil conditions and the
presence of 55-gallon drums, existing structure conditions and an electric transformer.
Potential impacts associated with known and unknown contamination were addressed
in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR and Action SA-8-Action 4 would address and mitigate
these contamination issues.

• Trail issues associated with Sites 2 J and 29. With the Elk Grove General Plan, the City
adopted the City Trails Map that identifies proposed multi-use trails through sites 21 and
29. Any proposed development of these sites would be required to be consistent with
the General Plan Trails Map, irrelevant of residential density.

• Public school impacts associated with Sites 2 J and 29. As noted in the Notice of
Preparation Iinitial study page 251, sites #21 and #29 are proposed to change from Rural
Residential to Low Density Residential, which would generate additional students. These
changes would not cause a physical impact on the environment associated with public
school services beyond that, which was previously discussed in the Elk: Grove General
Plan EIR. Specificolly, the environmenlal effects of constructing additional school
facilities in the City were considered in Sections 4.1 through 4.13of the Elk Grove General
Plan EIR. In addition, Califomio Govemment Code Sections 65995(hl and 65996(b) note
that payment of Elk Grove Unified School District school impact fees provide full and
complete school facilities mitigation, which future development on sites21 and 29 would
be required to pay.

• Quality of life Impacts associated with Sites 2 J and 29. This Draft SEIR does evaluate the
physical environmental effects of the proposed change in land use designation from
Rural Residential to Low Density Residential in technical areas that could be associated
with "quality of life" concerns (e.g., air quality, noise, traffic and visual resources).
However, state CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 [a) specifically notes that economic and
social effects of a projecl are not to be treated as significant effects on the environment.

• Consideration of different land use designations to Sites 2J and 29. Two comment lelters
suggested that sites 21 and 29 be considered with a mix of Estate Residential (0.6 to 4.0
dwelling units per ocel and Rural Residential. This modification of land uses for sites 21
and 29 is evaluated in Section 6.0 (Altematives) of this document.

City ofElkGro~
October 2004
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This section provides an overview of the prqect and the environmental analysis. For additional
detail regarding specific issues, please consult the appropriate chapter of Sections 4. 1 through
4.7 (Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures].

2.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OFTHE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

This Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIRj will provide. to the greatest extent
possible. an analysis of the potential environmental effects associated with the implementation
of the General Plan Amendment, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA).

This DSEIR analysis focuses upon potential environmental impacts arising from the prqect. The
DSEIR adopts this approach in order to provide a credible worst-case scenario of the impacts
resulting from project implementation.

2.2 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The proposed project is a General Plan Amendment that would result in changes to the
designations on the General Plan Land Use Map as described in Table 2.0-1. Refer to Section 3.0
[Project Description) for 0 detailed explonctlon of the proposed prcrect,

TABLE 2.0-1
PROPOSED LAND USE CHANGES

" .~. .
v , ,,~ fxIstinS OP DesIp1atlon Proposed.OPfDeslsnatlon, . Sire' . Size (In acres)

24 3.5 Estate Residential Commercial

40 6.4 low Density Residential Commercial

4 1.6 low Density Residential Commercial

5 6.4 low Density Residential
Commercial/Office/Multi-

family

41 7.5 Office/Multi-family
Commercial/Office/Multi-

family

21 160.4 Rural Residential low Density Residential

29 113 Rural Residential low Density Residential

A 7.4 Public Open
High Density Residential

SpacelRecreation

2.3 AREAS OFCONTROVERSY

The City of Elk Grove was identified as the Lead Agency for the proposed project. In
accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines. the City of Elk Grove prepared and
distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOPl for the Elk Grove General Plan that was circulated for
public review on March 23, 2004. The NOP included a summary of probable effects on the
environment from the implemenlation of the oroiect. Written comments received on the NOP
were considered in the preparation of the DSEIR. A summary of NOP comments is included in
Section 1.0(Introductionl and the actual NOP comments are included as Appendix 1.0.

The NOP identified that the proposed project may resul1 in the following environmental impacts
to be addressed in the DSEIR:

City01ElkGlOve
0dDber2004
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

• Land Use and Planning;
• Population and Housing;
• Air Quality:
• Transportation/Traffic;
• Noise;
• Public Services and Utilities-Wastewater; and
• Aesthetics.

Section 1.0 (Introduction) provides a summary of issues and areas of concems presented to the
City by agencies and the public regarding the proposed oroect and its associated DSEIR during
the NOP review period.

2.4 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT

In accordance with the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the following altematives
are evaluated in Section 6.0 (Project Altematives) at a qualitative level of detail:

• Alternative 1- No Project Alternative
• Alternative 2 - General Plan Amendment Project Without Sites 21 and 29
• Altemative 3 - General Plan Amendment With Reduced Density on Sites 21 and 29

Altemative 2 isthe environmentally superior alternative.

2.5 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Table 2.0-2 displays a summary of impacts for the proposed project and proposed mitigation
measures that would avoid or minimize potential impacts. In the table, the level of significance
isindicated both before and after the implementation of each mitigation rnecsire,

For detailed discussions of all prqect-level mitigation measures. refer to Sections 4.1 through 4.7

Genet7l1 PIMIAf1ItJIIdm«It
DraftSupplementalEnvlffJllmetltallmpact Report
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2.0 EXECUlIVE SUMMARY

TAB1I2.G-2
PROJECT IMPACTS ANDPROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES

~i' z,1., ':;' . ,,?,,- '~~·;':,i ~ '~T~ »: 1;, , ,:, ', __1',,,,,.'¥.,' _,' ·-~,·l!il'r, ," ... _ { "" ~' .\. UMlII'I 1
, ~'''' .~ .... ,_... ,. .

~.. ". .r'· ~ \ " '-""~' '~\o "': ~lfIa.,c.'
.' "~' ~l ' .. : .t,~' ;, ,}', ""~ . ~Wllhout" ,·1:. ..::i ;-1": ; ":'1l ~Y," ,~£ . 'I- . ,"~' :i··h. . >,

._ '<" J, .' 'I",' ;",...,'" ~ :!/.., ~' 1W)l.a-.ot-,- '
,.3 • II ' . .''1l , ..M:... ~' .. _ ~. ~ ~ "PUV'I

land Use

" ~'
..,1' .''"'''-.. ......."~.'
, .... , '~ ~:.: ~ '

\~'~' "~~~
;'t.= . '. ~,,'
, "~ .;t." ",1. :\~; ~\.' ,

"
'" Resultins level

,ofSlsnific&nce .

Impact 4.1.1

Impact 4.1.2

Impact 4.1.3

Impact 4.1.4

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Amendment Sites A.
4, 5, 24, 40, and 41 would be
consistent with relevant land use
planning documents within the
City of Elk Grove. However,
implementation of Sites 21 and 29
would be inconsistent with
relevant land use planning
documents.

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan would create
conflicts with other land uses
within the City.

Development of the General Plan
Alternative sites in addition to
other reasonably foreseeable
projects in the region would
change the land use patterns and
result in conversion to residential
and commerciaVoffice and would
result in land use development in
excess of that allowed under the
General Plan.

The General Plan Amendment
project in addition to other
reasonably foreseeable

S

l5

CS

is

None available.

None required,

None available.

None required.

su

LS

SU

LS

S - Significant LS - LessThan Significant
PS-Potentially Significant CS - Cumulative Significant
City ofElk Gmve
October 2004
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development within Elk Grove
could result in land use conflicts.
However, this is a less than
significant impact under
cumulative conditions.

PopulationIHousing/Employment

Impact 4.2.1 Implementation of the proposed LS None required LS
General Plan Amendment could
result in population and housing
projections that may exceed the
City of Elk Grove 2003 General
Plan projections for 2025.

Impact 4.2.2 The increase in the number of LS None required. LS
employed persons versus the
increase in housing units may
result in a jobs-housing
imbalance.

Impad4.2.3 The population and housing unit LS None required. LS
increases due to implementation
of the General Plan Amendment
may exceed the Elk Grove
General Plan population and
housing projections for the
Planning Area.

Transportation and Circulation

Impad4.3.1 Implementation of the proposed 5 None available. SU
General Plan Amendment would
result in increased traffic volumes,

S· Sigmficant LS- Less Than Significant
PS-Potentially Significant CS - Cumulative Significant
GenerWPlan Amendment
DraftSupplmJef7tJ1lEnrironmentJIllmpadReport
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VIC ratios, and a decrease in LOS
on area roadways dunng the A.M.
and P.M. peak hours.

Impact 4.3.2 Implementation of the proposed LS None required. LS
General Plan Amendment would
result in increased traffic volumes,
VIC ratios, and a decrease in LOS
on state highways during the A.M.
and P.M. peak hours.

Impact 4.3.3 Implementation of the proposed LS None required. LS
General Plan Amendment would
result in an increase in traffic
volumes on some roadways, which
would increase the potential
opportunities for safety conflicts.

Impact 4.3.4 Implementation of the proposed CS None available. SU
General Plan Amendment as well
as potential development within
the City and adjacent areas would
contribute to significant impacts on
local roadways and state highways
under cumulative conditions.

Noise

Impact 4.4.1 Implementation of the proposed LS None required. LS
General Plan Amendment would
increase in traffic noise levels that
would be in excess of City of Elk
Grove noise standards.

Impact 4.4.2 Implementation of the proposed LS None required. LS

S - Significant lS - less Than Significant
P5-Potentially Significant CS - Cumulative Significant
City ofElkGrove
October 2004
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General Plan Amendment could
result in the future development of
land uses that generate noise
levels in excess of applicable
noise standards for non­
transportation noise sources.

;,

'I ~L ...... •

:';'1 ResuhlflJ l.e¥eI.
01 $Ianlfk:altce.,

.....

Impact 4.4.3

Air QualitY

Impact 4.5.1

Impact 4.5.2

Impact 4.5.3

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Amendment along
with potential development of the
Urban Study Areas would result in
impacts to regional noise
attenuation levels.

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Amendment would
allow for actions that may result in
the construction of residential,
commercial or office development.
This, in tum, would result in
period exhaust emissions and
fugitive dust from construction
activities that would affect local air
qualitv.

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Amendment would
increase air pollutant emissions
from operational activities of land
uses within the City.

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Amendment would

LS

LS

PS

LS

None required.

None required.

None available.

None required.

LS

LS

SU

LS

5 - Significant LS- Less Than Significant
PS-Potentially Significant CS - Cumulativ~jfjcant
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include sources of criteria
pollutants, toxic air contaminants
or odors that may affect
surrounding land uses. Sensitive
land uses may also be located near
existing sources of criteria
pollutants, toxic air contaminants
or odors.
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Impact 4.5.4

Public Services

Impact 4.6. 1

Impact 4.6.2

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Amendment along
with potential development within
the region would exacerbate
existing regional problems with
ozone and particulate matter,

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Amendment would
increase wastewater flows and the
demand for additional sanitary
sewer infrastructure and would
result in conflicts with General
Plan policies regarding extension
of infrastructure into rural areas.

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Amendment along
with potential development of the
sites and growth in the SRCSD
service area would result in
cumulative wastewater impacts,

CS

LS

LS

None available.

None required.

None required.

SU

LS

LS

Visual ResourceslLight and Glare

S - Significant LS - Less Than Significant
PS-Potentially Significant CS - Cumulative Significant
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Impaet4.7.1 Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Amendment could
result in the alteration of scenic
resources and degradation of the
visual character and quality in the
City.

PS None available. SU

Impad4.7.2

Impaet4.7.3

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Amendment could
result in the introduction of
additional daytime glare and
nighttime lighting sources to the
area.

Implementation of the proposed
GPA along with potential
development of the sites would
result in the further conversion of
the City's rural landscape to
residential, commercial, and other
land uses. This would contnbute
to the alteration of the visual
character for certain areas in the
City.

PS

cs

Policies LU·35 and LU-38 and their associated action
items would reduce potential impacts to daytime glare
and nighttime lighting to less than significant.

None available.

L5

SU

S - Significant LS - Less Than Significant
PS-Potentially Significant CS - Cumulative Significant
GeneralPlan Amendment
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed General Plan Amendment (projectl SEIR addresses environmental effects
associated with the inclusion of proposed land use changes as part of the General Plan Map.
The following is the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) project description
of the proposed General Plan Amendment (GPA). consistent with the requirements of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15124.

3.1 PROJECT LOCATION AND SmlNG

The proposed project includes eight sites located in different areas of the City of Elk Grove (see
Figure 3.0-11. Site 24 is located at the corner of Elk Grove Boulevard and Waterman Road in the
East Elk Grove Specific Plan area (see Figure 3.0-21. Site 40 is on Bond Road. east of State Route
(SRI 99. and adjacent to the approved Marketplace 99 pro ect (see Figure 3.0-3). Sites 4. 5. and
41 are located along the east and west sides of Bruceville Road. between Laguna Boulevard
and Big Hom Boulevard (see Figure 3.0-41. Sites 21 and 29 are located near the intersecfion of
Sheldon Road and Waterman Road (see Figure 3.0-5). Each of the numbered sites described
above was originally designated with that number during the Elk Grove General Plan process.
Site A was not analyzed in the General Plan Draft EIR and is located along Big Horn Boulevard.
east of Franklin Boulevard (see Figure 3.0-6). The identification of Site A as Open Space in the
General Plan was a drafting error; the site is zoned RD-20 and was intended to be High Density
Residential.

Site 24 is surrounded by estate and low density residential uses on north. south. and west. and
rural residential uses to the east (see Figure 3.0-21. Site 40 is mainly surrounded by commercial
uses. as well as some residential. public. and recreational uses within the vicinity of the area (see
Figure 3.0-31. A mix of commercial. office. residential. school. and park uses suroonc Sites 4. S.
and 41 (see Figure 3.0-4). Sites 21 and 29 are located within an area that the City has
designated to contain rural residential uses. with lot sizes between 2 and 10 acres. Some low
density residential and commercial uses exist southwest of the Sites 21 and 29. Currently. the
creo contains mostly rural residential uses (see Figure 3.0-5). Site A is primarily surrounded by
residential and recreational uses (see Figure 3.0-6). Table 3.0-1 below describes land uses
surrounding each GPA site.

TABLE 3.(H

LAND USES SURROUNDING THE PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT SITES

, ,...;:'~.:"'''~~~:<::_". _,.~.:'?VfW?:,,~ :~~ .;,;c:·~"'~r..·;:;a;;:;;? : SUiiaUni:iJns-oeMral~ Land Use~ .
• V. to f. I

North & South:Commercial; East: Medium Density

4 Residential:
West;Open Space. Pubhc-Quasi Public.and High Density

Residential

5
North: High DensityResidential; South: Site41;

West: Low DensityResidential; East: Commercial

21
North: Site29; South:Estate Residential, Public\Quasi-

Public;

North and South: Estate Residential; West: Low Density
24 Residential;

East: Elk Grove Triangle PlanningArea

29
North: Estate Residential; South:Site21; East and West:

Rural Residential

40
North and South: Low Density Residential; West:

Commercial; East: Commercial, PublidQuasi-Public

City01ElkGrove
October2004
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Site
.' SUnoundiIll General Plan Land UseDesilnallons

41
North:Site 5; South: Low DensityResidential;

West: Low Density Residential; East: Commercial

A
North, South, East, and West: LowDensity Residential;

Northeast:Open Space

BACKGROUND OF PLANNING ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT

On November 19,2003. the City of Ell< Grove adopted its first General Plan (Cily of Ell< Grove City
Council Resolution 2003-2161. Following adoption of the General Plan. the Elk Grove City Council
directed the stoff to initiate a Generol Plan Amendment process and subsequent environmental
review to include Sites 4. 5. 24, 40.and 41 in the General Plan Land Use Policy Map.

Sites 21. 29. and A are also included in this project in addition to the sites the City Council
directed staff to analyze. While not specifically directed by the City Council. Sites 21 and 29
were added to the amendment process. Staff has added Site A to the General Plan
Amendment (CPAl process.

3.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Thefollowing prqect objectives have been identified for the proposed proiect:

• Modify the General Plan Land Use Map to provide additional commercial. office, and
residential development opportunities in the City of Elk Grove consistent with General
Plan Guiding Goals and Focused Goals.

• Correct minor errors as well as update the information to include the annexation of the
Laguna West area.

3.3 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

GENERAL PLAN LAND USE MAP AMENDMENTS

Table 3.0-2 displays characteristics of each specific site, including size, existing General Plan
designation. and proposed General Plan designation. This project only consists of City-initiated
General Plan Amendments of the existing land use designations. No other entitlements are
proposed as part of the projec1.

OTHER REVISIONS TO THE GENERAL PLAN

A number of items are included in this General Plan Amendment. such as text amendments.
modification of the land use map to include approved or annexed prcjects that do not require
additional environmental review. These items comprise the following:

Revisions to General Plan text and maps as necessary to retlect the inclusion of the recently
annexed area of Laguna West (environmental review for the annexation of Laguna West was
previously addressed in the Laguna West Sphere of Influence Amendment and Change of
Organization Negative Declaration as well as in the Elk Grove General Plan ErR (State
Clearinghouse No. 2002062082.)

Gener.l1 Pkm Amendment
DraftSupplt!fTNNIfJIlEnvironmentiJllmpact Report
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

• Correction of minor text and proofreading errors in the adopted General Plan including
but not limited to the removal of the word "net" in several General Plan policies that
make reference to "net aeres."

• Revisions to all appropriate maps in the General Plan to reflect the new multi-family
residential (MFR) sites designated in the East Franklin Specific Plan IEFSP area
(environmental review for the EFSP MFR sites was previously addressed in the EFSP
Amendment and Rezone Mitigated Negative Declaration, City file # EG-01-240.1

TABLE3.~2

PROPOSED LAND USE CHANGES

'Sile. Size (In eaes) Eldsdns OP Deslpatlon ProPo-t OP DeslIMIlon
24 3.5 Estate Residential Commercial

40 6.4 low DensityResidential Commercial

4 1.6 Low DensityResidential Commercial

5 6.4 Low DensityResidential
CommerCial/Office/Multi-

family

41 7.5 Office/Multi-family Commercial/Office/Multi-
family

21 160.4 Rural Residential Low Density ResIdential

29 113 Rural Residential Low Density Residential

A 7.4
Public Open High Density Residential

SpacelRecreation

3.4 REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS, PERMITS ANDApPROVALS

This DSEIR may be used for the following direct and indirect actions regarding the prqect areas:

CITYOF ELK GROVE

The General Plan Amendment will be presented to the City of Elk Gove Planning Commission for
comment. review and recommendations. The City of Elk Grove City Council. as the City's
legislative body, is the approving authority for the General Plan Amendment. As part of the
Amendment's approval. the City Council will take the following actions:

Certification of the General Plan Amendment SEIR.

• Adoption of required findings for the above actions. including required findings under the
CEQA Guidelines. Sections 15090, 15091 and 15093.

• Adoption of the General Plan Amendment changing the land use designations as set
forth in Table 3.(}'1 and editing the text of the General Plan as described under 3.3
Project Characteristics above.

Subsequent actions that may be taken by the City regarding the project include, but are not
limited to, the following:

CIty 01Elk GtrJ~

October2004
3.0-15

G«IetaIPlanAmendment
DraftSupplementalEnvimnment.Jllmpact Repotf



3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPl"ION

Approval of subsequenl development applications.

OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCY ApPROVALS

Additional subsequent approvals and permits that may be required from local. regional. state
and federal agencies include, but are nollimited to, the following:

• Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) approval of dust
control plans and other permits for SUbsequent projects.

• Extension of service and/or expansion of infrastructure facilities by area service districts.

GeneralPlanAmendment
OraltSupplemenfiJl£nvironmenfiJI Impi1Ct Repolt

3.0-16

CityofElkGrove
October2(J{)4
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4.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND ASSUMPTIONS USED

The following is an introduction to the environmental analysis of project-specific and cumulative
impacts and general assumptions used in the analysis. The reader is referred to the individual
technical sections of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) regarding
specific assumptions and methodology used in the analysis.

ANALYSIS AsSUMPTIONS GENERALLY USED TO EVALUATE THE IMPACTS OF THE CITY OF ELK GROVE

GENERAl PLAN

BASELINE ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS ASSUMED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Section 15125(aJ of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR include a description of the
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of a project, as they exist at the time the Notice
of Preparation (NOP) is published. The CEQA Guidelines also specify that this description of the
physical environmental conditions is to serve as the baseline physical conditions by which a lead
agency determines whether impacts of a project are considered significant.

The environmental setting conditions of the City of Elk Grove and the surrounding area are
described in detail in the technical sections of DSEIR (see Sections 4.1 through 4.7). In general.
these setting discussions describe the relevant environmental conditions of the City of Elk Grove
and the surrounding area, as they exsted when the NOP for the project was released on March
23, 2004. In addition, the DSEIR includes updated setting information since release of the NOP.
such as the status of large-scale development projects in the City and slXTounding region [see
Table 4.0-2 and Figure4.0-1).

BUILDOUT ASSUMPTIONS UNDER THE GENERAL PLAN WITHIN EXISTING C/TY LIMITS

Table 4.0-1 identities land use acreages under the adopted General Plan within existing City
limits at bulldout.

TABLE 4.0-1
ADOPTED CITYOFEuc GROVE GENERAL PLAN LAND USE SUMMARY AT BUILDOUT WITHIN THE CITY liMITS

.. '~1IM<~ ." i5rid..uif~ ~',iI"J .~t:~~.~ . r ' j'"
...¥J! .....;..~MJ':. . ...." ··dk~' .. '" l"!4'

~,...•. j, . , •• ':'... ~~ ... ,aJ~ ,

RsldtMti.1 l:a/r!8Of'les

Rural Residential (RR) (0.1 to 0.5 dulac) 5,219

Estate Residential (ER) (0.6 to 4.0 dulac) 1,740

Low Density Residential (LOR) (4.1 to 7.0 dulac) B,611

Medium Density Residential (MDR) (7.1 to 15.0 429
dulac)

High Density Residential (HDR) (15.1 to 30.0 dulac) 292

Mixed Use

OfficelMulti-famlly (20.0 dulac maximum) 186

CommerciaVOffice 104

CommerciaVOfficelMuiti-Family (20.0 dulac
467

maximum)

city 01ElkGlOM!!

October2004
4.0-1

Gt!IItN:IlPlan Amendment
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4.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND AsSUMPTIONS USED

, , ;'I~' ~.; . Land UseCJleIory Acrease'
Open Space

Public Parks 748

Public Open Space/Recreation 821

Private Open Space/Recreation 234

Non-residential

Commercial 1,058

Office 316

Public Schools 683

Institution 160

PublidQuasi Public 325

light Industry 350

Heavy Industry 505

Private Streets 28

Total 22,276

'Assumptions for land uses for the Southeast Policy Area, South Pointe Policy Area, and Elk
Grove Triangle Policy Area ore based on the guidance of Generol Plan Poucies W-19, w­
32. and LU-33.

Based on Traffic Analysis lone (TAl) mapping, historic and maximum residential development
densities (i.e.. RR - 0.5 dwelling units per acre. ER - 4 dwelling units per acre. LDR - 5.6 dwelling
units per acre. MDR - 12 dwelling units per acre. HDR - 20 dwelling units per acre] and
consideration of development of net acreage in the City. it is anticipated that buildout of the
General Plan would result in approximately 63.728 dwelling units and a population of
approximately 195.645 within the City limits. It should be noted that these estimates of dwelling
units and population does not constitute 0 dwelling unit or population cap for the City.

BUILDOUT ASSUMPTIONS UNDERTHE GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT

As described in Section 3.0 (Project Description), the proposed General Plan Amendment would
change the land use designations for eight sites. lhese changes would result in an additional
691 dwelling units. 2.122residents. and 72jobs compared to those which would occur under the
adopted General Plan.

GENERAL AsSUMPTIONS UTILIZED FOREVALUATING CONSTRUCTION, PHASING, AND OPERATIONAL

IMPACTS FROM THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE GENERAL PLAN

The environmental analysis in this DSEIR considers environmental effects associated with
construction and operation of land uses under the proposed General Plan Amendment. Current
estimated rates of futlxe development of the City based on Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) estimates are provided in Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/EmploymentJ.
The City currently does not operate under a growth control ordinance Q( other similar
mechanism that restricts the rate of growth in a given year and the General Plan does not
lncluce such a program. 11 is anticipated that the rate of development will be driven by market
conditions.

GtNJef21Plan Amendment
DraftSupplemenml£nvilOllmenmllmpilCt Repott

4.0-2

CityofElk Grol'e
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4.0 INTRODUCTION TO niE ENVIRONMENTAl ANALYSIS ANDAsSUMPTIONS USED

TABl£4.002
PROPOSED ANDAPI"RovED WGE-ScAlf REsiDENTIAL AND CoMMERCIAl PROJECTS IN ELX GlOVE

tItl
'n-,·:k.·.":.. ,..} ~- j. ~ :f1/;:' . =... :.,..':': .~c '< -:;f:;.~.,:otA......~.;::.. ~ Total' :it. .... '~tr . -..... ....

:.. .?t...- .:..... .,c ~' :~~ .- ;~, «: . ~ ..:.~ :. ~-=~~-':;.t·· ,: '. : .
,_. ~~~i"" ... ,e. s: --";:, Nor,' Comrn8rq;g" ss 0Ia1~, " Location - 'Status. }~ .... ~ -:.~ - :."'-'Ujeet ~ ~ ~::&...;,,". .'. N • • • r : ,.' • ~~ '. -, ". ." .' ..... ~ \ ....,;. - -, "... ., "~':.!:: . : -: !:t .. .r .~~l'tOwelllnJ~.~!tt:. ~~!e.!~C~#';: '.. ;... '..;.';- ,

Elk G/OlleProjects

Single-family ElkGrove
residential Triangle Policy

1 K lEt t development 49 single-family N/A 55 Area: East of A ed
apa ua sa es with private units (t-acre lots) Bradshaw Rd., pprov

streets and gated south of Bond
entries. Rd.

S' I f '1 Elk Grove109 e- ami y T . I P r
, residential lots . . nang e 0 Icy

2 Van Ruiten ·th . t 83 Single-famIly N/A 905 Area: East of A ed
WI pnva e . , pprov

Acres streets and ted Units (t-acre lots) Bradshaw Rd.,
.ga ~~~

entries. Rd.

East Elk Grove
Policy Area:
Approved
Projects: Total: 4,300

T 'b P . single-family
n utary omte, A mix of single- ' ed

ElkGrove ... units (bas on .

C
. . family residential the average Policy Area:

rossmg Unit II, d I I . B d f
Ik

eve opment, density in each 23.5 tota acres. Of ers 0 S .
E Grove . I h ee previous

3 .. commercia land use 54,000 square 1,439 Brads aw Rd. columns
Crossing Unit III, uses, park sites, category) feet (approved) Bond Rd., and

East.Park, school sites, and Grant Line Rd.
Hentage, open space. Proposed: 114

Windsor Downs, single-family
Waterman units

Ranch, Newton
Ranch, Silver

Creek, Windsor

CityofElk GIfWe
OctrJber2fXJ4

4.0-3
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4.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND ASSUMPTIONS USED

~~~T~J;,\h\W.i;"'}l\;''.. <~t~~]"F~'-'·~~t~~~~. \' :k6>·T~~~;,.. '-';Q~t~c~"';
~n~~:·,' .~i i~~~; ',' ; n: ~ , '. ~,;: . : U __, ' ..".~ ..~" \, m '" ,-;' '~~~:, '.' \.~~
\~~~h',~2<~' ~ !~lJJ~\~~,.....r ",--. ".i.l-c . ;. IlngUfl!ts ~~F~.~.!~ ~

Glen, Waterman
Plaza, Newton
Ranch #3 Bond
Ridge, Newton

Ranch #2

"~QtatJon :H
t!: ~t
·,2

Status
"

I----- , I I I I I I

4

5

6

Park Meadows

I
Multi-family

144 mUI~i-family Iresidential N!A
Apartments

development
Units

Commercial! 3.1 million

Lent Ranch I Office! 280 multi-family square feet of
Marketplace SPA Residential units commercial!

Development. office uses

Single-family
1 177 single-farnllv ISheldon Park I residential N/A

development.
umts

7.7

295

40

Elk Grove:
Northeast corner

of lewis Stein
Rd. and W.

Stockton Blvd.

Elk Grove: W.
Stockton Blvd.!
Highway 99 as
eastern borders;
Kammerer Rd. as
southern border

Elk Grove: NE
corner of

Highway 99 and
Sheldon Rd.

Approved

Approved

Approved

7

Calvinel99 SPA:

Proposed
Projects:

Arcadian
Village #2,

Arcadian Village
#3, Arcadian
Village #4,

Sheldon Park

A mix of
residential

developments,
commercial,

office, schools,
and park uses.

Total: 4,125 to
4,191

Proposed units:
842

1,046,000
square feet to

1,630,000
square feet

Total: 615

Proposed:
Approx. 157

Elk Grove:
Sheldon Rd./E.
Stockton Blvd.

Approved

General Plan Amendment.
Draft Supplemental Environmentallmpad Repott

4.D-4

City ofElk GlOW!
October2004



4.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS ANDAsSUMPTIONS USED

... t.,.t~· . ..
~. I =m..I J~L~~n. b/" '.S~ ....tiJ .....t! ~ . . . .,;,;;., " -;~. . •. .;, .' ":.:-" -..

East Franklin
Policy Area:
Approved

projects: Elk
Grove Greens;

Franklin
Meadows; A mix of single-

laguna Creek family residential Policy Area:
South; ElkGrove developm~t, Total: 3,!12 Total: 844.6 Borders of Elk .

Meadows; multi-family approved single- ed): Grove Blvd., f See previous
8 I Franklin 51; residential family units; 428 313,632 (approv, Franklin Blvd., I columns

Quail Ridge; development, proposed single- 102.5 (proposed) Bilby Rd., and
Laguna Estates; commercial family units Bruceville Rd.
Backer Ranch; uses, park Sites,
Schuler Ranch; and school sites.

Gilliam
Meadows

Proposed
Projects: Elk

Grove Meadows

Phase III I I I I
I ElkGrove:

South of Elk
Expansionof I I I IGrove Blvd. and I A roved9 I ElkGrove A~to I existingauto N/A 1,533,312 44 the existing auto PP

Mall Expansion mall. mall; west of

Highway 99

CityofElir Grove
October.2004

4.0-5
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4.0 INTRODUCTION TOTHE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS ANDAsSUMPTIONS USED

'~J1 .ft,' ,-~ H, >ii', r ,: j . ~,., , ••""'!1t("total, ;, ,,'..ii'"~"., .
-:::.' ,'S~5~.,ill ~,Nt"'ll(;l~ i· Use'·;'.. :.~ . '.<! :, Coon_ai' "il'fai~ 'l~".t,l: . 1O~e:fi'~' ,tfi' - , ' , -- ~" ~ :i" :I _ I~:;:,:i ~f'iI. ~ , ' " ," f ? ' '.:- , '. ~- '-" \ ',' .,' Inl Units ~lJan! ..,..,;. .1. '~. ,~, .. , :~__ _

"jj: , , .., • ,,~t -, " r : '_ _-_ - ," .._ v, .. .-: :i -, _ _

Doughnut shop;
convenience Elk Grove: sw

10 Krispy Kreme
store; gasoline

N/A 10,747 2.5
corner of Bond

Approvedcanopy and 6 Rd. and E.
fueling Stockton Blvd.

dispensers.

Elk Grove Old

Waterman & Elk
Drive-thru Town SPA: NW

11
Grove Center

pharmacy and NIA 19,600 1.8 corner of Approved
retail building. Waterman and

Elk Grove Blvd.

Multi-family Elk Grove: SW
Laguna Creek corner of12
Apartments

residential 160 N/A 12
Bruceville and

Approved
development.

Center Parkway

Retail center
including

Lagunaspecialty shop
space, full Gateway SPA:

13 Laguna Gateway
service NIA 150,537 15

NE corner of
ApprovedPhase II

restaurants, and Laguna Blvd.
and Big Horna gas service

Blvd.station/fast food
use.

Single-family
residential

14 Webb Street
development

64 N/A 9720 Webb St. Proposedwith a private
park and

greenbelt.

Genenll Plan Amendment
DraftSupplemental EnvIronmental ImpactReport

4.0-6
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4.0 INlRODUcnON TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND AsSUMPTIONS USED

.:. , .¥~ ·!'·~H . r.~."'; I.~ .1. V~H.J ~(~..~
~;~J~".,\,j' ;

".~l:. :~' . . . .
i. ~~:t . - ;". !'

.. '~\.'
- r:i . ..... ',' "~~:,. -,. : ..Name Of;A':;' 'J"1~1' .' :.:.~ .. ". "'~Statu5l , .,'J -:,~.•~~,~ J-, li\' ,.I\ir· ',N~, ., ~t:. .

(- \~ .. -, LotatJ~n.·
~ ,. . .i~mr\J tJn ,~ .S5I~F~.

-
'iJ~e'~ ~.}f .. ::.'>-":~~'. L ..

~. ... . .~ .. " ...... . .
A mix of Policy Area:

residential, Borders of Elk

laguna Ridge
commercial, and Grove Blvd.,

15
Policy Area

office uses, as 7,767 NtA 1,900 Bruceville Rd., Approved
well as schools, Kammerer Rd.,
parks, and open W. Stockton

space. Blvd.

Amixof Policy Area:

residential,
Borders of

16
South Pointe

schools, parks, 993 NtA 210.6
Southeast Policy

ProposedPolicy Area
and open space Area, Kammerer

Rd., and Lent
uses.

Ranch SPA

SE corner of

17 Calvine Pointe
Commercial

NtA 241,046 22.36
Calvine Rd. and

Proposed
development. ElkGrove-Florin

Rd.

A mix of single-
family residential SEcomer of

18 Sheldon lakes uses as well 257 NtA 155.1 Sheldon Rd. and Proposed
open space and Waterman Rd.

trails.

NW comer of
Pending PC

19 Oi Benedetto SFD 37 41.2 Grant line and
EG Blvd.

hearing

20 The Shires SFD 12 29.8
9955 Bond Under

Road construction

21
Ermandarold

SFD 39 74 8577 Bader Rd. In process
Estates

Gty 01Elk emile
0c:tr1ber2004

General Plan Amendment
OraltSupplemental Ent'ironmentallmpad Repott
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4.0 INTRODUCTIONTO THEENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND ASSUMPTIONS USED

~tion

~~~~~~--:l.~. :"
. Status

...

22

23

24

OldTown
Mixed Use

Development

Crabb property

Tributary
American Dream

Commercial
Mixed-Use

Development

Commercial

Low Density
Residential

N!A 1.86

3.06

8

SE corner of the
Webb Street and

Elk Grove
Boulevard

SW corner of
the Elk Grove
Boulevard and

Waterman Road

SW corner of
Bond Road and

Stonebrook
Drive

In process

In process

In process

Sacramenro County Projects

25
North Vineyard
Station Specific

Plan

A mix of
residential

developments of
different
densities,

commercial and
office uses,

schools, and
recreation! open

space uses.

5,732

30.5 gross acres
(approximately

1,062,864
square feet)

1,594.5

Sacramento
County:

Boundaries of
Florin Rd.,
Gerber Rd.,

Vineyard Rd.,
Elder Creek Rd.

Approved

GeMta! Plan Amendment
Oraft Supplemental Env;ronmentlllmpact Repott
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4.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS ANDAsSUMPTIONS USED

o:l~. ',.r ~:Y' ~~ c-. € .• t" .... ~~.' _ 'j .t"~ -". ,~:~ii·5r,i ...: -.l'\:~-..: ~.. '''.- '&f' :~ :{, ,~:! t;." '~.l..J l~~, ''Ii:.......1 ~ L."
H· ,. ',s .' ,." '. • •. N 1'" 'l'.......... -. ·t'",- .,..~ f'~-·r ," ...i.........:.·: -':' ~. ~ i· ,-:': -Ii" ,L.: ..<·t} !·:·N,~ac.;..d

11, .::.~,~I~' .~: .p'" eel .'.:~} .....~. ~.l' lie ~ ik·a. -, ._Ul.~~ ..}~~'JilT,:,:~ ~~.::. ~ ).tY;. <'~lfX~. ; ~\L·~lt~"I~Unhs
.,,::'~ Tota!i~:t'j E" "~'~' ~~ -i'
~:iComme1t~ ..! ; ~ Tota.I~~;" ..
·L.uare~~ ..t..~ '.:- ,~;. ',.,""1 ~ .~.... ~, .....

Location ,~; .:Status

26

27

26

Vineyard Springs
Comprehensive

Plan

Florin Vineyard
"Gap"

Community Plan

Sunrise-Douglas
Community Plan
(City of Rancho

Cordova)

Mix of
residential

developments of
different

densities with a
large community

park, schools,
and

neighborhood
parks.

A mix of
residential

developments of
different
densities,

commercial
uses, and

recreation/trai Is.

A mix of low
and medium

density
residential uses,

commercial
uses, and

recreation!
pedestrian uses.

5,942

5,639 to 5,981

21,728

13 gross acres
(approximately
453,024 square

feet)

Approximately
5,052,960
square feet

479.6 acres of
commerciall
office uses

(approximately
16,713,100.8
square feet)

2,650

3,766

6,015.3 total;
2,632 acres are

the Sunridge
Specific Plan

area

Sacramento
County:

Boundaries of
Gerber Rd.,
Calvine Rd.,
Excelsior Rd.,
Bradshaw Rd.

Sacramento
County:

Boundaries of
Elder Creek Rd.

ICity of
Sacramento,

north of Vintage
Park Drive and

Churchill Downs
subdivision,

Bradshaw Rd.,
and UPRRlElk

Grove-Florin Rd.

Sacramento
County:

Boundaries of
Douglas Rd.,
Kiefer Blvd}

Jackson
Highway, Grant
line Rd., Sunrise

Blvd.

Approved

Proposed

Approved
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29

Airport
Meadowview!

South
Sacramento

Community Plan
Update ­
includes

Sunnyside
Meadows,

Village
Meadows, Delta
Shores Village

PUD, City
Farms, Fruitridge

Manor, Glen
Elder, Elder

Creek, Franklin
Villa, Southgate,

Valley Hi and
Florin-Perkins
industrial area

A mix of
medium to high­

density
residential

developments,
commercial

uses,
publidquasi
public uses.

33,045

573 gross acres
(approximately

19,967,904
square feet)

12,015 acres

City of
Sacramento:

Joining of the
Airport

Meadowview
Community Plan

and South
Sacramento

Community Plan
areas, north of
the Sacramento

Regional
Wastewater

Treatment Plant

Update in
process

Genera!PlanAmendment.
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AV city of Elk Grove Planning

Current Projects

1 Kapalua Estates
2 Van Ruiten Acres
3 East BI: Grove Policy Area
4 Pari: Meadows Apartments
5 Lent Ranch Marketplace SPA
6 Sheldon Pari<:
7 Calvine/99 SPA
8 East Frank6n Policy Area
9 SicGrove Auto Mall Expansion
1 Kt'ispylCreme
11 Waterman & Bk Grove Center
12 Laguna Creek Apartments
13 Laguna Gateway Phase"
14 Webb Street
15 Laguna Ridge Poky Area
16 South Pointe PoliCYArea
17 Calvine Point
18 Sheldon Lakes
19 D18enedello
20 The Shtres
21 Ermandarold Estates
22 Old Town MIxed Use Development
23 Crabb Property
24 Tributary Amencan Dream

Sacramento County:

25\North Vineyard Stalion Specific Plan
26 Vineyard Sprlngs ComPlehensive Plan

Figure 4.0-'
Current Projects Map



4.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND ASSUMPTIONS USED

ApPROACH TO THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

Definition of Cumulative Setting

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires that EIRs include an analysis of the cumulative impacts
of a project when the project's effect is considered cumulatively considerable. In general. the
cumulative setting conditions considered in thisDSEIR are based on the existing land use plans in
the Sacramento region (see Figure 4.0-2 for an illustration of large growth areas in the region)
(e.g.. Sacramento County. EI Dorado County. Placer County and the cities of Sacramento.
Folsom. Rancho Cordova. Galt. Citrus Heights. Roseville and Rocklin) os well os by consideration
of large-scale proposed and approved development projects listed in Table 4.0-2 and shown in
Figure 4.0-1. This list of projects is intended to describe large-scale development activities in the
general vicinity of the City and is not intended to be an all-inclusive list of projects in the
Sacramento region.

Each technical section of the DSEIR includes a description of the cumulative setting's
geographic extent based an the characteristics of the environmental issue under consideration
os set forth in Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. The cumulative setting lakes into
account the cumulative conditions analyzed in the Elk Grove General Plan Draft EIR. which
considered the Planning Area. which designates areas for future consideration of urban
development identified as "Urban Study Areas" as well as areas intended to remain in their
existing land use condition (open space. agricultural lands and rural residential). the
Sacramento County Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant area. and Laguna West.

Consideration of Cumulative Impacts

Each technical section in the DSEIR considers whether the project's effect on anticipated
cumulative setting conditions is cumulatively considerable [i.e.• a significant effect). The
determination of 'NIlether the project's impact on cumulative conditions ;s considered is based
on consideration of applicable public agency standards. consultation with public agencies
and/or expert opinion. Section 5.0 (Cumulative Impacts Summaryj provides a summary of the
cumulative impacts associated with the General Plan.

TERMINOLOGY USED IN THE DSEIR

This Draft Supplemental EIR uses the following terminology.

Elk Grove Planning Area: As described in Policy LU-12. this land area consists of land area outside
the current incorporation boundaries of Elk Grove that the City has identified a long-term vision
for land uses.

Cumulative Significant Impact: A cumulative significant impact would result 'NIlen the prqect
would contribute significantly to an adverse physical impact on the environment expected
under cumulative conditions.

Less Than SlgnHicant Impact: A less than significant impact would cause no substantial change
in the physical condition of the environment (no mitigation would be required for project effects
found to be less than significant].

Significant Impact: A significant impact would cause (or would potentially couse] a substantial
adverse change in the physical conditions of the environment. Significant impacts are identified
by the evaluation of project effects using specified standards of significance provided in each
technical section of the EIR. Identified "significant" impacts are those 'NIlere the project would

City oIE11tGm~
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4.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS ANDAsSUMPTIONS USED

result in an impact that can be measured or quantified. while identified "potentially significant"
impacts are those impacts v.tlere an exact measurement of the prcject's effect cannot be
made but substantial evidence indicates that the impact would exceed standards of
significance. A potentially significant impact may also be an impact that mayor may not occur
and v.tlere a definite determination cannot be foreseen. Mitigation measures and/or prcject
alternatives are identified to avoid or reduce to a less than significant level prqect effects to the
environment.

Significant Unavoidable Impact: A significant and unavoidable impact would result in a
substantial change in the environment that cannot be avoided or mitigated to a less than
significanllevel if the prcject isimplemented.

Standards of Slgnlffcance: A set of significance criteria used by the CEQA lead agency (City of
Elk Grovel as well as by other pUblic agencies with regulatory jlIisdiction over the prqect to
determine at -Mlat level or "threshold" an impact would be considered significant. Significance
otteno used in this EIR include the State CEQA Guidelines; factual or scientific information;
regulatory performance slondords of local. State. and Federal agencies: and. City goals.
objectives. and policies. Specified significance criteria are identified at the beginning of the
impact analyses of each technical section of the EIR.

Subsequent Projects: Anticipated development prcjeds [e.g.• residential. commercial. park,
recreational] that would occur under the General Plan. This would include public and utility
extension projects Induding. but not limited to. roadway widenlngs and extensions. intersection
improvements. water distribution improvements and trail extensions.

Urban Study Areas: Two general land areas identified outside of the City limits.but 'Nithin the Elk
Grove Planning Area where some form of urban development may occur.

GentJtaIPlanAmendment
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Regional Growth Areas
Sacramento Region I

T
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development acl1\IIlyn Iho region.
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Figure 4.0-2
Regional Growth Areas of the

Sacramento Region



4.1 LAND USE

This section describes the existing land uses within the City of Elk Grove. characterizes land uses
surrounding the project site. and discusses project consistency with adopted plans and policies
pertinent to the area.

4.1.1. EXISTING SEHING

LOCAL SETIING

Elk Grove is characterized by a wide range of existing land uses. including residential
developments. commercial/retail uses. office uses. and industrial uses (see Figure 3.0-1). In
addition. there are agricultural uses. and public/private recreation uses. According to the land
use inventory conducted in fall 2001, residential and agricultural were the two primary land uses
in the City. Institutional uses such as schools. churches. and other public entities are also major
land uses.

Prominent land uses within or near Elk Grove include the historic district. a wastewater treatment
plant. and Sunset Skyranch Airport. The Elk Grove Old Town Historic District. the majority being
located along Elk Grove Boulevard between Elk Grove-florin Rood and Waterman Rood. is listed
on the National Register of Historic Places. The Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment
Plant is located northwest of the City and is the largest utility and industrial use in the area.
Sunset Sk'yfanch Airport is located south of Grant Line Road outside the Elk Grove city limit. A
number of creeks traverse the City. such as Elk Grove Creek. StraYberry Creek. Laguna Creek.
and a tributary to Deer Creek.

There are a number of large projects underway that would increase the acreage of residential.
commercial. school and pork uses in the City. The East Franklin Specific Plan and East Elk Grove
Specific Plan were approved by Sacramento County prior to incorporation of the City of Elk
Grove. These areas are currently under development. Lent Ranch Marketplace and the
Laguna Ridge Specific Plan were approved by the City Council and ore not yet under
construction.

EXISTING LAND USE

Site A is located south of Big Hom Boulevard. near the intersection of Big Hom Boulevard and
Anchor Bay Way (see Figure 3.0-61. Thesite is currently vacant and surconded by single-family
residential uses with on open space lot to the northeast. A transmission line corridor traverses the
southeast em portion of the site and an electrical substation is located on the cdocent site to
the east.

Site 4 is located on the northeast comer of Di Lusso Drive and Bruceville Road. between Laguna
Boulevard and Big Hom Boulevard (see Figure 3.0-4) and contains one single-family dwelling.
Commercial uses border the side to the north and south. residential uses border the site to the
east and recreational usesare located to the west.

Site 5 islocated on the westem side of Bruceville Rood. between Laguna Boulevard and Oi Lusso
Drive (see Figure 3.0-4) and contains one residential dwelling and ancillary buildings. The site is
bordered by multi-family residential uses to the north. single-family residences to the west.
commercial uses and vacant land to the south. and commercial uses to the east.

Site 21 is located south of Sheldon Road and east of Waterman Road (see Figure 3.0-5). This site
is where the proposed Sheldon Lakes. a subdivision project with 246 residential units. is located.

City of£/k Gro""
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4.1 LAND USE

ClJTently. the area contains mostly rural residential uses. a portion of Laguna Creek. and a
tributary to Laguna Creek commonly known as Tributary 1.

Site 24 contains fallow lands and is located at the northwest comer of Elk Grove Boulevard and
Bradshaw Road in the East Elk Grove Specific Plan (EEGSP! area (see Figure 3.0-21. The site is
surrounded by single-family residential uses on the north and west. rural residential uses to the
south. and vacant land to the east. A commercial business islocated southeast of the site.

Site 29 is located north of Sheldon Road and east of Waterman Road (see Figure 3.0-5) in the
Sheldon creo. Currently. the area contains mostly rural residential uses and is bisected by
Laguna Creek.

Site 40 is on Bond Road. east of State Route 99. and cdccent to the approved Marketplace 99
prqect (see Figure 3.0-3). The site is mainly surrounded by commercial uses. as well as some
residential uses 'Nithin the vicinity of the site. Laguna Creek flows through properties north of the
prqect site.

Site 41 is on the west sides of Bruceville Road. north of Laguna Boulevard (see Figure 3.0-4). The
site has been previously graded and is mostly vacant 'Nith one residence in the northeast em
portion of the site. Site41 isbordered by Site5 to the north and by single-family residential uses
to the west and southwest. Commercial uses are located south and east of the site.

4.1.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

LOCAL

Cityof Elk Grove General Plan

The Elk: Grove General Plan Is used as the "blueprint" to guide future development in the city
limits. The Elk Grove General Plan supersedes the Sacramento County General Plan and the
1978 Elk: Grove Community Plan. which served as the guiding land use documents prior to
adoption of the Elk: Grove General Plan.

The proposed prqect includes eight sites 'Nith different General Plan designations as described
below (see Figure3.0-1).

Site A Is designated Public Open SpacelRecreation by the Elk Grove General Plan map.
Properties to the north. south. and west of the site are designated Low Density Residential. The
Low Density Residential designation allows a density of 4.1 to 7.0 dwelling unitsper acre (cu/oc].
Land to the east isdesignated Low Density Residential and Public Open SpacelRecreation. The
property northeast of the site isdesignated Public Open SpacelRecreation.

Site4 and properties east of the site are designated Low Density Residential in the General Plan.
Properties immediately north and south of the site are designated Commercial. Properties to the
west are designated Public/Quasi Public. Public Parks. and High Density Residential (15. 1 to 30.0
dulac).

Site 5 is also designated Low Density Residential. General Plan designations for properties north
and west of the site isHigh Density Residential (15. 1 to 30.0 du/acl and properties east of the site
are designated Commercial.

GentJraIPlan Amendment
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4.1 LAND USE

Site21 and the properties to the north. east. and west are designated Rural Residential (0. 1to 0.5
dulac] in the General Plan. The General Plan designates properties south of Site 21 as Eslate
Residential (0.51 to 4.0 dulac) and southwest of the site as Low Density Residential.

Site24 and the properties north and south of the site are designated Estate Residential (0.6 to 4.0
dwelling units per acre [du/ac]l in the General Plan. The General Plan designation for properties
west of the site is Low Density Residential (4.1 to 7.0 dulac) and praperties east of the site are
designated as the ElkGrove Triangle Policy Area. General Plan Policy LU-19 states that land uses
in the Elk Grave Triangle Policy Area shall consist primarily of residential uses on lots of 1 acre in
size. with approximately 40 acres of commercial land uses intended to serve primarily local
needs.

Site 29 and the properties to 1he south. east. and west are designated Rural Residential [0. 1 to
0.5 dulac) in the General Plan. The General Plan designates the properties north of Site 29 as
Estate Residential.

The General Plan designates Site 40 and properties north and south of the prcject site as Low
Density Residential. Land east of the site is designated Commercial and lands to the west are
designated Commercial and Public/Quasi Public. The Commercial General Plan designation is
generally characterized by office. professional. and retail uses in any mix. The Public/Quasi
Public designation includes lands owned by the City. the Elk Grove Unified School District. the Elk
Grove Community Services District. and other public agencies. Sites already developed with a
public school or pork are not included in the PQP designation.

Site 41, located adjacent to and south of Site 5. is designated Office/Multi-Family. The
Office/Multi-Family designation is generally characterized by office. professional. retail. and high
density residential uses in any mix. Site 41 isbordered by Low Density Residential usesto the west
and properties designated Commercial to the south and east.

Project Consistency with the General Plan

The General Plan identifies specific policies regarding land use. See Table 4.1-1 below for
applicable policies and on evaluation of the consistency of the proposed prcject with those
policies. The final authority for interpretation of these policy statements. and determination of
the prcject's General Plan consistency. rests with the Elk Grove City Council.

East Elk Grove Specific Plan

The EEGSP is one of two specific plans that were previously approved by Sacramento County
and adopted by Elk Grove upon incorporation. As described in the Elk Grove Specific Plan
Ordinance. specific plans refine the policy direction provided by the General Plan and replace
or supplement the Zoning Map and regulations. The EEGSP serves as a policy and regulatory
document. with policy direction and project development concepts consistent with the County
General Plan.

CityofElkGro.-e
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4.1 LAND USE

TABLE 4.1-1
PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN LAND USE OSJECTMS AND POLICIES

r ...

Policy LU~:

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 that 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 (113) mile apart. This is intended
to reduce the potential for over­
concentration of multi-family uses in any
part of ElkGrove.

• Multi-family housing sites should be
located close to commercial areas, major
roadways, and public transit to encourage
pedestrian rather than vehicle trafftc,

• 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·ll:

The City shall support the development of
neighborhood-serving commercial uses adjacent to
residential areas that provide quality, convenient
and community-serving retail choices in a manner
that does not impact neighborhood character.

Policy LU·18:

Land uses within the "Sheldon" area (generally
encompassing the area designated for Rural
Residential uses in the eastem portion of ElkGrove)
shall be consistent with the community's rural
character, emphasizing lot sizes of at least two gross
acres, roadways which preserve the area's mature
trees, and limited commercial services.

Policy lU·21:

Land uses in the East Elk Grove Policy Area shall
generally conform with the uses shown in Figure
LU-3.

Gent!ta/PI." Amf!ndment
O,../tSupp/emene./EnvironmenQ/ /mpM:t Repon

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

4.1-4

The project would designate Sites 5 and 41 for
CommerciaVOffice/Multi-Family uses and Site A
for HIgh Density Residential uses. Site A is
approxnnatelv 8 acres in size and more than 1/3­
mile from a multI-family site. Site A is not
adjacent to any commercial areas or public transit
stops. The bus stop closest to Site A is located on
Route 52 and is approximately one mile away at
the Laguna Boulevard/Franklin Boulevard
intersection. Site A is zoned RD-20.

Sites 5 and 41 are 6.4 and 7.5 acres, respectively,
in size and are located Within 1/3-mile of two
High Density Residential developments on
property totaling 23.88 acres. The sites are
located near major roadways and commercial
areas. However, the GPA would allow multiple
uses on these sites; the sites may be developed
with commercial, office, and/or multifamily uses.

Sites 4, 24, and 40 would be designated for
Commercial use and Sites 5 and 41 would be
designated CommerciallRetaiVMulti·Family. Each
of these sites is located adjacent to residential
uses and would be required to be developed
consistent with the City Zoning Code and Design
Guidelines.

Approval of a Low Density Residential General
Plan designation would allow a maximum density
of 7 dulac on Sites 21 and 29, which would be
inconsistent with the community's rural character.
See Impad 4.1·1 for further discussion.

Though Site 24 and the adjacent properties are
designated for residential use by the EEGSP land
Use Diagram, the EEGSP text supports
development of commercial areas that
accommodate the daily shopping and service
needs of EEGSP residents.

CityofE/kGIO~
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4.1 LAND USE

. ' ,. '. " ... Consistency . . ...
.Cenerai 'Plan. P.olk:les with 'General Analysis

Plan

Policy LU-22: Yes The Commercial policies, concept, and design

Development in the East Elk Grove Policy Area shall guidelines included in the EEGSP would be

take place in accordance with the East Elk Grove applicable to Site 5.

Specific Plan.

Policy LU·35: Yes Should the project be approved, all subsequent

The City of Elk Grove shall require that new development projects (i.e., subdivision maps,

development-including commercial, office, improvement plans, etc.) associated with the

industrial, and residential development-Is of high project would be reviewed for consistency with

quality and reflects the City's desire to create a high the City's Residential or Non-Residential Design

quality, attractive, functional, and efficient built GUidelines, as appropriate.

environment.

Policy LU·36: Yes Should the project be approved, all subsequent

Signs should be used primarily to facilitate business development projects (i.e., subdivision maps,

identification, rather than the advertisement of improvement plans, etc.) associated with the

goods and services. Sign size limits and locations project would be reviewed for consistency With

should be designed consistent with this policy. the City's Sign regulations.

One project site, Site24, is located within the EEGSP north of Elk Grove Boulevard (see FIgure 4.1­
ll. Site 24 and the properties north and south of the site are designated Estate Residential (2 - 4
du/oc] by the EEGSP. Properties to the wes1 are designated Low Density Residential (4 dulac]
and lands to the east are located outside the EEGSP and consist of residential uses with a
General Plan density of one unit per acre.

Properties designated Residential in the EEGSP are intended to accommodate both at/ached
and detached single-family dwellings in a variety of lotting st'y1es and configurations. Residential
density designations assigned by the Land Use Diagram range from a low of one du/5 gross ac
to a high of 9 du/gross ac. Density gradation isestablished by the Land UseDiagram to conform
future residential development with land use patterns and configurations both inside and
outside the EEGSP area.

The EEGSP Commercial designation curentlv includes two neighborhood shopping centers and
one convenience center. The quantity of commercially designated land is intended to provide
sufficient local service shopping without creating an excess that may detrimentally affect other
existing off-site commercial areas.

Cityof Elk Grove Zoning Code

The Zoning Code implements the goals and policies of the General Plan by providing standards
(use limitations, setbacks, height limits. sign standards. etc.l to guide the development and use
of land within the City. TheZoning Code would be updated after adoption of the General Plan
Amendments to apply specifically to the City of ElkGrove development standards.

City ofElk Gro~
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4.1 LAND USE

Figure 4.1-4
East Elk Grove Specific Plan Land Use Diagram
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4.1 LAND USE

SunsetSkyranch Airport

Sunset Skyranch Airport, also known as Elk Grove Airport. is located near the intersection of Grant
Line Road and Bradshaw Road. just ootside the city limits of Elk Grove. The airport is privately
owned and operated. but publicly used. The airport has one paved runway 2.780 feet in length
by 35 feet in width. The primary land uses surrounding the airport are agriculture and open
space. The southem tip of the area known as the Elk Grove Triangle Policy Area falls within the
airport's planning boundaries, as well as a portion of the East Elk Grove Policy Area. The Airport
Land Use Commission (ALUC) prepared a Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the airport in 1988.
None of the General Plan Amendment project sites are located within the Sunset Skyranch
Airport safety zonesor CNEL Noise Contours.

4.1.3. IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

The State CEQA Guidelines (Appendix Gl states that a project will be expected to result in a
significant land use impact if implementation of the project would result in any of the following:

1. Physically divide on established community.

2. 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.

3. Conflic1 with ony applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan.

The Notice of Preparation (NOPl for this project stated that the implementation of the project
would not result in the division of an established community, or conflict with an adopted habitat
or natural community conservation plan: therefore. these issues are not addressed further.

METHODOLOGY

Evaluation of patenlialland use impacts of the proposed General Plan Amendment project was
based on review of the City of Elk Grove General Plan, the previous analysis and mitigation
measures provided in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR, the City of Elk Grove Zoning Code. field
review of the project and surrounding area, and consultation 'Alith appropriate agencies.

The City Council adopted Findings of Fact for the environmen1al impacts associated with
implementation of the Elk Grove General Plan and also adopted a Statement of Overriding
Considerations for significant and unavoidable impacts anticipated with implementation of the
Elk Grove General Plan. which included impocts to land use plans or study areas outside of the
city limits. but ~thin the Planning Area.

As required under CEQA, this SEIR contains an analysis of physical changes that could occur
from ~he proposed General Plan Amendments. Potential land use conflicts or incompatibility are
usually the result of other environmental effects. such as the generation of noise or air quality
issues reSUlting from grading activities during construction or resulting from traffic generated by
the project dUring its operation. Operational land use impacts of the orqect are evaluated in
this section, and the reoder is also referred to other SEIR sections for detailed analyses of other
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Impact 4.1.1

4.1 LAND USE

relevant environmental effects. including noise. traffic. air quality. and biological. as a result of
project construction and operation.

PROJECT IMPACTS ANDMITIGATION MEASURES

Consistency with Relevant Land UsePlanning Documents

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment Sites A. 4. 5. 24.
40, and 41 would be consistent with relevant land use planning documents
within the City of Elk Grove. However. implementation of Sites 21 and 29
would be inconsistent with relevant land use planning documents. This is
considered a significant impact for Sites 21 and 29.

General Plan Goals, Policies, and Action Items

General Plan goals. policies. and action items associated v.1th land use are discussedbelow for
each of the sites. Those goals. policies. and action items associated with transportation and
circulation. air quality, noise. biological resoirces. hydrology. geology. public services and
utilities, population, housing. and employment. and visual resotrces that do not relate to land
usepolicies are discussedin their respective sections within this SEIR. Table 4.1-2 below showsthe
existing and proposed General Plan designations for each of the project sites.

TABLE 4.1-2
ExISTING ANDPROPOSED GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATIONS

: Site Number .~ ." ·tXistina~ Proptpd Deslpation:

A Public Open Space/Recreation High Density Residential

4 Low Density Residential Commercial

5 Low Density Residential CommerciaI/Office/Multi-famIly

21 Rural Residential Low Density Residential

24 EstateResidential Commercial

29 Rural Residential Low Density Residential

40 low Density Residential Commercial

41 Offlce/Multl-family CommerciaI/Office/Multi-family

Implementation of Sites A. 4. 5. 24. 40. and 41 would be generally consistent with the goals.
policies and action items of the General Plan as discussed below.

Site A is currently designated Public Open SpacelRecreation and isproposed to be designated
High Density Residential. The existing zoning of the site is Multi-family Residential (maximum 20
units per ocrel. Policy LU-6 of the General Plan contains siting standcrds for multi-family
residential projects in excessof 15 dulac. The project would be consistent with LU-6 by providing
on approximately 8-acre site located at least 1/3-mile from another high-density residential site.
The site isnot located near commercial areas. which is inconsistent with policy LU-6. Bus Route
#52 travels along Big Hom Boulevard past Site A. however. the nearby bus stops are located
approximately one mile from the site at the Laguna Boulevard/Franklin Boulevard and the Big
Horn Bouevord/Bruceville Road intersections.

GMtnIPIMAmtJnt.ImMt
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4.1 LAND USE

Site 4 is currently designated Low Density Residential and is proposed to be designated
Commercial. Implementation of Site 4 would allow for additional lands to be utilized far
commercial use thereby increasing the amount of commercial land available citywide.
Implementation of Site4 would be consistent with General Plan Focused Gool 2-2 by allowing for
a balance between the numbers and types of workersresiding in Elk Grove and opportunities for
employment in the City. Application of Urban Design Policies LU-35 and LU-36 would lessen any
potential impacts associated with the appearance of the proposed commercial use by
requiring the pro ect to comply with the City's Non-Residential Design Guidelines and Sign
Regulations.

Site 5 is currently designated Low Density Residential and is proposed to be designated
CommerciaI/Office/Multi-family. Implementation of Site5 would allow for additional lands to be
utilized for commercial, office. and/or moltl-fomllv uses thereby increasing the amount of land
available for those uses citywide. This would be consistent with General Plan Focused Goal 2-1
'Nhich encourages creation of a business community that includes a diversity of office uses.
locally oriented and regionally oriented retail services. and a diversity of residential types.
Implementation of Site 5 would also be consistent with General Plan Focused Goal 2-2 by
allowing for 0 balance between the numbers and types of workers residing in Elk Grove and
opportunities for employment in the City. Application of Urban Design Policies LU-35 and LU-36
would lessen any potential impacts associated with the appearance of the proposed use by
requiring the project to comply with the City's Non-Residential and/or Multi-Family Design
Guidelines and SignRegulations.

Site 24 is currently designated Estate Residential and isproposed to be designated Commercial.
Implementation of Site24 would be consistent with General Plan Policy LU-11. 'Nhich supports the
development of neighborhood serving commercial uses adjacent to residential areas.
Implementation of Site 24 would also be consistent with General Plan Focused Goal 2-2 by
ollowing for 0 balance between the numbers and types of workers residing in the City and
opportunities for employment in Elk Grove. Application of General Plan Urban Design Land Use
Policies LU-35 and LU-36 would lessen the potential for adverse impacts to neighborhood
character by requiring the project to comply with the City's Non-Residential Design Guidelines
and SignRegulations.

Site 40 is currently designated Low Density Residential and is proposed to be designated
Commercial. Implementation of Site40 would be consistent with General Plan Focused Goal 2-2
by allowing for a balance between the numbers and types of workers residing in Elk Grove and
opportunities for employment in the City. Application of Urban Design Policies LU-35 and LU-36
would lessen any potential impacts associated with the appearance of the praposed
commercial use by requiring the project to comply with the City's Non-Residential Design
Guidelines and SignRegulations.

Site 41 is currently designated Office/Multi-family and is proposed to be designated
Commercial/Office/Multi-family. Implementation of Site 41 would allow for additional lands to
be utilized for commercial. office. and/or multi-family uses thereby increasing the amount of
land available for commercial uses citywide. This would be consistent with General Plan
Focused Goal 2-1 'Nhich encourages creation of a business community that includes a diversity
of office uses. locally oriented and regionally oriented retail services. and a diversity of residential
types. Implementation of Site 41 would also be consistent with General Plan Focused Goal 2-2
by allowing for a balance between the numbers and types of workers residing in Elk Grove and
opportunities for employment in the City. Application of Urban Design Policies LU-35 and LU-36
would lessen any potential impacts associated with the appearance of the proposed
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4.1 LAND USE

commercial use by requiring the project to comply with the City's Non-Residential Design
Guidelines and Sign Regulations.

Sites 21 and 29 are cmently designated Rural Residential and are proposed to be designated
Low Density Residential. Implementation of Sites 21 and 29 would not be consistent with the
goals and policies of the General Plan that apply to the Sheldon area by allowing development
of residential lots smaller than two acres in size. Implementation of the proposed GPA for these
sites would also be inconsistent with the General Plan Vision Map, Vvtlich designates the sites for
rural residential uses with minimum 2-acre lot sizes. A General Plan Vision Statement recognizes
the value of the nrcl portions of Elk Grove, including the Sheldon area. and calls for preservation
of the area as a reminder of Elk Grove's past predominantly rural characler. The Sheldon area is
recognized as an area with a rurallifestyte. typified by homes on lots generally two acres in size
or larger. Implementation of Sites 21 and 29 would be inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU­
18, Vvtlich calls for land uses in the Sheldon area to be consislent with the community's rural
chaacter by introducing a density of up to seven dwelling unitsper acre.

Implementation of Sites 21 and 29 would also be inconsistent with General Plan Policy PF-l0 by
constructing "trunk" or service lines in the rural residential area. This policy states that the City
shall strongly discourage the extension of sewer service into any area designated for Rural
Residential land uses. Policy PF- 10futher states that sewers shall not be used to accommodate
lot sizes smaller than two acres in the RuralResidential area and lot sizes shallbe large enough to
accommodate septic systems. The introduction of "trunk" or service lines into rural Elk Grove
could be considered growth inducing because it would introduce public sewer and
infrastructure into an area curenflv without these services and not projected to become urban.
This is considered a significant impact. See Section 7.0, Long-Term Implications, for further
discussion. Potential environmental impacts, such as traffic, noise, and air quality, associated
with the land uses proposed with thisGPA are discussed in the relevant sections of thisSEIR.

East Elk Grove Specific Plan

The applicant is requesting a land use designation for Site 24 that would deviate from the land
use approved with the EEGSP. Section 10.3, Amendment Procedures, of the EEGSP outlines the
procedures to be taken Vvtlen considering an amendment to the Specific Plan. As stated in the
EEGSP, applications shall conform to the requirements set forth in the Specific Plan Ordinance
and Procedures and Preparation Guide. Chapter 21.14 of the City Code. Amendments 10 the
Specific Plan would require City Council approval. The proposed GPA includes a request for an
amendment to the Specific Plan for Site 24. This amendment would be processed consistent
with the procedcres outlines in City Code Section 21.14 and, therefore, potential impacts
associated with consistency with the EEGSP would be lessthan significant.

Adverse impacts to traffic, noise, and air quality that may result from a more Intense land use
designation for Site24 ere analyzed In the appropriate sections of thisDraft SEIR.

Sunset Skyranch Airport Comprehensive land Use Plan Safety Hazard Areas

The ALUC established three safety zones for the Sunset Sk'11"anch Airport - the Clear Zone, the
Approach/Departure Zone. and the Overflight Zone. The only safety zone not compatible with
single-family land uses is the Clear Zone. However. the Clear Zone that is closest to the City is on
the opposite side of Qant Line Road outside the City limits. As slated previously, none of the
project sites are located within any of the three safety zones. Potential land use conflicts
associated with the Sunset Skyranch Airport aup are considered less than significant.

GenelalPlan Amendment
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4.1 LAND USE

Mitigation Measures

None available. The goals. policies. and action items associated with the various General Plan
Elements would serve to reduce land use impacts associated witn revising tne land use
designations for the prqect sites. However. this impact is considered significant and
unavoidable for Sites 21 and 29 in regards to inconsislency with the General Plan Vision Map.
General Plan Vision statement for the Sheldon area, and General Plan PoliciesLU-18 and PF-lO.

Land UseConflicts

Impact 4.1.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan would create conflicts with
other land uses within the City. This is considered a less than significant
impact.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would change the land use
designations for several sites thaI may resull in land use conflicts. Implementation of the
proposed General Plan Amendment would not create land use conflicts between land use
designations within the City of Elk Grove. Proposed land use designations would not be in
conflict with any cdocent land use (e.g.. residential uses wauld not be located near any
hazardous use) as discussed for each sitebelow.

Site A is currently designated Public Open SpacelReereation and isproposed to be designated
High Density Residential. The existing zoning of the site is MUlti-family Residential. The site is
surrounded by residential uses on three sides. A transmission line corridor traverses the
southeastern portion of the site and an electrical substation is located on the adjacent site to
the east. The City's Design Guidelines for Multi-family Development regulate the building mass
and scale of any proposed multi-family buildings and include open space and other site layout
requirements that would apply to future development of the site. The Design Guidelines for
Multi-Family development and Zoning Code requirements for high density residential
developments would lessen potential land use conflicts associated with implementation of site
A.

Site 4 is currently designated Low Density Residential and is proposed to be designated
Commercial. As stated previously, Site 4 is bordered by Bruceville Road to the west, existing
commercial and retail development to the north and south, and existingresidences to the east.
TheCity's Non-Residential Design Guidelines contain requirements for buffering and landscaping
to be incorporated into commercial prqects located adjacent to land designated for
residential use. The City Design Guidelines for Non-Residential development and Zoning Code
requirements for commercial developments would lessen potentlol lcnc use conflicts associated
with implementation of Site4.

Site 5 is currently designated Low Density Residential and is proposed to be designated
Commercial/Office/Multi-family. Site 5 is located adjacent 10Bruceville Road, south and east of
an existing multi-family development. and north of Site41. TheCity's Design Guidelines for Multi­
Family Development regulate the building mass and scale of any proposed multi-family buildings
and include open space and other site layout requirements that would apply to future
development of the site. The Design Guidelines for Non-Residential and Multi-family
developments and Zoning Code requirements for commercial developments would lessen
potential land use conflicts associated with implementation of Site5.

Site24 is currently designated Estate Residential and isproposed to be designated Commercial.
The sile is bordered by residential uses to the north and west and commercial uses to the south
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4.1 LAND USE

and southeast. The Elk Grove Triangle Area is located east of the site. The 'Triangle" isbounded
by Bond Road on the north, Grant Line Road on the east. and Bradshaw Road on the west. The
Triangle Area comprehensive plan calls for the establishment of land use and development
standards that retain the rLXa) character of the area and allow for residential and some
commercial development. The City Design Guidelines for Non-Residential development and
Zoning Code requirements for commercial developments would lessen potential land use
conflicts associated with implementation of Site24.

Site 40 is currently designated Low Density Residential and is proposed 10 be designated
Commercial. Site 40 is located north of Bond Rood, between two commercial developments.
The City Design Guidelines for Non-Residential development and Zoning Code requirements for
commercial developments would lessen potential land use conflicts associated with
implementation of Site40.

Site 41 is currently designated Low Density Residential and is proposed to be designated
Commercial. This site is located adjacent to two arterial roadways. existing residential uses to
the west. existing commercial development to east, and Site 5 to the north. The City Design
Guidelines for Non-Residential development and Zoning Code requirements for commercial
developments would lessen any potential land use conflicts associated with implementation of
Site41.

Sites 21 and 29 are currently designated RLXal Residential and are proposed to be designated
Low Density Residential. The sites are bordered by rural residential uses on all sides.
Implementation of the proposed GPA would increase the density of residential development
allowed at the sites, however, placement of one single-family residential development cdocent
to another single-family residential development would not constitute a land use conflict. The
City's Residential Design Guidelines would regulate the design of any future development of the
sites.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

4.1.4 CUMULATIVESrnING, IMPACTS, AND MmGATION MEASURES

CUMULATIVE SEHING

As previously described. the City of Elk Grove is located in the southern portion of Sacramento
County. The proposed General Plan Amendment would change the CLITent General Plan land
use designation for the project sites. The entire City of Elk Grove must be considered for the
purpose of evaluation of land use impacts on a cumulative level. Development in the Elk Grove
area. including proposed and approved projects, would change the intensity of land uses in the
Elk Grove region (see Section ..:1.0, Introduction to the Environmental Analysis and Assumptions
Used, regarding cumulative setting conditions]. In particular. this cumulative development
scenario would increase development in Elk Grove. and would provide additional housing.
employment. shopping, and recreational opportunities.
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4.1 LAND USE

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Increased Development

Impact 4.1.3 Development of the General Plan Alternative sites in addition to other
reasonably foreseeable projects in the region would change the land use
patterns and result in conversion to residential and commercial/office and
would result in land use development in excess of that allowed under the
General Plan. This impact would be cumulative slgnfficant.

Development of proposed and approved prcjects in the Elk Grove area would result in
urbanization of the area from an increase in the density of residential. commercial. office.
recreational. and public facility uses in the Elk Grove region. This urbanization would change
undeveloped and open space areas by modifying the undeveloped land use conditions on
those sites to developed uses.

With the exception of Sites 21 and 29. this development would also occur adjacent to existing
development and wouonot result in a new isolated development inconsistent with current land
use patterns. In addition. the natural setting of the area would be changed as a result of the
proposed project: this change is planned for and supported by the General Plan. with the
exception of Sites 21 and 29.

Implementation of the proposed project would result in changes to existing development
patterns on the project sites. W1ile the implementation of the project would introduce
residential and additional commercial land uses and would result in the removal of open space.
it would be developed generally consistently with the land uses designated for the sites in the
relevant planning documents. 'NIth the exception of Sites 21 and 29. Implementation of Site 21
and 29 would be inconsistent with the General Plan Vision Map. Vision Statement for the Sheldon
Area. and General Plan Policies LU-18 and PF-IO because it would increase development in an
area designated for rural residential uses. Therefore. this impact is considered significant and
unavoidable.

The environmental effects of the development have been addressed in this EIR for project and
cumulative conditions. The environmental effects of development of the project sites and
regional development are addressed in the technical sections of this EIR (Sections 4.2 through
4.7).

Mitigation Measure

None available. The goals. policies. and action items associated with the various General Plan
Elements would serve to reduce land use impacts associated with revising the land use
designations for the prqect sites. However. this impact is considered significant and
unavoidable for Sites 21 and 29 in regards to inconsistency with the General Plan.

land UseConflicts

Impact 4.1.4 The General Plan Amendment project in addition to other reasonably
foreseeable development within Elk Grove could result in land use conflicts.
However. this isa lessthan significant impact under cumulative conditions.

Development of the proposed and approved projects in Elk Grove. as well as prcjects allowed
under the General Plan, has the potential to create land use conflicts with existing uses. such os
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4.1 LAND USE

low-density residential uses and active agricultural or heavy industrial areas. Refer to the
discussion under Impact 4.1.2 concerning potential land use conflicts at each of the project
sites. Generally, land use conflicts would be related to noise. traffic, air quality, and
hazards/human health and safety issues, which are discussed in the relevant sections of this
document. Land use conflicts are site-specific and project development would not result in a
cumulative impact: therefore. this impact would be lessthan significant.

Mitigation Measure

None required.

REFERENCES

City of Elk Grove Development Services. 2003. City of ElkGrove General Plan. Elk Grove, CA.

City of Elk Grove Development Services. 2003. Elk Grove General Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Report. Elk Grove, CA.

Sacramento County Planning and Community Development Department. 1996. East ElkGrove
Specific Plan. Sacramento, CA.
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4.2 POPULATIONlHouSINGlEMPlOYMENT

This section discusses the population, housing, and employment impacts of the proposed
project. Impacts on the current conditions. as well as the projected conditions, ore examined.
1his section also contains information regarding the project's relationship to adopted programs
and plans. related to population projections for Elk Grove. Please note this section does not
include population. housing and employment data and projections for Laguna West (annexed
in December 2(03).

4.2.1 EXISTING SETIING

LOCAL SETIING

The proposed project area consists of eight sites that total approximately 306 acres in different
areas of the City. Urban land uses in the project area generally consist of residential,
commercial, office, and other public uses. The adopted City of Elk Grove General Plan currently
guides the land uses in the project area. The Zoning Code is currently being updated to bring
zoning designations into consistency with the General Plan. The reader is referred to Section 4.1
{Land Use] for a further description of land use and applicable land use plans in the project
area.

Holding Capacity

Holding capacily is expressed as the total number of people that would be accommodated
within a planning area if the land within that area were developed to the maximum potential
allowed by land use designations in the general plan. Once potential buildout and dwelling
units are projected, potential population can be determined.

1he adopted City of Elk Grove General Plan has a buildout capacity of 63,728 housing units.
Based on the current household size of 3.07 persons per household and the 63.728housing units
at buildout, the City has an estimated holding capacity of approximately 195,645 persons. It
should be noted that these estimates of dwelling units and population does not constitute a
dwelling unit or populalion cap for the City. Table 4.2-' identifies the total dwelling units at
buildout.

TABLE 4.2-1
TOTAL OWELLING UNITSAT BUllDOUT

".q..;. ~"'}'"'''' r- ""~,,,:,~, '... " '''I..~.... ' ", " r r.,~,

..raell~ Unitf'" ~" PeIa!nt aJ;TOIaf
~I ''Dis~ ...,.. ., ,,: .TotaI.~· .... '"l,'1JnltsP-llrAaw' ". , :.•. }I('"" .. ". III :, I;<"~ .'OWelUrialInMs.•;t.!' .'. . . .. , .. _J-.r-'I.·~· . . .

Rural Residential 5219 0.5 2,609 4.1,*,
Estate Residential 1740 4.0 4.395 6.9%

Low Density 8,611 5.6 44,657 70.1%
Residential

Medium Density
429 12 4,359 6.8%

Residential
High Density

292 20 5,382 8.4'*'Residential
Office/Multifamily 186 20 718 1.1%

Commercial/Office! 375 20 1,196 2.5%Multifamily

Total 16,962 63728 100.0"10
Source: City of Elk Grove staff calculation, 2004. Note: These figures do not include laguna West annexed
December 1S, 2003, In order lor compeason with the infortTli1tion presentee!in the ElkGrove General Plan fIR.
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4.2 POPULATIONlHouSINGlEMPLOVMENT

Geographic Area

As the City did not incorporafe until July 2000, demographic and employment dafa for fhe Elk
Grove area was difficulf fa determine since Elk Grove was not a political enfity nor a federally or
regionally recognized area in terms of long-range planning or Census data collections. As such.
the Sacramento Area Council of Govemments [SACOGl performed a special aggregation of
the 2000 Census data in order to determine the demographic information provided herein. The
1990 Census data was calculated based on Census Block Group s1atistics for fhe Elk Grove area.
Other sources of statistical informatian were used as appropriate and are listed at the bottom of
each fable.

DEMOGRAPHICS

Population Trends

In the ten years prior to the incorporation of fhe Cify of Elk Grove in July 2000, fhe populafion
increased by 70.5 percent. equaling an average annual populafion increase of 7.0 percent.
From 1990to 2000, the area began 10 rapidly develop as a result of on increase in jobs 10 the
Sacramento County regian and the availabilify of land outside the dOWltOWl Sacramento area.
Projecfions for fhe Cify's population growth from SACOG provide population esfimates for fhe
Cify of Elk Grove fa 2025, as shown in Table 4.2-2, and indicate a gradual dedine in the annual
growth rate from 7.0 percenf in 2000 to 4.4 percent in 2015 and 0.3 percent by 2025. Based on
the SACOG projections, the City's population is projected fa increase by 25,445 persons
between 2000 and 2005, for an increase of 3S percent. Addifionally, the population is projecfed
to increase by anofher 25 percenf befween 2005 and 2010, an approximafe increase of 24,490
persons.

TABLE 4.2-2
CITYOf ELK GROVE POPULATION TRENDS

.v.,/-: .~ Chanae ~.l: ~~~-I,. .~ 0\aDfie:: . .",.... . - Annual ... ChIllI! .:;:-;
• or" ",

1990 42,626

2000 72,665 30,039 70.5% 7.0%

2005 98,110 25,445 35.0% 7.0%

2010 122,600 24,490 25.0% 5.0%

2015 149,430 26.830 2l.9% 4.4%

2020 166,300 16,870 11.3% 2.3%

2025 168,465 2,165 1.3"1. 0.3%

Source: ElkGroveGeneral Plan EIR

Household Trends and Demographics

Households

According to the 2000 Census, 23,766 households lived in the City of Elk Grove. Table 4.2-3
shows the SACOG household prqections fO' Elk Grove over the next 20 years. According to
SACOG. the City of Elk Grove will increase by 9,284 households between 2000 and 2005 and by
18,150 households between 2000 and 2010. This represents a 76.4 percent increase between
2000 and 2010. In comparison, the population of Elk Grove is projected to increase by 49,935
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4.2 POPULATIONIHOUSINGIEMPLOYMENT

persons [68.7percent] over the some ten-year span, which indicates an increase in the average
household size.

TABLE 4.2-3
CITYOFELK GROVE HOUSEHOLD PROJECTIONS

y•.... , Households 01anp .. .. "'Otanp AM~ ,. 01anp ',.~

2000 24,069

2005 33,050 9,284 28.0 0k 5.6%

2010 41,916 8,866 21.2% 4.3%

2015 51,633 9,717 18.8% 3.8%

2020 57,955 6,322 10.9% 2.2%

2025 59,448 1,493 2.6% 0.5%

Soulre: Elk Grol/f! GeneriJl PliJn ElK

Employment

The wor1:: force in the Sacramento metropolitan oreo, which includes the City of Elk Grove,
encompasses professional. technical. production, transportation, and service occupations. The
major employers in Elk Grove and in the vicinity of the City represent a wide range of
employment sectors and generally employ between 50 to over 1000 employees. According to
the 2000 Census, the Services sector employed 37.9 percent of all residents within the City, or
10,972 persons. The Government sector was the second largest employer, employing 15.4
percent, or 3,300 persons. Table 4.2-4 below from the Elk Grove General Plan EIR states the
number of employees by industry in the Elk Grove COP.

TABLE 4.2-4
EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY - ELK GROVE COP

'.. " ,.t:,;. :..-- :t:i(,--;c '. .~ ; :2000--: ,.~; ~:·~f.~~;·'·' ~ '~
• ~ •••..".~.;.j.. , ....... " .~'1t..:.~~. . ". (J.f~i?!*'

'I>'-,~"~""'t..... .' 'Jj,~ ~. ~....... !~l1!~":
........"'n,I·.· . '" ~.,....

• ·A ........."".J.... ,Number· ", .
....~.~ ...... :-... :........... ...••J", I .... '

" ."" . 4 ........ " '.

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, Hunting, and
201 0.7'%.Mining

Construction 1,786 6.2%

Manufacturing 1,935 6.7%

Transportation and PublicFacilities 1,669 5.8%

Wholesale Trade 1,170 4.0%

Information 1,010 3.5%

Retail Trade 3,300 11.4'%.

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 2,436 8.4°'"

Services 10,972 37.9%

Government 4,441 15.4%

SOUIre: Elk Grove Genef'ill PliJn ElK
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4.2 POPULATIONlHouSINGlEMPLOYMENT

According to Sacramento Council of Govemments (SACOGj projections, the City of Elk Grove
had 11.147 jobs in 2000. Along Vv'ith this. SACOG projects an annual job growth rate increase of
29.253 jobs between the years 2000 and 2025. As shown in Table 4.2-5, Elk Grove can expect
high job growth for the next ten years. with the number of new jobs added to the City slowly
decreasing over the following years. However, SACOG's projections are based on the
Sacramento County General Plan. The City's adopted General Plan, which includes the
Housing Element. designates additional land for office development. Thus, the City anticipates it
will have a higher job growth rate than what is currently projected by SACOG.

TABLE 4.2-5
CITYOFELK GROVE JOBS PROJECTIONS

:f~~..'<- Year ' . Jobs '" Petal'"01anse,~ ', . .'. .'

2000 11,147 -
2005 20,585 84.7'%.

2010 28,018 36.1%

2015 34,460 23.0%

2020 38,203 10.9%

2025 40,400 5.8%

Source: ElkGroveGeneralPlan EIR

4.2.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

LOCAL

City of Elk Grove General Plan

Table 4.2-6 identifies the General Plan policies regarding housing. population, and employment
that are directly applicable to the proposed project, and presents an evoluation of the
consistency of the project with these statements as required by CEQA Guidelines Section
15125(dJ. This assessment isbased on City staff's interpretation of the General Plan policies and
action items. The final authority for interpretation of these policy statements, and determination
of the project's consistency rests with the City Council.

TABLE 4.2-6
PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH lHE GENERAl PLAN HOUSING POllOES

',»

:',

Policy ED-l
Strive to establish a balanced mix of commercial,
office and industrial businesses to the City to ensure a
variety of employment and business opportunities.

General Plan Amendment
Dtaft Supp/emenalEnvllDllmentallmpact Report

Yes

4.2-4

The proposed General Plan Amendment
(GPA) will add a total of 25.4 acres to the
commercial land use designation with no
depletion to office or industrial land uses in
the City, thereby supporting the development
of commercial and employment generating
uses.
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4.2 POPUlATIONlHouSINGlEMPLOYMENT

--
General Plan PoIld. and Action Items

- ,-
.; •• I.;, . (.'~ : ConsIstency

• > -_ wllh
'General
p~

-_ . Analysis

Policy ED-7
Maximize the use of non-residential land for
employment-generating and revenue-generating uses.

Policy ED-9
Provide sufficient land for business expansion and
attraction of new employers that utilize the City's
existing labor pool.

Policy H-l
Maintain an adequate supply of appropriately zoned
land with available or planned public services and
infrastructure to accommodate the City's projected
housing needs for all income levels and for special
needs groups.

Policy H-4
Facilitate and encourage the construction of housing
affordable to very low, low and moderate income
households consistent with the City's identified
housing needs.

Policy H-l0
Support housing opportunlnes for agricultural workers,
homeless people, seniors, female-headed households,
large families, and persons with disabilities.
According to the federal Rehabilitation Act of 1973, a
person with a disability is a person who has a physical
or mental disability, which substantially limits a major
life activity, or has a record of such a disability, or is
regarded as having such a disability.

Policy H-12
Encourage the development of a variety of housing in
order to maintain a diverse housing stock intended for
all levels of income.

CIty01E'*Cm...,
0c1rJber1004

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

4.2-5

By increasing the amount of land designated
for commercial land use, the GPA would
result in additional sources of employment
and revenue-generating use may be
developed.

See Policy ED-l above.

The proposed GPA would add a net gain of
258.6 acres to the low density residential land
use designation and reduce the number of
rural residential designation by 273 acres and
estate residential by 3.5 acres. No multifamily
land use designations will be effected by the
proposed amendment. Because of the
proposed changes to Sites 21 and 29 from
rural residential to low density residential an
additional 1,072 housing units could be
constructed on that land, based on the
holding capacity established in the General
Plan. This would assist in maintaining an
adequate supply of residential land for the
future housing needs of the City.

The GPA would change 13.8 acres (Sites A
and 5) from non-residential to high density
residential land use designations which may
be developed as housing units affordable to
lower income households. An additional 273
acres would be rezoned to a higher density
from Rural Residential (0.5 dulac) to Low
Densrty Residential (4 to 7 dulac). This would
allow for the development of additional units,
which may be affordable to moderated
income households.

While, the proposed project does not directly
support housing opportunities for special
needs groups, it does not preclude this
development in these areas, nor does it
Impede this type of development. The GPA
does allow for additional residential
development, which may produce residential
units serving special needs groups.

See Policies H-l and H-4 above.

General Plan Amendment
OraftSupplementalEnllimnmentJIllmpact Repott



4.2 POPULATIONIHoUSINGIEMPLOYMENT

. ,
Conslsteney.

General PIan:POnCies and Action hems 'with AnalysisGeneral
~ .. Plan..

Policy LU-9 Yes The proposed project would provide an
The City should seek to designatesufficient land in all additional 25.4 acres for commercial
employment-generating categories to provide a development. This would provide additional
minimum 1:1 correspondence between Elk Grove's land available for employment-generating
working population and jobs in categories matching uses and assist in balancing the working
their employment level. population: Jobs ratio in the City.

Policy W-1O Yes The proposed project would provide an

The shall the development
additional 25.4 acres for commercial

City support of development, providing opportunities for
neighborhood-serving commercial uses adjacent to types of development identified in this policy.
residential areas which provide quality, convenient Any commercial development on these sites
and community-serving retail choices in a manner that would be subject to the City's development
does not impact neighborhood character. review processand conditions of approval.

soarce: City ofElk Grove General Plan, Housing Element. 200.J.

4.2.3 IMPAcrs AND MITIGATION MEASURES

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 [oJ, economic or social effects of a project are
not treated os significant effects on 1he environment. If the proposed project were to cause
physical changes as a result of economic or social changes. then the physical effecls (such as
lhe destruction of habitat resulting from housing construction to accommodate increased
populationj could be considered significant. A population and housing impact is considered
significant if implementation of the project would result in any of the folloYv'ing:

1. Induce substantial growth or concentration of population in an area either directly or
indirectly (e.g., through projects in an undeveloped area or extension of mqor
infrastructurej that results in a physical effect on the environment.

2. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewnere,

3. Displace substantial numbers of people. necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere,

METHODOlOGY

City staff conducted research on demographic and housing conditions. utilizing existing
documents and other information sources. Information was obtained from governmental
agencies thraugh their World Wide Web sites. Among these agencies were lhe U.S. Bureau of
the Census. the California Department of Finance, Sacramento Area Council of Govemments.
and the California Employment Development Department. The City of Elk Grove General Plan
was an additional source of information on housing and socioeconomic conditions as well as
housing policy. Theprevious analysis and mitigation measures provided in the Elk Grove General
Plan EIR were considered in evaluating the impacts associated with the proposed General Plan
Amendment.

lhe City Council adopted Findings of Fact for the environmental impacts associated with
implementation of the Elk Grove General Plan and also adopted a Statement of Overriding

GeneralPIMI Amendment
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Impact 4.2.1

4.2 POPULAT1oNlHouSINGlEMPLOYMENT

Considerations for significant and unavoidable impacts anticipated with implementation of the
Elk Grove General Plan. However, all populalion and housing impacts were found to be less
than significant with implementation of the General Plan and, therefore. no Statement of
Overriding Considerations was required for population and housing impacts in order to adopt
the General Plan EIR.

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Population and Housing Increases

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment could result in
population and housing prqectlons that may exceed the City of Elk Grove
2003 General Plan prqections for 2025. This is a lessthan significant impact.

The adopted City of ElkGrove General Plan Land Use Policy Map results in a holding capacity of
approximately 63.728 housing units and 195.645 persons. Table 4.2-7 depicts the population and
number of housing units for the General Plan Amendment sites under their current land use
designation and their proposed land use designation. as well as the difference between the
two.

TABLE 4.2-7
PonNTIAl HOUSINGUNITSAND PoPULATION

.,.(0' .. " ,.
Houslni Unlls' .: PopuIlliOnJ~: ','

, . : 'iCummt Proposed':"fu:: ' Current Proposed" •.'rt!,. , ' I~,', . , ' DIfference DHferenc:e
, .. V: --)~•• ,•• ';;;' r' ~ ",' ''Land UJe:, ' t.and'Use " ," Land Use Land Use .-

SingleFamily 208 1,072 864 639 3,291 2,652

Multifamily 363 403 20 1,176 1,237 61

Total 591 1,475 884 1,814 4,528 2,714

Note: ' The number ofhoUSing units was based on the City ofElle Grove land use estlmat~, 1Polu/atlon WdS calcu/ared uSing
J,07 personsper householdas established in the ElkGroveHousing Element.

Table 4.2-8 depicts the population and number of housing units for each site under their current
land use designation and proposed land use designation. as well as the difference between the
two. The proposed Amendment may add an additional 884 housing units and a population of
2,71-4 over the General Plan holding capacity.

The General Plan Amendment would change two sites from a RlXal Residential land use
designation to Low Density Residential. Two sites would change from Low Density Residentiol to
a mixed-use designation. Commercial/Office/Multifamily. Three sites would change from a
residential to a commercial land use designation and Site 5 would change from Low Density
Residential to Commercial/Office/Multifamily. Sites 21 and 29 would provide the largest
population gain with respective possible increases of 1,685 and 1. 187 persons, The other sites
would result in overall population reductions of 156. as sho'M"\ in Tabl. 4.2-8.

The proposed amendment would allow for an increase in housing by providing more available
land for this housing in the City. This would provide more housing choices for all income levels.
Sites A and 5 would be designated as High Density Residential sites and would allow the
construction of housing units affordable to lower income household because of their density
levels. Additional funding fOf affOfdable and special needs housing would be provided because
of the increase in housing development and the affordable housing fees required of that

CIty 01ElkOm...,
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4.2 POPULATIONIHOUSINGIEMPlOYMENT

development. The additional funding would allow for more housing programs and funding for
the development of housing for special needs groups and lower income households.

TABLE 4.2-8

HOUSINGUNITS AND POPULATION

,. " '. HousIng Units' •• 4" . PopuIatiorJ2
Site . ACres Cummt '. .ProposeI;I . Current ProposedDifference DifferenCe- .. ,

~:l ,,"'- Land Use Land Use:' tau!Use Land Use
;

A 7.4 359 359 0 1,102 1,102 0

4 1.6 6 a -7 18 a -18

5 6.4 22 20 -2 68 61 -6

21 160.4 80 629 549 246 1,931 1,685

24 3.5 14 0 -14 43 0 -43

29 113 57 443 386 175 1,360 1,185

40 6.4 29 0 -29 89 0 -89

41 7.5 24 24 a 74 74 0

Total 306.2 591 1,475 664 1,814 4,526 2,714

Note: 'The number ofhOUSing Units was calculated using the densities established In Table 4.2. I. 'Poluli/tion was cskulstod lJ5ing3.07
persons per household as established in the Elk Grove Housing Element.

TheElk Grove General Plan EIR determined that implementation of the General Plan would result
in less than significant impacts regarding population and housing increases. The projected
increase in the City's population and housing units from the General Plan Amendment would
result in direct and indirect environmental effects such as demand for services and utilities.
traffic, noise. and air quality. These effects associated with the proposed prcject are discussed
in the relevant chapters of this EIR. The changes in population and housing that would occur
from the General Plan Amendment are anticipdted to be less than significant.

General Plan Goals, Policies and Action Items

The proposed General Plan Amendment does not conflict with General Plan goals, policies. and
actions that relate to population and housing growth. Implementation of General Plan policies
H-l. H-4. and H-10 would maintain appropriately zoned land for all types of housing and support
housing opportunities that would be affordable to all household income levels.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

Jobs-Housing Balance

Impact 4.2.2 The increase in the number of employed persons versus the increase in
housing unitsmay result in a jobs-housing imbalance. This isconsidered a less
than significant impact.

The City of Elk Grove General Plan has a curent capacity for 60.720jobs at buildout based on
the employment-generating land uses proposed in the General Plan. This results in a jobs per
housing unit ratio of 0.95.

GenelillPlanAmendment
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4.2 POPULATIOt-llHouslNGlEMPLOYMENT

II is generally considered ideal to have approximately one job per housing unit in a jurisdiction.
Historically. Elk Grove has had an imbalance of jobs per housing units. 'Nith an excess of housing
units in the City compared with employment opportunities. SACOG estimated that the Cily had
0.45 jobs per housing unit in 2000 and prqected that by 2025 the City would have 0.65 jobs per
housing unit.

Thejobs per housing unit ratio anticipated at buildout of the General Plan Amendment would
be 0.94. as the General Plan Amendment pro'ect would increase housing by B84 units and add
72 jobs. This is comparable to the current ratio based on adopted General Plan land uses and is
anticipated to decrease the need for persons to commute outside of Elk Grove to their place of
employment. W"len compared 'With SACOG's information for the city. which would result in
decreased traffic. noise and air quality impacts.

The Elk Grove General Plan EIR found impacts related to the jobs housing balance less than
significant. Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would change three
sites currently designated as residential to commercial. one site to
Commercial/Office/Multifamily and one site from Office/Multifamily to
Commercial/Office/Multifamily. This would add a total of approximately 25.5 acres of land
available for commercial development. These changes would increase lhe amount of land
available for commercial or office development in the City and thus. increase the number of
employment opportunities in the City by approximately 72 jobs. Impacts associated wilh the
jobs housing balance would be less than significant.

General Plan Goals. Policies and Action Items

Sites A. 21 and 29 of the proposed General Plan Amendment would have no effect on General
Plan Goals Policies or Actions Items relating to employment or commercial development. Sites 4.
5 24, and 40 would provide more available land zoned for commercial or office development
and in effect provide for more employment opportunities -Mlhin the City once these areas are
developed. Implementation of General Plan Policies ED-7. ED-B. ED-9. LU-9. and LU~10 would
assist in maintaining an appropriate balance of land uses creating job and housing
opportunities.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

4.2.4 CUMULATIVE SEITlNG, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

CUMULATIVE SETTING

The City of ElkGrove had a 2000 Census population of 72.665and SACOG prqects that the City
'Nill have 168,465 persons by 2022. an increase of 131.8 percent. In addition to growth
anticipated within the curent city boundaries. the General Plan identifies a Planning Area. The
Planning Area includes possible future City annexation areas. ThePlanning Area has a buildout
of 30.217housing units for an additional population of 92.767 persons. This calculates to a totol
population of 288.412and 93.945 dwelling units for both the City and Planning Area. See Section
4.0 Untroduction to the Environmental Analysis and Assumptions Used) regarding cumulative
setting conditions.

While SACOG does not have proiectlons specific to the Planning Area. SACOG does project
population. housing. and employment growth for Regional Analysis Districts (RADs). TheRADS are
made up smaller areas called Minor Zones [Ml). The MZs also have population. housing. and

City01ElkGm."
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4.2 POPUlATlONlHouSINcJEMPlOYMENT

employment projections though 2025. Portions of the Delta, Cosumnes. Franklin, Vineyard RADs.
based on the MZs, and the total Laguna. and Elk Grove RADs were used to determine SACOG's
population, housing and employment projections for the Elk Grove Planning Area. This area is
similar in boundary to the Planning Area. SACOG projections indicate that this area will have
200,375persons, 7-4,182 dwelling units, and 47.917 employees by 2022,

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Cumulative Population andHousingIncreases

Impact 4.2.3 The population and housing unit increases due to implementation of the
General Plan Amendment may exceed the Elk Grove General Plan
population and housing projections for the Planning Area. This is considered a
less than significant cumulative impact.

Development of the proposed project sites would increase the population and number of
housing units within Elk Grove. However. development under the General Plan Amendment is
generally consistent with the land use designations and growth assumed in the Elk Grove
General Plan with the exception of Sites 21 and 29. The proposed Amendment may add on
addi1ionaf 88-4 housing units and a populotion of 2,714 over the holding capacity associated
with the adopted General Plan.

lhe Elk Grove General Plan EIR determined that cumulative population and housing increases
that would occur with buildout of the General Plan would be less than significant. The impacts
of population and housing growth are both direct and indirect. including increased noise. air
quality, and traffic effects. os well os Increased demand for services and utilities. Additionally.
construction of the housing units as a result of the General Plan Amendment may result in public
utilities. trafflc. land use. noise, air quality and aesthetic impacts. These effects have been
identified and considered within relevant sections of this document. TheElk Grove General Plan
includes policies and implementation programs that serve to mitigate the impact of
development and popuiotlon growth and the related demand for jobs and a variety of housing
types that accompany a larger population. Cumulalive impacts are considered less than
significant.

General Plan Goals. Policies. and Action Items

General Plan policies H-1. H-4. H-10, and H-12 provide for a mix of land uses and housing that
serves a variety of income groups. Theproposed General Plan Amendment would be consistent
with these policies.

Mitigation Measures

None reqUired.

REFERENCES

City of Elk Grove Development Services. 2003. City of ElkGrove General Plan. ElkGrove, CA.

City of Ell( Grove Development Services. 2003. City of ElkGrove General Plan fIR. Elk Grove. CA.
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

The transportalion and circulation section of this Draft SEIR describes the existing transportation
system in lhe City of Elk Grove and analyzes the potential impacts associated with the proposed
land uses for the General Plan Amendment sites. lhe analysis is based on technical assistance
provided by KDAnderson Transportation Engineers.

4.3.1 EXISTING SEnlNG

Roadways are the primary existing transportation facilities within the city limits. The exisling
roadway network consists of freeways, thoroughfares, arterials, collectors, and local streets.
Existing bicycle, pedestrian and transit facilities are also present in the City, although these
facilities are curentlv limited. Railroads and related facilities are also present and are generally
used for movement of goods. A description of the major transportation facilities. major roadway
segments, current traffic volumes. and altemative transportation modes are discussedbelow.

ROADWAY SYSTEM

Interstate 5 (1-5) stretches 1400 miles from Canada to Mexico, with 792miles of roadway located
in Califomia. 1-5 runs diagonally north to south near the western boundary of the Planning area.
Running north to south near the western boundary of the Planning Area, 1-5 is designated aspart
of the state's freeway and expressway system and isa separated, access controlled, four- to six­
lane freeway in the Planning Area. There are three full-interchanges in the Planning Area at
Hood-Franklin Road. Elk Grove Boolevcrc, and Laguna Boulevard.

state Route 99 (SR 99) originates south of Bakersfield and terminates at SR 36 near the City of Red
Bluff to the north. Within the Planning Area. SR 99 runs diagonally north to south and is
designated as a limited access highway. SR 99 is a four-lone separated freeway with full
interchanges at Calvine Road, Sheldon Rood, Laguna BoulevardlBond Road. Elk Grove
Boulevard and Grant Line Road. The extension of existing HOY lanes are planned for segments
of SR 99 within the Planning Area boundaries.

Grant Une Road is a two-lane road providing access between SR 99 and the South Sunrise area,
which has emerged as a growing employment center in the greater Sacramento area. Grant
Line Road connects SR 99 with White Rock Road in the new City of Rancho Cordova. Future
plans for this roadway include widening to six-lanes and eight-lanes between SR 99 and Calvine
Road and grade separations for the Union Pacific and Central Traction Railroads.

CITY OF ELK GROVE LIMITS

The following are some of the major roadways in the city limits of Elk Grove.

Calvlne Road is an east/west arterial that connects Stockton Boulevard to Grant Line Road.
Currently, Calvine Road is a two- and four-lone urban arterial that is ultimately planned to be a
six-lane arterial. extending to Interstate 5. There are two railroad at-grade crossings on Calvine
Rood. lhe Union Pacific Railroad at-grade crossing is at Elk-Grove Florin Rood and the Central
Traction Railroad crossing isjust west of Vineyard Rood.

Shetdon Road is an east/west arterial that connects Center Parkway with Grant Line Road. The
road provides access for residential areas to SR 99 via an interchange. lhere are at-grade
crossings for the Union Pacific Railroad tracks west of Elk Grove-Florin Road and for the Central
California Traction Company railroad tracks west of Excelsior Road. Sheldon Road is currently a
1we-lone rural roadway that will ultimately range from two to sixlanes within the city limits.

City ofElk Grove
October2004
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Elk Grove Boulevard is an east/west arterial connecting Interstate 5 with Grant Line Road. Elk
Grove Boulevard varies from foir to five lanes between 1-5 and West Stockton Boulevard and
between East Stockton Boulevard east of Elk Grove-Florin Road but is a two-lane rural roadway
in the remainder of the Planning Area. Elk Grove Boulevard is ultimately planned for two to six
lanes from 1-5 to Elk Grove-fIO'"in Road. two lanes from Elk Grove-FIO'"in Road to Waterman Road.
and four lanes from Waterman Road to Grant Line Road. There are full interchanges with 1-5 and
SR 99 and at-grade-crossings with the Union Pacific Railroad.

Franklin Boulevard is a north/south roadway providing direct connection to downtown
Sacramento. The roadway width varies from two-lanes south of Elk Grove to four- to six-lanes
between Elk Grove Boulevard and Big Horn Boulevard. Ultimately. Franklin Boulevard isplanned
fO'" six-lanes within the city limits. Franklin Boulevard will be realigned from Poppy Ridge Road to
Bilby Road.

Bradshaw Road isa two-lane rural roadway that runsnorth to south through the existing city limits
and uninccrporated portlons of the Planning Area. Bradshaw Road provides local access to
residential neighborhoods and agricultural and industrial land uses. Bradshaw is ultimately
planned for sixlanes.

Bond Road/Laguna Boulevard is a mqor east-west arterial that runs from the east side of State
Route 99 (SR 99) and terminates at Grant Line Road. Bond Road provides access between the
City of Elk Grove and the unincorporated community of Laguna to the west and Sacramento
County to the east. West of SR 99. Bond Road is identified as Laguna Boulevard. a six-lane facility
from Interstate 5 to Big Horn Boulevard and an eight-lane facility from Big Hom Boulevard to SR
99. Bond Road is a four-lane facility from SR 99 to Elk Grove-Florin Road and a two-lane facility
from Elk Grove-Florin Road to Grant Line Road. Some segments of Bond Road between Elk:
Grove-Florin and Waterman roads already have ultimate half street improvements constructed.

Elk Grove-Florin Road, a primary arterial route. provides north-south access from Elk Grove to the
south and Sacramento County to the north. At the intersection with Gerber Road. Elk-Grove Florin
Road becomes Watt Avenue. Elk-Grove Florin Road is a four-lane divided roadway from north of
Calvine Rood to south of Elk Grove Boulevard. v.here it becomes a two-lane facility. Near
Fruitridge. Watt Avenue becomes a two-lane roadway. then widens to a fOIX-lane facility near its
intersection with U.S. Highway 50. Elk Grove-Florin Road will ultimately be six lanes from Calvine
Road to Bond Road. four lanes from Bond Road to south of Elk Grove Boulevard. and two lanes
from south of Elk Grove Boulevard to East Stockton Boulevard.

Big Hom Boulevard is an east-west four-lane arterial that extends from Franklin Boulevard to Elk
Grove Boulevard This roadway is ultimately plooned for four lanes. Big Hem Boulevard has cubs.
gutters.sidewalks. and a Oass IIbike lane. Theposted speed limit on Big Horn Boulevard is45 miles
per hOLX (mph].

Bruc.vlle Roadis a north-south 4-lane arterial that extends from Valley Hi Drive. into the City of Elk
Grove. and then continues south into the County of Sacramento. Bruceville Road generally has
curbs. gutters. sidewalks. and a Class II bike lane. The posted speed limit on BruceVIlle Road is 45
mph. BruceVIlle Road Is ultimately planned fO'" sixlanes.

GENERAL PLANTRAFFIC VOLUMES AND OPERATING CONDITIONS

The following is a description of traffic volumes and traffic operating conditions anticipated at
build-out of the adopted General Plan on roadways in the city limits. including a description of
the methodology used to analyze existing conditions.

Gent!nli PIMr~I
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Traffic Simulation Model

1he traffic volumes resulting from the General Plan Amendments were manually added to the
Elk Grove General Plan EIR model forecasted traffic volumes. The computer traffic simulation
model developed to model traffic conditions for the General Plan EIR was based on the
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOGl regional traffic model. SACMET. A detailed
description of the SACMET model isprovided in SACOG's Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTPI
for 2025.

Because the SACMET model isintended to be a regional mode, it leeks local detail. The SACMET
model was modified by adding detail 10 the model's land use data and roadway network in the
General Plan Planning Area. Detail was added to the model's land use data to be consistent
'Nith the City's traffiC analysis zone (TAll land use database system. Using the City's TAl land use
database system allowed the City's General Plan traffic model to reflect local land use
designations, local land use data. and a local level of detail. The reader is referred to the Elk
Grove General Plan EIR for a detailed description of the traffic model.

Level of Service Analysis

Traffic operating conditions on roadways in the Planning Area are characterized using levels of
service (lOS] and volume-to-capacity (VIC! ratios. level of service is a qualitative measure of
traffic operating conditions, which varies from lOS "A" (the best) to LOS "F" (the worst]. Table
4.3-1 presents a description of traffic flow characteristics at each LOS.

TABL£4.3-1
LML OFSERVICE DESCRIPTIONS

;'!i,'i·~'Ci~ .. J' i·.;;"":":: ...~ ..., ... , DesaI~
,.

...

A
Level of service A represents free flow, Excellent level of comfort. convenience and
freedom to maneuver.

Level of service B is in the range of stable flow, but the presence of other road users in the
B traffic stream causes noticeable reductions of comfort, convenience, and maneuvering

freedom,

C
Level of service C is in the range of stable flow, but the operation of individual users is
significantly affected by others in the traffic stream.

D Level of service D represents high-density, but stable flow. Users experience severe
restriction in speed and freedom to maneuver, with poor levels of comfort and convenience.

Level of service E represents operating conditions at or near the capacity level. All speeds
are reduced to a low, but relatively uniform value. Freedom to maneuver is difficult, with

E users experiencing frustration and poor comfort and convenience. Unstable operations are
frequent, where small increases or minor perturbations to the traffic flow can cause
breakdown conditions.

Level of Service F is used to define forced or breakdown conditions. ThIScondition exists

F wherever the amount of traffic approaching a point exceeds the amount that can traverse a
point. Roadways store long queues behind such locations. with traffic advancing in stop-
and-go "waves".

Table 4.3-2 presents definitions of LOS from the City's Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. Levels of
service are defined as ranges of VIC ratios. The VIC ratio is a measure of traffic demand on a
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

roadway, expressed as volume on a roadway compared to its traffic-carrying capacity. A vt«:
ratio of 0.70, for example, indicates that a roadway isoperating at 70%of itsphysical capacity.

TABLE 4.3-2
lEVELOFSERVICE FOR ROADWAYS AND FREEWAYS

r ,
.~

. , . " .- Maximum Volume for GMlnSeMcel.eY8I.. ....
Fedllty Type: N~"Of Lanes. , - -A, B I, C

.,
D E'.... ..

Arterial, low access control 2 9,000 10,500 12,000 13,500 15,000

4 18,000 21,000 24,000 27,000 30,000

6 27,000 31,500 36,000 40,500 45,000

Arterial, moderate access control 2 10,800 12,600 14,400 16,200 18,000

4 21,600 25,200 28,800 32,400 36,000

6 32,400 37,800 43,200 48,600 54,000

Arterial, high access control 2 12,000 14,000 16,000 16,000 20,000

4 24,000 28,000 32,000 36,000 40,000

6 36,000 42,000 48,000 54,000 60,000

Freeway 2 14,000 21,600 30,800 37,200 40,000

4 28,000 43,200 61,600 74,400 80,000

6 42,000 64,800 92,400 111,600 120,000

8 56,000 86,400 123,200 148,800 160,000

FaCIlity Type Definition 5tops/Mile Driveway ~

Arterial, low access control 4+ Frequent 25·35
MPH

Arterial, moderate access control 2-4 Limited 35-45
MPH

Arterial, high access control 1-2 None 45-55
MPH

SoufU:SKramt!fltoCounry&!ner.IPliln Upd.tre, TedmicillAppendix, DKSAssoc;i.tte5, February 1992

The traffic analysis conducted for this section of the Draft SEIR is based on the LOS definitions
presented in Table 4.3-2. However, the ranges of traffic volumes sho'Mi in this table have been
modIfied for use in analyzing peak hoir, as opposed to doily, traffic volumes. Peak hour LOS was
analyzed for thisDraft SEIR to toke advantage of the AM, and P.M. peak period capabilities of
the General Plan traffic model, and to address the directionality of travel that occirs on some
roadways in the City (e.g., the relatively stronger flow of traffic traveling towards SR 99 in the
morning and the flow of traffic traveling away from SR 99 in the evening).

Traffic Volumes and Level of Service

Anticipated futLxe (year 2025) traffic volumes, VIC ratios. and LOS on City roadways during the
AM. and P.M.peal<hotrs are presented in Table 4.3-3 and Table 4.3-4. respectively.

Gt!neraJPlan Amendment
/MitSupp/emt!nm/Envil'Ollfrlt!ntil/lmp«tRepott

4.3-4

City ofElk Grove
OCtober2004



4.3 TRANSPORTATION ANDCIRCULATION

TABLE 4.3-3
ADOPTED GENERAL PLAN AM. PEAK HOURVOLUMflCAPACITY A.NAlYSIS MODel COMPARISON

121w1 Bond Rd. IElk Grove Florin Rd. Bradshaw Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 I 321/616/652 I 5~----t3741 10.691 8

Bond Rd. I Bradshaw Rd. Grant Line Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 I 287 315 462 I 10.231 A

Bond Rd. I Bradshaw Rd. Grant line Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 I 279 1 265 1 I 1 465 I 10.231 A

151nl Bradshaw Rd. I Vintage Park Rd. Calvine Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 509 636 ' 1,6791 10.571 A

161s1 Bradshaw Rd. I Vintage Park Rd. Calvine Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 374 473 2,1071 10.711 C
--I--

17lnl Bradshaw Rd. I Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 312/448 394 1,5951 10.541 A

CityofElk Grove General Plan Amendment
October2004 DraftSupplemental Environmental Impact Report

4.3-5

t, tf"" :~ p. I I :......., -,I ' 'I I I ~
~.-- 1l~"~~ -~•.~ ~,n

'.1' HOur:. '..e . ",:' \"

J...vitti .~~ &~~_: Model
.-- ."~ ; ~ ~~, '" '. t , " •
·~." ..i . r· '. ... .Sfo. : ,~ •.. '

Franklin Blvd. laguna Blvd. 4 36,000 1,980 338 712 I ·200 I 512 I 889 I &89 ~,351 A

2 Iwl Big Horn Blvd. Franklin Blvd. laguna Blvd. 4 36,000 1,980 317 634 1-250l 384 I 717 I 467 ~.241 A

3 Inl Big Hom Blvd. Laguna Blvd. ElkGrove Blvd. 4 36,000 1,980 395 1,094 -500 594 1,648 1,148 10.581 A

4 lsi Big Hom Blvd. Laguna Blvd. ElkGrove Blvd. 4 36,000 1,980 370 1,134 -500 634 1,723 1,223 10.621 B

5 Inl Big Hom Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. Kammerer Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 N/A N/A 899 10.451 A

6 lsi Big Hom Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. Kammerer Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 I N/A I N/A I I 11,3211 10.671 B

7 lei Bilby Rd. Franklin Blvd. Bruceville Rd. 2 18,000 990 I 143/27 I 75 I I 1648 I 10.651 B

8 Iw Bilby Rd. Franklin Blvd. Bruceville Rd. 2 18,000 I 990 I 110/39 1 26 1 I 1 490 I 10,491 A

J e Bond Rd. East Stockton Blvd Elk Grove Florin Blvd. 4 36,

10



4.3 TRANSPORTATION ANDCIRCULATION
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18 s BradshawRd. ' CalvlneRd. BondRd. 6 54,000 2,970 2121305 372 2,590 ~.87 0

19 n BradshawRd. Bond Rd. Grant line Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 124/215 239 1,144 ~.39 A

20 s BradshawRd. Bond Rd. Grant line Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 105/194 232 2,209 0.74 C

21 n Bruceville Rd. JacintoRd. Sheldon Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 366 2,193 0.74 C

22 s BrucevilleRd. Jacinto Rd. Sheldon Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 360 1,903 0.64 B

23 n BrucevilleRd. Sheldon Rd. laguna Blvd. 6 54,000 2,970 1,044 552 400 952 1,960 2,360 0.79 C

24 s Bruceville Rd. Sheldon Rd. laguna Blvd. 6 54,000 2,970 745 416 300 716 1,742 2,042 0.69 B

25 n BrucevilleRd. Laguna Blvd. ElkGrove Blvd. 6 54,000 2.970 348/578 357 2,096 0.71 C

26 s BrucevilleRd. Laguna Blvd. ElkGrove Blvd. 6 54,000 2,970 317/465 331 2,089 ~.70 B

27 n BrucevilleRd. ElkGrove Blvd. Bilby Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 68/164 126 1,225 ~.41 A

28 s Bruceville Rd. ElkGrove Blvd. Bilby Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 60 1191 212 1,390 0.47 A

29 n BrucevilleRd. BilbyRd. EschingerRd. 4 36,000 1,980 60 74 629 ~.42 A

30 s BrucevilleRd. Bilby Rd. EschingerRd. 4 36,000 1,980 60 79 584 ~.30 A

31 e CalvineRd. Power InnRd. Elk Grove-Florin Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 974 1,051 1,362 0.46 A,

321w CalvineRd. Power InnRd. Elk Grove-Florin Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 1,667 1,672 2,098 ~.71 C

33 e Calvine Rd. I'lk Grove-Florin Rd. Bradshaw Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 523/998 728 1,122 0.38 A

34 w CalvineRd. ElkGrove-Florin Rd. Bradshaw Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 558/953 598 1.684 10·57 A

35 e Calvine Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Grant Line Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 386 467 400 ~.13 A

3& Iw Calvine Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Grant Line Rd. 6 54.000 2,970 435 212 422 10·14 A

GeneralPlanAmendment
DraftSupplementalEnvironmental ImpactReport
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
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371nl Center Pkwy. Sheldon Rd. Jacinto Rd. 6 154,000 I 2,970 506 1,505 0.511 A

381s 1 Center Pkwy. Sheldon Rd. Jacinto Rd. 6 154,000 I 2,970 632 1,351 0.451 A

391el Elk-Grove Blvd. 1-5 Franklin 6 I 54,000 I 2,970 371 1433 426 845 .261 A

C

D

D

0.591 A

0.791 C

2,620

2,649

2,334

1,764

908 11,823

606 11.1951 1,595 10.541 A

876 11,2661 1,666 10.571 A

406 I 400

915

60B 1 300

709

476 I 400

979

692

978 f 835

1035/922

946/1195

1360/1498

1010/1172

6 I 54,000 I 2,970

6 154,000 I 2,970

6 I 54,000 I 2,970

£> I 54,000 I 2,970

6 I 54,000 I 2,970

6 I 54,000 I 2,970

s I 54,000 I 2,970

Franklin

Bruceville Rd.

Bruceville Rd.

EastStockton Blvd.

East Stockton Blvd.

West Stockton Blvd.

West Stockton Blvd.

1-5

Bruceville Rd.

Franklin Blvd.

Bruceville Rd.

Franklin Blvd.

Elk Grove Blvd. Iwest Stockton Blvd.

Elk Grove Blvd.

Elk Grove Blvd.

Elk Grove Blvd. Iwest Stockton Blvd.

Elk Grove Blvd.

Elk Grove Blvd.

Elk-Grove Blvd.

Elk Grove Blvd. I Waterman Rd. I Grant line Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 I 248 I 308 I I I 774 I 10.391 A

Vintage Park Rd. Calvine Rd. 6 54,000 2,970
1

1,3321 I 12,280 1 10.771 C

541 s IElk-Grove Florin Rd.1 Vintage Park Rd. Calvine Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 11,384\ I 12,45BI 10.831 D

551nlEIk Grove-Florin Rd.1 Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 97911092 1 1, 168 I I 11
,56°1 10.531 A

City ofElk Grow General Plan Amendment
0c1rJber2004 Draft Supplemental Environmental ImpactRepott
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

"1"
. "lItiiill '. ..A EXJsdntJ2025J 2025

Model. ....... Model IV~
- . ~~

, 0;.. .. .. .. ...

105811043 1,454 -400 1,054 12,3061 1.906 10.641 B

774/772 1,004 -300 704 11,2501 950 10.481 A

" f Y

6 154,000 1 2,970

4 136,000 I 1,980

Bond Rd.

Elk Grove Blvd.

'--ro-);-li ~ ",.'~I'·...fUf~ ,. ~.~i.~ .' . J:' .: ....~.
'~. i . f." .1:0 i'!.iii
±~ ,.' :. J~ J, .~.
~••~ ~: v ~ t ~-

Bond Rd.

Calvine Rd.

0
I I I I I I

EschingerRd. SR99 Carroll Rd. 2 18,000 I 990 I I I I I 60 1 10.061 A

Excelsior Road Gerber Rd. Calvine Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 I 1 447 1 I 1 710 1 10.361 A

64151 Excelsior Road Gerber Rd. Calvine Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 I 1 80 I I 1426 I 10.211 A

651nl Excelsior Road Calvine Rd. Sheldon Rd. 2 18,000 990 I 421 I 296 1 I I 704 I 10.711 C

66151 Excelsior Road Calvine Rd. Sheldon Rd. 2 18,000 I 990 I 106 I 75 1 1 1426 1 10.431 A

671nl Franklin Blvd. CalvineRd. laguna Blvd. 6 54,000 2,970 1 1,0151
1

11,946 1 10.661 B

681s1 Franklin Blvd. Calvine Rd. laguna Blvd. 6 54,000 2,970 I 672 I I 11,7601 10.591 A

691nl Franklin Blvd. laguna Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. 6 54,000 2,970 156/477 1 472 1 1 11,9641 10.661 B

70ls1 Franklin Blvd. laguna Blvd. I Elk Grove Blvd. I 6 I 54,000 1 2,970 1 194/333 I 306 1 I 11,7681 10.601 A

711nl Franklin Blvd. I Elk Grove Blvd. Hood Franklin Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 1 1581196 I 75 1 1
11,140 1 10.381 A

72151 Franklin Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. Hood Franklin Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 I 201/76 1 53 1 I 11,4141 10.481 A

731nl Franklin Blvd. Hood Franklin Rd. South of Hood Franklin 4 36,000 1,980 I 73 I I I I 829 I 10.421 A

741s1 Franklin Blvd. Hood Franklin Rd. South of Hood Franklin 4 36,000 1,980 I 49 1 I I I 584 1 10.301 A

GeneralPlIIlI Amendment CityofElkGrove
Omit SupplementalEnvirmment61 Imp«r Repott October2004
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

~11112025J.='

77lnl Grant Line Rd. I EastStockton Blvd. Bradshaw Rd. 8 72,000 I 3,960 I 269/550 1 587 1 I 12,3441 10.591 A

78151 Granlline Rd. rEast Stockton Blvd. Bradshaw Rd. B 72,000 I 3,960 I 329/597 I 410 1 I 13,3271 /0.841 D

791nl Grant line Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Sheldon Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 3421536 I 535 I I 11,3091 10.441 A

80151 Grant line Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Sheldon Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 341 1565 356 1,7561 10.591 A

811nl Grant line Rd. Sheldon Rd. Calvine Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 697 1,40 1 1 10.471 A

821s1 Grant line Rd. Sheldon Rd. Calvine Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 419 1,6421 10.551 A

831nl Grant line Rd. I Calvine Rd. I Sloughhouse Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 I I 991 I 1 11,6641 10.561 A

841s1 Grant Line Rd. Calvine Rd. Sloughhouse Rd. 1 6 154,000 I 2,970 I 464 1 1 11,7761 10.601 A

851nl Harbor Point Dr. laguna Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. 1221631 294 I I I 616 I 10.311 A

86 I5I Harbor Point Dr. laguna Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. 2501246 152 I I I 525 , 10.271 A

871nl 1-5 1 South of Hood Franklin 4 80,000 I 4,400 I I 1 I 12,8551 10.651 B

8815\ 1-5 1 South of Hood Franklin 4 80,000 4,400 2,1941 10.501 A

891nl 1-5 I Hood Franklin Rd. Elk Grove Blvd. 4 80,000 4,400 2,8551 10.651 B

90151 1-5 I Hood Franklin Rd. Elk Grove Blvd. 4 80,000 4,400 1 I I 12,1941 10501 A

911nl 1-5 I ElkGrove Blvd. laguna Blvd. 6 120,000 A

921s1 1-5 1 ElkGrove Blvd. laguna Blvd. 6 120,000 A

931nl 1-5 I laguna Blvd. Meadow ViewlPocket Road 0.571 A

City ofElk GroVf.! GeneralPlanAmendment
Oc:trJber2004 DraftSupplemental EnvironmentallmpadReport
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND ClRQJLATlON
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94 s 1-5 laguna Blvd. ViewlPocket Road 8 160,000 8,800 3,381 0.38 A

95 e Kammerer (Hood Fr) 1-5 Franklin Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 67 96 785 0.26 A

96 INKammerer (Hood Fr) 1-5 Franklin Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 97 62 957 0.32 A

97 e Kammerer Rd. FranklinRd. BrucevilleRd. 6 54,000 2,970 1,208 p.41 A

98 ~ Kammerer Rd. Franklin Rd. BrucevilleRd. 6 54,000 2,970 475 ~.16 A

99 e KammererRd. Bruceville Rd. West StocktonBlvd. 8 72,000 3,960 43 93 2,036 0.51 A

l00~ Kammerer Rd. Bruceville Rd. West Stockton Blvd. 8 72,000 3,960 48 104 1,782 0.45 A

101 e laguna Blvd. 1-5 Franklin Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 586 1,210 -600 610 1,646 1,046 0.35 A

102w laguna Blvd. 1-5 FranklinRd. 6 54,000 2,970 1,696 1,874 1,922 0.65 B

103 e laguna Blvd. Franklin Blvd. BrucevilleRd. 6 54,000 2,970 773/954/702 1,675 -500 1,175 2,016 1,516 0.51 A

l04w laguna Blvd. Franklin Blvd. Bruceville Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 10561103011201 1,307 1,855 ~.62 B

105 e laguna Blvd. BrucevilleRd. West StocktonBlvd. 6 54,000 2,970 1467/128611037/1689 2,327 -500 1,827 2,522 2,022 0.68 B

106~ laguna Blvd. Bruceville Rd. West Stockton Blvd. 6 54,000 2,970 1511/1383/1124/2074 1,594 2.187 0.74 C

101 e laguna Blvd. West Stockton Blvd. EastStocktonBlvd 7 6],000 3,465 1,086 2,986 0.86 0

10e~ laguna Blvd. West Stockton Blvd. EastStocktonBlvd 7 63,000 3,465 1,147 2,726 0.79 C

109 n laguna SpringsDr. Elk Grove Blvd. laguna RidgeDrive 4 36,000 1,980 NJA N/A 1,414 0.71 C

11<1 s laguna SpringsDr. Elk Grove Blvd. laguna Ridge Drive 4 36,000 1,980 N/A N/A 1,333 0.67 B

111 n laguna RidgeDr. BigHom Blvd. Poppy RidgeRd. 4 36,000 1,980 N/A NJA 739 0.37 A

112 s laguna Ridge Dr. Big Hom Blvd. Poppy RidgeRd. 4 36,000 1,980 NJA N/A 357 b.18 A

GeneralPlan Amendment
0IiI1tSupplementalEnvironmental ImpactRepott
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

, ... 20251 ~~ lVIelll

.\Odlfle

1131nl laguna Ridge Dr. I Poppy Ridge Rd. Kammerer Rd. 4 136,000 1 1,980 N/A N/A 440 .221 A

1141 s 1 laguna Ridge Dr. I Poppy Ridge Rd. Kammerer Rd. 4 136,000 I 1,980 N/A N/A 729 0.371 A

1151nl Power Inn Rd. Calvine Rd. Elsie Ave. 6 I 54,000 1 2,970 1,404 1,853 0.621 B

1161sI Power Inn Rd. Calvine Rd. Elsie Ave. 6 154,000 1 2,970 1,284 1,435 10.481 A

794 I -300 1 494 11,020 I 720 10.241 A

·]00 I -]00 11,3991 1,099 10.371 A

B

B

c

A

.331 A

.711 C

0.711 C

642

967

1,432

2,096

1,249

1,004

1,413

t:, -, I 11•8901:; ~.Ht,· .,. .,

282

730

628 I -]00 I 328 I 942 I 642

596

708

N/A

N/A

:?t4:;.i~f -""

289

585

390

363

359

496

N/A

N/A

2 I 18,000 1 990

4 136,000 I 1,980

6 154,000 I 2,970

6 154,000 I 2,970

4 136,000 I 1,980

6 154,000 I 2,970

6 I 54,000 I 2,970

4 136,000 I 1,980

Bradshaw Rd.

Grant line Rd.

East Stockton Blvd

East Stockton Blvd

West Stockton Blvd.

West Stockton Blvd.

West Stockton Blvd.

West Stockton Blvd.Franklin Rd.

Franklin Rd.

Bradshaw Rd.

Center Parkway

Center Parkway

ElkGrove-Florin Rd.

West Stockton Blvd.

West Stockton Blvd.

Sheldon Rd.

Sheldon Rd.

Sheldon Rd.

Sheldon Rd.

Sheldon Rd.

Sheldon Rd.

Poppy Ridge Rd. ­

Whitelock Parkway

I I
Poppy Ridge Rd. ­

117 e
Whitelock Parkway

City ofElkG/Dlie
October2(}(u
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
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1311nl State Route 99 Grant Line Rd. ElkGrove Blvd. 4 I 80,000 1 4,400 3,232 10.731 C

132151 State Route 99 Grant Line Rd. ElkGrove Blvd. 4 I 80,000 I 4,400 2,719 10.621 B

1331nl State Route 99 ElkGrove Blvd. Laguna Blvd. 6 1120,0001 6,600 3,564 10.541 A

134151 State Route 99 ElkGrove Blvd. laguna Blvd. 6 1120,0001 6,600 3,796 10.581 A

1351nl State Route 99 Laguna Blvd. Sheldon Rd. 6 1120,0001 6,600 4,194 0.641 B

136151 State Route 99 Laguna Blvd. Sheldon Rd, 6 1120,0001 6,600 4,310 10.651 B

1371nl State Route 99 Sheldon Rd. Calvine Rd. 6 1120,0001 6,600 4,546 10.691 B

138151 State Route 99 Sheldon Rd. Calvine Rd. 6 1120,0001 6,600 4,720 0.721 C

1391nl State Route 99 Calvine Rd. Stockton Blvd. 8 1160,0001 8,800 4,373 0.501 A

1401 5I State Route 99 CalvineRd. Stockton Blvd. 8 1160,0001 8,800 4,046 10.461 A

1411n Waterman Calvine Rd. Vintage ParkRd. 4 I 36,000 I 1,980 10 139 1<).071 A

14215 Waterman Calvine Rd. Vintage ParkRd. 4 136,000 I 1,980 36 554 10.281 A

1431n Waterman Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 4 136,000 I 1,980 222 678 0.341 A

14415 Waterman Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 4 136,000 I 1,980 340 1,266 10.641 B

145m Waterman Bond Rd. Grant Line Rd. 4 136,000 I 1,980 201/215 263 564 ~>.281 A

14615 Waterman Bond Rd. Grant line Rd. 4 I 36,000 I 1,980 275/265 390 1,226 0.621 B

1471n Wilton Rd. Grant line Road Dillard Rd. 4 I 36,000 I 1,980 453 692 10.351 A

14815 Wilton Rd. Grant Line Road Dillard Rd. 4 136,000 I 1,980 166 236 10.121 A

Source: kdAnrkrson TransportationEngmeers and PacIficMumapal Consultilnts, 2004

GeneralPlan Amendment
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

TABLE 4.3-4
ADOPTED GENERAL PLAN P.M. PEAK HOUR VOLUMEluPAOlY ANAlYSIS MoDEl COMPARISON
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Franklin Blvd. laguna Blvd. 4 36,000 1,980 461 888 -200 688 906 1 706 10.361 A

Big Horn Blvd. Franklin Blvd. laguna Blvd. 4 36,000 1,980 432 977 -250 727 1,0871 837 10.421 A

3 lnl Big Hom Blvd. laguna Blvd. ElkGrove Blvd. 4 36,000 1,980 491 1,381 -500 881 2,0021 1.502 10.761 C

4 lsi Big Hom Blvd. laguna Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. 4 36,000 1,980 574 1,339 -500 839 1,8591 1.359 10.691 B

5 Inl Big Horn Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. Kammerer Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 I N/A I N/A I I 11,4921 10.751 C

6 lsi Big Hom Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. Kammerer Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 1 N/A I N/A I I 11,2331 10.621 B

~
Bilby Rd. Franklin Blvd. Bruceville Rd. 2 16,000 990 I 76/37 I 71 I 1 1492 I 10.501 A

8

10 I -L~·!S'- -;:-.:3l-"1i'~"~ :;~. '.': «c: .'5.. ~ ~ ma." #~.-.:.~, i'~,,". -:«, - "~~ :j>l, "~"':;:,;:;, s ~:. ... ' ' . .. .
I I l. . 1

dshaw Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 351/532/635 632 1,462

121w1 Bond Rd. ElkGrove Florin Rd. Bradshaw Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 377/486/613 628 1,3601 10.691 B

Bond Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Grant line Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 277 334 596 I 10.301 A

Bond Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Grant line Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 1 288 I 332 I I I 577 I r.291 A

151nl Bradshaw Rd. Vintage Park Rd. Calvine Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 I 366 I 563 I I 12,2431 10.761 c

161s1 Bradshaw Rd. Vintage Park Rd. Calvine Rd. I 6 154,000 I 2,970 503 I 714 I I 11,9361 10.651 B

171nl Bradshaw Rd. 1 Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. I 6 154,000I 2,970 209/285 I 451 1 I 12,6 16 1 10.8610

OtyofElk Grove General Plan Amendment
October 2004 DraftSupplemental Envimnmentallmpact Report
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

~~. .. ~g'n' ~ - . '~ ~: ":~r· ·if • ~ "1 A. . : ',.. .- ..... ' . f :'" . ' , ';'a t ~ ~ :.... .'~~: ~~. {~:.~~ ': :.~ '1' t. ..• ',. 4' ~.!c. ::' c'~, ~ i .~; ~ ,
tl!'~ I"'~ ",: ... .: 2025 ..

~'i
• ... ', ~: A. ~~ ~. ...~ 24-Hour '''Houf: 1.,_ ~•

~ 2025
:~,;,~, :~ i tt ',!:t, ....;i<-TO;'~~ ~ i1- llaw.t

"~"m -"." Model, VIC~t ,~~! ;'1" •. "..' " ""'~""'.~ -; i ;t- ; 1-Wav
~ ~ ~ 4" '~.f. t~ ~

Model
;.~ ~~;.

, ••'t

:~ ~:;:. '-~.~~ . '- .it:·~· . ~ " ~ ':."~ \.1'; -:~. :., - "'-
~'~ , ";., . .:: • • r" .... " -", ~ ,.

, " . ,. ..... .. .

18 s Bradshaw Rd. Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 3361 561 478 1,920 10·65 B

19 n BradshawRd. Bond Rd. Grant LineRd. 6 54,000 2,970 198/97 285 2,198 10.74 C

20 s BradshawRd. BondRd. Grant LineRd. 6 54,000 2,970 254/142 254 1,232 0.41 A

21 n Bruceville Rd. Jacinto Rd. Sheldon Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 916 247 0.08 A

22 s BrucevilleRd. Jacinto Rd. Sheldon Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 943 302 0.10 A

n.~~·~'F':, ,~: ~]~. .t " '~:~~~:~ II~" :~
• ~ IS

Il~H~t:~);~? Iiatilo" .~~22~" ~~~23 · 2i?7~~ .":.. ~ ':: 2,449 ··1.84~; E'fIJ. ' .. '0: ' .lI!
__M .. r- ;:t' o ~ I ..... •• / .'

24 s BrucevilleRd.

---
6 54,000 2,970 1,225 672 300 972 2,355 2,655 ~.89 D

~lIIIm U~, ~~ ;#,!RIIIIIm .42f, ;f: ~r '':''- ' " .
~nf; ~~,,~ ~25 n~:. ::~ , : ':.. .' .~.~;:-t r~~ :'~~~; .:~ ~~p !: ~. . .. ~. : '. . ..~... ...;;. . : .' ;.. -e. . :.:.. :>~.::;:. '.:<

26 s BrucevilleRd. Laguna Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. 6 54,000 2,970 818/466 427 2,681 a.90 D

27 n BrucevilleRd. ElkGrove Blvd. BilbyRd. 6 54,000 2,970 85/167 219 1,417 0.48 A

28 s BrucevilleRd. Elk Grove Blvd. BilbyRd. 6 54,000 2,970 76/156 166 1,102 0.37 A

29 n Bruceville Rd. Bilby Rd. EschingerRd. 4 36,000 1,980 71 69 1 0.00 A

30 s BrucevilleRd. Bilby Rd. EschingerRd. 4 36,000 1,980 68 124 136 0.07 A

e~,~j::.kii~D1: .tt ,~'p,.. : ~ '!,.:,;~~.!. Ih:iir .;;:..,..It.fI.'i~Jt· " ."r

~~..
' . " .", 'ji~<i:'i'; ....

.." .!I.. ....
31 ',6:: ; 2,970: :: ~:~:j;.. ~. t' 'ii, ' ;:1~ ~~. :~,~ 2.~~!1 ~2 959·: 1.0? E

Gini,.,'ll .._-.: ..... ~' ::;;£n~~~~r ~ -::~','IIr....-&;.,~1I!:~~' ,,:: i " ,,;0....... · ,
-: I I ~~ :'I., .: I. ~'.' :.,' ;-, '. iar 'f,

321w Calvine Rd. Power Inn Rd. Elk Grove-Florin Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 1,248 1,758 -400 1,358 2,099 1,699 0.57 A

33 e Calvine Rd. IkGrove-Florin Rd. BradshawRd. 6 54,000 2,970 426/776 690 1,812 0.61 B

34 w Calvine Rd. Elk Grove-Florin Rd. Bradshaw Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 495/861 1,002 1,571 0.53 A

35 e Calvine Rd. BradshawRd. Grant LineRd. 6 54,000 2,970 339 280 520 0.17 A

36 Yo Calvine Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Grant LineRd. 6 54,000 2,970 382 580 556 0.19 A

Genetal Plan Amendment
OmitSupplementalEnviff1l7~tlllmpac:tReport
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCUlATION
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37 n Center Pkwy. Sheldon Rd. Jacinto Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 1,8331 10.621 B

381s1 Center Pkwy. Sheldon Rd. Jacinto Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 1,3411 10.451 A

391el Elk-Grove Blvd. 1-5 Franklin 6 54,000 2,970 I 915/1069 I 573 I 400 I 973 11,6001 2.000 10.67\ B

40lwl Elk-Grove Blvd. 1-5 Franklin 6 54,000 2,970 329/435 ~4171 10.481 A

41lel Elk Grove Blvd. Franklin Blvd. Bruceville Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 1,075 988 1,6441 1,944 10.651 B

421wl Elk Grove Blvd. Franklin Blvd. Bruceville Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 694 996 I 12,1551 10.731 C

2,3901 10.801 C

44

Ell:. Grove Blvd. Waterman Rd. Grant Line Rd. 4 36,000 I 1,980 I 275 I 314 I I I 797

521wl Elk Grove Blvd. Waterman Rd. Grant Line Rd. 4 36,000 I 1.980 I 257 I 287 I I 1613

53lnlElk-Grove Florin Rd. Vintage Park Rd. CalvioeRd. 6 54,000 2,970 1 1,383 1 I 12,5871

54lslElk-Grove Florin Rd.\ Vintage Park Rd. Ca\vine Rd. (] 54,000 2,970 11,4831 I 12,525\

551nlEIk Grove-Florin Rd.1 Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 1092/988 11,6401-500 1 1,140 12,579[ 2.079 10.701 B

City 01 Elk Gmlle Genefill Plan Amendment
October2004 DraftSupplemental £nrdronmentallmpact Report
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

',.. I' ~i'f' : '.'" '" , '."';;-
,H~ • '; ;:~,j. ':' ' ": ; 'Y : • 'I:xlsdna iO~5 2025
1-Wiy • ;~. 'Model" ; " MoIW IvlC

~ . '.!f"St:,:. ' .. -~ ";:'.: I,
. " " ~ . "<. ;. :~

6 I 54,000 I 2,970 1 1557/961 1,384 12.0891 10.701 B

4 I 36,000 I 1,980 I 1116/918 1,425 I -300 I 1,125 11.9451 1.645 10.831 0

Bond Rd.

Elk Grove Blvd.Bond Rd.

CalvineRd.

Eschinger Rd. SR99 Carroll Rd. 2 18,000 1 990 I I I I 1 54 I 10.051 A

Excelsior Road Gerber Rd. CalvineRd. 4 36,000 1,980 1 1 163 1 1 I 518 1 10.261 A

64151 Excelsior Road Gerber Rd. CalvineRd. 4 36,000 1,980 I I 687 1 1 1803 I 10.411 A

651nl Excelsior Road CalvineRd. Sheldon Rd. 2 18,000 990 I 84 I 172 1 I 1666 1 10.671 B

66151 Excelsior Road CalvineRd. Sheldon Rd. 2 18,000 I 990 I 152 I 387 I I 1814

671nl Franklin Blvd. CalvineRd. laguna Blvd. 6 54,000 I 2,970 I I 930 I I 12,243

681s1 Franklin Blvd. CalvineRd. laguna Blvd. I 6 I54,000 I 2,970 I 1',1281 I 12,261

691nl Franklin Blvd. I laguna Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. I 6 I54,000 I 2,970 I 167/493 I 463 I I 12,286

70 lsi Franklin Blvd. I laguna Blvd. Elk Grove BMI. 6 54,000 2,970 136/698 529 2,417

711nl Franklin Blvd. I ElkGrove Blvd. Hood Franklin Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 147/160 81 1,5981 10.541 A

72lnl Franklin Blvd. I ElkGrove Blvd. Hood Franklin Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 150/97 82 1,454

73lnl Franklin Blvd. Hood Franklin Rd. South of Hood Franklin 4 36,000 1,980 62 599 1 10.301 A

7~ Franklin Blvd. Hood Franklin Rd. South of Hood Franklin 4 36,000 1,980 I 75 I I I ~ ~.391 A

GenerV Plan Amendment City ofElkGrove
OraltSupplementalEnllironmentallmpact Report October2004
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Exlstllll
I

2025
20251 Model

78151 Grant line Rd. East Stockton Blvd. Bradshaw Rd. 8 72,000 3,960 I 600/345 I 564 I I 12,8901 10.731 C

791nl Grant Line Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Sheldon Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 I 376/587 I 468 I I 11,9901 10.671 B

80151 Grant Line Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Sheldon Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 I 366/499 I 542 I I 11,624 1 10.551 A

81 Inl Grant line Rd. Sheldon Rd. Calvine Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 I I 504 I I 11,8971 10.641 B

82151 Grant Line Rd. Sheldon Rd. Calvine Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 663 1,677 0.56 A

831nl Grant Line Rd. Calvine Rd. Sloughhouse Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 606 2,094 0.71 C

84151 Grant Line Rd. I Calvine Rd. Sloughhouse Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 994 1,988 0.67 B

851nl Harbor Point Dr. I Laguna Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. 4 36,000 1,980 175/336 203 749 0.381 A

86151 Harbor Point Or. I Laguna Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. 4 36,000 1,980 153/746 I 308 I I I 814 I 10.411 A

871nl 1-5 I . South of Hood Franklin 4 80,000 4,400 I I I I 12,6551 10.601 B

88151 1-5 I South of Hood Franklin 4 80,000 4,400 2,9841 10.&81 B

891nl 1-5 I Hood Franklin Rd. Elk Grove Blvd. 4 80,000 4,400 2,6551 10.601 B

90151 1-5 I Hood Franklin Rd. Elk Grove Blvd. 4 80,000 4,400 2,9841 10.661 B

91 lnl 1-5 1 Elk Grove Blvd. Laguna Blvd. 6 120,000 6,600 3,062 0.461 A

92151 1-5 I Elk Grove Blvd. Laguna Blvd. 6 120,000 6,600 3,507 0.531 A

931nl 1-5 I Laguna Blvd. Meadow ViewlPocket Road 8 160,000 8,800 4,538 0.521 A

City ofElk GlOve General Plan Amendment
October.2004 Offllt Supplemental Environmentallmpaet Keport
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION ANDCIRCULATION
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8 160,000 8,800 5,420 10.62 B

1-5 I Franklin Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 115 109 1,264

1-5 Franklin Rd. s 54,000 2,970 I 90 I 94 I I 11,388

Kammerer Rd. I franklin Rd. Bruceville Rd. £, 54,000 2,970 I I I I I 841

Kammerer Rd. I Franklin Rd. Bruceville Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 I I I I 11,572

Kammerer Rd. Bruceville Rd. West Stockton Blvd. 8 72,000 3.960 55 134 2,226

Kammerer Rd. Bruceville Rd. West Stockton Blvd. 8 72,000 3,960 57 121 2,537

Laguna Blvd. 1-5 Franklin Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 1,933 1,584 400 1,984 2,1381 2.538 10.851 0

Laguna Blvd. 1-5 Franklin Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 792 1,999 -600 1,399 11,8841 1.284 10.431 A

Laguna Blvd. franklin Blvd. Bruceville Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 172611831/1979 1,728 12,1431 10.721 C

Laguna Blvd. Franklin Blvd. Bruceville Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 1249/1531/1075 1,8981 -300 I 1,598 12,195

I I I
2,757

Elk Grove Blvd. Laguna Ridge Drive 4 36,000 1,980 NlA N/A I I 11,653

Laguna Springs Dr. Elk Grove Blvd. Laguna Ridge Drive 4 36,000 1,980 N1A N/A I I 11,658

t t tlnl Laguna Ridge Dr. Big Hom Blvd. Poppy Ridge Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 N1A NlA 1 I I 687 I 10.351 A

1121 s I Laguna Ridge Dr. Big Hom Blvd. Poppy Ridge Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 NlA N/A 1 ~~llJ 10.451 A

Gt!netalPlanAmendm«lt City 01Elk CrrJVf1
DraftSupplementalEnvironmenttllmpKt Repolt OctrJber2004
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

'tr""> j ~ ·f; ; .~~~.. :---. \. ~ • : ) ,'i i ' , . ~ , ... ':'t' i ~ . l:.\:;~~: ~ 3':: ·~t .~. . <" ' Peak· .. · ,'" .'

, _ .. :.~~~:: t \ ': '~ .: . ~ li.anes 24-Hour Hour.: 11, Coun1s "ii".'
~ . ~ ~ ~. . '-n lrorn;~,,: 't ' '>~. ..1 ~.,

' 0. \ • f ' ~. J.,

.;. :~>~ ..~"'!~ ~ i·
~( - " ~... I "~ . '.Way 1. .' -':

~ , ',' v ~ ... j .. .. ~ lao!:"
-, ~ ~ 1- ~~~ ~~... • ~:, ~ -, " ~ ~- t. ";1 .:: Ir. . ~;: I .. d. .' ",- , ...

113ln laguna Ridge Dr. Poppy Ridge Rd. Kammerer Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 NlA 1 NlA 1 I 1 920 I 10.461 A

11415 laguna Ridge Dr. Poppy Ridge Rd. Kammerer Rd. 4 36,000 I 1,980 I N/A I NlA 1 1 I 702 I 10.351 A

1151nl Power Inn Rd. Calvine Rd. Elsie Ave. 6 54,000 I 2,970 1 11.4791 1 11.8721 10.631 B

1161 s I Power Inn Rd. Calvine Rd. Elsie Ave. 6 54,000 2,970

1':'71 I
I 11,9091 10.641 B

I I Poppy Ridge Rd. -
Franklin Rd. West Stockton Blvd. N/A I 11,3651 10.691 B117 e 4 36,000 1,980

Whitelock Parkway
N/A I

-
1 NlA IFranklin Rd. West Stockton Blvd. 4 36,000 1,980 N1A 1 11,6501 Io.B31 D

.tmx:'" rarl<way

Sheldon Rd. Center Parkway West Stockton Blvd. 6 54,000 2,970 I 494 1 708 I -300 I 408 12,049\ 1,749 10.59~

B

B

c

C

City ofElk Grove
October2004
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION ANDORCULATION

,
.«.'. .. ~·~~~ 'L,~ t·", •.~ ¥ .. ".: ". •

~ ~ ";l .... ~
..... ~ ," .-.~~;

,~.; ." :\~;1 's:;~....

1311 nl State Route 99

:'1~' I. ;i.-~l' ;'; '. ,.;;j'" :~S~ .u :: PeIk" •. . ')jf:~ .. '- 'E' ." ~. J ~:' l ::' "1{;~,; ~. ~"., ...... "
" • - -.;., • ,. , ... . II:: .,. . 2.w.: Hour.", ,~ ,- ~ 011...
~. ,"1:1""'" .. ·t ...' . .' ;,~:. . 'fi -'I.~ ~ ',.v - n ~ t:·'.... N _; {I. .'_ .,-Way ~i ....~~.. J:. Model
ft. ;i .?: ,~~:il!. ,-,::~::: ~t '. ,,:: ':2.'\' . "::' "

Grant line Rd. I Elk Grove Blvd. I 4 I80,000 1 4,400

~~t'~11112~;51;~Iv~~
~1fIe

3,4541 10.791 C

1321 5I State Route 99

1331 n I State Route 99

1341 5I State Route 99

1351 n I State Route 99

1361 5I State Route 99

1371nl State Route 99

1381 s I State Route 99

1391nl State Route 99

1401 s I State Route 99

1411nl Watennan

142151 Watennan

1431nl Watennan

1441 s I Watennan

Grant line Rd.

ElkGrove Blvd.

Elk Grove Blvd.

laguna Blvd.

laguna Blvd,

Sheldon Rd.

Sheldon Rd.

CalvineRd.

Calvine Rd.

Calvine Rd.

Calvine Rd.

Calvine Rd.

calvine Rd.

Elk Grove Blvd.

Laguna Blvd.

laguna Blvd.

Sheldon Rd.

Sheldon Rd.

Calvine Rd.

Calvine Rd.

StocktonBlvd.

StocktonBlvd.

VintageParkRd.

VintageParkRd.

Bond Rd.

Bond Rd.

4 I 80,000 I 4,400

6 1120,0001 6,600

6 1120,0001 6,600

6 1120,0001 6,600

6 1120,0001 6,600

6 1120,0001 6,600

6 1120,0001 6,600

8 1160,0001 8,800

8 1160,0001 8,800

4 136,000 I 1,980

4 136,000 I 1,980

4 136,000 1 1,980

4 136,000 I 1,980

34

21

274

307

3,852

4,086

3,698

4,680

4,215

4,630

4,933

4,383

4,674

648

321

1,390

1,268

~.881 D

0.621 B

0,561 A

10.711 C

[0.641 B

0.701 B

0.751 C

~.501 A

[0.531 A

~.331 A

10.161 A

0.701 B

10.641 B

1451n

14615

1471n

1481 s

Watennan

Waterman

Wilton Rd.

Wilton Rd.

BondRd.

Bond Rd.

Grant line Road

Grant line Road

Grant line Rd.

Grant line Rd.

Dillard Rd.

Dillard Rd.

4 I 36,000 I , ,980

4 136,000 I 1,980

4 I 36,000 I 1,980

4 136,000 I 1,980

285/230

194/237

467

315

254

492

1,319

997

374

657

[0.671 B

~.501 A

[0.191 A

~.331 A

Source: kdAnderson Transpottahon Englfleen and Pacific Mumcipill Consultants, 2004

GenenlIPlanAmendment
DraftSupplementalEnllironmenlilllmpact Report
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

TheCity has established a LOS threshold requiring that roadways operate at a minimum LOS "D".
Roadways that ezperience LOS D. E. or F during the A.M. and P.M. peck hours ere graphically
presented in Figure 4.3-1 and Figure 4.3-2. respectively. This analysis includes consideration of
the City's adopted Master Plan of Roadways.

The following roadways experience LOS 0 under the adopted General Plan:

• Northbound Bradshaw Road between Calvine and Bond Road during the P.M.
peak hour;

• Southbound Bradshaw Road between Calvine Road and Bond Road during the
A.M. peak hour;

• Southbound Bruceville Road between Sheldon Road and Elk Grove Boulevard
during the P.M. peak hour;

• Eastbound and westbound Elk Grove Boulevard between West Stockton
Boulevard and East stockton Boulevard dlJing the AM. peak hour;

• Westbound Elk Grove Boulevard between East Stockton Boulevard and
Waterman Rood dLK"ing the P.M. peak hour;

• Northbound Elk Grove-Florin Road between Vintage Park Road and Col vine
Road during the P.M. peak hour;

• Southbound Elk Grove-Florin Road between Vintage Park Road and Calvine
Road during the AM. and P.M. peak hours;

• Northbound Elk Grove-Florin Road between Bond Road and Elk Grove Boulevard
during the P.M. peak hour;

• Southbound ExcelsiorRoad between Colvine Road and Sheldon Road during the
P.M. peak hour;

• Southbound Franklin Road between Laguna Boulevard and Elk Grove Boulevard
during the P.M. peak hour;

• Westbound Grant Line Road between East Stockton Boulevard and Bradshaw
Rood during the AM. peak hour;

• Eastbound Laguna Boulevard between Interstate 5 and Franklin Boulevard during
the P.M. peak hour;

• Westbound Laguna Boulevard between West Stockton BoulevCJ'd and East
Stockton Boulevard dlXing the P.M. peak hour;

• Eastbound Laguna Boulevard between West Stockton Boulevard and East
Stockton Boulevard dLfing the AM. peak hour;

• Northbound and southbound Laguna Springs Drive between Elk Grove Boulevard
and Laguna Ridge Drive during the P.M. peak hour;

CityofEI* Gmve
October2004
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

• Westbound Poppy Ridge Road between Franklin Boulevard and West Stockton
Boulevard during the P.M. peak: hour;

• Northbound State Route 99 between Eschinger Road and Grant Line Road dLring
the P.M. peak hour; and

• Southbound State Route 99 between Grant Line Road and Elk: Grove Boulevard
during the P.M. peak heir,

The following roadways experience LOS Eunder the adopted General Plan:

• Westbound Bond Road between East Stockton Boulevard and Elk Grove-Florin
Road during the P.M. peak hour;

• Northbound Bruceville Road between Sheldon Road and Elk Grove Boulevard
during the P.M. peak hour;

• Eastbound Calvine Road between Power Inn Road and Elk: Grove-Florin Road
dLl'ing the P.M. peak hour;

• Westbound Elk Grove Boulevard between Bruceville Road and East Stockton
Boulevard during the P.M. peak hour;

• Eastbound Elk Grove Boulevcrd between East Stockton Boulevcrd and ElkGrove­
Florin Road during the P.M. peak hour;

• Southbound Elk Grove-Florin Road between Elk: Grove Boulevard and East
Stockton Boulevard during the A.M. peak hour;

• Eastbound Grant Line Road between State Route 99 and East Stockton Boulevard
during the A.M. peak holX';

• Eastbound Grant Line Road between East Stockton Boulevard and Bradshaw
Road during the P.M.peok hour;

• Westbound Laguna Boulevard between Bruceville Rood and West StOCKton
Boulevard dlX'ing the P.M. peak hou:

• Eastbound Sheldon Road between West Stockton Boulevcrd and East Stockton
Boulevard dLl'ing the P.M. peak hoir: and

• Westbound Sheldon Road between East Stockton Boulevard and Elk Grove-Florin
Rood during the AM. and P.M. peok: hours.

The following roadways experience LOS Funder the adopted General Plan:

• Eastbound Bond Road between East Stockton Boulevard and Elk Grove-Florin
Road during the P.M. peak: hour;

• Westbound Bond Rood between East Stockton Boulevard and Elk Grove-Florin
Boulevard during the A.M. peak hour;

Gf!nfnl PIMI Amtlltdment
~Supp/tlmtNltllEnvllrJnmenlJll /mp«:t Repolt
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND C1RCULXrlON

• Eastbound Elk Grove Boulevard between West Stockton Boulevard and East
Stockton Boulevard during the P.M. peak hour;

• Westbound Elk Grove Boulevard between East Stockton Boulevard and
Waterman Road during the A.M. peak hour;

• Eastbound Elk Grove Boulevard between Elk Grove-Florin Road and Waterman
Road during the P.M. peak hour;

• Northbound Elk Grove-Florin Road between Elk Grove Boulevard and East
Stockton Boulevard during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours;

• Southbound Elk Grove-Florin Road between Elk Grove Boulevard and East
Stockton Boulevard during the P.M.peak hour;

• Eastbound Granl Line Rood between State Roule 99 and East Stockton Boulevard
during the P.M. peak hour;

• Westbound Grant Line Road between State Route 99 and East Stockton
Boulevard during the AM. and P.M. peak hours;

• Eastbound Laguna Boulevard between West Stockton Boulevard and East
Stockton Boulevard during the P.M. peak hour;

• Eastbound Sheldon Road between East Stockton Boulevard and Elk Grove-florin
Road during the P.M. peak hour;

• Northbound State Route 99 between Eschinger Road and Grant Line Road during
the A.M. peak hour; and

• Southbound State Route 99between Eschinger Road and Grant Line Road during
the P.M. peak hour.

Roadway Improvements

lhe City of Elk Grove's Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) provides program summary
information for the City's various capital improvement and funding programs. as well as project
summary information (i.e., revenues, expenditures, and schedules) for the specific prciects
selected for implementation during the current TIP period. The larger roadway improvements
projects identified in the current TIP [for years 2002 through 2oo7j are summarized in the Elk
Grove General Plan EIR.

TRANSIT SYSTEM

Regional Transit

The Sacramento Regional Transit District (Rn began operations on April L 1973. with the
acquisition of the Sacramento Transit Authority. Over the next decode RT continued to expand
bus service to the growing Sacramento region while a cooperative effort emerged among city.
county and state government officials to develop a light rail system. In 1987 1he 18.3-milelight rail
system opened. linking the northeastern (Interstate 801 and eastern (Highway 501 corridors with
Downtown Sacramento.

City01ElkGfOH!!
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Buses and light rail run 365 days a year using 36 light rail vehicles. 152 buses powered by
compressed natural gas (CNGI and 66 diesel buses. Buses operate daily from 5:00 a.m. to 11:30
p.m. every 15 to 60 minutes. depending on the route. Light rail trains operate from 4:30 a.m. to
1:00 a.m. daily with service every 15 minutes during the day and every 30 minutes in the evening.
Annual ridership has steadily increased on both the bus and light rail systems from 14 million
passengers in 1987 to more than 27 million passengers in FY 2001.

Existing Bus Service

RT currently operates six bus routes within the city limits. which include Routes 52. 53. 56. 57. 59,
and 60. Bus services ore not available on evenings or weekends. The following is a description
of these routes:

• Laguna West (Route 52l services Elk Grove Boulevard. Laguna Boulevard. Big
Horn Road and the Laguna To'M"l Hall and ending in downfowi Sacramento at
81h and "K" Streets.

• Laguna-Elk Grove (Route 53) operates exclusively within the city limits of Elk
Grove. with staps along Elk Grave Florin Road. and Bruceville and Laguna
Boulevards.

• The Laguna Express (Route 561 runsbetween ElkQove Boulevard and dO'M"lto'M1
Sacramento (81h and "K" Streets). with stops at Cosumnes River College and the
DMVal Braadway and 241h Avenue in Sacramento.

• The Elk Grove-Florin Express (Route 57) runs between the eastern Elk Grove area
and downto'M"l Sacramento. Route 57 serves portions of Elk Qove Boulevard.
Grant Line. Calvine and Elk Qove-Florin Roads. with stops at Elsie Avenue and the
RT station at 29th Street. in mid-town Sacramento.

• The Elk Qove E>cpress (Route 59] runs between Elk Grove Boulevard and
downtown Sacramento. with stops along Emerald Oak Drive. at the Sheldon Park
& Ride. and the DM V (Broadway and 241h Street).

• The Elk Grove Perl< and Ride Express (Route 60) serves East Stockton Boulevard
and Grant Line Road. and the Sheldon and Calvlne Park and Rides and
terminates in dO'M1to'M"l Sacramento at 81h and "K" Streets.

• Franklin South (Route 65) runsbetween Laguna To'M"l Hall and the Florin Light Rail
Station. with stops at the Intersections of Franklin Boulevard and Laguna
Boulevard. and FranklinBoulevard and Mack Road.

Future Bus Service

The Sacramento Regional Transit District (Rll currently provides bus service in Elk Grove. 01
January 2. 2005. the City of Elk Grove will begin operating all of the existing bus routes within the
City except for Route 65. which runs between Laguna Town Hall and the FlorinLight Rail Station.
Route 65 will continue to be operated by RT. The City iscurrently preparing a ShortRange Transit
Plan (Transit Planl that will outline the operation of transit services in Elk Grove for a period of ten
years. The Transit Plan is tentatively scheduled to be heard by the City Council in November
2004 (McGuire. pers. cornrn.. 20041.

Geneal PIiIn Amendment
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

EXISTING BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN SYSTEM

Bicycle and pedestrian trips account for approximately 2.6 percent of all work trips and 4.6
percent of all non-work tripsmade by residents and employees in suburban areas. Ihis estimate
is from the Pre-Census Travel Behavior Report Analysis of the 2000 SACOG Household Travel
Survey (Sacramento Area Council of Governments 2oo1J.

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are currently limited within in the existing city limits. TIle majority
of the bike paths in the city limits are Closs II lanes. v.t1ich are located on existing streets or
highways and are striped for one-way bicycle travel. Below are descriptions of bicycle paths
and their classifications.

• Class I Bike Paths provide a completely separated right-of-way for the exclusive
use of bicycles and pedestrian with cross-flow minimized.

• Class II Bik.e Lanes are striped lanes for one-way bike travel on a street or
highway.

• Class III Bike Routes provide for shared use with pedestrians or motor vehicle
traffic.

Future Bicycleand Pedestrian System

In July 2004. the City adopted a Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan for pedestrian and bicycle
circulation within the city limits. The Bikeway Moster Plan has been developed in cooperation
with the Trails Committee. v.t1ich is appointed by the City Council. the public. and various local
advocacy groups.

AIRPORTS

There are no airports within the existing city limits; however. there is one private airstrip in the
vicinity of Elk Grove. The City falls within the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUPJ areas of the
Elk Grove Airport /Sunset SkyRanch.

The Elk Grove Airport/Sunset Sky Ranch is located at 9925 Grant Line Road. southeast of the
existing city limits. TIle airport is open for public use and offers tie-dov.n parking service. The
facility has one runway and overages 82 flights per day. Local general aviation makes up 67
percent of total flights. with transient general aviation accounting for 33 percent of all flight
operations. Proponents for the airport have recently filed for renewal of their existing Condition
Use Permit with the County of Sacramento Planning Department. As of October 2004. that
application has been deemed complete and the staff report for the project is currently being
prepared. No expansion of the airport facilities or operations isproposed.

Sacramento County is also processing a Use Permit application for Mustang Airport. Mustang
Airport is a privately owiec, private use airport located at 10565 Arno Road. approximately four
miles southeast of Elk Grove and 4,4miles south of the Sunset Sky Ranch airport. A revised Notice
of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for this project was released on
September 15. 2004 for comments. Phase I of the proposed Mustang Airport project would
indude widening the existing 40-foot wide runway to 60-feet to accommodate aircraft with a
wingspan of 49 feet or less. extending the west end of the runway by 400 feet. and construction
of 60 rental hangers and 25 aircraft tie downs, Phose I would allow for an estimated 4.800
annual take-off/landings (or an average of 13 per dQyj. Phase II of the project would include
the addition of 40rental hangers. No further runway widening isproposed. Phase II would allow

DiyofElkGrove GeneralPlanAmt!ndfnMt
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

for an estimated 7,200 annual take-off/landings (or an average of 20 per day). Neither the
projected safety zones or noise contours associated with expansion of this airport would fall
within the Elk Grove City limits.

Airport-related hazards are generally associated with aircraft accidents, particularly during
takeoffs and landings. Also, included are potential airport operation hazards associated with
incompatible land uses, such as power transmission lines, wildlife hazards {e.g., bird strikesl, or tall
structires in the vicinity of an airport.

RAI L SERVICE

Existing Rail Service

There are three railroads within the city limits. The Westem Pacific Railroad (WPRR) is located in
the westem portion of the City, near Interstate 5. The Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) line passes
through the central portion of the City of Elk Grove and crosses under State Route 99 near
Eschinger Road. The Central California Traction Railroad is located east of the UPRR; however,
this line isnot currently active.

There is currently no rail passenger service available in the City. The nearest passenger roil
station is Amtrak, located at 401 "I" Street in downtown Sacramento. Amtrak California is a
partnership between Amtrak and Coltrans (the State Department of Transportation] and
provides intercity rail and bus services within California.

Future Rail Service

As lXbanization continues in the Central Valley, passenger rail service demand is also expected
to increase. Asstated above, Amtrak provides the only passenger rail service in the vicinity of Elk
Grove. Amtrak's twenty-year expansion plans in the Central Valley include on express service
on the existing San Jose to Sacramento Amtrak route, which is considered one of the fastest
growing passenger rail routes in the nation. Additionally, Amtrak plans to expand the already
overcrowded Central Volley route and plans to add direct trains running between Bakersfield
and Sacramento.

4.3.2 REGULATORY FRt\MEWORK

STATE

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) operates and maintains State Route 99
(SR 991, Interstate 5 (1-5), State Route 16 ISR 16) and State Route 160 ISR 16Q, which provides
regional access to the City of Elk Grove and the odocent areas. Additionally, the Caltrans
Division of Planning has four rnqor functions including the Office of Advance Planning, Regional
Planning/Metropolitan Planning Organization, Local AssistanceI1GR/CEQA. and System Planning
Public Transportation.

The Office of System Planning Public Transportation prepares Transportation Concept Reports in
coordination with the regional planning partners and other District Divisions. The Transportation
Concept Reports (TCRsj are long-term planning documents, .....nich evaluate current and
orqectec conditions along specified routes. The TCRs establish twenty-year planning visions and
concepts and recommend long-term improvements to achieve the concept. The TCRs also
reflect the plans of the applicable Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs, SACOG/
and Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) for managing local and regional travel

GtNIeI'IIlPkInAmtIndment
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

demand on State Routes. The TCRs for 1-5 SR 99 are currently in process. Additionally, for
planning purposes, Cal trans has established a LOS "0" as the minimal acceptable LOS for all
roadways under theirjurisdiction.

LOCAL

Sacramento Area Council of Governments

In 2002, the Sacramento Area Council of Govemments (SACOGj completed a three-year
process of updating its long-range transportation plan for the Sacramento region, 'htlich covers
all of Sacramento. Yolo, Sutter, Yuba, Placer and EI Dorado Counties, except for the Tahoe
Basin. The2025 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP] uses the 1ransportation plans of cities and
counties to provide coordination on transportation strategies that link different locations in the
region -- such as highways, roil. bus services and bikeways. The Plan encompasses ten broad
goals. only three dealing directly with transportation, with the main goal to improve the quality
of life in the greater Sacramento area. The MTP is a comprehensive. coordinated. multi-modal
plan for the region that can be used as on advocacy document to obtain funding for the
proposed projects. Half of the funds in the MTP go towards the maintenance of roods and
transit services and the other half goes towards capital construction projecfs.

As a result of air quality issues in the Sacramento air basin, the air quality conformity finding on
the MTP will lapse in October 2004. In response to this lapse, SACOG has developed an interim.
reduced MTP (Interim MTPJ that will be reviewed at the October 21. 2004 SACOG Boord meeting
and would preserve at least some federal funding for projects until a new MTP can be adopted
in June 2005. The Interim MTP continues funding only for transit operations, road maintenance.
and other types of improvements exempt from air quality analysis.

City of Elk GroveGeneral Plan

Table 4.3-5 identifies the General Plan Circulation Element policies that are directly applicable to
the proposed prciect. and presents an evaluation of the consistency of the project with these
statements as required by CEQA. The final authority for interpretation of Ihese policy statements,
and determination of the project's consistency rests with the City Council.

City of ElkGroveTransportation Improvement Plan

As stated above, Ihe City of Elk Grove's 2002-2007 Transportation Improvement Plan (TIPI
represents a five-year transportation capitol improvement plan for the City of Elk Grove. 11Ie TIP
provides program summary information for the City's various capitol improvement funding
programs. as well as project summary information (Le.. revenues, expenditures. and schedules)
for the specific prq'ects selecfed for implementation during the current TIP period. The TIP
identified thirty-five prqects within the city limits that need various improvements during the
current Plan period. The improvements include but are not limited to street extensions, traffic
signals, bikeway improvements. romp widenings and bridge replacements.

There ore a variety of funding sources used to implement the TIP. W'lich include Measure A Sales
Taxes. Development Fees, Road Funds, Financing Districts. Federal Programs and State Programs.
Measure A funds are contracted by the Sacramento Transit Authority (STA) and ere allolted to
the City based on on expenditure plan approved by the City Council and the STA Board. Rood
Fund revenues are derived primarily from the State Gas Tax and are used almost exclusively to
fund roadway maintenance and transportation support programs (i.e.. traffic engineering,
planning. administration, etc.) These funds may also used to contribute to capitol improvements

CityofElkGro.-e
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

to satisfy match requirements of grants, or to fully fund minor projects thai do not qualify for
other funding sources. The TIP is closely coordinated with the City Maintenance Program to
assure efficient use of available resources. Additionally, no general fund revenues are included
in the TIP.

TABLE 4.3-5
PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLANCIRCULATION OBJECTMSAND PoLICES

-,- 'N, a:ins1Aer1cy
_':.~' ~i PIIn:Ob}edtves and'1ollcles withGeneral Ana/yslI

,,"': I .. • ". ~ ,{ ~'I • ...' • Plan, .'
:

..

PolicyCI-13 No Several roadways would not operate at LOS D

The City shall require that all roadways and with the proposed General Plan Amendment.

intersections in Elk Grove operate at a minimum Level These roadways are listed In Tables 4.3-6 and

of Service "D" at all times. 4.3-7.

PolicyC1-14 Yes The General Plan Amendment would degrade

The City recognizes that level of Service D may not be the lOS along several roadways (see Tables

achieved on some roadway segments, and may also 4.3-3, 4.3-4, 4.3-6, and 4,3-7), resulting in a

not be achieved at some intersections. Roadways on significant impact under the City's Traffic

which lOS D is projected to be exceeded are shown in Impact Analysis Guidelines. However,

the General Plan Background Report, based on the according to Policy CI-14, certain roadways

latest traffic modeling conducted by the City. On these segments within the City are not anticipated to

roadways, the City shall ensure that improvements to operate at LOSD or better.

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.

ElkGroveTrip Reduction Ordinance

The City of Elk Grove has adopted the Sacramento COL.nty Trip Reduction Ordinance to
establish requirements and procedures for major City and County employers to implement
programs designed to reduce the number of employee commute trips. The Odinonce identities
strategies (Le.• preferential pa1cing for carpool and vanpool users and shower and locker
facilitiesl. that ......nen implemented would achieve the objectives outlined in the Ordinance.

In addition to the Trip Reduction Odinance. the City of Elk Grove has established a lOS
threshold for planning puposes and guidance for the General Plan. requiring that roadways
operate at a minimum lOS "0", However, as described in General Plan Policy CI-14. this
requirement does not apply to all roadway segments within the City.

4.3.3. IMPACTS ANDMmCATION MEASURES

STANDARDS OFSIGNIFICANCE

The CEQA Guidelines states that a project will be expected to result in a significant
transportation and circulation impact if it causes an increase in traffic that is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. For the purpose of this EIR,
impacts are considered to be significant if the following could result from the implementation of
the proposed project:

1. Cause an increase in traffic, which Is substantial in relation to the existing traffic

GeneralPlanAmendmt!nt
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

load and capacity of the street system (I.e., resull in substantial increase in either
the number of vehicle trips and/or the volume to capacity ratio on roads
requiring roadway improvements that result in a physical effect on the
environment).

2. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established
by the City (LOS Dj for roadway segments or street intersections. For roadways
within the City that already are projected to operate below LOS D, an increase of
the vic ratio by 0.05 or more would be considered a significant impact.

3. Conflict with policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation
(e.g., transit service, carpooling, bicycling, pedestrian uses).

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

METHODOLOGY

The analysis of traffic operating conditions presented in this section of the Draft SEIR is based on
the City's General Plan traffic model and utilizes traffic counts prepared for the General Plan
Amendment project. In order to generate traffic counts along the City's roadway segments,
traffic volumes from the General Plan Amendments were manually added to the traffic volumes
modeled for the General Plan EIR (see Appendix 2.0, Technical Memorandumj. This analysis
focuses only on those roadway segments anticipated to be affected by implementation of the
General Plan Amendments project.

The proposed project does not include any activities that would interfere with the air traffic in
the region. Thus, it is anticipated that the proposed project would not interfere, change, or
increase the air traffic levels in the regions. The proposed project would not create any new
hazards due to design teonres, inadequate emergency access and parking capacity than
'Nhat was previously addressed in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR (SCH #2002062082). The
proposed project would not conflict with adopted plans or policies regarding alternative
transportation. Therefore, these issues are not discussed in the Draft SEIR.

The City Council adopted Findings of Fact for the environmental impacts associated with
implementation of the Elk Grove General Plan and also adopted a Statement of Overriding
Considerations for significant and unavoidable impacts anticipated with implementation of the
Elk: Grove General Plan, 'Nhich included increased traffic volumes, V/C ratios, and a decrease in
LOS on area roadways during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours, increased traffic volumes, VIC
ratios, and a decrease in LOS on state highways during the A.M. and P.M. peak hoirs, and the
contribution to significant impacts on local roadways and state highways under cumulative
conditions.

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Local Roadway System

Impact 4.3.1

City01ElkGrollt!!'
October2004

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would result in
increased traffic volumes, V/C ratios, and a decrease in LOS on area
roadways during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. This is considered a
significant impact.
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND C1RCULXrlON

Traffic volumes. VIC ratios. and LOS on area roadways dLXing the A.M. and P.M. peak hours with
implementalion of the proposed General Plan Amendment are presented in Table 4.3-6 and
Table 4.3-7. respectively. A list of right-at-way improvements requred by the implementation ot
the General Plan. with associated environmental impacts resulting from the right-at-way
improvements. is provided in the Elk Grove General Plan Draft EIR Table 4.5-9. These
environmental effects have been generally considered in Sections 4.1 through 4.13 of the Elk
Grove General Plan EIR. Roadways that would experience LOS D. E. or F during the A.M. and
P.M. peak hours are graphically presented in Figure 4.3-3 and Figure 4.3-4. respectively.
According to the stondards of significance. changing the LOS trom LOS D to LOS E for any of the
modeled roadway segments or degrading the vk: ratio of a roadway segment that already is
projected to operate below LOS D by 0.05 or more constitutes a significant impact.

The following roadway segments would experience LOS D under the adopted General Plan and
LOS E under the proposed General Plan Amendment:

• Northbound Bradshaw Road between Calvine Road and Bond Road during the P.M.
peak half. The vk: ratio for this roadway segment under the adopted General Plan is
0.88 and under the proposed General Plan Amendment is 0.91; and

• Southbound Bruceville Road between Sheldon Rood and Laguna Boulevard during the
P.M. peak hOLK. The vtc ratio for thisroadway segment under the adopted General Plan
is0.89 and under the proposed General Plan Amendment IS 0.91.

The following roadway segment would experience LOS D under the adopted General Plan and
LOS E under the proposed General Plan Amendment. ....nich cons1itutes a significant effect:

• Northbound Bradshaw Road between Cal vine Road and Bond Road during the P.M.
peak hour; and

• Southbound Bruceville Rood between Sheldon Road and Laguna Boulevard during the
P.M. peak hall.

The following roadway segment would experience LOS E under both the adopted General Plan
and proposed General Plan Amendmenl and would be subject to a vlc: ratio increase of 0.05•
....nich constitutes a significant effect:

• Westbound Sheldon Rood between East Stockton Boulevad and EIIe: Grove-Florin Road
during the P.M. pealc hour. The vlc ratio for this roadway segment under the adopted
General Plan is 0.94 and under the proposed General Plan Amendment is0.99.

The following roadway segment would experience LOS E under the adopted General Plan and
lOS f under the proposed General Plan Amendment:

• Westbound Sheldon Road between East StocKton Boulevard and Elk Grove-Florin Road
during the AM. pealc hour. The vtc ratio for this roadway segment under the adopted
General Plan is0.95 and under the proposed General Plan Amendment is 1.01.

The following roadway segment would elCperienceLOS F under both the adopled General Plan
and proposed General Plan Amendments and would be subject to a vtc ratio increase of 0.06•
....nich constitutes a significant effect:

GMetaIPI." A.mentiment
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

TAllLE4.H
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED GENERAL PLANAMENDMENT AND ADorno GENERAL PLAN

A.M. PEAK HOURlEVEL OF SERVICE
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~

:, f, .L..i.::

.
'. ~~.;... '. ' !;.t;;f

'ir' ':. ,1.wjy.,
; ),

1,980

1,980

~

/ -.t :.:.,

.~.~

r
338

317

.,.•.
.~6p.lNO OPlNo

PrOject LO Ptoject) Project)
VIC: LOS

0.35 A

A 1 0.24 A

171nl Bradshaw Rd. Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. (, 54,000 2,970 312/448 394 1,6221 10.55 I A I 0.54 I A

18 1sI Bradshaw Rd. Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 212/305 372 2,635 1 1 0.691 D 1 0.67 ,I D

191nl Bradshaw Rd. Bond Rd. Grant line Rd. (, 54,000 2,970 124/215 239 1,1461 10.391 A I 0.39 1 A

20 lsi Bradshaw Rd. Bond Rd. Grant Line Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 105/194 1 232 I 1 12,2131 10.75 1 C I 0.74 I c

231nl Bruceville Rd. Sheldon Rd. laguna Blvd. 6 54,000 2,970 I 1,044 l 552 I 400 1 952 11,970I 2,370 I 0.80 I C I 0.79 I C

241 sI Bruceville Rd. Sheldon Rd. laguna Blvd. 6 54,000 2,970 I 745 1 416 1 300 1 716 11,7541 2,054 1 0.69 I B I 0.69 I B

51 lelElk Grove Blvd. Watennan Rd. Grant Line Rd. 4 36,000 1,960 I 237 I 250 I I 1 451 1 1 0.23 1 A I 0.23 I A

52 IwlElkGrove Blvd. Waterman Rd. Grant Line Rd. 4 36,000 1,960 248 I 308 1 I I 778 I 10.39 1 A I 0.39 I A

78 Is tGrant Line Rd. East Stockton Blvd. Bradshaw Rd. 8 72,000 3,960 329/597 I 410 I I 13,3301 10.84 I D I 0.84 I D

791nl Grant line Rd.1 Bradshaw Rd. I Sheldon Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 342/536 535 1,311 0.44 A 0.44 A

1041wl laguna Blvd. Franklin Blvd. Bruceville Rd. (, 54,000 2,970 1056/1030/1201 1,307 1,656 0.63 B 0.62 B

10Slel laguna Blvd. Bruceville Rd. West Stockton Blvd. 6 54,000 2,970 1467/1286/1037/1689 2,327 -500 1,627 2,525 2,025 0.68 B 0.68 B

1231 eI Sheldon Rd. East Stockton Blvd Elk Grove-Florin Rd. 4 36,000 1,960 730 1,467 0.75 C 0.72 C

Gty 01Ellc Gm"IP GeneralPlanAmendment
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION ANDORCUlATION

B

·E

0.63

0.32 I A

B0.701,3915963634 136,000 I 1,980

.=:'; ;~ ~;::~ -
r :w-~ ~ ~ .~ ~. ~,"~--rnl~"- £"1,iI k=J'.~<,,:~.iIlCI. IY\. ·1......., ...~.. :fu~,' 't'~: ,." .~ ,.a· ,~~~. ModII ~
~;~" . _. . "":,.':.'.!:.~ .....~r ~",,;, if _. ,: ... 'ti'.. _

Bradshaw Rd.Sheldon Rd. IElk Grove-Florin Rd.

1431nl Waterman Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 4 136,000 I 1,980 222 753 0.38 A 0.34 A

14415 1 Waterman Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 4 136,000 I 1,980 340 1,406 0.71 c 0.64 B

Sourre: KOAnderson franspoltillion £ngJn~andPacific MunICipal Consultants, 2004
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

TABLE 4.3-7
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED GENERAL PLANAMENDMENT AND ADOrno GENERAL PLAN

P.M. PEAK HOUR lEvEL OF SERVICE

Project
CiP(No CP(No- - tinsri025 2025. ror Projectl.

..,. I ,DOT-Model Moder. VIC Project) Project)
Mod.if!. VIC tos

-200 1 688 I 940 I 740 0.37 A 0.36 A461

.: I t&:....t. '1"' : ;. r, .f"~ '\"f' ,,'";"' ..
.: f.Iour 1-: ,~ ". . ,tXISU .txJ5l
';:$ ••.. ·\:i·Counts .. i'·. . ••_11~jCapadfYl1:.way • ,,~ -"". j.l ,:j ~ .r~~~·

1 . ~ •• ~. :: ~:. ~r,' :~~ ~ ~ .I •

':"; ~o

Franklin Blvd.

.!}~ ..~..:;;
-~ "-".
''':!~ • f
:'.' (~f;:~' j

D

B
I

2,215 0.75 C 0.74 I C

1,242 0.42 A 0.41 A

o:_~i
..

E..::. .'.~;?!~
. ~E ~

lr ..~

0.B9 D

I I I I I I 1 I
A I 0.40 A

Waterman Rd. Grant Line Rd. 4 36,000 1,960 I 257 I 287 I I I 625 I 10.32 I A I 0.31 A

East Stockton Blvd. Bradshaw Rd. 8 72,000 3,960 600/345 1 564 I I 12,8951 10.73 I C I 0.73 I c

Bradshaw Rd. Sheldon Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 376/587 1 468 I I 11,9951 10.67 I B I 0.67 I B

Franklin Blvd. I Bruceville Rd. 1 6 154,000 2,970 1249/1531/1075 1 1,696 I -300 I 1,598 12,2041 1,904 I 0.64 I B I 0.64 I B

~.;'

CityofElk Grove
October2(}{)4

GeneralPlan Amendment
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

143101 Waterman

144151 Waterman

Ik Grove-Florin Rd.

Calvine Rd.

Calvine Rd.

8radshaw Rd.

Bond Rd.

80nd Rd.

4 136,000 I 1,980

4 136,000 I 1,980

4 136,000 I 1,980

393 363

274

307

1,362

1,541

1,407

0.69

0.78

o.lt

B

c

c

0.62

0.70

0.64

8

8

B

Source: IrdAndef'SDn rransportation Engineers and Pacific Munidpal Consuhanrs, 2004
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Figure 4.3-3
Proposed GPA LOS-AM Peak Hour
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State Highways

Impact 4.3.2

4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

• Eastbound Sheldon Road between East Stockton Boulevard and Elk Grove-Florin Road
during the P.M. peak hour. The vic ratio for this roadway segment under the adopted
General Plan is 1. 12 and under the proposed General Plan Amendment is 1. 18.

With the exception of the roadway segments described above, implementation of the
proposed General Plan Amendment would not decrease the LOS beyond LOS D nor degrade
the vic ratio by 0.05or more for any of the modeled roadway or highway segments.

Potential impacts to the local roadway system were analyzed in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR
and found to be significant and unavoidable. It was determined that implementation of the
General Plan policies and action items would reduce impacts to local roadways. however, the
LOS along these roadways would not reach acceptable levels even with improvements. Table
4.5-9 of the General Plan EIR shows the roadway improvements needed for each impacted
roadway segment and the environmental constraints that would limit implementation of these
improvements. Further improvement would found to be infeasible given that the necessary
right-of-way is not available as a result of extensive residential and commercial development
immediately odocent to these roadways.

Mitigation Measures

Implementation of the General Plan policies and associated action items would assist in
reducing impacts to local roadways. However. as stated in Table 4.5-9 of the General Plan Draft
EIR. additional improvements to Brodshaw Road between Calvine Rood and Bond Road would
result in impacts to utility poles, trees, drainage and weiland features. and residential areas.
Additional improvements to Bruceville Road between Sheldon Road and Laguna Boulevard
would result in impacts to a creek bridge, wetland areas. and one residence. Improvements to
Sheldon Road between East Stockton Boulevard and Elk Grove-Florin Road would result in
relocation of utility poles and modifications to four residential areas. Improvements to Sheldon
Road between Elk Grove-Florin Road and Bradshaw Road would result in impacts to a creek and
weiland features. residential areas, utility poles. and trees.

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 in the area. Because no feasible mitigation exists that would lessen this potential
impact to a less than significant level for the impacted roadway segments, impacts to the local
roadway system are considered significant and unavoidable.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would result in
increased lraffic volumes. VIC ratios. and a decrease in LOS on stale
highways during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. This is considered a less
than significant impact.

State highways that would experience LOS D or F during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours are
graphically presented in Figure 4.3-3 and Figure 4.3-4. respectively. None of the State Highways
segments would operate at LOS E under either the adopted General Plan or the proposed
General Plan Amendment.

The following state highway segment would experience LOS F with or without the General Plan
Amendments:

City 01Elk GlOve
OCtober2004
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

• Northbound SR 99 between Eschinger Road and Grant Line Road during the A.M.
peak hour; and

• Southbound SR 99 between Eschinger Road and Grant Line Road during the P.M.
peak hall'.

Potential impacts to State Highways were analyzed in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR and were
found to be significant and unavoidable. It was determined that. though viable mitigation
exists. the proposal and timing of these improvements is not known and will depend on jf and
when Caltrans (acting as the lead agency! submits the prqects for inclusion in to the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). Since Highway 99 isunder the jurisdiction of Caffrans. it is
outside the City's jurisdiction to implement improvements.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would not decrease the LOS along
either state highway to a LOS lower than D. nor would the project substantially impact these
facilities. lherefore. impacts to State Highways resulting from implementation of lhe proposed
prqect are considered lessthan significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

Roadway Safety

Impact 4.3.3 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would result in
an increase in traffic volumes on some roadways. which would increase
the potential opportunities for safety conflicts. This impact is considered
lessthan significant.

Implementation of the General Plan policies and action items. in conjunction with enforcement
of modem design standards in the construction of new roadway facilities. would ensure that
construction of roadway facilities associated with the General Plan Amendment would not result
in unacceptable safety conflicts. Therefore. Impacts are considered lessthan sIgnificant.

Mitigation Measlles

None required.

4.3.4 CUMULATIVE SETTING, IMPACTS AND MmCATION MEASURES

CUMULATIVE SETIING

The cumulative analysis takes into account planned development patterns set forth in the
Sacramento County General Plan and the City of Sacramento General Plan. as well as large­
scale proposed and approved development projects identified in Table 4.0-2 and regional
growth. Refer to Section 4.0. Introduction to the Environmental Analysis and Assumptions Used.
concerning the cumulative condition.

The cumulative setting includes other development projects currently on file with the City that
require general plan amendments and that are not part of the proposed GPA. These projects
are anticipated to potentially occur under cumulative conditions and are included as part of
the cumulative setting for this DSEIR. These projects are the Old Town Mixed Use Development.

GentnlPIM Amendment
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Impact 4.3.4

4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Calvine Pointe, the Crabb Property. Tributary Americon Dream. and South Pointe. The Cal vine
Pointe project is location at the southeast corner of the Colvine Road/Elk Grove-Florin Rood
intersection. The approximately 23-acre project site is currently designated Commercial and
Low Density Residential and is proposed to be designated Commercial. The Old Town Mixed
UseDevelopment site islocated at the southeast comer of the Webb Street/Elk: Grove Boulevard
intersection in Old Iown, The approximately 1.86-aO'esite is designated Low Density Residential
and isproposed to be designated Commercial. The Crabb property is located at the southwest
corner of the Elk Grove Boulevard/Waterman Road intersection. The current designation for the
3.06-acre Crabb property is Low Density Residential and the proposed designation is
Commercial. The Tributary American Dream proec: site is located at the southwest comer of
the Bond Road/Stonebrook Drive intersection. The approximately 8-acre site is currently
designated Commercial and is proposed 10 be designated Low Density Residential. South
Pointe is located west of the Lent Ranch Mall site and north of Kammerer Road in the southem
portion of Elk Grove. The approximately 20Q-acre site is designated South Pointe Policy Area by
the Elk Grove General Plan and is proposed to be designated Low Density Residential and
Medium Density Residential. The Elk Grove General Plan EIR analyzed impacts associated wi1h
implementation of the South Pointe site under the assumption that the site would be developed
with a mix of residential and commercial development. It is expected that the traffic impacts of
the actual development prqect would be similar to those modeled in the General Plan EIR.

Implementation of each of these requested general plan amendments would result in a use that
generates a higher number of trips per acre than the existing use, with the exception of the
proposed TributaryAmerican Dream project. This isbecause low density residential uses typically
have a lower trip generation rate (that is. 4.16trips per acre during the A.M. peak hour and 5.61
trips per acre during the P.M. peak hOlf) than commercial development (which has a typical
A.M. peak hoir rate of 11.22 trips per acre and a typical P.M. peak hour rate of 40.73 trips per
acre). Except for the proposed Calvine Point proiect. traffic studies have not been prepared for
any of the above projects.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Cumulative Traffic Impacts on local Roadways and State Highways

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment as well as
potential development within the City and adjacent areas would
contribute to significant impacts on local roadways and state highways
under cumulative conditions. This is considered a cumulative significant
impact.

As described in Impacts 4.3.1 and 4.3.2, development under the proposed General Plan
Amendment and regional growth expected by the year 2025 is expected to result in significant
roadway impacts within the City and less than significant impacts to SR 99. AddiHonal
development within the City, such as at the Southpoint Calvine Point Tributary American
Dream. Old Town Mixed Use Development. and Crabb property site, would further increase
traffic impacts in the City potentially beyond the City's traffic projections provided in Tables 4.3-6
and 4.3-7. Each of these prqects would contribute to a regional increase in traffic volumes.
However. overall rrip lengths within the City may decrease depending on the service provided
and site location. These projects could result in further LOS impacts to Grant Line Road. Elk
Grove Boulevard. Bond Road. Elk Grove-florin Road and State Route 99. which are already
prolected to operate at deficient LOS in year 2025 with the adopted ElkQove General Plan.

city01Elk amlo'e
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Mitigation Measures

Implementation of the General Plan policies and associated action items would assist in
reducing cumulative impacts to local roadways and state highways. However, as noted in
Impact 4.3.1. there are no feasible mitigation measures to offset the General Plan Amendment's
impacts to the affected roadway segments. Thus. the project's contribution to cumulative
impacts issignificant and unavoidable.

Further improvement of 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 odocent to the roads as well as other physical and jurisdictional limitations cited in
the Elk Grove General Plan EIR and the Elk Grove General Plan Findings of Fact (Resolution 2003­
2161·

REFERENCES
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4.4 NOISE

This section discusses and analyzes the ambient noise characteristics of the City of Elk Grove.
The information provided in this section is based on analysis of the proposed City of Elk Grove
General Plan Amendment. and technical review by Bollard & Brennan. Inc.

4.4.1 EXISTING SmlNG

BACKGROUND AND TERMINOLOGY

Noise is often described as unwanted sound. Sound is defined as any pressure variation in air
that the human ear can detect. If the pressire variations occur frequently enough (at least 20
times per seconcl. they can be heard and hence are called sound. The number of pressure
variations per second is called the frequency of sound. and is expressed as cycles per second.
called Hertz (Hz).

Measuring sound directly in terms of pressure would require a very large and a-Mcward range of
numbers. To avoid this. the decibel scale was devised. The decibel scale uses the hearing
threshold (20 micropascals of pressure). as a point of reference. defined as 0 dB. Other sound
pressures are Ihen compared to the reference oresscre, and the logarithm is token to keep the
numbers in a practical range. The decibel scale allows a million-fold increase in pressure to be
expressed as 120 dB. Another useful aspect of the decibel scale is that changes in levels (dB)
cooespond closely to human perception of relative loudness. Table 4.4-1 shows ex.amples of
noise levels for several common noise sources and environments.

TABLf4.4-1
TYPICALA-WEIGHTED SOUND lEvELS OF COMMON NOISE SOURCES

~'''' "
" DesaiptIOn ,".. .,

" " " '

"
130 Thresholdof pain

120 Jet aircrafttake-offat 100 feet

110 Riveting machineat operators posttlon

100 Shotgun at 200 feet

90 Bulldozerat 50 feet

80 Diesel locomotiveat 300 feet

70 Commercial jet aircraft interior during flight

60 Normal conversation speech at 5 - 10 feet

50 Open office background level

40 Background level within a residence

30 Softwhisperat 2 feet

20 Interior of recordingstudio

EFFECTS OF NOISE ON PEOPLE

The perceived loudness of sounds is dependent upon many factors. including sound pressire
level and frequency content. However. within the usual range of environmental noise levels.
perception of loudness is relatively predictable. and can be approximated by weighing the
frequency response of a sound level meter by means of the standardized A-weighing network.
There is a strong correlation between A-weighted sound levels (e)(J)ressed as dBA) and
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4.4 NOISE

community response to noise. For this reason, the A-weighted sound level has become the
standard tool of environmental noise assessment. All noise levels reported in 1his section are in
terms of A-weighted levels in decibels.

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 noise environment. A common
statistical tool to measure the ambient noise level is the average. or equivalent. sound level (Loq)
over a given time period (usually one hou). The L"q is the foundation of the Day-Night Average
Level noise descriptor. Ldn, and shows very good correlation with community response 10noise.

The Day-night Average Level (Ld"l is based upon the average noise level over a 24-hOLX day,
with a +10decibel weighing applied to noise occurring during nighttime [10:00p.m. to 7:00 a.m.)
hours. Thenighttime penalty isbased 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 disguiseshort-term variations in the noise enviranment.

Noise in the community has been cited as being a health problem, not in terms of actual
physiological damages such as hearing impairment, but in terms of inhibiting general well-being
and contributing to undue stress and annoyance. The health effects of noise in the community
arise from interference with human activities such as sleep, speech, recreation and tasks
demanding concentration or coordination. When community noise interferes with human
activities or contributes 10 stress, public annoyance with the noise source increases. and the
acceptability of the environment for people decreases. This decrease in acceptability and the
threat to public well-being are the bases for policies preventing exposures to excessive
community noise levels.

To control noise from fixed sources. v.tlich have developed from processes other than zoning or
land use planning, many jurisdictions have adopted community noise control ordinances. Such
ordinances are intended to abate noise nuisances and to control noise from existing sources.
Theymay also be used as performance standards to judge the creation of a potential nuisance,
or potential encroachment of sensitive uses upon noise-producing facilities. Community noise
control ordinances are generally designed to resolve noise problems on a short-term basis
(usually by means of hour1y noise level criteria), rather than on the basis of 24-hour or annual
cumulative noise expOSLXes.

In addition to the A-weighted noise level. other factors should be considered in establishing
crIteria for noise sensitive land uses. For example, sounds with noticeable tonal content such as
W1istles. horns, croning or high-pitched sounds may be more annoying than the A-weighted
sound level alone suggests. Many noise standards apply a penalty, or correction, or 5 dBA to
such sounds. The effects of unusual tonal content are generally more of a concern at nighttime,
when residents may notice the sound In contrast to low levels of background noise.

Because many rural residential areas experience very low noise levels. residents may express
concern about the loss of "peace and quiet" due to the introduction of a sound. W1ich was not
previously audible. In very quiet environments, the introduction of virtually any change in local
activities will cause an increase in noise levels. A change in noise level and the loss of "peace
and quiet" is the inevitable result of land use or activity changes in such areas. Audibility of a
new noise source and/or increases in noise levels within recognized acceptable limits are not
usually considered to be significant noise impacts, but these concerns should be addressed and
considered in the planning and environmental review processes.

Gener.J PIiIn Amendment
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4.4 NOISE

EXISTING NOISECONDITIONSIN THE CITY LIMITS

The mqor noise sources in the City of Elk Grove consist of State Route 99 and local traffic on
streets. commercial and industrial uses. active recreation of parks, outdoor play areas of schools.
and railroad operations. Each of these noise sources isdiscussed individually below.

Transportation Noise Sources

Roadway Traffic

The Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108)
with the Calveno vehicle noise emission curves was used to predict existing and cumulative
traffic noise levels within the City of Elk Grove. The FHWA Model is the traffic noise prediction
model currently preferred by the Federal Highway Administration. the State of California
Department of Transportation (Caltrons). and most county and city govemments. for use in
traffic noise assessment. Although the FHWA Model is in the process of being updated by a
more sophisticated traffic noise prediction model, the use of RD-77-108 is still considered
acceptable for the development of General Plan traffic noise predictions.

Table 4.4-2 shows the year 2025 traffic volumes and noise level at 100 feet for the mqor
roadways located within the City of Elk Grove anticipated under buildout of the adopted
General Plan. The future scenario represents cumulative traffic conditions under the adopted
General Plan. It is recognized that vehicle speeds vary considerably on roadways in the City.
particularly due to the fact that the reductions In speed are ti'equently necessary because of
traffic signals and stop signs at roadway intersections. In order to provide a generally worst­
case estimate of existing traffic noise along the roadways within the City. a normalized speed of
65 miles per hour (mphl was applied to highways and a speed of 45 mph was applied to all
other roadways in the modeling effort. Ttle contour distances shOUld also be considered
conservative in that they do not account far local topographic. wall. and structural shielding.

Railroads

Ihere are three sets of railroad tracks operating within the City limits. The Westem Pacific
Railroad (WPRRI is located in the westem portion of the City, near Interstate 5. The Union Pacific
Railroad (UPRRj line passes through the central portion of the City of ElkGrove and crosses under
State Route 99 near Eschinger Road. The Central California Traction Railroad (CTCRRI Is located
east of the UPRR. The CTCRR isnot currently active. None of the General Plan Amendment sites
are located within the 60 dB railroad noise level contours for these railroad lines.

Airports

There are no existing airports within the City limits. However, the Sunset Sky Ranch Airport is
located in the vicinity of the City southeast of Grant Line Road. Sunset SkyRanch Airport is a
privately owned public use airport. The noise impacts rrom this airport wos analyzed in the
Sunset Skyranch Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUPj. adopted by the Airport Land Use
Commission in December 1988 and amended in December 1992. None of the General Plan
Amendment sites are located within the 60 CNEL noise contour line of the Sunset Skyranch
Airport.

CIty oIEHc Gmw
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4.4 NOISE

TABLE4.4-2
FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY TRAFFICNOISE PREDICTION MODEL DATA INPUTSAND DB LON

- YEAR 2025 No PROJECT (ADOPTED GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNAnONS)

'. ..
Adopted~

AdopIed GeneIaI
" 5epIent ~rom To

PlanAOT
~ Noise Level

·'l, (lnd at 100 feeO-.
1 Big Horn Blvd. Franklin Blvd. Laguna Blvd. 31,037 65.0

2 Big Horn Blvd. Laguna Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. 45,322 67.3

3 Big Hom Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. Kammerer Rd. 27,940 0.0

4 Bilby Rd. Franklin Blvd. Bruceville Rd. 10,331 51.7

5 Bond Rd. EastStockton Blvd
Elk Grove Florin

59,931 69.2
Blvd.

6 Bond Rd.
Elk Grove Florin

Bradshaw Rd. 31,71B 63.3
Rd.

7 Bond Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Grant Line Rd. 12,034 60.4

8 Bradshaw Rd. Vintage Park Rd. Calvine Rd. 45,950 64.1

9 Bradshaw Rd. Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 48,023 62.5

10 Bradshaw Rd. Bond Rd. Grant Line Rd. 34,420 60.3

11 Bruceville Rd. Jacinto Rd. Sheldon Rd. 19,243 60.2

12 Bruceville Rd. Sheldon Rd. Laguna Blvd. 41,274 64.9

13 Bruceville Rd. Laguna Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. 48,883 61.6

14 Bruceville Rd. Elk Grove Blvd. Bilby Rd. 18,355 53.8

15 Bruceville Rd. Bilby Rd. Eschinger Rd. 1,358 50.6

16 Calvine Rd. Power Inn Rd.
Elk Grove-Florin

51,086 67.0
Rd.

17 Calvine Rd.
Elk Grove-Florin

Bradshaw Rd. 31,877 64.4
Rd.

18 Calvine Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Grant Line Rd. 9,630 61.1

19 Center Pkwy. Sheldon Rd. Jacinto Rd. 26,568 64.0

20 Elk-Grove Blvd. 1-5 Franklin 22,430 62.6

21 Elk Grove Blvd. Franklin Blvd. Bruceville Rd. 34,257 65.1

22 Elk Grove Blvd. Bruceville Rd.
West Stockton

50,941 65.4
Blvd.

23 Elk Grove Blvd.
West Stockton

EastStockton Blvd. 67,455 67.9
Blvd.

24 Elk Grove Blvd. EastStockton Blvd
Elk Grove-Florin

52,863 68.0
Rd.

25 Elk Grove Blvd.
Elk Grove-Florin

Waterman Rd. 18,515 63.6
Rd.

26 Elk Grove Blvd. Waterman Rd. Grant Line Rd. 15,661 60.0
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4.4 NOISE

t.~·· . Adopll!d Genelal
:"1: SesmentJ "': . From To AdopIed General Plan ...,. Level

.. " PIinADT..
'.

, (lnd lit 100 feeO

27
Elk-Grove Florin Vintage ParkRd. Calvme Rd. 56,907 67.4Rd.

28
Elk Grove-Florin CalvmeRd. Bond Rd. 49,255 67.6Rd.

29
Elk Grove-Florin Bond Rd. Elk Grove Blvd. 38,853 66.8

Rd.

30
Elk Grove-Florin Elk Grove Blvd. East Stockton Blvd. 13,952 61.2

Rd.

31 Eschinger Rd. SR99 Carroll Rd. 812 48.4

32 Excelsior Road Gerber Rd. Calvine Rd. 10,812 60.6

33 Excelsior Road CalvineRd. Sheldon Rd. 14,166 59.3

34 Franklin Blvd. CalvineRd. Laguna Blvd. 44,297 65.2

35 Franklin Blvd. Laguna Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. 44,111 62.3

36 Franklin Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. Hood Franklin Rd. 28,830 54.4

37 Franklin Blvd. Hood Franklin Rd. Southof Hood 18,642 50.6Franklin

38 Grant line Rd. SR99 East StocktonBlvd. 92,234 66.3

39 Grant line Rd. East Stockton Blvd. Bradshaw Rd. 65,178 63.3

40 Grant Line Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Sheldon Rd. 36,585 62.4

41 Grant Line Rd. Sheldon Rd. CalvineRd. 37,571 63.0

42 Grant Line Rd. CalvineRd. SloughhouseRd. 36,207 64.1

43 Harbor PointDr. laguna Blvd. Elk Grove Blvd. 14,908 59.5

44 1-5 Southof Hood 57,154 72.7- Franklin

45 1-5 Hood Franklin Rd. Elk Grove Blvd. 57,154 72.5

46 1-5 Elk Grove BII/d. Laguna Blvd. 68,346 72.2

47 1-5 Laguna Blvd. 160 92,115 74.3

48
Kammerer (Hood 1-5 Franklin Rd. 19,460 55.3Fr)

49 Kammerer Rd. Franklin Rd. Bruceville Rd. 19,116 53.2

50 Kammerer Rd. Bruceville Rd. WestStockton 48,134 55.8
Blvd.

51 laguna Blvd. 1-5 Franklin Rd. 39,002 67.6

52 laguna Blvd. Franklin Blvd. Bruceville Rd. 42,364 67.9

53 Laguna Blvd. Bruceville Rd.
WestStockton

58,412 69.3
Blvd.

54 Laguna Blvd.
West Stockton

East StocktonBlvd 75,333 69.0
Blvd.
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4.4 NOISE

..
Adapted General•••.r »

Adopeed QeneIaJ
Sesment From To. Plan NoIse I.eYeI.. PIanAOT

(lnd al100 feet)

55 Laguna Springs Dr. Elk Grove Blvd. Laguna Ridge Drive 15,090 54.8

56 laguna Ridge Dr. Big Horn Blvd. Poppy Ridge Rd. 14,215 0.0

57 Laguna Ridge Dr. Poppy Ridge Rd. Kammerer Rd. 14,731 0.0

58 Power Inn Rd. Calvine Rd. Elsie Ave. 47,052 65.7

59 Poppy Ridge Rd. Franklin Rd.
West Stockton

29,613 0.0
Blvd.

60 Sheldon Rd. Center Parkway
West Stockton

28,653 65.4
Blvd.

61 Sheldon Rd.
West Stockton

EastStockton Blvd 43,187 66.4
Blvd.

62 Sheldon Rd. East Stockton Blvd
ElkGrove-Florin

39,243 65.1
Rd.

63 Sheldon Rd.
ElkGrove-Florin

Bradshaw Rd. 26,848 64.5
Rd.

64 Sheldon Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Grant Line Rd. 15,821 61.0

65 State Route 99 Eschinger Rd. Grant line Rd. 95,149 73.0

66 State Route 99 Grant line Rd. ElkGrove Blvd. 84,601 72.8

67 State Route 99 Elk Grove Blvd. Laguna Blvd. 86,340 72.7

68 State Route 99 laguna Blvd. Sheldon Rd. 112,523 74.0

69 State Route 99 Sheldon Rd. Calvme Rd. 115,230 74.4

70 State Route 99 Calvine Rd. Stockton Blvd. 115,250 74.3

71 Waterman Calvine Rd. Vintage Park Rd. 5,566 49.5

72 Waterman Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 22,412 60.3

73 Waterman Bond Rd. Grant Line Rd. 23,516 61.2

74 Wilton Rd. Grant Line Road Dilllard Rd. 10,538 61.1

Source: Bollilrd" Brenfliln, tnc., 2004

Non-Transportation Noise Sources

The production of noise is a result of many processes and activities, even v.klen best available
noise control technology is applied. Noise exposures within industrial facilities are controlled by
Federal and State employee health and safety regulations (OSHA], but exterior noise levels may
exceed locally acceptable standards. Commercial, recreational and puolic service facility
activities can also produce noise v.klich affects adjacent sensitive land uses.

Most of the non-transportation noise sources within Elk Grove are located in the heavy industrial
area east of Highway 99 in the southem portion of the City. A detailed description of
representative fixed noise sources in the City of Elk Grove is provided in the Elk Grove General
Plan EIR. Noise generated by non-transportation noise sources, such as general service
commercial, light industrial, parks, and school playing field uses, contribute to the ambient noise
environment in the immediate vicinity of these uses, and should b.e considered Wlere either new
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4.4 NOISE

noise-sensitive usesare proposed nearby or where similar usesare proposed in existing residential
areas.

4.4.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

LOCAL

City of Elk Grove General Plan

Table 4.4-3 identifies the General Plan Noise Element policies that are directly applicable to the
proposed General Plan Amendment proiect. and presents an evaluation of the consistency of
the prqect 'Nith these statements as required by CEQA. The final authority for interpretation of
these policy statements, and determination of the prq ect 's consistency rests with the City
Council.

Table 4.4-3
General Plan Noise Element PolicyConsistency

.,,,,'Il'J4 J ',' v » ,: ' :;, "'_..f.J-.~ 'A ' ,I "i :. ',. -':
,:!~:. ~Gene.at ~ PoIka.'f};; . ~~,., I ,. 'f"-/:' .'~;

if ~ ~~ • :';~~.q~, . ~~r.:·::l~. . .. ' \..:('. _ pt., "'l~:~~~.,.'l~ ~. ';'~~ ;;.r.;: , ~

PolicyN0-1: Yes Subsequent development would be required to
New development of the uses listed in Table demonstrate that the uses would not exceed City
NOC shall conform with the noise levels norse standards at nearby property lines for noise
contained in that Table. All indoor and outdoor sensitive uses. If norse standards would be
areas shall be located, constructed, and/or exceeded as a result of proposed uses, norse
shielded from noise sources in order to achieve attenuation measures would be required to lessen
compliance with the City's noise standards. the impacts.

PolicyN0-2:

Where noise-sensitive land uses are proposed in
areas exposed to existing or projected exterior
noise levels exceeding the levels specified in
Table NO{: or the performance standards of
Table NO-A, an acoustical analysis shall be
required as part of the environmental review
process so that noise mitigation may be included
in the project design.

PolicyNO-3:

Noise created by new proposed non­
transportation noise sources shall be mitigated
so as not to exceed the noise level standards of
Table NO-A as measured immediately within
the property line of lands designated for noise­
sensitive uses.

Policy N0-4:

Where proposed non-residential land uses are
likely to produce noise levels exceeding the
performance standards afTable NO-A at eXisting
or planned noise-sensitive uses, an acoustical
analysis shall be required as part of the
environmental review process so that noise
mitigation may be included in the project
design. The requirements for the content of an
acoustical analysis are shown in Table NO-B.

OtyoiEIk GID~
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Yes

Yes

Yes

4.4-7

See analysis of Policy NO-I above.

See analysis of Policy NO-l above.

See analysis of Policy NO-I above.
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4.4 NOISE

City of Elk Grove Draft General Plan Noise Element

In accordance with State noise regulations, the Elk Grove General Plan Noise Element sets forth
land use compatibility criteria for various community noise levels. For noise generated by
transportation noise sources (roads and railroads), the Noise Element specifies that residential
land uses are unconditionally compatible with ex1erior noise levels of up to 60 dB Ldn. The 60 dB
Ldn noise level is considered an acceptable noise environment for residential outdoor activities.
Where it isnot possible to reduce noise in outdoor activity areas to 60 dB Ldn/CNEL or less using
a practical application of the best-available noise reduction measures, an exterior noise level of
up to 65 dB Ldn/CNEL may be allowed in outdoor activity areas provided that "all practical"
exterior noise reduction measures are applied and the interior noise levels are in compliance
with the General Plan.

An interior noise level criterion of 45 dB ldn is specified in the Noise Element of the General Plan
for residential land uses exposed to transportation noise sources. The intent of this interior noise
standard is to provide a suitable environment for indoor communication and sleep. For noise
generated by non-transportation noise sources (e.g. industrial and commercial machinery, etc.),
the Noise Element specifies that residential land uses are compatible with exterior daytime levels
up to 55 hourly dB leq. The City's Noise Ordinance and Noise Element of the General Plan are
the basis for the adoption and enforcement of noise standards. The Noise Element establishes
land-use compatibility criteria for both interior and exterior areas of various land uses.

City of Elk Grove Noise Ordinance

Noises generated by non-tronsportation noise sources are regulated by the City of Elk Grove
Noise Ordinance assummarized in Table 4.4-4 below.

TABLE 4.4-4
CITYOFELK GROVE NOISE ORDINANCE STANDARDS

't(}'. '~Ill '~~.':'-'~: ',' . "t~(" 1I.:~f!~.:
j ~N.StandaId,:CtJ

'..- ~~"~ScM4nd'!'i;
'r ,'. " ..' ~ '-* ,.'f~""'W- ..... '~II":t ,m .;...:-"'" .. ~.",.i.,.'~"·~~,,,: _''.. .(-·f· , r' . ~ (7 .am,-10~... .' ',:'fIOpm-1am) ,

I _ ~.~r>. 't.. . . .,.tIt.:., . ......r'Jr-.>.«,~.~. t-

30-60 minutes per hour Lso 55 50

15-30 minutes per hour us 60 55

5-15 minutes per hour Loa 65 60

1-5 minutes per hour Lo2 70 65

Any time during hour l .... 75 70

The City of Elk Grove Noise Ordinance regulates development projects wth regard to
construction noise. Seclion 6.68.090 of the Ordinance contains quantitative restrictions on noise
levels that effectively limit construction activities to 6:00 AM. to 8:00 P.M., Monday through
Friday, and 7:00 A.M. to 8:00 P.M. on SatU'day and Sunday. Section 6.68.070 establishes exterior
noise standcrds for residential properties of SS dBA from 7:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M., and 50 dBA from
10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. Section 6.68.120 restricts the noise levels produced by machinery,
equipment, fans and air conditioning, ashecrd at the property lines of nearby residential uses.

GentNaIPlanAmendment
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4.4 NOISE

City of Elle Grove Zoning Code

The City of Elk Grove Zoning Code includes certain performance standards (Title III. Use
Regulations and Development Standards) that could have the effect of reducing noise levels.
Forexample. Chapter I. Article 5. Section 301-61 requires that a masonry wall be provided along
the exterior property lines for all industrial and commercial prqects when located odccem to
residential (and other specified) zones. and that where a sound wall isrequired. a masonry wall
of up to eight feet in height may be provided. Chapter 5. Article 2. Section 305-13.3 requires
that a solid wood fence or masonry wall with a minimum height of six feet be built along the
exterior property lines of any mUlti-family residential project. Chapter 15. Article 6. Section 315­
43(ij requires that loading docks cdocent to residentially zoned property have a setback of at
least 75 feet from that zoning boundary. Section 31S-451bJ of the same Article requires that. for
commercial development cdocent to residential and other specified zones. a six-foot high
perimeter masonry wall be installed along the property lines of those zones.

4.4.3 IMPAcrs AND MITIGATION MEASURES

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

CEQA Guidelines (Appendix Gl state that implementation of a pro/ect would result in significant
noise impacts if the project would resull in any of the following:

1. Exposure of persons to. or generation of. noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local plans or ordinances.

2. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundbome noise levels.

3. A substantial permanent increase In ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels without the prqect.

4. A substantial temporary or periodic Increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the prqect.

5. For a prqect lacated 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. where lhe
project would expose people residing or working in the area to excessivenoise levels.

6. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip. ....nere the project would expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessivenoise levels.

METHODOLOGY

A combination of use of existing literatlXe. and application of accepted noise prediction and
sound propagation algorithms. were used to predict changes in ambient noise levels resulting
from implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment. The previous analysis and
mitigation measures provided in the Ell::: Grove General Plan EIR were considered in evaluaHng
the impacts associated with the proposed General Plan Amendment.

Table 4.4-51s based upon recommendations made In August 1992 by the Federal Interagency
Committee on Noise IFICON) to provide guidance in the assessment of changes in ambient
noise levels resulting rom aircraft operations. The recommendations are based upon studies that
relate aircraft noise levels to the percentage of persons highly annoyed by the noise. Although

Gt!ntNaI PlanAtnendrnent
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4.4 NOISE

the FICONrecommendations were specifically developed to assess aircraft noise impacts. these
criteria have been applied to other sources of noise similariy described in terms of cumulative
noise exposure metrics such as the Ldn. This metric is generally applied to transportation noise
sources. and defines noise exposure in 1erms of average noise exposure during a 24-hour period
with a penalty added to noise that occurs during the nighttime. According to Table 4.4-5. an
increase in the traffic noise level of 1.5 dB or more would be considered significant where the
ambient noise level exceeds 65 dB Ldn.

TABLE 4.4-5
SIGNIFICANCE OF CHANGES IN NOISE EXPOSURE

., ~~'LMlWlthout~~"
~

Sl8nlficant Impact~ ~~' "~

<60 dB + 5.0 dB or more

6~5dB +3.0 dB or more

>65 dB + 1.5 dB or more
--

Notes: dB decibel
ltln day-night i/Verage level

Source: Fee/erallnteragencyCommittee on NOIse 1992

Motor vehicle traffic is the rnqor contributor to the existing noise environment at the General
Plan Amendmenl sites. The methodology used to assess traffic noise impacts in this SEIR is
discussed in the sub-section below.

The proposed project would not create new noise impacts from the exposure to groundborne
vibrations or temporary construction noise that were not previously addressed in the Elk Grove
General Plan EIR and, therefore. these impacts are not discussed further in this SEIR.

One of the project sites is located within two miles of a public use airport. However. the
proposed project would not result in a significant impact over the impacts previously discussed
in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR. Compliance with General Plan policies CI-25. LU-39. and NQ­
2. which establish requirements to coordinate with the Airport Land Use Commission. and
provide noise level standards for noise-sensitive land uses. would minimize these impacts to a less
than significant level. Theproposed project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.
Therefore. impac1s related to the exposure of people to airport noise will not be addressed
further in this SEI R.

One of the pro ect sites is located within one mile of an existing railroad line. However. the
proposed prqect would not result in a significant impact over the impacts previously discussed
in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR. Compliance with General Plan policies NO-I. NQ-2. and NO­
8. which provide noise level standards far noise-sensifive land uses. would minimize these
impacts to a less than significant level. Therefore. impacts related to the exposure of people to
railroad noise will not be addressed further in this SEIR.

The City Council adopted Findings of Fact far the environmental impacts associated with
implementation of the Elk Grove General Plan and also adopted a Statement of Overriding
Considerations for significant and unavoidable impacts anticipated with implementation of Ihe
Elk Qove General Plan. which included the increase in construction noise levels and traffic noise

Gtmeral PIM Amendment
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4.4 NOISE

levels that would exceed the City of Elk Grove noise standards. and impacts to regional noise
attenuation levels.

Traffic Noise ImpactAssessment Methodology

Traffic noise impacts are assessed by comparing the year 2025 traffic noise levels modeled at
buildout of the proposed General Plan Amendment 10 both the year 2025 traffic noise levels
anticipated under the adopted General Plan and the noise impact standards of significance.

Traffic Noise Prediction Model

Todescribe future noise levels due to traffic. the Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic
Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) was used to predict noise levels under both the
adopted General Plan and proposed General Plan Amendment. The FHWA model is the
analytical method currently favored for highway traffic noise prediclion by most state and local
agencies. including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans}.

The FHWA model is based upon the Calveno reference noise factors for automobiles. medium
trucks and heavy trucks. with consideration given to vehicle volume. speed. roadway
confiqcrotlon. distance to the receiver. and the acoustical characteristics of the site.

The FH WA model was developed to predict hourly Leq values for free-flowing traffic conditions.
To predict Ldn/CNEL values. it is necessary to determine the day/night distribution of traffic and
adjust the traffic volume input data to yield an equivalent hourly traffic volume.

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

TrafficNoise Impacts

Impact 4.4.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would increase in
traffic noise levels that would be in excess of City of ElkGrove noise standards.
This is considered a less than slgnfficant impact.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would result in increased traffic noise levels
resulting from additional vehicle traffic. Table 4.4-6 shows the difference between in Ldn levels at
the adopted General Plan condition and with implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment for those roadway segments anticipated to be impacted by the General Plan
Amendment project. As shown in the table. increases in traffic noise would vary from 0.01 Ldn to
0.99Ldn above noise levels anticipated with the adopted General Plan along certain roadways.
On other roadways. either no change or less traffic noise is anticipated with the proposed
General Plan Amendment. The anticipated increase in traffic noise is not anticipated to be
discernible to the human ear and. evaluated under the criteria in Table 4.4-5. is considered less
than significant.

The Elk: Grove General Plan EIR identified increases in traffic noise up to 13.5 Ldn on area
roadways under buildouf of the General Plan and concluded that traffic noise impacts were
significant and unavoidable.
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4.4 NOISE

General Plan Goals, Policies, and Action Items

Futu-e development associated 'With the General Plan Amendment sites would be require to
comply 'With General Pion policies NO-l, NO-2, NO-5, NO-7 and associated action items. These
policies 'Will reduce exposure to traffic noise that would result from new development.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

TABLE4.4-6
COMPARISONOF TRAFFIC NOISELEVELS WITH BUILOOUT OF THEADOPTEDGENERAL PIAN AND PROPOSED GENERAL

PIAN AMENDMENT

'r :-- •• ~ " , , ' Adopted __ Proposed
.•.' > ,,- .,» ~••

'General Plan, General Plan '.'
v ';1"" ,

- /~l#; !lI'1Ii1ii~':'
F.rOn1. 10'" ... , ....~.1 "

,,:'~;1f~ T!-? -Amendment Difference' IndB
f.; L',~6' .~ "'t~;.....a;" ;""...,..

NoiseLevel(dB Nolse'LeveI (Ldn
" ....., ... , • .b~,n;;' ... ~'O. ,;. •....1

~'~~I~ ..'~-'''''''''' ; ':.it 1()(J.~et);>
,. 0"

.;j;j ~' ~ ;::at 100 feet) .~.
- .t~~~4ft4.;; ~:'Y,.-1.."""J<.}_;, ••• , "

': '1'-+ ••:..t........ ~

1 BigHorn Blvd. Franklin Blvd. Laguna Blvd. 67.4 67.6 +0.19

5 Bond Rd. EastStockton ElkGrove Florin
70.3 70.4 +0.09

Blvd Blvd.

9 Bradshaw Rd. Calvrne Rd Bond Rd 69.3 69.6 +0.25

10 Bradshaw Rd. Bond Rd. Grant Line Rd. 679 67.9 +0.05

12 Bruceville Rd. Sheldon Rd. laguna Blvd. 68.7 68.8 +0.12

26 Elk Grove Blvd. Waterman Rd. Grant Line Rd. 64.5 64.6 +0.10

39 Grant line Rd. EastStockton Bradshaw Rd. 70.7 70.7 +0.01Blvd.

40 Grant Line Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Sheldon Rd. 68.2 68.2 +0.02

52 laguna Blvd. Franklin Blvd. Bruceville Rd. 68.8 68.8 +0.01

53 laguna Blvd. BrucevilleRd. West Stockton 70.2 70.2 +0.01
Blvd.

62 Sheldon Rd.
EastStockton Elk Grove-Florm

68.5 68.9 +0.45Blvd Rd.

63 Sheldon Rd.
Elk Grove-Florin

Bradshaw Rd. 66.8 67.7 +0.84
Rd.

72 Waterman Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 66.0 67.0 +0.99

Source: Bollard and Brennan, 2004

Future Stationary Noise Impacts

Impact 4.4.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment could result in the
future development of land uses that generate noise levels in excess of
applicable noise standards for non-transportation noise sources. This is
considered a lessthan significant impact.
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4.4 NOISE

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment could result in the future
development of land uses that generate noise levels in excess of applicable City of Elk Grove
noise standards for non-transportation noise sources. Such land uses would include commercial.
office. and low and high density residential. However. specific land uses that may occur on the
General Plan Amendment sites are not known at this time.

The Elk Grove General Plan EIR identified that fulure stationary noise impacts would be less than
significant with implementatian of the General Pion.

General Plan Goals, Policies, and Action Items

General Plan policies NO-2. NO-3. NO-..t NO-7. NO-B. and NO-9 and the associated action items
would help reduce future stationary noise levels that may from development on the General
Plan Amendment sites

Mitigation Measures

None required.

4.4.4 CUMULATIVE SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

CUMULATIVE SETTING

The cumulative analysis takes into account planned development pattems set forth in the Elk
Grove General Plan. as well as large-scale proposed and approved development projects
identified in Table 4.0-2 and regional growth. See Section 4.0 (Introduction to the Environmental
Analysisand Assumptions Used) regarding cumulative setting conditions.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Cumulative Traffic Noise Impacts

Impad4.4.3 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment along with
potential development of the Urban Study Areas would result in impacts to
regional noise altenuation levels. This is considered a less than slgnfficant
impact.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would result in the contribution to
increased regional noise impacts. specifically traffic noise (see Table 4.4-6]. Additional
development of the City of Elk Grove. along with neighboring jurisdictions such as Galt. Folsom.
Sacramento. and Placer and EI Dorado counties. would result in significant cumulative traffic
noise increases. The contribution of the General Plan Amendment to cumulative traffic noise
impacts isless than significant.

The Elk Grove General Plan EIR identified that cumulative traffic regional traffic noise impacts
would be significant and unavoidable. That EIR further identified that ¥kiile mitigation was
available to reduce cumulative traffic noise levels. mitigation such as sound barriers would be
infeasible in some locations and also the City does not have jurisdiction to implement mitigation
measures in areas outside the City. This cumulative impact is lessthan significant.

City ofElk Grove
October 2004

4.4-13

General PlanAmendment
Draft Supplemental Env;ronmentallmpad Report



4.4 NOISE

General Plan Goals, Policies, and Action Items

General Plan policies NO-2, NO-4, NO-5, NQ-6, NO-7, and NO-B, along with associated action
items would apply to future development on the General Plan Amendment sites and help
reduce the City's contributions to regional traffic noise impacts.

Mitigation Measures

None required.
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4.5 AIR QUAlIlY

This section examines the climatic influences that affect air quality of the Elk Grove Planning
Area and also describes available data on rnecstred contaminant levels. In addition, it outlines
the regulatory and planning agencies and programs relevant to the Planning Area.

4.5.1 EXISTING SETIING

AIR BASIN CHARACTERISTICS

The Elk Grove Planning Area (Planning Area) lies at the southern end of the Sacramento Valley,
a broad, flat valley bounded by the coastal ranges to the west and the Sierra Nevada to the
east. A sea level gap in the Coast Range (the Carquinez Strait) is located approximately 50
miles southwest and the intervening terrain is very ftat. The prevailing wind direction is
southwesterly, which is the wind direction when marine breezes flow through the Carquinez
Strait. Marine breezes dominate dLTing the spring and summer months, and show strong daily
varialions. Highest average wind speeds occtr in the afternoon and evening hours; lightesl
winds occur in the night and morning hours. During fall and winter, when the sea breeze
diminishes, ncrtherly winds occur mere frequently, but southwesterly winds still predominate. The
Planning Area is within the jurisdiction of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District (SMAQMD), which is part of the Sacramenl0 Valley Air Basin. The Sacramento Valley Air
Basin has been further divided rito Planning Areas called the Northern Sacramento Valley Air
Basin [NSVABj and the Greater Sacramento Air region, designated by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) as the Sacramento Federal Ozone non-attainment area. The non­
attainment area consists of all of Sacramento and Yolo counties and parts of EI Dorado, Solano,
Placer, and Suiter counties.

The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin lies to the west. and the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin is
located to the south of the Planning Area. Considerable transport of pollutanls occurs between
these air basins, so that air quality in the Planning Area ispartially delermined by the release of
pollutants elsewhere. In turn, pollutants generated in the Planning Area affect air quality in areas
to the ncrth and east.

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Both the U. S. EPA and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) have established ambient air
quality standards for common pollutants. These ambient air quality standards are levels of
contaminants that represent safe levels that avoid specific adverse health effects associated
with each pollutant. The ambient air quality standards cover what are called "criteria"
pollutants because the health and other effects of each pollutant are described in cri1eria
documents. The federal and California state ambient air quality standards are summarized in
Table 4.5-1 for important pollutants. The federal and state ambient standards were developed
independently with differing purposes and methods, 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 isparticularly true for ozone and
PM10.
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4.5 AIR QUALITY

TABLE 4.5-1
FEDERAL AND STATE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

..
i , Federal PrimaryI.

.. l PofluCant :i\veragingTIme StateStandard.. Standard
...

" ,.~ " ,
.. I_ ", . .,I ""

t-Hour 0.12 PPM 0.09 PPM
Ozone

8-Hour 0.08 PPM -
8-Hour 9 PPM 9.0 PPM

Carbon Monoxide
I-Hour 35 PPM 20.0 PPM

Annual Average 0.05 PPM -
Nitrogen Dioxide

t-Hour 0.25 PPM-
Annual Average 0.03 PPM -

Sulfur Dioxide 24-Hour 0.14 PPM 0.05 PPM

I-Hour - 0.25 PPM

Annual Average 50 prim' 20 prim'
PMlll

24-Hour 150 prim' 50 prim'
Annual 15 prim' 12 prim'

PM2s
24-Hour 65 prim' -

Notes:
Source:

PPM - PartsperMillIon;pg/nr - MIcrograms per CubicMeter
DonaldBallantl, 2003

TIle U.S. EPA in 1997 adopted new national air quality standards for ground-level ozone and for
fine particulate matter. The existing I-hoLT ozone standard of O. 12 Paris Per Matter (PPMl will be
phased-out and replaced by an 8-hour standard of 0.08 PPM. New notional standards for fine
particulate matter (diameter 2.5 microns or less) have also been established for 2-4-hour and
annual averaging periods. The cirrent PM10 standards were retained, but the method and form
for determining compliance with the standards were revised. Implementation of the new ozone
and partiCUlate matter standards was delayed by a la'NSuit. On February 27, 2001 the U. S.
Supreme Court unanimously ruled in favor of the Environment al Protection Agency, clearing the
way for implementation of the new standards.

During the delay caused by the lowsuit, the CARB developed recommended designations far
California air basins, proposing that Sacramento County be designated as non-attainment for
the new 8-hour ozone standard. Designations for PM25 have not been made. however, as a
minimum 3-year monitoring period isrequired to determine designations.

AIR POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN AND HEALTH EFFECTS

The most problemalic pollutants in Elk Grove are ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulale
matter. Carbon monoxide no longer exceeds the ambient air qualily standards in Sacramento
County, but has in the past. The health effects and major sources of these pollutants are
described below. Toxic air pollutants are a separate class of pollutants and are discussed later
in this section.

GenetalPliIII Amendment
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4.5 AIR QUALITY

Ozone

Ground level ozone. commonly referred to as smog. is greatest on warm. windless. sunny days.
Ozone is not emitted directly into the air. but formed through 0 complex series of chemical
reactions between reactive organic gases (ROGI and nitrogen oxides [NOx). lhese reactions
occur over time in the presence of sunlight. Ground level ozone formation can occur in a
matter of hours under ideal conditions. The time required for ozone formation allows the
reacting compounds to spread over a large area. producing a regional pollution concern.
Once formed. ozone can remain in the atmosphere for one or two days.

Ozone is also a public health concern because it is a respiratory irritant that increases
susceptibility to respiratory infections and diseases. and because it can harm lung tissue at high
concentrations. In addition. ozone can cause substantial damage to leaf tissues of crops and
natural vegetation and can damage many natural and manmade materials by acting as a
chemical oxidizing agent.

The principal sources of the ozone precursors (RaG and NOxj are the combustion of fuels and
the evaporation of solvents. paints. and fuels. Over percent of the NOx produced in the region
is from motor vehicles.

Particulate Matter (PM)

Particulate matter <;an be divided into several size fractions. Coarse particles are between 2.5
and 10microns in diameter. and arise primarily from natural processes. such as wind-blown dust
or soil. Fine particles are less than 2.5 microns in diameter and are produced mostly from
combustion, or burning activities. Fuel burned in cars and trucks. power plants, faelories,
fireplaces and wood stoves produces fine particles.

The level of fine particulate matter in lhe air is a public health concern because it can bypass
the body'S natural filtration system more easily than larger particles, and can lodge deep in the
lungs. The health effects vary depending on a variety of factors. including the type and size of
particles. Research has demonstrated a correlation between high PM concentrations and
increased mortality rates. Elevated PM concentrations can also aggravate chronic respiratory
illnesses such as bronchitis and asthma.

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Carbon monoxide (CO) is an odorless, colorless gas that is formed by the incomplete
combustion of fuels. Motor vehicle emissions are the dominant source of CO in the Sacramento
region. At high concentrations. CO reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood and
can cause dizziness, headaches. unconsciousness, and even death. CO can also aggravate
cardiovascular disease. Relatively low concentrations of CO can significantly affect the amount
of oxygen in the bloodstream because CO binds to hemoglobin 220-245 times more strongly
than oxygen.

CO emissions and ambient concentrations have decreased significantly in recent years. lhese
improvements are due largely to the introduction of cleaner burning molar vehicles and motor
vehicle fuels. lhe Sacramento region has attained the Stale and national CO standard. The
records from the region's monitoring stations show that the CO standard has not been
exceeded since 1999. CO is still a pollutant that must be closely monitcred. however. due to its
severe effect on human health.
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4.5 AIRQUALITY

Elevated CO concentrations are usually localized and are often the result of a combination of
high traffic volumes and traffic congestion. Elevated CO levels develop primarily during winter
periods of light winds or calm conditions combined with the formation of ground- level
temperature inversions. Win1ertime CO concentrations are higher in winter because of reduced
dispersion of vehicle emissions and because CO emission rates from motor vehicles increase as
temperature decreases.

Toxic Air Contaminants (lACs)

In addition to the criteria pollutants discussed above. toxic air contaminants (lACsl are another
group of pollutants of concern. Unlike criteria pollutants, no safe levels of exposure to lACs have
been established. There ere many different types of lACs. with varying degrees of toxicity.
Sources of TACs include industrial processes such as petroleum refining and chrome plating
operations. commercial operations such as gasoline stations and dry cleaners. and motor
vehicle exhaust. Public exposure to TACs can result from emissions from normal operations. as
well as accidental releases of hazardous materials during upset conditions. Thehealth effects of
lACs include cancer, birth defects, neurological damage and death.

Diesel exhaust is a TAC of growing concem in California. The CARB in 1998 identified diesel
engine particulate matter as a lAC. The exhaust from diesel engines contains hundreds of
different gaseous and particulate components, many of 'Nhich are toxic. Many of these
compounds adhere to the particles, and because diesel particles are so small, they penetrate
deep into the lungs. Diesel engine paiiculate has been identified as a human carcinogen.
Mobile sources, such as trucks, buses. automobiles, trains, ships and farm equipment are by far
the largest source of diesel emissions. Studies show that diesel particulate matter concentrations
are much higher near heavily traveled highways and intersections.

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY

The SMAQMD and CARB maintain several air quality monitoring sites in the Sacramento area.
including one in the City of Elk Grove. The Bk Grove monitoring site measures two pollutants:
ozone and nitrogen dioxide. The nearest moniroring site for carbon monoxide is at 1 Street in
downtown Sacramento. The nearest monitoring sire for PM10 is the Sacramento Branch Center
Road site. located neer Bradshaw Road south of U.S. 50. Table 4.5-2 shows historical
occurrences of pollutant levels exceeding the state/federal ambient air quality standards for the
ten-veer period 1992-200 1. The number of days that each standard was exceeded is shown. All
federal ambient air quality standads ere met in the Ell:: Grove area. with the exception of ozone.
Additionally, the state ambient standards of ozone and PM10 are regUlarly exceeded.

SENSITIVE RECEPTORS AND POLLUTION SOURCES

Sensitive receptors are facilities Wlere sensitive receptor population groups (children. the elderly.
the acutely ill and the chronically ill) are likely to be located. These land uses include schools.
retirement homes, convalescent homes. hospitals and medical clinics. The major sensitive
receptors in Elk Grove are schools and residences.

The inventory of stationary sources of lACs mainlained by the CARB shows few major air
pollutant soirees in Elk Grove. Larger stationary sources of pollutants include the Sacramento
Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTPJ and associated cogeneration plant at the
westem boundary of the city and industrial facilities located at the extreme south end of the city
limits near State Route 99 [SR 99). The wastewater treatment facility would also be a potential
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4.5 AIR QUALITY

source of odors. SR 99 and Interstate 5 (1-5) are also obvious soi.rces of pollution in the Planning
Area.

TABLE 4.5-2
DAYS EXCEEDING AMBIENT AIRQUAlrrv STANDARDS, 1992·2001

PollutaOt' ,. Standard 1.992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1'997 1998 1999 2000 2001. .

t-Hour State - 3 8 15 2' 5 7 16 3 '0
Ozone

l-Hour Federal - 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
(flk Crove)

8-Hour Federal - 0 3 4 9 3 4 7 1 3

Carbon 8-Hour

Monoxide 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SlateIFederal

IT Street) t-Hour State 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Nitrogen
Dioxide t-Hour State - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

(Elk Grove)

PMIO 24-Hour State - 7 3 4 2 3 8 11 2 3

(Branch 24-Hour
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Center Road) Federal -

Source: Ballan//; 2002.

EMERGING AIR QUALITY ISSUES

The following is a discussion of emerging air quality issues that would not normally have been
addressed by general plan policies and programs.

Diesel Exhaust/Land Use Issues

In 1998, after a lD-year scientific assessment process. the Air Resources Board identified
particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines as a toxic air contaminant (TAC). Unlike criteria
pollutants like carbon monoxide. TACs do not have ambient air quality standards. Since no safe
levels of lACs can be determined. there are no air quality standards for TACs. Instead, lAC
impacts are evaluated by calculating the health risks associated with a given exposure. Two
types of risk are usually assessed: chronic non-cancer risk and acute non-cancer risk. Diesel
particulate has been identified as a carcinogenic material. but isnot considered to have acute
non-cancer risks. The State of Califomia has begun a program of identifying and reducing risks
associated with particulate matter emissions from diesel-fueled vehicles. The plan consists of
new regula10ry standards for all new on road, off-road and stationary diesel-fueled engines and
vehicles. new retrofit requirements for existing on-road. off-road and stationary diesel-fueled
engines and vehicles. and new diesel fuel reqolotions to reduce the sulfU" content of diesel fuel
as required by advanced diesel emission control systems. Land uses where individuals could be
exposed to high levels of diesel emaust include places where lhere are a large number of diesel
trucks. such as:

• Warehouses;
• Schools with high volume of bus traffic;
• High volume highways; and
• High volume arterials and local roadways with high level of diesel traffic.
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4.5 AIR QUALITY

The only large-scale warehouses in Ihe Planning Area include. but are not limited to. JVC and
Apple. Vvhich are located north of Laguna Boulevard in the Laguna West area near 1-5. The Elk
Grove Unified School District is one of fastest growing districts in the state and currently has 50
schools within its district boundaries. Many of the schools in the District have high volumes of bus
traffic during daily morning and aftemoon operalions. Vvhich contribute to diesel emissions in the
Planning Area. High volume highways/freeways in the Planning Area include 1-5 and SR 99. both
of Vvhich have high volumes of daily truck traffic. Trucks ore considered major sources of diesel
related emissions. Additionally. the Planning Area has several high volume arterials and local
roadways (i.e.. Bradshaw Road. Grant Line Road and Laguna Boulevarq] that have
considerable amounts of diesel powered vehicles and truck traffic.

WoodSmoke

Wood smoke has long been identified as a significant soiree of pollutants in urban and
suburban areas. Wood smoke contributes to particulate matter and carbon monoxide
concentrations. reduces visibililyand contains numerous toxic air contaminants. Present controls
on this source include the adoption of emission standards for wood stoves and fireplace inserts.
Interest in wood smoke is likely to increase with the recent adoption of a PM25 (particulate
mailer less than 2.5 microns in diameterl national standard.

4.6.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

Air qUdlity in the Basin is addressed through the efforts of various federal. state, regional. and local
government agencies. These agencies work jointly. as well as individually. to improve air quality
through legislation. regulations. planning. policy-making. education. and a variety of programs.
The agencies primarily responsible for improving the air quality in Sacramento County are
discussed below along with their individual responsibilities.

FEDERAL

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) isresponsible for enforcing the 1990amendments
to the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and the national ambient air quality standards (federal
standards] that if establishes. These standards identify levels of air quality for six "criteria"
pollutants. which are considered the maximum levels of ambient (backgroundl air pollutants
considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect public health ond welfare. The six
criteria pollutants include ozone. CO. nitrogen dioxide (N02 - a form of NOxl. sulfurdioxide (S02- a
form of sax). particulate mailer 10microns in size and smaller (PM lei. and lead. The U.S. EPA also
has regulatory and enforcement jurisdiction over emission sources beyond state waters (outer
continental shel~. and sources that ore under the exclusive authority of the federal government.
such as aircraft. locomotives. and interstate trucking.

STATE

The California Air Resources Boord (CARB). a department of the California Environmental
Protection Agency (Cal EPA]. oversees air quality planning and conkel throughoul California. II is
primarily responsible for ensuring implementation of the 1989 amendments to the California Clean
Air Act (CCAA). responding to the federal CAA requirements. and for regulating emissions from
motor vehicles and consumer products within the State. The ARB has established emission
standards for vehicles sold in California and for various types of equipment available
commercially. If also sets fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions.

The amendments to the CCAA establish ambient air quality standards for the state (state
standardsj and a legal mandate to achieve these standards by the earliest practical date. lhese
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4.5 AIR QUALITY

standards apply to the same six criteria pollutants as the Federal CAA, and also include sulfate.
visibility. hydrogen sulfide. and vinyl chloride. They are more stringent than the federal standards
and. in the case of PM10 and S02. far more stringent.

LOCAL

SacramentoMetropolitan Air Quality Management District

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMDJ coordinates 1he work
of government agencies. businesses. and private citizens to achieve and maintain healthy air
quality for Sacramento. The SMAQMD is governed by a nine-member Board of Directors that
includes 1hemembers of the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors. selected members of the
Sacramento City Council. and one member from the cities of Folsom, Isleton, and Gall. The
SMAQMD develops market-based pragrams to reduce emissions associated with mobile
sources. processes permits. determines whether the permit conditions have been met. ensures
compliance Vllith SMAQMD rules and regulations. and conducts long-term planning related to
air quality.

The SMAQMD sponsors a variety of community education programs. For example. the "Spore
the Air" program focuses on reducing automobile trips. particularly when the Air Quality Index
indicates that air quality is reaching unhealthy levels. Surveys indicate that approximately 22
percent of drivers curtail driving by al least one trip during unhealthy periods. The SMAQMD is
also engaged in a variely of public outreach programs. including work with the American Lung
Association. information brochures. radio and television announcements. and other efforts.

Sacramento County and the Planning Area are included in the Greater Sacramento Ozone
non-attainment area as delineated by the U. S. EPA. The Federal Clean Air Act Amendments
(FCAAA] of 1990 set new deadlines for attaining the ozone standard. The Sacramento Area was
classified as a "serious" non-attainment area and given a dale of 1999 by which to achieve
attainment. Because achieving attainment by this dote was later found to be infeasible, the
region was "bumped up" to "severe" classification and an attainment date of 2005 was
designated. The Clean Air Act Amendments also set specific planning requirements to ensure
that the attainment goal would be met. In 1994, the CARB, in cooperation with the air districts of
the Sacramento non-attainment area, fulfilled one of these requirements by preparing the 1994
Sacramento Area Regional Ozone Attainment Plan. The plan identified a detailed
comprehensive strategy for reducing emissions to the level needed for attainment and show
how the region would make expeditious progress toward meeting this goal.

The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendmenls set "rate-of-progress" or "milestone" emission reduction
targets and dates to gouge whether the non-attainment areas were making reasonable further
progress toward reaching the goal of attainment. Milestone reports were required in 1996 and
every 3 years thereafler until the attainment deadline. The Sacramento Area Regional J999
Milestone Report concluded that the region made significant achievements in reduction of
ozone precursors since 1994 and that the Sacramento area has satisfied the milestone rate-of­
progress requirement. However, it was concluded that the region has fallen short of its planned
goals for VOC and NOx emission reductions in 1999 (mainly due to the shortfall in emission
reductions from the enhanced smog check program).

One of lhe principal elements of lhe 1994 Sacramento Area Regional Ozone Attainment Plan
was 1he requirement to oblain emission reductions of one ton per day each for ROG and NOx
through the implementation of transportation control measures (TCMsl and control of land use
project emissions. In response to this requirement. Sacramento County adopted General Plan
Policy AQ-15 requiring a percent reduction in emissions associated with new prqects.
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4.5 AIR QUALIlY

Additionally. the SMAQMD and other air districts in the Sacramento federal ozone non­
atlainment areas recently adopted new thresholds of significance to be used in evaluating land
use proposals. In setting Ihe thresholds, the distric1s considered both the health-based air quality
standards and the attainment strategies contained in the 1994 Sacramento Area Regional
Ozone Attainment Plan. Three types of thresholds were established: 1

• Mass Emission Thresholds - The District considers increases in emissions of nitrogen oxides
[NO~ greater than 85 pounds per day as significant during construction. For operation of
a project. the District's threshold of significance is 65 pounds per day of either NO, or
Reactive Oganic Gases (ROG).

• Emissions Concentration Thresholds - A predicted violation of any Colifomlo Ambient Air
Quality Standard (CAAQS) during both construction or operation of the project would be
considered a significant impact.

• Substantial Contribution Threshold - A project is considered to contribute substantially to
on existing 0" project violation of the CAAQS if it emits pollutants at a level equal to 0"
greater than five percent of the CAAQS.

The new moss emissions threshold of 65 pounds per day was intended to achieve the one ton
1994 Sacramento Area Regional Ozone Attainment Plan goal as long as projects achieve an
overage mitigation effectiveness rate of 15 percent. The reduction of the threshold from 85
pounds per day to 65 pounds per day was intended to increase the number of projects subject
to mitigation requirements.

Theconstruc1ion threshold of 85 tons per day for NOx has been in use since 1994. Thepurpose of
this threshold is to the Mobile Off-Rood commitment in the State Implementation Plan (SIPj. The
commitment for Mobile Off-Road NOx measures is two tons per day by 2005.

The SMAQMD has developed Standard Construction Mitigation Language that it recommends
fO" all construction projects. This standard mitigation is to be applied to land use as well as
roadway construction projects. Acceptable options for reducing emissions include use of late
model engines. low-emission diesel products. alternative fuels. engine retrofit technology. after­
treatment products. end/or other options as they become available.

The SMAQMD has developed two tools to assist in assessing construction impacts and applying
this Standard Construction Mitigation:

• A Roadway Construction Emissions Model to assist roadway project proponents with
determining the emission impacts of their projects: and

• A Construction Mitigation Coicolctcr to assist project contractors in determining
compliance with the standard mitigation measures.

City of Elk Grove General Plan

Table 4.5-3 identifies the General Plan policies regarding air quality that are directly applicable
to the proposed project. and presents an evaluation of the consistency of the project with these
statements as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(dl. This assessment is based on City
staff's interpretation of the General Plan policies and action items. The final outhodty for

Memorandum Irom Norman Covell, AIr Pelluhon Conlrel Officer, to Lead and Responsible Agcnclcs. Consulanls
and Inlerested Persons. doled Apnl 12,2002.
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4.5 AIR QUALIlY

interpretation of these policy statements, and delermination of 1he project's consistency rests
with the City Council.

T....8lE4.5-3
PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITHTHEGENERAL PLANPoLICIES: AIR QUALITY

Policy CAQ-27

The City shall promote energy conservation
measures In new development to reduce on-site
emissions and power plant emissions. The City shall
seek to reduce energy impacts from new residential
and commercial projects through mvestigation and
implementation of energy efficiency measures
during all phases of design and development

Policy CAQ-28

The City shall emphasize "demand management"
strategies, which seek to reduce single-occupant
vehicle use In order to achieve state and federal air
quality plan objectives.

Policy CAQ-30

All new development projects, which have the
potential to result in substantial air quality impacts,
shall incorporate design, construction, and/or
operational features to result in a reduction in
emissions equal to 15 percent compared to an
"unmitigated baseline" project An "unmitigated
baseline" project is a development project is a
development project which is build and/or operated
without the implementation of trip reduction, energy
conservation, or similar features, including any such
features which may be required by the Zonmg Code
or other applicable codes.

Policy CAQ-32

As part of the environmental review of projects, the
City shall Identify the air quality impacts of
development proposals to avoid significant adverse
impacts and require appropriate mitigation
measures, potentially including - in the case of
projects, which may conflict With applicable air
quality plans - emission reductions in addition to
those required by Policy CAQ-30.

Policy CAQ-33

The City shall require that public and private
development projects use low emission vehicles and
equipment as part of project construction and
operation, unless determined to be unfeasible.

City 01Elk Grove
October 2004

. Consistency
withGeneral

. Plan"

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

4.5-9

Analysis

The proposed General Plan Amendment is
for the alteration of land use designations for
each of the seven lndivrdual sites and does
not propose any actual development
projects. Any air quality impacts incurred
because of proposed development on the
individual sites will be addressed dunng
development review. Subsequent projects
would be required to comply with this
policy.

The proposed General Plan Amendment IS

for the alteration of land use designations for
each of the seven individual sites and does
not propose any actual development
projects. Subsequent projects would be
required to comply with this policy.

The proposed General Plan Amendment is
for the alteration of land use designations for
each of the seven individual sites and does
not propose any actual development
projects. Subsequent projects would be
required to comply with this policy.

The proposed General Plan Amendment is
for the alteration of land use designations for
each of the seven individual sites and does
not propose any actual development
projects. Subsequent projects would be
required to comply with this policy.

The proposed General Plan Amendment is
for the alteration of land use designations for
each of the seven individual sites and does
not propose any actual development
projects. Subsequent projects would be
required to comply with this policy.

GeneralPlanAmendment
Draft SupplementalEnvironmental ImpactRepott



4.5 AIR QUALITY

Sacramento Transportation and Air QualityCollaborative

fue Sacramenlo TranspOl1ation and Air Quality Collaboralive is a consortium of forty-eight
regional and local organizafions developed to address air quality, transportation, land use and
governance issues in the greater Sacramento area. The collaborafive seeks to increase public
participation through education, evaluation of transil sysl ems, land use developments.
jobs/housing balances and encouragement of regional planning efforts to achieve and
maintain clean air quality as measured by federal and state ambient air quality standards.

4.5.3 IMPACTS ANDMmGATION MEASURES

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

As stated in Appendix G of the California CEQA Guidelines, an air quality impact wauld be
considered significant if it would result in any of the following aclions:

1. Conflict with or obstruct implemenlation of any applicable air quality plan.

2. Violate any air qualily standard or contribute substantially to an existing or prciected air
quality violation.

3. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for W1ich the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or slate ambient air quality
standcrd [including releasing emissions W1ich exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors) .

4. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

5. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

In addition. SMAQMD has established significance thresholds to assist Lead Agencies in
determining whether a prqect or plan may have a significant air quality impact. According to
SMAQMD's Guide fo Air Quality Assessment. a project would have a potenlially significanl
adverse impoct on air quality if it would result in any of the following actions:

1. Cause an increase in emissions of nitrogen oxides (NO,I greater than 85 pounds per day
dLXing construction. For operation of a project. the District's threshold of significance is
65 pounds per day of either NO, or Reaclive Organic Gases (ROGI;

2. Emit of other criteria pollutants at a level equal to or greater than five percent of an
existing exceedance of a state ambient air quality slandard;

3. Frequently expose members of the public to objectionable odors;

4. Emit of toxic air contaminants (TACsl wherebyeilher:

a. Thelifetime probability of contracting cancer is greater than ten in one million; or

b. fue ground-level concentration of non-carcinogenic toxic air pollutants would result
in a Hazard Index of greater than one.

5. An air quality impact would be considered cumulatively significant if it would resull in
either of the following actions:

General PlanAmendment
Draft Supplemental Environmenfilllmpact Repon

4.5-10

City01ElkCnwe
October.2004



4.5 AIRQUALITY

a. Require a change in the existing land use designation, and increase emissions (ROG.
NO" or PM Icj above those anticipated for the site if developed under the existing
land use designation.

b. Increase prqect emissions (ROG. NO~, or emission concentrations (criteria
pollutants). above those anticipated for the site if developed under the existing land
use designation.

METHODOLOGY

The previous analysis and rniliqoiion measures provided In the Elk Grove General Plan EIR were
considered in evoluating the impacts associated with the proposed General Plan Amendment.

The City Council adopted Findings of Fact for the environmental impacts associaled with
implementation of the Elk Grove General Plan and also adopted a Statement of Overriding
Considerations for significant and unavoidable impacts anticipated with implementation of the
Elk Grove General Plan, \M1ich included creation of period exhaust emissions and fugitive dust
from construction activities that would affed local air quality. an increase in air pollutant
emissions from operational activities of land uses within the City. and amplification of existing
regional problems with ozone and particulate matter in the cumulative condition.

Local-Scale Analysis

Auto traffic generated by land use development and cumulative development would affect
local air qualify along the local and regional street system. On the local scale the poilutant of
greatest interest is carbon monoxide. Concentrations of this pollutant are related to the levels of
traffic and congestion along streets and at intersections.

TheElk Grove General Plan EIR included forecast levels of carbon monoxide levels near 8 worst­
case intersections for the year 2025. Forecasted traffic volumes with the proposed General Plan
Amendment were examined to determine if they exceeded those used in the ElkGrove General
Plan EIR.

Regional Cumulative Analysis

A General Plan would have a significant cumulative impact if it would confiict with or obstruct
implementation of the regional air quality plan. Projections of housing units and ernployment
within Elk Grove were compared to those under the adopted General Plan. The total emissions
associated with buildout were also evaluated for potential to cause or contribute to
exceedances of the state and ambient air quality standards.

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Construction Related Emissions

Impact 4.5.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would allow
for actions that may result in the construction of residential. commercial or
office development. This, in turn, would result in penod exhaust emissions
and fugitive dust from construction activities that would affect local air
quality. This is considered a less than significant impact.

Construction emissions are generally short term or temporary in duration; however, these
emissions still have Ihe potential to significantly impact air Quality. At any given lime, several

City 01Elk Grove
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4.5 AIR QUALITY

construction projects may be under way. 'v'k\ich may resul! in construction related emissions. The
main contributors are fugitive dust emissions [PMlq and ozone forming gases, in which the
SMAQMD is in severe non-allainmen\. Fugitive dust emissions are generally associated with
grading, movement of soil and other site preparation activities. ROG and NO emissions break
down to form ozone and are associated primarily with gas and diesel equipment exhaust and
the application of various exterior building coatings. lhe construction of the project and any the
supporting infrastructure would generate emissions of ROG. NO, and PM10 Construction
activities associated with the project would include grading. building demolition. building
construction. and paving. Wind erosion and disttrborice to exposed areas would also be
sources of dust emissions. In addition. motor vehicle exhaust associated with construction
equipment and construction personnel commuter trips. and material transport and delivery.
would contribute to the generation of ROG. NO -, and PM10.

As stated previously. the City Council adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations for
significant and unavoidable impacts anticipated with implementation of the Elk Grove General
Plan, 'v'k\ich included creation of period exhaust emissions and fugitive dust from construction
activities that would affect local air quality. Emissions from individual development construction
sites would be short term and temporary but would occur through construction of the General
Plan Amendment sites.

lhe proposed project would increase slightly the total amount of construction-related emissions
resulting from a slight increase in the total amount of new development that would occur
through build-oul. However, impacts at any given location are likely to be unchanged in terms
of impact severity or duration as compared to the adopted General Plan. lhis is considered a
less than significant impact.

General Plan Goals. Policies and Action Items

Implementation of General Plan policies CAQ-26, CAQ-27. CAQ-28. CAQ-30. CAQ-3 L CAQ-32,
and CAQ-33 (mitigation measure MM 4.7.1 from the General Plan EIR) would assist in reducing
potential construction air quality impacts.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

Operation Related Emissions

Impact 4.5.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would
increase air pollutant emissions from operational activities of land uses
within the City. lhis is considered a potentially significant impact.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would result in increased vehicle
trips, employment growth. and an increase in population. lhese increases would introduce
additional mobile and stationary sources of emissions. 'v'k\ich would adversely affecf regional air
quality. Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would result in regional
emissions of ROG, NO.,. and PM 10. and CO due to increased vehicle trips. the use of natural gas.
burning activities. the use of maintenance equipment. and the use of various consumer
products.

Sacramento County is classified a severe non-attainment area for the federal ozone standards.
In order to improve air quality and aHain the health-based standards. reductions in emissions are

General Plan Amendment
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necessary within the non-attainment area. The growth in population, vehicle usage and
business activity within the non-attainment area, when considered with growth proposed under
the General Plan Amendment. would contribute to regional air quality impacts.

Following adoption of the Elk Grove General Plan EIR, the City Council adopted a Statement of
Overriding Considerations for significant and unavoidable impacts anticipated with
implementation of the Elk Grove General Plan, which included an increase in air pollutant
emissions from operational activities of land uses within the City.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would increase emissions of regional
air pollutants such as ROG, NO,. and PM10 by about one percent. TheElk Grove General Plan EIR
included forecast levels of carbon monoxide levels necr 8 worst-case interseclions for the year
2025. Examination of the forecasted traffic volumes with the proposed project shows that total
approach volumes during the PM peak hour (used as input to 1he CO modelingl with the
proposed Amendment project would be similar to approach volumes forecast for the Elk Grove
General Plan EIR. Therefore, levels of carbon monoxide with lhe proposed project would be no
greater than those identified in Tobie 4.7-3 of the Elk Grove General Plan EIR. Theconcentrations
in Table 4.7-3 of the EIR were well below the slate and federal ambient air quality standards, so
no significant carbon monoxide impacts are expected.

With the proposed project. total emissions are essenfially unchanged from those in the General
Plan EIR. However, according to the standards of significance for cumulative impacts discussed
previously, a proposed prqect would result in a significant cumulative impact is the project
resulted in emissions or emission concentrations greater than the emission anticipated for the site
if developed under the existing land use designation. Therefore, the project is anticipated to
have a significant and unavoidable impact on the regional air plan.

General Plan Goals, Policies and Action Items

General Plan policies CAQ-26 through CAQ-33 would reduce operational ermssrons by
encouraging a reduction in peak hour vehicle trips (e.g.. flexible work hours, telecommuting, car
pooling etc.]: the development (extension) and use of Regional Transit's (RT) rail and transit
services, reduction of automobile dependency, and the development of the City's pedestrian
and bike paths. However, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures

None available.

Stationary Sources of Toxic Air Contaminants

Impact 4.5.3 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would include
sources of criteria pollotonts. toxic air contaminants or odors that may
affect surrounding land uses. Sensitive land uses may also be located
near exisling sources of criteria pollutanls, toxic air contaminants or odors.
This impact is considered less than significant.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment includes land uses thaI are potenlial
sources of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs]. The type and level of TACs are dependent on the
nature of the land use, individual facilities, and the methods and operations of particular
facilities. Diesel exhaust particulate was recently added 10 the California Air Resources Boord
(CARB) list of TACs. Activities involving long-term use of diesel powered equipment ond heavy-

City ofElk Grove
October2004

4.5-13

General PlanAmendment
DrahSupplementalEnvironmental ImpactIleport
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duty trucks contribute significantly to TAC levels. See the Elk Grove General Plan EIR for a full
discussion on types of TACs.

The proposed prqect would have no significant potential to change sources of crileria
pollulants, toxic air contaminants or odors that may affect surrounding land uses. Furthermore.
the issuance of SMAQMD Air Quality permits. compliance with all District. state and federal
regulations regarding stationary and TACs, the use of Best Available Control Technology (BACT].
and the purchase of emission off-sets for industrial sources would reduce potential stationary
and mobile sources toxic air emissions. Therefore, potential TAC impacts associated with
implementation of the General Plan Amendment are considered less than sIgnifIcant.

General Plan Goals, Policies and Action Items

Implementation of General Plan policies CAQ-26 through CAQ-33 would ensure potential
stationary sources of TAC impacts remain at a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

4.7.4 CUMULATIVE SETIII-lG, IMPACTS ANDMITIGATION MEASURES

CUMULATIVE SETTING

In July 2004, SMAQMD adopted the Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento. which
provides methodologies for the review of air quality impacts from development projects
contemplated within the SMAQMD boundaries. This Guide supercedes the "Air Quality
Thresholds of Significance" published in 1994. The primary purpose of the Guide is to provide a
means to quickly identify proposed development projects that may have a significant adverse
effect on air quality. The Guide includes screening approaches and specific methods and
techniques for calculating emissions. with references to applicable emissions models where
appropriate. The guide also provides a measure of mitigation developers can use to reduce the
air quality impact of their projects.

Sacramento County and the City of Elk Grove General Plan area are included in the Greater
Sacramento Ozone non-attainment area as delineated by the U. S. EPA. Therefore. the
cumulative selting considers the cumulative effect of increased emissions in the air basin.

In 1994, the Air Resources Boord, in cooperation with the air districts of the Sacramento non­
altainment area. fulfilled one of these requiremenls by preparing the 1994 Sacramento Area
Regional Ozone Attainment Plan. The plan idenHfied a detailed comprehensive strategy for
reducing emissions to the level needed for attainment and showed how the region would make
expeditious progress toward meeting this goal. Milestone reports were required in 1996 and
every 3 years thereafter until the attainment deadline. The current Plan utilizes transportation
forecasts based on SACOG forecasts of population and employment within the noon­
attainment area.

Ozone has been trending cowriword both in terms of the overall rate of population exposure to
ozone and the number of days and heirs over the standard. Total emission of ozone precursors
has been trending downward due to increasingly efficient emission control programs, and
continued reductions in emissions are forecast for the future. Growth in population and vehicle
use and new stationary sources of pdlutants tend to retard air quality improvements. Current
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patterns of suburban development with long average commute distances lend to exacerbate
the situation.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Regional Air Plan Impacts

Impact 4.5.4 Implementa1ion of the proposed General Plan Amendment along with
potentiol development in the region would exacerbate existing regional
problems with ozone and particulate motter. This is considered a cumulative
significant impact.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would result in new development,
increased population, and adversely affect regional air quality. Implementation of the
proposed proiec: would result in on additional 885 single-family residences, and additional 20
multi-family units, an additional 288.000 square feel of retail space. and 216,000 fewer square
feet of office space. The project does nat include any industrial land uses.

Sacramento County is classified a severe non-attainment area for the federal ozone standards.
In order to improve air quality and attain the health-based standards, reductions in emissions are
necessary within the non-attainment area. The growth in population, vehicle usage and
business activity within the non-attoinment orea. when considered with growth proposed under
the General Plan Amendment, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts.

The City Council adopted Findings of Fact for the environmental impacts ossociated with
implementation of the Elk Grove General Plan and also adopted a Statement of Overriding
Considerations for significant and unavoidable impacts anticipated with implemenfation of the
Elk Grove General Plan, which included amplification of existing regional problems with ozone
and particulate matter in the cumulative condition.

Table 4.7-5 of the Elk Grove General Plan EIR provided estimates of area and vehicular emissions
from all land uses within Elk Grove calculated using the URBEMIS2002 program assuming buildout
by 2025. Emissions were also calculated assuming buildout of Elk Grove and the adjacent Urban
Study Area by 2040. Table 4.5-4 isprovided below showing regional air quality impacts with the
proposed General Plan Amendment. Total emissions anlicipated with implementation of the
prqecl isroughly one percent grealer than those identified in the Generol Plan EIR.

TABLE 4.5-4
AREA SOURCE ANDVEHICULAR EMISSIONS FROM STUDY AREA LAND USES WITHGENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT, TONS

PER DAY

,':.- ~tl ,f 1'~V< i- , ,
ROC '.. NOx PM•,', (/10"..1' ,~ 1 -' :""1>-~ "r .. ~"'V ..... .. ,

2025

Area Sources 11.10 0.85 3.53
Adopted General

Vehicles 0.89 0.84 2.89
Plan Buildout

Total 11.99 169 6.42
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,. , . . ROO NOx PM

Amended General
Area Sources 11.26 0.86 3.58

Plan Buildout (All Vehicles 0.91 0.85 2.97
sites)

Total 12.17 1.71 6.55

2040

Adopted General Area Sources 14.85 0.76 4.53
Plan Buildout Plus

Vehicles 0.98 1.23 4.72
Urban Study Area

Buildout Total 15.83 1.99 9.25

Amended General Area Sources 15.01 0.77 4.58
Plan Buildout (All

Vehicles 1.00 1.24 4.80
Sites)Plus Urban

Study Area Buildout Total 16.01 2.01 9.38

Source: Oonald Sallant;, Consulting MeteorologISt, 2004

With the proposed prqect. total emissions are essenlially unchanged from those in lhe General
Plan EIR. However. according to the standards of significance for cumulative impacts discussed
previously. a proposed prqect would result in a significant cumulative impact if the project
resulted in emissions or emission concentrations greater than the emission anticipated fcr the site
if developed under the existing land use designation. Therefore, the project is anticipated ta
have a significant and unavoidable impact on the regional air plan.

General Plan Goals. Policiesand Action Items

General Plan policies CAQ-26 through CAQ-33 would assist in reducing cumulative regional and
local air quality impacts. However. this impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures

None available.
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4.6 PUBLIC SERVICES

This section describes the wastewater services for the project area. which may be impacted as
a result of project implementation. Each service includes descriptions of existing facilities. service
standards and potential impacts on each service resulting from implementation of the proposed
proiect. Wastewater services would be the only utilBy impacted significantly by implementation
of the GPA All other utilities; law enforcement. fire protection and emergency medical services.
schools, parks and recreation, solid waste. electrical. natural gas and telephone services were
scope out in the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and impacts to these services were identified in
the Initial StUdy. lhere were no significant or potential significant impacts identified for these
services and utilities other than those to wastewater. therefore only impacts to wastewater
services are discussed in these EIR.

4.6.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) provides public wastewater
conveyance. treatment. and disposal in the trbonlzed portions of Sacramento County. lhe
SRCSO is a pUblicly o'M"\ed wastewater ogency serving over one million people in the major
Sacramento Metropolilan Area through its three contributing agencies: the City of Folsom. the
City of Sacramento, and Sacramento County Sanitation District 1 (CSD-11. Under the Master
Interagency Agreement (MIA) that defines the operational. financial. and administrative
responsibilities of the SRCSD, the County of Sacramento. and the contributing agencies. SRCSO
is responsible for the financing of any new interceptor sewer facilities. The portions of the
Planning Area that are not are not serviced by public sewer service are served by private septic
systems.

EXISTING WASTEWATER FACILITIES

Sites 4, 5, 24, 40, and 41 of the General Plan Amendment (GPA) project are serviced by the CSD-1
faci lities. The main CSD-I collection system includes over 2.400 miles of sewer pipelines ranging in
size from four to seventy-five inches in diameter (see Figure 4.6-1). The collection system
pipelines are categorized and based on size, function and hydraulic capacity. Trunk sewers are
pipes that function as conveyance facilities to transport the collected was1ewater 1I0vvs 10 the
SRCSD interceptor system.

The collection system within the General Plan Planning Area includes trunks (designed to carry
ftows from 1 - 10 mgd) and laterals, which are wastewater conveyance facilities that carry
wastewater flows of less than 1mgd. lhe CSD-l facilities collect and transport wastewater into
SRCSD's regional wastewater treatment plant facility. The Sacramento Regional Wastewater
Treatment Plant (SRWTPI is located 01 8521 Laguna Station Road. The SRWTP receives and treats
an average of 155 million gallons per day (mgd) and has a permitted dry weather flow design
capacity of 181 mgd. Treated effluent charges from the Planning Area are conveyed to
SRCSO's Wastewaler Treatment Plant and ultimately discharged into the Sacramento River near
the unincorporated town of Freeport in Sacramento County. The existing Elk Grove trunk line
extends southeast from the SRWTP influent diversion sfrucnre to Laguna Boulevard, then parallel
to state Route 99 along East stockton Boulevard. There is also a trunk sewer line extending south
from the influent diversion structure along the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRRJ righl-of-way, which
makes up the Planning Area's western boundary.

The SRCSD and CSD-l Board of Dlreclors are in the process of approving the current
Sacramento Sewerage Expansion Master Plan (Master Plan). The Master Plan considers
wastewater generation associated with projected land use buildout scenarios. The Master Plan
is updated every five years to incorporate revised land use plans and projections. lhe
projections are based on Sacramento County General Plan and local jurisdictions' land use
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projections ILe" City of Elk Grove, City of Folsom etc.) within the Urban Services Boundary. The
Master Plan also identifies improvements and modifications needed to ensure sufficient capacity
in both conveyance and treatment facilities. ThePlan includes construction and operation costs
associated with the proposed facilities. Planning of sewer system facilities for the CSD- 1isbased
on a unit flow rate representing the average base wastewater flow contribution from one Single­
Family dwelling, termed on Equivalent Single-Family Dwelling Unit (ESDI.

SEPTIC SERVICE

The Sacramento County Environmental Management Department [EMDl provides mandaled
regulatory services in food service. hazardous ma1erials. solid waste facilities and septic service.
TheEMDisresponsible for all septic tanks and systems in the County.

Eastern portions of the City and Planning Area with primarily agriculture and rural residential land
uses are generally served by individual septic systems, this area includes Sites 21 and 29. The
EMD refers to this area as a test area. meaning that a test (usually visuol] is required prior to
issuance of septic permits. This area is comprised of nearly 100 percent conventional septic
systems. which use seepage pits of varying depths. According to EMD staff, the area is
characterized as having above average percolation and does not have a higher occurrence of
septic failures or malfunctions than any other area in the County (Erickson. 2003). Additionally.
the EMD septic alternatives for this area consist of increasing or decreasing the number of pits
used. or changing the depth of the seepage pits. The s1andard pit depth in the area is 35 feel.
Sewer disposal methods of any new development must meet the requirements of the EMD prior
to approval as provided in the adopted Sacramenlo County Codes and Regulations.

PLANNED PROJECTS

The CSD-1 Master Plan identified Ihe projec1ed Equivalent Single-family Dwelling Unit (ESD) ftows
and Average Wastewater Flows through 2020 under buildoul scenarios for the trunk sheds within
the Planning Area. TheMaster Plan was completed considering the general land uses proposed
under the City of Elk Grove General Plan (Attebury. July 2003). CSD-l useshydraulic modeling of
the exisling trunk sewer system to identify areas of the system where capacity is insufficient to
convey existing or future storm peak wet weather ftows. Plans for future expansion of the CSD-l
trunk sewer system were developed in "Trunk Shed Plans" for future areas of development. The
information contained in the Trunk Shed Plans provides guidance for developers in planning ond
designing sewer facilities for new developments. Figure 4.6-2 illustrates the future trunk sheds
and trunk sewers proposed to meet1he projected needs of the CSD-l v,.ithin the Planning Area
through 2020. Additionally, Figure 4.6-2 displays the anticipated timing of development for each
of the major development areas and the remaining unincorporated portions of the County. The
Regional Interceptor Moster Plan EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 200112085). the SRCSD Master
Plan, Vv'hich includes the SRWTP 2020 Master Plan the Buffer Lands Moster Plan, Control No: 97­
PWE-0599) and the Sewerage Facilities Expansion Master Plan (Final Report. October 20001
identified system improvements and modifications that would be required to accommodate the
prqecled growth in the SRCSD service area through 2020. Improvements include the expansion
of the SRWTP from 181 mgd ADWF 10250 mgd ADWF. Additionally, the Interceptor Master Plan
assumed that the ultimate development of the interceptor basins (existing and fuhre] would
accommodate projected densities through design of the individual trunk sewer systems. The
interceptor improvements include alternative alignments of the Lower Ncrth West Interceptor.
the Aerojet Interceptor and the Missile-Mather /Bradshaw 7 Interceptor and other system
modifications. Additionally. the CSD-1 Sewerage Expansion Master Plan identified several
expansion, relief and maintenance projects required to accommodale lhe pro ecied increase
of ftows through 2020.

GeneralPlan Amendment
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4.6 PUBLICSERVICES

4.6.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

LOCAL

City of Elk Grove General Plan

laIR 4.6-1 analyzes the project's consistency with relevant City of Elk Grove General Plan
policies, as required by CEQA Guidelines 15125(d]. While the SEIR analyzes the project's
consistency with the General Plan, the final authority for interpretation of these policy
statements. and determination of the project's consistency, rests with the City of Ell< Grove staff,
Planning Commission, and/or City Council.

TABLE 4.6-1
PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH CITYOF ELK GROVE GENERAl PLAN POl/CIES; WASTEWATER SERVICE

GeneralPlanPolicies

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 suretiesto the City's satisfaction.

Policy PF-9

Development along corridors identified by sewer
providers in their Master plans as locations of future
sewerage conveyance facilities shall incorporate
appropriate easements asa condition of approval.

Policy PF-l0
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) 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 service lines are provided within the
Rural Residential area.

Policy PF-13

Residential development on lois smaller than two (2)
net acresshall be required to connect to public sewer
service. This policy shall not apply to lots smaller
than 2 net acres in the Rural Residential land use
category, which existed as legal lois as of the date of
adoption of this General Plan; these lots shall not be
required to connect to public sewer service as a
condition of development.

CityofElkGrove
October2004

Consistency
with

General
Plan

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

4.6-7

Analysis

The proposed CPA does not entail any specific
residential or commercial development. Any
new development proposed as a result of this
Amendment would be subject to this policy.

The proposed GPA does not entail any specific
residential or commercial development. Any
new development proposed as a result of this
Amendment would be subject to this policy.

Alternative Sites 21 and 29 propose changes in
land use designations from Rural Residential to
Low Density Residential. Since low Density
Residential is subject to Policy PF-13, Sites 21
and 29 would be required to connect to public
sewer service if developed with lois smaller than
two net acres. This would result in the extension
of sewer services to an area where the majority
of land use is Rural Residential and is considered
contradictory to the purpose of this policy.

The proposed project does not entail any specific
residential or commercial development. Any
new development proposed as a result of the
CPA would be subject to this policy

General Plan Amendment
DraftSupplementalEnvironmental Impact Report



4.6 PUBLIC SERVICES

Consistency

General Plan Policies with AnalysisGeneral
Plan

Policy PF-14 Yes The proposed project does not entail any specific

Independent community sewer systems may not be
residential or commercial development. Any
new development proposed as a result of this

established fornew development. project would be subject to this policy.

Sacramento Regional Community Services District Sewerage Facilities Master Plan

The overall goal of the CSD-l Sewerage Facilities Master Plan (Moster Plan1 is to estimate the
future capitol improvement needs of the CSD-l trunk sewer system, both in capacity relief
projects for the existing system. and expansion projects to serve newly developed areas. The
Master Plan translates existing land use projections into wastewater flow estimates. identifies
trunk relief and expansion projects and combines them to create a capitol improvement
program and assesses several financial elements of the CSD-l trunk program. The Moster Plan
was prepared considering buildout of general land uses proposed under the City of Elk Grove's
General Plan.

Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant Master Plan

The Master Plan 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 2020 Master Plan
addresses both public health and environmental protection issues while ensuring reliable service
at affordable rates for SRCSD customers. The key goals of the Plan are to provide sufficient
capacity to meet growth projections and an orderly expansion of SRWTP facilities. comply with
applicable water quality standards and provide for the most cost-effective facilities and
programs from a watershed perspective.

4.6.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

A public services or utilities impact is considered significant if implementation of the project
would result in any of the following:

1) Result in the need tor new systems or supplies, or a substantial expansion or
alteration to the wastewater treatment and disposal systems.

2) Result in a substantial increase in wastewater flows over current conditions and
treatment capacity.

METHODOLOGY

Evaluation of potential impacts on wastewater facilities and services was based on Master and
Expansion Plan documents for SRCSD and CSD-l and the previous analysis and mitigation
measures provided in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR. The City Council adopted Findings of
Effect for environmental impacts related to implementation of the Elk Grove General Plan and a
Statement of Overriding Considerations for significant and unavoidable impacts. The proposed
project does not include any land use designations that would be served by septic systems.

GeneralPlan Amendment
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4.6 PUBLIC SERVICES

PROJECT IMPACTSAND MITIGATION MEASURES

Availability of Sewer Infrastructure

~t4.6.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would increase
wastewater flows and the demand for additional sanitary sewer infrastructure
and would result in conflicts with General Plan policies regarding extension of
infrastructure into rural areas. This isconsidered a less tbn significant impact.

Sites A. 4, 5. 24, 40 and 41 would be developed as urban uses with or without the proposed
General Plan Amendment. These sites are in urbanized areas and wastewater infrastructure is
available in the vicinity of these sites. CSD-I has indicated that a less than significant impact to
the sewage facilities is expected (CSD-I. 2004.) The GPA for Sites A. 4. 5, 24, 40 and 41 would not
present any impacts to the planned or existing sanitary sewer infrastructure.

Sites 21 and 29 are currently designated as a Rural Residential land use and are located in an
area presently not serviced by CSD-l facilities currently. This area is identified as the "Sheldon"
area in the General Plan and the sites are surrounded by primarily rural and estate residential
land uses, with a site designated far a public school to the south. Development in this area,
which is generally bounded by Calvine Road, Bradshaw Road, Bond Road, and Elk Grove-Florin
Road, is primarily served by private septic systems. The General Plan identifies that the City's
long-term vision tor this area is to maintain existing rural conditions. TheCity envisions this area as
having a minimum lot size of two-acres and served by individual septic systems. Changing the
land use designations for Sites 21 and 29 from Rural Residential to low Density Residential as
proposed in the GPA. would allow the development of lots smaller than two acres in size and
any development of this nature would require the extension of sewer service infrastructure
(General Plan Policy PF-13). This would extend sewer infrastructure to areas with a Rural
Residential land use designation and be contradictory to General Plan Policy PF-10. CSD-l has
indicated that impacts associated with providing sewer service to the project. including Sites 21
and 29, are anticipated to be less than significant [CSD-l, 2004.)

The land uses proposed under the General Plan Amendment would be consistent with CSD-I 's
Master Plan, which was based on the original Sacramento County General Plan land use
designations for ElkGrove. While Sites 21 and 29 are anticipated to be on private septic systems
and not serviced by CSD-I facilities, the CSD-I Master Plan anticipated providing services to
these sites. Extension of services to these sites may result in an interest for developing denser
land uses than planned for the surrounding area. However. lands north of Site 29 and south of
Site 21 are designated Estate Residential, a land use designation that allows 0.6 to 4.0 dwelling
units per acre. which allows a level of development that would require the extension of
infrastructure into areas adjacent to Rural Residential designations regardless of whether this
project is approved. General Plan Policy PF- 10 discourages extension of sewer service into Rural
Residential areas and any future applications that would require sewer service in Rural
Residential areas would be evaluated for General Plan consistency and environmental impacts
consistent with the requirements of CEQA.

All future CSD-l trunk sewer systems are developed in conjunction with the planning of the
SRCSD interceptor system and land use planning information. The general land uses proposed
under the General Plan were considered in preparation of the final report. Trunk sewer
expansions are grouped based on location and anticipated need. The Facilities Expansion
Master Plan (October. 2000) identified 114 trunk system expansion projects consisting of
approximately 145 miles of new trunk sewer pipelines (see Figure 4.6-21. Many of these trunk
sewer expansion projects are within the Planning Area. The potential environmental effects

CityofElkGrove
October 2004

4.6-9

GenetalPlan Amendment
DraftSupplementalEnvironmentallmpact Report



4.6 PUBLICSERVICES

associated with the expansion of facilities were addressed in the Regional Interceptor Master
Plan EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 200112085), the SRCSD Master Plan, and the Sewerage
Facilities Expansion Master Plan (Final Report, October 2000). The construction of SRCSD
Interceptors are determined by regional population estimates; therefore, is not related to any
specific land uses or designations and is location independent. Conversely, individual trunk
systems are determined by land uses in a specific geographical orea. The SRCSD Interceptor
Master Plan considered all projected growth within its service area boundaries, which includes
development within the City limits of Elk Grove and the remaining portions of the General Plan
area. Therefore, wastewater generated from the praposed land uses of the GPA would not
result in inadequate wastewater conveyance facilities.

The Elk Grove General Plan EIR anticipated that the SRWrp would have adequate capacity to
serve growth allowed under the General Plan, noting that the SRWTP Master Plan determined
capacity based on regional population estimates and not specific land uses or development
locations. Wastewater treatment capacity impacts were considered less than significant for
adoption of the General Plan.

The Elk Grove General Plan EIR considered impacts associated with adequate sewer
infrastructure for General Plan buildout less than significant. The Elk Grove General Plan EIR
noted that planned facilities would provide adequate pipelines, conveyance facilities, and
capacity to accommodate buildout proposed under the General Plan.

General Plan Goals, Policies and Action Items

Policies PF-8, PF-9, PF-13, and PF-14, and their associated action items, ensure that sewage
capacity and treatment will be available to serve new development and require lots of less than
two acres to be served by public sewer. While the proposed project is inconsistent with General
Plan Policy PF-10, this is a fundamental policy issue and does not result in any environmental
impacts. Growth issues associated with Policy PF-I 0 and extension of sewer services is addressed
in Section 7,0 (Long-Term Implications.) Sewer service can be provided to the proposed project.
Implementation of General Plan Policies PF-B, PF-9, PF-13, and PF-14 would reduce impacts to
sewer infrastructure and service to a lessthan significant level.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

4.6.4 CUMULATIVE SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

CUMULATIVE SETIING

The cumulative setting for wastewater includes the SRCSD service area, which includes the CSD­
1 and the SRWTP; see Section 4.0 [lntroduction to the Environmental Analysis and Assumptions
Used) regarding cumulative setting conditions. The development associated with the proposed
General Plan Amendment would result in population increases contributing to a cumulative
impact on wastewater facilities. Development in the Alternative Sites would result in an
incremental cumulative demand for wastewater and related services and result in additional
environmental impacts associated with the development of new facilities. The construction of
new wastewater facilities would provide additional capacity to accommodate current and
future enrollment.

General Plan Amendment
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4.6 PUBLIC SERVICES

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Cumulative Wastewater Demands

Impact 4.6.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment along with
potential development of the sites and growth in the SRCSD service area
would result in cumulative wastewater impacts. This is considered a less than
significant impact.

The Sacramento region is experiencing significant growth. resulting in a substantial cumulative
demand for SRCSD wastewater facilities and related services. Development proposed under the
General Plan Amendment. and other projects planned in SRCSD's service area would contribute
to cumulative demands for wastewater service. The capacity of the SRWTP and construction of
wastewater SRCSD interceptors are determined by regional population estimates performed by
SACOG and not dependent on land use designations and residential densities. The proposed
General Plan Amendment would result in the development of approximately 306 acres and a
cumulative wastewater generation of approximately 1.836 ESDs [306 acres X 6 ESDs per acre =
1.836 ESDs). The changes in land use do not change generation rates; these rates are per acre
and not based on a specific land use. However. Sites 21 and 29 would not be served by septic
but rather sewer services would extend to these sites when developed with the land uses
allowed under the General Plan Amendment. This wastewater generation was already
considered and incorporated into the overall demand established previously in the Elk Grove
General Plan EIR, which anticipated that cumulative wastewater generation of 133.668 ESDs
(22,278 acres x 6 ESDs per acre) would occur in the City of Elk Grove. No new additional acres
would be added to the General Plan acreage total as a result of implementation of the
proposed project.

The Elk Grove General Plan EIR considered all projected growth within its service area
boundaries, including the development proposed under the General Plan and within the
County's Urban Service Boundary. The Elk Grove General Plan EIR determined cumulative
wastewater demand was a significant and unavoidable impact because the SRCSD has no
plans to serve the Urban Study Areas and that such growth outside the County's Urban Service
Boundary isnot planned for by CSD-l.

The proposed project does not identify any land use changes in the Urban study Area and only
affects growth in the City of Elk Grove in areas served by or planned to be served by CSD-l. As
a result. the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on cumulative
wastewater demand.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

REFERENCES

City of Elk Grove Development Services. 2003. City of Elk Grove General Plan EIR. Elk Grove.
CA.
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4.7 VISUAL RESOURCES/LIGHT AND GLARE

This section of the EIR describes the existing visual resources of the City of Elk Grove. summarizes
the landscape characteristics of the surrounding area, and discusses the impacts associated
with implementation of the land use plan options. The analysis focuses on the anticipated
alteration of the landscape characteristics and potential visual resource impacts in the City.

4.7.1 EXISTING SmlNG

EXISTING CONDITIONS

In general. the dominant visual features within the City are the open sections of the valley floor,
urbanized land uses. agricultural land uses. rivers and creeks, and various species of trees.
Because the entire City consists of relatively flat terrain, views of these resources are available
from roadways throughout the City. Oak trees and creeks are among the most significant
natural visual features in the City. specifically Laguna Creek. Distant views of the Sierra Nevada
and Coastal ranges can be visible under clear conditions.

SIGNIFICANT FEATURES

Creeks

Some of the most significant natural features are creeks located in the City. such as Laguna
Creek and its associated tributaries. The stream corridors also constitute riparian habitats that
provide natural scenic views.

Tree Resources

The City is dominated by many native tree types. such as valley oak, blue oak. interior live oak,
cottonwood, sycamore. and willow. These tree types found in rural and urban areas propagate
and grow under natural conditions. These trees also provide a visual break from the uniformity of
urban development. Non-native trees are also found in the City. mostly planted because of
ornamental value, shade. resistance to particular pests. or proven adaptation to the urban
environment.

There are no woodland corridors in the City, except riparian woodland corridors along area
waterways. There are also several roadways in the City that are lined with mature trees in the
rural areas.

ScenicCorridors

Many state highways are located in areas of outstanding natural beauty. California's Scenic
Highway Program was created by the Legislature in 1963. Its purpose was to preserve and
protect scenic highway corridors from changes that would diminish the aesthetic value of lands
adjacent to highways. A highway may be designated scenic depending upon how much of
the natural landscape can be seen by travelers, the scenic quality of the landscape. and the
extent to which development intrudes upon the traveler's enjoyment of the view. A scenic
corridor is the land generally adjacent to and visible from the highway and is identified using a
motorist's line of vision. A reasonable boundary is selected when the view extends to the distant
horizon.

Scenic corridors that extend 660 feet on each side of the right-of-way protect all freeways within
Sacramento County. Specifically within the City. these scenic corridors protect Interstate 5 (1-5)
from the Laguna Boulevard exit to Elk Grove Boulevard, and State Route 99 ISR 991 from the
Calvine Road exit to the juncture of SR 99 and Grant Line Road. The purpose of the corridor is to
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4.7 VISUAL RESOURCES/LIGHTAND GLARE

beautify the freeways to make road travel more pleasant and to create a more attractive
image of the urban areas in Sacramento County. Both 1-5 and SR 99 provide views for travelers
passing through the City or into other areas in the vicinity. State Route 99 is also designated as a
Special Sign Corridor by the Elk Grove Zoning Code, which regulates the type, size and location
of signs within the view of the traveling public,

Landscape Corridors

Landscape corridors are linear open space corridors that link natural features with human
populations. In addition, landscape corridors provide visual diversity and interest by contrasting
urban and natural elements of the visual environment. Examples of landscape corridors include
riparian/stream buffers, grassed waterways, field borders, hedgerows and windbreaks. Many of
the new residential neighborhoods in the City incorporate landscape corridors directly adjacent
to the public right-of-way.

Historic Visual Resources

Historic visual resources are important features of a community's history, providing a link
between the visual landscape of the past and the urbanized landscape that characterizes the
present. Examples of historic visual resources include buildings, structures, landmarks,
monuments and other visually prominent features. Within the City limits of Elk Grove, the Elk
Grove Historic District, located along Elk Grove Boulevard is the only site listed on the National
Register of Historic Places. Properties of historical importance in California are currently
designated as significant resources in three State registration programs: State Historical
Landmarks, Points of Historical Interest, and the California Register of Historic Places. There are
three sites listed on the California Register within the vicinity of the City, but that are located
outside the City boundaries.

Agricultural land

Agricultural lands offer a break from the urban landscape by providing an open space visual
resource, characterized by no form, line, color or textural features. The majority of the
agricultural land in the City is located in the City's eastern portion, east of Bradshaw Road. The
agricultural land is mostly utilized by private farmers, with crop and animal raising, mostly just for
private consumption.

4.7.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

LOCAL

Cityof Elk GroveGeneral Plan

Table 4.7-1 identifies the General Plan policies regarding visual resources that are directly
applicable to the proposed project, and presents an evaluation of the consistency of the
project with these statements as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 1512S[d). This assessment
is based on City staff's interpretation of the General Plan policies and action items. The final
authority for interpretation of these policy statements, and determination of the project's
consistency rests with the City Council.

General Plan Amendment
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4.7 VISUAL RESOURCEs/LIGHT AND GLARE

TABLE 4.7-1

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITHTHEGENERAL PLAN POLICIES: VISUAL RESOURCES

Consistency
General Plan Policies and Action Items with General

Plan

Policy CAQ-8 Yes

large trees (both native and non-native) are an
important aesthetic (and, in some cases, biological)
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 bepreserved 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
that were removed.

Trees that cannot be protected shall be replaced
either on-site or off-site as required by the City.

Analysis

The proposed project would change land use
designations for parcels of land and does not
propose any development. All future
development on the project sites would be
required to undergo the development review
process and any conditions of approval for
large tree removal prevention will be
instituted at that time.

Policy LU-18

land uses within the MSheldonM area (generally
encompassing the area designated for Rural
Residential uses in the eastern portion of Elk Grove)
shall be consistent with the community's rural
character, emphasizing lot sizes of at least two gross
acres, roadways which preserve the area's mature
trees, and limited commercial services.

Policy LU-19

Land uses in the Elk Grove Triangle Policy Area shall
consist primarily of residential useson lots of 1 acre
in size, with approximately 40 acres of commercial
land uses intended to serve primarily local needs.

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
environment.

Policy LU-39

Reduce the unsightly appearance of overhead and
aboveground utilitres.

CityofElkGrove
Odober2004

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

4.7-3

Sites 21 and 29, located in the "Sheldon"
area are proposed to change from the rural
residential land use designation to low­
density residential designation, which allows
a density of 4.1 to 7 dwelling units per acre.
This would be in direct conflict with Policy
LU-1B.

While none of the GPA sites are in the Elk
Grove Triangle, Site 24 borders the Policy
Area and is consistent with the proposed uses
for the Policy Area.

The proposed project would change land use
designations for parcels of land and does not
propose any development. All future
development on the GPA sites would be
required to undergo the development review
process and design for individual projects
will be reviewed at that time.

Entitlements for development would not
occur as a result of the proposed project.
Future development that may result from this
GPA would be required to comply with this
policy, which reduces visual impacts.

General Plan Amendment
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4.7 VISUAL RESOURCEs/LIGHT AND GLARE

City of ElkGroveZoning Code

The City of Elk Grove Zoning Code provides standards for lighting in each land use zone. The
code also provides development standards for industrial properties within scenic corridors along
a freeway right-of-way and a county road. Finally. zoning regulations include development and
design standards far the location of signs along roadways to achieve on aesthetically pleasing
appearance.

City of Elk GroveDesign Guidelines

In September 2002. City Council directed the preparation of a Design Review Ordinance and
corresponding Citywide Design Guidelines. The Design Review Ordinance establishes an
expanded design review process. The firsf phase of Design Guidelines for single-family residential
development was adopted in March 2003. The second phose of Design Guidelines for non­
residential development was adopted in October 2003. The City is currently reviewing design
guidelines for multi-family development.

The overall purposes of the design guidelines within the City are:

• Toencourage high quality land planning and architecture;

• Toencourage development in keeping with the desired character of the City;

• Toensure physical, visual. and functional compatibility between uses; and

• To ensure proper attention is paid to site and architectural design. thereby protecting
land values.

The guidelines include design provisions for site planning. architecture. lighting, and landscaping.
Adopted guidelines also include provisions regarding the preservation of significant natural
features and compatibility with surrounding property.

4.7.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

An aesthetic or visual resource impact is considered significant if implementation at the project
would result in any of the following:

Have a substantial adverse affect on a scenic vista;

Substantially damage scenic resources. including, but not limited to. trees, rock
outcroppings. and historic buildings within o state scenic highway;

• Substantially degrade the existing visual character of quality of the site and its
surroundings or introduce a feature that isout of character that dominates the view;

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

METHODOLOGY

The visual resource analysis is based on field review of the City, review of topographic
conditions. review of the adopted and proposed land use map. and previous analysis and

GeneralPlan Amendment
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4.7 VISUAL RESOURCES/LIGHT AND GLARE

mitigation measures provided in the Ell< Grove General Plan EIR. The visual quality standards of
the City of Elk Grove General Plan were used for guidance for this visual analysis. In addition,
staff performed a visual field study from several vantage points within the City. This analysis is
based on anticipated changes within the City from implementation of the proposed project.

The City Council adopted Findings of Fact for the environmental impacts associated with
implementation of the Elk Grove General Plan and also adopted a Statement of Overriding
Considerations for significant and unavoidable impacts anticipated with implementation of the
Elk Grove General Plan, which included the alteration of scenic resources and its cumulative
contribution to the conversion of the region's rural landscape to residential. commercial, and
other land usesresulting in alteration ot visual conditions.

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Alteration of Scenic Resources

Impact 4.7.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment could result in the
alteration of scenic resources and degradation of the visual character and
quality in the City. This isconsidered a potentially significant impact.

The proposed General Plan Amendment would change the land use designation for eight sites
in the City of Elk Grove. The majority of sites lA, 4. 5, 40. and 41) are located in urbanized areas
surrounded primarily by commercial, office, residential, school, and park uses or a combination
of these. The proposed changes to the land use designations for these sites would not result in a
significant change to the visual character of the area. as the general area surrounding the sites
iscurrently urban in nature and would remain urban with the proposed change.

Implementation of the GPA would result in a significant change in rural land use characteristics
with the approval of Sites 21 and 29, changing from a Rural Residential land use designation to
Low Density Residential. Thesesites would result in urban levels of development in the rural area,
inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU-18. which states that land usesin the rural Sheldon area
shall be compatible with the rural character, and emphasizes lot sizes of at least two acres.
Development of these sites as low Density Residential would entail the implementation of
residential infrastructure including paved streets. sidewalks. curbs. gutters and other
improvements associated with a subdivision. This would be out of character with the existing
landscape and contradictory to Policy LU-18.

Site 24 is a small site of approximately 3.5 acres and is currently designated as estate residential.
Implementation of the GPA would change this site to the commercial designation.
Development as commercial would be more intensive than currently planned, changing the
visual character of the area. While land to the west of Site 24 is developed with urban uses
(residential). the area east of Site 24 is rural residential. Development of Site 24 is anticipated to
be visually incompatible with adjacent uses.

The Elk Grove General Plan EIR anticipated urban levels of land uses on Sites A, 4. 5. 40, and 41.
but analyzed estate and rural residential land uses on Sites 21, 24, and 29. Impacts associated
with the alteration of scenic resources, such as alterations to existing landscape characteristics
of the city. were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR.
Potential development of Sites 21, 24. and 29 would result in significant impacts nat identified in
the General Plan EIR.
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4.7 VISUAL RESOURCES/LIGHT ANDGLARE

General Plan Goals, Policies and Action Items

General Plan Policies CAQ-8. LU-35. and LU·39 and their associated action items lessen the visual
impact of development by requiring that any future development be of high quality and visually
pleasing and reduce impacts ossockned with tree removal.

Mitigation Measures

As discussed above General Plan Policies CAQ-8. LU-35 and LU-39 with their corresponding
action items would reduce the impacts to the alteration of visual character to an area for all
Alfernative Sites. However, land uses and the visual character of the rural areas would change
with the implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment. Therefore. this impact is
considered slgnificanf and unavoidable.

Daytime Glare/Nighttime Lighting

Impact 4.7.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment could result in the
introduction of additional daytime glare and nighttime lighting sources to the
area. This is considered a potentially significant impact.

The main sources of daytime glare are generally sunlight reflecting from structures and other
reflective surfaces and windows. Implementation of the proposed City of Elk Grove General
Plan Amendment would result in an increase to the amount of development on the General
Plan Amendment sites. The change from residential to potential commercial and/or office uses
on Sites 4, 5,21,24. and 29, the increased level of residential development on Sites 21 and 29,
and the designation of Site A for development could introduce new sources of daytime glare
into the City that were not considered in the General Plan EIR. Daytime glare impacts would not
be substantial in developed areas due to the large amount of recent growth and construction
activities. Daytime glare would result in greater adverse impacts on any undeveloped portions
of the City.

The General Plan EIR did indicate that a potentially significant impact could occur resulting from
the introduction of daytime glare sources to the city and increased nighttime lighting. Mitigation
measures MM 4.13.2 and 4.13.3 were identified in the General Plan EIR and incorporated into the
General Plan to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.

General Plan Policies and Action Items

Policies LU-35 and LU-38 and their associated action items would reduce potential impacts to
daytime glare and nighttime lighting to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

4.7.4 CUMULATIVE SETIING, IMPACTS ANDMITIGATION MEASURES

CUMULATIVE SEHING

The cumulative setting for the proposed project includes approved and proposed
developments in the vicinity of the project areas as well as the City limits of Elk Grove. Currently.
there are a number of projects proposed in Elk Grove that would result in the addition of urban
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4.7 VISUAL RESOURCEs/LIGHT AND GLARE

uses to the City's landscape. See Section 4.0 (Introduction to the Environmental Analysis and
Assumptions Used).

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

CumulativeImpacts to Visual Character

Impact 4.7.3 Implementation of the proposed GPA along with potential development ot
the sites would result in the further conversion of the City's rural landscape to
residential. commercial. and other land uses. This would contribute to the
alteration of the visual character for certain areas in the City. This is
considered a cumulative slgnmcant impact.

The proposed project would contribute to the urbanization of currently undeveloped areas
throughout Elk Grove. This urbanization would change the existing scenic resources, however
Sites 4. 5, 40, and 41 are located in urban areas and would allow urban uses without approval of
the proposed project.

Sites 21 and 29 are large parcels of land (273 acres in total), currently rural in character.
Development of these sites would change the rural character of the area and have a
cumulative visual impact on the surrounding area by allowing more intensive residential
development changing the visual character of the area from rural to urban. Site 24 would
change from estate residential to commercial. infroducing urban uses into an area adjacent
rural residential uses. Site A is located in an urban area, but was originally identified in the
General Plan, through a mapping error, for open space uses although the site iszoned RD-20.

The Elk Grove General Plan EIR determined that implementation of the proposed General Plan
and potential development of the Urban Study Areas would result in further conversion of the
region's rural landscape to residential. commercial. and other land uses, resulting in a
cumulative significant and unavoidable impact. Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding
Considerations discussing this significant and unavoidable impact were adopted by the City
Council. Cumulatively, visual impacts associated with the land uses proposed with this project
would be significanf.

Mitigation Measures

General Plan Policies CAQ-8 LU-18, LU-19, and LU-35 with their associated action items would
partially reduce visual impacts associated with development of the project sites. However,
implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would contribute to cumulative
changes to existing scenic resources and alterations of rural landscape, resulting in a slgnlllcant
and unavoidable impact.

REFERENCES

City of Elk Grove Development Services. 2003. City of Elk Grove General Plan EIR. Elk Grove, CA.
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5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS SUMMARY

This section summarizes the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project that are
identified in environmental issue areas in Section 4.0. Cumulative impacts are the result of
combining the potential effects of the projects with other planned developments. as well as
foreseeable development projects. The following discussion considers the cumulative impacts
of the relevant environmental issue areas.

5.1 INTRODUCTION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) contain an assessment of the cumulative impacts that could be associated with the
proposed project, According to CEQA Guidelines Section 1513O(a). "an EIR shall discuss
cumulative impacts of a project when the project's incremental effect is cumulatively
considerable," "Curnulofivelv considerable" means that the incremental effects of an individual
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects. the
effects of other current projects. and the effects of probable future projects [as defined by
Section 15130). As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15355. a cumulative impact consists of
an impact that is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR
together with other projects causing related impacts. A cumulative impact occurs from:

...the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
project when added to other closely related past. present. and reasonably foreseeable
future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively
significant projects taking place over a period of time.

In addition. Section 15130(b) identifies that the following three elements are necessary for an
adequate cumulative analysis:

1) Either:

(A) A list of past. present. and probable future projects producing related or
cumulative impacts. including. if necessary. those projects outside the control
of the agency; or.

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related
planning document. or in a prior environmental document which has been
adopted or certified. which described or evaluated regional or area wide
conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such planning
document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a
location specified by the lead agency.

2) A summary of the expected environmental effects to be produced by those projects
with specific reference to additional information stating where that information is
available; and

3) A reasonable analysis ot the cumulative impacts of the relevant projects. An EIR shall
examine reasonable. feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project's contribution
to any significant cumulative effects.

Where a lead agency isexamining a project with an incremental effect that isnot "cumulatively
considerable." a lead agency need not consider that effect significant. but shall briefly describe
its basis for concluding that the incremental effect isnot cumulatively considerable.
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5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPAGS SUMMARY

5.2 CUMULATIVE SETIING

A general description of the cumulative setting is provided in Section 4.0 (Introduction to the
Environmental Analysis and Assumptions Used) os well as Table ·to-' and Figure 4.0-1. In
addition, each environmental issue area evaluated in the Draft Supplemental EIR (DSEIR)
identifies itsown cumulative setting.

5.3 CUMULATIVE IMPAGS ANALYSIS

Identified below is a compilation of the cumulative impacts that would result from the
implementation of the project and future development in the vicinity. As described above,
cumulative impacts ore two or more effects thot. when combined, are considerable or
compound other environmental effects. Each cumulative impact is determined to have one of
the following levels of significance: less than significant, significant, or significant and
unavoidable. The specific cumulative impacts for each environmental issue area are identified
in the technical sections at Section 4.0.

SECTION 4.1 LAND USE

Increased Development

Impact 4.1.3

land Use Conflicts

Impact 4.1.4

Development of the General Plan Alternative sites in addition to other
reasonably foreseeable projects in the region would change the land use
patterns and result in conversion to residential and commercialloffice and
would result in land use development in excess of fhat allowed under the
General Plan. This cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable.

The General Plan Amendment project in addition to other reasonably
foreseeable development within Elk Grove could result in land use conflicts.
However, this isa less than significant impact under cumulative conditions.

SECTION 4.2 POPULATION/HouSING/EMPLOYMENT

Cumulative Population and Housing Increases

Impact 4.2.3 The population and housing unit increases due to implementation of the
General Plan Amendment may exceed the Elk Grove General Plan
populotion and housing projections for the Planning Area. This is considered a
lessthan significant cumulative impact.

SECTION 4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Cumulative Traffic Impacts on local Roadways and State Highways

Impact 4.3.4 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment as well as
potential development within the City and adjacent areas would
contribute to significant impacts on local roadways and state highways
under cumulative conditions. This is considered a cumulative significant
impact.

General Plan Amendment
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5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS SUMMARY

SECTION 4.4 NOISE

Cumulative Traffic Noise Impacts

Impact 4.4.3 Implementation 01 the proposed General Plan Amendment along with
potential development of the Urban Study Areas would result in impacts to
regional noise attenuation levels. This is considered a less than significant
impact.

SECTION 4.5 AIR QUALITY

Regional AirPlan Impacts

Impact 4.5.4 Implementation of Ihe proposed General Plan Amendment along with
potential development in the region would exacerbate existing regional
problems with ozone and particulate matter. This is considered a less than
significant impact.

SECTION 4.6 PUBLIC SERVICES

Cumulative Wastewater Demands

Impact 4.6.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment along with
potential development of the sites and growth in the SRCSD service area
would result in cumulative wastewater impacts. This is considered a less than
significant impact.

SECTION 4.7 VISUAL RESOURCES/LIGHT AND GLARE

Cumulative Impacts to Visual Character

Impact 4.7.3

CityofElkGrove
October2(}()4

Implementation of the proposed GPA along with potential development of
the sites would result in the further conversion of the City's rural landscape to
residential, commercial, and other land uses. This would contribute to the
alteration of the visual character for certain areas in the City. This is
considered a cumulative significant impact.
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6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

6.1 INTRODUCTION

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that an environmental impact report shall describe
and analyze a range of reasonable alternatives to a project. These alternatives should feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project. while avoiding or substantially lessening one or
more of the significant environmental impacts of the project. An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project, nor is it required to consider alternatives that are infeasible.
The discussion of alternatives shall focus on those which are capable of avoiding or substantially
lessening any significant effects of the project. even if they impede the attainment of the project
objectives to some degree or would be more costly [CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(bll.

In accordance with the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. the following alternatives
are evaluated at a qualitative level of detail:

• Alternative 1- No Project Alternative
• Alternative 2 - General Plan Amendment Project Without Sites 21 and 29
• Alternative 3 -Reduced Residential Density Alternative

6.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS

OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE

Given the nature of the project and the fact that this alternative would not meet the basic
project objectives (consideration of specific land use revisions pursuant to the direction of the
City Council and correction of drafting errors). an off-site alternative is considered infeasible
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15126.6{c).

6.3 ALTERNATIVE 1 - No PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

CHARACTERISTICS

Under this alternative, the proposed Elk Grove General Plan Amendment and its associated
Land Use Policy Map changes would not be adopted and the existing City of Elk Grove General
Plan policy document would remain in effect. Under this alternative, the existing Generol Plan
land uses identified would remain in effect. Buildout of the sites proposed for the General Plan
under the existing General Plan Land Use Map could result in approximately 591 residential
dwelling units and an associated population of 1.814, and would retain primarily residential land
use designations with the exception of Sites 41 and A. This analysis of the No Project Alternative
is consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e)[3)(A), which specifically
identify that when the project under evaluation is the revision of an existing land use or
regulatory plan, that the "no project" alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan.

COMPARATIVE IMPACTS

Land Use

A comparison of the proposed project and the No Project Alternative is provided below for
each significant land use impact identified in Section 4.1 (Land Use).

City01ElkGrove
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6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Consistency with Relevant Land Use Planning Documents (Impact 4.1.1 and 4.1.3)

Impacts 4.1.1 and 4.1.3 identify that the density proposed for Sites 21 and 29 would require the
extension of wastewater infrastructure in conflict with General Plan policies LU-18 and PF-l0 and
would potentially induce growth in the Sheldon area. Implementation of the No Project
Alternative would avoid this impact by retaining a Rural Residential designation for Sites 21 and
29 that would not result in the extension of wastewater infrastructure to specifically serve the site
and would be consistent with the General Plan and the associated Vision Map.

PopulationIHousinglEmployment

As noted in Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment), the proposed General Plan
amendment would not result in any significant impacts associated with population, housing and
employment. The No Project Alternative would result in a job/housing ratio comparable to the
current General Plan Amendment Project.

Transportation and Circulation

A comparison of the proposed project and the No Project Alternative is provided below for
each significant traffic impact identified in Section 4.3 (Transportation and Circulotion].

Project Traffic Impacts to local Roadways(Impact 4.3.1)

Impact 4.3.1 identifies significant and unavoidable impacts to the local roadway system. It was
determined that implementation of the General Plan policies and action items would reduce
impacts to local roadways, however, the LOS along these roadways would not reach
acceptable levels even with improvements. The impacts identified in Table 4.3-3 and 4.3-4
identify traffic impacts associated with the proposed project versus this alternative (adopted
General Plan). Implementation of thisalternative would avoid this traffic impact.

Cumulative Traffic Impacts on Local Roadways and State Highways (Impact 4.3.4)

Impact 4.3.4 identifies significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts to local roadways and
SR 99 associated with the proposed General Plan Amendment. Since the No Project Alternative
would maintain development as proposed by the Elk Grove General Plan, this alternative would
result in no new cumulative traffic impacts as compared to the proposed General Plan
Amendment.

Noise

Therewere no significant noise impacts identified for the General Plan Amendment (see Section
4.4, Noise). The No Project Alternative would not result in any new noise impacts that were not
addressed in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR.

Air Quality

A comparison of the proposed project and the No Project Alternative is provided below for
each significant traffic impact identified in Section 4.4 (Air Quality).

Regional Air Plan Impacts (Impacts 4.5.2 and 4.5.4)

Impacts 4.5.2 ond 4.5.4 identify significant and unavoidable impacts exacerbating existing
regional problems with ozone and particulate matter resulting from implementation of the
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6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

proposed General Plan Amendment along with potential development in the region. Since the
No Project Alternative would retain the existing land use designations for the project sites. this
alternative would result in no new regional air plan impacts as compared to the proposed
General Plan Amendment.

Public Services and Utilities

As noted in Section 4.6 [Public Services and Utilities). the proposed General Plan Amendment
would not result in any significant impacts associated with public services and utilities.
specifically wastewater services. The No Project Altemative would also not result in any new
wastewater service impacts that were not addressed in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR.

Visual Resources

A comparison of the proposed project and the No Project Alternative is provided below for
each significant visual resource impact identified in Section 4.7 (Visual Resources).

Degradation of ExistingVisual Character(Impact 4.7.1 and 4.7.4)

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment could result in the degradation of
the visual character and quality of the rural portion of the City under project and cumulative
conditions. TheNo Project Alternative would avoid these impacts.

6.4 ALTERNATIVE 2 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT WITHOUT SITES 21 AND 29

CHARACTERISTICS

Under this alternative. Sites 21 and 29 would be excluded from the General Plan Land Use Policy
Map and would retain their existing General Plan land use designations of Rural Residential. All
other aspects of the General Plan Amendment and its associated Land Use Policy Map would
remain as proposed.

COMPARATIVE IMPACTS

Land Use

A comparison of the proposed project and Alternative 2 is provided below for each significant
land use impact identified in Section 4.1 (Land Use).

Consistencywith Relevant Land Use Planning Documents (Impact 4.1.1 and 4.1.3)

Impact 4.1.1 and 4.1.3 identifies that the density proposed for Sites 21 and 29 would require the
extension of wastewater infrastructure in conflict with General Plan policies LU-18 and PF-l0 and
would potentially induce growth in the Sheldon area. Implementation of Alternative 2 would
avoid this impact by retaining a Rural Residential designation for Sites 21 and 29 that would be
consistent with the General Plan and the associated Vision Map.

PopulationIHousinglEmployment

As noted in Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment). the proposed General Plan would
not result in any significant impacts associated with population. housing and employment.

City01Elk Grove
October 2(J()4

6.0-3

General Plan Amendment
DraftSupplemental Environmental Impact Report



6.0 PROJEO ALTERNATIVES

Implementation of Alternative 2 would add the same acreage of land available for commercial
or office development as the proposed GPA (that is, a total of approximately 25.5 acres) and
result in a lower residential density for Sites 21 and 29. Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in
better job/housing ratio than the proposed General Plan Amendment.

Transportation and Circulation

A comparison of the proposed project and Alternative 2 are provided below for each significant
traffic impact identified in Section 4.3 [Transportation and Circulation).

Project Traffic Impacts to Local Roadways (Impact 4.3.1)

Impact 4.3.1 identifies significant and unavoidable impacts to the following roadways segments
associated with the proposed General Plan Amendment:

• Northbound Bradshaw Road between Calvine Road and Bond Road during the P.M.
peak hour;

• Southbound Bruceville Road between Sheldon Road and Laguna Boulevard during the
P.M. peak hour;

• Westbound Sheldon Road between East Stockton Boulevard and Elk Grove-Florin Road
during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours;and

Eastbound Sheldon Road between East Stockton Boulevard and Elk Grove-Florin Road
during the P.M. peak hour.

Tables 6.0-1 and 6.0-2 identify potential traffic impacts associated with Alternative 2.
Implementation of this alternative instead of the proposed project would continue to impact
Bruceville Road between Sheldon Road and Laguna Boulevard during the P.M. peak hour by
increasing the vic ratio from 0.89 (LOS 0) to 0.91 (LOS E). However, with the exception of this
segment. no other roadway segments would experience a significant impact. Implementation
of Alternative 2 would result fewer impacts to the local roadway network than the proposed
project.

Cumulative Traffic Impacts on Local Roadways and State Highways (Impact 4.3.4)

Impact 4.3.4 identifies significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts to local roadways and
SR 99 associated with the proposed General Plan Amendment. Since Alternative 2 would result
in improved vlc ratios compared to the proposed project, this alternative would result in fewer
cumulative traffic impacts as compared to the proposed General Plan Amendment.

Noise

There were no significant noise impacts identified for the General Plan Amendment [see Section
4.4, Noise). Table 6.0-3 shows the difference between in Ldn levels with the adopted General Plan
condition and Alternative 2. Asshown in the table, increases in traffic noise would vary from 0.01
Ldn to 0.19 ld" above noise levels anticipated with the adopted General Plan along certain
roadways. On other roadways, either no change or less traffic noise is anticipated with the
proposed General Plan Amendment. Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in similar
cumulative traffic noise impacts as the proposed project.
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6.0 PROJECT A1.TERNATIVES

TASLE6.~1

GENERAL PlAN AMENDMENT - ExCEPT SITES 21 AND29 ANDADOPTED GENERAL PLAN A.M. PEAK HOUR VOlUMElCAPACrTY ANALYSIS MODEL COMPARISON

Roadway From To

Peak

Lanesl:~Ho.ur~Hour
jUIPildty l-Way

pacl~

Counts
Alt 2 Alt 2 Altr rdOpt~OPted

Existinl!l. 'odil..JExis~ng 12025 2025 2 It 2 LOS GP .(No GP .(No
ModefjM "iModlfiedMod I Model VIC Project) ProJect)

e Modified VIC LOS

1 lei Big Horn Blvd. I Franklin Blvd.

2 Iwl Big Horn Blvd. I Franklin Blvd.

Laguna Blvd.

laguna Blvd.

4 136,000 I 1,960

4 I 36,000 1 1,980

338

317

712 1 ·200 1 512 I 920 1 720 10.361 A

634 I -250 I 384 I 739 I 489 10.251 A

0.35

0.24

A

A

171n1 Bradshaw Rd.

18 IsI Bradshaw Rd.

191nl Bradshaw Rd.

20 IsI Bradshaw Rd.

CalvineRd.

Calvine Rd.

Bond Rd.

Bond Rd.

Bond Rd.

Bond Rd.

Grant Line Rd.

Grant Line Rd.

6 I 54,000 I 2,970

6 I 54,000 I 2,970

6 I 54,000 1 2,970

6 I 54,000 I 2,970

312/448

212/305

1241215

105/194

394

372

239

232

1,595

2,590

1,146

2,213

0.541 A

0.871 D

0.391 A

0.751 C

0.54

0.87

0.39

0.74

A

D

A

C

231nl Bruceville Rd.

241 sI Bruceville Rd.

Sheldon Rd.

Sheldon Rd.

Laguna Blvd.

laguna Blvd.

6 I 54,000 I 2,970

6 I 54,000 1 2,970

1,044

745

552 I 400

418 I 300

952 11,970I 2,370 10.801 C

718 11,7541 2,054 10.691 B

0.79

0.69

C

B

51 lelElk Grove Blvd.1 Waterman Rd.

52 IwlElk Grove Blvd.\ Waterman Rd.

78 IsI Grant Line Rd.1 EastStockton Blvd.

791nl Grant Line Rd. I Bradshaw Rd.

1041wl laguna Blvd. I Franklin Blvd.

Grant Line Rd.

Grant line Rd.

Bradshaw Rd.

Sheldon Rd.

Bruceville Rd.

4 136,0001 1,980

4 I 36,000 I 1,980

8 I 72,000 1 3,960

6 154,000 I 2,970

6 I 54,000 I 2,970

237

248

329/597

3421536

1056/1030/1201

250

308

410

535

1,307

451

778

3,330

1,311

1,856

0.571 A

10.391 A

0.841 D

0.441 A

0.631 B

0.23

0.39

0.84

0.44

0.62

A

A

D

A

B

1051 e I laguna Blvd. Bruceville Rd. West Stockton Blvd. I 6 I 54,000 I 2.970 1146711286/1037116891 2,3271 -500 1 1,827 12.5251 2,025 10.68 B 0.68 B

1231el Sheldon Rd. I EastStockton Blvd 1 Elk Grove-Florin Rd. 1 4 136,0001 1,980

1241wl Sheldon Rd. 1EastStockton Blvd I Elk Grove-Florin Rd. I 4 I 36,000 1 ',980

730

714

1,432

1,890

0.72

10·95

c

E

0.72

0.95

c

E
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6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Peak
Alt2

Alt2
Alt

~dopted Adopted

Roadway From To Lanes
24-Hour Hour

Counts Existinl! Modify
Existing

2025 2025
2 Alt2 LOS

GP(No GP(No
Capacity 1-Way Model Modified Model Project) Project)

Papacity
Model

Modified
VIC VIC LOS

125 e Sheldon Rd. ElkGrove-Florin Rd. Bradshaw Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 349 628 -300 328 942 642 0.32 A 0.32 A

126w Sheldon Rd. ElkGrove-Florin Rd. Bradshaw Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 363 596 1,249 0.63 B 0.63 B

143 n Waterman Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 222 678 0.34 A 0.34 A

144 s Waterman Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 340 1,266 0.64, B 0.64 B

Source: kdAnderson Trsnspottstioo Engineers and Pacific Municipal Consultants, .2004

General PlanAmendment
Draft Supplemental Environmental ImpactReport

6.0-6

City ofElkGrove
October 2004



GeneralPlan Amendment
DraftSupplemental Environmental Impact Report

6.0-7

cityofElk Grove
OctrJber2004

6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 6.0-2
GENERAL PIAN AMENDMENT· EXCEPT SITES 21 AND 29 AND ADOPTED GENERAL PIAN P.M. PEAK HOUR VOLUME/CAPACITY ANAlYSIS MODEL COMPARISON

Ex' . rjM ~ E •• Alt2
A1t2

1AkRoadway I From I To ILan r"""T'""1 '''''''IJ • n.n,oI. I Counts I tsnn odi xls~~g 2025 2025 2es ,.~___:.. 1 U/_••
Model Mochfled Model Model

Modified VIC

Franklin Blvd. laguna Blvd. 461 688 940 740 10.371 A I 0.36 I A

2

2,020 -400 1,620 2,3821 1,982 11.001 E I 0.98 1 E

171nl Bradshaw Rd. Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 209/285 451 2,6161 10.881 D 1 0.88 I D

18 Is I Bradshaw Rd. Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 3361561 478 1,9201 10.651 B 1 0.65 I B

19 In I Bradshaw Rd. Bond Rd. Grant Line Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 198/97 285 2,2151 10.751 c I 0.74 I C

20 lsi Bradshaw Rd. I Bond Rd. Grant Line Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 254/142 254 1,2421 100421 A 1 0041 I A

231nl Bruceville Rd. I Sheldon Rd. I Laguna Blvd. 6 54,000 2,970 992 522 400 922 2,4781 2,878 10.971 E I 0.96 I E

24 I sI Bruceville Rd. I Sheldon Rd. Laguna Blvd. 6 54,000 2,970 1 1,225 1 672 1 300 I 972 12,3911 2,691 10.911 E I 0.89 1 D

51 lelElk Grove Blvd.1 Waterman Rd. Grant Line Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 I 275 I 314 I 1 I 812 I 100411 A 1 0040 I A

52 IwlElk Grove Blvd.1 Waterman Rd. Grant Line Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 257 I 287 I I 1 625 I 10.321 A I 0.31 I A

78 lsi Grant Line Rd.1 EastStockton Blvd. Bradshaw Rd. 8 72,000 3,960 600/345 2,8951 10.731 c I 0.73 I C

791nl Grant Line Rd.1 Bradshaw Rd. Sheldon Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 376/587 1,995 I 10.671 B I 0.67 I B

laguna Blvd. I Franklin Blvd. 1 Bruceville Rd. I 6 I 54,000 1 2,970 1249/153111075 I 1,898 I -300 1 1,598 I2,204 I 1,904 10.641 B I 0.64 I B



6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Peak Alt2 ~opted~dopted

24-Hour Hour EXistin~ Existing Alt2
2025

Alt GPINo GPINo
Roadway From To Lanes Counts ~odify 2025 2 iAlt2 LOS Project) Project)

Capacity l·Way Model Modified Model Model VIC VIC LOS
Capacity Modified

125 e Sheldon Rd. Elk Grove-Florin Rd. Bradshaw Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 224 351 1,464 0.74 C 0.74 C

126w Sheldon Rd. Elk Grove-Florin Rd. Bradshaw Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 393 363 1,228 0.62 B 0.62 B

143 n Waterman Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 274 1,390 0.70 B 0.70 B

144 s Waterman Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 307 1,268 0.64 B 0.64 B

Source: KDAnderson Transportation Engmeef5and Pacific MuntClpal Consultants, 2004
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6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 6.0-3

COMPARISON OF TRAFFIC NOISE LMLS WITH BUILDOUT

OF THE ADOPTED GENERAL PLAN AND PROPOSEDGENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT WITHOUT SITES 21 AND 29

Adopted
GPAmend

GeneralPlan
Except Sites 21

Segment From To
Noise level (dB

& 29 Noise DifferenceIn dB

at 100 feet)
Level(dB at 100

feet)

1 BigHorn Blvd. Franklin Blvd. Laguna Blvd. 67.4 67.6 +0.19

5 Bond Rd.
East Stockton ElkGrove Florin

70.3 70.4 +0.09
Blvd Blvd.

9 Bradshaw Rd. Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 69.3 69.3 0.00

10 Bradshaw Rd. Bond Rd. Grant Line Rd. 67.9 67.9 +0.05

12 Bruceville Rd. SheldonRd. Laguna Blvd. 68.7 68.8 +0.12

26 ElkGrove Blvd. Waterman Rd. Grant Line Rd. 64.5 64.6 +0.10

39 Grant Line Rd. East Stockton Bradshaw Rd. 70.7 70.7 +0.01Blvd.

40 Grant Line Rd. Bradshaw Rd. Sheldon Rd. 68.2 68.2 +0.02

52 Laguna Blvd. Franklin Blvd. Bruceville Rd. 68.8 68.8 +0.01

53 Laguna Blvd. Bruceville Rd.
WestStockton 70.2 70.2 +0.01

Blvd.

62 SheldonRd.
East Stockton ElkGrove-Florin 68.5 68.5 0.00

Blvd Rd.

63 Sheldon Rd.
Elk Grove-Florin

Bradshaw Rd. 66.8 66.6 0.00
Rd.

72 Waterman Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 66.0 66.0 0.00

Source: Bollard and Brennan. 2004

Air Quality

A comporison of the proposed project and the Alternative 2 are provided below far each
significant air quality impact identified in Section 4.5 (Air Quality).

Regional Air Plan Impacts (Impacts 4.5.2 and 4.5.4)

Impact 4.5.4 identifies significant and unavoidable impacts to regional air quality. Table 4.7-5 of
the Elk Grove General Plan EIR provided estimates of area and vehicular emissions from all land

uses within Elk Grove calculated using the URBEMIS2002 program assuming buildout by 2025.
Emissions were also calculated assuming buildout of Elk Grove and the adjacent Urban study
Area by 2040. Table 6.0-4 isprovided below showing regional air quality impacts with Alternative
2. Total emissions anticipated with implementation of the project is less than one percent
greater than those identified in the General Plan EIR.

Regional impacts under Alternative 2 are anticipated to be similar to that of the proposed
project.

City ofElkGrove
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6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 6.0-4
AREA SOURCE AND VEHICUlAR EMISSIONS FROM STUDY AREA lAND USES WITH GENERAL PIAN AMENDMENT 2, TONS

PER DAY

ROG NOx PM

2025

Area Sources 11.10 0.85 3.53
Adopted General

Vehicles 0.89 0.84 2.89
Plan Buildout

Total 11.99 1.69 6.42

General Plan
Area Sources 11.09 0.85 3.55

Amendment - Except Vehicles 0.89 0.83 2.92
Sites 21 and 29

Total 11.98 1.68 6.47

2040

Adopted General Area Sources 14.85 0.76 4.53
Plan Buildout (All

Vehicles 0.98 1.23 4.72
Sites) Plus Urban

Study Area Buildout Total 15.83 1.99 9.25

General Plan Area Sources 14.84 0.76 4.S4
Amendment - Except
Sites 21 and 29 Plus Vehicles 0.99 1.23 4.75

Urban Study Area
Total 15.83 1.99 9.29

Buildout

Source, Donald Ballanti, Consulting Meteorologist, 2004

Public Services and Utilities

As noted in Section 4.6 (Public Services and Utilities). the proposed General Plan Amendment
would not result in any significant impacts associated with public services and utilities,
specifically wastewater services. Impacts under Alternative 2 would also be less than significant.

Degradation of Existing Visual Character (Impact 4.7.1 and 4.7.4)

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment could result in the degradation of
the visual character and quality of the rural portion of the City under project and cumulative
conditions. Alternative 2 proposes Rural Residential land uses at Sites 21 and 29 that would
similar in density to existing residences in the Sheldon area. Therefore. implementation of
Alternative 2 would result in improved visual character compared to the proposed project.

6.5 ALTERNATIVE 3 - REDUCED RESIDENTIAL DENSITYON SITES 21 AND 29

CHARACTERISTICS

Under this alternative. Sites 21 and 29 would be designated with lower density land use
designations than the proposed project and would allow a combined total of 350 residential
units (see Figure 6.0·1). Site 21 would have 62.3 acres of Estate Residential and 98.1 acres of
Rural Residential. providing a total of 208 residential units. Site 29 would have 71 acres of Rural
Residential and 42 acres of Estate Residential. which would accommodate up to 142residential

General Plan Amendment
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6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

units. The Estate Residential portions of the site would be located on the interior of Sites 21 and
29 and would be separated from existing Rural Residential areas by designating the outer
portion of Sites 21 and 29 as Rural Residential. All other aspects of the General Plan Amendment
and its associated Land Use Policy Map would remain as proposed.

COMPARATIVE IMPACTS

Land Use

A comparison of the proposed project and Alternative 3 is provided below for each significant
land use impact identified in Section 4.1 (Land Use).

Consistency with Relevant land Use Planning Documents (Impact 4.1.1 and 4.1.31

Impact 4.1.1 and 4.1.3 identifies that the density proposed for Sites 21 and 29 would require the
extension of wastewater infrastructure in conflict with General Plan policies LU-18 and PF-l0 and
would potentially induce growth in the Sheldon area. Implementation of Alternative 3 would
also introduce residential lots in the Sheldon area and result in a similar impact as the proposed
project.

PopulationIHousinglEmployment

As noted in Section 4.2 (population/Housing/Employment). the proposed General Plan would
not result in any significant impacts associated with population. housing and employment.

Implementation of Alternative 3 would add the same acreage of land available for commercial
or office development as the proposed GPA (that is. a total of approximately 25.5 acres) and
result in a lower residential density for Sites 21 and 29. Therefore, Alternative 3 would result in
better job/housing ratio than the proposed General Plan Amendment.

Transportation and Circulation

A comparison of the proposed project and Alternative 3 are provided below for each significant
traffic impact identified in Section 4.3 (Transportation and Circulation).

Project Traffic Impacts to Local Roadways (Impact4.3.1)

Impact 4.3.1 identifies significant and unavoidable impacts to the tollowing roadways segments
associated with the proposed Generol Plan Amendment:

• Northbound Bradshaw Road between Calvine Road and Bond Road during the P.M.
peak hour;

• Southbound Bruceville Road between Sheldon Road and Laguna Boulevard during the
P.M. peak hour;

• Westbound Sheldon Road between East Stockton Boulevard and Elk Grove-Florin Road
during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours; and

Eastbound Sheldon Road between East Stockton Boulevard and Elk Grove-Florin Road during
the P.M. peak hour.

City ofElk Grove
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6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Tables 6.0-5 and 6.0-6 identify potential traffic impacts associated with Alternative 3.
Implementation of this alternative instead of the proposed project would continue to impact
Bruceville Road between Sheldon Road and Laguna Boulevard during the P.M. peak hour by
increasing the vlc ratio from 0.89 (LOS D) to 0.91 fLOS E). However, with the exception of this
segment. no other roadway segments would experience a significant impact. Implementation
of Alternative 3 would result in fewer impacts to the local roadway network than the proposed
project.

Cumulative Traffic Impacts on Local Roadways and State Highways (Impact 4.3.4)

Impact 4.3.4 identifies significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts to local roadways and
SR 99 associated with the proposed General Plan Amendment. Since the Reduced Residential
Density Alternative would result in lower vic ratios compared 10 the proposed project. this
alternative would result fewer cumulative traffic impacts as compared to the proposed General
Plan Amendment.

Noise

There were no significant noise impacts identified for the General Plan Amendment (see Section
4.4, Noise). Implementation of Alternative 3 would result in reduced traffic noise impacts resulting
from development/operation of the specific alternative sites, but cumulative traffic noise
impacts in the area would be comparable under this alternative.

Air Quality

A comparison of the proposed project and the Alternative 3 are provided below for each
significant air quality impact identified in Section 4.5 (Air Quality).

Regional Air Plan Impacts (Impacts 4.5.2 and 4.5.4)

Impact 4.5.4 identifies significant and unavoidable impacts to regional air quality. Table 4.7-5 of
the Elk Grove General Plan EIR provided estimates of area and vehicular emissions from all land
uses within Elk Grove calculated using the URBEMIS2002 program assuming buildout by 2025.
Emissions were also calculated assuming buildout of Elk Grove and the adjacent Urban Study
Area by 2040. Table 6.0-7 is provided below showing regional air quality impacts with Alternative
3. Total emissions anticipated with implementation of the project is less than one percent
greater than those identified in the General Plan EIR.

Regional impacts under Altemative 3 are anticipated to be similar to that of the proposed
project.

PublicServices and Utilities

As noted in Section 4.6 [Public Services and Utilities), the proposed General Plan Amendment
would not result in any significant impacts associated with public services and utilities,
specifically wastewater services. Impacts under Alternative 3 would also be less than significant.

GeneralPlan Amendment
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6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 6.0-5

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT - REDUCED DENSITY SITES 21 AND 29 AND ADOPTED GENERALPLAN A.M. PEAK HOUR VOLUME/CAPACITY ANALYSIS MODEL

COMPARISON

Peak Alt3 Alt 32025
~doptedAdopted

Roadway From To Lanes
24-Hour Hour

Counts
Existing Modify Existing

2025 Model Alt 3 AIr3 LOS GP(No GPINo
Capacity 1-Way Model Modified VIC Project) Project)

Capacity
Model Modified VIC LOS

17 n Bradshaw Rd. Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 312/448 394 1,599 0.54 A 0.54 A

18 s Bradshaw Rd. Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 6 54,000 2,970 212/305 372 2,596 0.87 D 0.87 0

123 e Sheldon Rd. EastStockton Blvd Elk Grove-Florin Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 730 1,440 0.73 C 0.72 C

124 w Sheldon Rd. East Stockton Blvd Elk Grove-Florin Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 714 1,903 0.96 E 0.95 E

125 e Sheldon Rd. ElkGrove-Florin Rd. Bradshaw Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 349 628 -300 32B 952 652 0.33 A. 0.32 A

126 w Sheldon Rd. ElkGrove-Florin Rd. Bradshaw Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 363 596 1,270 0.64 B 0.63 B

143 n Waterman Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 222 688 0.35 A 0.34 A

144 s Waterman Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 340 1,286 0.65 B 0.64 B

Source: kdAnderson Transportation Engmeers and Pacific Municipal Consultants, 2004
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6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 6.0-6
GENERAL PlAN AMENDMENT - REDUCED DENSITY SITES 21 AND 29 AND ADOPTED GENERALPLAN P.M. PEAK HOUR VOLUME/CAPACITY ANALYSIS MODEL

COMPARISON

peak Alt3 0 Optl

ILanesl24-H~urI Hour Existing Alt3
2025

Ait GP(No GP(No
Roadway I From I To Counts 2025 3 It3 LOS

Capacity 1-Way Modified Model Model VIC
Project) Project)

Capacity Modified VIC lOS

171nlBradshaw Rd. Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 2,970 209 I 285 451 2,590 0.87 D 0.88 D

181sIBradshaw Rd.[ Calvine Rd. I Bond Rd. I 6 I 54,000 I 2,970 336/ 5611 478 I I 11,9301 10.651 B I 0.65 I B

Sheldon Rd. lEI\< Grove-Florin Rd. Bradshaw Rd. 4 36,000 1,960 \ 224 \ 351 \ \ \1,4661 10.75\ C \ 0.74 \ C

Sheldon Rd. IElkGrove-Florin Rd. Bradshaw Rd. 4 36,000 1,9BO I 393 1 363 I I 11,2471 10.631 B I 0.62 I B

1431nl Waterman I Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 I 1 274 I I 11,410 I 10.711 C I 0.70 I B

1441s1 Waterman I Calvine Rd. Bond Rd. 4 36,000 1,980 I 1 307 I I 11,2921 10.651 B I 0.64 I B

Source: IcdAnderson Transportation Engineers sod Pilafic Municipill Consultilnf5, 2004
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6.0 PROJECTALTERNATNES

TABLE 6.0-7
AREA SOURCE AND VEHICULAR EMISSIONS FROM STUDY AREA LAND USES WITHALTERNATIVE 3, TONS PER DAY

ROG NOx PM

2025

Area Sources 11.10 0.85 3.53
Adopted General

Vehicles 0.89 0.84 2.89
Plan Buildoul

Total 11.99 1.69 6.42

General Plan Area Sources 11.13 0.85 3.54
Amendment-

Vehicles 0.89 0.84 2.92
Reduced Density for

Sites 21 and 29 Total 12.02 1.69 6.46

2040

Adopted General Area Sourees 14.85 0.76 4.53
Plan Buildout (All

Vehicles 0.98 1.23 4.72
Sites) Plus Urban

Study Area Buildout Total 15.83 1.99 9.25

General Plan Area Sources 14.88 0.76 4.54
Amendmenl-

Vehicles 0.99 1.23 4.75
Reduced Density for

Sites 21 and 29 Total 15.87 1.99 9.29

Source, Donald Bal/antl; Consulting Meteorolog,st, 2004

Visual Resources

Degradation of Existing Visual Character (Impact 4.7.1 and 4.7.4)

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment could result in the degradation of
the visual character and quality of the rural portion of the City under project and cumulative
conditions. Alternative 3 proposes Rural Residential and Estate Residential land uses at Sites 21
and 29 that would have an increased density to existing residences in the Sheldon area and
would conflict with the current rural character. However, implementation of Alternative 3 would
result in a lower residential density and improved visual character as compared to the proposed
project.

6.6 CONCLUSIONS

Table 6.0-8 provides a summary of the potential impacts of the alternatives evaluated in this
section, as compared with the potential impacts of the proposed General Plan Amendment.

Based upon the evaluation described in this section, Alternative 2 would be the environmentally
superiar alternative.

City ofElk Grove
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6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 6.0-8
COMPARISON Of ALTERNATMSTO THEPROPOSED GENERAL PLAN

Impact AI.TERNATIVE

1 2 3
(No PROIECT/AooPTEO (GPA EXCEPT SITES 21 (GPA WITH REDUCEO

GENERAl PLAN) ANo29) DENSrTY)
Land Use
Impact 4.1.1 and 4.1.3 - Consistency with B B B
plans
Pooulatlon/Houslng'Ernolovrnent W B B

Transportation and Circulation
Impact 4.1.3 - Impact to local roads B 5 5
Impact 4.3.4 - Cumulative condition B S 5
Noise 5 S S

Air Quality
B 5 5

Impact 4.5.4 - ReRional Impacts
Public Services and Utilities S S S
Visual Resources/light and Glare
Impact 4.7.1 and 4.7.4 - Impacts to visual B B B
character

5: Environmental effect is similar to theproposed project.
8: Environmental effect is betteras compared to the proposedprOJect.
w.. EnVIronmental effect IS worse as compared to the proposedproject.

GeneralPlan Amendment
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7.0 LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS

This section discusses the additional topics statutorily required by CEQA. The topics discussed
include significant irreversible environmental changes/irretrievable commitment of resources,
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts. and growth-inducing impacts.

7.1 GROwrH-INDUCING IMPACTS

INTRODUCTION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.2tdJ requires that an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluate the growth-inducing impacts of a proposed action.
A growth-inducing impact isdefined by the CEQA Guidelines as:

The way in which Q proposed project could foster economic or population growth. or the
construction of additional housing. either directfy or indirectly, in the surrounding
environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population
growth ...It ;s not assumed that growth in an area is necessarily beneficial. detrimental, or
of little significance to the environment.

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 conslruction effort with substantial short-term employment opportunities
that would indirectly stimulate the need for additional housing and services to support the new
employment demand. 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 could 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 it 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 orderly expansion of urban development supported by adequate urban
public services. such as water supply, roadway infrastructure, sewer service. and solid waste
service.

COMPONENTS OF GROWTH

The timing, magnitude, and location of land development and population growth in a
community or 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
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7.0 LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS

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.

GROWTH EffECTSOf THE PROJECT

Based on Government Code Section 65300. the General Plan is intended to serve as the overall
plan for the physical development of the City of Elk Grove. While the General Plan does not
specifically propose any development projects, it does regulate future population and
economic growth of the City that would result in indirect growth-inducing effects.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would refine existing land use
designations in the City on eight different sites. Development ot these sites would result in
roadway facility improvements. public service improvements and the extension and expansion
of utilities. The specific environmental effects resulting from the proposed land use patterns and
associated extension of public services are discussed in the environmental issue areas in Section
4.0. The proposed General Plan Amendment would increase the residential buildout (assumed
to be at year 2025) by 884 residential units and 2.714 persons, resulting in a total of 64,612
residential units and a population of 198,359 persons.

Population Growth

As described in Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment), the Sacramento Council of
Governments (SACOG) future housing projections for Elk Grove for year 2025 is 61,759 units.
Implementation of the General Plan Amendment would allow approximately 884 additional
residential units tor 64.612 dwelling units from buildout under the General Plan, which would
accommodate a population of approximately 198,359. In addition, SACOG projects the City's
job/housing ratio in year 2025 to be 0.65, while implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment has the capacity to generate approximately 60,792 jobs with a resulting
job/housing ratio of 0.94. Thus. the General Plan would accommodate growth projected by
SACOG and is anticipated to provide improved jobs/housing balance conditions in the City
than currently estimated by SACOG.

However, build out of the City under the adopted General Plan Land Use Map would have
accommodated 63,728 residential dwelling units and a population of approximately 195,645.
This General Plan Amendment would accommodate more growth than provided for in the
adopted General Plan and it would also generate more jobs and housing units to serve the
anticipated population. This increased growth would allow the city to accommodate a greater
amount of the regional demand for housing and could slightly reduce pressure on surrounding
areas [e.g., Urban Study Areas) to develop.

Growth EffectsAssociated with Infrastructure Improvements

The proposed General Plan Amendment could potentially indirectly induce growth if it would
remove an obstacle to additional growth and development, such as removing a constraint on a
required public service. The Cily's infrastructure and public services are largely 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 proposed land use changes 10 Sites 4, 5, 24, 40, 41, and A associated with the General Plan
Amendment are not growth-inducing. These sites are located in areas that are all or mostly

GeneralPlan Amendment
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7.0 LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS

developed. With the exception of Site A. none of these sites are currently designated with a
land use that precludes extension of public utilities and services, such as sewer. to serve the site.
While Site A is designated Open Space, this designation is a mapping error as it is zoned RD-20.
expected to develop with multifamily uses, and issurrounded by development.

The proposed General Plan Amendment would place low density residential uses in an area
currently planned for rural residential development (Sites 21 and 29) and the extension of sewer
infrastructure onto those sites would be necessary to serve the anticipated residences. The
County Sanitation District-l Master Plan for this area did plan to extend infrastructure into this
area. However. the General Plan does contain Policy PF-l0 which strongly discourages
extending sewer service into Rural Residential areas. Any tuture proposals to convert Rural
Residential land uses to higher density uses would be evaluated for consistency with Policy PF-IO.

The General Plan designates the areas to the east and west of Sites 21 and 29 as Rural
Residential. Extension of public utilities onto these Sites 21 and 29 to serve low density residential
development could pressuresurrounding areas to develop with higher intensities. Development
of these higher intensities may require extension of sewer services into Rural Residential areas in
conflict with Policy PF-IO and would also result in the following environmental impacts
associated with development:

Land Use: Conversion of Rural Residential areas in the vicinity of Sites 21 and 29
would conflict with General Plan Policies LU-18 and PF-IO and result in increased
development in an area designated for rural use.

Population/Housing: Increased development in the area would provide
additional housing opportunities within the City of Elk Grove and would help
accommodate long-term regional demand projected by SACOG.

Hazards/Human Health. Hydrology/Wafer Quality. Geology and Soils. Biological
Resources.Cultural Resources: These issue areas were evaluated in the Elk Grove
General Plan EIR. Comparable impacts in these environmental areas are
anticipated with changed land uses on these sites. with application of General
Plan policies and mitigation measures identified in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR
to reduce the severity of impacts.

Transportation and Circulation: Increased levels of development in this area
would increase trip generation and potentially worsen levels of service on area
roadways.

Noise: Increased noise levels would result from the increased traffic that would
be generated from higher density development in thisarea.

Air Quality: Increased air emissions would result from the increased traffic that
would be generated from higher density development in this area.

Public Services and Utilities: Development of higher density uses in this area
would result in increased demand for public services and utilities. including water.
wastewater, solid waste. recreation. schools, and gas. electric and telephone
services. Extension of sewer service into this area would be inconsistent with
Policy PF-lO.
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7.0 LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS

Visual Resources: Visual impacts would result from changing the character of this
area from rural to urbanized uses.

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF GROWTH

As described above, the proposed General Plan Amendment would induce further population
and job growth in the City. Future roadway and infrastructure improvements would support such
growth within the City. As a result, the proposed General Plan Amendment is considered to be
growth-inducing. The environmental effects of this growth within the City is addressed in
Sections 4.1 through 4.7 of this DSEIR.

7.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

CEQA Sections 21100/b)(2) and 21100.1/0) require that EIRs prepared for the adoption of plan,
policy, or ordinance of a public agency must include a discussion of significant irreversible
environmental changes of project implementation. In addition, CEQA Guidelines Sedan
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
from environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of
resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption isjustified.

The Elk Grove General Plan EIR /SCH Number 2(02062082) evaluated significant irreversible
environmental effects associated with implementation of the adopted General Plan. That EIR
identified that the conversion of undeveloped open space land areas to residential.
commercial, industrial, office, public and recreational uses would occur with implementation of
the General Plan.

Development of the City of Elk Grove Land Use Policy Plan Map would constitute a long-term
commitment to residential. commercial. and office 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 project
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 of the Elk Grove General Plan
Draft EIRJ.

The General Plan Amendment would result in significant irreversible impacts comparable to
those discussed in the Elk Grove General Plan EIR.

7.3 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(bJ requires an EIR to discuss unavoidable significant
environmental effects, including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of
insignificance. In addition, Section 15093(a) of the CEQA Guidelines allows the decision-making
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7.0 LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS

agency to determine the benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse
environmental impacts of implementing the project. The City can approve a project with
unavoidable adverse impacts if it prepares a "Statement of Overriding Considerations" setting
forth the specific reasons for making such a judgment.

On November 19. 2003. the City Council approved Resolution 2003-216 certifying the Elk Grove
General Plan Final EIR and adopting the associated Findings of Fact regarding environmental
effects. A statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted for the following impacts that
were identified as significant and unavoidable:

Loss of important farmland

Agriculture/urban interface conflicts

Cumulative conversion of important farmland and agriCUlture/urban interface
conflicts

Cumulative conflicts with land use plans or study areas outside the City limits

Unacceptable levels of service on area roadways during the A.M. and P.M. peak
hours

Unacceptable level of service on state Route 99 northbound and southbound
between Eschinger Road and Grant Line Road during the A.M. and P.M. peak
hours

Unacceptable levels of service on area roadways during the A.M. And P.M. peak
hours under cumulative conditions

Temporary noise increases that would exceed the City's noise standards

Increased traffic noise levels in excess of the City's noise standards

Cumulative impacts to regional noise attenuation levels

Increased air quality emissions related to construction activities

• Increased air pollution emissions from operational activities of land useswithin the
City

Contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts

Increased demand for water supply to the City

Cumulative increased demand for water supply services

Direct and indirect impacts on special-status wildlife species and their associated
habitats

Cumulative impacts related to the loss of special-status plant and wildlife species
and their associated habitat

Cumulative wastewater impacts related serving the Urban Study Areas

City01ElkGmve GeneralPlan Amendment
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Impact 4.1.1

7.0 LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS

Alteration of scenic resources

Cumulative contribution fo the conversion of the region's rural landscape to
residential, commercial, and other land uses resulting in alteration of visual
conditions

The following significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the General Plan
Amendment are specifically identified in Section 4.0 of this fiR. The reader is referred to the
various environmental issueareas of Section 4.0 for further details and analysis of the significant
and unavoidable impacts identified below.

SECTION 4.1 LAND USE

Consistency with Relevant land Use Planning Documents

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment Sites A. 4, 5. 24,
40. and 41 would be consistent with relevant lond use planning documents
within the City of Elk Grove. However, implementation of Sites 21 and 29
would be inconsistent with relevant land use planning documents. This is
considered a significant impact for Sites 21 and 29.

Increased Development

Impact 4.1.3 Development of the General Plan Alternative sites in addition to other
reasonably foreseeable projects in the region would change the land use
patterns and result in conversion to residential and commercial/office and
would result in land use development in excess of that allowed under the
General Plan. This impact would be cumulative significant and unavoidable.

Impact 4.3.1

SECfION 4.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Local Roadway System

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would result in
increased traffic volumes, VIe ratios, and a decrease in lOS on area
roadways during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. This is considered a
signIficant and unavoidable impact.

Cumulative Traffic Impacts on local Roadways and State Highways

Impact 4.3.4 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment os well os
potential development within the City and adjacent areas would
contribute to significant impacts on local roadways and state highways
under curnulotlve conditions. This is considered a cumulative significant
impact.

General Plan Amendment
DraftSupplemental EnvironmentalImpactRepott
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7.0 LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS

SEOION 4.5 AIR QUALITY

Operation Related Emissions

Impact 4.5.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment would
increase air pollutant emissions from operational activities of land uses
within the City. This is considered a potentially significant impact.

Regional Air Plan Impacts

Impact 4.5.4 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment along with
potential development in the regiol"l would exacerbate existing regional
problems with ozone and particulate matter. This is considered a
cumulative significant and unavoidable impact.

SEOION 4.7 VISUAL RESOURCES/LIGHT AND GLARE

Alteration of Scenic Resources

Impact 4.7.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan Amendment could result in
the alteration of scenic resources and degradation of the visual character
and quality in the City. This isconsidered a significant impact.

Cumulative Impacts to Visual Character

Impact 4.7.3

City01ElkGrove
October 2004

Implementation of the proposed GPA along with potential development
of the sites would result in the further conversion of the City's rural
landscape to residential. commercial, and other land uses. This would
contribute to the alteration of the visual character for certain areas in the
City. This isconsidered a cumulative significant impact
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1.0INTRODucnON

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Report {SEIRJ was prepared in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines. The City of ElkGrove is
the lead agency for the environmental review of the proposed General Plan Amendment
(proposed project) evaluated herein and has the principal responsibility for approving the
project. This Final SEIR assesses the expected environmental impacts resulting from adoption of
the proposed project and associated impacts from subsequent development under the project.
The City of Elk Grove will consider the Draft SEIR. this Response to Comments on the Draft SEIR.
and all components of the Final SEIR in its capacity as Lead Agency before it approves. denies.
or recommends changes to the proposed project.

1.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OFTHE EIR

OVERVIEW OF CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR PREPARATION OFAN EIR

The City of Elk Grove (City), acting as the Lead Agency. has prepared this SEIR to provide the
pubiic and responsible and trustee agencies with information about the potential environmental
effects of the proposed project. As set forth in the provisions of CEQA and implementing
regUlations. public agencies are charged with the duty to consider the environmental impacts
of proposed development and to minimize these impacts where feasible while carrying out an
obligation to balance a variety of public objectives. including economic. environmental. and
social factors.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(oj states that an EIR is an informational document for decision­
makers and the general public that analyzes the significant environmental effects of a project.
identifies possible ways to minimize significant effects. and describes reasonable alternatives to
the project that could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. Public agencies with
discretionary authority are required to consider the information in the EIR. along with any other
relevant information. in making decisions on the project.

CEQA requires the preparation of an environmental impact report prior to approving any
project. which may have a significant effect 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[0]). With respect to the City-initiated General Plan
Amendment. the City has determined that the proposed plan is a "project" within the definition
ofCEQA.

CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR A FINAL EIR

CEQA required findings. and any statement of overriding considerations. would be made after
the City has considered the Final SEIR and would be included in the public record. likewise. the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) would be adopted at the same time as
the findings and also included in the public record.

Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines states:

"The final EIR shall consist of:

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft.

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft SEll? either verbatim or in
summary.

City 01£Ik Grove
December2004
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

(c) A list of persons, organizations. and public agencies commenting on the Draft SEIR.

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the
review and consultation process.

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency."

BACKGROUND OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS OF THE PROJECT

The following is an overview of the environmental review process for the General Plan
Amendment that has led to the preparation of this SEIR:

Notice of Preparation and Initial Study

In accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines. the City of Elk Grove prepared a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an SEIR in March 2004. The City of ElkGrove was identified as the
lead agency for the proposed project. This notice was circulated to the public. local. state. and
other-initiated agencies, and other interested parties to solicit comments on the proposed
project. The March 2004 NOP is presented in Appendix 1.0 of the Draft SEIR. Concerns raised in
response to the NOP were considered during preparation of the Draft SEIR and are also
presented in Appendix 1.0 of the Draft SEIR.

Notice of Availability and Draft SEIR

The Notice of Availability for the Draft SEIR (DSEIR) was published on October 13.2004. The DraH
SEIR (DSEIR) was released far public and agency review on October 13, 2004 with the review
period ending on November 26. 2004. Public comments on the DSEIR were received at the
November 18, 2004 Planning Commission meeting. The DSEIR contains a description of the
project. description of the environmental setting. and identification of project impacts. as well as
an analysis of project alternatives.

FinalSEIR

Following the close of the public review period. the City received 11 individual comment letters
from agencies. interest groups and the public and also received verbal comments at the
November 18, 2004 Planning Commission meeting regarding the Draft SEIR. This document
responds to the written comments received as required by CEQA. This document also contains
minor edits to the Draft SEIR, which are included in Seelion 4.0 (Revisions to the Draft SEIR). This
document constitutes the FSEIR.

Certification of the Final SEIRlProject Consideration

The City of Elk Grove (City) will review and consider the FSEIR. If the City finds that the FSEIR is
"adequate and complete". the City may certify the FSEIR, at a public hearing. The rule of
adequacy generally holds that the SEIR can be certified if: 1) it shows a good faith effort at full
disclosure of environmental information; and 2) provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to
be made regarding the project in contemplation of its environmental consequences.

Upon review and consideration of the Final SEIR. the City may take action to approve. revise. or
reject the project. A decision to approve the project would be accompanied by written
findings in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 and Sedan 15093.

General PlanAmendment
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.2 TYPEOF DOCUMENT

The CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project
circumstances. This EIR has been prepared as a Supplemental EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15162 and 15163. This type of analysis focuses primarily on the subsequent changes in
the environment that would occur as a result of a General Plan Amendment. The Draft SEIR and
this Final SEIR will be used to evaluate the potentially significant impacts resulting from the
proposed General Plan Amendment in light of the environmental analysis provided in the Elk
Grove General Plan EIR (State Clearinghouse Number 2002062082).

1.3 INTENDED USESOF THE EIR

This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The EIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of the project to the greatest extent
possible and to be used to modify, approve, or deny approval of the proposed project based
on the analysis in the EIR. This EIR should 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 Section 3.0 (Project
Description) of the Draft SEIR.

1.4 ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE OFTHE FINAL SEIR

This document isorganized in the following manner:

SECTION 1.O-INTRODUCTION

Section 1.0 provides an overview of the EIR process to date and what the Final SEIR is required to
contain.

SECTION 2.0-ExECUTIVE SUMMARY

Section 2.0 contains the executive summary of the FinalSEIR.

SECTION 3.0-COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Section 3.0 provides a list of commentors, copies of written comments (coded for reference)
and the responses to those written comments made on the Draft SEIR.

SECTION 4.0-REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SEIR

Section 4.0 consists of the revisions to the Draft SEIR that are a result of responses to comments,
as well as minor staff edits that do not change the intent or content of the analysis or mitigation
measures.

CityofElk Gro~
December2004
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This section provides an overview of the project and the environmental analysis. For additional
detail regarding specific issues, please consult the appropriate chapter of Sections 4.1 through
4.7 (Environmental Setting, Impacts. and Mitigation Measures) of the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR or DSEIR),

2.1 PURPOSE ANDSCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) will provide a reasonably thorough
analysis of the potential environmental effects associated with the implementation of the Elk
Grove General Plan Amendment pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA].

This SEIR analysis focuses upon potential environmental impacts arising from the project. The SEIR
adopts this approach in order to provide a credible worst-case scenario of the impacts resulting
from project implementation.

2.2 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The proposed project is a General Plan Amendment that would result in changes to the
designations on the General Plan Land Use Map as described in Table 2.0-1. Refer to Section 3.0
(Project Description) for a detailed explanation of the proposed project.

TABLE 2.0-1
PROPOSED LAND USE CHANGES

'.' She#,:," ", .~ .:Slze,(ln~) ';" ExIstIng GP Designation. Proposed GP Designation

24 3.3 Estate Residential Commercial

40 6.4 Low DensityResidential Commercial

4 1.6 LowDensityResidential Commercial

5 6.4 low DensityResidential Commercial/OfficelMulti-family

41 7.5 Office/Multi-family Commercial/OfficeiMulti-family

21 160.4 Rural Residential LowDensity Residential

29 113 Rural Residential low Density Residential

A 7.4 PublicOpen SpacelRecreation High Density Residential

2.3 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

The City of Elk Grove was identified as the Lead Agency for the proposed project. In
accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Elk Grove prepared and
distributed a Notice of Preparation (Nap) for the ElkGrove General Plan that was circulated for
public review on March 23, 2004. The Nap included a summary of probable effects on the
environment from the implementation of the project. Written comments received on the Nap
were considered in the preparation of the DSEIR. A summary of Nap comments is included in
Section 1.0 (Introduction) and the actual Nap comments are included as Appendix 1.0 of the
DSEIR.

city 01Elk GroW!
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The NOP identified that the proposed project may result in the following environmental impacts
to be addressed in the DSEIR:

Land Use and Planning:
Population and Housing;
Air Quality;
TransportationfTraffie:
Noise:
Public Services and Utilities-Wastewater; and
Aesthetics.

Section 1.0 (Introduction) of the Draft SIER provides a summary of issuesand areas of concerns
presented to the City by agencies and the public regarding the proposed project and its
associated DSEIR during the NOP review period.

The City issued the Notice of Availability for the Draft SEIR on October 13. 2004. The City
received public comments on the Draft SEIR from October 13. 2004 through November 26. 2004
and at a Planning Commission meeting on November 18. 2004. Public comments received on
the Draft SEIR were primarily regarding land use. traffic. air quality. noise. and public sewer
impacts associated with Sites 21 and 29. as well as quality of life issues and impacts to the rural
area associated with these sites. Comments were also received from County Sanitation District-1.
California Department of Transportation. the Sacramento Municipal Utility District. and State
Clearinghouse; no new issues or significant information regarding the project was provided or
raised in these comments.

2.4 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 reqoires thaI an EIR describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project. which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project and
avoid and/or lessen the environmental effects of the project. The alternatives analysis provides
a comparative analysis between the project and selected altematives. Section 6.0 (Project
Alternatives) of the DSEIR evaluates the following alternatives at qualitative detail:

Alternative 1- No Project Alternative
Alternative 2 - General Plan Amendment Project Without Sites 21 and 29
Alternative 3 - General Plan Amendment With Reduced Density on Sites 21 and 29

2.5 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ANDMITIGATION MEASURES

Table 2.0-2 displays a summary of impacts and proposed mitigation measures that would avoid
or minimize potential impacts. In the table. the level of significance is indicated both before and
after the implementation of each mitigation measure.

For detailed discussions of all project-level mitigation measures. refer to Sections 4.1 through 4.7
of the DSEIR.

General PI.1n Amendment
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2.0 EXECUTNE SUMMARY

TABLE 2.0-2
PROJEcr IMPAcrSANDPROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES
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land Use

Impact 4.1.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment Sites A, 4, 5, 24, 40, and 41 would be
consistent with relevant land use planning documents
within the City of Elk Grove. However,
implementation of Sites 21 and 29 would be
inconsistent with relevant land use planning
documents.

S None available. SU

Impact 4.1.2 Implementation of the proposed General Plan would
createcontlicts with other land useswithin the City.

LS None required. L5

Impact 4.1.3 Development of the General Plan Alternative sites in
addition to other reasonablyforeseeableprojects in the
region would change the land use patterns and result
in conversion to residential and commercial/office and
would result in land use development in excess of that
allowed under the General Plan.

CS None available. su

Impact 4.1 .4 The General Plan Amendment project in addition to
other reasonably foreseeable development within Elk
Grove could result in land useconflicts. However, this
is a less than significant impact under cumulative
conditions.

LS None required. lS

PopulationIHousinglEmployment

Impact 4.2.1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment could result in population and housing
projections that may exceed the City of Elk Grove 2003
General Plan projections for 2025.

LS None required LS

S - Significant

PS-Potentia/ly Significant

LS - Less Than Significant

CS - Cumulative Signfflcant

SU - Significant and Unavoidable

B - Beneficial
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2.0 EXECU1IV£ SUMMARY
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Resultin, Level
of Si8"!ificance

Impact 4.2.2

Impact 4.2.3

The increase in the number of employed persons
versus the increase in housing units may result in a
Jobs-housing imbalance.

The population and housing unit increases due to
implementation of the General Plan Amendment may
exceed the Elk Grove General Plan population and
housing projections for the Planning Area.

LS

LS

None required.

None required.

LS

LS

Transportation and Circulation

Impact 4.3.1

Impact 4.3.2

Impact 4.3.3

Impact 4.3.4

Noise

Impact 4.4.1

Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment would result in increased traffic volumes,
VIC ratios, and a decrease in LOS on area roadways
during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment would result in increased traffic volumes,
VIC ratios, and a decrease in LOS on state highways
during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment would result in an increase in traffic
volumes on some roadways, which would increase the
potential opportunities for safety confl lets,

Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment as well as potential development within
the City and adjacent areas would contribute to
significant impacts on local roadways and state
highways under cumulative conditions.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment would increase in traffic noise levels that
would be in excess of City of Elk Grove noise

S

LS

LS

CS

LS

None available.

None required.

None required.

None available.

None required.

SU

LS

LS

SU

LS

S - Significant

PS=Potentially Significant
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Impact 4.4.2

Impact 4.4.3

AirQuality

Impact 4.5. 1

Impact 4.5.2

Impact 4.5.3

Impact 4.5.4

Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment could result in the future development of
land uses that generate noise levels in excess of
applicable noise standards for non-transportation noise
sources.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment along with potential development of the
Urban Study Areas would result in impacts to regional
noise attenuation levels.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment would allow for actions that may result in
the construction of residential, commercial or office
development. This, in turn, would result in period
exhaust emissions and fugitive dust from construction
activities that would affect local air quality.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment would increase air pollutant emissions
from operational activities of land uses within the City.

Implementation Df the proposed General Plan
Amendment would include sources of criteria
pollutants, toxic air contaminants or odors that may
affect surrounding land uses. Sensitive land uses may
also be located near existing sources of criteria
pollutants, toxic air contaminants or odors.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment along with potential development within
the region would exacerbate existing regional
problems with ozone and particulate matter.

LS

LS

LS

PS

lS

CS

None required.

None required.

None required.

None available.

None required.

None available.

LS

LS

lS

SU

lS

SU

S - Significant

PS-Potentlally Signtncant
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" Resulting Level
of Significance

lmpact 4.6.1

Impact 4.6.2

Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment would increase wastewater flows and the
demand for additional sanitary sewer infrastructure and
would result in conflicts with General Plan policies
regarding extension of Infrastructure into rural areas.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment along with potential development of the
sites and growth In the SRCSD service area would
result in cumulative wastewater impacts.

LS

lS

None required

None required.

LS

LS

Visual Resources/light and Glare

Impact 4.7.1

Impact 4.7.2

Impact 4.7.3

Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment could result in the alteration of scenic
resources and degradation or the visual character and
quality in the Crty.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment could result in the introduction of
additional daytime glare and nighttime lighting sources
to the area.

Implementation of the proposed GPA along with
potential development of the sites would result in the
further conversion of the City's rural landscape to
residential, commercial, and other land uses, This
would contribute to the alteration of the visual
character for certain areasin the City.

PS

PS

CS

None available.

Polrcres LU-35 and LU-38 and the" associated action
items would reduce potential impacts to daytime glare
and rughttime lighting to less than significant.

None available.

SU

LS

SU

S - Significant

PS=Potentially Significant

Ceneral Plan Amendment
FinalSupplementalEnvironmental ImpactKeport

LS - LessThan Significant

CS - Cumulative Significant
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

3.1 INTRODUCTION

No new significant environmental impacts or issues. beyond those already covered in the Draft
SEIR for the Elk Grove General Plan Amendment project. were raised during the comment
period, and the City of Elk Grove, acting as lead agency. directed that responses to the Draft
SEIR 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
recirculaflon of the Draft SEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

3.2 LIST OF COMMENTORS

Table 3.0-1 identifies individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies that
submitted comments on the Draft SEIR and persons who made verbal comments at the
November 18. 2004 Planning Commission hearing on the Draft SEIR:

T....BLE 3.0-1
CaMMENTS REUIVEDON THE DRAfT SEIR

'Letter . 'tii'afvldual orSlgnatoryl'.t
' "' ' .... 'f"~ I r

Affllliitiorrv,? '
.:.~ ...... ,

Date
,

ri~:O:,'" -..
A Matt Morgan County Sanitation District(CSDj - 1 11/12/2004

B Katherine Knourek SMUD 11/18/2004

C Katherine Eastham California Department of Transportation 1112312004

D TerryRoberts StateClearinghouse 1113012004

I Debbie Barnaby Resident 11/04/2004

2 Mark Nelson Resident 11/5/2004

3 Sheldon Community ASSOCiation 11/1812004

4 LeoFassler Resident 11/512004

5 P. Yeretzian Resident 11/6/2004

6 Kevin Kemper Law Officesof George E. Phillips 11124/2004

7
Public Comments Received by the Planning Commission on

1111812004November 18, 2004

8 ShirleyPeters Greater Sheldon Road Estates Homeowners Association (GSREHA) 11/1212004

3.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

3.3.1 REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT SEIR

CEQA Guidelines 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on environmental
issues received on the Draft EIR and prepare a written response. The written response must
address the significant environmental issue raised and must provide a detailed response.
especially when specific comments or suggestions [e.q .. additional mitigation measures) are not
accepted. In addition. the written response must be a good faith and reasoned analysis.
However. lead agencies need only to respond to significant environmental issues associated
with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by commentors, as
long as a good faith effort at full disclosure ismade in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 15204).

City ofElk Grove
December 2004

3.0-1
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

CEQA Guidelines 15204 recommends that commentors provide detailed comments that focus
on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the
environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or
mitigated. CEQA Guidelines 15204 also notes that commentors should provide an explanation
and evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15064. an effect shall
not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.

CEQA Guidelines 15088also recommends that where response to comments results in revisions
to the Draft EIR. that those revisions to noted as a revision to the Draft EIR or in a separate section
of the Final EIR.

3.3.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS

Written comments on the Draft SEIR are reproduced on the following pages. along with
responses to those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses. the following
coding system isused:

Public agency comment letters are coded by letters and each issue raised in the comment
letter isassigned a number (e.g .. Comment Letter A. comment 1: A-I).

Individual and interest group comment letters are coded by numbers and each issue raised in
the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g.. Comment Letter 1.comment 1: 1-1).

Where changes to the Draft SEIR text result from responding 10 comments. those changes are
included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for new text. strike out
for deleted text).

GeneralPlanAmendment
Fi/141 SupplementalEnvironmentallmpad Repot1

3.0-2

CityofElkGrovr!
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

LetterA

November 12, 2004
E225.000

Notice of Availability (NOA) of a Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for an Elk Grove
Cit)' General Plan Amendment

l'S6S5

""I., ('Ui) £7&·6000

FIOr' !9H;;. 117"·6161>

Taro Echiburu'
City of Elk Grove
Development Services, Planning
8400 Laguna Palms Way
Elk Grove, CA 95758

DearMr Echiburu ':

Subject:

RECE~VED

NOV 1 7 '2004

CITY OF ELK GROVE
PLANNING

Bo"ref .f Dlroctor..

County of Soa-om.rrto

IDler DIdcm.cOD
Ub C.ollin

Muriel P.Jaluuon

ROI~r l'lltllo

Don Nouoh

City of Citrus Height5

Jean:llie 'Bndu.s

City 01 Elk Gron

Sophl.l Schemun

City of Fob"m

Kern Howell

Cityof llvnchoCord"""

nan Skoa1'"'-li

Cityof Saatlmento

HeaUlf:r hrso

Cberyl Cresun
Axe"" Adnmmlrator

R.ob~rt F 5h.nb
Dlwiu ElIglllt'tT

Maroa M;I\lret
Onto!f,nancwr Offlu:r

W<nddl H Kldo
Dlstrla NIl1'l4t.:r

MIT)' J< Snydtr
Conrdlatl S)'J!CIJU MaJll1gtT

County Sanitation DIstrict 1 (CSD-l) and Sacramento Regional County
Samtation District (SRCSD) reviewed the NOA of the DSEIR. for the City's
General Plan Amendment. We found that the DSEIR adequately addressed the
sewage aspects of the proposed amendments.

CSD-l and SRCSD did notice there were a few comments and maps in Section
4.6PubICServices,whichare inaccurate, and may be misleading. The followmg
list addresses these findings for your consideration. It would be best to note or
correct the information in the Final EIR. However, the corrections do not
change the content and conclusions of environmental Impacts noted in the
DSEIR.

In the first sentence of the fourth paragraph on Page 4.6-1, the word
"laterals" should he changed to "collectors". Laterals are typically
considered individual sewer service laterals for a structure,
In the fourth paragraph on Page 4.6-1, the second to the last sentence
should read. "The exrsnng Elk Grove trunk Iine extends southeast from the
Sacramento Regional Water Treatment Plant (SRWfP) influent diversion
structure to Laguna Boulevard. then parallel to Laguna Boulevard; to
State Route 99 along East Stockton Boulevard, where the trunk then
parallels State Route 99.
The last paragraph on Page 4.6-1 incorrectly slates that the SRCSD and
CSD- I Board of Directors are lD the process of approving the current
Sacramento Sewerage Expansion Master Plan. The Board of Directors
approved the Master Plan several months ago.
On Page 4.6-2 under Planned Projects, the report discusses FIgure 4.6·2 as
ilIustralmg the future trunk sheds and trunk sewers proposed to meet the
projected needs of CSD-l. Tlus statement is InCOJTect and not correlated
with the map ill Figure 4.6-2, which depicts Relief projects for existmg
facilines. Additionally. Figure 4.6-2 does not illustrate either existing or
future trunk sheds. which are defined as areas. We have enclosed a few
maps for your use These maps illustrate the existing and expansion trunk
sheds, relief projects, expansion projects and the Apnl 2004 update to the
SRCSD Interceptor System Master Plan :WQO.

A-l

I
A-2

A-5

City ofElkGrove
December2004

Ceneral Plan Amendment
Final Supplemental Environmentallmpad Report
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

letter A continued

TaroEchiburu'
November 12, 2004
Page2

In conclusion, we expect that if the projects are subject to currently established policies,
ordinances, fees, and to conditions of approval, then mitigation measures within the EIR will
adequately address the sewage aspects of the project We anticipate a less than significant
impact to the sewage facilities

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please call Joyce Ferguson at (916) 876­
6098or myself at (916)876-6094.

MattMorgan. P.E.
Development Services

Enclosures

MMlJP' cc

cc: Maria Cablao
Steve Hong

General Plan Amendment
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Keport
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Letter A continued

8400 ~cguna Palms Way
tel; 91b.bB3.7111 • fo~:

Development servlces
au*:ing 50191'( &. usoe eiran
COrntnlmltY EnhanCet'l'lenl
£eOf"OmlC Oe...-.op-nel"ll
Plonnmg
Pub61c: WoO::!

• =11( Grove. Cclflornlc 95758
V16.b91.1>411 • www..,ltgro"echy DIQ

19161 H&-22J5
1916j~7B·226D
19'&1.(76-226\
19\61 H8-22!5
{91610&-226)

NOTICE OFAVAILABILITY

::LK GROVE GENERAL PLAN AIIIEND~=NT

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTREPORT

OCTOBER 1J, 20114

LEAD AGENCY: Crty cf Elk Grove
D!!velopmenl ServICeS. Planmng
Attn· Taro EchlburlJ
8400 Laguna Palms Way
Elk Grove, CA 95758
Email techiburu@elkgrovec,lv Dry

Fax' (91BlB91-6411

~IDJ

OCT 1 B2004

RECEIVED
PROJECT TITLE: Elk Grove G!ln!!ral Plan Amendment

PROJ"CT LOCATION: Crty of Elk Grove, lt1eproject consISts of eight sit!!s as detailed In the table below

PROJECT DESCRIPTlON: In November 2003. the City of Elk Grove r:ertifi!!d the Elk Grove General Plan
EIR ISCHII2002062092l and adopted its firsl General Plan (Crty of Elk Grove Crty Council ResollJ!lon 2003-216).
Followmg adoption of the G~neral Plan, the Ell: Grove City Council drrecl9d th~ .taff to initiate a Genera( Plan
Amendment process and subsequent environrnentat revl""" to Include snes 4, 5,24, 40, and 41 in the General
Plan Land Use Pol,ey Map. Sites 21, 29, and A are also Included in this P~Jec1 In addmon to the sites the City
Council directed staff 10 analyze The eXlsllOg and proposed General Plan deSignations 'or the project sites IS
given in the laDle below The Project IS not listed on the Hazardous Waste and SUbstances Sites list as set forth
In Government Cocle Section 65962 5.

SllB Locaban
Sao lin ExU..tlOg GP

Proposed GP Deslgnabon
acres' D••tnnatlon

24
/'IWcomer of Ek Grove 35 Esta1e Resld""bal Commertial

BoulevardlBlBdshaw RaadImellleclion

40
Northof Bond RoadlleIwaen SR 99 64 Low DensnyReSldellllal Commercial

and Elk Grove·FIOI1n Raad

I-t- AlangBllJcevllle RoadbetweenB,g
1.6 LowDen.rtv ReSloentllll Cornrnercal
64 I LowDensrty ReSIdential CommercI3I/Ollice!Mullf-fam,lv~ HemBoulevardand legonl Boulavlrd 75 OfflcelMulb-famliv CommerciallOlliceJMull>-fomllv4'

~ Along SheldonRaId between 1604 Rural RtSldel\1lai Low DensrtV Residenbal
29 WatellT1lp Roadand BradshowRoad ----'fic3 Rural Ro..denl,.1 Low Densill' ReSlden"al

P. SoU1h Dr B'9 Hom Boulevard belVll!en 74
PubhcOpen

HIgh Oens,l}' Residentla'F..n~\ln Roadall<!BI\lte'JllleRoad SpaceIRe=al'Dn

Transportauon and Circulanon
Public Servtcas and UtIlities ­
Wastewater

A" Quality
Land Use

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL e;:FECTS: The G~n~ral Plan Am~ndm~nl Draft Supplemental EIR has
identified lh~ follow,ng envlrcnrnental Issue areas as havcng potenMfly slgniircanl environmental impacts from

lmpl~mentabOn of the proJe;VJI- 1\ Iz..{,p104-

City ofElk Grove
December 1004
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Letter A continued

8400 UGUNA PALMS WAY • EU< GROVE. C"UFOFlNI" 95758
T!J..: 91 6.683.71 1I • FAX: 916.691.6411 • www olkgra.oClty.arg

DlWEl..OPMENT SERVICES
Bull.DlNG SAP'E'T"l''& tNSPECT1.ON
CO~U,..,....EMiANCp,lENT

~c OEWLOf"WENT
"'-'-00
F"UBUC;;WORKS

(g, m4'7&2235
III 15J478-2256
1915J478-;<2& I
(Ill 51478-;<265
(g I m47&Z263

NOTICE OF AVAILABILI1Y

lfAD ,\CENCY;

PROJECT lT1l.E;

PROJECT LOCATION:

Eu:GIIOVl:GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAl ENVIRONMENTAl IMPACT REpORT

OCTOBER 13, 2004

Oty ofElkGro~e
Development Services, Planning
Alln: TaroEd1iburu
8400 LagunaPalms Way
ElkGrove, CA 9575B
Email:techlburu@e'kgro~edty.org
Fax: (9161 691-6411

ElkGrove General Plan Amendment

City of Eli< Grove, the projectconsisls01 eight sites as delililed in the table belo

PROJECT DESCRIPTlON: In November 2003, the City of ElkGrove certified the Elk Grove General Plan EIR
(So-tl20020620B2) and adopted Its first General Plan (Cily of Elk GlOve City Council Resolution 2003-216).
Following adoption of the General Plan, the Elk Grove City Council directed the staff to inltlate a General Plan
Amendment process and subsequent environmental review 10 indude sites 4, 5, 24,40, and 41 in the General Plan
LandUse Policy Map. Sites 21, 29, and A are also Included in this project in addition to the Sites the Oty Council
directed ,tall to analyze. The existing and proposed General Plan delignations for the project sites is given in the
table below. The Project is not listed on the Hazandous Waste and Substances Sites List as set forth in Government
Code Se..-tion 65962.5.

24 HWcomer ofElkGrove 3.5BoulevardlBradshaw Road,ntenectl""

4D Nolthof BondRoadbetweenSR99 and 6.4
ElkGrove-florin Road

4
Alon& Bruceville Road betwten B,& Hom

1.6
5 6.4
41

loul ..anl and lAlIuna Soulevard
7.5

21 Along SheldonRoad bet_ Waterman 1&0.4
29 Roadand Bradshaw Rood 113

A SouthofBI& Hom Boulevan:l be_e. 7.4
Franklin Roadand Bruceville Road

&13Ie Res,denbal

low Density Residential

law Dem ResIdential
LowDeNI Re5Identlal

OfIj<elMulli-t.llnd
Rural Res,denl1al
Rural Resldenba'

Public Open
5 celRecreabon

Commeraal

Commerrial

Commerdal

CommerclaVDII,celMulu·famil
Low Dons. Resldenl,al
Law Donsi ResIdential

HighDenSIty Resident,al

SIGNIFICAl'IT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: The General Plan ,A,mendment Draft Supplemental EIR has ,dentified the
follOWing environmental issue areas as ha~ing potentially significant environmental Impacts from implementation of
the project:

>\irQuality
Land Use
Visual Quality

General PlanAmendment
FllMlSupplementalEnvironmentallmp.lClRepon

3.0-6

Transportation and Cir::ulation
PublicServices and Utllitles- Wastewater

City 01 Elk Grove
December 2004



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSESTo CoMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

SRCSD INTERCEPTOR SYSTEM MASTER PLAN 2000

Phased Construction of Expanded Interceptor System

April 2004
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3.0 COMMENTS AND REsPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 10 COMM£NTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
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3.0 COMMENTS AND R{SPONSES To CoMMENTS ON THE DRAfT SEIR
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

LETTER A: MATT MORGAN, COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICf (CSD) - 1

Response A-I: The commentor indicates that lhey have reviewed the Notice of Availability
and found that the Draft SEIR adequately addressed the sewage aspects of
the proposed amendments. Comment noted.

Response A-2: Comment noted.

• Draft SEIR page 4.6-1, paragraph 4, sentence 1 will be revised to read as
follows:

"The collection system within the General Plan Planning Area includes
trunks (designed to carry flows from 1 - 10 mgd) and Iaf.ef€IIs collectors,
which are wastewater conveyance facilities that carry wastewater flows
of less than 1 mgd."

Response A-3:

Response A-4:

Response A-5:

Response A-6:

City 01Elk Grove
December2004

Comment noted.

• Draft SEIR page 4.6-1, paragraph 4, second 10 the last sentence will be
revised to read:

"The existing Elk Grove trunk line extends southeast from the SRWTP influent
diversion structure to Laguna Boulevard, then parallel to Laguna
Boulevard. to State Route 99 along East Stockton Boulevard, where the
trunk line then parallels State Route 99."

Comment noted.

• Draft SEIR page 4.6-1, last paragraph, sentence 1will be revised to read:

"The SRCSD and CSD-l Board of Directors are in the process of appro'ling
approved the current Sacramento Sewerage Expansion Master Plan
(Master Plan) in January 2004."

Comment noted. Maps provided by CSD - 1 will be incorparated into the
document, see Section 4.0 (Errata) and Figure 4.6-2 will be revised with the
correct figure.

The commentor indicates if the project is subject to currently established
policies, ordinance, fees, and conditions of approval, that mitigation
measures will ddequately address the sewage aspects or the project and
that a less than significant impact to sewage facilities is anticipated.
Comment noted.

General Plan Amendment
Final Supplemental Environmenl2llmpact Report
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Letter 8

eSMuan n SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTIUTY DISTRICTJ ,1 1~ The Power To Do More~

P.O Box 15830, Sacramento, CA 95852-1830; 1-888-742-SMUD (7683)

NOVEMBER 18. 2004

CITY OF ELK GROVE
PLANNING DEPT.
ATTN: ERIC NORRIS
8400LAGUNA PALMSWAY
ELK GROVE, CA, 95758

The Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) hasreviewed theCity of Elk Grove
General Plan Amendment Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and
has the following comments.

All of the proposed designations for the Site Locations listed yield higher load densities.
At this time. SMUD does not foresee any additional substation sites being needed;
however, these changes may drive the necessity for the 2nd units at Laguna Springs B-1
Sirocco, Calvine Waterman, and Bradshaw Grantllne substations sooner than originally
forecasted.

Disclosures:

Site 24· A 69kV Overhead Power Line is proposed along west side of Bradshaw 8-2

Roa~

Katherine E. Knourek, Land Specialist
SMUD, Real Estate Services
6201 S Street, M.S. 8304
Sacramento, CA. 95852
916.732.6499
916.732.6008 Fax

a-mail: kknoura@smud org <maillo:kknoure@smud org>

DISTRICT HEADQUARTERS· 6201 S Street; Sacramento, CA95817-1899

General Plan Amendment
FINISupplementJl£nvlronmentlllmp;1Ct Repolt
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

LETTER B: KATHERINE KNOUREK, SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

Response B-1: The comment or indicates that the proposed designations for the sites
identified in the Draft SEIR would yield higher load densities. but that SMLlD
does not foresee any additional substation sites being needed. However.
second units at three substations may be needed sooner than originally
planned. These details are informational and do not address the adequacy
of the EIR. Comment noted.

Response B-2: Commentor indicates that a 69kV overhead power line is proposed along the
west site of Bradshaw Road at Site 24. Comment noted. The information
does not change the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

City ofElkGrove GeneralPlanAmendment
December2004 FinalSupplemental£nvironmentallmpad Report
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

SIAn; OF CALIFORNIA--8US!NESS TRANSPOU"TION MP HQUSING AGf)lQ' ARNOLD SCHWAB2PJgGQEB Gg.,quR'

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 3 - SACRAMENTO AREA OFFICE
VEN1UREOAKS, MS IS
P.O.BOX 942874
SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001
PHONE (916)274-0614
PAX (916)274·0648
1TY (530) 741-4509

November 23,2004

04SACOl64
03SAC-5/99 PM Various
Elk Grove General Plan Amendment
DEIR
SCH#2002062082

Ms. Beth Thompson
City of Elk Grove
Community Development Department
8400 Laguna Palms Way
Elk Grove, CA 95758

Dear Ms. Thompson:

letter C
Flu)'OUr PC1M'~,J

Bt ener,., cliCWll'

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Elk Grove General Plan
Amendment. Our comments are as follows:

• Caltrans did not comment in writing at the Notice of Preparation stage of this project review
because this "project" was undefined, lacked specificity, and was mis-titled We concur With
the City of Sacramento's comments in their letter of April 14, 2004, signed by Ms. Dana
Allen, found in Appendix 1 of this draft EIR.

• With reference to Section 4.3 "Transportation and Circulation", Page 4.3-43 of the DElR, the
City of Elk Grove should have the authority to acquire additional right-of-way as required to
enable ultimate build-out of the collector and arterial roads. This is especially important to
Caltrans, particularly when local roads in the vicinity of interchanges operate at deficient
levels of service and cause operational problems at interchange offrarnps.

• Impact 4.3.2: "State highways that would experience LOS D or F during the A.M. and P.M.
peak hours--": This should state "LOS D, E, and F'.

• With reference to Page 4.3-46, "Mitigation Measures": Regarding the statement "Necessary
nght-of-way is not available as a result of extenaive residential and commercial development
immediately adjacent to the roads---". This is not necessarily true. The City ought to
implement policy and procedures for acquiring right-of-way as a condition of project
approval.

• With reference to Page 4.3-45, Impact 4.3.4: "Implementation of the proposed General Plan
Amendment as well as potential development within the City and adjacent areas would
contribute to significant impacts on local roadways and state highways under cumulative

·'CatllllllSunplTJ"~1 ".06"11)' Germs CalifornlG"

C-1

C-2

IC-3

C-4

C-5

General Plan Amendment
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Letter C continued

Ms. Beth Thompson
November 23, 2004
Page 2

conditions This is considered a cumulative significant impact." It also states "Development
under the proposed General Plan Amendment and regional growth expected by the year 2025
is expected to result in significant roadway impacts within the City and less than significant
impacts to SR99". This is questionable. Where is the proof that "less than significant
impacts" will result to SR99?

• Concurrent Caltrans project level traffic impact study requests are pending on various
development "sites" covered by this Ern.. One example is site #21, identified as Sheldon
Lakes (EG-01-191). Our Sheldon Lakes letter of August I, 2003 (copy enclosed) has yet to
be acknowledged and addressed regarding potential traffic Issues. Please refer to the various
letters regarding Sheldon Lakes in Appendix I of this DEIR.

• The City should set up a city-wide funding mechanism to provide matching funds for adding
and extending HOY lanes on Interstate 5 and State Route 99, since continuing development
will exacerbate congestion problems on these highways. The HOY lanes also serve astransit
routes, providing shortened commute time for transit users.

• The City should encourage Rideshare to Its residents and businesses through promotion of
carpools and vanpools and transit usage for commute trips. The Sacramento Area Council of
Governments may provide start up funding for a Rideshare program. For information, please
contact Nancy Kays at (916) 340-6223.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Ken Champion at
(916) 274-0615.

Sincerely,

KATHERlNE EASTIlAM, Chief
Office of Transportation Planning - Southwest

c: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

"CaltHllu mrpltntJ nrobdllytlcrouCal4/onlltJ"

IC-5
I

Icont.

C-6

I
'C-7
I
I

C-8
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Letter C continued

STATE OF CAU:rPBNlA BUSINESS IMNSPORTAl1QN AHO HQJISINGAGpICX

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 3 - Sacramento Area Office
Venture Oaks - MS 15
P.O. Box 942874
Sacramento. CA 94274-0001
PHONE (916)274-0638
FAX 1916)274-0648
TIY (5301741-4509

August 1. 2003

03SACOIOO
03-SAC-99 PM 14.869
Sheldon Lakes (EG-OI-I91)
Notice of Preparation)
SCH#2003072033

Mr. Bill Pable
City of Elk Grove
Planning Division
8400 Laguna Palms Way
Elk Grove. CA 95758

Dear Mr. Pable:

GRAYDAm Govemor

P1u l/our powerl
Be enf!TlJll tdfIdenti

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Sheldon Lakes
project. Our comments are as follows:

• This project could generate approximately 182 AM and 242 PM new peak.
hour trips. A focused Traffic Impact Study (TIS) should be prepared if
generated traffic from this project rezone and tentative map was not fully
considered. including the tim1ng of needed transportation improvements,
Within prior environmental assessments. A "Guide for the Preparation of
Traffic Impact Studies" carl be obtained from the following website:
http://www.dot.ca.govIhq Itraffopsldevelopservloperationalsystems/. The
TIS should incorporate the following scenarios:

Existing conditions without the project
Existing conditione plus the project
Cumulative conditions (without the project)
Cumulative conditions (with project buUd-out)

• The focused TIS should provide a Level of Service (LOS) project analysis for
the State Route 99/Sheldon Road and Laguna-Bond Interchanges.

• A merge/diverge analysis should be performed for the freeway and ramp
junctions and all analysis should be based on .AM and PM peak hour
volumes. The analysis should include the (individual. not averaged) LOS

"Caltrans lmprouesmabGlIlI across Ca/jfom"'"

General P/~nAmendmtml
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Mr. Bill Pable
August 1. 2003
Page 2

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Letter C continued

City ofElk Grove
December2004

and traffic volumes applicable to all intersection road approaches and turn
movements. The procedures contained In the Year 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual should be used as a guide for the traffic study.

• Mitigation measures should be identified where the project would have a
significant impact. Caltrans considers the following to be "significant
impacts":

- Off-ramps with vehicle queues that extend Into the ramp's deceleration
area or onto the freeway.

- Vehicle queues at intersections that exceed existing lane storage.
- Project traffic impacts that cause any ramp's mergeI diverge Level of

Service (LOS) to be worse than the freeway's LOS.
- Project impacts that cause the freeway or intersection LOS to deteriorate

below LOS E for freeway and LOS D for intersections. (If the LOS is already
"E" or "F'. then a quantitative measure of increased queue lengths and
delay should be used to determine appropriate mitigation measures.)

Possible mitigation measures to consider Include the following. with
consideration of proportionate fair share funding, if the project contrl.butes
to cumulative significant impacts.

- Revising interchange ramps to increase capacity.
- Modifying ramp terminal tntersections.
- Aux1liary lanes between interchanges.
- Increasing ramp acceleration or deceleration lane length to improve

merge/diverge operations.
- Adding signalization and ramp intersection geometric improvements at

impacted interchanges and nearby intersections.
- The addition ofTOS elements at interchanges.

• The analysis of future traffic impacts should be based on a 20 year planning
horizon.

• Future transportation systems assumed for cumulative conditions should
include those improvements which are included in the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments' 2002 Metropolitan Transportation Plan.

• The residential project should be designed to encourage baste livability
concepts, including but not l1mited to:

Community size should be designed so that housing. jobs. dally needs
and other activities are within easy walking/biking distance of each
other.

The design and circulation network for the project should be planned
to encourage and facilitate the use of alternative transportation
modes, including bicycles, transit, and pedestrian travel.

'CollmTlS II11pftIlieS mobiUllJ across California"

General Plan Amendment
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Mr. Bill Pable
August 1, 2003
Page 3

Letter C continued

Please provide our office with a copy of the TIS and any further action
regarding this project. Please contact Ken Champion at (916) 274-0615 if you
have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

OfUGINAL SIGNED B'!:

JEFF PVLVERMAN, CHIEF
OFFICE OF REGIONAL PLANNING

c: Katie Shulte JOWlg. State Clearinghouse

"Ca!trans unproues mobllUy acrossCa/ifomlt1"

General Plan Amendment
FinalSupplemental Environmental Impact Report

3.0-22

CityofElkGroW!
December2004



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

LEITER C: KATHERINE EASTHAM, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Response C-l: The commentor indicates why they did not comment in writing at the Notice
of Preparation stage. The commentor is directed to the 'Project Description'
section of the Notice of Preparation in the Draft SEIR. The level at project
description detail in the Notice ot Preparation meets the requirements of
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. Notice of Preparation comments
received from the City of Sacramento were considered in the preparation of
the Supplemental Draft EIR.

Response C-2: The commentor states that the City should have authority to acquire
additional right-of-way to enable ultimate build out of the collector and
arlerial roads. The commentor is directed to the fourth and fifth paragraphs
on p 4.3-43 of the Draft SEIR where issues regarding further improvements to
impacted roadways are described. EXisting residential and commercial
development. creek crossings, historic resources, and other constraints have
effectively restricted the potenlial widening of these local roadways as
described and make such widenings economically or environmentally
infeasible. The commentor is referred to pages 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 of the Draft
SEIR where planned improvements to the roadways referenced in the fourth
and fifth paragraphs of p. 4.3-43 of the Draft SEIR are described.

Response C-3: The commentor indicates that the discussion under Impact 4.3.2 should
reference LOS E. However, as noted in the seventh paragraph on p. 4.3-43
and depicted on Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4, none of the state highway segments
would operate at LOS E under either the adopted General Plan or the
proposed Amendmen1. Therefore. the discussion under Impact 4.3.2 (State
Highways) does reads correctly and the senlence will not be revised to
include LOS E.

Response C-4: The commenter states that the City should implement policy and procedures
for acquiring right-of-way as a condition of project approval, referencing p.
4.3-46 and the discussion under the "Mitigation Measures" heading. The
sentence referenced refers to the roadways described under Impact 4.3.1.
See Response to Comment C-2 regarding potential for improvements to these
roadways. Please note that the City does condition new development
projects to reserve right-of-way for planned improvements where the right-ot­
way is part of a project site (e.g., Laguna Ridge Specific Plan) and is
consistent with the City of ElkGrove General Plan.

Response C-5: The commentor questions the determination on p. 4.3-45 under Impact 4.3.4
that the project would result in less than significant impacts to SR 99. The
commentor is referred to Appendix 2 of the Draft SEIR where the lraffic
analysis methodology is discussed. Specifically, the commentor is referred to
Tables 4 and 7 of Draft SEIR Appendix 2 where roadway segments anticipated
to be affected by the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project are
detailed and the assignment of trips for each City-initiated General Plan
Amendment Project site is described. Ihe commentor is also referred to
Tables 5 and 6 of Draft SEIR Appendix 2 that describe the average daily trips
for each proposed site under the existing General Plan and the proposed
Generdl Plan Amendment. As is shown in 1ables 4 and 7, tratfic generated on

CityofElkGrove GeneralPlanAmendment
December 2004 Final Supplemental EnvironmentallmpactReport
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

the General Plan Amendment sites is anticipated to impact local roadways
and not significantly impact the state highways.

Response C-6:

Response C-7:

Response C-B:

The commentor indicates that Caltrans has requested project level traffic
studies for various development sites covered by the Draft SEIR. specifying the
Sheldon Lakes site and attaching a letter dated August 1. 2003. While this
comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. the
approach to the environmental review of traffic impacts on the General Plan
level of land use versus project-specific level is described. The Draft SEIR looks
at the traffic impacts associated with changing the General Plan land use
designation of the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project sites as
described in Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR is
not intended to provide a detailed project-level review for the City-initiated
General Plan Amendment Project sites. as the General Plan land use
designations would accommodate a range of project proposals and site
designs for each of the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project sites.
Environmental impacts. including traffic. associated with project-level
applications would be analyzed as port of the City's application review
process. as required by the CEQA Guidelines.

Comment noted. General Plan Policy CI-22 obligates the City to coordinate
and participate with the City of Sacramento. Sacramento County and
Caltrans on roadway improvements that are shared by the jurisdiclions in
order to improve operations. This may include joint transportation planning
efforts. roadway construction and funding (Elk Grove General Plan EIR. State
Clearinghouse #2002062082).

The commentor indicates that the City should encourage Rideshare. The
comment is noted. Alternative transportation modes are encouraged by
General Plan Policies CI-3 through CI-7 and associated implementing Actions.

GeneralPlan Amendment
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 0

~•Arnold
Schwarzenegger

Governor

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

S TAT E OF CALI FOR N I A

Governor's Office of Planning and Research

State Cleannghouse and Planning Unit
Jm Boel

ActmgDirector

Noveruber 30, 20Cl4

RECE~VED

Beth Thompson
Cily of Elk Grove
8400 Laguna Palms Way
ElkGlOve,CA 95758

Subject Elk Grove General Piau Amendment
SOl#: 2002062082

Dear Beth Thompson:

DEC 02 2004

CITY OF ELI~ GROVE
PLANN1NG

CityofElk Grove
December2004

The State Clearinghousesubmitted the above named Dra.ft ElR to selectedstale agencies for review. The
reviewperiod closed on November 29, 2004, and DO stale agenciessubmitted comments by that date. Tlus
letteracknowledges that you have compiledWith theStateCleannghouse review requirementsfor draft
environmental documents, pursuant 10 the Coliform. EnvironmectalQuality Act. 0-1

Pleasecall the SlIlteC1eumgbouse al (916) 44S.()613UYDU haveany questions regardlll.g the
environmental review process. If you beve 8 questionaboutthe above-namedproject, please referto the
ten-digit State Clearinghousenumber when contacting thisoffice.

Sincerely,

~
~~

Director, State Clearinghouse

1400TENTH STREET P.O BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-304-4
TEL (916)~5~613 FAX (916)323-3018 .........apr <'.8'v

General Plan Amendment
Final SupplementilEnvifDnmentallmpactReport
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Letter D continued

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCHII 2002062082
Project TIlle Elk Grove General Plen Amendment

Lead Agency Elk Grove, City of

Type El R Draft EIR

Descrlpllon The project would result In new General Plan deSignations lor the eight project sites Sites 5 &. 41
would be designated CommerclaUOff,cel

MUlti-family; sites 4. 24. &. 40 Commercial; sileo 21 & 29 Low Den.1ty Re.idenbal; sote A HIgh Density

Residential.

Lead Agency Contact
Nome Bel~ Thompson

Agency aty ot Elk Grove

Phone 916-361-8384
email

Addtess 8400 Laguna Palms Way
City Elk Grove

Fax

Slam CA ZIp 95758

Project Location
County Sacremento

City Elk Grove

Reg/on
Cross Streets

Parcel No.

Township Range Section Bue

Proximity to:
Hlgh_y. 99

Airports Elk Grove Alrpol1lSunsat Skyway
Railways UPRR. CA Traction Compony

W.'_ays Con.umn"s River. Laguna Creek. Elk Grove Creek
Schools

Land Use Siles 4, 5, &. 40.{.ow Density Res, sote 24-Estale Res. siles 21 & 29-Rural Res, slta A-Open Space,

sote41·OfIIcaJMult~Iamily.

Project Issues .... sltoelicN'.uel. Alr Quality; Noi.e; PopuletionIHousing Balance; Public Services; Septic System;
Sewer Capacity: Traffic/Circulation; LandU'''; Growth Inducing; Cumulative Effects

ReViewIng Resources Agency; Department 01Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 2;

Agencie. Department 01Parlts and Recreabon; Depertmenl 01Water Resources; Offtce 01Eme'llency Services;

California Higllway Patrol; Callrans. Dtsbict 3; Regional Water Qualily Control Bd., Region 5
(Sacramento): Native American Heritage CommiSSIOn

Date Reee1llM 10113/2004 Start ofReview 10/13/2004 End ofRev,ew 11/29/2004

Nole: Blanks In data field. result lrom Insllfficlent onformatlonprovided by lead agency

General PlanAmendment
FinalSupplementllEnvironmentlllmpact Repott
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

LETTER D: TERRY ROBERTS, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT

Response 0-1: The commentor indicates thal the State Clearinghouse provided the Draf1
SEIR to selected state agencies for review and that the state Clearinghouse
did not receive any comments by the close of the review period. The
commentor indicates that the City has complied with lhe Stole
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents
pursuant to CEQA.

C;ty ofElkGro\'e GeneralPlan Amendment
December 2004 FinalSupplemental Environmental Impact Repon
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Letter 1

Elk General Plan Amendment.txt

OEBBIE BARNABY
11/04/2004 02:09 PM

TO:
cc:

techiburuCelkgovecity.org
beefier~earthlink.net

Subject; Elk General plan Amendment

I am writing specifically regarding the rezoning request for the
property
located along Sheldon Road between Waterman and Bradshaw Roads known as
site 21
and 29. The request to rezone these parcels to low density residential
is not
consistent with the area around these parcels. From Elk Grove-Florin
Road to
Grantline on sheldon Road the parcels are no smaller than 2.5 acres. It
does
not make since as a community to approve a development that is larger in
scope
than the community that surrounds the area.

As I am sure you are aware, Sheldon Road cannot hold the amount of
traffic a
rezoning would require. As it stands currently, in the morning, to pull
out of
my driveway onto Sheldon Road is dangerous. The traffic flows at 50 or
more MPH
and it has increased substantially in the last couple of years. If you
approve
this development structure as proposed, residents of sheldon Road
between '
Waterman and Bradshaw will not be able to exit their homes safely.

I am not opposed to growth, as long as it makes sense for the
surrounding area.
The green belt between sacramento and Elk Grove is Sheldon Road. We
have a
creek that runs through the area, wildlife, horse/cattle property and
sOtlle
agricuture. This is what Elk Grove is known for and we as citizens and
government shOUld work to preserve Some of this.

I would like to hear from you to further discuss this rezoning as I am a
concerned citizen of Elk Grove, more specifically sheldon Road, as these
changes
are at my back door (or should I say 10 acres away).

Sincerely,

Debbie Barnaby
9560 Sheldon Road
Elk Grove. CA 95624
916-479-5360
916-787-9357

page 1

GeneralPlanAmendment
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

LEmR 1: DEBBIE BARNABY, RESIDENT

Response 1-1: The commentor indicates that their comments regard sites 21 and 29. They
indicate that the request is not consistent with the surrounding area and that
it does not make sense to approve a development that is larger in scope than
the surrounding community. The comment is noted. The Draft SEIR evaluates
the consistency of sites 21 and 29 with the current General Plan land use
designations in Section 4.1 (Land Use). The current land use designation is
rural residential and allows residential uses with a minimum 2-acre lot size.
Impacts resulting from the proposed action for sites 21 and 29 are discussed
throughout the Draft SEIR Sections 4.1 through 4.7. 5.0 (Cumulative Impacts
Summary], and 7.0 (Long-term Implications).

Response 1-2: The commentor indicates that Sheldon Road cannot hold the traffic that a
rezone [of Sites 21 and 29] would require. The comment is noted. Traffic flow
and associated impacts are analyzed in Section 4.3 (Transportation and
Circulation) of the Draft SEIR. Table 4.3-6 of the Draft SEIR indicates that in the
A.M. peak hour Sheldon Road between Elk Grove-Florin Road and Bradshaw
Road would operate at LOS A eastbound and LOS B westbound, both under
the adopted General Plan and under the proposed project. Table 4.3-7 shows
that in the P.M. peak hour Sheldon Road between Elk Grove-Florin Road and
Bradshaw Road would operate at LOS B westbound under both the adopted
General Plan and proposed project but that eastbound, the roadway
segment would operate at LOS D under the proposed praject versus LOS C
under the adopted General Plan. However, the segment of Sheldon Road
between Elk Grove-Florin and East Stockton Roads would operate
unacceptably westbound during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours and
eastbound during the P.M. peak hour.

Response 1-3: The commentor indicates that they are not opposed to growth as long as it
makes sense for the surrounding area and describes the attributes of the
area. The comment is noted.

Response 1-4: The commentor indicates their concern and expresses a desire to be
contacted by City staff. The comment is noted. Notices associated with
public meetings on the project will be provided.

City ofElkGrove General PlanAmendment
December2004 FinalSupplemenul Environmenullmpad Repof1

3.0-29



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Letter 2

Beth Thompson

From: Taro Echiburu-EG

Sent: Friday,November05, 20041:21 PM

To: Beth Thompson

Subject: FW E/R--GPA

-Original Message­
From: StuartWagner
sent: Friday,November05, 2004 U:24 PM
To: Taro Echiburu
Subject: FW: ElR-GPA

HITaro,

I got this email from Mark NelsonlDday. He hasa couple minorcommentson theGeneral PlanAmendmentEIR

Stu

--Original Ml!SSlIge-
From: Mark Nelson [rTllIlItD:marknelson@suteWeSt.net]
sent: Friday, November05, 2004 11:28 AM
To: stuart Wagner
Subject: EIR-GPA

November5, 2004

Stuart,

I have read the EIR for our GPAmendmentand I haven' comeup with any substantial comments. However I did find a
few thingsto report to you.

U PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Page 3.0-1 = In paragraph3.1 it refersto OUf site as the •...comerof Elk GroveBlvd. and WatermanRoad...•

which should be changedto BradshawRoad.
Page 3.0-15=The mabix listsour site as 3.5 acresand in factit is 3.3 acres-no big deal buIll is the facl. 2-1

other Ihan the two minor notesabove I think It is a good EIR.

lNhalls our next slep? lNhen do we go to Ihe hearingprocess?

Mark Nelson

GeneralPlanAmendment
FinalSupplementalEnvironmental ImpactReport
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

LETTER 2: MARK NELSON, PROJECT REPRESENTATIVE

Response 2-1: The commentor provides several minor edits to the Draft SEIR.

• Draft SEIR page 3.0-1. paragraph 2 will be revised to read:

"Site 24 is located at the corner of Elk Grove Boulevard and Waterman
~BradshawRoad in the East Elk Grove Specific Plan area ... "

• Draft SEIR page 3.0-15. Table 3.0-2 (Proposed Land Use Changes) will be
revised to read:

Site Size(in aaes) . . Existing CP Designation' Proposed CP Designation

24 H3.3 EstateResidential Commercial

40 6.4 Low Density Residential Commercial

4 1.6 Low Density Residential Commercial

5 6.4 Low Density Residential Commercial/Office/Multi-fam Ily

41 7.5 Office/Multi-family Commercial/Office/MuIti-fam iIy

21 160.4 Rural Residential Low Density Residential

29 113 Rural Residential Low Density Residential

A 7.4 Public Open Space/Recreation High Density Residential

City ofElk Grove General PlanAmendment
December 2004 FinalSupplemenf111 Envimnmenf11llmpacfReport
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Letter 3

November18,2004
Re: GeneralPlanAmendment

Draft Supplemental EIR, 2004

Members of thePlanningCommission,

Afterreviewing theDraftSupplemental EIRof October, 2004weare in agreement with
and fully supportthe Greater SheldonRoad EstatesHomeownerAssn.'s requestthatyou
findthe DSEIR does not support the rezone of270 acres fromAJR.-2 to lowdensity
housing, resulting in 4-7 dwelling unitsper acre. These rezonesites are identified as
parcels #21 and#29 in the DSEIR.

Throughoutthe document, staffindicates thatsucha rezonewouldbein conflictwith
both the current General Planand stated City policies. Granting thisrezonewouldcreate
a conflictof landuse,begrowthinducing, inconsistent with the character of theSheldon
area and result in significant cDviroamental impacts as outlined in the DSEIR.. Staff's
conclusionsaresupported by lettersfromthevarious agenciesproviding input

In general, granting therezone wouldhavefuture significantimpacts on schools,roads.
air quality,noisellight levels and wet lands and wildlife. Not only are these mandated
areas addressed bythe DSEIRbutthey are also qualityof life issuesthat affect area
residents.the cityandregionas a whole. Therefore.we ask you find the DSEIRdoes not
support therezoning of thesetwo parcelsand endorseAlternative# 2 as your
recommendation to the CityCouncil.

Respectfully submitted,
SheldonCommunity Association
Board of Directors

General PlanAmendment
FinalSupplementalEnvironmenullmpact Report
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

LETTER 3: SHElDON COMMUNITY AsSOCIATION

Response 3-': The commentor indicates their agreement with the request by the Greater
Sheldon Rood Estates Homeowner's Association that the Planning
Commission find that the Draft SEIR does not support the rezone [General Plan
Amendment] of Sites 21 and 29. The comment isnoted.

Response 3-2: The commentor indicates that the land use change 10 Sites 21 and 29 would
have significant environmental impacts as outlined in the Draft SEIR. The
comment isnoted.

Response 3-3: The commentor indicates general environmental effects they believe to be
associated with the change in land use designation to Sites 21 and 29. The
comment is noted. As the comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft SEIR, no further response isrequired.

City ofElk Grove General PlanAmendment
December2004 FinalSupplemental Environmentsllmpact Repol1
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Date: 11-05-2004

City of Elk Grove
Development Services, Planning
Attn: Mr. Taro Echiburii
8400 Laguna Palms Way
Elk Grove, CA 95758

Re: Proposed Elk Grove General Plan Amendment

\RECE~VED \

NOV \) S ,004

efT'{ 01' ELl<.GtlOI/E \
\ PU'lNNING J-

Dear Mr. Echiburu,

As a member of the Greater Sbeldon Road Estates Homeowner Association, I strongly
oppose the urbanization of Sites 21 and 29, which is being presented in the proposed
amendment to the existing General Plan.

The environmental aspect of Rural Elk Grove would be very adversely affected for the
following reasons:

t. Land Use: The current General Plan calls for AR-2 lots minimum, which GSRBA
memben totally support because it is a zoning that is compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood. Amending tile GP to allow high-density housing in tbe middle of an
existing rural area would be totally incompatible with any concept of keeping the area
rural. It would be a direct connict with what tbe citizens wanted and the needs of
current property owners who have farm animals that need space adjacent to their
animal grazing areas.

2. Transportation and Circulation: Traffic within the city of Elk Grove already is
atrocious. The addition of as many as 800 -1,100 homes on combined site; 11 & 19
would totally cause gridlock in the area, whicb in turn, causes more pollution.

3. Air Ouality: The increased number of automobiles (as many as 1,500-2,500 or more)
would definitely further pollute our arell that the government has already proclaimed as
Dotmeeting Federal Standards.

4. Visual Ouality: The overall natural area that is currently occupied by maoy different
types of wildlife would be annihilated. The rural area would merely become anotber
urban area with houses, sound walls, noise and cars. Again, this is not compatihle with
the adopted General Plan.

5. Wildlife: There are many types of wildlife inhabiting sites 11 & 19. Laguna Creek,
passing through the center of botb sites, has mAnyspecies of blrds, frogs and otber
wildlife. That habitat must be preserved if we want to retain a piece of our origioal Elk
Grove Community and preserve its nature.

1.

1~1
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Letter 4 continued

6. Public Services: Currently, the General Plan does not support public water or sewer
sanitary sen'ices within the Rural Area. The installation of these facilities would merely
open the entire remaining land in the Rural Area to be covered with houses. In addition,
it would increase the City's maintenance budget for
maintaining those facilities. More importantly, it would destroy the wildlife habitat that
currently occupies the area and violate environmental issues that the City Planning
Commission and the City Council wisely considered when the General Piau was
adopted.

7. Neighborhood Impact: Allowing Sites 21 & 29 (273 acres) to be developed would have a
huge negative impact on all of the people that live aloug Sandage Rond. Many of the
current homes are constructed close to the eristing road lind linking that street into the
proposed subdivision would devastate their living areas. That is totally not
environmentally acceptable, nor responsible, especially with the increased projected
pollution affecting operadons such as a meat-processing plant, walnut orchards, etc. A
similar impact would occur along Sheldon Road affecting people that have ranch
animals.

8. Noise Pollution; Many fann animals in the area are sensitive to noise, as is the wildlife.
Increased cars cause traffic, which causes noise, which causes pollution. The natural
habitat along Laguna Creek would be severely impacted, be they Garder Snakes. frogs,
various hawk species, egrets, rabbits, cranes, coyotes and more.

In closing, a large negative environmental Impact would be created in Rural Elk
Grove if either of these sites were allowed to be incorporated into the General Plan
as proposed. They are not appropriate, acceptable, nor compatible because the
environmental issues. More importantly, the citizens of our community must have priority
over a speculator's goal of making money. They spent countless hours over a two-year
period assisting in tbe development of tbe General Plan. Accordingly, our cu"efJI General
Plan must be retained for the lblral Elk Grove area.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Leo A. Fassler
9529 Sheldon Road
Elk Grove, CA 95624

cc: Planning Commissioners

2.

!4-7
I

I
:4-10

I

City ofElk Grove
December 2004

3.0-35

General Plan Amendment
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Repoff
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LETIER 4: LEO FASSLER, RESIDENT

Response 4-1: The commentor indicates their opposition to the urbanization of Sites 21 and
29 as proposed by the General Plan Amendment. The comment is noted. As
the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. no further
response is required.

Response 4-2: The commentor indicates that amending the General Plan to allow high
density housing in the middle of the existing rural area would be incompatible
with the concept of keeping the area rural. The comment is noted. The
project proposes a change in land use designation from rural residential to
low density residential land uses. not high-density as suggested by the
commentor. It is noted that Sites 21 and 29 are surrounded by rural and
estate residential land use designations. except for the southeast corner of
Site 21 that isadjacent a public schools land use designation. Impacts such os
increased traffic. noise. air pollution, and changes to the views that would be
associated with the low density residential land use designation are described
in the germane sections of the Draft SEIR.

Response 4-3: The commentor indicates that the traffic from Sites 21 and 29 would cause
gridlock in the area and. in tum, more pollution. The commentor isdirected to
Tables 4.3-6 and 4.3-7 of the Draft SEIR that compare adopted General Plan
Levels of Service with those anticipated with implementation of the City­
initiated General Plan Amendment Project for the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.
Section 4.3 (Transportation and Circulation) evaluates the impacts associated
with increased trip generation as a result of the proposed amendment in
accordance with CEQA Guidelines. As stated on Draft SEIR page 4.3-43,
paragraph 2. the Elk Grove General Plan EIR analyzed future potential
impacts to the local roadway system and found them to be significant and
unavoidable. Furthermore. Policy CI-14 of the adopted Elk Grove General
Plan states that the City recognizes that LOS D may not be achieved on some
roadway segments.

Response 4-4: The commentor indicates that the increased number of automobiles would
further pollute the area. The comment is noted. Potential air quality impacts
associated with the proposed amendment are evaluated in Draft SEIR section
4.5 (Air Quality). Impact 4.5.2 concludes that the operation related emissions
that would occur with the change in land use designations associated with
the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project would result in significant
and unavoidable impacts related to the increase in emissions of reactive
organic gases. particulate matter, and nitrogen oxides. Impact 4.5.4
indicated that the cumulative effect of the project on regional impacts would
be significant and unavoidable. Please also note that future development
plans for Sites 21 and 29 would be evaluated at the project-level for safety
issues based on proposed access points and roadway improvements
associated with the specific project plans.

Response 4-5: The commentor indicates that the visual quality associated with the change
to urbanized uses is not compatible with the adopted General Plan. Impacts
to visual resources are discussed and evaluated in Draft SEIR pages 4.7-5
through 4.7-7. The proposed change to the land use designation of Sites 21
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Response 4-7:

Response 4-8:

Response 4-9:

Response 4-10:

CityofElkGrovt!
December 2004

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFTSEIR

and 29 would contribute to significant and unavoidable impacts as discussed
under Impacts 4.7.1 and 4.7.3.

The commentor indicates that there ore many types of wildlife inhabiting Sites
21 and 29 and Laguna Creek. The comment is noted. Regarding impacts to
wildlife, the commentor is referred to the last bullet on page 1.0-7 and the first
paragraph on page 1.0-8 of the Draft SEIR.

The commentor indicates that the General Plan does not support public
water or sewer services within the rural area and that the installation of these
facilities would increase residential development and destroy wildlife habitat.
The comment is noted. Impacts associated with the provision of wastewater
services are addressed in Draft SEIR section 4.6 (Public Services). The
commentor is referred to the discussion under Project Impacts and Mitigation
Measures on Draft SEIR pages 4.6-9 through 4.6-11. Regarding impacts to
water service and groundwater, the commentor is referred to the last bullet
on page 1.0-8 and first paragraph on page 1.0-9 of the Draft SEIR. Regarding
impacts to wildlife, the commentor is referred to the last bullet on page 1.0-7
and the first paragraph on page 1.0-8 of the Draft SEIR.

The commentor indicates that development on Sites 21 and 29 would have
impacts to the people living along Sandage and Sheldon Roods. The
comment is noted. Draft SEIR Sections 4.1 through 4.7 provide on extensive
analysis of the anticipated environmental impacts associated with the
proposed change in land use designation on Sites 21 and 29.

The commentor indicates that farm animals and natural habitat along
Laguna Creek would be affected by noise and traffic. Impacts associated
with traffic are analyzed in Draft SEIR Section 4.3 (Transportation/Circulation)
and impacts associated with noise are analyzed in Draft SEIR Section 4.4
(Noise). The commentor isreferred to Draft SEIR pages 4.4-11 through 4.4-13.

The commentor indicates that a large negative environmental impact would
be created in Elk Grove associated with Sites 21 and 29 as proposed and that
the citizens of the community should have priority, indicating the time spent
assisting in the development of the General Plan. The comment is noted. As
it does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. no further response is
required.
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Page 10f2

November 06, 2004

City of Elk Grove
Development Services, Planning
Attn:Mr.Taro Echiburu
8400 Laguna Palms Way
Elk Grove, Ca., 95758

Re: Proposed Elk Grove General Plan Amendment
Sites 21 & 29

Dear Mr. Echiburu:

RECEiVED

NOV 1 0 2004

CITY OF ELK GROVE
PLANNING

As a neigbor on Sheldon Rd., I strongly oppose the urbanization of Site 21 & 29
which is being presented in the proposed amendment to the existing General
Plan.

The current General Plan is for AR-2 lots minimum which is compatible with the 5-1
surrounding neighborhood from Elk Grove-Florin Rd on the West to Grant Line
Rd to the East.

This area is composed of 2 acre parcels to larger acreage's. This is an area
where the owners own and raise farm animals and use their land for feed for their
animals and the recreation associated with them.

Traffic within the City of Elk Grove already is terrible. The addition of as many as
800 -1200 homes on combined sites 21 & 29 would created a terrible safety 5-2
issue for all the schools in the area where the children are riding bicycles to
school and walking.

The area is currently the habitat for many of the endangered species of wildlife
and birds. (such as Garter Snakes, frogs, various hawk species, egrets and other
wildlife that IS fast disappearing with subdivision density) When that area is 5-3
developed into residential density all of that will be lost forever. This area is the
only buffer left between subdivision and open space of rural living. Again, this is
not compatible with the adopted General Plan.

Since this area does not have public water or sewer sanitary services the \
installation of these facilities would merely open the entire remaining land in the 5-4
Rural Area to be covered with houses.

The many people in the area that now have wells may have a water problem 15-5
when this many homes start to tap our ground water. If surface water was
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Letter5 continued

Page 2 of2

available in Elk Grove, maybe it would save our wells in the future, but surface '5-5
water is many years away and may never reach Elk Grove. !cont.

A large negative environmental impact would be created in Rural Elk Grove if
either of these sites were allowed to be incorporated into the General Plan as
proposed.

'5-6
i
i

The citizens that were born and lived in this area for many years and want to 'I

enjoy their quality of life in later years should have a priority over the speculators, 5-7
goal of making money and leaving behind the results of their insensitivity to the I'

residences of that area.

Thank you for any consideration that you can give us.

Sincerely,
;-~~-¥~
P.-Yeretzian::J
9019 Sheldon Rd.
Elk Grove., Calif. 95624
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LEnER 5: P. YERETZIAN, RESIDENT

Response 5-1: The commentor indicates their opposition to the urbanization of Sites 21 and
29 and describes the surrounding area. The comment isnoted. As it does no1
address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. no further response is required.

Response 5-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 4-4.

Response 5-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 4-6.

Response 5-4: The commentor isreferred to Response to Comment 4-7.

Response 5-5: The commentor isreferred to Response to Comment 4-7.

Response 5-6: The commentor indicates that a large negative environmental impact would
be created in Elk Grove associated with Sites 21 and 29 as proposed. The
comment is noted. As it does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. no
further response isrequired.

Response 5-7: The comment is noted.
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Latter 6

Law Offices of

GEORGE E. PHILLIPS

Via Fax and US Mail

Mr. Taro Echiburu
City of Elk Grolle
Development Services
8400 Laguna Palms Way
Elk Grove, CA 95758

November 24, 2004

2306 Garfield AVeIlue

Cannocl1ael. Callfom,a 95608
Tolephone(916) 979-4600

Tererax (916) 919 ....e01

Re: Elk Grove General Plan Amendment Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Echibuni:

This office represents the Gidaro Group, LLC, which is under contract to
purchase the Sheldon Lakes property (Site 21) and the Newland property (Site
29). On our client's behalf, we are pleased to submit the following comments on
the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) for the
proposed General Plan Amendment for the City's consideration.

As described in the Draft SEIR, the General Plan Amendment consists of
eight separate proposals for re-designation under the General Plan, as follows:

Site LocaUon 51zo ac Exi.tfnD GP O••lanltfon ProDo""d GP Deslanatlon
2~ ~ corner of Elk Grove 3.5 E,lale Residential Comrnercral

B1vdlBrad9hew Rd.
40 N. of Bond Rd. between SR 99 6.4 Low Density RIIS.denUal CommefClal

and Elk Grove-Florin Rd.

f4- Along Bruceville Rd. between 1.6 Low Densrtv Re5/dentiel COmmercial
5 Big Horn Blvd and Legunl Blvd. 6.4 Low Densrtv ResldenUal Commerco81/0fficeiMull,-familvr-t- 7.5 OfliceiMulti-F amllv Comm~rclaVOfliceJMultl-lamllv

r4J- Along Sheldon Road between 160.4 Rural Residential Low Densltv ResldenUat
29 Walenman Road and Bradshaw 113 Rural ReSidential Low Density Res,denUal

Road.
A S. 0181g Horn Blvd. Between 7.4 Public Open High Density Residential

Frankhn Rd. and Bruceville Rd. SpaceIRecneallon

We remain dismayed by the facllhat the Project Description as applied to
Siles 21 and 29 continues to identify a change in land use designation to Low

6-1

6-2

CityofElkGrove
December2004

GenefiJl Plan Amendment
FinalSupplemental Environmental ImpactRepod

3.0-41



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Letter 6 continued

Mr. Taro EchiburU
November 24, 2004
Page 2

Density Residential (up to 7 units/acre) from the existing Rural Residential, when
development of these sites at that density level has not been proposed. This
perpetuates the misconception first introduced during the General Plan adoption
process that a relatively dense pattern of residential development is proposed for
these Sites, contrary to both the intention of our client and the desire of the
community.

By letter dated November 19. 2003, we requested the City to consider a
designation of Estate Residential (0.51 to 4.0 units per gross acre) and Rural
Residential (0.1 to 0.5 units per gross acre) for Sites 21 and 29, rather than the
Low Density Residential designation applied by staff for analysis purposes, in
order to reflect the unit yield of approximatety 290 units that has actually been
proposed for these sites. This request was not accommodated, leading staff to
reject any consideration of any modification from Rural Residential under the
General Plan due to the environmental impacts associated with Low Density 6-2
Residential development on these sites. On April 22, 2004, in response to the cont.
Notice of Preparation for the DSEIR, we repeated this request, indicating that the
Project Description and analysis in the DSEIR should describe and evaluate the
impacts of changing designation of a portion of Sites 21 and 29 to Estate
Residential, rather than changing the entirety of both siles from Rural Residential
to Low Density Residential. Copies of both the November 19, 2003 and April 22,
2004 letters are attached.

At a maximum density of 7 units to the acre, a designation of Low Density
Residential would yield a total of 1,072 units on Sites 21 and 29. compared to
the approximately 290 units proposed. By continuing to describe the proposed
General Plan Amendment on Sites 21 and 29 as a change to Low Density
Residential, the DSEIR drastically overstates the environmental and policy
impacts and as a result is misleading to the public as well as to City decision
makers. For this reason, it remains critical that the Project Description and the
analysis of the DSEIR be revised to reflect the proposed levels of development
on Sites 21 and 29, rather than the artificial scenario that is currently identified.

Our detailed comments follow, organized by topic in the same order as
presented in the DSEIR.

Section 4.1 - Lend Use.

Page 4.1-10. The DSEIR states that Sites 21 and 29 are "proposed" for
designation as Low Density Residential. As stated above, this is incorrect as the
proposal for development of these sites envisions a change of a portion of each
site to Estate Residential, with the existin9 Rural Residential designation
continuing to apply to the remainder. Accordingly. the analysis and conclusion
that approval of a General Plan Amendment would be inconsistent with the rural
character of the Sheldon area is also incorrect and misleading. A General Plan

Gent!fillPlan Amendmt!flt
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letter 6 continued

Mr. Taro Echiburu
November 24, 2004
Page 3

Amendment to Estate Residential as proposed would be compatible with the
existing rural residential community.

The DSEIR further states that implementation of a General Plan
Amendment on Sites 21 and 29 would be inconsistent wlth General Plan Policy
PF-10 by the construction of sewer lines to serve these parcels. The DSEIR
should recognize that in the event a level of residenlial denslty requiring sewer
service is approved for Sites 21 and 29, General Plan Policy PF-10 would no 6-3
longer apply to this location and therefore no inconsistency would be present.
The land use analysis in the DSEIR must also disclose that the Sheldon area
has long been planned for sewer service, as reflected by the previous County
General Plan, which provided for Low Density Residential density. Sites 21 and
29 are transected by the alignment of the Laguna Creek Interceptor, as
approved by the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (CSD) on May
28,2003. Because construction of a sewer interceptor line through Sites 21 and
29 has already been approved, It is erroneous for the DSEIR to conclude that
approval of a General Plan Amendment would be responsible for introducing or
extending sewer facilities to this location, or that rodesignation of Sites 21 and 29
would be growth-inducing in this regard.

Section 4.2 - PopulationlEmploymentIHousing

As exemplified on Table 4.2-8, the DSEIR overstates the unit yield that
would result from a General Plan Amendment. The DSEIR states that the
eXisting Rural Residential designation applicable to Sites 21 and 29 would yield a
combined total of 137 units, versus a total of 1,072 under a Low Density
Residential designation - an increase of 935 units. In contrast. the proposed 6-4
designation of a portion of both sites to Estate Residential would result in a yield
of approximately 290 units, or an increase of 153 units over what is allowed
under the current General Plan. As a result, the DSEIR drastically overstates
the impact of the project on the jobslhousing balance in the City of Elk Grove, as
well as impacts related to current housing projections.

Section 4.6 - Public Services.

The discussion under Impact 4.6.1 repeats the erroneous conclusion that
a redesignation of Sites 21 and 29 from the existing Rural Residential would
result in the extension of sewer service. As indicated above with respect to the
analysis of land use, a sewer interceptor alignment already has been approved
across Sites 21 and 29. The DSEIR correctly indicates that sewer service to 6-5
Sites 21 and 29 is already anticipated by the CSD-1 Master Plan, and that
development of existing Estate Residential areas to the north and south of Sites
21 and 29 would require sewer connections regardless of whether a General
Plan Amendment is approved for Sites 21 and 29.

General PlanAmendment
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Letter 6 continued

Mr. Taro EchiburU
November 24, 2004
Page 4

Section 4.7- Visual Resources

Page 4.7-5- the analysis of General Plan Policy LU-18 as it pertains to
visual resources assumes a plan-level inconsistency where none will exist
following approval of a General Plan Amendment. In addition, the Estate 6-6
Residential development on a portion of Sites 21 and 29 would not be typified by
urban streetscape and roadway infrastructure characteristic of higher-density
residential communities of 7 units per acre.

Page 4.7-6. The text of the discussion of Impact 4.7.2 should be
corrected, as it mistakenly asserts that commercial and/or office uses could be
developed on Sites 21 and 29. II should further be recognized that impacts on 6-7
nighttime lighting associated with Estate Residential uses on a portion of each
site will be significantly less than would be the case under Low Density
Residential development

Section 6.0 - Alternatives

The requirement to identify and analyze project alternatives within a Draft
EIR is crucial to CEQA's substantive mandate that significant environmental
damage be substantially lessened or avoided where feasible. See Public
Resources Code §21002. To effectuate this requirement. a Draft EIR must
consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the locatlon of
the project, which offer substantial environmental benefits over the project
proposal. See CEQA Guidelines §15126.6. The DSEIR fails in this regard.

Despite the requirement of CEQA to evaluate a reasonable range of
alternatives. the discussion of alternatives In the DSEIR Is limited to a discussion
of the No Project Alternative, as well as a discussion of two alternatives that
echo a common theme - to reduce or eliminate impacts associated with Sites 21
and 29 while ignoring the greater level of impacts associated with the remaining
six components of the proposed project. which would convert Estate Residential
and Low Density Residential sites to a Commercial designation. It is apparent
that by erroneously inflating the Impacts associated with Sites 21 and 29 by
assessing a Low Density Residential scenario, the DSEIR is attempting to deflect
attention from the impacts associated with the Commercial component of the
project. It is further evident from the DSEIR that the majority of impacts,
partiCUlarly related to traffic and circulation, are associated with the increase in
commercial development associated with the proposed General Plan
Amendment, as the alternatives analysis indicates. As CEQA requires project
alternatives to offer substantial environmental benefits when compared to the
proposed project, it is clear that the DSEIR should identify alternatives that
reduce Ihe level of commercial development.

General Plan Amendment
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Letter 6 continued

Mr. Taro Echibuni
November 24, 2004
Page 5

The analysis of both the No Project Alternative and Alternative 2 (project
without re<lesignation of Sites 21 and 29) improperly concludes that this
alternative would avoid impacts associated with land use conflicts under the 6-9
proposed project. Approval of a General Plan Amendment would rectify any
inconsistencies with the current General Plan, and as further described above,
the re-designation of a portion of both sites to Estate Residential would not
significantly alter the rural character of the area.

Alternative 3 is intended to represent a scenario where residential
development on Sites 21 and 29 would yield a total of 350 units through a mix of
Estate Residential and Rural Residential designations, versus the 1,079 units
associated with the Low Density Residential designation identified for the
proposed project. For the reasons indicated above, this scenario should not be
treated as an "altemative" to the proposed project in the DSEIR, but instead
should be treated as the "project" as it relates to Siles 21 and 29.

We are further concemed that Alternative 3 differs in significant respects 6-10
from the development proposal identified in our November 19, 2003 and April 22,
2004 submittals. These submittals make it clear that current proposals for
development of Site 21 and 29 provide for a total of approximately 290 units,
rather than 350, even though we provided a traffic analysis by KDAnderson
Traffic Engineers (dated November 18, 2003) that demonstrates that up to 350
units could be developed on both sites while maintaining acceptable Levels of
Service on surrounding roadways.

As indicated by our previous submittals, the present development
proposal places the Estate Residential uses on the eastern side of the laguna
Creek drainage, while maintaining areas on the western side of the channel for
Rural Residential uses. This pattem of development was intended to maintain
Laguna Creek as a buffer between the Rural Residential and Estate Residential
areas on the project. The land use configuration under Altemative 3 instead
places the Estate Residential area to the center of the site, surrounded by Rural :6-11
Residential uses. To the extent that it is perceived that placing Estate
Residential and Rural Residential uses directly adjacent to one another creates a
land use conflict, the configuration of Alternative 3 increases this effect as
compared to our submitted land use plan. That stated, it should be noted that
the DSEIR indicates that the placement of Low Density Residential development
adjacent to Rural Residential uses does not create a land use conflict, due to the
requirement for residential development to adhere to the City's Residential
Design Guidelines - a conclusion that would apply with greater force to Estate
Residential development.

GeneralPI,m Amendment
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Letter 6 continued

Mr. Taro EchibunJ
November 24,2004
Page 6

The DSEIR indicates that Alternative 3 would have a significant impact
under PM peak conditions on Bruceville Road between Sheldon and Laguna.
This is not supported by the Table 6.0-5 of the DSEIR, which displays the traffic
analysis prepared for Alternative 3 and does not indicate that this intersection is
significanUyaffected under this Alternative. This conclusion is also contrary to
the traffic analysis prepared by KDAnderson, which indicates that 350 units can 6-12
be developed in Sites 21 and 29without causing a significant impact on traffic.
The DSEIR should evaluate Alternative 3 in light of the findings of the
KOAnderson analysis, which was submitted to theCity prior to theNotice of
Preparation. If the DSEIR's conclusion of a significant impact is found to be
correct, the EIR should nonetheless indicate whether redUcing development to
290 units as proposed would eliminate this impact.

Section 7.0- Long Tenn Imp/ications

The DSEIR improperly concludes that a General Plan Amendment to
allow greater residential density on Sites 21 and 29 would be growth-inducing,
while the remaining aspects of the project (to convert residential areas to
commercial uses, would not be growth-inducing. This analysis has it exactly
backward. It is clear that a redesignation of residential areas to commercial use
is growth-inducing, as commercial development Is significantly more Intense from
an impact perspective on a per-acre basis than residential development.
Growth-inducement is not simply 8 function of the extension of infrastructure, as
the DSEIR suggests. Nevertheless, 8S indicated above, the proposed increase
in residential density on Sites 21 and 29 would not cause sewer infrastructure to
be extended to serve the area. The Sheldon area has long been planned for
sewer service by the CSD based upon the previous County General Plan. and as
part of the CSO's master planning responsibilities, major regional sewer
Infrastructure (the Laguna Creek Interceptor) has previously been approved on
an alignment that transects Sites 21 and 29. As part of an honest assessment of
the growth Inducing Influences 1hataffect Sites 21 and 29, the DSEIR should
recognize that the planning for sewer service in the area is complete, and that a
General Plan amendment to allow increased residential density and sewer
connections on Site 21 and 29 would not be precedent-setting from that
standpoint. Further, this discussion should discuss the fact that efficient land
use planning warrants the utilization of available infrastructure, placing higher
development densities where sewer service is readliy available in the near term ­
a core principle of SACOG's Blueprintefforts for effective regional planning.
Because sewer service is already planned for the area, and readily available to
Sites 21 and 29, the DSEIR should indicate that Increased residential density on
these sites would be growth-accommodating, not growth-inducing.
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Letter 6 continued
Mr. Taro Echibuni
November 24, 2004
Page 7

Conclusion

We request that the DSEIR be revised to identify the mixture of Estate
Residential and Rural Residential uses currently proposed for Sites 21 and 29 as
the "project" for analysis purposes. Only when this is done will the DSEIR 6-14
provide the public with a full and unbiased analysis of the environmental impacts
associated with the development of these sites as proposed. We look forward to
working with the City to address our concerns.

Very truly yours,

cc: Mr. Steve Gidaro

Enclosures: Letter dated 11/19/03
Letter dated 4122/04

GenetalPlanAmendment
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Letter 6 continued

law Offices of
GEORGE E. PHILLIPS

November 19, 2003

2306 Glmt'd A"enYe

C.""ICh••I. Calrfl>m,. 95508
rol.'*"'oo (S16) 91!1-4S00

rei.""(918) 97!/-4l1lJl

Eric Norris
General Plan Manager
City of ElkGrove
8400 Laguna Palms Way
Elk Grove, CA 95758

Re: General Plan Land Use Designation - Sheldon Lakes and Newland
Properties

Dear Mr. Norris:

On behalf of Mr. Steve Gidaro, we are writing to request that an
alternative General Plan land use designation be assigned to the Sheldon Lakes
and Newland properties prior to City Council final action on the CIty's proposed
General Plan. These two properties are listed In the General Plan draft EIR as
land use modification requests #21 and #29. respectIvely. Specifically, we
request that the properties be designated as Estate Residential and Rural
Residential as shown on the attached map.

Our raquest is based on the following:

1. Staff presented information in their staff report to the Council on November 5.
2003. that set forth potential traffic Impacts that would result from a designation
of the subject properties as Low Density Residential. As stated in the staff
report, the density ranges upon which the traffic impacts were estimated yielded
1,500 to 1,800 units. The traffic volumes generated from this number of units
caused the level of service on area roadways to degrade below General Plan
Policy acceptable levels.

2. Several weeks ago, we proposed to staff an amendment 10the pending
Sheldon Lakes application that added the Newland property and requested
review of 29() total residential units.

3. In order \0 receive General Plan land use designations more closely reflecting
the desired unit yield sought by the pending application, and in the interest of not
delaying City adoplion of the General Plan, we now request the designations of
Estate Residenlial and Rural Residential for the two properties.

Get'lf!fal Plan Amendment
Fi~1Supplemenfill Environmental ImpactReport
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Letter 6 continued

Eric Noms
November 19, 2003
Page 2

4. With these land use desiqnations, combined with existing physical constraints
on the property, a maximum yield of 350 or fewer units can safely be assumed.

5. We have asked KDATraffic Engineers to assess the traffic impacts, as
calculated in the General Plan draft EIR, for a maximum of 350 units. The
attached letter and traffic assessment by KDA demonstrates that such a number
of units could be developed on the subject properties while still remaining well
within General Plan Policy acceptable levels of service and the traffic analysis
contained in the General Plan EIR.

6. With the requested General Plan land use designations, the Council, if it
desired, could designate the two properties for Estate Residential and Rural
Residential uses and not delay the Council's adoption of the General Plan.

Because of the late release of the staff report for the Council hearing of
November 5, 2003, the time needed to review and respond to Its contents, and
the format of the hearing that did not allow public testimony, we request that this
information be brought to the attention of the City Council to determine whether
or not the Council would support revising the General Plan Land Use Map to
reflect Estate Residential and Rural Residential designations for Sheldon Lakes
and Newland properties.

Thank you in advance for your assistance in thrs matter.

Very truly yours,

George E. Phillips

Enclosures

City ofElkGrove
December 2004

Ce. CityCouncil
Tony Manzanetti
Phil Carter
Christine Crawford
Patrick Angell
Steve Gidaro
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Letter 6 continued

11\1>-00

!S1'ArE
flESltll:NTIA1.

SHELDON LAKES
CityofEIk Oro"" CalifOr.tJi.a
Sco1B: i'", ~od N"".lIIber 1&, 2llO~

RURAL
R!SIDENTIAl.

o 400 &001\'1
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Proposed General Plan Designations
General Plan Exhibit

• V!G7N{q Mdp
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Letter 6 continued

Transportation EngIneers

November 18,200,

Mr. George Phillips
THE LAW OFFICES OF GEORGE E. PHILLIPS
231)6 Oarfield Avenue
Carmichael, CA 95608
Fox(979-4801)

Dear Cko'tI~1

Al ~\IC$led, 'll'e hBv~ ~y COlUUlered tho ImPll.C1 of addiIlg • 350 du SheldollLa
prqjec! to the BlUe ful:ure traffic COl\dJtiolUi ~visionc4Il1lder!he!lew Elk Grove GP. As
shownin Table I. we .5limettd peek hoUl' trafficandsupcrimpos=d thesetriP' cmtolhl
fo=asU madein the OPEIR,"ins 1M dlmibutIon IUS1IlIIPI!OI\$ made origWlly for our
SboldonLaltesTrafficStudy.

Thill tOliah ]lrojectiWi m":a1~ that Ibe roads in 1hcvicinity of the projed willl\o! cmy
trafficvolumes ill m:ess of IbeLOS C ~tandard.

Please. feel freeto canUCI meifyouhaveany qucstiDllS orneedadditional iDformation.

Sincerely yours,

KlIIlIlelh D. Aaderson, P.E..
Principal

City ofElk Grove
December2004

3SS3 Taylor Road, Sullo G. Loomis, CA 95650' (916) 660·1555' FAX (.16) 66(>,1535
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Letter 6 continued

Law Ofheesof
GEORGE E. PHILLIPS

By Facsimile

Taro Echiburu
City of Elk Grove
8400 Laguna Palms Way
Elk Grove. California 95758

April 22, 2004

2306 Cubeld Avenue

C...rru~h.eJ, CalJIomia 95608

Telephone (916)97'H600

Telefax ('116) m-48Dl

Oty ofElk Grove
December2004

Re: General Plan Amendment Environmental Impact Report
Notice of Preparation

Dear Mr. Echiburu,

We are in receipt of the City of Elk Grove's Notice of Preparation (NOP)
for the General Plan Amendment Environmental Impact Report (GPEIR). We
are writing on behalf of Mr. Steve Gidaro of the Gidaro Group. who is in contract
to purchase the Sheldon Lakes property (Alternative Site #21) and the Newland
property (Alternative Site #29).

In a letter to Eric Norris dated November 19. 2003 (enclosed), we
requested that sites #21 and #29 be designated Estate Residential (0.51 to 4.0
units per gross acre) and Rural Residential (0.1 to 0.5 units per gross acre) as
shown on the attached map. Our request was based on a proposal discussed
previously with staff to amend the Sheldon Lakes Rezone/Map application to add
the Newland property (site #29) and to include 290 total residential units over the
combined area of sites #21 and #29. Our request for Estate Residential and
Rural Residential designations was made to more closely reflect the desired unit
yield sought by the pending application.

The NOP states that for Alternative Sites #21 and #29, the existing
General Plan designation is Rural Residential (0.1 to 0.5 dwelling units per gross
acre). The NOP states that the proposed designation is Low Density Residential
(4.1 to 7.0 dwelling units per gross acre), a designation which significantly
ovenstates the density proposed for sites #21 and #29 and is incorrect. The
proposed land use designations for the sites are Estate Residential and Rural
Residential as shown on the attached map.

General Plan Amendment
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Letter 6 continued

ApnI22.2004
Page 2

When preparing the draft GPEIR, the project description should describe
and the environmental analysis should evaluate the impacts of changing the
designation of a portion of the sites from Rural Residential to Estate Residential.

Attached to the November 19, 2003 letter was a brief letter report from
KDAnderson Transportation Engineers that assessed the traffic impacts. as
calculated in the General Plan EIR for a maximum of 350 units. The traffic
analysis demonstrates that such a number of units could be developed on the
subject properties while still remaining well within General Plan Policy acceptable
levels of service and the traffic analysis contained in the General Plan EIR. A
copy of that traffic analysis is enclosed tor your convenience.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the NOP. Please contact us if we
can provide clarification of our request.

Sincerely,

~?~
George Phillips

Enclosures:
November 19, 2003 letter from George Phillips to Eric Norris w/attachments:

- Proposed General Plan Designations Exhibit (Sheldon and Newland)
- Traffic analysis letter from Kenneth Anderson (November 18, 2003)

cc: Steve Gidaro, The Gidaro Group

General PlanAmeJdment
Final Supplemental Environmentallmpilcf Rt!pOIt
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LETTER 6:

Response 6-1;

Response 6-2:

Response 6-3:

CityofElkGrove
December2004

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFTSEIR

KEVIN KEMPER, LAw OFFICES OF GEORGE E. PHILLIPS

The commentor indicates whom they are representing. The comment is
noted.

The commentor indicates their concern that the City-initiated General Plan
Amendment Project Draft SEIR identifies an amendment from Rural Residential
to Low Density Residential designation for Sites 21 and 29, indicating that
development of these sites at the Low Density Residential level has not been
proposed and further referencing requests made from November 19. 2003
through April 22. 2004 to consider a designation of Estate Residential. The
City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project Draft SEIR analyzes a Low
Density Residential land use designation as directed by the City Attorney's
office.

The City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project Draft SEIR appropriately
analyzes development that could potentially occur on the project site under
a Low Density Residential land use designation to reflect a reasonable worst
case potential build out scenario. This analysis is appropriate since the
proposed General Plan Amendment would place land use designations on
sites that would allow development up to the maximum allowed by the
General Plan land use designation. Impacts specific to any particular
development proposal for Sites 21 and 29 would be analyzed as part of
processing a development application request for specific land use
entitlements [e.g" rezoning and tentative subdivision maps), which is not part
of the City-initiated General Plan Amendment project that is evaluated in the
Draft Supplemental EIR. As such, the City-initiated General Plan Amendment
Project Draft SEIR appropriately analyzes potential development on each of
the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project sites.

In addition, in response to the letters received on behalf of the Gidaro Group,
Alternative 3 was included in the Draft SEIR. Alternative 3 analyzes a mixture
of Estate Residential and Rural Residential on the subject parcels, with a
maximum development potential of 350 units, which is consistent with the
maximum yield of land use designations identified for Sites 21 and 29 in the
comment letter submitted on November 19, 2003 on behalf of the Gidaro
Group.

The commentor indicates that the statement that Sites 21 and 29 are
proposed for designation as Low Density Residential is incorrect and that the
analysis and conclusion that approval of a General Plan Amendment would
be inconsistent with the rural character of the Sheldon area is incorrect and
misleading. The commentor isdirected to Response to Comment 6-2.

The commentor states that the Draft SEIR should recognize that in the event a
level of residential density requiring sewer service is approved for Sites 21 and
29, that General Plan Policy PF-l0 would no longer apply to that location and
no inconsistency would be present. The commentor further states that the
Draft SEIR must disclose that the Sheldon area has been planned for sewer
service as reflected by the County General Plan and that Sites 21 and 29 are
transected by the alignment of the Laguna Creek inlerceptor. The
adoption of the Elk Grove General Plan made the former County General

GeneralPlan Amendment
FinalSupplemental Environmental ImpactRepc)/t
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Plan obsolete over portions of the City of Elk Grove. Therefore. the current Elk
Grove General Plan. containing land use designations. policies and visions for
the City of Elk Grove is the appropriate planning document to use when
evaluating proposed actions. As identified in Section 4.6 (Public Services) of
the Draft SEIR. the CSD-l Master Plan anticipated providing service to Sites 21
and 29. However. extending sewer service to Sites 21 and 29 would be
inconsistent with General Plan Policy PF-l0. The policy does not state that
sewer service cannot be extended to sites 21 and 29. it states. " ...The City
shall strongly discourage the extension of sewer service into any orea
designated for Rural Residential land uses...This policy shall not be construed
to limit the ability to any sewer agency to construct "interceptor" lines
through or adjacent to Rural Residential area, provided that no "trunk" or
service lines are provided within the Rural Residential area." Sites 21 and 29
are designated Rural Residential in the City's General Plan and, with such a
designation, Policy PF-lO is applicable to those sites. Policy PF-l0 recognizes
that the interceptor lines may go through the area. but identifies that no
service lines be provided within the Rural Residential area. Thus, the potential
for the extension of service lines to serve individual homes within a
development on Sites 21 and 29 conflicts with Policy PF-l O. but the placement
of interceptor lines through the site would not. Thus. allowing several sites
within the Rural Residential area to be zoned for Low Density Residential uses
and extend sewer service onto the sites may set a precedent for extension of
sewer services throughout the area currently designated Rural Residential.
This may result in pressure to amend other existing Rural Residential land uses
on surrounding sites to higher density uses and also allow sewer service to be
extended. Thus. the purpose of Policy PF-10 is to provide further protections
against development patterns that are inconsistent of the General Plan's
vision of land usesin eastern portion of the City.

Response 6-4:

Response6-5:

The commentor indicates that that Draft SEIR overstates the unit yield that
would result from the proposed General Plan Amendment. However. the
commentor is referencing land use designations for Sites 21 and 29 that are
not consistent with the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project. As
described in Response to Comment 6-2. Sections 4.1 through 5.0 of the Draft
SEIR evaluates the impacts associated with Low Density Residential land uses
on Sites 21 and 29. These land uses are correctly analyzed in Section 4.2
(Population/Employment/Housing). Alternative 3. in Section 6.0 (Project
Alternatives) of the Draft SEIR. evaluates a mixture of Estate Residential and
Rural Residential for Sites 21 and 29.

The commentor states that the conclusion that redesignating Sites 21 and 29
would result in the extension of sewer service is erroneous and further states
that a sewer interceptor alignment has been approved across Sites 21 and
29. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 6-3.

The commentor goes on to state that development of existing Estate
Residential areas to the north and south of Sites 21 and 29 would require
sewer connections. While the Estate Residential land uses in the vicinity of the
project may be developed at intensities that require the extension of sewer
service. Sites 21 and 29 and surrounding land uses designated Rural
Residential are currently anticipated to be served by individual septic systems
in accordance with General Plan Policy PF-lO.

~I PlanAmendment
FinalSupplemental Environmentallmpad Report
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Response 6-6:

Response 6-7:

Response 6-8:

CityofElk Grollr!
Derember.2004

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

The commentor indicates that the analysis of General Plan Policy LU-18
assumes a plan level inconsistency where none will exist following approval of
the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Projecl. Policy LU-18 states ULand
usesWithin the "Sheldon" area (generally encompassing the area designated
for Rural Residential uses in the eastern portion of Elk Grove) shall be
consistent with the community's rural character, emphasizing lot sizes of at
least two gross acres. roadway which preserve the area's mature trees. and
limited commercial services." The City-initiated General Plan Amendment
Project for Sites 21 and 29 would allow Low Density Residential uses on those
sites, with densities up to seven units per acre. The resultant lot sizes would be
inconsistent with the intent of Policy LU-18. as it applies to the Sheldon area. It
is also noted that the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project
proposes Low Density Residential on Sites 21 and 29 and not Estate Residential
as referenced by the commentor.

The commentor indicates that the discussion under Impact 4.7.2 states
commercial and/or office uses could be developed on Sites 21 and 29. This
mistake will be corrected; however, the conclusion of Impact 4.7.2 remains
the same.

• The following edit is made to the fourth paragraph. third sentence, on
page 4.7-6 of the Draft SEIR:

"The change from residential to potential commercial and/or office uses
on Sites 4, 5, 2-h-and 24, and 29, the increased level of residential
development on Sites 21 and 29. and the designation of Site A for
development could introduce new sources of daytime glare into the City
that were not considered in the General Plan EIR."

The commentor also indicates that the Draft SEIR should recognize that
impacts associated with Estate Residential on a portion of each site will be
significantly less than under Low Density Residential. Please note that the City­
initiated General Plan Amendment project proposes Low Density Residential
on Sites 21 and 29 and not Estate Residential as referenced by the
commentor.

The commentor asserts that the DraH SEIR attempts to deflect impacts
associated with the commercial component of the project by erroneously
inflating impacts associated with Sites 21 and 29. The commentor proceeds
to state that it is evident from the Draft SEIR that the majority of impacts.
particularly related to traffic and circulation. are associated with the increase
in commercial development. The commentor concludes that the Draft SEIR
should identify alternative that reduce the level of commercial development.

Each significant and unavoidable impact associated with the City-init'lated
General Plan Amendment is presented below along with a discussion of
which sites contribute to the significant and unavoidable conclusion.

Land Use Impact 4.1.1: As discussed on pages 4.1-9 through 4.1-11 of the
Draft SEIR. Impact 4.1.1 is considered significant and unavoidable due to Sites
21 and 29 inconsistency with the General Plan, particularly Policies LU-18 and
PF-IO and the General Plan Vision Statement for the Sheldon area.

GeneralPlanAmendment
FinalSupplemental EnvironmentalImpact flepol1
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

land Use Impact 4.1.3: As discussed on page 4.1-13 of the Draft SEIR. all sites
except Sites 21 and 29 would occur adjacent to existing development and
would not result in new isolated development inconsistent with current land
use pattems. As a result. the finding of significant and unavoidable is
attributed to Sites 21 and 29.

Transportation/Circulation Impacts 4.3.1 and 4.3.4: The commentor is
directed to Section 4.3 [Transportation/Circulation) and Appendix 2 of the
Draft SEIR. The traffic methodology used in the Draft SEIR. including trip
distribution. is outlined in Appendix 2. The City-initiated General Plan
Amendment Project would result in on additional 15.743.9 average daily trips
(ADT) when compared to the trip generation of the sites in the current
General Plan. Sites 21 and 29 would generate 11.482.8 ADT. or 73 percent of
the trips generated by the entire project. When the significant traffic impacts
associated with the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project are
compared with the trip distribution described in Tables 7 and 8 of Appendix 2.
it is clear that four of the five roadway impacts that would occur with the City­
initiated General Plan Amendment Project are impacted solely by Sites 21
and 29 (see Table 3.0-2).

TABLE 3.(~2

SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACTS TO ROADWAY SEGMENTS AND ClTY-INlTlATED
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT PROJECT SITES AsSOCIATED WITH THE SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACTS

'; ROadway 5eP,nents .;nth Slgnltleat'!t LOS orVIC Qlange
" ''WIthlmpleminlation aI Clty-inJtlated General~PIan

. . .:.~'".. '~, ·ft.mefv:lmentProj''eel', ',.
.. .~. .... ;" ..'~ .. ,.
Northbound Bradshaw Road between Calvine and Bond
Road (P.M. Peak Hour)

Southbound Bruceville Road between Sheldon Road and
Laguna Boulevard (P.M. Peak Hour)

Westbound Sheldon Road between East Stockton
Boulevard and Elk Grove-Florin Road (P.M. Peak Hour)

Westbound Sheldon Road between East Stockton
Boulevard and Elk Grove-Florin Road (A.M. Peak Hour)

Eastbound Sheldon Road between East Stockton Boulevard
and ElkGrove-Florin Road (P.M. Peak Hour)

City-inltiated General PlanAmendment Project Sites
. . '" .,!"pactlng Roadway~nt .

Sites 21 and 29

Sites 4, 5, and 41

Sites 21 and 29

Sites 21 and 29

Sites 21 and 29

Air Quality Impacts 4.5.2 and 4.5.4: The commentor is referred to the
discussion presented on pages 4.5-12 and 4.5-13 and 4.5-15 and 4.5-16 of the
Draft SEIR regarding Impacts 4.52 and 4.5.4. respectively. Increased
development potential and the associated increose in vehicle trips contribute
to these significant and unavoidable impacts. As discussed under
Transportation/Circulation Impacts 4.31 and 4.3.4 above. Sites 21 and 29 are
responsible for 73 percent of the increase in ADT that would occur with the
City-initioted General Plan Amendment project. While all sites contribute to
these air quality impacts. Sites 21 and 29 are responsible for the majority of the
impact.

GeneralPlanAmendment
Findl Supplemenldl EnvironmenldllmpdCf RepoI1
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Visual Resources/Light and Glare Impact 4.7./: Sites 21, 24, and 29 contribute
to the significant and unavoidable finding form Impact 4.7.1, as discussed on
pages 4.7-5 and 4.7-6 of the Draft SEIR.

Visual Resources/Light and Glare Impacts 4.7.1 and 4.7.3: The commentor is
referred to the discussion presented on page 4.7-7 of the Draft SEIR, where it
indicates that Sites 21,24,29, and A would result in cumulative changes to the
visual character of the sitesand surrounding area.

Please note that Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative) avoids the impacts
associated with each of the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project
sites.

As described above in this response, Sites 21 and 29 contribute to each of the
significant and unavoidable impacts (land use, transportation/circulation, air
quality, and visual resources) identified in the Dratt SEIR and are the sole
reason for the significant and unavoidable conclusion for Impacts 4.1.J and
4.1.3. There are no other sites that contribute as predominantly to the
significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the City-initiated
General Plan Amendment Project. These sites are associated with the most
significant environmental effecls and, as a result, these sites are the focus of
Alternative 2 and 3 which would reduce or remove impacts associated with
Sites 21 and 29. For this reason, Alternative 2 was presented in the Draft SEIR
to avoid impacts associated with these sitesand Alternative 3 was presented
in the Draft SEIR to reduce the impacts associated with these sites. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126(0) states .....An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed
decisionmaking and public participation." CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(cl
states "The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall
include those that could feasible accomplish the most basic objectives of the
project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant
effects."

Response 6-9: The commentor indicates that the analyses of both the No Project Alternative
and Alternative 2 improperly conclude that the alternatives would avoid
impacts associated with land use conflicts under the proposed project. As
described under Impact 4.1.1 of the Draft SEIR, the designation of Sites 21 and
29 for Low Density Residential uses would conflict with Policy LU-18 and PF-l0.
This is a fundamental conflict with the vision in the General Plan for the
Sheldon area and related General Plan policies, The referenced alternatives
would avoid this land use conflict as they would retain the rural character of
the Sheldon area and would require individual septic to serve the sites rather
than public sewer. Please also refer to Response to Comment 6-3 and 6-6. It
is also noted that the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project
proposes Low Density Residential on Sites 21 and 29. not Estate ReSidential
uses as referenced by commentor.

Response 6-10: The commenlor indicates that Alternative 3 is intended to represent a
scenario where residential development would yield a total of 350 units
through a mix of Estate Residential and Rural Residential designations, but

City 01ElkGrove GeneralPlan Amendment
December 2004 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

that this scenario should be treated as the project rather than an alternative.
The commentor isreferred to Response to Comment 6-2.

The commentor also indicates their concern that Alternative 3 differs in
significant respects from the development proposal identified in their
November 19,2003 and April 22. 2004 submittals. The commentor states that
the referenced submittals make it clear that the proposals for the sites provide
for a total af 290 units, rather than 350. The commentor is referred to number
4 in their attached letter from George E. Phillips dated November 19, 2003
which states "With these land use designations. combined with existing
physical constraints on the property. a maximum yield of 350 or fewer units
can be safely assumed." Alternative 3 looked the maximum number of units
that could be developed on the site with the identified land uses. This
approach provides a conservative analysis of the effects of developing the
site with the land uses identified for Alternative 3 and correctly addresses the
level of development that may occur on the site.

Response 6-11: The commentor indicates that their previous submittals would place Estate
Residential uses on the eastern side of Laguna Creek while maintaining areas
on the western side for Rural Residential and concludes that Alternative 3
would increase land use impacts related to placing Estate Residential and
Rural Residential uses adjacent one another. The commentor is referred to
Figure 3.0-5 of the Draft SEIR. The City-initiated General Plan Amendment
Project would place Low Density Residential uses adjacent Rural Residential
uses to the north, east, and west. and Estate Residential uses to the north and
south. Alternative 3 would cluster all Estate Residential uses in the interior of
Sites 21 and 29. While there would be Rural Residential uses abutting the
Estate Residential, these Rural Residential uses would also be within Sites 21
and 29. Thus. this would not affect adjacent land owners.

The commentor notes the Draft SEIR conclusion regarding the placement of
Low Density Residential adjacent Rural Residential. The comment isnoted.

Response 6-'2: The commentor indicates that the conclusion that Alternative 3 would have a
significant impact under PM peak conditions on Bruceville Road between
Sheldon and Laguna is n01 supported by Table 6.0-5 of the Draft SEIR. Tables
6.0-5 and 6.0-6 identify changes to projected traffic impacts compared with
the troffic impacts identified in Tables 4.3-3 and 4.3-7. Impacts to Bruceville
Road would occur with implementation of either the City-initiated General
Plan Amendment Project or Alternative 3. However. the other four roadway
segments that would be impacted under the City-initiated General Plan
Amendment Project would be avoided under Alternative 3. Impacts to
Bruceville Road are associated with Sites 4. 5. and 41 ond would not be
affected by revisions to the analysis for Sites 21 and 29.

• The following edit is made to the first paragraph on p. 6.0-14 of the Draft
SEIR:

"Tables 6.0-5 and 6.0-6 identify potential traffic impacts associated with
Alternative 3 for segments with projected impacts that differ from the
impacts identified in Tables 4.3-6 and 4.3-7. Implementation of this
alternative instead of the proposed project would avoid impacts to
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Bradshaw Road and Sheldon Road but would continue to impact
Bruceville Road between Sheldon Road and Laguna Boulevard during the
P.M. peak hour by increasing the vic ratio from 0.89 [LOS DJ to 0.91 (LOS
E). However, with the excep1ion of this segment, no other roadway
segments would experience a significant impact. Implementation of
Alternative 3 would result in fewer impacts to the local roadway network
than the proposed projecl."

Response 6-13: The commentor indicates that redesignation to commercial uses is growth
inducing but that the discussion for Sites 21 and 29 should indicate that
increased residential density is growth-accommodating, not growth inducing,
due to the commentor's assessment of sewer service. The commentor's
assertion that the commercial uses proposed under the City-initiated General
Plan Amendment Project would be growth-inducing is incorrect. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.2[d) provide lhe following guidance for the
consideration of growth-inducing impacts "Discuss the ways in which the
proposed project could faster economic or population growth. or the
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in fhe
surrounding environment." The commenfor is referred to the discussion in the
Draft SEIR starting with the lost poragraph on p. 7.0-2 continuing through the
first paragraphs on p. 7.0-4. As discussed therein. Sites 4, 5, 24, 40, and 4Lore
located within or adjacent to areas that are all or mostly developed. The
change in land use associated with these sites would not introduce public
water and sewer services into areas planned for rural levels of development
or result in a substantial increase in residential development intensities. While
Site A is designated for Open Space, it is adjacent Low Density Residential
areas and located in a mostly built-out section of the City. Extension of public
services onto the site is not anticipated to induce growth in the surrounding
area. Furthermore, the population and employment opportunities presented
for Sties 4, 5, 24, 40, 41, and A complement the residential, commercial/office,
and other land uses identified in the General Plan. These sites are not
anticipated to introduce development that would require housing,
commercial, or office development that is not planned in the General Plan.
However, the increased density on Sites 21 and 29 and extension of public
services to the site could induce growth in the surrounding area. Sites21 and
29 are not located within or directly adjacent to urbanized areas of the City.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 6-3 regarding sewer
service impacts. Therefore, the redesignation of the land use on those sites as
proposed with the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project would
accommodate growth, but also has the potential to induce growth
particularly in the surrounding rural area. It is noted that the discussion
presented in Section 7.0 (Long-Term Implications) of Ihe Draft SEIR (page 7.0-2,
fifth paragraph) that the increased growth allowed by the City-initiated
General Plan Amendment Project would allow the City to accommodale a
greater amount of the regional demand for housing and could slightly reduce
pressure on surrounding areas, including the Urban Study Areas. to develop.
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Response 6-14: The commentor requests that the Draft SEIR be revised to identify the mixture
of Estate Residential and Rural Residential uses currently 'proposed' for Sites
21 and 29 for analysis purposes. The Draft SEIR analyzes a similar mixture of
Estate Residential and Rural Residential under Alternative 3. The City does not
have a project application for Sites 21 and 29 that includes the land use
mixture identified by the commentor. The commentor is also referred to
Response to Comment 6-2. The comment isnoted.
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Comment 7
CITY Of ELK GROVE PLANNING COMMISSION

Transcribed Minutes of the Special Meeting of November 18.2004
Public Comment - City Inltlated GPA (EIR)

Item SA

Pal Angell "Good evening CO'l1mlSsioners. Pal Angel' Planning Department As Chrishne a~e:Jdy

menhoned tI1~ item Is to receive comments on the adequacy 01the ElR for the General Plan Amendments.
let me step back and refresh everyone memory of what on E1R does and does nat do. Basically Ihe
environmental document. the EIR./S a public disclosure document that tells you the envrormentcl ef/een
associated with Ihe actions It is a dsclosuredocumenl HIsnot intended to be a recommendalion or
deruol something you consider as part of project connoeroflon, Again tonight we ore here to receive oro!
comments and Willbe sohclting November 26th which wmbe Ihe end of the pubic comment penod which
started on October 13"'. Again it is10 receive comments on the adequacy of the environmental analysis;
we ore nollaklng any ocnons on the project or doing any consoerohon That will happen al your
December 9th Planning Commission meellng. As menlioned In the slaff repol1.the project CaNIS" of a Crty
Inltioted general plan amendment proposed cOIlslderatlon changes to 8 porces general pian land use
designatiOns as weUas some te><t changes to the general plan ilself ThIS table ~ a summary of those
changes and I've got a senes of maps that I wfll walk hough and Ialk about the proposed deslgnatloc
changes. This is an overview mop showIng Where !hey are located and we have same focused plchuresof
tnose Images. This fomsite issite 24. which Is at the comer of 131< Grove Bl'Id. and Bradshaw. currenlly th~

property Isdesignated Is Estate Residenllal. the proposed deslgnalion change would make It corrvnerclot
Site 40 15 off of Bond Rd. close to EasfStockton Blvd.currenf land use de~gnaflon for this property is low
density residential: Ihe proposal is to make it commercial. There are Threesltes shown on this feature. siles4.
5. and 41. Site 4 and 5 are designated low density residential. Site 4 tsproposed to be changed to
Commercial and site 51sproposed 10be changed to corrmerdal/offlCe/munHafTllly. Slle 41IsClmmtl'f
designated office/multi-family in proposal is to become commerciol/office/mull~family.Siles21 and 29ore
currently designated r\Xol re,idenbol1here proposed deslgnallon change would be low density residenijal
and fhey are located at the comers of waterman and Sheldon Rd. And tI1e final site 15 off of BigHom Blvd.
Ihls sile IscUlTantlyaesign:Jled pubYc open space/recreation this site would be desigt101&dmull;"
famlly/resldential. Of excuse me high-density resldenhol. ms is a summary of the significant environ menial
effects ftlot the BR had Idenllfied. ThIS anvironmental document utilIZes the General Plan BR and that
ana~is and focuses speclficolly on Ihe chonges that are proposed. This Is0 summary of Ihe signl~con1.

unavoldable affects the arofl EIR has identified associated wilh air quaaty. land use. visual resources and
\ronsponalion and circ:u1olion.With that \ ",II 511 down end let Ihe pubic speak. unless you hava any
questions for me."

Chairmen Hume: "Any questions for Mr. Angell? Stoning Wllh Commissioner lindsay."

Commissioner LIndsay; "No"

Chairmen HUmfl: "Commlssioner MLIp"Y"

Commissioner Murphy: "No questions,"

Chairmen Hume: "Commissioner WinUK"

Chairmen Hume. "Cornmlssioner Kramer"

Chairmen Hume: "My only question, is II customary that we don't actually receive the drafl document untIl
its hod comments and f,ndized?"

pat Angell: "111e cornmuston did not receive a copy of the droll EIR?"

Chairmen Hum.: "No"

Pal Angell: "You should have received one when It firsl come out, we Will get you copies right away"

Chairmen Hume: "Ok rnckes rt easier 10 dISCUSS these things."

Pat Angell' "Absolutely"

Commissioner Wink "Mr. Chairmen. I understand IhlSIS question !lme. but we are going to have time to
comment on things that mayor may not be .Ihe EIR "
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comment 7 continue<:l
Chairmen Hume: "Yes. absolutely. At this lime we Will open up PUOIIC comment on this items. and they ore
coming In sflii. starling withJune Coats, folawed by Kevln KempElr."

June Coals: "Good evening. my nome isJune Cools and I am repres ,ldon Community
Association ths evel'llng. I would like to address particula~y the porcee z ana L:r along Sh!lldon Rd.
between Walerman and Bradshaw. ThEllosl lime I spoke on thismailer. I mode the comment about the
fact that laguna Creek Isa protected area and It runs through that particular properly. Then I was told
laterlhatlaguna Cleek Isnot a protected waterway and " was my unde~!anding that all of the creeks. 7-1
such os laguna. were all protected and consequently tho! would ba destroyed If fhat were continued to
be changed land use change to a denser ""idential area as opposed to Ihe current 2 ocres. My personal
feefing istha! this Is totally Inappropriate. " Isnghtln the middle of the area that isall designaled for 2 acre
parcels. if you look ot thelond use mop. changing just that one particular piece of It to me is totally
Inappropriate. SoI would Uketo recommend that It not be approved."

Chairmen Hume: "Thank you Kevin Kemper, followed by George Murphy."

Kevin Kemper: "Good Elvening Charm8n Hume. members of the Commission. rTf'( name is Kevin Kemper
and I am on attorney with the law offices of George Phillips.and we represent the Gadaro GrouP. who is
on contract on both propertiEls IdenlifiEld as 21 and '19. we do nof represent the properly owne~. however.
We ore In supporl 01a generCli pion amendment however my concern and that 01 my cUent is how ills
Ireated in the EIR for analyttcal purposes. The BR analyzes a Qenerol plan amendment on these two
properties on the assumption that the density would be 7 urils per acre. which we recognIZe Is the
mQ)(/mum pelTT1l11ed under fhe general plan designalion of lDR.NElverth&less, Oll" concern Ishow the
analysis and conclusions 01" will alfec!the perception what the Impacts of a General Plan Amendment on
these properlles would be. At 7 per acre the general plan amendment O.Il1ldicoled In the EJR would alow
an addlllonall.072 unlb on both these properlles combined. and from that the Bil concludes, the
amendment would have a land use Impacl. a slgnlncant impact on Irartic. air quclity and visual quaftty as
well. At this It.vel of analysis this overstates the proposab that have been submitted to the City os 10 what
would actually be submltled on this properly. In November 2003In coriuncflon wtth the General PionOlK

ortice submttted a letter IncicatinQ that in lhese two properties combines we would be submilling plans for
a maldmum 290 unll1. whlchof course would have a much lesserrange of Impact than 1.072.We 7-2
suggested the BR analyze 'hat. and that wasn't done. Now an the notice of preparation on Ihfs BR I Apnl
of 2004, our ollice submitted a letter reques1lng that thai be loolced at aswell rather than a 7 per acre
density level. Now we recognize the EIR analyzes an allemative. which looks at reduced density. a mixture
01 a state residential Q1CIlDR uses on this slie. Bolh propertilU combined under Ihls altemative would be
350 urlls, which once again IsIn excess of What we propose to put on that property and so the Impacts In
that a1tematlve ore a bll greater Ihan who' would actually be forecast for that site. I mean Ihe alternative
IIse~ we have a number of problems with if, with !hat alternallve 3 Ishow II's identilied '" the EJR. one;s thl>
fact that II analyzes more units than we have identified IOf the site. Also that particular alternative
conngures fhe unlb so that LOR uses. the estate residen/ial ocrually. are in the middle of Ihe site which
negates the value 01laguna Creel: 0.1a barrier between Ihe rural residential and estate residential uses."

Chairmen Hume: "~ I can 0.11: you to just wrap it up and say what is yOlJ" quesllon regarding the adequacy
of the EIR. IsIIthot you should be analyzed at a state residential and nallow densny resldential1"

Kevin KlImper: "Yes, we would have preferred an ollemative. I will suggest that oow and in a comment
letler to lollow that the ElRanalyZe the allematlve that's actually been proposed lor the use 01the slle."

Chamen Hume: "Ok, thCJ"ll: you. Mr. AngeR win there be a response to naf only lhis evening from Mr.
l::emper. but cAso from the letter that will foUow.V 01:. great !honk you. George Murphy. tolowed by Tom
ShIne."

George M~rphy; ''1hanl< you. I om here tonight represenllng Ihe Sheldon community association. We have
a letter that we would Ike '0 read for you fOlks.Aller revieWIng the draft EIR, dated October 2004 we are in
agreement and fully support the greater Sheldon road estates home owners assoclafion and request that
you find Ihe EIR does not support lhe rezone of 270 acres from AR-2 to LOR resulting in 4-7 dwelling units per
acre these rezones are idenflfied as parcels 21 and 29 In the EIR. Throughout Ihe document stalf indicates
thot such a rezone would be in contlict with both the current general plan and stated dty pOlides.
Granting Ihis rezone would creole a conflict of 1000d use. be gowlh educing. ncoRSIs!e"t with the 7-3
character of the Sheldon area and resu~ W1!t1 significant enYilonmentallmpocls that are outnned In the BR
Stoff's cooclosers ore supparled by letlers of venous agencies providing input In general granflng the
rezone would have tuture significant Impact on schools. roads. air quality. noise. nghtlevels. wetlands and
wndl~e.Not only are !tIese mandated area addressed In the fiR. but there are also quality 01 UteISsues that
affect the area resid!lnts. the city and the region as a whole. Therefore, since you haven'l received your
packages yel on the E1R there are ttyee alt.malives you can choose at this pOInt in time. We would asl:
that as you move lorward you choose allernol.ve #2 as your recommendahon 10 City CouncH. Thanl: you."

Chairmen Hurne: "Thank you. Tom Shine followed by Mart White."
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Comment 7 continued

Tom Shine. "Chairmen, Ccmmissrcners. my nome isTom Shine and I am here with the GRESHA Group. I am
lalkJng about siles 21 & 29. I had on opportunity 10 pore around in thollhing trus oflemoon and I wont you
to be very carelu' and fully realize what the slg"ficance of wholls being presenled In this amendmenl.
There isinformofion In there which Ilhin!: if you 1001: at It carefully you wtll find II ismcornplete and in it's
IncorrpletenelS /lIs misleadi,,;. I speCifically point to section 3 project description; there IS a table In Ihere,
lable 30-1. IhatlS land use surrounding the proposed general plan amendment sues For site 21 It omits that
on the west, north and easl boundaries thaI it is bordered by rural residential. it doesn't say anything aboul
fhat. Site 29, is olso mi~leadlng in the foct that It says the north boundary is bordered by estcne residential.
And you can see on here that only 1134 or the Morthem boundary is bOrdered by estate resdenno! The
olher 213 Isrural residentiallhat is misleading in lIsell. Also to lhe soufh, no that's ok. When we look at
proposed land use changes, \ come up wllh a SRgh~y different figure. by taKing gross ocreage. and that is 7-4
wnat everything is based on here is grossacreage not net ocrecge as the general plan wonts JS to wo",
wllh, but wtlh gross acreage jusl diViding Ihe number of potential dwelings at the maJCimumbuild out on
whatever Is allowed. I come up with over 1900units. dwe:~ng units. That iswith the proposed land use
change is authortzed there isa potentiaf of 1900units being built out on those /wo sites. I looked ot
altematlve 3. saying wei whot is going on. what can we do here. well site 21. the south site. altematlve 3
says hey we have 62.3 acres and we WO'1t to do estate resroennot, ThaI could come up wltt1 249 units on
Ihose 62 acres The remainder of site 2. Ihe 91 acres they identified, Ihey can end up with f1Hle over 45
dwellng units per acre for a total of 294unils in a~emanve 3 an site 21. '" similar srtuallon eKlsts for SIte29.
You come up wilh a total of 203l.JT1its, that's a cull'J.Aalive to\oI of 497units These are gross unils. it does not
consider the power lines running through the property which IS a significant piece 01 it. it doesn't consider
the lake going through there or anything else. Moybe we ought to look at net; we will find a comoacted
consirucnon going on. ThanK you."

Channen Hume. "Thank you very much. Mar'!: White. foDowed by Leo Fassler."

Mark White: "Good e'O'ening Chairmen end Cornrnlssloners, I'm MarK White from GRESHA ond I wont to talk
about 21 & 29. Some of the things thaI I see isthal it Isreallynol compatible with the area currently. in its
cUlTent loning. With everything being rural around it iust doesn't seem likeit would work, Also with Ihe
power lines going over there when you designate it CIS RD-4or RD-7, wnotever the cose is.they are going to
peck !hem in there IIghl and then leave a lot of open space iswhat Ihey are saying. so were are n01 going
to have RD-4thesBlob ore going to be a lot smaDerthan that. We Will have srnaDerporces there. Third
thing I have found is Ihat I had a converscflcn with Stever Looper over at the faCIlities for the ElkGrove
School District and Iheyare having 0 real dlf1lcull time geltlng sites In the Emt part of town fo' elementary
schools. Ilhink af/er lhe high school at Bond and Brodshaw no one wonts them around. The reaRty is that at
some point. if you guyl rezone IIyou hove 10 assume thaI houses win go there and those kids have to go 10
schoal and right now 1c0'11ell you my kidsschool isgoing to impacted by about 400 students flom a new
school next yea because Ihey are not gelling built fmf enough. When you hove a school of 600 and you
add 400 students on to 1hat for a year so they can do some renovations fhat is a big impact and lhat Is
going 10 affect my kids educanon. eventuaBy what IsgOing to happen Is 8k Grove os a whole is going to
lose because our eooconcn s)"lems is going to start to slip. And the last one is.unll' the Sheldon
interchange Isup and running I think IT would be irresponsible to rezone on~ingnew out there. Because If
you ever have sat in the /rafflc there. I ive off of Sheldon and I cannot even use Sheldon Rd. os my main
thoroughfare because Ican't gel around. Thonksfor you- time."

Chairmen Hume: "ThanK you. Leo FasslerfolloWed by Shirley Peters. or Shirey as she put On /he speaker
cord."

Leo Fassler. "Good evening Chairmen Hume and Commissioners, I am going to be real bnar because I am
assuming mot 011 of you got a copy of the leHer that I sent you. So I staled my thoughts ,n that IeHer. but
basically I wont to OSK lhat you not go ahead and approve this. You did what the communily wonted
When putting the General Plan together, you tislened; you listened to use residents in wonflng to keep a
portion of /his dty rural. The dty councllislened to your recommendations and also did /hal. We jusl
humbly ask that you slick with this and Ilhink tram a planning polnl of view you did the ITght thing because
all the way from Bk Grove-ROOnclear to Grantline, at least Y, mile on each side of Sheldon rd ncs been 2
acre parcels or more fOleve, and now 10plunk ,n subdIvisions In /he mIddle of that would be reolly bod
planning and all or you know that. So I ogain please ask that you stIck wlth the General Plan you adopled
and respected the wishes of the citizens in Ihe communlly Thank you very much ..

7-5

7-6

Chairmen Hume: 'ThanK you. Shi~ey tolowed by Shaon Lynes ond ofter Sharon Is franK Roubosl and that Is
the last speaker card I have."

Shirley Pelers "Shirley Peters of the Greater Sheldon Road Estates Home OWnef' ASSOCiation. flrst of all Mr. /7-7
Winuk we will miss '(00, I hear you are not >joing to be on the board. how con we get after you on the
CommISsion.

Commissioner Wlnuk' "Well you have to fire Pat Hume wst ..
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Comment 7 continued

Slllrley Peters' ·We don't wont to do that either. You hove received my letler in regard to the fiR. In
addition to that we ore loolclng at altemative 2 it says General Pion Amendment project without 21 & 29
and then In the NOP I abo ask that be done because thb ls not flIIIng In wfth the purpose of what the
amendments were. Also oltemahve 3 says. wlRhave lower densnles with blending. with clustering so that
means we will group smaller houses together. this does not fttln with the rural area. Also if we have our trails.
eany In April I SUbmitted to you that we hod recommended CIS tor as GRESHA isconcemed. Thisplan IS still
on file with the plClnl1lng commission. It shows AG-RES 2 and AG-RES5. " shows trails. It shows places open tor
the wlnole community so they can brlng ctildren in tor natLXe troil studies. It shows equestrian trolls that I
could connect to Calvlne. We wO!l;ed with the hone people there and this would wor\::. this wolAd be a
vision thot would be beaullful and worldng for IIhewlnole community. not Justour community. lh15would be 7-7
something that Sk Grove would show that IS their cUlture. Other cities have all their Ideas; we remember

I
cont.

them because of certain things we should be remembered for the rural. Also our group Ison environmental
group and In my last porogroph It says supporting the policy of the Coundlto manage growih by retolnlng
the rural region. Iswhat fhey told us. this will protect the entire community 0' 8k Grove because the
environment avera. would be less impacted. DIrty air Iraveb throughout the city. It just doesn't stop where
all the COl'3 are. Adding high numbers of people In one area will impact 011 the roods. people don't just stay
In there neighborhood. With more students moving in having to be bused to other schools. all schools wHi
be impacted throughout the area because Ihese stUdents have to be. wlnen the school is overcrowded.
token to other scbcots which a longer commufe sometimes than their own porenls. So as a whole we ask
you to staywith this good plan, It ISsmart, It shows community support and shows concern and responsible
concem for the community. Thank you.'

Chairman Huma: ''!hank you. Sharon Lynes folowed by frank Roubasl and again Fronk's is the lost speaker
that I have. Could you start Ms.Lynes time"

CommissIoner lindsay: "And stallt two mrnutes ago."

Sharan lynes: • Am I to understand that you have not had a chance 10 look at Ihls project, Is that wlnat I am
hearing lonlghtf Have you looked at this at oR'How come I hod this two weeks ago'"

CommissIoner lindsay: "Good question."
Commissioner Wlnuk: "Our slaff likes you, they don" really ~ke us:'

Sharon lynes: "!lut no. It just that I know how competent you guys ore and that is sad. bacause I think It Is
lcinda shIy for you not to. "

Chairmen Huma: ·Wallthe Important thing Is lhol you hove an opportunity to mol:e yOLXcomments on
how It isinodeqvale and then we wJ1l view your cornments and response to comments. I mean we are not
making any decisions tonight. but it would have been nice 10 know IIhedifference between oltemotlves I,
2 &3.

Sharon Lynes: ''You know lhot a lot 01us have spent a lot 01 time going throu\1l this and I appreciote
getting a copy of fhis rrom Tao lor the Sheldon Community. Righi off the top I do agree overall with the
droll SR. in that number 21 &29 are 'ound to have slgnlflcantlmpocls on this portion of the Sheldon
community. In many 01 the ElRelemen" it does support that they will make a dehnllelmpact. numbers 21 &
29. the only one I don't agree with, and the only one Ison page .01.12. excuse me thol is the impoc! It b on
poge 4.1-12. And I definitely QlSagree with this statement .... "lhe sites are bordered by rural residentiol uses
on 011 sidesimpIementaflon of the proposed GPA would increase the density of residential deVelopment
allowed at the sites. however" ...ThlsIsWhere I disagree. "Placement of one single family residential
developmenl adjacent to another single family residential development could not constitute oland use
conftlct." lhat Isirresponsible. One home on 2 acres as It row stands. Iswhat it iszoned lor veIS\JS potentially
14 houses on 2 caes. and thisISnot a land use Impact. That Isincorrect, that tsthe only statement
practically In the wlnole book I disagree wilh. Whot happens 10 the righl to form.as Mr. Undsay put it out in
your statement and what about IIheright to do AG. There Is a dfference, I clsogree with this one
paragoph. thaI Isaboulthe only thing , disagrlOe with throughout the wlnole thing, please jot that down,
4.1-12. Also Gary Winuk and hisortglnal statements 'hat are bock here. requested that the wetlands. which
IS the Laguna Creek, and the drainage blOincUded In the draft ElR.llhey ore not included Also Mr. Undsay
requested that "affect on c:horacter of lIe issues" AG versus LO. and those mpccts have not reany been
looked 01.and how llimpacts the rural area this IS on 4.1-2. wlnlch I already addressed. These need to be
looked at more thoroughly and those were nol addressed really In lhis document. maybe I missed them.
maybe you wi. disagree with me. but anyway the draft fiR does suggesl and prove that Altemallve 2 is the
enVllonmentaUy superior altematlve and that Isthe direcl quote at the beginning of the draft ElR. 2C>-2 and
at the end of the report on poge 6.C>-1. Once again alternative 215the environmentally superIOr alternotive
Please approve the GPA projecl without 21 &29. lhol is my last comment. So olternonve 2 would definitely
support our Sheldon commurl/ty. lhonk you."

Chalrm~nHurne: 'Thank you. Fronk Roubost. I hope \ am pronouncing thol cooeclty •
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Comment 7 continued

Frank RO<Jbost. ""m FrorJ:Roubost. good evening. I oppose 1I11s projects number 2! & 29 because It Isnot
compatible with the rural area. I am hoping you wlll $lay wllh the general plan. we have had a nice rural I'

area and hope you wQl help keep it this way. We really don't want 10fight a/l thisextra traffic. n~e I say If is 7-9
really 0 nice neighborhood and I am not looking forward to having our road opening up, because he is
planning on opening that Sandage avenue up and Iwould Just kketo put if on nottce tholl am definitely
against this.Ihonk you."

Chairmen Hurne: "Ihonk you IoN. Roubos!'s was the last speoker card I have" there anyone else that was
lordly 10 ge11lo9a skpin~ No, w. in lhal case Iwill close pub"c commenl and at lhis lime belore we move 10
commenls from Commissioners,Mr. Angell would mind walklng uS lhrough the three alternatives and what
they proposed and perhaps what the differences in them are."

Pal Angell: "Ce1ainly. And I would be more !han happy to give up my copy tonight for on\' of the nve of
you Ihat you would lI~e It."

Commissioner Lindsay: "Since you made thol offer, leUme when we can expect copies."

Pot Angel' "We will get them to you tonight"

Commlsslonelllndsay. '" don't need 10read it lonight"

Chak'men Hume: "I may still want your copy though."

Pat Angell: "You can have my copy. I amjusl Irylng to find there Isa brief summary ot the ollemollves and
thollS what I am trymg to find. 01<, the three oltematives that were evaluated in the EIR was the no project
ailemotive which Isyou don't approve any of these general pion amendments, the general plan slays as is
currently Isright now, Allemotive !WOIs the general plan amendment as proposed. however sites2\ & 'l9
would not be changes they would remoin rurol residential. Altemative three was what we call the reduced
residential density altemative. whicn specifically changed the land use deslgncllons for 21 3.'29 and did the
mixllxe 01rural res/denllal and estate res/denllol."

Chairmen Hurne "Thon~ you. My further questions orcomments, Slartlng with Commissioner Kromer."

CommissIon ... Kramer- "None"

Chairmen Hume: "Commissioner Wnul:."

Commlsslonel W1nulc " My comments were mostly covered lhisevening, although Iwant to thanks Ms.
Lyn~ for not only remembering my words but bringing Ihem bac~ somany months later. but again not
having the fiberty of reading the EIR" the wetlands or drainage wasn't covered I would encourage thot to
be a port of tl oswell."

Chairmen Hume: 'Thank you. CommISsionerMurphy."

Commissioner Murphy: "WUI there be inlormolion when we gel our copies that go spedficolly Into traffic
impacts as 10 e~;sting cor counts ond level of service on Ihe roods in 'hal oreo as they presently e,",f~"

Pal Angelk "The traffic analysis focuses on the traffic impacts under the adopled general plan versusIhese
changes and what the difference Is."

Commissioner Murphy: "Okay thon~ you."

Chairmen Hume: "Comrrussloner Undsay"

Commissioner Undsay: "Question for stoff first, draft EIR's and flnOlEIR's have to look of 01leas! one
allematlve that Isthe maximum bUild out correcl? Ok, thai ISan I got."

Chairmen Hurne: "I have one that isjust a general question first.In the past when we have hod comments
on the EIR's the", has been a recorder here. I' there a reoson why we didn't have one this evencng?

Pol Angell: "We actually ere recording the meeting on tape and we Willbe rranscnbing that.

Chairmen Hume: "That iswhat I assumed. My question relers bae!: 10 something that I beneve it was
something that Mr Kemper mentioned as lor as. one this follow. up on the question that Commissioner
lindsay asked, in regards 10LDR versusER, excuse me low density residential versusestate residential. does
Ihe general plan aifernative flvee. it assumesthe density ollhe low density residential is tho! ccrrectt"
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Comment 7 continued
rat AngeU: "Attamattve 3. and I wish I had a gaphlc to throw up there. but what altemative 3 does slnce
we have the Image up lI1ere. It bcslcally puts the orange wnlch Isthe estate residential designation color
basically In lI1e middle of both 21 & 29 and the rest slay rural. ThereIsno low density residential designation
associated with a~emattve 3."

Chairmen Hume: "01(, so Estate Residential assumesa maximum of 4 dweling units per acre So where did
we get the idea of 7 per acrei

Pat Angell: "That ISunder law deru<tyresidential designation."

Chairmen Hume: "1lK'lderstand that, but isthat in thisdocument, I am sOfTY but 1have not had a chance to
read It "

Pat Angell: "Yes".

Chairmen Hume: "And is thal ....let me get to my question. is there a difference In regards to impact going
to Estate Residential only or gong to a low denslty, I am lIying 10get at what the issuethat Mr.Kemper
brought up was. Islhere a difference in regards to IrT¥XIct~ Inother words. would il appear I be lesser
Impact, obviously considering a tower density and If sowos that not considered~"

rot Angell: "Wsilihere Isa dlfference In the number of unils yo\J wtllyield between 1I10ss Iwo designations.
So In t.nn the lower deSIgnation the lower number 01 L.rits. lower traffic you will have. the lower air quality
affects. on and on and on."

Chairmen Hume. "Right, and so which designation was the one that WQ5 considered"

rat Angell: "For aI/emotive 311 was a mix of nral r8Jldentlal and estate rll$ldenllal. The proposed change
that the EIR looles at Isa change to low denslty residential "

Chairmen Hume: "01: why is thai, If thai's not what we are changing It to why would the GRlook at thati"

rat Angell: 'That's what the E1R Iooles at was thispro;:lOJedchange which dates back to when the general
plan was being processed and It was one of the many allematlves we took.edat from property owner
requests,"

Chairmen Hume: "Would the overall I don't k.nowthe riglt words to use on this,but would the overall
affect or recommendation by staff change where It to be estate resldenllal rother thon low density
residential'"

Pat AngeO:"I am not sure what staff's recommendation Isgoing to be. Eric Nomsis the planner on that and
he Isnot h«e tonIght."

Chairmen Hume: "01: lhanl: you. Any other questionsl"

Commhsloner W1nulc "Can I askyou a quemon about thati"

ChaIrmen Hume: ·Yes"

Commissioner Wlnulc "' realize that some of the potennal project plans may not use the entJresite lor low
density, but If you give It that zone cs an enfltlement it would seem to me thai yeN would have to do lI1e
fiR not based on what 0 plan might me. but on whot the zoning orproposed general plan change may
be."

Chairmen Hume. "Well and I guess that is my qvestion. We wovlG-l't be giving that os on entitlement.
correct~"

Commissioner Unclsay: "Thai was the thrust of my quesflon. the EIR has to look.01the greatest Impact of the
potential zoning and that iswhat they did. I think lhat ,..,. Philips office through Mr.Kemper's comments are
spacious. We can'f look.at proposals that may or may not come In we have 101001< at 10whet the ultimate
zoning would alaw.

Commissioner Wlnuk: "I agree with that."

Chairmen Hume: "I don't cflSagree with that. I gue.. what I was asking is Estale Residential consIdered low
density zoning."

INAUDIBLE
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Comment 7 continued
Commissioner LIndsay: "I think thet iswhy It is ottemcnve 3 to have thai in fhere bul even with that
cnemotlve I assume having not read the arguments here I am <»sumJngIhatthe alternative would look at
the grealed number of uniis with'n that comomctlcn of 1.onlng within a"emertive 3 and Ihal,s winy we have
a number of 350 cpproxrmotelv as opposed to the 298 thot Mr I'elllPer said was proposed:'

Chatrmen Hume: "Okay. so we don't have a number of 1 thousand and something that was brought up
ecrjer."

Commissioner Lindsay. "But we would under the low density reSIdential"

Chairmen Hume: "We have hod a rough week, but am I mISsing something here~"

CommIssioner Undsay' "We can 1001< at II lhis way, nght now ,t has 0 certain bose zoning. The general plan
proposes Low density residential which would equate to abovt 1100 units. We ore loo~ing at alternatives.
one which saysno change, one thot says..umm..help me out here."

Commissioner W1nuk: "General Plan Amendment projecl Without sites21 &. 29."

Commissioner LIndsay. "And the final alternative Isestale residential and nxal re,ldentic! wlnich would
come in If II were to be that way would max oul aI about 350. So we have those choices In front of us, we
have 1100.no change or 350 and that is what we are looldng at as ctlemalive. here.

Chairmen Hume: "How do you get Ihe 1100 though?"

Commissioner Undsay; 'The low density resJdenftaJ given the number of acres could produce tnct.'

Chairmen HUIne' "Right but the nothing would remain at AR-2cortects"

Commissioner Undsay: "Right"

Chairmen Hums: "So then the mmething would ,1111 remain at AR-2and then eVe<ylhing wCJuid be the
mixed at the 350.1 am Just tTyIngto figure It au!."

Commissioner lindsay; "()I(, no change we have AR-2 right..."

Chairmen HUIne' "OK"

Commlssloner lindsay: "Change to Ihe Low Density Residential."

Chairmen Hume. "Now who is proposing that. where did that come in."

Commissioner Und,ay: "Theappicant originally and that was considered on alternative in the general
pion:"

Chairmen Hume: ".. that one of the thee alternative, in the Generol Plan Amendment draft EIR or draft
supplemental EIR~"

Commissioner Lindsay: "No !hese are alfemalivestothalpropo.al. "

Cftrlstlne Cla""ard: '1hinl:. o~ a"ernatives in a different wcry than the general plan altemaftve."

Commlssloner lindsay: "Think ollhem a"emertively."

Christine Crawford: "I mean when we were talking aboul the general plan in Ihe firsl place, that we had 40
cnemcnve s~es, set that asIde. Under CEQA you analY1.ethe proposed prOject and then CEQA requires
you to look 01alternatives which ore supposed to be Intended to find more environmentally friendly less
ImpaclinQ olfematives to the project. So the proposed proiecl ~ low density residentlol which results in the
1100 unit, and the reason why il" dltterent than what the gentlemen in Ihe audience incicated is beccuse
we nelted oot tne creeks and he didn't. So as onemonves to thOl we are looking at less impacting
onemotives and we creerted Ihose ditterenl scenonos becouse we are required to tor comparative sake
And Ihat is where we came up With ditterent lond use de,lgnatlon alternative, wlnlch all generaled
different unit count, but all lessIhan the low density residential proposed projects. Does that help at an?"

Chairmen Hume: "So what you ore tellng me then is thai the 350 figLXenos been considered and the
impact Ihat would generate has been addressedin t~e report."

Christine Crawford. "I'm ,orry I con't remember came from Pertor the cHorney in the audience."
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Comment 7 continued
INAUDIBLE

Chrldln~ Crawford: "Ok, then yes"

Commlssl"n~rMurphy. "Just 10clarify, when you are lalking allemahve 31he maximum number ot units
!hat $loft has calculaled if we adopt ollemative is350 unlls on 21 and 29."

Commissioner Lindsay: "Combined"

Commissioner Murphy: "Pardon mel"

Commissioner Lindsay: "Combined"

Commissioner Murphy: "Combined"

Pal Angell: Correcl

Chalnn~nHume: "Anyway moving rlghl along, anything else lor staff on lhis Ileml Anything slaft needs
from usl OKlal's move on 10the neKt regular pvbAc heoring. Ihank you everyone lor coming out making
comment."
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COMMENTS 7

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAn SEIR

PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON NOVEMBER

18,2004

Please note that discussion between Planning Commissioners and City Staff that was not
comments regarding the adequacy has not been responded to herein. Responses are only
provided to comments addressing the DSEIR.

COMMENT 7-1

Response 7-1:

COMMENT 7-2

Response 7-2:

COMMENT 7-3

Response 7-3:

COMMENT 7-4

Response 7-4:

City ofElk Grove
December2004

JUNE COATS, SHElDON COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

The commentor indicates that a rezone of Sites 21 and 29 is inappropriate.
The comment is noted. The commenlor continues to suggest that Low
Density Residential development of the two siteswould result in destruction of
the portion of Laguna Creek bisecting the site. The commentor is referred to
page 1.0-8 first bullet. second paragraph (Drainage, flooding, and water
quality impacts). Any modification of Laguna Creek would require permitting
and approvals from the California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, City and the Regional Water
Quality Control Board.

KEVIN KEMPER, LAW OFFICES OF GEORGE PHILLIPS

The commentor indicates their office represents the Gidaro Group. the
applicant for both properties (not the property owners) identified as Sites 21
and 29. The comment isnoted. The commentor indicates that that Draft SE/R
overstates the unit yield that would result from the City-initiated General Plan
Amendment Project and that Alternative 3 analyzes Low Density Residential
and Estate Residential land uses. The commentor is referred to the Responses
to Comment Letter 6.

GEORGE MURPHY, SHELDON COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

The cornrnentor indicates that approving the Draft SEfR for a rezone of Sites 21
and 29 would be in conflict with both the current General Plan and stated
policies. The comment is noted. The commentor is referred to Response to
Comments 3-2 and 3-3.

TOM SHINE, GREATER SHELDON ROAD ESTATES HOME OWNERS AsSOCIATION

(GRESHA)

The commentor indicates that Table 3.0-1 does not include the Rural
Residential land uses bordering Site 21 on the west, north, and east
boundaries or that two-thirds of the northern boundary of Site 29 is adjacent
Rural Residential.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

• The following edit ismade to Table 3.0-1 of the Draft SEIR:

TABLE 3.0-1
LAND USES SURROUNDING THE PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT SITES

Site Surrounding General Plan Land Use 'Designations

4
North & South: Commercial; East: Medium Density Residential:

West; Open Space, Public-Quasi Public, and High Density Residential

5
North: High Density Residential; South: Site 41;

West: low Density Residential; East: Commercial

21
North: Site 29; East: Rural Residential; West: Rural Residential; South: Estate Residential, Public
Schools\Qllasi Pllsliq

24
North and South: Estate Residential; West: Low Density Residential;

East: ElkGrove Triangle Planning Area

29 North: Estate Residential, Rural Residential; South: Site 21; East and West: Rural Residential

40
North and South: Low Density Residential; West: Commercial; East: Commercial, PublidQuasi-
Public

41
North: Site 5; South: low Density Residential;

West: low Density Residential; East: Commercial

A
North, South, East, and West: low Density Residential;

Northeast: Open Space

The commentor also accurately indicates that by using gross acres to
calculate the maximum build out of sites [Sites 21 and 29J he comes up with
over 1.900 dwelling units for the City-initiated General Plan Amendment
Project and 497 units for Alternative 3. Potential buildout calculations for the
City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project assume that approximately 30
percent of the total area would not be developed with homes (due to streets.
powerline, and floodway areas). and that development intensity for Low
Density Residential on these sites would overage 5.6 dwelling units per acre.
At a maximum of seven dwelling units per acre, total buildout would increase
to 1,339 dwelling units; the lower figure of 1,017 is consistent with buildout
projections prepared by the City for other sites as port of the General Plan
process. For Alternative 3, Sites 21 and 29 were anticipated to build out at 70
percent of the maximum density allowed by the Rural Residential and Estate
Residential uses, for a total of approximately 350 dwelling units. The 30
percent reduction accounts for approximately 30 percent of the total area
that would not be developed with homes (due to streets. powerline, and
floodway areas).

COMMENT 7-5

Response 7-5:

MARK WHITE, GREATER SHELDON ROAD ESTATES HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATION

(GRESHA)

The commentor indicates that a rezone of Sites 21 and 29 will result in lot sizes
smaller than RD-4 and that the number of residences resulting from
development will impact area schools significantly. The comment is noted.
The commentor is referred to the third bullet on p, 1.0-9 of the Draft SEIR
regarding public school impact. Traffic impacts associated with the City-
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COMMENT 7-6

Response 7-6:

COMMENT 7-7

Response 7-7:

COMMENT 7-8

Response 7-8:

City ofElk Grove
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

initiated General Plan Amendment Project are addressed in Section 4.3 of the
Draft SEIR.

LEO FASSLER, RESIDENT

The commentor refers to the letter submitted by him dated November 5. 2004.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 4-1 through 4-10. The
commentor goes on to suggest that the Elk Grove Planning Commission not
approve a rezone for Sites 21 and 29. The comment is noted.

SHIRLEY PETERS, GRESHA

The commentar refers 10 Ihe letter submitted in regard 10 Ihe EIR. The
commentor states that Alternative 2 (City-initiated General Plan Amendment
Project excluding Sites 21 and 29) isacceptable to lessen generally described
environmental impacts. The comment is noted. The commentar also
indicates thai the environment would be impacted by air pollution, traffic.
and more students. The commentor is referred to Ihe third bullet on page 1.0­
9 of the Draft SEIR regarding public school impacts. to Section 4.3
(Transportation/Circulation] of the Draft SEIR regarding traffic impacts and
consideration of trail planning in the City. Air quality impacts of the City­
initiated General Plan Amendment Project are addressed in Section 4.5 of the
Draft SEIR.

SHARON LYNES, RESIDENT

The commentar indicates agreement with the Draft SEIR in that Sites 21 and 29
would have significant impacts. The commentor goes on 10 indicate
disagreement with Impact 4.1-12 of the Draft SEIR, citing " ...Placement of
single family residential development adjacent to another single family
residential development could not constitute a land use conflict... " is
irresponsible. The comment is noted. Placement of Low Density Residential
adjacent to Rural Residential is not considered a land use conflict as
described in the Draft SEIR, given the similarities in land uses. However, the
increased density associated with the Low Density Residential uses would
result in traffic. air quality. noise. visual. and public service impacts. which are
noted in the relevant sections of the DSEIR. The commentor is referred to
Section 4.3 (Transportation/Circulation), Section 4.4 (Noise), Section 4.5 (Air
Quality). Section 4.6 (Public Services). and Section 4.7 (Visual Resources/Light
and Glare) regarding those impacts.

The commentor also stated that requests were made to include wetlands.
drainage, and the "affect on character of life issues", AG versus Low-Density
Residential. The commentor is referred to p. 1.0-7 through 1.0-9 which
discusses items raised through the NOP process and how they are addressed.

The commenlor suggests approving Alternative 2 (City-initiated General Plan
Amendment Project excluding Sites 21 and 291. The comment isnoted.
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COMMENT 7-10 FRANK ROUBOST, RESIDENT

Response 7-10: The commentor indicates opposition to development of Sites 21 and 29. The
comment is noted.
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Shirley Peters. rr~fIJi:nI

Bob Ennu Vr(.~ Pn"d~lfl

Pill Kcx:mg. S~uelury
Woodttlw Smilh. Twuurtr

Btl(lrJ IJj D,n"orx
Carl Amundlicn
Dn", Ann;ulu:mz.
KenBlluer
KAthleenElIniS

C"nu HOIf1n3"tO:

From:

Date:
Re:

Elk GroveCouncil John Danielson, City Manager
Elk: GrovePlanningCommission Tony Manzanetti, City Attorney
Phil Carter,Development Director
Shirley Peters.President(GSREHA)/JiL~,i.f~~tfi /Jr:t/'Ul~
GreaterSheldonRoad EstatesHomeowners AssOf..
November 12. 2004
Amendmentto the General Plan concerning Sites 21 and 29
Request denialof amending Sites21 and29

Attn: CraigHoffman,Planning

In response to the October, 2004 Draft Supplemental ElR, members of the Greater
Sheldon Road EstatesHomeowners Associationdonot support the proposal to allow
incompatibleurbanizeddensitiesin an area designated by the Elk Grove GeneralPlan as
Ag/Res 2 minimum in the area in question. The members,instead, fully support the
rural/agricultural plan adoptedin the Elk GroveGeneralPlan by the Council Members
and fully supported bythe PlanningCommissioners, as well as the residents who
attended the visionary meetings.who also supported rural agricultural developments in
the northeasternregionof Elk Grove;namely,east of Elk Grove-Florin Road. north and
south of SheldonRoadto Bradshawandbeyond.

Having reviewed theDraft EIR,I havefound it to be a faulteddocument; in my opinion,
there exists no impartialdetachment nor objectivity but supportsurbanizing Sites 21 and
29. Allowing the urbanization of these sites wouldforever changethe look of this region,
thus will severely impact the environment, infrastructure and schools. To allow the
urbanizationof Sites21 and 29 woulddisregard and violate the policy establishedby the
Council; i.e., to regulateand managegrowthby creatinga rural/agricultural (AglRes 2-5)
region (this includesGSREHA), resultingin lowerdensities. Changing the zoning to
urbanizedlots woulddestroythe rural characterand culture that has been Elk Grove since
the inception of the community, long beforecityhood.

8-1

8-2
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Letter 8 continued

There are several examples supporting my conclusion: In the General Plan Scoping
Session Transcript on page 2, the Elk Grove planner described the procedure "It
triggered us (Planning Staff) to recalculate the EIR and the general plan. Upon providing
that information the council provided options on how to proceed the council then fouod
a series of alternatives tbat they really liked but they didn't want to stop the general
plan process and directed to come back with a general plan amendment to included these
and do the associated environmental to give them the coverage." From this statement,
one would believe that the council already has their mind made up but are obligated to go
through the process anyway.

Also. before the Final General Plan was adopted, these sites came before the council.
Vice-Mayor Soares made a motion that these sites be considered the same as any other
proposal would be considered. The council voted 5-0 in favor of bringing these
proposals before the commission and council through due process. Later an
administrative decision was made to include these sites with the other recommended
sites. Sites 21 and 29 are totally incompatible with the other sites being considered, but
are included with them. Sites 21 and 29 should never have been considered for
amending.

Additional concerns:

Page /.0-9 Trails: Trail Issues associated with Sites 21 and 29. There exist wetlands and
considerable wildlife in this area. To allow high densities around these fragile conditions
would eradicate the delicate wildlife. GSREHA members have submitted to the Planning
Staff their plan for these areas. See GSREHA's plan filed with the Planning Staff, that
describes nature and equestrian trials,joining trails coming from Calvine south, With the
development ofAgfRes 2-5 parcels, these issues would not be severely impacted.
Urbanizing the sites is a declaration of potential spoilage of the natural habitats.

Schools Developing 246 houses in this area would profoundly impact the already
impacted nearby schools. Many students must be bused to schools other than their
neighborhood schools because of overcrowding. Their commute to school is sometimes
longer than their parents' commute to their jobs. Classes are overfilled, teaching and
administrative positions have been eliminated; all in all, there would be a profound
impact in schools. Therefore, the EJR is incorrect in stating that there would Dotbe any
impaction.

Quality ofLift Impacts. "Quality of Life" concerns which include air quality, noise, and
traffic significantly impacts the environment. Otherwise, why are these elements
considered in an EIR? This is a prime example of selectively using the law to one's
advantage.

Section 4.1. Land use conflicts associated with adjoining land uses and the proposed
residential densities associated with Sites 21 and 29:

8-3

8-4

8-5

8-6

1~7
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letter 8 continued

Inconsistency withGeneral Pian: Page4.1-4: PolicyLV-i8: Land uses within the
"Sheldon" area (generallyencompassingthe area designatedfor Rural Residential uses in
the eastern portion of Elk Grove)shall be consistent with the community's rural
character,emphasizinglot sizes of at least two gross acres, roadwayswhich preserve the
area's mature trees, and limited commercialservices. Approval of Low Density
Residential General Plan designationwould allow a maximum density of7 dulac on sites
21 and 29, which would be inconsistent with tile community's rural character.

Page 4 1-1. Sheldon Lakesis a subdivisionproject with 246 resident units that would
profoundly impact the area's infrastructure, air quality, schools, roads and natural
habitat "Implementationof sires 21 and 29 would be inconsistent with relevant land use
planningdocuments. This is considered a significant impact to sites 21 and 29."
"The introductionof 'trunk' or service lines into ruraJ Elk Grovecould be considered
growth inducingbecauseit would introducepublic sewer and infrastructure into an area
currentlywithout these services and not projected to become urban. This is considered a
significant impact."

4 2-10 Disagreewith the DEIR., which states that there would be less thansignificant
cumulative impact on housingincreases. The DEIR report averaged out all of the Sites
being considered for amendingwhich gives a skewed picture. When consideringonly
Sites 21 and 29 in the rural area, allowing urbanization of sites 21 and 29 would
significantly impactthe rural area.

4.3 Transportationand Circulation. "Thus, the project's contribution to cumulative
impacts is significant and uoavoidable."

Page4.J-J3 "Implementation of site 21 and 29 would be inconsistentwith the General
Plan Vision Plan, VisionStatementfor the Sheldon Area, and General Plan Policies LU­
l8 and PF-I0 becauseit wouldincrease development in an area designated for rural
residential uses. Therefore, this impact is consideredsigoificant and unavoidable."

4.2-10 Althoughthe DEIRstates that there would be less than significant cumulative
impact on housing increases,allowingurbanization of sites 21 and 29 would
signiCiC3ntty impact the rural area Again, Sites 21 nnd29 must be carefully scrutinized
independentof the other Sites.

43 Transportation and Circulation: "Thus, the project's contribution to cumulative
impacts is significant and unavoidable."

Page4.5-12 Impact 4 5.2 "Implementationof the proposed GeneralPlan Amendment
would increaseair pollutantemissions from operational activities of land uses within the
City. This is considered a potentially significant impact" With the implementation of
lower densities of Ag/Res2 -5, the impact would not be as significant. Studies show thai
pollutants are harmful, especially to children, the decisionmakers should be cognizant of
this and should make responsibledecisionsto protect our communityand make it livable
and safe for ALL residents.

I
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letter 8 continued

"" Noise. Looking.specifically, at Sites 21 and 29, if urbanization were allowed, there
would be an impactionto the residentslivingon rural acreage. Each site must be
consideredprojectby project. not collectively. Addinghigher densities to 0 rural region
always impactsthe ruralarea significantly. Impact 4.5.2 "Implementationof the
proposed GeneralPlan Amendmentwould increase airpollutantemissions from
operational activitiesof land uses within the City. This is considered a potentially
significant impact"

Page 7.0-6. Long-TermImplica/ionsindicatesignificant impacts (4.1.3). Significant
and unavoidableimpact(4.3.1). Cumulativetraffic impactson Local Roadwaysand
State Highways (4.3.4)cumulative significantimpact. OperationRelated Emissions
Impact(4.5.2)a potentiallysignificantimpact. Regional Air Plan Impacts Impact(4.5.4)
cumulativeslgniflcantand unavoidableimpact. Alterationof Scenic ResourcesImpact
(4.7.1) significantimpact. CumulativeImpactsto VisualCharacter, impact( 4.7.3)
cumulativesignificantimpact.

Supportingthepolicyof the Council to managegrowth by retaining the rura\ region
would also protectthe entirecommunityof Elk Grove,becausethe environment, overall,
wouldbe less impacted. Dirty air travels througlttout the city, it doesn't just stay in one
place. Addinghighnumbersof people in one area impactsall the overcrowded roads, not
just the roads in the neighborhood. With morestudentsmoving in, and having to be
bused to other schools,all schools will be impacted throughout the area. Additional
busesneededto transportthe studentswill add to thecrowdedroads and to the air
pollution. Addinghighdensitiesto wetlandsand naturehabitats will drive out animals
and birds. thus the ideaof communitytrails and natural habitat system would become
nonexistent

Therefore,bearingin mindthe unavoidableimpactsthat will significantly impact the
rural area,membersofGSRHEA recommendthat youdenyamending Sites 21 and 29
and. instead,supportElk GroveGeneral Plan to protectthe rural/agricultural(AglRes2­
5) area withAglRes2 andhigher,east of Elk Grove-Florin Roadnorth and south of
SheldonRoad.

8-15

8-16

8-17

8-18
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

LETIER 8 SHIRLEY PETERS, GREATER SHELDON ROAD ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

(GSREHA)

Response 8-1: The commentor indicates that GSREHA does not support City-initiated
General Plan Amendment Project for Sites 21 and 29. The comment isnoted.

Response 8-2: The commentor suggests that the Draft SEIR lacks impartial objectivity and
supports urbanizing Sites 21 and 29. Impacts resulting from the proposed
action for Sites 21 and 29 are evaluated throughout the Dral1 SEIR Sections 4.1
through 4.7, 5.0 (Cumulative Impacts Summary', and 7.0 (Long-term
Implications). The Draft SEIR evaluates the project as required under CEQA
Section 15126 and neither endorses nor denounces approval of the project.
or elements of the project.

Response 8-3: The commentor refers to the General Plan Scoping Session Transcript. page 2
and relates their understanding of how the City Council will take action and
how Sites 21 and 29 should be considered. The commentor further asserts
that Sites 21 and 29 are incompatible with the other sites being considered in
the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project and should not have
been included. The comments are noted.

Response 8-4: The commenlor indicates that there are trail issues associated with Sites 21
and 29 and suggests that higher densities on Sites 21 and 29 and allowing
higher density residential uses would eradicate the delicate wildlife and
wetlands that currently surround the proposed multi-use trails through Sites 21
and 29. The commentor is referred to page 1.0-7 last bullet and page 1.0-8
first paragraph [Biological resources impacts) and second bullet. second
paragraph (Drainage, flooding and water quality impacts). As noted on
these pages of the Draft SEIR, the previous General Plan EIR adequately
addressed the biological resource impacts associated with the ronge of
development considered in the General Plan and proposed in this General
Plan Amendment. The City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project does
not propose amendments to any trail plans for the City nor does it identify any
locations for trails on Sites 21 and 29. The commentor is referred to Draft SEIR
Section 4.3regarding recently troll planning activities of the City.

Response 8-5: The commentor suggests that developing Sites 21 and 29 would significantly
impact area schools and that the EIR is incorrect in stating that there would
not be any impaction. The commentor is referred to page 1.0-9 third bullet
(public school impacts). The discussion states that environmental effects of
constructing additional public schools was previously discussed in the Elk
Grove General Plan EIR in Sections 4.1 through 4.13. It further states thol.
.....that payment of Elk Grove Unified School District school impact fees
provide full and complete school facilities mitigation, which future
development on Sites 21 and 29 would be required to pay." This is consistent
with the mitigation requirements under state law.

Response 8-6: The commentor indicates that "Quality of Life" concerns include air quality,
noise, and traffic, which significantly impact the environment. The comment
is noted. The commentor is referred to Section 4.3
(Transportalion/Circulationj. Section 4.4 (Noise), and Section 4.5 (Air Quality)

CityofElkGrove GeneralPlan Amendment
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONses To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

for discussion of traffic, air quality, and noise impacts associated with the
project.

Response 8-7:

Response 8-8:

The commentor restates General Plan Policy LU-18 and the analysis provided
for this policy in Table 4.1-1 of the Draft SEIR. As this comment restates
information in the Draft SEIR. no response isnecessary.

The commentor states that Sheldon Lakes would profoundly impact the
area's infrastructure. schools. roads. and natural habitat. The comment is
noted. Ihe Sheldon Lakes project isnot being considered as part of the GPA:
the GPA SEIR evaluates the environmental effects associated with changing
General Plan land use designations on specific sites throughout the City.
Impacts specific to any particular development proposal for Sites 21 and 29
would be analyzed as part of processing a development application request
for specific land use entitlements (e.g.• rezoning and tentative subdivision
maps). which is not port of the City-initiated General Plan Amendment
project that is evaluated in the Draft Supplemental EIR. As such. the GPA
Draft SEIR appropriately analyzes potential development on each of the GPA
sites.

The commentor also quotes statements from the Draft SEIR regarding
consistency with land use planning documents and the introduction of sewer
service lines into rural Elk Grove. These quotes restate information in the Draft
SEIR. no response isrequired.

Response 8-9: The commentor disagrees with the cumulative analysis on page 4.2-10 and
states that when considering only Sites 21 and 29 in the rural area.
urbanization of those sites would be a cumulatively significant impact to the
environment. The commentor is referring specifically to Impact 4.2.3
(Cumulative Population and Housing Increases). When analyzing the
cumulative impact of the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project in
accordance with CEQA Guidelines. the project as a whole should be
considered and considering only Sites 21 and 29 would not be correct or
appropriate (Guidelines Section 15130(1)). The commentor is referred to
Impact 4.2.1 which evaluates the contribution of each site to the project's
population and housing increases. The significant environmental effects of
this increase in development intensity are disclosed in the Draft SEIR.

Response 8-10: The commentor is referring to Section 4.3 and indicates that the City-initiated
General Plan Amendment Project's contribution to cumulative impacts is
significant and unavoidable. The comment restates the conclusion presented
in the DSEIR; no response is required.

Response B-II: The commentor restates information provided on page 4.1-13 of the Draft
SEIR; no response is required.

Response B-12: The commentor again suggests that the cumulative impact on housing
increases is not accurate. The commentor is referred 10 Response 10
Comment 8-9.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES To COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Response 8-13: The commentor indicates transpori at ion and circulation impacts are
significant and unavoidable. The commentor is referred to Response to
Comment 8-1 O.

Response 8-14: The commentor reters to page 4.5-12, Impact 4.5.2 (Operation Related
Emissions) and indicates that with Implementation of lower densities (AG/Res
2-5). the impact to air quality would not be as significant. The comment is
noted.

Response8-15: The commentor asserts that development of Sites 21 and 29 would have
significant air quality and noise impacts on area residents and that each site
must be evaluated project by project. The commentor is referred to the first
bullet on page 1.0-7 of the DSEIR which explains why all of the sites are
considered within one EIR. It is also noted that within the project level
discussions for each impact in Draft SEIR Sections 4.1 through 4.7. the effects
associated with each site are provided individually where it is appropriate or
feasible to do so. For details on the trips generated by each site and
affected roadway segments, the commentor is referred to Appendix 2 of the
Draft SEIR. As discussed in Section 4.4 (Noise), noise impacts associated with
the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project would be less than
significant.

Response 8-16: The commentor restates the significant and unavoidable impacts as stated
on pages 7.0-6 and 7.0-7. As the comment quotes information from the Draft
SEIR, no response isnecessary.

Response 8-17: The commentor describes various environmental impacts associated with
urban growth. The comment is noted. Sections 1.0 [Introduction), 4.4
(Transportation/Circulation), and 4.6 (Air Quality) address the growth-related
issues as they pertain to the City-initiated General Plan Amendment Project.

Response 8-18: The cornmentor suggests that the City Council deny amending the land use
designations for Sites 21 and 29 and instead support the current Elk Grove
General Plan to protect the rural/agricultural area. The comment isnoted.
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4.0 ERRATA

4.1 INTRODUCTION

This section includes minor edits to the Droft SEIR. These modifications resulted from the response
to comments received during the Draft SEIR public review period. Revisions herein do not result
in new significant environmental impacts, do not constitute significant new information. nor do
they alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis. Changes are provided in revision marks
[underline for new text and strike out for deleted text).

4.2 CHANGES AND EDITS TO THE DRAFT EIR

1.0 INTRODUOION

No changes to the Introduction were necessary.

2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

No changes to the Executive Summary were necessary.

3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The following edit is made to Table 3.0-1 of fhe Drafl SEIR:

TABLE 3.0-1
LAND USES SURROUNDING THE PROPOSED GENERAL PLANAMENDMENTSITES

Site " ' ',- ",f ~u~nding\GeneraiPlan \.and UseOesillJl3.tionsI';"

4
North & South: Commercial; East: Medium Densitv Residential:

West; Open Space, Public-Quasi Public, and High Densny Residential

5
North: High Density Residential; South: Site 41;

West: Low Density Residential; East: Commercial
e------

21
Nortn: Site 29; East: Rural Residential; West: Rural Residential; South: Estate Residential, Public
Scnools\Qliasi F'dbhCj

24
North and South: Estate Residential; West: Low Density Residential;

East: Elk Grove Triangle Planning Area

29 North: Estate Residential, Rural Residential; South: Site 21; East and West: Rural Residential

40 North and South: Low Density Residential; West: Commercial; East: Commercial, PublidQuasi-Public

41
North: Site 5; South: Low Density Residential;

West: Low Density Residential; East: Commercial

A
North, South. East, and West: low Density Residential;

Northeast: Open Space

Draft SEIR page 3.0-1, paragraph 2 will be revised to read:

"Site 24 is located at the corner of Elk Grove Boulevard ond Waterman Road Bradshaw Road
in the East Elk Grove Specific Plan area ... "

City ofElk Grove
December 2004

4.0-1

General Plan Amendment
Fina/5upp/ementil/Environmenta//mpilet Kepoft



4.0 ERRATA

Draft SEIR page 3.0-15. Table 3.0-2 (Proposed Land Use Changes) will be revised as follows:

TABLE 3.0-2
PROPOSED LAND USECHANGES

Site
.',

Size(In aaes) Existing GP Designation Proposed GP Designation

24 HJ.J Estate Resident! al Commercial-

40 6.4 LowDensity Residential Commercial

4 1.6 LowDensity Residential Commercial

5 6.4 LowDensity Residential Commercial/Office/Multi-
family

41 7.5 Office/Multi-family
Commercial/Office/Multi-
family

21 160.4 Rural Residential Low Density Residential

29 113 Rural Residential LowDensityResidential

A 7.4
Public Open

High Density ResidentialSpace/Recreation

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETIING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

No changes to the Introduction to the Environmental Analysis and Assumptions Used were
necessary.

4.1 LAND USE

No changes to Land Usewere necessary.

4.2 POPULATION/HouSING/EMPLOYMENT

No changes to Population/Housing/Employment were necessary.

4.3 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

No changes to Transportation/Circulation were necessary.

4.4 NOISE

No changes to Noise were necessary.

4.5 AIR QUALITY

No changes to Population/Housing/Employment were necessary.

4.6 PUBLIC SERVICES

Draft SEIR page 4.6-1, paragraph 3, sentence 1 will be revised to read as follows:

Gener.J/Plan Amendment
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4.0 ERRATA

"Sites 4. 5. 24. 40. and 41 of the General Plan Amendment (GPA) project are serviced by the
CSD-l facilities. The main CSD-l collection system includes over 2,400 miles of sewer pipelines
ranging in size from four to seventy-five inches in diameter (see Revised Figure 4.6-1)."

Draft SEIR page 4.6-1. paragraph 4. sentence 1will be revised to read as follows:

"The collection system within the General Plan Planning Area includes trunks (designed to
carry flows from 1 - 10 mgd) and~ collectors. which are wastewater conveyance
facilities that carry wastewater flows of less than 1 mgd."

Draft SEIR page 4.6-1. paragraph 4. second to the last sentence will be revised to read:

"The existing Elk Grove trunk line extends southeast from the SRwrP influent diversion structure
to Laguna Boulevard. then parallel to Laguna Boulevard. to State Route 99 along East
Stockton Boulevard. where the trunk line then parallels State Route 99."

Draft SEIR page 4.6-1. last paragraph. sentence 1 will be revised to read:

"The SRCSD and CSD-l Board of Directors are in the process of approving approved the
current Sacramento Sewerage Expansion Master Plan (Master Plan) in January 2004."

Draft SEIR page 4.6-2. last paragraph. will be revised to read as follows:

"The CSD-l Master Plan identified the projected Equivalent Single-family Dwelling Unit (ESD)
flows and Average Wastewater Flows through 2020 under buildout scenarios for the trunk
sheds within the Planning Area. The Master Plan was completed considering the general
land uses proposed under the City of Elk Grove General Plan (Attebury. July 2003). CSD-1
uses hydraulic modeling of the existing trunk sewer system to identify areas of the system
where capacity is insufficient to convey existing or future storm peak wet weather flows.
Plans for future expansion of the CSD-1 trunk sewer system were developed in "Trunk Shed
Plans" for future areas of development. The information contained in the Trunk Shed Plans
provides guidance for developers in planning and designing sewer facilities for new
developments. Revised Figure 4.6-2 illustrates the phased construction of projects identified
in the SRCSD Interceptor System Master Plan future trunk sheds and trunk sewers proposed to
meot tho projocted needs of the C£D 1 within the Planning Area through 2020. Additionally,
Revised Figure 4.6-2 displays the anticipated timing of devolopmentinterceptor projects for
each of the major development areas and the remaining unincorporated portions of the
County. Figure 4.6-3 identifies trunk expansion projects and Figure 4.6-4 identifies future trunk
sheds. The Regional Interceptor Master Plan EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 200112085). the
SRCSD Master Plan. which includes the SRWTP 2020 Master Plan the Buffer Lands Master Plan.
Control No: 97-PWE-G599j and the Sewerage Facilities Expansion Master Plan (Final Report,
October 2000) identified system improvements and modifications that would be required to
accommodate the projected growth in the SRCSD service area through 2020.
Improvements include the expansion of the SRWTP from 181 mgd ADWF to 250 mgd ADWF.
Additionally. the Interceptor Master Plan assumed that the ultimate development of the
interceptor basins [existing and future) would accommodate projected densities through
design of the individual trunk sewer systems. The interceptor improvements include
alternative alignments of the Lower North West Interceptor. the Aerojet Interceptor and the
Missile-Mather (Bradshaw 7 Interceptor and other system modifications. Additionally. the
CSD-l Sewerage Expansion Master Plan identified several expansion. relief and maintenance
projects required to accommodate the projected increase of flows through 2020."
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4.0 ERRATA

Figures 4.6-1 and 4.6-2 of the Draft SEIR are replaced with Revised Figures 4.6-1 and 4.6-2,
respectively. Figures 4.6-3 and 4.6-4 are added to the Draft SEIR.

4.7 VISUAL RESOURCES/LIGHT AND GLARE

The following edit is made to the four1h paragraph. third sentence, on page 4.7-6 of the Draft
SEIR:

"The change from residential to potential commercial and/ar office uses on Sites 4, 5,~
.QDQ...24, and 29, the increased level of residential development on Sites 21 and 29, and
the designation of Site A for development could introduce new sources of daytime glare
into the City that were not considered in the General Plan EIR."

5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS SUMMARY

No changes to the Cumulative Impacts Summary were necessary.

6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The following edit ismade to the first paragraph on p. 6.0-14 of the Draft SEIR:

"Tables 6.0-5 and 6.0-6 identify potential traffic impacts associated with Alternative 3 for
segments with projected impacts that differ from the impacts identified in Tables 4.3-6 and
4.3-7. Implementation of this alternative instead of the proposed project would avoid
impacts to Bradshaw Road and Sheldon Road but would continue to impact Bruceville Road
between Sheldon Road and Laguna Boulevard during the P.M. peak hour by increasing the
vic ratio from 0.89 (LOS DJ to 0.91 (LOS EJ. However, with the exception of this segment. no
other roadway segments would experience a significant impact. Implementation of
Alternative 3 would result in fewer impacts to the local roadway network than the proposed
project."

7.0 LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS

No changes to the Long-Term Implications were necessary.

8.0 REPORT PREPARERS

No changes to the Report Preparers were necessary.

ApPENDICES

No changes to the Appendices were necessary.
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EXHIBITC
ELK GROVE GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

INTRODUC'I'ION

This document is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the City of Elk
Grove General Plan Amendment. This MMRP has been prepared pursuant to Section 21081.6 of
the California Public Resources Code, which requires public agencies to "adopt a reporting or
monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval,
adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment." A MMRP is
required tor the proposed project because the EIR has identified significant adverse impacts,
and measures have been identified to mitigate those impacts.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

The mitigation measures identified in the City of Elk Grove General Plan Amendment Final EIR
have been structured to be incorporated as policies and/or action items into the General Plan
policy document and the ordinances and regulations implementing the General Plan and thus,
would be implemented as part of consideration of subsequent projects within the City.
Implementation would consist of determining whether subsequent projects are consistent with
the General Plan, utilization of policies and action ifems as condifions of approval and/or
mitigation measures and City-initiated planning activities as required by specific policies and
action items. The MMRP, as outlined in the following table describes mifigation measures and
how they are to be implemented.

The City of Elk Grove will be the primary agency for monitoring the mitigation measure
implementation associated with implementation of the General Plan Amendment project.

The MMRPis presented in tabular form on the following page.



ELK GROVE GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

TABLE 1
MmGAnON MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

4.7 Visual Resources

General Plan Policy LU·35

General Plan Policy LU-38

LU-3S 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
environment.

LU-3S·Action 1 Prepare and
adopt Design Guidelines for
residential and nonresidential
develooment.
LU-38 Reduce the unsightly
appearance of overhead and
aboveground utilities.

LU-38-Ac:tion 1 To the extent
possible, new utility facilities
should be located
underground. Facilities to be
placed underground should
include electrical transformers
(where consistent with the
guidelines of the electrical
utility), water bacldlow
preventers, and similar items.

LU·38·ActJon 2 Require that
develooment on sites with

2

The City has prepared and
adopted Design Guidelines for
residential and nonresidential
development, consistent with
lU-35 and its implementing
action item. Future
development projects will be
evaluated against the Design
Guidelines. No additional
implementation is required.

The City sholl require new
development to locate utility
facilities underground to the
extent feasible and shall
require that development with
existing overhead utilities
place the facilities
underground where consistent
with the guidelines of the
electrical utility.

City to monitor compliance.

City to monitor compliance.
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existing overhead utilities be
required to place these
facilities underground where
consistent with the guidelines
of the electrical utility.

3



CERTIFICA TION
ELK GROVE CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO. 2005-7

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTYOFSACRAMENTO) ss
CITY OF ELK GROVE )

I, Peggy E. Jackson, 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 the 5th day ofJanuary 2005 by the following vote:

AYES 4:

NOES 0:

COUNCILMEMBERS: Briggs, Leary, Scherman, Soares

COUNCILMEMBERS:

ABSTAIN 0: COUNCILMEMBERS:

ABSENT 1: COUNCILMEMBERS: Cooper

Peggy . J c so , City Clerk
City of Elk Grov , California

P:\CITY COUNCIL\RESOLUTIONS\Certification to Resolutions.doc


