
 

City of Elk Grove 
New Zoo at Elk Grove Final EIR 2-1 

2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
This chapter contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR, which concluded on 
February 20, 2024. In conformance with Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, written responses were 
prepared addressing comments on environmental issues received from reviewers of the Draft EIR. While four verbal 
comments were received during the public meeting for the Project on February 6, 2024, these comments did not 
provide input regarding the adequacy of the EIR. Therefore, verbal comments received are not included in this 
response to comments.  

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
Table 2-1 presents the list of commenters, including the numerical designation for each comment letter received, the 
author of the comment letter, and the date of the comment letter.  

Table 2-1 List of Commenters 

Letter No. Commenter Date 

 AGENCIES  

A1 City of Sacramento Fire Department (SFD) – Fire Planning/Administration 
King Tunson, Program Specialist 

January 20, 2024 

A2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Region 2 – North Central Regional, Habitat 
Conservation Program 
Tran Harvey, Senior Environmental Scientist (Specialist) 

February 20, 2024 

A3 Sacramento Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) 
JJ Hurley, Air Quality Planner Analyst 

February 20, 2024 

A4 Sacramento Regional Transit District (SacRT) 
Sarah Poe, Planner 

February 20, 2024 

 AGENCY COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER THE CLOSE OF THE DRAFT EIR COMMENT PERIOD  

A5 City of Sacramento 
Cheryle Hodge, Principal Planner 

February 22, 2024 

 INDIVIDUALS  

I1 Jordbert Cedillo February 9, 2024 

I2 Kat Chang February 8, 2024 

I3 Janine Comrack February 8, 2024 

I4 Judi Cutaia February 9, 2024 

I5 Crystalyn Denny February 8, 2024 

I6 Lisa Ferrell February 8, 2024 

I7 Walt and Sharon Hess February 5, 2024 

I8 Jayanti Kaur February 9, 2024 

I9 Suzanne Jumper January 10, 2024  

I10 Ray Kapahi February 15, 2024 

I11 Eileen Le February 9, 2024 

I12 Steve Lee February 6, 2024 

I13 Jordan Lumaquin February 8, 2024 

I14 Jay Maestas February 8, 2024 
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Letter No. Commenter Date 

I15 Geoff Mayfield February 8, 2024 

I16 Bonnie McKinnie January 10, 2024 

I17 Michael Monasky February 20, 2024 

I18 Ty Morgan February 8, 2024 

I19 Suzanne Morikawa February 6, 2024 

I20 Michele Nanjo January 12, 2024 

I21 J. Mark Nemmers January 10, 2024 

I22 Utsav Patel February 8, 2024 

I23 Alejo Patten February 11, 2024 

I24 Kimberly Petalcorin January 10, 2024 

I25 Gregoria Ponce February 10, 2024 

I26 Predeep Sandhu February 1, 2024 

I27 Janet Quesenberry January 16, 2024 

I28 Tom Rutsch February 5, 2024 

I29 Jennifer Sallee January 11, 2024 

I30 Art Taylor February 8, 2024 

I31 Tom February 8, 2024 

I32 Karen Trinkaus February 8, 2024 

I33 Gregory Uba February 8, 2024 

I34 Mo Vang January 10, 2024 

I35 Linda Xiong February 9, 2024 

2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
The written individual comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are provided 
below. The comment letters are reproduced in their entirety and are followed by the response(s). Where a 
commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a line bracket and an identifying number 
in the margin of the comment letter. 
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2.2.1 Agencies 
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LETTER A1 SACRAMENTO FIRE DEPARTMENT 
King Tunson, Program Specialist 
January 30, 2024 

A1-1 The commenter states that they have reviewed the New Zoo at Elk Grove EIR and do not have any 
comments. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER A2 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
Harvey Tran, Senior Environmental Scientist 
February 20, 2024 

A2-1 The commenter states that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is Trustee Agency 
for fish and wildlife resources and may also be a responsible agency under CEQA. 

 As stated on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR, “The only trustee agency that has jurisdiction over resources 
potentially affected by the Project is the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.” The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is required.  

A2-2 The commenter provides a summary of the Project description. 

 The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. The comment is noted. 

A2-3 The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not identify Project activities that would impact 
resources under Fish and Game Code Section 1602 construction of outfalls to convey stormwater 
from the Project site to Shed C channel that could obstruct the natural flow of the stream, impact 
material from the bed, channel, or bank, and/or fill entering the tributaries. The commenter 
recommends including outfall installation activities at the Shed C channel in the Project’s notification 
for a Streambed Alteration Agreement and that the Draft EIR be modified to clarify what Project 
activities would impact resources under Fish and Game Code Section 1602. 

As described on page 3.3-14 of the Draft EIR, improvements to the Shed C watershed would provide 
for flood control, stormwater quality treatment, and mitigation for changes in hydrology as the 
Southeast Plan Area, including the Project site, were already approved and are currently under 
construction to the north of the Project. These permits and approvals were secured under a separate 
project. Therefore, the Project would not have new impacts to the Shed C channel that have not 
been approved under the previously secured agreements. However, the City will include the outfall 
installation activities for Shed C Channel in its Project notification of Lake and Streambed Alteration.  

A2-4 The commenter states that the 150-foot protective buffer for a nonbreeding burrowing owl burrow 
described under Mitigation Measure 3.3-1a of the Draft EIR differs from the buffer distance 
recommended in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012), which is a minimum of 
50 meters (164 feet) and a maximum of 500 meters (1,640 feet) depending on the expected level of 
disturbance. The commenter recommends modifying the Draft EIR mitigation measure to match the 
buffer recommendations for breeding and nonbreeding seasons provided in the Staff Report and 
include language to allow for passive relocation as a last resort during the nonbreeding season if 
necessary.  

In response to this comment, the language of Mitigation Measure 3.3-1a on page 3.3-18 in Section 
3.3, “Biological Resources,” has been amended. These edits are minor and do not constitute 
“significant new information” that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR under State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1a has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1a: Conduct Take Avoidance Survey for Burrowing Owl, Implement 
Avoidance Measures, and Compensate for Loss of Occupied Burrows 
The New Zoo shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts on burrowing owl: 

 A qualified biologist shall conduct focused breeding and nonbreeding season surveys for 
burrowing owls in areas of suitable habitat on and within 500 feet of the Project site. To 
ensure accuracy and the most up-to-date information, surveys shall be conducted before 
the start of construction activities and in accordance with Appendix D of the Staff Report on 
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Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012), which recommends at least three surveys conducted 
at least 3 weeks apart. 

 If no occupied burrows are found, the qualified biologist shall submit a report documenting 
the survey methods and results to the City, and no further mitigation shall be required. 

 If an active burrow is found during the nonbreeding season (September 1 through January 
31), the applicant shall consult with CDFW regarding protective buffers to be established 
around the occupied burrow and maintained throughout construction. The buffer shall be a 
minimum of 150 164 feet around the active, nonbreeding burrow but may be reduced in 
consultation with CDFW. The protective buffer zone shall be clearly marked with flagging or 
other highly visible materials. If after all applicable avoidance and minimization measures 
are implemented, it is determined that occupied burrows are present that cannot be 
avoided or adequately protected with a no-disturbance buffer, passive relocation will be 
allowed as a last resort in consultation with CDFW. The burrowing owl exclusion plan shall 
be developed, as described in Appendix E of the Staff Report. Burrowing owls shall not be 
excluded from occupied burrows until the Project burrowing owl exclusion plan is approved 
by CDFW and only during the nonbreeding season. The exclusion plan shall include 
methods for determining burrow vacancy, type and timing for scoping burrows, what will 
determine excavation timing, a monitoring plan for determining exclusion has been 
successful, remedial measures to prevent owl reuse and avoid take, and a burrowing owl 
mitigation and management plan (see below).  

 If an active burrow is found during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31), 
occupied burrows shall not be disturbed and shall be provided with a protective buffer at a 
minimum of 650 feet unless a qualified biologist verifies through noninvasive means that 
either (1) the birds have not begun egg laying or (2) juveniles from the occupied burrows are 
foraging independently and are capable of independent survival. The size of the buffer may 
be adjusted depending on the time of year and level of disturbance as outlined in the Staff 
Report (CDFG 2012: 9). The size of the buffer may be reduced if a broad-scale, long-term 
monitoring program acceptable to CDFW is implemented so that burrowing owls are not 
adversely affected. After the fledglings are capable of independent survival, the owls can be 
evicted, and the burrow can be destroyed in accordance with the terms of a CDFW-approved 
burrowing owl exclusion plan developed in accordance with Appendix E of the Staff Report.  

 If burrowing owls are excluded from burrows and the burrows are destroyed as a result of 
Project construction activities, the applicant shall mitigate the loss of occupied habitat such 
that habitat acreage and the number of burrows are replaced through permanent 
conservation of comparable or better habitat at a 1:1 mitigation ratio with similar vegetation 
communities and burrowing mammals (e.g., ground squirrels) present to provide for 
nesting, foraging, wintering, and dispersal. The applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to 
develop a burrowing owl mitigation and management plan that incorporates the following 
goals and standards, among others:  

 Mitigation lands shall be selected based on comparison of the habitat lost to the 
compensatory habitat, including type and structure of habitat; disturbance levels; potential 
for conflicts with humans, pets, and other wildlife; density of burrowing owls; and relative 
importance of the habitat to the species throughout its range.  

 Where available, mitigation lands shall be provided adjacent or proximate to the 
development area so that displaced owls can relocate with reduced risk of injury or 
mortality, depending on the availability of habitat sufficient to support displaced owls 
that may be preserved in perpetuity.  
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 If habitat suitable for burrowing owl is not available for conservation adjacent or proximate 
to the development area, mitigation lands shall be secured off-site and shall aim to 
consolidate and enlarge conservation areas outside of planned development areas and 
within foraging distance of other conservation lands. Alternatively, mitigation may be 
accomplished through purchase of mitigation credits at a CDFW-approved mitigation bank, 
if available. Alternative mitigation sites and acreages may also be determined in consultation 
with CDFW. If burrowing owl habitat mitigation is completed through permittee-responsible 
conservation lands, the mitigation plan shall include mitigation objectives, site selection 
factors, site management roles and responsibilities, vegetation management goals, financial 
assurances and funding mechanisms, performance standards and success criteria, 
monitoring and reporting protocols, and adaptive management measures. Success shall be 
based on the number of adult burrowing owls and pairs using the site and whether the 
numbers are maintained over time. Measures of success, as suggested in the Staff Report, 
shall include site tenacity, the number of adult owls present and reproducing, colonization 
by burrowing owls from elsewhere, changes in distribution, and trends in stressors. 

A2-5 The commenter recommends providing different mitigation measures for state listed Swainson’s 
hawk under Mitigation Measure 3.3-1b from mitigation measures for non-listed migratory birds and 
raptors. The comment recommends specific mitigation language. 

In response to this comment, the language of Mitigation Measure 3.3-1b on pages 3.3-19 and 3.3-20 
in Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR has been amended to include specific 
mitigation language recommended by CDFW. These edits are minor and do not constitute 
“significant new information” that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR under State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1b has been updated as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1b: Conduct Focused Surveys for Swainson’s Hawk, White-Tailed Kite, 
Northern Harrier, Tricolored Blackbird, Loggerhead Shrike, and Other Nesting Birds 
The Project applicant shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts on special-
status and other tree-nesting birds: 

 To minimize the potential for loss of nesting birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act or California Fish and Game Code Section 3503, Project construction activities (e.g., tree 
removal, vegetation clearing, ground disturbance, staging) shall be conducted during the 
nonbreeding season (approximately September 1 through January 31, as determined by a 
qualified biologist), when possible. If Project construction activities are conducted during the 
nonbreeding season, no further mitigation shall be required. 

 Within 14 days before the onset of Project construction activities during the breeding season 
(approximately February 1 through August 31, as determined by a qualified biologist), a 
qualified biologist familiar with birds of California and with experience conducting nesting 
bird surveys shall conduct focused surveys for Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, tricolored 
blackbird, northern harrier, loggerhead shrike, and other nesting birds protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act or California Fish and Game Code Section 3503. Surveys shall be 
conducted in accessible areas (i.e., not including private property) within 1,000 foot buffer of 
the Project site for Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite, within 500 feet of the Project site 
for nonraptor native bird nests and within 0.5-mile for raptor nests. 

 Surveys for Swainson’s hawk shall be conducted within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project site in 
areas accessible to Project biologists. Surveys shall be conducted according to 
Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s 
Central Valley (SHTAC 2000), which includes the following five-period schedule: 
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 January to March 20: One all-day survey 

 March 20 to April 5: Three surveys, sunrise to 10:00/16:00 to sunset 

 April 5 to April 20: Three surveys, sunrise to 12:00/16:30 to sunset 

 April 21 to June 10: Monitoring 

 June 10 to July 30: Three surveys, sunrise to 12:00/16:00 to sunset 

 If an active Swainson’s hawk nest is found during surveys, the City shall consult with CDFW 
to demonstrate compliance with CESA and determine appropriate no-disturbance buffers 
around active nests to avoid take. The exclusionary buffer shall remain in place until the 
chicks have fledged or as otherwise determined by a qualified biologist. No Project activity 
shall commence in the buffer areas until a qualified biologist has determined, in consultation 
with CDFW, that the young have fledged, the nest is no longer active, or reducing the buffer 
would not likely result in nest abandonment. CDFW guidelines recommend implementation 
of 0.5-mile-wide buffer for Swainson’s hawk. 

 If no nests are found, the qualified biologist shall submit a report documenting the survey 
methods and results to the City, and no further mitigation shall be required. 

 For Project activities that begin between March 1 and September 15, the qualified biologists 
shall conduct additional preconstruction surveys for nesting raptors and birds no more than 
10 7 days before implementation of Project activities to identify active nests on and within a 
1,000 500-foot buffer of the Project site. The If a lapse in Project work of 7 days or longer 
occurs, the qualified biologist shall conduct another focused survey for nesting birds before 
work can resume surveys shall be conducted within 14 days before the beginning of any 
construction activities between March 1 and September 15. 

 Impacts on nesting Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, and other raptors shall be avoided by 
establishing appropriate buffers around active nest sites identified during preconstruction 
raptor surveys. The exclusionary buffer shall remain in place until the chicks have fledged or 
as otherwise determined by a qualified biologist. No Project activity shall commence in the 
buffer areas until a qualified biologist has determined, in consultation with CDFW, that the 
young have fledged, the nest is no longer active, or reducing the buffer would not likely 
result in nest abandonment. CDFW guidelines recommend implementation of 0.5-mile-wide 
buffer for Swainson’s hawk and 500-foot-wide buffers for other raptors, other than 
Swainson’s hawk, but the size of the buffer may be adjusted if a qualified biologist, in 
consultation with CDFW, determines that such an adjustment would not be likely to 
adversely affect the nest. The appropriate no-disturbance buffer for other nesting birds (i.e., 
species other than Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owl) shall be determined by a qualified 
biologist based on site-specific conditions, the species of nesting bird, the nature of the 
Project activity, visibility of the disturbance from the nest site, and other relevant 
circumstances. 

 Monitoring of all active nests by a qualified biologist during construction activities shall be 
required if the for any activity that has potential to adversely affect the nest. If construction 
activities cause the nesting bird to vocalize, make defensive flights at intruders, get up from 
a brooding position, or fly off the nest, then the no-disturbance buffer shall be increased 
until the agitated behavior ceases. The exclusionary buffer shall remain in place until the 
chicks have fledged or as otherwise determined appropriate by a qualified biologist to avoid 
adverse effects on the nest(s). Monitoring of potential nesting activities in the Project area 
shall continue, at a minimum, until the end of the avian nesting season (September 1). 
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 Trees containing white-tailed kite or other raptor (excluding Swainson’s hawk) nests that 
must be removed as a result of Project implementation shall be removed during the non-
breeding season (September 1–January 1) unless otherwise authorized by CDFW. No trees 
supporting active Swainson’s hawk nests shall be removed without seeking an incidental 
take permit from CDFW. 

 If any active raptor nest trees discovered during nesting bird surveys would be removed by 
Project activities, the City of Elk Grove shall replace the lost trees with locally appropriate 
native tree plantings at a ratio of 3 to 1 at or near the Project area or in another area that 
will be protected in perpetuity. 

The commenter further recommends compensation for the loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat 
at a ratio no less than 1 acre of mitigation for every acre lost, consistent with the City of Elk Grove 
Swainson’s Hawk ordinance. The commenter also recommends foraging habitat migration occur 
within a minimum distance of 10 miles from the known nest sites and that the compensation ratio be 
based on nest proximity to the Project site. 

As described in Mitigation Measure 3.3-1c on page 3.3-20 of the Draft EIR, the Project applicant will 
be required to mitigate the loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat consistent with the ratios 
provided in Chapter 16.130, Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation Fees of the Elk Grove Municipal Code (i.e., 
the City of Elk Grove Swainson’s Hawk ordinance), for each acre developed at the Project site. 
Mitigation Measure 3.3-1c further specifies that the Project applicant shall implement conservation 
easement standards provided in Chapter 16.130. The commentor states that Chapter 16.130 specifies 
that foraging habitat mitigation should occur within 10 miles from known nest sites. However, 
evaluation of eligible mitigation sites for Swainson’s hawk is conducted pursuant to the provisions of 
Elk Grove Municipal Code Section 16.13.110 and in consultation with CDFW pursuant to Elk Grove 
Municipal Code Section 16.130.040. The  City has previously approved, and the Courts have 
validated, the use of Swainson’s hawk mitigation that is more than 10 miles from the project site. 
(See Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Elk Grove, 2021 WL 3854906 [Unpub, 2021]). This 
broader mitigation area is appropriate, in part, because Swainson’s hawk are known to forage up to 
20 miles from active nest sites, and migrate thousands of miles each year for overwintering in South 
America.  Therefore, no changes have been made to Mitigation Measure 3.3-1c in response to this 
comment.  

A2-6 The commenter states that any special-status species information in CEQA documents should be 
reported to the California Natural Diversity Database and that projects that could have an impact on 
fish and wildlife species need to pay a filing fee. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. The comment is noted. 
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LETTER A3 SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 
JJ Hurley 
February 20, 2024 

A3-1 The comment is introductory in nature.  

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 

A3-2 The commenter describes the purpose of the Air District’s comments and is introductory in nature. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 

A3-3 This commenter states the support from the Air District on a fully electric Project and on-site EV 
generation. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 

A3-4 The commenter recommends the final plan for the New Zoo to commit to installing supportive 
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure concurrent with Project opening. 

As stated on page 3.13-15 of the Draft EIR in Section 3.13, “Transportation,” the Project would include 
various pedestrian and bicycle facilities. These facilities include pedestrian paths to facilitate internal 
circulation on the Project site, off-site pedestrian improvements, and a new Class I bicycle and 
pedestrian trail along the west side of Lotz Parkway. As indicated in Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR, these 
off-site improvements would be constructed as part of Phase 1A: Near Term part of the Project. The 
Project also proposes approximately 120 guest-serving bicycle parking spaces, in addition to 
employee bike-parking spaces.   

A3-5 The commenter states the need to increase EV-capable and EVSE spaces to adhere to the most 
recent 2022 CalGreen Code tier 2 requirements pursuant to the direction provide by the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD), comprising 739 EV-capable parking 
spaces (45 percent of Project’s total 1,600 spaces) and 240 EVSE spaces (33 percent of the 729 EV-
capable parking spaces). 

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 on page 3.7-13 of the Draft EIR states that the New Zoo will equip 45 
percent of the Project’s total parking spaces with EV capable infrastructure and 33 of those capable 
spaces will support EVSE infrastructure. The total number of EV capable parking spaces will be 
determined once the parking count for the New Zoo is finalized. 

A3-6 The commenter states the challenge of the urban heat effect in the Sacramento region. The 
commenter further describes the urban heat island affects in Sacramento and that it is possible to 
mitigate these effects. 

Chapter 23.54 of the City of Elk Grove Municipal Code requires landscaping to be provided for all 
development types in parking lots. Section 23.54.040.K requires parking lots with over 50 spaces 
have a minimum of 50 percent of the spaces to be shaded. The Project would comply with this 
shade standard and over 50 percent of the parking lot is proposed to be shaded. Within the 
zoological park areas surrounding the walkways would be shaded and the habitats would consist 
primarily of a mixture of native and nonnative perennial grasses and forbs. Vegetation around the 
Project site would reduce the impact of the urban heat island effect. No changes to the EIR are 
required in response to this comment.  

A3-7 The commenter offers a policy to mitigate the urban heat effect by installing cool roofs that meet 
the California Energy Commission’s standards. 
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The Project would be designed to be consistent with Part 6 of the 2022 Title 24 California Building 
Energy Code. Part 6 requires installation of cool roofs, which would be implemented by the Project. 
No changes to the EIR are required in response to this comment.  

A3-8 The commenter provides a policy to mitigate the urban heat effect by installing cooling measures to 
the parking lot in case tree shade fails to meet standards. 

Chapter 23.54 of the City of Elk Grove Municipal Code requires landscaping to be provided for all 
development types in parking lots. Section 23.54.040.K requires parking lots with over 50 spaces 
have a minimum of 50 percent of the spaces to be shaded. The Project would comply with this 
shade standard and over 50 percent of the parking lot would be shaded. Additionally, as stated in 
Section 2.4.5 of the Project Description of the Draft EIR the New Zoo would include landscaping and 
trees along the exterior of the site, in the main parking lot, and throughout other areas of the 
zoological park. No changes to the EIR are required in response to this comment. 

A3-9 The commenter provides a policy to mitigate the urban heat effect by installing tree canopy or cool 
paving materials to ensure all paved areas have a Solar Reflective Index (SRI) is 29 or greater. 

The City of Elk Grove does not have a policy that requires an SRI of 29 or greater. However, the 
Project would implement tree canopies and cool paving materials to the extent possible to mitigate 
effects of the urban heat effect. Please see Response A3-8 related to Project landscaping. No 
changes to the EIR are required in response to this comment. 

A3-10 The commenter provides a policy to mitigate the urban heat effect by ensuring that all new 
pavements have an SRI of 29 or greater by providing cool pavements, higher-albedo pervious 
material, and trees and foliage along public right-of-way. 

Please refer to Response A3-9. No changes to the EIR are required in response to this comment. 

A3-11 The commenter provides a policy to mitigate the urban heat effect by ensuring all new public 
sideways and outdoor public spaces provide continuous tree shading to the maximum extent to 
meet the City's recommended parking lot tree shade requirements. 

As part of the design, the Project would include landscaping along the fence line with trees for 
shading, as described in Draft EIR Section 2.4.5. Concrete would be used as feasible for paved areas 
of the New Zoo; however, some areas would be required to use asphalt for compliance with water 
and wastewater utility provider standards for pavement placed atop their services. Because the 
Project, by design, would include landscaping requirements to minimize the heat generated by the 
urban heat island effect, the Project would comply with this recommendation. No changes to the EIR 
are required in response to this comment. 
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LETTER A4 SACRAMENTO REGIONAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 
Sarah Poe, Planner 
February 20, 2024 

A4-1 The commenter states that transit and transit infrastructure will be important for the New Zoo, 
especially as it relates to reducing emissions and transportation impacts. The commenter continues 
to provide information about Sacramento Regional Transit District (SacRT).  

As stated on page 2-1 of the Draft EIR one of the objectives of the Project is to “increase access to 
the zoo with adequate parking facilities, easy accessibility, and access to transit and trails.” The Draft 
EIR analyzes the potential effects from transit reducing greenhouse gas emissions and vehicle miles 
traveled in Sections 3.7 “Greenhouse Gas Emissions” and 3.13 “Transportation.” Additionally, the 
Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measures 3.13-2a and 3.13-2b to subsidize transit for New Zoo 
employees and to provide a local transit stop for the Project.  

A4-2 The commenter states that they would like to know the actual number of planned parking spaces for 
the Project as there is a discrepancy in the Project description and has concern regarding the 
number of proposed parking spaces.  

As stated on page 2-19 of the Draft EIR the Project would support between 1,600 and 1,700 parking 
spaces. As described in detail below in Response to Comment I17-5, the number of parking spaces 
proposed on the site is based on the projected attendance at the New Zoo. The total number of 
parking spaces for the New Zoo was estimated based on maximum attendance. However, because 
the New Zoo would be a regional attraction seasonal variation is anticipated and it is likely that only 
the north parking lot would be needed during the off season. The exact number of parking spaces 
would be determined as part of the final design review for the Project. Table 2-1 from the Project 
Description has been revised as follows: 

Table 2-1 Project Summary 

Phase/Timing Planning Area Description Proposed Facilities Proposed Exhibits1 

Phase 1A: Near Term (30 months) 

 2-1  Two guest parking 
lots – North Lot 
and South Lot 

 On- and off-site 
employee parking 

 Paved north lot: 500 
spaces 

 Gravel south lot: 1,100 
700 spaces 

NA 

A4-3 The commenter states that there is no mention of transit facilities included in the Project description.  

The Project description is intended to provide an explanation of features proposed by the Project. 
However, existing transit facilities and services around the Project site are described in Section 3.13.2 
of the Draft EIR under “Transit System.” One or more transit stops would be developed for the New 
Zoo, at locations determined in coordination with SacRT, consistent with the standards of the City 
and SacRT. Additionally, the Project includes Mitigation Measure 3.13-2b to provide a local transit 
stop to support the New Zoo. In response to this comment page 2-40 of the Draft EIR has been 
revised to include transit information. These edits are minor and do not constitute “significant new 
information” that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR under State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5. 

Page 2-40 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

One or more of the pedestrian crossings at the intersection of Classical Way and the guest 
parking lot entrances may be grade separated. This improvement would require increasing 
the height of the finish grade of the roundabout approximately 14 feet to provide enough 
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vertical clearance for pedestrian and bicycle users. In addition to pedestrian improvements 
the Project would include one or more transit stops at locations to be determined in 
coordination with Sacramento Regional Transit District. Transit stops would be determined 
and developed consistent with City and Sacramento Regional Transit District standards. 

A4-4 The commenter provides a summary of the greenhouse gas (GHG) impact findings and mitigation 
measures and states that they support the mitigation measures. The commenter continues that they 
would like to collaborate with the City on additional transit related efforts to further reduce GHG 
emissions.  

The City will coordinate with SacRT as the Project progresses to determine the appropriate location 
for transit related facilities and for transit operations for the Project. This comment is noted. But as 
additional mitigation measures are not identified in the comment to reduce the operational GHG 
emissions below the significance level, no revisions are required to the Draft EIR and the GHG 
impacts will remain significant and unavoidable. 

A4-5 The commenter provides a summary of the Project vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impact and 
mitigation measures. The commenter states that they support the mitigation measures and 
understands that additional mitigation, such as extending transit coverage, is outside of the City’s 
jurisdiction. The commenter requests to meet with the City to discuss the feasibility of measures for 
the Project that are within SacRTs jurisdiction.  

The City will coordinate with SacRT as the Project progresses to discuss the feasibility of extending 
transit routes and hours, increasing transit service frequency, and providing major transit facilities, 
such as light rail and bus rapid transit, to the site. Changes to transit services would depend on 
Project phasing because the site would need fewer routes in the early phases and additional transit 
as the Project is built out. Therefore, the City will meet with SacRT as the Project develops. This 
comment is noted. However, as there are no current approved plans or funding identified to 
implement the changes to existing transit routes and frequency, or addition of transit services to 
serve the Project area, and these actions require further coordination and approvals from SacRT.  As 
the comment notes, the City does not have jurisdiction over the transit services, and these measures 
cannot be considered as feasible mitigation measures due to absence of any current concrete plans 
and approvals from SacRT. This comment is noted and no further revision is required for the EIR. 

A4-6 The commenter summarizes Mitigation Measure 3.13-3 Prepare and Implement Traffic Management 
Plans (TMP) for Opening Month and Special Events and requests review of the TMP and suggests 
the plan extend beyond opening day and special events. The commenter states that the City 
consider funding opportunities to support transit operations in the Project area.  

In response to this comment, the language of Mitigation Measure 3-13-3 on pages 33.13-23 has been 
amended to include SacRT as a review agency for the Traffic Management Plan. These edits are minor 
and do not constitute “significant new information” that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR 
under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The City will meet with SacRT as the Project continues to 
develop and as phases are constructed to discuss the need and feasibility of transit services. 

Mitigation Measure 3.13-3 on page 3.13-23 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.13-3: Prepare and Implement Traffic Management Plans for the Opening 
Month and Special Events 
The New Zoo shall be responsible for preparing a traffic management plan (TMP) and providing 
it to the City for approval by the Public Works Director (or their designee) and SacRT for review 
and coordination, as applicable, before opening day/weekend or other special events occurring 
at the New Zoo that may result in queuing spillover. The TMP shall include specific interventions 
for traffic conditions associated with the New Zoo opening and any other special events 
determined to warrant a TMP. The New Zoo shall be responsible for implementing the 
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interventions to which the Public Works Director has agreed. All traffic controls shall be installed 
in accordance with the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and applicable City 
regulations. At a minimum, the TMP shall include the following strategies: 

 Flaggers shall be provided to control traffic when necessary or requested by the City in 
compliance with Section 6-13.06 of the City’s Standard Construction Specifications 2022 or 
latest equivalent (City of Elk Grove 2022b: 52).  

 Changeable Message Signs shall display one or more alternating messages along likely 
patron access routes to broadcast up-to-date information regarding desired routing. The 
signs shall be in place no less than 72 hours before the date of the event or 5 business days 
in advance of a detour and shall remain in place for the duration of the event in compliance 
with Section 12-3.02 of the City’s Standard Construction Specifications 2022 or latest 
equivalent (City of Elk Grove 2022b: 103). 

 Wayfinding strategies, including permanent and temporary signs, shall be implemented to 
provide directions on access to the New Zoo for pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles. 

 Emergency access shall be maintained at all times, and emergency apparatus routes during 
the opening month and special events shall be reviewed by the City’s emergency service 
department for approval. 

A4-7 The commenter requests that the BRT/LRT Extension Project be added to Table 4-2 in Chapter 4, 
“Cumulative Impacts.”  

In response to this comment, Table 4-2 has been updated to include the Blue Line Light Rail 
Extension and/or Bus Rapid Transit Project. These edits are minor and do not constitute “significant 
new information” that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR under State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5 

Table 4-2 on Page 4-3 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Table 4-2 Related Projects 

# Project Location  Description Status 

21 Tegan Estate 5201 Tegan Road Request to subdivide 3 existing parcels 
totaling 11.6 acres into 41 parcels and 
one remainder lot for residential 
development 

Approved 

22 Blue Line Light Rail 
Extension and/or Bus 
Rapid Transit Project 

City of Sacramento to City 
of Elk Grove 

The project would extend the Blue 
Light line rail and/or bus rapid transit 
from the City of Sacramento to City of 
Elk Grove in the Big Horn/Kammerer 
Road area.  

Conceptual 
Design 

Note: sq. ft. = square feet. 

Sources: Compiled by Ascent Environmental in July 2023 based on review of City of Elk Grove 2023 and 
Sacramento County 2023 

A4-7 The commenter states that coordination with SacRT will be critical in the reduction of VMT and GHG 
impacts, and agrees with the findings in the Draft EIR that there is no mitigation to fully reduce VMT 
and GHG impacts.  

The City will coordinate with SacRT as the Project progresses to discuss expanding transit services in 
the Project area. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER A5 CITY OF SACRAMENTO 
Cheryle Hodge, Principal Planner 
February 22, 2024 

This letter from the City of Sacramento was received on February 22, 2024 after the close of the comment period on 
February 20, 2024. As provided in State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088(a) and 15207 the City is not required to 
respond to this letter as it was received following the close of the public review period for the Draft EIR. However, the 
response below is provided in the interest of the public record.  

A5-1 The commenter states that there is no minimum employee limit for implementing VMT commute 
trip reduction measures in the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) 
guidance and that the Project should consider such measures.  

As stated in a footnote on page 3.13-20 of the Draft EIR the commute reduction measures would not 
be feasible for the Project due to the number of employees proposed for the New Zoo, geographic 
distribution of employee residences, and employee schedules. The 300 employees for the New Zoo 
would reside throughout the Sacramento region and would not be concentrated in a single area that 
would be advantageous for carpooling or other similar measures. Employee schedules would not be 
conducive to commute reduction measures because employees have varied work schedules 
depending on their role at the New Zoo. For example, some employees would have an earlier 
morning shift, others would have a mid-day shift, and some would work overnight at the site. The 
commute reduction measures for VMT would thus not be effective at achieving VMT reductions and 
would not be suitable or feasible for the type of project proposed. The commenter provides no 
proposed mitigation measures or technical analysis to counter this conclusion. No changes to the 
Draft EIR are recommended. 

A5-2 The commenter states that the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) often requires a 
safety analysis for their facilities as part of environmental documentation and impact analysis and 
that the transportation appendix to the Draft EIR did not include a queuing analysis for the off ramps 
to State Route 99 and the Kammer Road interchange.  

As stated on page 3.13-1 of the Draft EIR an analysis of traffic operations was completed for the 
Project, but was not included in the Draft EIR because a project’s effect on automobile delay no 
longer constitutes a significant impact under CEQA (Kimley Horn 2023). The Local Access, Safety, 
and Circulation Study prepared for the Project concluded that the Project would contribute 
additional queuing to a baseline deficiency and create a queuing deficiency at the intersection of 
Kammerer Road and the State Route 99 ramps under cumulative 2025 conditions. However, queuing 
at the ramps is not anticipated to reach the mainline segment of State Route 99 and adversely affect 
freeway traffic conditions (Kimley Horn 2023). A letter from Caltrans regarding concern for their 
facilities was not received during the public review period for the Project.  

In response to this comment, page 3.13-22 has been updated to include mention of queuing on the 
State Route 99 ramps. These edits are minor and do not constitute “significant new information” that 
would require recirculation of the Draft EIR under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 

Page 3.13-22 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

The Project is anticipated to result in peak visitation during the opening month and large events. 
Modest amounts of queueing are anticipated during these times. Spillback beyond the provided 
queuing storage during opening weekend and opening month is anticipated and may increase 
safety hazards for guests navigating in and around the Project site (Kimley-Horn 2023a: 36). 
Queuing at the State Route 99 ramps is not anticipated to reach the mainline segment of State 
Route 99 and would not adversely affect freeway traffic conditions. However, qQueueing 
impacts are anticipated to include spillback from the main entrance gates onto Classical Way 
and from Classical Way through the adjacent Lotz Parkway intersections (Kimley-Horn 2023a: 
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38). Queueing that extends into surrounding intersections would disrupt pedestrian, bicycle, and 
vehicular movement and potentially increase conflicts between vehicles, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians. Additionally, drivers may use nearby residential streets for parking and alternative 
circulation routes, increasing the opportunity for transportation conflicts in the neighborhoods 
surrounding the Project site. 
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2.2.2 Individuals 

 

LETTER I1 JORDBERT CEDILLO 
February 9, 2024 

I1-1 The commenter states that they are excited to have the New Zoo in Elk Grove. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I2 KAT CHANG 
February 8, 2024 

I2-1 The commenter states that their family and friends are excited to have the New Zoo in Elk Grove. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 

I2-2 The commenter asks when the final approval stage will take place. The comment explains that the 
website says Spring 2024 but does not include an exact date. 

The final approval stages for the Project will occur in April and May of 2024. The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is required. This comment is 
noted. 
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LETTER I3 JANINE COMRACK 
February 8, 2024 

I3-1 The commenter asks if the carousel would be included in the New Zoo. 

As stated on page 2-4 of the Draft EIR, “The Society would remove from the Sacramento Zoo and 
relocate to the New Zoo assets including but are not limited to the carousel and okapi barn.”  
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LETTER I4 JUDI CUTAIA 
February 9, 2024 

I4-1 The commenter states that the plans for the New Zoo in Elk Grove look good. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I5 CRYSTALYN DENNY 
February 8, 2024 

I5-1 The commenter states that they are excited to have the New Zoo in Elk Grove and believe it will 
create a great source of revenue for the City. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I6 LISA FERRELL 
February 8, 2024 

I6-1 The commenter states that they are excited to have the New Zoo in Elk Grove and believe there will 
be many benefits to both the City and the people of Elk Grove. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I7 WALT AND SHARON HESS 
February 5, 2024 

I7-1 The commenter states that they strongly support the New Zoo in Elk Grove and trusts it will add to 
the community. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I8 JAYANTI KAUR 
February 9, 2024 

I8-1 The commenter expresses their excitement about the New Zoo but has concerns about water 
quality. 

Impact 3.9-2 on pages 3.9-13 through 3.9-14 of the Draft EIR includes an analysis of impacts to water 
quality. As discussed in the impact analysis implementation of the Project would increase the total 
amount of impervious surfaces on the Project site through the construction of walkways, buildings, 
roadways, and parking lots. However, the Project would implement low impact development 
measures, including directing stormwater into a bioretention basin west of the Project site, to 
prevent the contamination of stormwater and allow the infiltration of stormwater on-site. All 
pollution control measures would be designed in accordance with the Sacramento Region 
Stormwater Quality Design Manual and enforced through the City permitting process.  
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LETTER I9 SUZANNE JUMPER 
January 10, 2024 

I9-1 The commenter states that they would like the zoo to remain in Land Park and do not support the 
New Zoo in Elk Grove.  

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I10 RAY KAPAHI 
February 15, 2024 

I10-1 The comment is introductory in nature.  

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. The comment is noted. 

I10-2 The commenter asks how data was used to conclude project efficiency.  

The City of Elk Grove and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) 
do not have quantitative metrics to determine Project efficiency; therefore, energy impacts were 
determined based on the inquiries of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. As discussed under the 
heading, “Thresholds of Significance,” on page 3.5-7 of the Draft EIR, Appendix G provides the 
following questions to determine the significance of an energy impact:  

 result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy, or wasteful use of energy resources, during Project 
construction or operation, or; 

 Conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 
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As discussed on page 3.5-7 of the Draft EIR, gasoline and diesel fuel consumption were calculated by 
converting carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) estimates from the California Emissions Estimator 
Model (CalEEMod) runs to gallons of fuel consumed. Electrical energy consumption was also 
converted to million British thermal units (MMBtu) per year from kilowatts per house (KWh) from the 
CalEEMod estimates. These findings can be found in Table 3.5-1, “Construction-Related Fuel 
Consumption” on page 3.5-8 and in Table 3.5-2, “Operation-Related Building Energy Consumption 
(2043)” on page 3.5-9 of the Draft EIR.  

Impact 3.5-1 of the Draft EIR determines that the Project would not consume energy in a wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary way during Project construction or operations. The Project would 
incorporate photovoltaic (PV) solar systems to supply clean electricity, be fully electric to eliminate 
natural gas dependency, and include on-site electric vehicle (EV) chargers and bicycle infrastructure 
to reduce gasoline consumption for transportation. The Project includes these design features to 
ensure energy efficiency. Additionally, Impact 3.5-2 outlines policies from the City of Elk Grove 
Climate Action Plan that the Project is consistent with to ensure energy is used efficiently. Through 
consistency with these policies as well as the aforementioned Project design features to reduce 
natural gas consumption, provide renewable energy on-site, and reduce gasoline and diesel fuel 
consumption through EV charging and bicycle infrastructure, the Project was determined to use 
energy in an efficient manner. No changes to the EIR are required in response to this comment and 
no further response is required.  

I10-3 The commenter asks what metric is used to determine Project efficiency.  

Please refer to Response I10-2. The analysis provides a quantitative estimate of the potential increase 
in gasoline and diesel fuel measured in gallons as well as the increase in electricity consumption 
measured in MMBtu/year. The analysis also estimates the amount of electricity that would be 
generated from on-site solar photovoltaic panels, which is credited to the Projects overall increase in 
electricity consumption. The analysis then aligns certain Project design features, which are 
enumerated above, to demonstrate consistency with the City of Elk Grove’s Climate Action Plan. 
Because the Project’s includes certain characteristics (e.g., decarbonized development, on-site 
renewable energy generation, EV charging infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure), the Project 
would not use energy in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary way, as outlined in Impact 3.5-1. The 
most recent version of part 6 of the Title 24 California Building Code (2022 California Energy Code) 
does not require nonresidential development to be fully electric or include renewable energy, 
therefore the Project has included these as design features to reduce the overall energy 
consumption associated with the Project. The Project has been designed to include 87 EV ready and 
240 EV capable (27 percent of total parking), which has been supplemented by the requirements of 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 (i.e., including EV charging infrastructure meeting the Tier 2 requirements 
of the CalGreen Code for nonresidential development). These Project design features and additional 
mitigation demonstrate consistency with Policies BE-3, BE-7, TACM-4, and TACM-9 of the Climate 
Action Plan, as outlined in Impact 3.5-2. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with an applicable 
plan to promote renewable energy or energy efficiency. In lieu of a numerical efficiency metric 
developed by the City of Elk Grove or SMAQMD, these qualitative criteria were used to determine 
that the Project would have a energy impact. No changes to the EIR are required in response to this 
comment and no further response is required.  
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LETTER I11 EILEEN LE 
February 9, 2024 

I11-1 The commenter proposes establishing a kidtropolis at Elk Grove Zoo, citing the appeal of indoor 
playgrounds aligned with safety, weather, and health trends, and suggesting that incorporating 
various indoor interactive options related to zoo and environmental themes could enhance year-
round popularity. The commenter recommends careful selection of food and beverages to attract 
revenue, along with the implementation of event packages. The commenter also states the absence 
of local aquatic animal options and expresses interest in exploring this possibility. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted.  
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LETTER I12 STEVE LEE 
February 6, 2024 

I12-1 The commenter states that this type of project needs to be placed on a ballot for approval. The 
commentor requests a public hearing and a proposed vote by City Council. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I13 JORDAN LUMAQUIN 
February 8, 2024 

I13-1 The commenter states that their family is excited to have the New Zoo in Elk Grove. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I14 JAY MAESTAS 
February 8, 2024 

I14-1 The commenter states that they are supportive of having the New Zoo in Elk Grove and believes Elk 
Grove needs more entertainment for families that wish to experience nature and learn about 
animals. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I15 GEOFF MAYFIELD 
February 8, 2024 

I15-1 The commenter states that they support having the New Zoo in Elk Grove. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I16 BONNIE MCKINNIE 
January 10, 2024 

I16-1 The commenter states that they support having the New Zoo in Elk Grove. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I17 MICHAEL MONASKY  
February 20, 2024 

I17-1 The commenter states the EIR’s health risk assessment (HRA) is incomplete and neglected cancer 
risks, vehicle emissions, the expansion of the City of Elk Grove, parking, and CEQA impacts. 

This comment is introductory and more detailed responses to this comment are discussed below. 
This comment is noted. 

I17-2 The commenter states the HRA only addresses acute stage of exposure to TACs during construction 
and not chronic toxic exposures. The commenter states that the HRA only evaluates cancer deaths, 
not the increase in heart failure, lung diseases, and asthma and that the unmitigated HRA has a 
cancer risk over twice the threshold. 

The Project HRA was conducted in accordance with SMAQMD’s CEQA guide for Dispersion Modeling 
of Construction-Generated PM10 Emissions. This modeling guidance was established by the US 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the California Air Resources Board (CARB), and other air 
districts in California, including SMAQMD. Following the methodology of this document to 
determine impacts from construction, the HRA conducted for the Project was limited to 
construction-generate diesel PM as operation of the Project would not introduce a new stationary 
source of pollution nor require intensive operation haul truck activity. As noted in Section 3.2.2 
pages 3.2-12 and 3.3-13 of the Draft EIR, criterial air pollutants are those that can result in health 
effects such as asthma and lung disease. Please refer to Response I17-3 for additional information 
regarding the health impacts of the Project as they relate to criteria air pollutants. 

Using SMAQMD’s adopted thresholds of significance of an increased risk of over 10 chances in one 
million, unmitigated construction emissions were found to result in an increased risk of over 26 
chances in one million (Table 3.2-9 on Draft EIR page 3.2-22). However, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.2-3 on page 3.2-22 of the Draft EIR, would require tier 4 engines to be used 
during construction, reducing the chances 5.23 chances in one million, resulting in a less than 
significant impact, as seen in Table 3-2.9 “Maximum Cancer Risk under a Mitigated Project Scenario” 
on page 3.2-22 of the Draft EIR. No edits to the EIR are required in response to this comment and 
no further response is required. This comment is noted. 

I17-3 The commenter states that humans consume about 5-10 liters of air per minute while an idling two-
liter engine at 800 revolutions per minute consumes 800 liters of air per minute. Additionally that 
while cruising at 2,000 revolutions per minute, a combustion engine intakes air 200-400 times faster 
than a human being and that the plan and report encourage individual automobile over public 
transit and ignores the impact of human health risk. 

Section 3.13, “Transportation,” of the EIR summarizes Project design features that would be 
implemented to discourage individual automobile usage and encourage alternative modes of 
transportation to the zoo (i.e., bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure). As mentioned in Impact 3.13-1 
of the EIR, the Project would implement off-site bicycle and pedestrian facilities along the Project 
frontage on Road B, Lotz Parkway, and along the northern perimeter of the Project site. Additionally, 
Mitigation Measure 3.13-2b from the Draft EIR would provide a local transit stop at the New Zoo to 
further encourage public transit and discourage personal cars and further reduce VMT associated 
with the Project. These project design features promote alternative modes of transportation beyond 
internal combustion engines. While implementation of the Project would result in additional VMT to 
the Project area, the Project would provide the necessary infrastructure to support EV charging as 
well as bicycle and pedestrian facilities, thus resulting in a direct decrease of the anticipated VMT 
from internal combustion engine–powered vehicles. Moreover, Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 requires the 
Project to install EV charging meeting the Tier 2 requirements of the 2022 CalGreen Code, thus 
providing the necessary infrastructure to promote the use of zero-emission vehicles.  
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Additionally, health effects from the Project were analyzed in Section 3.2, “Air Quality” on pages 3.2-
19 and 3.2-20 of the Draft EIR. Consistent with SMAQMD’s Final Friant Ranch Guidance, SMAQMD’s 
Minor Project Health Effects Screening Tool was used to estimate annual incremental health 
incidences from operational air pollutant emissions and shown in Table 3.2-7, “Potential Annual 
Incremental Health Incidences for the Project” on page 3.2-20 of the Draft EIR. The percent of 
background health incidences represents the mean health incidence from PM2.5 and ozone exposure 
within the boundaries of the Sacramento Valley Air Basin. The total number of health incidences is 
an estimate of the average number of people who are affected by the health endpoint in a given 
population over a given period. Based on this modeling, operational emissions from implementation 
of the Project would represent approximately 0.035 percent of all total incidences from exposure to 
ozone and PM2.5 in the context of an incident background of 184,505, or approximately 0.65 health 
incidence in total, as shown on page 3.2-20 of the Draft EIR.  

No edits to the EIR are required in response to this comment and no further response is required. 
This comment is noted. 

I17-4 The commenter states his displeasure with the rapid expansion of Elk Grove and the effects it may 
have on public planning transit, climate change, flooding, and human health.  

The Project is not proposing residential development; therefore, the Project does not contribute to 
population growth. Additionally, as stated in Draft EIR Section 3.13, “Transportation,” the Project is 
implementing design features to reduce VMT and thus alleviate transportation impacts. These 
features include a transit stop near the New Zoo to encourage public transportation and bike and 
pedestrian facilities to encourage visitors to bike or walk to the New Zoo. No edits to the EIR are 
required in response to this comment and no further response is required. This comment is noted. 

I17-5 The commenter questions how 1,700 parking spaces will accommodate 4,300 visitors a day and 
states that car pollution is not mentioned in the report. 

The parking need for the New Zoo was calculated based on an average vehicle occupancy of 3.3 
persons per vehicle, as determined by the Urban Land Institute for suburban event venues. The ratio 
was then applied to the anticipated maximum daily attendance of 11,000 visitors, along with other 
factors such as the percent of visitors who drive (verses walk, bike, or take transit) and peak hour 
attendance. This resulted in a total of 1,600 parking spaces for the Project. Of this parking need, only 
about 500 parking spaces would be needed for the majority (72 percent of days) of the year. The 
total number of proposed parking spaces would be needed for the remainder of the year (28 
percent of the days) during peak spring and fall periods. 

As mentioned in section 3.13, “Transportation,” the New Zoo is implementing design features to 
discourage personal vehicles as the primary mode of transportation. These include a local public 
transit stop to encourage public transportation and pedestrian and bicycle facilities to encourage 
means of transportation other than personal vehicles.  

Operational mobile criteria pollutants and precursor emissions were evaluated in Tables 3.2-5 
“Maximum Annual Emissions of Criteria Pollutants and Precursors Associated with Operation of the 
Project at the Initial Opening (2029)” and 3.2-6 “Maximum Annual Emissions of Criteria Pollutants 
and Precursors Associated with Operation of the Project at full buildout (2043)” on page 3.2-19 of 
the Draft EIR. At the initial opening, mobile sources from the New Zoo would generate less than a 
pound per day of each criteria pollutant and precursor with the exception of Carbon Monoxide (CO), 
which would generate 3 pounds per day. Mobile emissions were determined to be under the 
SMAQMD threshold. At full buildout, mobile emissions would generate 6 pounds of ROG, 5 pounds 
of NOx, 73 pounds of CO, less than a pound of SOx, 21 pounds of PM10, and 5 pounds of PM2.5. At 
full buildout mobile sources emissions from the New Zoo would be under the SMAQMD thresholds.  
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Operational mobile energy was evaluated on page 3.5-9 of the Draft EIR. Mobile emissions from the 
New Zoo would generate 42,800.7 million British thermal units per year. To help reduce this impact 
the New Zoo would install EV parking spaces and bicycle parking spaces to further reduce mobile 
energy usage.  

Operational mobile GHG emissions were evaluated in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Climate Change.” At the initial opening in 2029, mobile emissions from the New Zoo would generate 
144 metric tons (MT) CO2e. At full buildout the New Zoo would generate 3,126 MTCO2e, as shown 
on page 3.7-12 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a on page 3.7-14 of the Draft EIR would 
require additional EV Capable and EVSE Parking Spaces to further reduce mobile GHG emissions. 
Emissions from car pollution have, thus, been accounted for in the EIR.  

No edits to the EIR are required in response to this comment and no further response is required. 
This comment is noted. 

I17-6 The commenter states increased vehicle travel leads to more vehicle crashes, poor air quality, 
increases in chronic diseases, and worse mental health.  

Please refer to Response I17-5 for a discussion of mobile air quality emissions from the Project.  

Health effects were analyzed on page 3.2-20 of the Draft EIR and are shown in Table 3.2-7 “Potential 
Annual Incremental Health Incidences for the Project.” Based on the modeling, operational emissions 
from implementation of the Project would represent approximately 0.035 percent of all total 
incidences from exposure to ozone and PM2.5 in the context of an incident background of 184,505, 
or approximately 0.65 health incidence in total. Notably, SMAQMD’s Minor Project Health Effects 
Screening Tool projects new health incidences for projects that emit criteria air pollutants in volumes 
equaling 82 lb/day for ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5. However, as shown in Tables 3.2-5 and 3.2-6 of 
the Draft EIR, the Project would emit substantially less ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 than characterized 
by the Minor Project Health Effects Screening Tool. Therefore, the potential new health incidences 
overstate the likely new adverse health outcomes that could occur from Project operations. 

No edits to the EIR are required in response to this comment and no further response is required. 
This comment is noted. 

I17-7 The commenter states increased VMT would lead to more collisions with wildlife and habitats.  

As stated on page 3.3-16 of the Draft EIR, “the Project site is not located in a Natural Landscape 
Block or Essential Habitat Connectivity Area (Spencer et al. 2010; CDFW 2023). implementing the 
Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 
wildlife species.” Because there is minimal wildlife movement around the Project site the Project 
would not substantially increase wildlife collisions. The comment does not address the adequacy of 
the EIR analysis, and no further response is required. This comment is noted. 

I17-8 The commenter states increased VMT tends to consume additional energy, water, and open space 
that will increase risk of flooding. 

Please refer to Response I10-2 for a discussion of the efficient energy use from the Project. Increased 
VMT from the Project would not consume additional water or open space as VMT is an increase in 
the length of vehicle trips. Please refer to Response I8-1 for a discussion of Project features that 
would reduce flood risk and pollutant transport from the site. The comment does not address the 
adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I18 TY MORGAN 
February 8, 2024 

I18-1 The commenter states concern for the well-being of animals at the Sacramento Zoo, citing 
insufficient space. The commenter continues that relocating the zoo would provide a better life for 
the animals and questions whether the move merely shifts environmental impact rather than adding. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I19 SUZANNE MORIKAWA 
February 6, 2024 

I19-1 The commenter recounts a negative experience at the Sacramento Zoo, describing it as depressing 
and has concerns about inadequate animal enclosures. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 

I19-2 The commenter states that they would prefer to have ranch and farmland in Elk Grove instead of a 
zoo.  

As stated on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR, “[t]he SEIR certified for the City of Elk Grove General Plan 
Amendments and Update of Vehicle Miles Traveled Standards Project (SCH No. 2022020463) 
evaluated the potential for impacts on agricultural resources in the City’s Livable Employment Area 
(LEA) Community Plan Area, including the Project site. The SEIR identified the Project site as a New 
Zoo and identified the loss of Farmland of Statewide Importance and conversion from grazing land 
to development of a zoo.” The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no 
further response is required. This comment is noted. 

I19-3 The commenter states that they do not approve of moving the zoo to Elk Grove and believe the 
Sacramento Zoo should be closed. The commenter states that the New Zoo would not be accessible 
to Sacramento residents if it is in Elk Grove. 

Please see Draft EIR Section 3.13, “Transportation”, for a discussion of accessibility to the New Zoo 
for residents and visitors throughout the Sacramento region. The comment does not address the 
adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is required. This comment is noted. 

I19-4 The commenter states that the New Zoo would be another "shopping center" and that the only jobs 
in Elk Grove are in retail and restaurants, requiring residents to commute elsewhere for work. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I20 MICHELE NANJO 
January 12, 2024 

I20-1 The commenter states that they support having the New Zoo in Elk Grove. The commenter states 
the need for a large, modern zoo to provide education to the public and first-class care for the 
animals, asserting that Elk Grove is an ideal location for such a facility. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 

I20-2 The commenter highlights the available space and anticipates increased accessibility with the 
completion of the South-East Connector, making the New Zoo convenient for the Sacramento 
region. The commenter emphasizes the need for a large, modern zoo to provide education to the 
public and first-class care for the animals, asserting that Elk Grove is an ideal location for such a 
facility. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I21 J. MARK NEMMERS 
January 10, 2024 

I21-1 The commenter is pleased with the modern plans for the New Zoo in Elk Grove and suggests 
designing animal exhibits for better visibility for young children as it would enhance the overall 
experience for families. 

The New Zoo at Elk Grove would be designed to enhance the visitor experience, allowing viewing for 
people of all ages and abilities. The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, 
and no further response is required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I22 UTSAV PATEL 
February 8, 2024 

I122-1 The commenter states that they are excited to have the New Zoo in Elk Grove and look forward to 
the tourism it will bring for the City. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I23 ALEJO PATTERN 
February 11, 2024 

I23-1 The commenter states strong support for the New Zoo in Elk Grove, anticipating it to surpass the 
current Sacramento Zoo in size and visitor experience. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 

I23-2 The commentor states the New Zoo could boost the local economy and is not concerned about 
environmental issues. The commenter continues that former Disney imagineers on the Project could 
address any issues with innovative and sustainable solutions. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 

I23-3 The commentor encourages community support of the zoo and draws parallels to a casino approval, 
suggesting it could enhance politicians' voter support and positively impact the community post-
pandemic. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 

I23-4 The commentor states that any noise concerns from the New Zoo could be addressed with noise 
barriers and that the Sacramento Zoo is not very loud. 

As discussed in Section 3.11, “Noise,” of the Draft EIR the New Zoo would result in noise impacts 
from construction and amplification during the nighttime safari. These noise impacts would be 
reduced with Mitigation Measure 3.11-1: Implement Measures to Reduce Exposure of Noise-Sensitive 
Receivers to Construction-Generated Noise and Mitigation Measure 3.11-5: Restrict Noise Levels 
from Amplification Devices. 

I23-5 The commentor states that the New Zoo would provide employment and educational opportunities 
in Elk Grove. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I24 KIMBERLY PETALCORIN 
January 10, 2024 

I24-1 The commentor provides several suggestions for the New Zoo including having eco-friendly 
operation, Summer Kids Camp, animal enclosures with 360 degree views, bamboo forest theme, 
rainforest theme, overnight accommodation, and large waterfalls. The commenter suggests 
partnering with tech companies for innovative technology. 

Page 2-40 of the Draft EIR includes a summary of sustainability improvements that would be 
implemented for the New Zoo including being certified LEED Silver, installing solar panels, being a 
no natural gas facility, and constructing electric charging vehicle parking spaces. Similar to the 
Sacramento Zoo the New Zoo would continue to have summer camps for children. The New Zoo 
would be designed to provide enhanced visitor experience allowing viewing for people of all ages 
and abilities. As included in Table 2-1 in Section 2, “Project Description,” of the Draft EIR the New 
Zoo would include an overnight camp lawn and overnight guest suites. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I25 GREGORIA PONCE 
February 10, 2024 

I25-1 The commenter states a desire to have the New Zoo in Elk Grove, highlighting anticipated benefits 
like additional space for animals, cultural expansion, and becoming a regional attraction.  

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 

I25-2 The commentor states concerns about potential water quality issues and suggests possible solutions 
such as sedimentation basins or bioswales.  

Please refer to Response I8-1 related to water quality. As stated on page 2-17 of the Draft EIR the 
“Project would utilize hydromodifications on the site to account for storage and water quality 
treatment prior to discharging into the City’s storm drain infrastructure, proposed along B Drive. 
Features would include bioretention basins, Low Impact Development (LID) principles, and treatment 
control measures permitted within the Sacramento Regional Stormwater Quality Design Manual.” 
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LETTER I26 PREDEEP SANDHU 
February 1, 2024 

I26-1 The commenter states concern about potential noise disturbances for residents near Kyler Road. The 
commenter inquires about the existing noise ordinance, seeking clarification on expected animal 
noises and whether there are plans to address this issue during closed hours. The commenter is 
interested in understanding the anticipated construction timeline if the project receives approval. 

The commenter is referred to Section 3.11, “Noise,” of the Draft EIR. Pages 3.11-16 through 3.11-27 
describe the Project’s impacts from construction noise and operational noise (including animal 
noise). Please refer to Response I22-4 related to noise impacts from the Project. The existing 
masonry wall along the residences on Lotz Parkway would reduce construction noise that would 
occur from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Operational and animal noise would be reduced given their 
distance from the residences along Lotz Parkway and the existing masonry wall.  
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LETTER I27 JANET QUESENBERRY 
January 16, 2024 

I127-1 The commenter states that they are in favor of the New Zoo in Elk Grove and believe building a 
smaller zoo in Elk Grove Park would not be an appropriate use of funds. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 



Responses to Comments  Ascent 

 City of Elk Grove 
2-66 New Zoo at Elk Grove Final EIR 

 

LETTER I28 TOM RUTSCH 
February 15, 2024 

I128-1 The commenter states that they are in support of the New Zoo in Elk Grove and the great assets it 
would bring the City and surrounding communities. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I29 JENNIFER SALLEE 
January 11, 2024 

I129-1 The commenter states that they are in support of the New Zoo in Elk Grove and highlights the 
potential benefits of having a zoo in the proposed location, expressing a preference for its 
convenience over the current zoo with traffic and parking issues. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I30 ART TAYLOR 
February 8, 2024 

I130-1 The commentor states that the New Zoo Board should be more vocal and informative about the 
proposed move to Elk Grove, and suggests active involvement in shaping the future of the existing 
location.  

As stated on page 2-4 of the Draft EIR, “the Sacramento Zoo site would remain under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Sacramento.” The reuse of the current Sacramento Zoo site in Land Park is 
thus not within the jurisdiction of Elk Grove or the Sacramento Zoological Society. The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is required. This 
comment is noted.  

I30-2 The commentor states that they would like to see Children's Zoo at the existing location and 
advocates for more comprehensive information sharing with the Land Park Community Association, 
the Council Member for Land Park, and concerned community members. 

As stated on page 2-4 of the Draft EIR, “the Project does not include repurposing of the existing 
Sacramento Zoo site in the City of Sacramento. The Sacramento Zoo site would remain under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Sacramento.” The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR 
analysis, and no further response is required. This comment is noted.  
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LETTER I31 TOM 
February 8, 2024 

I31-1 The commenter expresses opposition approval of the New Zoo due to anticipated increased traffic. 
They emphasize that the additional traffic would be unwelcome in the community.  

As stated on page 3.13-1 of the Draft EIR, “Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743, Public Resources Code 
(PRC) Section 21099, and California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15064.3(a), generally, vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) is the most appropriate measure of transportation impacts and a project’s 
effect on automobile delay shall no longer constitute a significant impact under CEQA. Therefore, 
the transportation analysis herein evaluates impacts using VMT and does not include level of service 
(LOS) analysis.” Therefore, impacts from the New Zoo on traffic were not analyzed in the Draft EIR. 
Please refer to Section 3.13-1, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR for an analysis of Project VMT 
impacts.  

I31-2 The commenter raises concerns about the potential overwhelming smell of animals and their waste.  

As stated on page 3.2-24 of the Draft EIR, “Two compostable animal waste and five non-
compostable animal waste low boys or hoppers would located at the New Zoo. Two collector areas 
at the northeast and northwest portions of the site would include a 20 yard dumpster for animal 
waste compost and three hoppers for trash, recycling, and compost. Animal waste would be picked 
up every one to two days. However, SMAQMD has not received an odor complaint from zoo 
activities at the Sacramento Zoo since commencing operations (Carter, pers comm., 2023). The 
Project involves development of a New Zoo in Elk Grove that would generate odors similar to those 
generated at the existing Sacramento Zoo. Based on the nonexistent complaint history of the 
Sacramento Zoo, the Project would likely not generate odors or other emissions that would 
adversely affect a substantial number of people. The main source of odors at the New Zoo would be 
animal waste, which would be picked up and trucked off the site several times a week.”  
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LETTER I32 KAREN TRINKAUS 
February 8, 2024 

I132-1 The commenter, with three children living off of Waterman, states that their family is excited to have 
the New Zoo in Elk Grove. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I33 GREGORY UBA 
February 8, 2024 

I133-1 The commenter states that they would like the New Zoo to contain several untraditional features 
such as an IMAX theater, Environmental Action Center, Art Room, education on extinct and 
endangered animals, Insect Pavilion, e-bike and scooter rentals, animal rescue program, animal 
simulation experience, and food from the locales of the animals. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted.  

I133-1 The commentor states that the Project should include electric vehicle (EV) charging, priority parking 
for carpools, and solar panels to shade parking. 

As stated on page 2-40 of the Draft EIR the New Zoo would include 327 EV parking sparces 
consisting of 313 EV capable spaces, 80 EV charging stations, 7 EV standard accessible spaces, 2 EV 
van accessible spaces, and 5 EV ambulatory spaces. A minimum 20-kilowatt (kW) solar array would 
be installed on the proposed retail building and a minimum 14-kw array would be installed on the 
proposed office building. The Giraffe Lodge building would not have solar panels but would be 
photovoltaic (PV) ready. As included in Table 3.13-4 of the Draft EIR vehicle miles traveled reduction 
measures to support carpooling would not be feasible for the Project.  

  



Ascent  Responses to Comments 

City of Elk Grove 
New Zoo at Elk Grove Final EIR 2-75 

 

LETTER I34 MO VANG 
January 10, 2024 

I134-1 The commentor states that they oppose the New Zoo because with the phased development the 
zoo may never fully realize as intended potential due to potential funding shortages. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted.  

I34-2 The commentor states they are concerned about the traffic impact on surrounding communities.  

Please refer to Response I30-1 related to traffic from the New Zoo. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER I35 LINDA XIONG 
February 9, 2024 

I135-1 The commentor proposes the addition of a water park area (space with sprinklers) for children to 
walk through and cool off during the summer at the New Zoo.  

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis, and no further response is 
required. This comment is noted.  
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