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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR 
and a summary of verbal comments from a public workshop held during the public review period. 

The Final EIR contains comment letters and verbal comments received during the 45-day public review period for 
the Draft EIR, which concluded on August 14, 2018. In conformance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), 
Sacramento LAFCo and the City has prepared written responses to all comments that addressed environmental 
issues related to the Draft EIR. In addition, this chapter provides responses to verbal comments received at the 
public workshop. The responses to comments focus on the disposition of significant environmental issues, as 
specified by Section 15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

Table 2-1 identifies a number for each comment letter received, the author of the comment letter, and the date 
received. Each comment letter is included in its entirety for decision maker consideration before each response.  

Table 2-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

Letter # Commenter Date Received 

Agencies/Tribes   
A1 California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources July 18, 2018 

A2 Sacramento County August 3, 2018 

A3 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Letter 1 August 6, 2018 

A4 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board August 6, 2018 

A5 Cosumnes Community Services District (CCSD) August 9, 2018 

A6 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Letter 2 August 10, 2018 

A7 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) August 13, 2018 

A8 United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria August 13, 2018 

A9 Pacific Gas and Electric Company August 14, 2018 

A10 Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) August 14, 2018 

A-11 California Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit August 15, 2018 

Organizations   
O1 Sacramento County Farm Bureau August 14, 2018 

Individuals   
I1 LAFCo Workshop Verbal Comments August 1, 2018 

I2 Lynn Wheat August 7, 2018 

I3 Suzanne Pecci August 12, 2018 

I4 Phillips Land Law for Dale and Pat Mahon and Kautz Family August 14, 2018 

I5 Phillips Land Law for Melba Mosher August 14, 2018 

I6 Florence Pierce July 27, 2018 

I7 Mayette Acierto July 23, 2018 
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2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR 

The written and verbal comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are provided in 
this section. Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety. Responses to comments follow the comment 
letters. 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.  

The Final EIR considers comment letters shown in Table 2-1 and provides text changes, where appropriate, 
shown in strikethrough for deleted text and underlined for corrected and/or clarified text in Chapter 3, “Errata.” 
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2.2.1 LETTER A1 – CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF OIL, GAS, AND GEOTHERMAL 
RESOURCES 
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2.2.1.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER A1 – CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF OIL, GAS, 
AND GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES 

Comment A1-1: The commenter states that the Division, as a responsible agency, has conducted a records 
review of the known gas wells within the SOIA Area and states that no known oil, gas, or 
geothermal wells were identified. The commenter further states that the Division should be 
notified immediately if unknown wells are discovered during development. 

LAFCo and the City appreciate the Division conducting a records review for the SOIA Area. 

The City will notify the Division if any unknown oil and gas wells are discovered on the SOIA 
Area during development. 

Comment A1-2: The commenter provides recommendations for potential development near oil and gas wells. 

LAFCo and the City appreciate the Division recommendation regarding potential development 
near oil and gas wells. The City and/or project applicants for future development phases will 
implement applicable recommendations provided by the Division should any potential 
development occur near oil and gas wells that are discovered in the SOIA Area. 

Comment A1-3: The commenter states that no well work may be performed on any oil or gas well without 
written approval from the Division in the form of an appropriate permit. 

The City and/or project applicants for future development phases will obtain the appropriate 
permits from the Division should any unknown oil or gas wells be discovered on the SOIA 
Area. 

Comment A1-4: The commenter emphasizes that the local permitting agency, property owner, and/or developer 
should be aware of, and fully understands, that the above comments are made by the Division 
with the intent to encourage full consideration of significant and potentially dangerous issues 
associated with development near oil or gas wells. 

LAFCo and the City understand the comments provided in the Division’s comment letter. 
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2.2.2 LETTER A2 – SACRAMENTO COUNTY 
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2.2.2.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER A2 – SACRAMENTO COUNTY 

Comment A2-1:  The commenter states that the County has received the Draft EIR for the proposed SOIA. The 
commenter states that letters from the County Departments of Transportation and Water 
Resources, as well as the Office of Planning and Environmental Review have been attached. 

LAFCo and the City appreciate the commenters’ review of the Draft EIR. The specific 
comments provided in the attachments are addressed herein. 

Comment A2-2:  The commenter states that the Zone 40 Water System Infrastructure Plan (2016) does not 
address how water supplies are allocated among users and states water supplies are 
allocated on a first come, first serve basis. 

LAFCo and the City understand and acknowledge that SCWA’s water supply is provided on 
a first come, first serve basis. 

Comment A2-3:  The commenter states that the SOIA Area is located within SCWA’s Zone 40 in the overlap 
area with the Omochumne-Hartnell Water District. The commenter also states that the SOIA 
Area is outside of the 2030 Study Area and is not contemplated for service in the Zone 40 
Water Supply Master Plan (2005) or in the Zone 40 Water System Infrastructure Plan Update 
(2016) and the commenter further states that water demands for the area are not included in 
the latest Zone 41 Urban Water Management Plan. 

Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR recognizes the SOIA Area is 
outside of the 2030 Study Area, is not contemplated for service in the Zone 40 Supply Master 
Plan (WSMP) or in the Zone 40 Water System Infrastructure Plan (WSIP) Update, and that 
water demands for the SOIA Area are not included in the latest Zone 41 Urban Water 
Management Plan. Impact 3.15-1 of Draft EIR states that SCWA’s existing and proposed 
facilities were not planned or designed to serve beyond the existing Elk Grove city limits; but 
that SCWA would assess service demands and the available capacity in these water system 
facilities to ensure adequate services if there is proposed annexation and proposed 
development within the SOIA Area in the future. SCWA intends to amend the existing Zone 
40 WSMP based on the analysis provided in the Draft EIR to include new infrastructure 
required to serve the SOIA Area. SCWA would update or amend the existing Zone 40 WSIP 
to include details on calculations and infrastructure requirements added to the amended 
Zone 40 WSMP (see page 3.15-16 of the Draft EIR). 

Mitigation Measure 3.15-1 ensures adequate SCWA water supplies and on-site and off-site 
water systems would be available for the amount of development identified in areas proposed 
for annexation in the future. Mitigation Measure 3.15-1 states that any annexation would 
require a Plan for Services to demonstrate that SCWA water supplies are adequate to serve 
the amount of future development identified in areas proposed for annexation in the future, in 
addition to existing and planned development under normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry 
years. The Plan for Services is required to depict the locations and appropriate sizes of all on-
site water system facilities to accommodate the amount of development identified for the 
annexation territory, demonstrate SCWA has annexed the territory into its service area, and 
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demonstrate adequate SCWA off-site water facilities are available to accommodate the 
amount of development identified in the annexation territory or that fair-share funding will be 
provided for the construction of new or expansion and/or improvement of existing off-site 
water system facilities (pages 3.15-17 and 3.15-18 of the Draft EIR). 

Comment A2-4:  The commenter states that SCWA intends to rely on the water supply portions of the approved 
Final EIR for the SOIA Area as the environmental basis to approve and amend the existing 
Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan (2005) so that service can be provided to the area. 

This reliance is consistent with the understanding by LAFCo and the City about how SCWA 
will use the EIR. Impact 3.15-1 of the Draft EIR acknowledges that SCWA intends to amend 
the existing Zone 40 WSMP based on the analysis provided in the Draft EIR to include new 
infrastructure required to serve the SOIA Area. 

Comment A2-5:  The commenter states that the reference to Table 3.15-3 in Chapter 4, “Other CEQA,” of the 
Draft EIR references landfill capacity and not water supply demand. The commenter states 
that the correct table number is 3.10-2. 

The correct reference is to water supply demand is shown in Table 3.15-4 of Section 3.15.The 
reference to Table 3.15-3 on page 4-25 of the Draft EIR has been corrected. Please see 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.” This revision corrects the typographical error in 
referencing the table number. These edits do not change the analysis or conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 

As shown on Table 3.15-34 in Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems,” the 
estimated water supply demand for future commercial, industrial, and mixed-use 
development has been conservatively estimated as 1,021 861 afy. The total water 
supply demand for future development within the SOIA Area would be 
1,199 1,039 afy, with the multi-sport park complex accounting for 178 afy of the 
total water supply demand. 

Comment A2-6:  The commenter request an in depth discussion of how the multi-sport complex water supply 
demand was estimated. 

The City developed an estimate of water demand for the multi-sport complex by creating 
detailed assumptions about each of the project components and then assigning water demand 
factors to each of these components. Assumptions were prepared by the project landscape 
architect based upon the project description and site plan (Jordan, pers. comm., 2018). 

Comment A2-7:  The commenter states that other references to tables in section 4.2.14 should be checked for 
accuracy. 

Other references to tables in Section 4.2.14 of the Draft EIR have been reviewed for 
accuracy. There is only one more reference to a table in this subsection, coming in the 
paragraph after the first table citation. This one should be cited as Table 3.15-2. The reference 
to Table 3.15-1 on page 4-25 of the Draft EIR has been corrected. Please see Chapter 3 of this 
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Final EIR, “Errata.” This revision corrects the typographical error in referencing the table 
number. These edits do not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

As shown in Table 3.15-12 in Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems,” 
SCWA would have surface water and groundwater supplies that exceed demands 
within Zone 40 from 2020 to 2040 in all water years. SCWA anticipates that at 
buildout of its service area, and assuming that appropriative water and CVP 
contract water continue to be available, surface water will account for 
approximately 70 percent of water supplies during average and wet years and 
account for approximately 30 percent of water supplies in the driest years, 
thereby resulting in a long-term average of approximately 60 percent of water 
demands being met by surface water supplies (SCWA 2017). Therefore, water 
supply would be available to meet the water supply demands of the SOIA Area, 
including water supply demand associated with the multi-sport park complex and 
future development within the SCWA service area. A significant cumulative 
impact would not occur, and the proposed Project would not result in a 
cumulatively significant incremental contribution to impacts related to water 
supply demand. 

Comment A2-8:  The commenter states that in Table 3.15-4, the calculation of the water demand seems to be 
in error and states that “Total demand” should be equal to “Subtotal”+ “Water System 
Losses.” 

The following revision has been made to Impact 3.15-1 in Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR. 
Please see also Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.” These revisions clarify the water supply 
demand of future development in the SOIA Area. There is no substantial increase in the 
environmental impact compared to that disclosed in the Draft EIR. These revisions do not 
change the conclusion in Impact 3.15-1 that SCWA has the ability to meet the water supply 
demands of the SOIA Area. Therefore, recirculation of the EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5 is not required. 

SCWA’s Zone 40 water-demand factors were applied to the acreage for each 
future land use designation that generates water use within the SOIA Area. As 
shown on Table 3.15-4, the estimated water supply demand for future 
commercial, industrial, and mixed-use development has been conservatively 
estimated as 741 861 afy. The total water supply demand for future development 
within the SOIA Area would be 1,199 1,039 afy, with the multi-sport park 
complex accounting for 178 afy of the total water supply demand and the 
commercial, industrial, and mixed use development within the SOIA Area 
accounting for 741 861 afy of the total water supply demand. As shown in Table 
3.15-1, total water usage for agricultural crops on the SOIA Area as a whole is 
approximately 919 1,982 afy. Therefore, water demands under the SOIA would 
be approximately 1,240 943 afy less than the current water demand required for 
agricultural irrigation. 
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Table 3.15-4 Projected Water Demands for Future Commercial, Industrial, and 
Mixed Use Development within the SOIA Area 

Land Use Category Unit Water Demand 
Factors (af/ac/yr) Land Use (acres) Water Demand (afy) 

Commercial 2.02 93 187.86 

Industrial 2.02 178 359.56 

Mixed Use 2.15 118 253.70 

Subtotal -- 389 801.12 

Water System Losses (7.5%) -- -- 60.08 

Total Demand -- -- 741.04861.2 
Notes: af/ac/yr = acre-feet per acre per year; afy = acre-feet per year. 
Source: SCWA 2016, adapted by AECOM in 2018 

 
The SOIA Area is within the Zone 40 service area. As discussed above, the 
Zone 41 UWMP indicates that water supplies and demands within SCWA 
Zone 40 would be the same during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years; 
however, the year-to-year mix of surface and groundwater would be adjusted, as 
necessary, to meet the demands as part of its conjunctive use water supply 
program. As shown in Table 3.15-12, SCWA would have surface water and 
groundwater supplies that exceed demands within Zone 40 from 2020 to 2040 in 
all water years. SCWA anticipates that at buildout of its service area, and 
assuming that appropriative water and CVP contract water continue to be 
available, surface water will account for approximately 70 percent of water 
supplies during average and wet years and account for approximately 30 percent 
of water supplies in the driest years, thereby resulting in a long-term average of 
approximately 60 percent of water demands being met by surface water supplies 
(SCWA 2017). Therefore, water supply would be available to meet the water 
supply demands of the SOIA Area, including water supply demand associated 
with the multi-sport park complex. 

Comment A2-9: The commenter provides additional potential requirements for providing the SOIA Area with 
water, including information required for updating or amending the existing Zone 40 Water 
Supply Master Plan, and indicates that more requirements may be added in the future. 

Please refer to the Responses to Comments A2-3 and A2-4. In addition, Impact 3.15-1 in 
Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR states SCWA intends to amend the existing Zone 40 WSMP 
based on the analysis provided in the EIR to include new infrastructure required to service the 
SOIA Area. 

Comment A2-10:  The commenter states that SCWA will be required to update or amend its existing Water 
System Infrastructure Plan. 

As stated in Impact 3.15-1 of the Draft EIR, SCWA would update or amend the existing 
Zone 40 WSIP to include details on calculations and infrastructure requirements added to the 
amended Zone 40 WSMP. 
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Comment A2-11:  The commenter states that additional water demand for the SOIA Area will be added to the 
next update of the Zone 41 Urban Water Management Plan. 

Please see the Response to Comment A2-3. 

Comment A2-12:  The commenter states that additional infrastructure would be needed if SCWA were to serve 
the SOIA Area and indicates that the size and number of facilities would be determined by the 
water demand and listed in the updated amendment to the existing Zone 40 Water Supply 
Master Plan. 

The Draft EIR describes SCWA’s closest existing water supply infrastructure (pages 3.15-16 
and 3.15-17 of the Draft EIR). As stated in Impact 3.15-1, SCWA’s existing and proposed 
facilities were not planned or designed to serve beyond the existing Elk Grove city limits 
(SCWA 2016). Impact 3.15-1 identifies other planned SCWA water system improvements 
that may also serve future development, including the Bond Road Water Treatment Plant and 
storage tanks and additional water conveyance pipelines are proposed along Grant Line Road 
and Waterman Road (SCWA 2005). These water system improvements were identified in the 
2005 Zone 40 WSMP EIR, and the environmental impacts of the construction and operation 
were analyzed at a programmatic level. SCWA would update or amend the existing Zone 40 
WSIP to include details on calculations and infrastructure requirements added to the amended 
Zone 40 WSMP based on the Project’s water demands (SCWA 2017) (page 3.15-17 of the 
Draft EIR). 

As further stated under Impact 3.15-1, SCWA would assess service demands and the 
available capacity in these water system facilities to ensure adequate services if there is 
proposed annexation and proposed development within the SOIA Area in the future. SCWA’s 
water supply planning and off-site improvements to their facilities are the responsibility of 
SCWA. SCWA would conduct project-level CEQA or NEPA analysis, if necessary, to 
analyze specific impacts and identify any required mitigation measures for construction and 
operation of new off-site facilities to serve the SOIA Area. Impact 3.15-1 concluded that it is 
speculative to gauge the extent to which this would create any impact that is distinct from the 
analysis of direct Project impacts (page 3.15-18 of the Draft EIR). 

Please also see the Response to Comment A2-3. 

Comment A2-13: The commenter states that Figure 6-4 in the Zone 40 Water System Infrastructure Plan 
Update (2016) shows that the closest planned infrastructure to the SOI Area is a 16-inch 
transmission main along Grant Line Road. 

The following revisions on Page 3.15-4 of the Draft EIR has been provided to clarify that the 
nearest transmission the main is located along Grant Line Road. Please see Chapter 3 of this 
Final EIR, “Errata.” This change is a clarification to table numbering. These edits do not 
change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

There are several major points of connection to major SCWA infrastructure near 
the SOIA Area boundaries. SCWA’s nearest water transmission mains are is 
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located along Grant Line Road,. Addition transmission mains in the vicinity of 
the SOIA Area are located along Waterman Road, at the Grant Line Road/SR 99 
interchange. The Elk Grove Water Treatment Plant (WTP) and storage tanks are 
located east of Waterman Road and north of Grant Line Road (SCWA 2016). 
Other planned SCWA water system improvements shown in the Zone 40 WSIP 
include the future the Bond Road WTP and storage tanks, planned as Phase 2 
facilities, and additional water conveyance pipelines along Grant Line Road and 
Waterman Road (SCWA 2016). 

Comment A2-14:  The commenter sates that if non-potable water will be used at the project site, coordination 
will be required with SCWA to ensure that there are no cross connection or contamination 
issues between the non-potable and potable water services. 

The City will coordinate with SCWA if any non-potable water demand is proposed for future 
use within the SOIA Area. The following revisions have been incorporated on pages 3.15-17 
and 3.15-18 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure 3.15-1 has been renumbered to account for 
adding an additional mitigation measure under Impact 3.15-1. Mitigation Measure 3.15-1b 
has been incorporated into to Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR to indicate that the City would 
coordinate with SCWA should non-potable water be used at the project site. Please see 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.” These edits do not change the analysis or conclusions 
of the Draft EIR. 

Mitigation Measure 3.15-1a: Prepare a Plan for Service that Demonstrates Adequate 
Water Supplies and On-Site and Off-Site Water System Facilities are Available (LAFCo 
and the City of Elk Grove) 

Mitigation Measure 3.15-1b: Coordinate with SCWA for the Use of Non-Potable Water 
Supplies (City of Elk Grove) 

The City of Elk Grove shall coordinate with SCWA should non-potable water 
supplies be proposed for use at the project site to ensure there are no cross 
connection or contamination issues between the non-potable and potable water 
services. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.15-1a and 3.15-1b would reduce 
potentially significant impacts associated with increased for water supplies and 
demand for on-site and off-site water facilities required for future development 
within the SOIA Area, including the multi-sports park, to a less-than-significant 
level because the City of Elk Grove would demonstrate adequate SCWA water 
supplies and on-site and off-site water systems would be available for the amount 
of development identified in the annexation territory. LAFCo would condition 
future annexation of the SOIA Area on compliance with Mitigation 
Measure 3.15-1. Mitigation Measure 3.15-1b would ensure the City of Elk Grove 
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would coordinate with SCWA should non-potable water supplies be proposed for 
use at the project site. 

Comment A2-15:  The commenter discusses future traffic generated by development in the SOIA Area and 
requests that the City assist in bringing affected rural roadways in the vicinity of the SOIA 
Area to the County’s updated standard, once that standard is defined. 

See the Response to Comment A3-1. 

As presented in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation,” the trip distribution of the 
multi-sports park complex is based on the general population distribution for practice 
activities and tournaments. Consequently, the use of rural roadways by patrons of the multi-
sports park complex is forecast to be negligible, consistent with the development intensity 
outside of the Urban Service Boundary established in the Sacramento County 2030 General 
Plan. Since most patrons of the project will live in suburban and urban areas, the most direct 
routes (i.e., relative to time and distance) to the proposed project will be by non-rural 
roadways that have been improved to the applicable design standards of the jurisdiction or 
agency the facility is located in. 

General Plan Policy supports implementing roadway improvements to transportation facilities 
shared with the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County, Capital SouthEast Connector Joint 
Powers Authority, and Caltrans: 

CI-2 – The City shall coordinate and participate with the City of Sacramento, 
Sacramento County, and Caltrans on roadway improvements that are shared by the 
jurisdictions in order to improve operations. This may include joint transportation 
planning efforts, roadway construction and funding. 

The City’s current draft updated General Plan has the same policy, relabeled as Policy MOB-
7-2.1 This policy demonstrates the City’s commitment to contribute to addressing 
improvement needs in Sacramento County, including improvements to rural roadways. The 
City will work with the County in development of an annexation agreement for 
improvements to rural roadways affected by the project, as necessary. 

Comment A2-16:  The commenter has asked the City to enter into a maintenance and operations agreement for 
roadways in the SOIA Area at the time future annexation occurs. 

The City will work with the County in development of an annexation agreement that 
addresses maintenance and operations for roadways within the Project area. 

Comment A2-17:  The commenter suggests that frontage improvements for adjoining roadways should be 100 
percent the responsibility of future development projects in the SOIA Area at the time 
annexation is approved. 

                                                      
1  For more detail, please see the City’s website: 

http://www.elkgrovecity.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_109585/File/Departments/Planning/Projects/General%20Plan/GPU/DraftMater
ials_201807/GP/06_Mobility.pdf.  

http://www.elkgrovecity.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_109585/File/Departments/Planning/Projects/General%20Plan/GPU/DraftMaterials_201807/GP/06_Mobility.pdf
http://www.elkgrovecity.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_109585/File/Departments/Planning/Projects/General%20Plan/GPU/DraftMaterials_201807/GP/06_Mobility.pdf
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Pursuant to City standards and practice, frontage improvements are the responsibility of 
adjacent future development. 

Comment A2-18: The commenter asks the City to enter into a cross-jurisdictional reciprocal funding 
agreement with the County of Sacramento to address interjurisdictional traffic impacts and 
mitigation for future development projects within the SOIA Area when annexation is 
approved. 

The comment does not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing potentially 
significant effects associated with the Project. Rather, the commenter has requested funding 
for improvements in Sacramento County through a reciprocal agreement. The commenter has 
also requested that improvements in the County be implemented consistent with the County’s 
improvement standards. The following City General Plan Policies address funding of 
roadway and intersection improvements to implement the City’s Transportation Network 
Diagram, implementing improvements on the state highway system, and development of the 
Capital SouthEast Connector.2 

Policy PF-20 – The City shall require secure financing for all components of the 
transportation system through the use of special taxes, assessment districts, developer 
dedications, or other appropriate mechanisms in order to provide for the completion 
of required major public facilities at their full planned widths or capacities in one 
phase. For the purposes of the policy, “major” facilities shall include the following: 

• Any roadway or a collector size or above, including any roadway shown on the 
Circulation Plan in this General Plan. 

• All wells, water transmission lines, treatment facilities, and storage tanks needed 
to serve the project. 

• All sewer trunk and interceptor lines and treatment plants or treatment plant 
capacity. 

The City shall use its financial capacity to facilitate implementation of this policy 
if necessary, including, but not limited to: 

• Issuing bonds, 

• Using City funds directly, with repayment from future development fees 

• Fee programs 

• Developer financing 

                                                      
2  For more detail, please refer to the City’s website: 

http://www.elkgrovecity.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_109585/File/Departments/Planning/Projects/General%20Plan/COEG_GP_Full
_2015.pdf.  

http://www.elkgrovecity.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_109585/File/Departments/Planning/Projects/General%20Plan/COEG_GP_Full_2015.pdf
http://www.elkgrovecity.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_109585/File/Departments/Planning/Projects/General%20Plan/COEG_GP_Full_2015.pdf
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Policy PF-21 – New development shall fund its fair share portion of its impacts to all 
public facilities and infrastructure as provided for in state law. 

Policy PF-24 – Fee programs and/or other finance mechanism for roadway and 
related infrastructure shall include sufficient funding for all of the following items: 

• Design, engineering, environmental compliance, and construction of roadway 
lanes, traffic signals, and bridges. 

• Right of way acquisition, design, engineering, environmental compliance, and 
construction costs sufficient to ensure that “zipper street” are not created by non-
participating owners. 

• Drainage and other facilities related to new roadway construction. 

• Installation of landscaped medians and streetscaping where appropriate. 

• Installation of sidewalks or other facilities where needed to provide safe passage 
for pedestrians. 

Policy CI-10 – The City shall implement the roadway master plan shown in Figure 
CI-2. The following policies apply to selected roadways: 

• The City shall use the latest version of Caltrans’ “Transportation Concept 
Report” for I-5 and Hwy 99 to determine the planned width of these freeways. 

• “Expanded right-of-way” indicated roadways on which sufficient width is 
provided for a middle two-way turn lane and/or expanded turn pockets at 
roadway intersections. 

• The City may make improvements to roadways in the Rural Area, when 
warranted, consistent with the provisions of the Rural Roads Improvement 
Policy. 

• Improvement to Grant Line Road shall consider regional planning activities and 
projects (e.g., the Capital SouthEast Connector) and should be considered after 
effects to the Rural Area have been identified. To the extent feasible, these 
effects shall be addressed as part of facility design. 

Policy CI-12 – The City supports efforts to develop the Capital SouthEast Connector, 
providing a regional connection from Interstate 5 and State Route 99 in Elk Grove to 
Highway 50. 

The City recognizes the adopted conceptual route alignment for the Capital 
SouthEast Connector, utilizing Kammerer Road and Grant Line Road through the 
City. 
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CI-12-Action 1 – The City will work with the Capital SouthEast Connector Joint 
Powers Authority (JPA) in the delivery of the planned roadway improvements 
pursuant to the JPA’s Project Design Guidelines provided that the Project Design 
Guidelines will not be applied to diminish or alter the rights of City-approved project 
and provided that the Project Design Guidelines are not amended to diminish the 
City’s land use authority to approve future projects proximate to or its authority to 
determine access to Capital SouthEast Connector. 

CI-15 – Development project shall be required to provide funding or o construct 
roadway/intersection improvements to implement the City’s Circulation Master Plan. 
The payment of established traffic impact or similar fees shall be considered to 
provide compliance with the requirements of this policy with regard to those facilities 
included in the fee program, provided that the City finds that the fee adequately funds 
all required roadway and intersection improvements. If payment of established fees is 
used to provide compliance with this policy, the City may also require the payment of 
additional fees if necessary to cover the fair share cost of facilities not included in the 
fee program.  

These policies demonstrate the City’s commitment to contribute to the funding of future 
transportation improvements. Similar to the City’s adoption of the voluntary I-5 Subregional 
Corridor Fee Program, which offers a mechanism to mitigated impacts to the State Highway 
System, the City would consider participation reciprocal funding agreement with Sacramento 
County. The City’s Draft General Plan update has policies addressing the same topics.  

Comment A2-19: The commenter states that the five mitigation measures listed in the Executive Summary 
Table ES-1 were identified in the existing plus project scenario but the 16 mitigation 
measures in both existing plus project and cumulative plus project scenarios were not 
included in Table ES-1. 

The mitigation measures shown in Section 4.13, “Transportation and Traffic,” in Chapter 4, 
“Other CEQA,” of the Draft EIR were inadvertently omitted in Table ES-1 in the “Executive 
Summary” of the Draft EIR. Table ES-1 has been revised to include the mitigation measures 
shown in Section 4.13 in Chapter 4, of the Draft EIR. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, 
“Errata.” These revisions update Table ES-1 to include the existing mitigation measures 
presented in Section 4.13. These edits do not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 
EIR. 

Comment A2-20: The commenter thanks LAFCo for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR and the commenter 
summarizes the project’s proposed land uses. 

LAFCo and the City appreciate the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR. 

Comment A2-21: The commenter notes that the County’s interest in the proposed SOIA Area is related to the 
ongoing (now adopted) South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) and that the 
County is not opposed to annexation in the area or proposed uses. 



AECOM  Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.2.2-18 Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 

LAFCo and the City appreciate that clarification. 

Comment A2-22: The commenter notes that development in the SOIA Area and off-site improvement areas is 
not likely to conflict with the SSHCP. 

LAFCo and the City appreciate the County’s review through this lens and sharing this 
finding. 

Comment A2-23:  The commenter notes that page 3.5-50 of the DEIR describes how the SSCHP calls for an 
integrated preserve system, but is silent on how the integrated preserve system will be 
created, who is responsible for mitigating impacts in the Urban Development Area (UDA) 
and commitments for preserve management and monitoring in the preserve. The commenter 
also notes that mitigation in the SSHCP can be achieved by payment of land cover based 
mitigation fees described in the SSHCP, and land can also be offered in lieu of payment of 
the land cover portion of the fees, along with other required payments. 

LAFCo and the City of Elk Grove agree that additional detail should be added to the Draft 
EIR to provide the reader with a better understanding of how the SSCHP’s preserve system 
will be created and managed. Information from the SSHCP has been added to page 3.5-29 of 
the Draft EIR to describe how the integrated preserve system will be created, who is 
responsible for mitigating impacts, and commitments for preserve management and 
monitoring in the preserve. This additional language is provided as background information 
and does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

The SSHCP Conservation Strategy will result in an interconnected Preserve System 
totaling 36,282 acres. All SSHCP Preserves will be preserved in perpetuity and 
would be acquired either as fee title or as conservation easements, although most of 
the Preserve System will be acquired using conservation easements. Plan Permittees 
are responsible for ensuring compliance with all elements of the Plan and with 
completion of a SSHCP permit application package. 

The emphasis of the draft SSHCP is to secure large, interconnected blocks of habitat 
that focus on protecting intact subwatersheds, while minimizing edge effects and 
maximizing heterogeneity. Habitat losses within the USB would be offset primarily 
through the establishment of large preserves outside the USB, but core and satellite 
preserves may be established within the USB. As currently conceived, land 
developers that convert habitat within the USB would pay a defined per-acre fee to 
mitigate impacts. These fees would be used to protect, restore, maintain, and monitor 
habitat. 

A new Joint Powers Authority called the South Sacramento Conservation Agency 
(SSCA) will be created to implement the SSHCP. The SSCA is responsible for 
ensuring compliance with the terms of the Plan, the Implementing Agreement, and 
the Permits. The SSCA will be governed by a Governing Board of elected officials 
from the County, Rancho Cordova, and Galt. An Implementing Commission 
consisting of a single representative from each of the Land Use Authority Permittees 
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and Plan Partner Permittees will be formed to implement duties that the SSCA Board 
sees fit to assign to it. The Implementing Entity will be advised by representatives of 
USFWS and CDFW and a technical advisory committee. Plan Permittees are 
responsible for ensuring compliance with all elements of the Plan and with 
completion of a SSHCP permit application package. 

The SSHCP Preserve System Monitoring and Management Program will integrate 
monitoring and adaptive management into one cohesive program where monitoring 
will inform and change management actions to continually improve outcomes for 
Covered Species and natural land cover types. The SSHCP describes two frameworks 
for monitoring and management: the SSHCP Compliance and Avoidance and 
Minimization Measure Monitoring Program Framework, which will monitor 
compliance with Plan requirements, the Implementing Agreement, and the permits, 
and the SSHCP Preserve System Monitoring and Management Program, which will 
monitor the effectiveness of the Plan in protecting Covered Species, natural 
communities, and ecosystem processes and to evaluate the effects of preserve 
management actions. 

The process for developing the draft SSHCP was initiated in 1992, predating the 
2000 incorporation of the City of Elk Grove. A public review draft of the SSHCP and 
Implementing Agreement, accompanying joint draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/draft EIR, and draft Aquatic Resources Program, was released on June 2, 
2017, opening a 90-day public comment period that ended September 5, 2017. Public 
hearings will be held on proposed adoption of the final SSHCP, final EIS/EIR, final 
Aquatic Resources Program, and final Implementing Agreement in fall and winter of 
2017–2018. On September 11, 2018, the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors 
voted to adopt the SSCHP and related Aquatic Resources Program, and to certify the 
EIS/EIR. and an Incidental Take Permit is expected to be issued in Spring 2018 
(County of Sacramento et al. 2017a). 

In addition, please note that page 3.5-29 of the Draft EIR also provides information on how 
habitat losses are mitigated and that land developers that convert habitat would pay a defined 
per-acre fee to mitigate impacts and protect, restore, maintain, and monitor habitat in the 
mitigation lands. 

Comment A2-24:  The commenter reiterates the statement on page 3.5-50 of the DEIR that Mitigation Measures 
3.5-1 through 3.5-5 are consistent with the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 
for covered species described in the SSHCP, and therefore development in the SOIA Area is 
not likely to conflict with the SSHCP. The commenter notes that the SSHCP assumes that 
mitigation will occur through participation in the SSHCP, and that if this does not occur the 
interconnected landscape-level preserve system envisioned by the SSHCP could be 
compromised, as there may not be adequate mitigation funds to purchase easements for the 
SSHCP preserve system or to fund commitments made in the plan to long-term management 
and monitoring. The commenter also states that the Biological Goals and Objectives of the 
SSHCP may be compromised if impacts to land cover types/species habitat are not mitigated 
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through participation in the SSHCP. The SSHCP is divided into Preserve Planning Units 
(PPUs) in order to equate mitigation to the area of impacts in compliance with the BGOs. 

LAFCo and the City of Elk Grove agree that the SSCHP assumes that mitigation for impacts 
in the UDA will be mitigated through participation in the SSHCP. However, mitigation for 
impacts resulting from development in the Project area would still be required to mitigate for 
those impacts. As discussed in the response to Comment A2-25, language has been added to 
the Draft EIR to encourage the City of Elk Grove to work the County of Sacramento to 
develop an approach to mitigation that integrates with interconnected landscape-level 
preserve system envisioned in the SSCHP. Future project applicants who propose 
development in the SOIA would be required to provide funding on a fee per-acre basis to 
mitigate impacts. These fees would be used to protect, restore, maintain, and monitor habitat. 

Regarding the need to place mitigation lands in the same PPU that the impact occurs, the 
SSCHP recognizes the uncertainty and challenges of securing mitigation lands within the 
PPUs, as specified in the Biological Goals and Measurable Objectives. To address those 
challenges and to facilitate successful development of the Preserve System, the SSHCP 
allows some flexibility in acquiring mitigation lands, while still maintaining appropriate 
limits on the amount of acreage that could be shifted between PPUs (see page 7-88 of the 
SSHCP). Some shifting of Preserve acreages across PPUs that are located outside of the UDA 
and shifting of Preserve acres outside of the UDA to areas within the UDA are allowable. 
Ideally, impacts associated with development in the SOIA Area would be mitigated in PPU6, 
consistent with the Preserve System approach described in the SSCHP, but mitigation in 
another PPU is allowed under the SSCHP. 

Comment A2-25:  The commenter notes that they would like to explore ways for the County of Sacramento and 
City staff to work together to address the concerns described in Comment A2-24. The 
commenter provides suggestions that the City of Elk Grove and other applicants could also 
obtain Endangered Species Incidental Take coverage under the SSHCP as a Participating 
Special Entity if their project is otherwise consistent with the requirements set forth in the 
SSHCP, as described in Section 10.4 and Section 9.3.1 of the Final SSHCP. The commenter 
also suggests that the SSHCP could be made whole through mechanisms to ensure equivalent 
mitigation and long-term management and monitoring activities. The commenter states that 
in order to support the DEIR conclusion that the project will have a less than significant 
impact on the environment, the mitigation measures in the DEIR should be revised to address 
this issue. 

LAFCo and the City appreciate the suggestion the County and City explore ways to work 
together to find solutions for mitigating impacts, and agrees with the observation that public 
agencies that are not currently SSHCP plan partners could use the SSHCP for take coverage 
as a Participating Special Entity. The City does not anticipate needing take coverage for 
species, such as Swainson’s hawk, and instead has proposed avoidance and minimization 
measures to prevent the occurrence of take, and mitigation measures for the loss of foraging 
habitat. LAFCo and the City agree with the commenter’s suggestion that additional language 
should be added to the Draft EIR to encourage collaborative efforts by the County of 
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Sacramento and City staff to address the topics described in Comment A2-24, above. The 
following language has been added to page 3.5-41 of the Draft EIR under “Significance after 
Mitigation.” 

The City of Elk Grove can also work collaboratively with the County of Sacramento 
to develop an approach to mitigation for loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat 
that integrates with the SSHCP Conservation Strategy Biological Goals and 
Objectives for this species and with the interconnected landscape-level preserve 
system envisioned in the SSCHP. 

Comment A2-26: The commenter suggests that the above described revision should be made to support the 
DEIR less-than-significant impact conclusion.  

Please see the Response to Comment A2-25. 
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2.2.3.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER A3 – CALTRANS LETTER #1 

Comment A3-1:  The commenter notes that they have reviewed the Draft EIR and provides a summary of the 
proposed Project.  

LAFCo and the City appreciate this review of the Draft EIR. 

The proposed project includes two primary components: approval of the proposed 561-acre 
Sphere of Influence Amendment Area (SOIA Area) and annexation to the City of the multi-
sport park complex site. The areas of the SOIA outside of the multi-sport park complex 
would expand the City of Elk Grove’s SOI. Approval of the Project would not modify the 
existing Sacramento County land use designations or zoning for the SOIA Area outside of the 
multi-sport park complex and would not entitle any development.  

CEQA authorizes the preparation of different types of EIRs to allow for different situations 
and uses. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15160, lead agencies may use other 
variations consistent with the Guidelines to meet the needs of other circumstances. Common 
types of EIRs include project EIRs and program EIRs. Program-level EIR are prepared for a 
program, regulation, or series of related actions that can be characterized as one large project. 
Typically, such a project involves actions that are closely related either geographically or 
temporally. Program EIRs are typically prepared for general plans, specific plans, and 
regulatory programs, like the proposed SOIA. Generally speaking, program EIRs analyze 
broad environmental effects of the program with the acknowledgment that site-specific 
environmental review will be required when future development projects are proposed under 
the approved regulatory program (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). 

In contrast, a project EIR analyzes the environmental impacts of a specific development 
project, like the multi-sport park complex. The CEQA Guidelines advise that “this type of 
EIR should focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would result from the 
development project” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15161). The degree of specificity required 
in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity that 
is described in the EIR. An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in 
the specific effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan 
“…because the effects of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy” (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15146). As discussed, the environmental impacts of the proposed Project 
are analyzed in the Draft EIR to the degree of specificity appropriate, in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15146. 

Based on the circumstances of the proposed Project, LAFCo and the City of Elk Grove 
conducted project-level analysis for the multi-sport park complex and a program-level 
analysis for the SOIA outside of the multi-sport park complex. Therefore, for the SOIA 
outside of the multi-sport park complex, the intent of the Draft EIR is to provide a framework 
for future project-level actions that occur as a result of the SOIA. At the time of submittal of 
any application to annex territory within the SOIA Area, the City of Elk Grove will 
demonstrate compliance with the mitigation measures outlined in the Draft EIR. 
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Comment A3-2:  The commenter claims that the 2015 traffic counts are outdated and recommends that more 
recent information is used in the Draft EIR. 

Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines states the following related to the requirements for 
establishing baseline conditions: 

An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the 
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if 
no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, 
from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental setting will normally 
constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an 
impact is significant. The description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than 
is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its 
alternatives. 

The notice of preparation for the proposed project was issued by the Sacramento Local 
Agency Formation Commission and the City of Elk Grove on October 23, 2015. As 
documented in the Draft EIR (Appendix G), the existing conditions traffic data collection 
were collected in April 2015 (i.e., mid-week traffic counts) and May 2015 (Saturday traffic 
counts), consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, the use of the 2015/2016 traffic 
counts is appropriate.  

However, 2018 midweek AM and PM peak-hour turning movement traffic counts collected at 
the Bruceville Road/Kammerer Road intersection were available for comparison to the traffic 
counts conducted in 2015 for the proposed Project’ transportation analysis. The comparison 
showed that peak hour traffic on Kammerer Road increased by approximately 20 percent 
between 2015 and 2018. The change in background growth could potentially affect the 
analysis of the Project under existing conditions. However, the cumulative analysis includes 
the background growth inherent in the cumulative land use growth assumptions, along with 
mitigation needed to address cumulative conditions, so no additional evaluation is needed.  

To evaluate the affect this growth in traffic would have on the analysis documented in the 
Draft EIR, the peak-hour roadway segment capacity under Existing Plus Phase 1 (Practice 
Activities) Project conditions was re-analyzed, assuming all study segments would 
experience approximately 20 percent growth in traffic. This scenario evaluates the Project 
during midweek PM peak-hour conditions, so it most closely matches the new count data. 
This comparison is shown in the table below. As shown, all of the study roadway segments 
would continue to operate acceptably – at LOS D or better.  
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Table 3.14-5. Peak Hour Roadway Segment Operations – Existing Plus Phase 1 Project Conditions + 
20% Growth 

Roadway 

Segment 

Direction Lanes1 

Hourly 
Capacity 

(Per Lane) 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 

From To 
Existing 

Existing Plus Phase 1 
(Practice Activities) 

2015 Counts 
2015 Counts + 
20% Growth 

Volume1 VC2 Volume1 VC2 Volume1 VC2 

Bradshaw Rd Elk Grove Blvd Grant Line Rd 
SB 2 990 250 0.25 254 0.26 300 0.30 
NB 2 990 254 0.26 256 0.26 305 0.31 

Grant Line 
Rd 

SR 99 SB 
Ramps 

SR 99 NB 
Ramps 

EB 6 910 618 0.23 753 0.28 742 0.27 
WB 6 910 1,108 0.41 1,120 0.41 1,330 0.49 

SR 99 NB 
Ramps 

E. Stockton 
Blvd  

EB 6 910 1,022 0.37 1,176 0.43 1,226 0.45 
WB 6 910 1,234 0.45 1,309 0.48 1,481 0.54 

E. Stockton 
Blvd Waterman Rd 

EB 4 910 826 0.45 941 0.52 991 0.54 
WB 4 910 911 0.50 986 0.54 1,093 0.60 

Waterman Rd Mosher Rd 
EB 2 910 631 0.69 644 0.71 757 0.83 
WB 2 910 680 0.75 713 0.78 815 0.90 

Mosher Rd Bradshaw Rd 
EB 2 910 564 0.62 580 0.64 677 0.74 
WB 2 910 645 0.71 678 0.74 774 0.85 

Bradshaw Rd Elk Grove Blvd 
EB 2 910 304 0.33 317 0.35 364 0.40 
WB 2 910 402 0.44 430 0.47 482 0.53 

Kammerer Rd 

Lent Ranch 
Pkwy 

Promenade 
Pkwy 

EB 6 910 285 0.10 291 0.11 342 0.13 
WB 6 910 433 0.16 436 0.16 520 0.19 

Promenade 
Pkwy 

SR 99 SB 
Ramps 

EB 6 910 547 0.20 553 0.20 656 0.24 
WB 6 910 655 0.24 658 0.24 786 0.29 

Mosher Rd Waterman Rd Grant Line Rd 
SB 2 990 75 0.08 75 0.08 90 0.09 
NB 2 990 98 0.10 98 0.10 118 0.12 

Waterman Rd Mosher Rd Grant Line Rd 
SB 2 990 260 0.26 264 0.27 312 0.32 
NB 2 990 231 0.23 233 0.24 277 0.28 

Notes: 
1 Both directions excluding center turn lanes or right-turn deceleration lanes. 
2 VC – Volume-to-Capacity Ratio 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2017 

 

See also the Response to Comment A3-1. 

Comment A3-3:  The commenter notes that the traffic study is missing figures. 

The figures summarize peak-hour turning movements for existing conditions and peak hour 
turning movement forecasts under existing and cumulative conditions without and with the 
addition of project traffic. The transportation analysis figures for the Draft EIR were 
inadvertently excluded from Appendix G. The figures have been uploaded to the online 
resources that can be accessed using the following links: 
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► City of Elk Grove website: 
http://www.elkgrovecity.org/city_hall/departments_divisions/planning/environmental_re
view 

► Sacramento LAFCo website: http://www.saclafco.org 

The information documented in the omitted figures summarizes the inputs to the detailed 
technical calculations that were included in Appendix G. For example, the intersection 
turning movement volumes shown on the omitted figures are inputs to the intersection 
operations analysis. The detailed technical calculation sheets included in Appendix G include 
these volumes. Consequently, inadvertently excluding the figures does not change the 
findings of the transportation analysis in the Draft EIR and the information included in 
Appendix G is sufficient to inform reviewers on impacts and mitigation. 

Comment A3-4:  The commenter requests information about growth rates related to Grant Line Road and 
Kammerer Road. 

Please see the Response to Comment A3-3. The figures summarize peak-hour turning 
movements for existing conditions and peak-hour turning movement forecasts under existing 
and cumulative conditions without and with the addition of Project traffic. Review and 
comparison of these figures will show forecasted growth on study facilities. As discussed in 
the Draft EIR, a modified version of SACOG’s Sacramento Metropolitan Travel Demand 
Model (SACMET) travel demand forecasting model was used to develop traffic volume 
forecasts for the study facilities under cumulative no project conditions. The cumulative 
condition traffic volume forecasts result from the approved, planned, and reasonably 
foreseeable land uses and programmed transportation improvements (i.e., listed in the Final 
MTS/SCS 2016 project list) that were incorporated into the model and are not a result of a 
fixed growth rate applied to existing conditions. 

Comment A3-5:  The commenter describes forecast congestion at an off-ramp and recommended mitigation.  

The commenter has recommended additional components to Improvement 8 – SR 99 SB 
Ramps/Grant Line Road of Mitigation Measure 4.2-1. The recommendation is to increase 
capacity on the southbound off-ramp to better manage vehicle queuing. Improvement 8 is 
identified to reduce a cumulative impact identified at the SR 99 SB Ramps/Grant Line Road 
intersection under cumulative conditions.  

Under cumulative no project conditions, the intersection mentioned in the comment would 
operate at LOS F. The addition of Project buildout would exacerbate unacceptable LOS F 
conditions. Improvement 8 proposes to widen Grant Line Road/Kammerer Road, in the 
median, to provide four through lanes in each direction. This would reduce the impact by 
reducing delay to a level that would be less than that experienced under cumulative no project 
conditions. The additional components recommended in Comment A3-5 are not needed to 
reduce the cumulative impact. However, the recommendation would add capacity to the 
southbound ramp, which would have the intended effect of better managing vehicle queuing 
on the off-ramp. 

http://www.elkgrovecity.org/city_hall/departments_divisions/planning/environmental_review
http://www.elkgrovecity.org/city_hall/departments_divisions/planning/environmental_review
http://www.saclafco.org/
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As documented in Appendix G of the Draft EIR, the California Department of Transportation 
Mobility Performance Report, 20091, identifies several bottleneck locations on SR 99 that 
meter traffic northbound in the morning and southbound in the evening. Bottlenecks on 
southbound SR 99 in the evening meter traffic on SR 99 through Elk Grove. The analysis 
discussed in the Draft EIR is based on demand volumes and does not account for the 
metering of traffic that occurs on southbound SR 99. Consequently, SR 99 may not be able to 
deliver the demand that is forecast for the southbound off-ramp during the AM and PM peak 
hours, which may reduce the utility of adding additional capacity to the southbound off-ramp.  

See also the Response to Comment A3-1. 

Comment A3-6:  The commenter discusses the air quality benefits of encouraging zero emission vehicles, such 
as electric vehicles.  

Air pollutant emissions impacts are comprehensively addressed in Section 3.4 of the Draft 
EIR, “Air Quality.” Impact 3.4-2 examines operational impacts, including those related to 
mobile source emissions (see pages 3.4-21 through 3.4-24 of the Draft EIR). Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-2 requires strategies to reduce operational air pollutant emissions and establishes 
a quantified performance standard for the minimum effectiveness of mitigation strategies. As 
noted, reduction strategies can include policies and emissions reduction measures 
demonstrating compliance with the City of Elk Grove’s General Plan Conservation and Air 
Quality Element, including policies CAQ 29, CI 1, CI 3, CI 4, CI 5, and CI 7 and actions 
CAQ 29 Action 1 and CAQ 29 Action 2 of the City’s General Plan (or equivalent policies as 
they may be amended) and Elk Grove Climate Action Plan (CAP) reduction measures 
Transportation Alternatives and Congestion Management (TACM) 4 and TACM 5 (or 
equivalent measures as they may be amended), in addition to reduction measures 
recommended by the SMAQMD, which may include the use of offsets.  

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impacts are comprehensively addressed in Section 3.8 of 
the Draft EIR, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions.” Please refer in particular to the information 
presented under Impact 3.8-1 on pages 3.8-18 through 3.8-21. Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 
requires GHG reduction strategies and establishes a performance standard for the 
effectiveness of such strategies. Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 requires the City of Elk Grove to 
incorporate the SOIA Area in the City’s CAP or develop a stand-alone CAP for emissions 
attributable to future development within the SOIA Area. 

It is possible that incentives for zero-emission vehicles could be a component of the required 
air quality or GHG reduction strategies. The commenter states that they request “the 
opportunity to review the results of quantitative analysis demonstrating what emission 
reductions could be achieved through the implementation” of installation of electric vehicle 
charging infrastructure. As noted, the operational air quality mitigation and GHG mitigation 
both have performance standards. If electric vehicle incentives and charging infrastructure is 
used to reduce criteria air pollutant emissions or mobile source GHG emissions, the City will 

                                                      
1  For more details, please see: http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/mpr/docs/mpr2009.pdf.  

http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/mpr/docs/mpr2009.pdf
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be required to demonstrate the effectiveness of such strategies in meeting the overall 
performance standards. The effectiveness would depend on the details of the strategy.  

Comment A3-7:  The commenter discusses the voluntary I-5 subregional corridor mitigation program.  

In September of 2017, the City of Elk Grove adopted the SCMP and offers the voluntary 
SCMP fee as an option to mitigate impact to the State Highway System. This comment does 
not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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2.2.4 LETTER A4 – CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD (CVRWQCB) 
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2.2.4.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER A4 – CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER 
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD (CVRWQCB) 

Comment A4-1:  The comment states that the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(CVRWQCB) is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and 
groundwaters of the state, and therefore agency comments on the DEIR will address 
concerns surrounding those issues. 

LAFCo and the City appreciate the CVRWQB’s review of the Draft EIR. See responses to 
specific comments contained in Response to Comments A4-2 through A4-13. 

Comment A4-2: The comment summarizes the purpose of Basin Plans as related to water quality 
requirements of the Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. The 
comment also notes that the Basin Plan is subject to modification as necessary, considering 
applicable laws, policies, technologies, water quality conditions and priorities. 

Draft EIR subsection 3.10.2 “Regulatory Framework,” in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and 
Water Quality,” (pages 3.10-4 through 3.10-15) discusses numerous federal, State, and local 
laws, ordinances, regulations, and policies that pertain to the control of water quality, 
including the Basin Plan (pages 3.10-8 and 3.10-9), Clean Water Act (pages 3.10-6 through 
3.0-8), Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (page 3.10-6), and the State’s 
Antidegradation Policy (page 3.10-9). 

Comment A4-3:  The comment states that all wastewater discharges must comply with the Antidegradation 
Policy (State Water Board Resolution 68-16) and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy 
contained in the Basin Plan. The comment also states that the antidegradation analysis is a 
mandatory element in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and 
land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) permitting processes. 

Detailed information pertaining to existing surface water and groundwater quality is 
presented in Draft EIR Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” on pages 3.10-1 
through 3.10-3. The State’s Antidegradation Policy is discussed on page 3.10-9 of the Draft 
EIR. The requirements of the Construction General Permit for development of a SWPPP and 
associated Best Management Practices are discussed on pages 3.10-6 and 3.10-7 of the Draft 
EIR. 

The Project’s potential temporary, short-term construction-related drainage and water quality 
effects are evaluated in Draft EIR Impact 3.10-1 (pages 3.10-16 and 3.10-17). As discussed in 
Impact 3.10-1, future development within SOIA Area, including the multi-sport park 
complex, would have to adhere to City of Elk Grove NDPES permit requirements and City of 
Elk Grove Municipal Code requirements related to Stormwater Management and Discharge 
Control (Chapter 15.12, “Stormwater Management and Discharge Control”). Future 
development applications would be required to comply with Chapter 16.44, “Land Grading 
and Erosion Control,” of the Elk Grove Municipal Code. According to the City of Elk 
Grove’s Improvement Standards Section 11 Stormwater Quality Protection, “developers 
meeting the project area disturbance threshold of 1 acre or more of disturbed area shall obtain 
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coverage under the SWRCB General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with 
Construction Activity (Construction General Permit), prior to commencing construction 
activities…” The SWPPP would specify and implement water quality control measures 
pursuant to the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with 
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order 2009-0009-DWQ, as amended by Order 
No. 2012-0006-DWQ). 

The project’s potential long-term water quality effects are evaluated in Draft EIR Impact 
3.10-2 (pages 3.10-18 and 3.10-19). As discussed in Impact 3.10-2, the City of Elk Grove’s 
Storm Drainage Master Plan would be applicable to the SOIA Area, including the multi-sport 
complex project site. According to the Storm Drainage Master Plan, low impact development 
(LID) must be incorporated into future development projects in the City, based on the 
requirements of the City’s NPDES stormwater permit. Operation of the multi-sports park 
complex would require an industrial stormwater permit (Order 97-03-DWQ), which would 
require the City to use operational stormwater BMPs to reduce pollutants in runoff from the 
fields and stadium areas and to conduct stormwater sampling and BMP inspections. 
Operation of the agrizone park would require WDRs from the Central Valley RWQCB for 
operation of dairy animal feeding facilities, pursuant to Water Quality Order 
No. R5-2010-118 (as revised by Order R5-2011-0091).  

Comment A4-4: The comment states that the project may be subject to the General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (Construction General Permit) 
Construction General Permit Order No. 2009-009-DWQ, and that the Construction General 
Permit requires development and implementation of a SWPPP. 

Please see the Response to Comment A4-3. 

Comment A4-5: The comment states that Phase I and II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) 
permits require the permittees to reduce pollutants and runoff flows from new development 
and redevelopment using BMPs to the maximum extent practicable. MS4 permittees have 
their own development standards, also known as Low Impact Development (LID)/post-
construction standards that include a hydromodification component. The MS4 permits also 
require specific design concepts for LID/post-construction BMPs in the early stages of a 
project during the entitlement and CEQA process and the development plan review process. 
The commenter has provided links to additional information about Phase I and Phase II MS4 
permits.  

The MS4 permit requirements are described in Draft EIR subsection 3.10.2 “Regulatory 
Framework,” in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” (pages 3.10-7 and 3.10-8). 
The City of Elk Grove became a joint participant with Sacramento County’s NPDES. The 
permit allows the City to discharge urban runoff from MS4s in its municipal jurisdiction 
(Permit No. CAS082597). The permit requires that the City impose water quality and 
watershed protection measures for all development projects. The NPDES also requires a 
permit for every new construction project that eliminates or reduces non-stormwater 
discharges to stormwater systems and other waters of the nation, develops and implements a 
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SWPPP, and performs inspections of stormwater control structures and pollution prevention 
measures. 

See also the Response to Comment A4-3. 

Comment A4-6: The comment states that stormwater discharges associated with industrial sites must comply 
with the regulations contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order No. 
2014-0057-DWQ. 

The City acknowledges that industrial land uses within the SOIA Area will be required by 
law to obtain permits and comply with the regulations contained in the Industrial Storm 
Water General Permit Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ, as applicable.  

Comment A4-7: The comment states that if the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in 
navigable waters or wetlands, a CWA Section 404 permit may be needed from the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE). The comment further notes that if the project requires surface 
water drainage realignment, the applicant should contact the Department of Fish and 
Wildlife for information on Streambed Alteration Permit requirements. 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 requirements are discussed in Draft EIR Section 
3.5, “Biological Resources,” on pages 3.5-22 and 3.5-23. The CWA Section 404 
requirements have been incorporated into the project’s thresholds of significance, as stated on 
Draft EIR page 3.4-23 (“…have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected waters of 
the United States, including wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the CWA through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means”). Draft EIR Impact 3.5-7 (page 
3.5-45) evaluates the potential for loss of federally protected waters of the U.S. through 
removal (fill) or dredging and alteration. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-7 
(Avoid, Minimize, or Compensate for Loss of Waters of the United States and Waters of the 
State) would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Before construction of the 
multi-sport park complex project and off-site improvements, and at the time of submittal of 
any application to annex territory within the SOIA Area, the City would require a USACE 
Section 404 Individual Permit and CVRWQCB Section 401 water quality certification before 
any groundbreaking activity within 50 feet of waters or discharge of fill or dredge material 
into any water of the U.S. Furthermore, wetland habitat would be restored or replaced at an 
acreage and location and by methods agreeable to USACE and CVRWQCB, depending on 
agency jurisdiction, as determined during the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting 
processes (pages 3.5-46 and 3.5-47 of the Draft EIR). 

Comment A4-8: The comment states that if a USACE permit is required due to project-related disturbance of 
waters of the U.S. (such as streams and wetlands), then a CWA Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification must be obtained from CVRWQCB prior to initiation of project activities. 

The CWA Section 401 requirements are discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.5, “Biological 
Resources,” on page 3.5-23. CWA Section 401 requirements have also been incorporated into 
Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.5-7 (Avoid, Minimize, or Compensate for Loss of Waters of 
the United States and Waters of the State) (page 3.5-45 of the Draft EIR). 
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See also the Response to Comment 4A-7. 

Comment A4-9: The comment states that under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, 
discharges to waters of the State, including all wetlands and other waters of the State 
including, but not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to State regulation. Therefore, if 
USACE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., “non-federal” 
waters of the State) are present in the project area, the project may require a Waste 
Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit issued by CVRWQCB. 

The requirements for WDRs are discussed throughout Draft EIR subsection 3.10.2, 
“Regulatory Framework,” in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” on pages 3.10-6 
and 3.10-7. Draft EIR page 3.10-7 states, “…the Central Valley RWQCB may also issue site-
specific WDRs or waivers to WDRs for certain waste discharges to land or waters of the 
state. In particular, Central Valley RWQCB Resolution R5-2003-0008 identifies activities 
subject to waivers of reports of waste discharge (RWDs) and/or WDRs, including minor 
dredging activities and construction dewatering activities that discharge to land.” The City 
understands that additional site-specific WDRs may be required and would acquire all 
necessary permits, as required by CVRWQCB.  

Comment A4-10: The comment states that if the project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be 
discharged to land, coverage under State Water Board General Water Quality Order (Low 
Risk General Order) 2003-0003 or CVRWQCB’s Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and 
Waste Discharge Requirements (Low Risk Waiver) R5-2013-0145, which requiring filing a 
Notice of Intent with CVRWQCB prior to beginning discharge, will be required. 

The Project does not anticipate dewatering activities will be required. However, if dewatering 
activities become necessary, the City would comply with the State Water Board General 
Water Quality Order 2003-0003 or CVRWQCB’s Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and 
Waste Discharge Requirements R5-2013-0145. 

Comment A4-11: The comment states that if the property will be operated with commercially irrigated 
agricultural land uses, the discharger will be required to obtain regulatory coverage under 
the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program (ILRP). Further details about the ILRP are provided 
in the comment. 

The agrizone park would serve as a working farm and it would feature a variety of crops. 
These crops would not be grown for commercial purposes; therefore, the Project would be 
exempt from the ILRP. 

Comment A4-12:  The comment states that if the project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary to 
discharge groundwater to waters of the U.S., the project will require coverage under an 
NPDES permit, which requires an application to CVRWQCB. The comment further notes that 
dewatering may be covered under the General Order for Dewatering and Other Low Threat 
Discharges to Surface Waters (Low Threat General Order) or the General Order for Limited 
Threat Discharges of Treated/Untreated Groundwater from Cleanup Sites, Wastewater from 
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Superchlorination Projects, and Other Limited Threat Wastewaters to Surface Water 
(Limited Threat General Order).  

Please see the Responses to Comments A4-3 and A4-9. 

Comment A4-13: The comment states that if the project discharges waste that could affect the quality of surface 
waters of the State, other than into a community sewer system, the project will require 
coverage under an NPDES permit. A complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted 
to CVRWQCB to obtain a NPDES Permit. 

Please see the Responses to Comments A4-3 and A4-9. 
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2.2.5 LETTER A5 – COSUMNES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 
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2.2.5.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER A5 – COSUMNES COMMUNITY SERVICES 
DISTRICT 

Comment A5-1:  The commenter states that the Cosumnes Community Services District reviewed the Draft 
EIR and is supportive of the project as proposed within the draft EIR documents. The 
commenter also describes the services and facilities provided by the Cosumnes Community 
Services District. 

LAFCo and the City appreciate the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR and acknowledge 
the Cosumnes Community Services District’s support of the project. 
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2.2.6 LETTER A6 – CALTRANS LETTER #2  
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2.2.6.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER A6 – CALTRANS LETTER #2 

Comment A6-1:  The commenter requests opening day and cumulative analysis of traffic distributions and 
forecasts to and from the I-5/Hood Franklin Road interchange. 

As outlined in Section 3.14 and Appendix G of the Draft EIR, the Project was analyzed under 
existing and cumulative conditions. The following analyses were selected for study based on 
the Project’s expected operations and input from the City of Elk Grove and comments 
received on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) from Caltrans, the County of Sacramento, and 
the Capital Southeast Connector JPA. 

Table 3.14-6. Analysis Scenarios 

Analysis 
Facility Peak Hour 

Existing 
Conditions 

Existing Plus Project 
Conditions 

Cumulative Conditions 

No Project 
Plus 

Phase 1 

Plus Project Buildout 

Phase 1 Buildout Practice Tournament 
Stage 

Events 
League 
Events 

County 
Fair 

Intersection 
AM X  X X  X     
PM X X X X X X  X   

Saturday X X  X X      

Roadway 
PM X X X X X X  X X X 

Saturday X X  X X  X    

Freeway 
AM X  X X  X     
PM X X X X X X     

 
As discussed in the Response to Comment A3-3, the transportation analysis figures for the 
Draft EIR were inadvertently excluded from Appendix G. The figures have been uploaded to 
the online resources that can be accessed using the following links: 

► City of Elk Grove website: 
http://www.elkgrovecity.org/city_hall/departments_divisions/planning/environmental_re
view 

► Sacramento LAFCo website: http://www.saclafco.org  

The analysis of “opening day” conditions is typically conducted for transportation 
programming studies for infrastructure projects where the project provides new, phased 
connections that alter travel patterns. Since this is analysis of a proposed SOIA and multi-
sport facility and not an infrastructure project, “opening day forecasts” were not developed. 
Rather, the analysis of the Project was conducted under existing and cumulative conditions. 

As mentioned in the comment, the Highway Design Manual (HDM) provides guidance for 
when double left-turn lanes should be considered at signalized intersections on multi-lane 
conventional highways and on multi-lane ramp-terminals. The HDM identifies that double 
left-turn lanes should be considered if the left-turn demand is 300 vehicles per hour or more. 
The guidance for providing double left-turn lanes in the HDM is not an absolute threshold, 
since signal operations are a function of many factors that include traffic volumes on 
individual turn movements, conflicting vehicle volumes, and intersection geometry. 

http://www.elkgrovecity.org/city_hall/departments_divisions/planning/environmental_review
http://www.elkgrovecity.org/city_hall/departments_divisions/planning/environmental_review
http://www.saclafco.org/
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Under the existing conditions scenarios, the existing interchange configuration and traffic 
control (side-street stop control) was assumed, which includes one left-turn lane on the 
southbound off-ramp. Under cumulative conditions, the existing interchange configuration 
was assumed, with the addition of traffic signal control at the ramp-terminal intersections. For 
all of the cumulative analysis scenarios, the travel demand forecasts for the left-turn 
movement on the southbound off-ramp would exceed 300 vehicles during the AM and PM 
peak hours. However, pursuant to the HDM, this only means that double left-turn lanes 
should be considered. The southbound off-ramp is over 900 feet long, which is larger than 
typical off-ramps. Therefore, there is substantial capacity on the ramp today. As documented 
in the Draft EIR analysis, the I-5 SB Ramps/Hood Franklin Road intersection would operate 
acceptably at level of service (LOS) B or better under all analysis scenarios without two left-
turn lanes on the southbound off-ramp. Two-phase signal operation and low volume on the 
eastbound and westbound through movements, which conflict with the southbound left-turn, 
contribute to low delay for the intersection. 

The City is working with the Capital SouthEast Connector JPA and Caltrans to develop the 
Kammerer Road Extension Project, which will identify phased improvements to the 
interchange based upon agreed upon traffic thresholds. For example, conversion of the 
existing stop controls at the top of the off ramps is being considered as a way to address 
capacity needs. The Kammerer Road project will address the requested improvements and the 
Project will provide fair-share funding for the improvements, as determined by the City. 

See also the Response to Comment A3-1. 

Comment A6-2:  The commenter suggests that traffic entering northbound I-5 and coming from southbound I-
5 may introduce weave-merge conflicts. 

As outlined in Section 3.14, Chapter 6, and Appendix G of the Draft EIR, the Project was 
analyzed under existing and cumulative conditions. The following analyses were selected for 
study based on the Project’s expected operations and input from the City of Elk Grove and 
comments received on the Notice of Preparation from Caltrans, the County of Sacramento, 
and the Capital Southeast Connector JPA. 

Please see the Response to Comment A6-1, which includes a table showing analysis 
scenarios. 

The transportation analysis of the Project was conducted under existing and cumulative 
conditions. Under the existing conditions scenarios, the existing interchange configuration 
and traffic control (side-street stop control) was assumed, which includes one left-turn lane 
on the southbound off-ramp. Under cumulative conditions, the existing interchange 
configuration was assumed, with the addition of traffic signal control at the ramp-terminal 
intersections. For all of the cumulative analysis scenarios, the travel demand forecasts for the 
left-turn movement on the southbound off-ramp would exceed 300 vehicles during the AM 
and PM peak hours. 
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As documented in Appendix G to the Draft EIR, the I-5 SB Ramps/Hood Franklin Road 
intersection would operate acceptably at LOS B or better under all analysis scenarios without 
two left-turn lanes on the southbound off-ramp. Two-phase signal operation and low volume 
on the eastbound and westbound through movements, which conflict with the southbound 
left-turn, contribute to low delay for the intersection. 

Caltrans requested the following analysis in their November 23, 2015 comment letter on the 
Notice of Preparation for the proposed project: 

► Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
► SR 99 mainline, ramps, and ramp intersections (Grant Line Road and SR 99) 

The analysis requested by Caltrans was included in the Draft EIR (page 3.14-24 and page 
3.14-27, respectively). Analysis of I-5 freeway facilities (mainline, merge, and diverge 
operations), which is the subject of this comment, was not analyzed in the Draft EIR since it 
was not requested. However, based on this request, the analysis of the northbound merge and 
southbound diverge at the I-5/Hood Franklin Road interchange was analyzed under existing 
and cumulative conditions, with the addition of the proposed Project. The analysis results are 
presented in Table 3.14-7. 

As shown above, the northbound merge and southbound diverge would operate at or better 
than the ultimate concept LOS for this segment of I-5 (LOS E). Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in an impact related to merge/diverge operations on I-5. 

As documented in the Draft EIR, the transportation analysis assumes only programmed 
roadway improvements identified in the MTP/SCS. Consequently, absent significant capacity 
increasing projects on I-5 near Hood Franklin Road, the cumulative scenario forecasts are 
constrained. If additional capacity is added to I-5, the induced travel on I-5 would likely 
increase traffic through the interchange and may result in unacceptable LOS F conditions at 
the interchange. However, it would be speculate to assume this level of capacity for the 
purposes of the Draft EIR, since funding for the improvements has not been identified. If 
funding is secured and the improvements were constructed, the Project would be responsible 
for its proportional share of the improvement cost, since the impact would occur under 
cumulative conditions. 

Comment A3-7 provides a summary of the voluntary I-5 Subregional Corridor Mitigation Fee 
Program (SCMP). In September 2017, the City of Elk Grove adopted the SCMP as an option 
to mitigate impacts to the State Highway System. The SCMP is a voluntary program for new 
development within the I-5, SR 99, SR 51, and US 50 corridors between the cities of Elk 
Grove, Sacramento, and West Sacramento that was developed with each city in collaboration 
with Caltrans. SCMP impact fee contributions can be made in lieu of conducting a detailed 
traffic impact study for freeway mainline impacts, include freeway mainline analysis, “merge 
and diverge” analysis and weaving analysis on the mainline under both existing and 
cumulative conditions. However, improvements to the I-5/Hood Franklin Road interchange,  
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Table 3.14-7.  Northbound Merge and Southbound Diverge – I-5/Hood Franklin Road Interchange 

Direction 
Peak Hour  

Direction 
Peak Hour 

AM PM  AM PM 
Existing Plus Project 

I-5 North of Hood Franklin Road 
Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes  I-5/Hood Franklin Interchange Ramp Volumes  

Existing Plus Project Conditions 
NB 1,909 1,887  NB On-Ramp 400 111 
SB 1,465 2,099  SB Off-Ramp 200 306 

Notes:  
Caltrans Performance Measurement (PeMs) 
March 2018, AM 6:00-10:00, PM 3:00 to 7:00 
Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday 
100% Observed Data 

 Notes: 
Fehr & Peers, 2018 
Draft Elk Grove Sphere of Influence Amendment and Multi-Sport Park 
Complex Environmental Impact Report, June 2018 

   
I-5 South of NB Hood Franklin Road 

Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes  I-5/Hood Franklin Road Interchange Merge/Diverge LOS 
Existing Plus Project Conditions 

NB 1,509 1,776  NB On-Ramp C / 24.5 C / 22.6 
SB 1,265 1,793  SB Off-Ramp B / 19.5 C / 24.5 

Notes:  
Caltrans Performance Measurement (PeMs) 
March 2018, AM 6:00-10:00, PM 3:00 to 7:00 
Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday 
100% Observed Data 

 Notes: 
Fehr & Peers, 2018 
I-5 Heavy Vehicle Percentage – 24% 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/docs/2016_aadt_volumes.pdf 

Cumulative Plus Project 
I-5 North of Hood Franklin Road 

Cumulative Plus Project Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes  I-5/Hood Franklin Interchange Ramp Volumes 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

NB 2,740 2,930  NB On-Ramp 880 1,070 
SB 2,700 3,120  SB Off-Ramp 1,000 890 

Notes:  
Caltrans Performance Measurement (PeMs) 
March 2018, AM 6:00-10:00, PM 3:00 to 7:00 
Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday 
100% Observed Data 

 Notes: 
Fehr & Peers, 2018 
Draft Elk Grove Sphere of Influence Amendment and Multi-Sport Park 
Complex Environmental Impact Report, June 2018 

   
I-5 South of NB Hood Franklin Road Ramps 
Cumulative Plus Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes  Merge / Diverge LOS 

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 
NB 1,860 1,860  NB On-Ramp D / 32.5 D / 30.9 
SB 1,700 2,230  SB Off-Ramp D / 33.7 E / 35.0 

Notes:  
Caltrans Performance Measurement (PeMs) 
March 2018, AM 6:00-10:00, PM 3:00 to 7:00 
Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday 
100% Observed Data 

 Notes: 
Fehr & Peers, 2018 
I-5 Heavy Vehicle Percentage – 24% 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/docs/2016_aadt_volumes.pdf 

Notes:  
LOS = Levels of Service 
PeMs = Performance Measurement 
 
 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/docs/2016_aadt_volumes.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/docs/2016_aadt_volumes.pdf
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which would include improvements to the merge/diverge operations at I-5, are not included 
in the SCMP at this time. Consequently, payment of the SCMP for the Project would not 
provide sufficient nexus and proportional cost share towards the improvements identified in 
the comment. 

Alternatively, the project could provide proportional fee payment for the identified 
improvements, if and when sufficient details are known about the scope of needed 
improvements to provide acceptable operation. The proportional fee payment should be based 
on the Project’s share of traffic using the interchange under cumulative conditions. The 
Project’s proportional share of the total volume entering the interchange is about 2.3 percent, 
based on AM and PM peak-hour volumes. The City is working with Caltrans as part of the 
Kammerer Road project to address timing and extent of improvements and that the Project 
will be subject to any fair-share payment towards those improvements, if necessary. 

See also the Response to Comment A3-1. 

Comment A6-3:  The commenter asks about nexus and proportional contribution toward a range of 
improvements. 

See the Response to Comment A6-2. 

Comment A6-4:  The commenter discusses other projects, such as the Kammerer Road/Highway 99 SOIA and 
the Capital Southeast Connector Road Project. 

See the Response to Comment A6-2. 
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2.2.7 LETTER A7 – SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT 
DISTRICT (SMAQMD) 
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2.2.7.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER A7 – SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY 
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT (SMAQMD) 

Comment A7-1:  The commenter provides thanks for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIR. 

LAFCo and the City appreciate the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR and have provided 
responses to each specific comment. 

Comment A7-2:  The commenter notes that one of the timeframes required by Draft EIR mitigation are more 
stringent than what the Air District typically recommends. 

The requested revision has been made. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for details. This 
is a minor change in the timing of a mitigation measure that does not pertain to the 
conclusions of the Draft EIR or the effectiveness of the mitigation.  

Comment A7-3:  The commenter notes that one of the timeframes required by Draft EIR mitigation are more 
stringent than what the Air District typically recommends. 

The requested revision has been made. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for details. This 
is a minor change in the timing of a mitigation measure that does not pertain to the 
conclusions of the Draft EIR or the effectiveness of the mitigation. 

Comment A7-4:  The commenter points out that the last SACOG Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) did not assume development within the 
SOIA Area and recommends clarifications to Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 in recognition of this 
fact. 

The requested revision has been made. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for details. This 
is a clarification to mitigation measure that does not pertain to the conclusions of the Draft 
EIR or the effectiveness of the mitigation. 

Comment A7-5:  The commenter recommends that Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 should specify the timing of 
submittal of an Air Quality Mitigation Plan. 

The requested revision has been made. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for details. This 
is a minor clarification in the timing of a mitigation measure that does not pertain to the 
conclusions of the Draft EIR or the effectiveness of the mitigation. 

Comment A7-6:  The commenter points out that the SMAQMD does not have recommended thresholds for 
toxic air contaminants (TACs) for siting sensitive receptors. Rather, it has TAC thresholds for 
stationary sources. The commenter also noted that the SMAQMD does have the Mobile 
Sources Air Toxics Protocol tool for locating sensitive receptors near high volume roadways 
and railways. 

 Mitigation Measure 3.4-5 has been revised to clarify that SMAQMD would be consulted in 
the case of any proposed stationary source. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for details. 
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This is a minor clarification in the execution of a mitigation measure that does not pertain to 
the conclusions of the Draft EIR or the effectiveness of the mitigation.  

Comment A7-7:  The commenter recommends that Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 should specify the timing of 
submittal of a Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program.  

Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 has been revised to specify timing of mitigation implementation. 
Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for details. This is a minor clarification in the timing of 
a mitigation measure that does not pertain to the conclusions of the Draft EIR or the 
effectiveness of the mitigation. 

Comment A7-8:  The commenter requests clarification on the maximum daily construction-related PM2.5 
pounds per day figures in Table 3.4-4, as they do not appear to correspond to the CalEEMod 
reports in Appendix B. 

The maximum daily construction-related emissions of PM2.5 identified in Table 3.4-4 are a 
result of off-site roadway improvements, which were modeled using the Road Construction 
Emissions Model Version 8.1.0, not CalEEMod. This data is provided in Appendix B of the 
Draft EIR. No change has been made to the Final EIR. 

Comment A7-9:  The commenter points out that the methodology to estimate construction-related emissions of 
the future SOIA development did not follow the manner in which it was described within the 
text. 

The construction-related emissions of the future SOIA development have been re-modeled 
using the appropriate methodology, in which 25 percent of the total land uses in the future 
SOIA development are modeled as being developed in a single year. Table 3.4-5 has been 
revised to reflect the revised emissions estimates and the revised modeling results are 
provided in Appendix B of this Final EIR. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for details. 
The emissions are greater than estimated in the Draft EIR due to updating the methodology, 
but Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a and 3.4-1b are still applicable and the revision does not alter 
the conclusions of the Draft EIR or the effectiveness of the mitigation. 

Comment A7-10:  The commenter points out an error in Table 3.4-6 and Table 3.4-7 resulting in a discrepancy 
in the data presented in the tables from data shown in the CalEEMod reports. 

The PM10 and PM2.5 emissions estimates listed in Table 3.4-6 and Table 3.4-7 have been 
revised to accurately reflect the CalEEMod outputs and the revised modeling results are 
provided in Appendix B of this Final EIR. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for details. 
These changes are minor and do not result in a change in impact significance or conclusions 
of the Draft EIR. 
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Comment A7-11:  The commenter points out an error in Table 3.4-1 regarding National and California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards.  

The micrograms per cubic meter concentration for the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards has been corrected in Table 3.4-1. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for 
details. These changes are minor and do not pertain to the accuracy and completeness of the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

Comment A7-12:  The commenter points out an error in Table 3.4-3 regarding Sacramento County Attainment 
Status for annual PM2.5. 

The attainment status for annual PM2.5 has been corrected in Table 3.4-3. Please see Chapter 
3 of this Final EIR for details. This does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 
EIR. 

Comment A7-13:  The commenter points out recent changes in attainment status for 1-hour ozone relative to 
what is listed in Table 3.4-3.  

The attainment status has been corrected in Table 3.4-3. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final 
EIR for details. This does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

Comment A7-14:  The commenter points out recent changes in attainment status for sulfur dioxide relative to 
what is listed in Table 3.4-3.  

The attainment status has been corrected in Table 3.4-3. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final 
EIR for details. This does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
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2.2.8 LETTER A8 – UNITED AUBURN INDIAN COMMUNITY 

 



AECOM  Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.2.8-2 Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 



Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR  AECOM 
Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 2.2.8-3 Comments and Responses to Comments 



AECOM  Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.2.8-4 Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 



Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR  AECOM 
Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 2.2.8-5 Comments and Responses to Comments 



AECOM  Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.2.8-6 Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 



Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR  AECOM 
Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 2.2.8-7 Comments and Responses to Comments 



AECOM  Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.2.8-8 Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 



Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR  AECOM 
Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 2.2.8-9 Comments and Responses to Comments 



AECOM  Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.2.8-10 Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 



Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR  AECOM 
Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 2.2.8-11 Comments and Responses to Comments 



AECOM  Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.2.8-12 Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 



Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR  AECOM 
Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 2.2.8-13 Comments and Responses to Comments 



AECOM  Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.2.8-14 Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 

 



Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR  AECOM 
Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 2.2.8-15 Comments and Responses to Comments 

 



AECOM  Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.2.8-16 Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 

 



Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR  AECOM 
Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 2.2.8-17 Comments and Responses to Comments 



AECOM  Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.2.8-18 Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 



Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR  AECOM 
Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 2.2.8-19 Comments and Responses to Comments 



AECOM  Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.2.8-20 Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 

 



Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR  AECOM 
Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 2.2.8-21 Comments and Responses to Comments 



AECOM  Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.2.8-22 Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 



Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR  AECOM 
Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 2.2.8-23 Comments and Responses to Comments 

 



AECOM  Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.2.8-24 Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 

2.2.8.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER A8 – UNITED AUBURN INDIAN COMMUNITY 

Comment A8-1: The comment letter was provided for the Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR. This 
commenter states that the letter is based upon information in the project record, consultation 
between the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) and the Sacramento Local Agency 
Formation Commission, as well as data gathered by the UAIC Tribal Historic Preservation 
Office. The commenter also states that the letter underscores the UAIC’s interest in the 
identification and preservation of sanctified tribal cemeteries, cultural landscapes, sacred 
sites, historic properties, and other Tribal Cultural Resources that may be adversely 
impacted by the proposed project. The commenter further states that the Miwok and Southern 
Maidu (Nisenan) people comprise the UAIC and the commenter identifies the counties that 
encompass the UAIC’s area of geographic traditional and cultural affiliation. 

Sacramento LAFCo and the City appreciate the comments provided by the UAIC. Responses 
to specific comments related to the Draft EIR’s analysis are addressed comprehensively 
herein. LAFCo and the City appreciate UAIC confirming that nothing in the comment letter 
is confidential.  

Comment A8-2: The commenter states that the SOIA Area may include cultural landscapes, cultural sites, and 
places that are sacred to the UAIC. The commenter states that surveys by tribal 
representatives, interviews with landowners, and additional geotechnical or geo-
archaeological testing may be necessary to confirm the boundaries of Tribal Cultural 
Resources within the project area. The commenter states that the UAIC request consultation 
on the issue of identifying and locating Tribal Cultural Resources within the SOIA Area. 

A records search was conducted at the California Historical Resources Information System 
(CHRIS) North Central Information Center (NCIC) in Sacramento on December 10, 2015, 
and consisted of SOIA Area and a 0.5-mile study radius. Based on the records search results, 
no known cultural resources have been previously identified in the proposed multi-sport park 
complex site and one cultural resource, the Southern Pacific Railroad, was identified 
previously in the SOIA Area. In addition, on January 12 and 16, 2016, an archaeological 
pedestrian survey was completed for the proposed multi-sport park complex site and no 
archaeological resources, including Tribal Cultural Resources, were encountered during the 
survey. 

Please also see the Response to Comment A8-3, which addresses consultation with the UAIC.  

Comment A8-3: The commenter states that the UAIC specifically requests consultation on the project 
pursuant to Assembly Bill 52. The commenter states that the UAIC would like to discuss the 
topics identified in California Public Resources Code section 21080.3.2, specifically, 
alternatives to the project, mitigation measures that Sacramento LAFCO is considering to 
protect tribal cultural resources, and possible effects that will occur to those resources if the 
project proceeds as planned. 

Native American consultation was initiated for SOIA Area. In compliance with Assembly 
Bill 52, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted on October 15, 
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2015, to obtain a CEQA tribal consultation list and to request a search of the Sacred Lands 
File. In its response dated October 27, 2015, the NAHC stated that the Sacred Lands File did 
not indicate the presence of Native American resources in the vicinity of the SOIA Area, but 
listed eight Native American organizations and individuals who may have knowledge of 
cultural resources in the SOIA Area. LAFCo and the City sent letters to these parties on 
November 19, 2015, thereby initiating the comment period. A single response was received 
from Shingle Springs Rancheria, which indicated that the tribe was unaware of any known 
cultural resources at the site, but would like continued consultation as the Project continues. 
The record of consultation correspondence is contained in the technical report (see Appendix 
D of the Draft EIR). 

Please also see Responses to Comments A8-4 and A8-5. 

Comment A8-4:  The commenter requests that the EIR address Native American consultation; prior 
archeological investigations; tribal views on human remains, grave goods and tribal 
cemeteries; history of the project area; visual and aesthetic; biological and natural 
resources; light; noise; vibration and compression; land use restriction; cumulative impacts; 
and alternatives. 

The impacts related to the issues listed by the commenter have been analyzed in the Draft 
EIR. Chapter 3.2, “Aesthetics,” of the Draft EIR addresses changes in the visual environment, 
including increased light and glare; Chapter 3.4, “Biological Resources,” addresses biological 
and natural resources; and Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources,” addresses the history of the 
SOIA Area. Section 3.13, “Noise and Vibration,” addresses impacts associated with noise, 
and vibration. Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impacts,” addresses cumulative impacts, including 
cumulative cultural resources impacts, and Chapter 5, Alternatives,” addresses alternatives to 
the proposed Project, including cultural resources impacts associated with two alternatives to 
the proposed Project. 

Native American consultation; prior archeological investigations; and tribal views on 
human remains, grave goods, and tribal cemeteries are addressed in the Responses to 
Comments A8-5 and A8-6. 

Comment A8-5:  The commenter requests that paid tribal monitors be required any time ground-disturbing 
studies or surveys are being conducted even before project approval. The Tribe requests that 
the Sacramento LAFCo consult with the Tribe on mitigation measures prior to the 
finalization of the EIR. The commenter states the UAIC has concerns with aspects of 
archaeological monitoring and data recovery protocols, which it considers to be an adverse 
effect that cannot be mitigated. The commenter states that the UAIC does not consider data 
recovery and curation and testing/analysis to be appropriate for tribal cemeteries or sacred 
sites but that mitigation measures would need to include, at a minimum, a burial recovery 
plan, cultural and tribal resources management and treatment plan, operations and 
maintenance plan, sensitivity training, monitoring plan and agreement, and memorandum of 
agreement - each developed through consultation with the UAIC. The commenter requests 
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that all studies be completed prior to the EIR being released. The commenter requests to 
review and comment on the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Project. 

Impact 3.6-2 in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR addresses impacts associated with the discovery 
of unknown cultural resources (pages 3.6-10 to 3.6-13 of the Draft EIR). As part of the 
environmental review process, the City’s General Plan HR-6-Action 1 requires a detailed on-
site study of potential archaeological resources impacts for projects in locations that have a 
significant potential for containing archaeological artifacts and implementing all mitigation 
measures. Potential mitigation measure treatment methods for significant and potentially 
significant resources may include, but would not be limited to, no action (i.e., for resources 
determined not to be significant), avoidance of the resource through changes in construction 
methods or project design, or implementation of a program of testing and data recovery, in 
accordance with applicable State requirements and/or in consultation with affiliated Native 
American tribes. 

Mitigation Measure 3.6-2a requires that, prior to the approval of subsequent development 
projects in the SOIA Area, the City would require that a qualified cultural resources specialist 
conduct a survey and inventory for archaeological resources that would include field survey, 
review of updated information from the North Central Information Center and other 
applicable data repositories, and updated Native American consultation (page 3.6-11 of the 
Draft EIR). In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.6-2c states that if previously unknown cultural 
resources (i.e., prehistoric sites and isolated artifacts) are discovered during work, work 
would be halted immediately within 50 feet of the discovery, the City would be notified, and 
a professional archaeologist that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards would be retained to determine the significance of the discovery. 
The project proponent would be required to implement any mitigation deemed necessary for 
the protection of cultural resources (page 3.6-12 of the Draft EIR). 

Impact 3.6-4 in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR addresses disturbance of human remains (page 
3.6-14 of the Draft EIR). Mitigation Measure 3.6-4 requires that, if human remains are 
uncovered during future ground-disturbing activities, future applicants within the SOIA Area 
and/or their contractors would be required to halt potentially damaging excavation in the area 
of the burial and notify the County Coroner and a professional archaeologist to determine the 
nature of the remains. The discovery of Native American remains would require future 
applicants within the SOIA Area and/or their contractors ensure that the immediate vicinity 
(according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards and practices) is not 
damaged or disturbed by further development activity until consultation with the Most Likely 
Descendant has taken place. The treatment of Native American remains would be in 
compliance with Public Resources Code Section 5097.9. The Draft EIR concluded that 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.6-4 would ensure that any cultural resources, 
including archaeological features or potential human remains, encountered during 
construction would be treated in an appropriate manner under CEQA and other applicable 
laws and regulations. If the discovery could potentially be human remains, compliance with 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050 et seq. and Public Resources Code Section 5097.9 et 
seq. would be required (page 3.6-16 of the Draft EIR). 
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The Draft EIR concluded that implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.6-2a, 3.6-2c, 3.6-4 
would reduce impacts on unknown cultural resources or the disturbance to human remains to 
a less-than-significant level (pages 3.6-13 and 3.6-15 of the Draft EIR). Compliance with 
California Health and Safety Code, California Public Resources Code, and the applicable 
City General Plan policies and actions would reduce potential impacts on previously 
undiscovered human remains. 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared for the Project 
and is provided as Appendix A of this Final EIR. The MMRP identifies the individual 
mitigation measures, the party responsible for monitoring implementation of the measure, the 
timing of implementation, and space to confirm implementation of the mitigation measures. 

Comment A8-6:  The commenter states that the UAIC looks forward to consulting with Sacramento LAFCo on 
the proposed Project and potential options for preservation that would not adversely impact 
any sanctified cemeteries, cultural landscapes, sacred sites, historic properties, and other 
Tribal Cultural Resources located within the project area. 

Sacramento LAFCo, the City, and/or applicant(s) of future development phases 
will coordinate with UAIC as future development occurs within the SOIA Area. 
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2.2.9 LETTER A9 – PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (PG&E) 
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2.2.9.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER A9 – PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
(PG&E) 

Comment A9-1:  The commenter thanks LAFCo for providing PG&E the opportunity to review the Draft EIR. 
The commenter states the proposed project does not appear to interfere with any existing 
PG&E facilities or easement rights. The commenter further states that PG&E has 
underground gas distribution lines that run along Grant Line Road and asks that 
Underground Service Alerts (USA) be contacted prior to any proposed work on the property. 

LAFCo and the City appreciate PG&E’s review of the Draft EIR. LAFCo and the City 
acknowledge that there are underground gas distribution lines that run along Grant Line Road 
and that USA should be contacted prior to any proposed work on the property.  

Comment A9-2: The commenter states that this is a preliminary review and PG&E reserves the right for 
future review, as needed. The commenter also states that plans should be resubmitted if there 
are subsequent modifications to designs to the email address listed in their comment letter. 

The project applicant(s) of future development phases will submit project designs to PG&E 
as future development occurs within the SOIA Area. 

Mitigation Measure 3.16-2 requires the following: 

At the time of submittal of any application to annex territory within the SOIA 
Area, the City of Elk Grove shall require utility service plans that identify the 
projected electrical and natural gas demands and that appropriate infrastructure 
sizing and locations to serve future development will be provided within the 
annexation territory. The utility service plans shall demonstrate that SMUD will 
have adequate electrical supplies and infrastructure and PG&E will have 
adequate natural gas supplies and infrastructure available for the amount of 
future development proposed within the annexation territory. If SMUD or PG&E 
must construct or expand facilities, environmental impacts associated with such 
construction or expansion should be avoided or reduced through the imposition 
of mitigation measures. Such measures should include those necessary to avoid 
or reduce environmental impacts associated with, but not limited to, air quality, 
noise, traffic, biological resources, cultural resources, GHG emissions, 
hydrology and water quality, and others that apply to specific construction or 
expansion of natural gas and electric facilities projects. 
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2.2.10 LETTER A10 – SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT (SMUD) 
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2.2.10.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER A10 – SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY 
DISTRICT (SMUD) 

Comment A10-1:  The commenter thanks LAFCo for providing SMUD the opportunity to review the Draft EIR. 
The commenter states that SMUD is the primary energy provider for Sacramento County and 
the proposed Project area. The commenter further states that as a Responsible Agency, 
SMUD aims to ensure that the proposed Project limits the potential for significant 
environmental effects on SMUD facilities, employees, and customers. 

LAFCo and the City appreciate SMUD’s review of the Draft EIR.  

Impacts on SMUD’s facilities are considered in Section 3.16, “Energy,” of the Draft EIR. 
Section 3.16 provides an analysis of potential impacts on SMUD facilities, including those 
associated with the Project’s demands for electricity and electrical infrastructure. In addition, 
Section 3.16 includes Mitigation Measure 3.16-2 to ensure a less-than-significant impact.  

Please also see the Responses to Comments A10-2 and A10-3. 

Comment A10-2:  The commenter asks that the Draft EIR acknowledge impacts related to the following issues: 
overhead and or underground transmission and distribution line easements, utility line 
routing, electrical load needs/requirements, energy efficiency, climate change, and 
cumulative impacts related to the need for increased electrical delivery. 

The impacts related to the issues listed by the commenter have been analyzed in the Draft 
EIR. Chapter 3.16 of the Draft EIR addresses electrical infrastructure, provides the electrical 
demand for the Project, and analyzes energy efficiency. Section 3.8 “Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions,” provides an analysis of potential GHG emissions impacts of the Project. Chapter 
4.0, “Other CEQA,” addresses cumulative impacts related to the increased for electricity and 
infrastructure.  

See also the Response to Comment A10-1.  

Comment A10-3:  The commenter lists specific electrical requirements for the Project. 

Impact 3.16-2 in the Draft EIR discusses on-site and off-site infrastructure required to serve 
the SOIA Area. As stated in Mitigation Measure 3.16-2 in Section 3.16 of the Draft EIR, at 
the time of submittal of any application to annex territory within the SOIA Area, the City of 
Elk Grove shall require utility service plans that identify the projected electrical demands and 
that appropriate infrastructure sizing and locations to serve future development will be 
provided within the annexation territory (page 3.16-9 of the Draft EIR). Section 3.16 of the 
Draft EIR further states that extension of off-site infrastructure could be required to fully 
serve the entire SOIA Area (page 3.16-9 of the Draft EIR). 

Page 3.16-18 of the Draft EIR under Impact 3.16-2 has been revised to indicate that the City 
and/or project applicants for future development will consult with SMUD and that SMUD has 
indicated future upgrades and new off-site infrastructure would be required to service the 
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SOIA Area. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.” These edits do not change the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

The city of Elk Grove is served by SMUD’s aboveground and underground 
electric transmission and distribution lines. As is described in Chapter 2.0, 
“Project Description”, the proposed multi-sport park complex project would 
include extension of electricity services by SMUD and natural gas by PG&E. 
Electricity for the multi-sport park complex could be served from the 69-kV line 
on Grant Line Road. SMUD’s power line would be connected to a utility 
transformer and metering/distribution equipment in the site’s service yard and the 
City would connect service feeders that would extend throughout the site. The 
location of on-site infrastructure would be planned in consultation with SMUD 
and the location of infrastructure would be identified in the final project design. 
As part of the Project approval process, the City and/or project applicants for 
future development would be required to consult with SMUD regarding the 
extension and locations of on-site infrastructure. SMUD has indicated that 
additional substations and off-site electrical infrastructure along Kammerer Road, 
Grant Line Road, Mosher Road, Waterman Road, and Eschinger Avenue could 
be required (Goi, pers. comm., 2018). 

Comment A10-4:  The commenter states that SMUD would like to be involved with discussing the above areas 
of interest, as well as discussing any other potential issues and that SMUD aims to be 
partners in the efficient and sustainable delivery of the proposed Project. The commenter 
also states that the information included in this response be conveyed to the Project planners 
and the appropriate Project proponents. 

The City and/or applicant(s) of future development phases will coordinate with SMUD as 
future development occurs within the SOIA Area. Please also see Response to Comment 
A10-3. 
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2.2.11 LETTER A11 –  CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE 
CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT  
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2.2.11.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER A11 – CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF PLANNING AND 
RESEARCH, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT 

Comment A11-1: The commenter states that the State Clearinghouse has submitted the Draft EIR to selected 
state agencies for review and attaches the comments received. 

Sacramento LAFCo and the City appreciate the circulation of the Draft EIR among State 
agencies.  
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2.2.12 LETTER O1 – SACRAMENTO COUNTY FARM BUREAU  
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2.2.12.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O1 – SACRAMENTO COUNTY FARM BUREAU 

Comment O1-1: The commenter states that the Sacramento County Farm Bureau is a non-governmental, non-
profit, grassroots organization. The commenter states that the purpose of the Farm Bureau is 
to protect and promote agricultural interests throughout Sacramento County and to find 
solutions to the problems of the farm, the farm home, and rural communities, and the 
commenter also states that the Farm Bureau strives to protect and improve the ability of 
farmers and ranchers engaged in production agriculture to provide a reliable supply of food 
and fiber through responsible stewardship of California’s resources. 

The commenter provides information on the Sacramento County Farm Bureau’s purpose in 
Sacramento County. LAFCo and the City appreciate the Farm Bureau’s review. 

Comment O1-2: The commenter states that some farmers and ranchers welcome change and wish to be a part 
of future development, while others desire to remain under the County jurisdiction. The 
commenter states that the Farm Bureau respects all positions and emphasizes that the Farm 
Bureau champions private property rights and individual decisions farmers and ranchers 
make regarding their land. 

LAFCo and the City acknowledge the Farm Bureau’s perspective related to individual 
decisions of farmers and ranchers regarding their land. 

Comment O1-3: The commenter states that the Farm Bureau supports local planning to accommodate 
orderly, logical contiguous patterns of urban development. The commenter further states that 
the Farm Bureau cannot support urban development of agricultural land when the need for 
expansion is not substantiated by credible and current projections for future urban growth.  

LAFCo and the City acknowledge that the Sacramento County Farm Bureau supports local 
planning to accommodate orderly and logical contiguous patterns of urban development and 
that the Sacramento County Farm Bureau cannot support development on agricultural land 
when the need for expansion is not supported by credible and current projections for future 
urban growth.  

The City is currently in the process of determining its future long-term needs for jobs, 
housing, and growth in the community through a General Plan Update. For more information, 
please see the City’s website: 

http://www.elkgrovecity.org/city_hall/departments_divisions/planning/a_brighter_future.  

Comment O1-4: The commenter requests that the Commission acknowledge that converting existing 
agricultural lands, including Farmland of Statewide Importance, to nonagricultural urban 
uses is a significant and unavoidable impact regardless of mitigation measures. 

LAFCo and the City have comprehensively addressed the conversion of agricultural land, 
including the conversion of Farmland of Statewide Importance to nonagricultural urban uses 
in Section 3.3, “Agricultural Resources,” of the Draft EIR. Section 3.3 describes Sacramento 

http://www.elkgrovecity.org/city_hall/departments_divisions/planning/a_brighter_future
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County’s agricultural land uses; describes the significance, quality, and extent of agricultural 
land on-site and within the county, including Important Farmland; and describes the factors 
that could potentially contribute to the conversion of irrigated agricultural land to non-
irrigated uses. Please refer to pages 3.3-13 through 3.3-15 of the Draft EIR. Impact 3.3-1 
addresses the conversion of active agricultural lands, including those lands identified as 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, within the SOIA Area to nonagricultural uses. Mitigation 
Measure 3.3-1 requires project applicants to protect one acre of existing farmland land of 
equal or higher quality for each acre of Farmland of Statewide Importance that would be 
developed as a result of the project. Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 states that protection may 
consist of the establishment of a farmland conservation easement, farmland deed restriction, 
or other appropriate farmland conservation mechanism to ensure the preservation of the land 
from conversion in perpetuity, but may also be utilized for compatible wildlife habitat 
conservation efforts (e.g., Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat mitigation) that substantially 
impairs or diminishes the agricultural productivity of the land. 

Although Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 requires preservation of agricultural land, the Draft EIR 
concludes that (page 3.3-15 of the Draft EIR): 

“While conservation easements for the same area and quality of farmland placed 
elsewhere in the region would offset the direct conversion of agricultural land, 
including Farmland of Statewide Importance, attributable to future development that 
could occur within the SOIA Area, this approach would not create new farmland to 
replace farmland that would be lost. There is no additional feasible mitigation. The 
impact is significant and unavoidable.”  

Comment O1-5:  The commenter states that the SOIA includes active Williamson Act contracts and the 
commenter then describes the purpose of the Williamson Act. The commenter states that 
LAFCo should not ignore the 179 acres of farmland enrolled in the Williamson Act and the 
commitment landowners and the County have made to protect agricultural land. 

The 179 acres of Williamson Act contract land within the SOIA is referenced in Section 3.3 
of the Draft EIR. Subsection 3.3.1, “Environmental Setting,” of the Draft EIR describes the 
parcels under Williamson Act contracts within and adjacent to the SOIA Area (page 3.2-4 of 
the Draft EIR) and Exhibit 3.3-2 shows these parcels.  

Draft EIR Subsection 3.3.2 “Regulatory Framework,” in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR (pages 
3.3-7 through 3.3-8) provides a detailed discussion of the Williamson Act, including the 
purpose of the act and the commitment of landowners to promote the continued use of the 
relevant land in agricultural or related open space use. Landowners with farmland under 
Williamson Act contracts are required to comply with all provisions of the Williamson Act, 
as described in Subsection 3.3.2.  
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Comment O1-6: The commenter states that water resources should be of the utmost importance when 
considering the feasibility of this proposed project and the commenter also states that a 
project of this size and scope and planned usage will have a significant impact on the 
groundwater supply of the area and potentially an impact on the surrounding agricultural 
properties. The commenter expresses the opinion that potential impact on this resource is not 
to be determined as a less than significant measure, regardless of planned mitigation. 

Groundwater supplies are addressed is Section 3.10 “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the 
Draft EIR. As discussed in Section 3.10, future development within the SOIA Area, including 
the multi-sport park complex, would not result in a substantial depletion of groundwater 
supplies. The Sacramento Central Groundwater Authority’s South American Subbasin 
Alternative Submittal (Sacramento Central Groundwater Authority 2016) analyzed the change 
in groundwater storage in the Central Basin from 2005 to 2015. Over the 10-year period, the 
basin continues to recover at its deepest points and management is now focused on working 
with outside agencies to keep water from leaving the basin, and improving basin conditions 
where and when possible, in accordance with the Central Sacramento County Groundwater 
Management Plan (page 3.10-2 of the Draft EIR). 

Groundwater storage in the recharge area underlying Elk Grove and surrounding areas is 
continuing to increase as a result of recharge from the construction of large conjunctive use 
and surface water infrastructure facilities, increased use of recycled water, and water 
conservation. The increase in storage in this portion of the subbasin has filled the long-term 
cone of depression and has eroded the ridge of higher groundwater separating it from the 
Cosumnes Subbasin (Sacramento Central Groundwater Authority 2016) (page 3.10-3 of the 
Draft EIR). 

Impact 3.10-3 addresses groundwater depletion resulting from future development within the 
SOIA Area, including the multi-sports park complex (3.10-19 to 3.10-21 of the Draft EIR). 
The Sacramento County Water Agency would provide water supplies to the SOIA Area. As 
discussed in Impact 3.10-3, SCWA anticipates that, at buildout of its service area, and 
assuming that appropriative water and CVP contract water continue to be available, surface 
water will account for approximately 70 percent of water supplies during average and wet 
years and account for approximately 30 percent of water supplies in the driest years, thereby 
resulting in a long-term average of approximately 60 percent of water demands being met by 
surface water supplies (SCWA 2017). 

In addition, the City would require implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-3 (also 
known as Mitigation Measure 3.15-1) to reduce potentially significant impacts associated 
with groundwater use because prior to approval of any application to annex territory within 
the SOIA Area, the City of Elk Grove shall prepare a Plan for Services which shall 
demonstrate that SCWA is a signatory to the Water Forum Agreement, that groundwater 
management would occur consistent with the Central Sacramento County Groundwater 
Management Plan, and that groundwater will be provided in a manner that ensures no 
overdraft will occur. LAFCo would condition future annexation on compliance with 
Mitigation Measure 3.10-3. 
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Please also see Response to Comment A2-3.  

Comment O1-7: The commenter states that the increased traffic flow in the immediate and surrounding areas 
will affect neighboring farming operations at various times throughout the growing season 
and the commenter states that the movement of agricultural vehicles will be affected with 
increased traffic flow to this facility, regardless of the phase of its construction or future use. 

The comment raises concerns about the increase in traffic and that this may affect 
neighboring farming operations. 

The purpose of the proposed Project is to provide for future annexation of the SOIA Area and 
subsequent development opportunities, including the multi-sport park complex. However, 
subsequent LAFCo applications will be required for the annexation(s). The Project includes 
approval of the proposed 561-acre Sphere of Influence Amendment Area (SOIA Area) and 
annexation to the City of the 96-acre multi-sport park complex site. The areas of the SOIA 
Area outside of the 96-acre multi-sport park complex would only expand the City of Elk 
Grove’s SOI. Approval of this Project would not modify the existing Sacramento County 
land use designations or zoning for the SOIA Area outside of the 96-acre multi-sport park 
complex and would not entitle any development. The Draft EIR identifies mitigation 
necessary to lessen the significance of identified impacts. The specific timing of mitigation 
will depend on the actions identified above and the specific development proposed. However, 
consistent with City policy, mitigation would be implemented to off-set potential operational 
impacts associated with increased traffic from the project, which would include adding 
capacity to the roadway system. The design of future roadway projects would follow the 
prevailing design standards that would include improved shoulders, which would better 
accommodate the movement of farm equipment. 

Comment O1-8: The commenter states that there needs to be consideration of a buffer zone between the urban 
and rural interface. The commenter states that developing the SOIA Area will increase the 
population in this area, and without an acknowledgement of the practices on the surrounding 
agricultural lands, the lack of a buffer may lead to future challenges or complaints about 
farming practices so close to a development. 

LAFCo and the City have addressed potential conflicts between agricultural-urban interfaces 
under Impact 3.3-3 in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR (pages 3.3-16 to 3.3-18 of the Draft EIR). 
As stated under Impact 3.3-3, prospective buyers of property adjacent to agricultural land 
shall be notified through the title report that they could be subject to inconvenience or 
discomfort resulting from accepted farming activities, consistent with the City’s Agricultural 
Activities ordinance. In addition, City of Elk Grove Municipal Code Chapter 14.05 ensures 
buyers are notified that agricultural operations that are operated in a manner consistent with 
proper and accepted customs and standards are allowed to continue and requires notification 
of residents of property located near properties designated for agricultural use; that these 
agricultural uses are encouraged; that accepted agricultural practices may continue; and that 
efforts to prohibit, ban, restrict, or otherwise eliminate established agricultural uses will not 
be favorably received. 
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Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 requires the City of Elk Grove to prepare an 
agricultural land use compatibility plan for the SOIA Area at the time of submittal of any 
application to annex territory within the SOIA Area. The plan shall include establishing a 
buffer zone; providing additional suitable barriers, such as on-site fencing or walls, between 
the edge of development and the adjacent agricultural operations; or other measures, as 
directed by the City of Elk Grove. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-3 would 
reduce impacts associated with conflicts between urban land uses adjacent to existing 
agricultural lands by ensuring that buffer zones provide a suitable barrier between ongoing 
agricultural operations and urban land uses, as determined by the City of Elk Grove. 

Comment O1-9: The commenter states that mitigation for this loss of agricultural land through wildlife or 
conservation programs does not adequately address the loss of farmland. The commenter 
requests that the Commission acknowledge that farmland acres will be lost if this 
development is approved, regardless of mitigation measures. 

Please also see the Responses to Comments O1-4 and I2-2. 

Comment O1-10: The commenter expresses the opinion that LAFCo must encourage efficient development 
regionally and require cities to make efficient use of lands already within their jurisdiction 
before expanding further into agricultural areas. The commenter expresses the opinion that 
every jurisdiction must consider any request to expand, annex, or make land use changes. 
The commenter further states that changes to agricultural land have long-term adverse 
effects on wildlife, habitat, environmental sustainability, and economic growth. 

LAFCo acknowledges the commenter’s opinion regarding regional development. Chapter 1, 
“Introduction,” of the Draft EIR discusses LAFCo’s authority as defined in the Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000. In addition, Chapter 1 
details Sacramento LAFCo’s Policies, Standards, and Procedures Manual policies and 
procedures for implementing CEQA review and lists standards for determining the 
significance of environmental impacts. The applicable policies for CEQA review and SOIA 
proposals are listed in Chapter 1 on pages 1-4 to 1-11 of the Draft EIR. 
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2.2.13 LETTER II: LAFCO WORKSHOP VERBAL COMMENTS 
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2.2.13.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I1 – PLANNING COMMISSION WORKSHOP VERBAL 
COMMENTS 

LAFCo hosted a workshop to discuss the Draft EIR on Wednesday, August 1st, 2018, at the County 
Administration Center, 700 H Street in Sacramento. The verbal comments offered at this public workshop are 
summarized below, along with responses.  

Comment I1-1: Commissioner Frost asks about the Williamson Act timeline and mitigation.  

The analysis associated with Williamson Act contracts is provided in Section 3.3, 
“Agricultural Resources,” of the Draft EIR. Impact 3.3-2 includes a summary of the required 
process for cancelling Williamson Act contracts (page 3.3-16 of the Draft EIR). Impact 3.3-2 
states:  

“Contract cancellation requests would be submitted as development applications are 
received and in conjunction with tentative map approval, subsequent project-specific 
CEQA review, or other entitlement actions. The project applicant(s) for contracted 
parcels would apply to the City for contract cancellation; as a result, the actual 
determination of consistency with the statutory consistency requirements would be 
made by the Elk Grove City Council, as Sacramento County would succeed to the 
contracts upon annexation of the relevant parcel. The City would be required by law 
to make findings pursuant to Section 51282 of the California Government Code by 
determining whether the cancellation is consistent with the California Land 
Conservation Act or in the public interest (see Section 3.3.2, ‘Regulatory 
Framework’).” 

In addition, because the City is required by law to make findings pursuant to Section 51282 
of the California Government Code, no mitigation measures are required. 

Comment I1-2: Commissioner Harrison expresses an interest in Cosumnes Community Services District 
opinions about the location and need for this project. 

Please see Letter A5 provided by the Cosumnes Community Services District. The Cosumnes 
Community Services District is supportive of the Project as proposed within the Draft EIR. 
The District recognizes the need for the sports fields and will work collaboratively with the 
City.  

Comment I1-2: Commissioner Harrison has questions about the 100 acre property and the City’s intent for 
the rest of the 171 acre area and how is the City dealing with the part of the property not 
owned by the City. 

The property owner of the remaining 71 acres required for the multi-sport complex is 
involved in the planning and is supportive of the Project.  
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Comment I1-3: Commissioner Harrison asks about the Cosumnes Community Services District’s perspective 
and wants their input and if and how the Cosumnes Community Services District would 
manage the multi-sport facility, or whether the City would manage it. 

Please see Response to Comment I1-2. 

Comment I1-4: The commenter asks why is there no discussion about the Omochumne-Hartnell Water 
District overlap area in the Draft EIR and could the Omochumne-Hartnell Water District or 
Elk Grove Water District serve the SOIA Area. 

All concerns and comments related to the Omochumne-Hartnell Water District and Elk 
Grove Water District are recorded in this Final EIR in Letter I3.  
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2.2.14 LETTER I2 – LYNN WHEAT 
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2.2.14.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I2 – LYNN WHEAT 

Comment I2-1:  The commenter states that Impact 3.2-1 concludes that there is no feasible mitigation for the 
loss of existing visual character of the area and that this is incorrect. The commenter states 
that the SOIA Area is in an area that is characterized as agricultural-rural and the 
commenter requests that the Draft EIR include a required mitigation that rural design 
architectural standards be developed and implemented for all development in the SOIA. 

Impact 3.1-2 in Section 3.2, “Aesthetics,” addresses the change in existing visual character 
from future development of the SOIA Area (pages 3.2-12 to 3.12-16 of the Draft EIR). As 
discussed in Section 3.2, the area surrounding the SOIA Area is agricultural and rural, but, as 
discussed in this section, also has an urban mix of uses. Grant Line Road forms the SOIA 
Area’s northern boundary, with commercial and industrial developments to the northwest and 
residential development to the northeast between Waterman Road and Mosher Road. 

Impact 3.2-1 explains that the City’s policies related to rural aesthetic character are focused 
on the rural areas designated on the City’s Land Use Policy Map. The proposed SOIA Area is 
more than two miles south/southwest from areas designated Rural Residential by the City and 
the Elk Grove Triangle Policy Area is located between the proposed SOIA Area and most of 
the areas designated for Rural Residential development by the City. 

In addition, land uses along Grant Line Road are transitioning from rural and open space uses 
to developed urban uses. Development west of the SOIA Area within the approved Laguna 
Ridge Specific Plan, Lent Ranch Market Place, and Sterling Meadows project site and 
development east of the SOIA Area within the Triangle Special Planning Area would include 
commercial and residential development, similar to future development within the SOIA 
Area. Additional residential development is currently proposed along Grant Line Boulevard 
north of the SOIA Area. Future development, including future development within the SOIA 
Area, would be subject to applicable City General Plan policies, zoning regulations, and 
Design Guidelines. These guidelines are applied throughout the City based on zoning of the 
parcel and type of proposed development and ensure physical, visual, and functional 
compatibility between uses. Therefore, future development within the SOIA Area would be 
compatible with the visual character of its surroundings consistent with the City’s policy 
direction.  

Notwithstanding the application of City policies, design guidelines, and Code requirements, 
some viewers may consider changes to the visual character an improvement, while others 
may consider changes to be adverse. As explained in the Draft EIR (page 3.2-16), the City 
has conservatively determined the changes to visual character to be significant, simply 
because the Project would lead to change – without the value judgement of whether that 
change would be positive or negative. While City policies, design guidelines, and Code 
requirements are designed to minimize visual impacts and promote high-quality design, it is 
not feasible to apply rural design architectural standards, as those may be defined by the 
commenter, uniformly throughout the SOIA Area. 
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Comment I2-2: The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 needs to stipulate whether fees in-lieu of 
land preservation will be considered acceptable and cite the implementing rules governing 
this procedure and whether the fees will be required to be expended by collecting agency for 
the actual procurement of land within a certain time frame. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 states protection of farmland may consist of the establishment of a 
farmland conservation easement, farmland deed restriction, or other appropriate farmland 
conservation mechanism to ensure the preservation of the land from conversion in perpetuity. 
Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 further states conservation easement content standards shall 
include, at a minimum: land encumbrance documentation; documentation that the easements 
are permanent, monitored, and appropriately endowed for administration, monitoring, and 
enforcement of the easements; prohibition of activity which substantially impairs or 
diminishes the agricultural productivity of the land; and protection of water rights (pages 3.3-
14 and 3.3-15 of the Draft EIR). Future projects developed within the SOIA Area will 
implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1. The timing for implementation of this measure is 
identified in the MMRP provided as Appendix A to this Final EIR. It should be noted that the 
City and LAFCo cannot control the timing for acquisition of land by the collecting entity. 

As stated on page 3.3-15 of the Draft EIR, conservation easements for the same area and 
quality of farmland placed elsewhere in the region would offset the direct conversion of 
agricultural land, including Farmland of Statewide Importance, attributable to future 
development that could occur within the SOIA Area; however, this approach would not 
create new farmland to replace farmland that would be lost. Therefore, the Draft EIR 
acknowledges that there is some uncertainty on the effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 3.3-
1to reduce impacts to less than significant and thus determines this impact to be significant 
and unavoidable. 

Please also see Response to Comment O1-4. 

Comment I2-3:  The commenter states that Impact 3.3-2 should include in the mitigation a summary of the 
required State process for cancelling Williamson Act contracts. 

The analysis provided in Impact 3.3-2 includes a summary of the required State process for 
cancelling Williamson Act contracts (page 3.3-16 of the Draft EIR). Impact 3.3-2 states: 

“Contract cancellation requests would be submitted as development applications 
are received and in conjunction with tentative map approval, subsequent project-
specific CEQA review, or other entitlement actions. The project applicant(s) for 
contracted parcels would apply to the City for contract cancellation; as a result, 
the actual determination of consistency with the statutory consistency 
requirements would be made by the Elk Grove City Council, as Sacramento 
County would succeed to the contracts upon annexation of the relevant parcel. 
The City would be required by law to make findings pursuant to Section 51282 
of the California Government Code by determining whether the cancellation is 
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consistent with the California Land Conservation Act or in the public interest 
(see Section 3.3.2, ‘Regulatory Framework’).” 

Therefore, no further summary of the Williamson Act cancellation process is needed. In 
addition, because the City is required by law to make findings pursuant to Section 51282 of 
the California Government Code, no mitigation measures are required. 

Comment I2-4: The commenter states that the Draft EIR needs to include a comparative analysis of the City’s 
Swainson’s hawk mitigation ordinance with that of the South County Habitat Conservation 
Plan. The commenter further states that the Draft EIR needs to include the most up to date 
information on the City’s revised Hawk mitigation plan. 

The SSCHP’s Biological Goals, Measurable Objectives, and Conservation Actions for 
Swainson’s hawk were considered in development of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3c to ensure 
that the Draft EIR proposed mitigation for this species was compatible with the mitigation 
approach described in Chapter 16.130 of the City of Elk Grove’s Municipal Code.1 As stated 
under Mitigation Measure 3.5-3c, implementation of the City’s Municipal Code Chapter 
16.130 ensures purchase and preservation of replacement foraging habitat before the approval 
of grading and improvement plans or before any ground-disturbing activities by requiring 
project applicants to acquire conservation easements or other instruments to preserve suitable 
foraging habitat for the Swainson’s hawk, as determined by CDFW. Municipal Code Chapter 
16.130 requires 1:1 mitigation, and the location of mitigation parcels, as well as the 
conservation instruments protecting them must be acceptable to the City. Implementing 
Mitigation Measure 3.5-3c would ensure that Swainson’s hawk are not disturbed during 
nesting so that Project construction would not result in nest abandonment and loss of eggs or 
young. 

Regarding the commenter’s request that the Draft EIR include the most up-to-date 
information on the City of Elk Grove’s revised Swainson’s hawk mitigation program, please 
note that Mitigation Measure 3.5-3c already requires this (Draft EIR page 3.5-39): 

“Before construction of the multi-sport park complex project and off-site 
improvements, and at the time of submittal of any application to annex territory 
within the SOIA Area, the City of Elk Grove shall require compliance with the 
City’s Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat Mitigation Program as it exists in 
Chapter 16.130 of the Municipal Code, or as it may be updated in the future.” 

  

                                                      
1 For more information, see:  

https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/ElkGrove/#!/ElkGrove16/ElkGrove16130.html#16.130 

https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/ElkGrove/%23!/ElkGrove16/ElkGrove16130.html%2316.130
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Comment I2-5:  The commenter states that Impacts 3.12-4 and 3.12-5 propose no feasible mitigation and the 
commenter also states that the Draft EIR needs to add a mitigation measure that noise 
impacts on sensitive receptors will be mitigated to comply with the adopted local and state 
interior and exterior noise exposure standards. The commenter states the opinion that the 
impact should then be categorized as “LTS”. 

Impact 3.12-4 addresses the impact of future SOIA Area traffic on existing noise-sensitive 
uses located adjacent to area roadways. With development of the SOIA Area in the future, 
including the multi-sport park complex project, there would be a greater level of traffic. The 
analysis in the Draft EIR presents quantified estimates of the increase in noise level, using 
conservative assumptions. For example, the analysis does not assume that there would be any 
sound walls or any other structures that would attenuate noise. Another assumption is that the 
addition of traffic would not slow speeds along affected routes. If speeds do decrease, this 
would tend to reduce traffic noise levels, and the impacts reported in the Draft EIR would 
overstate actual impacts. 

There are several policies and actions throughout the City’s General Plan that would reduce 
travel demand related to the proposed Project and other existing and future sources of traffic 
and associated traffic noise. For example, from the City’s Draft General Plan2 is Policy 
MOB-1-1, which requires projects to achieve reductions in travel demand (measured in 
vehicle miles traveled or VMT). As described on pages 3.14-24 through 3.14-26 of the Draft 
EIR, this VMT reduction policy will be applied to the SOIA Area. In addition, Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-2 (page 3.4-23 of the Draft EIR) has been imposed on the Project, which 
requires a reduction in operational air pollutant emissions with specific performance 
standards. As noted, this mitigation measure requires the City to plan for safe and convenient 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access and mobility as a part of the multi-sports park project 
and plans for development within the balance of the SOIA Area. The mitigation also requires 
strategies to reduce operational ozone precursors and since transportation is the primary 
source of NOx (one of the precursors), actions to implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 will 
have co-benefits for reducing traffic noise. Similarly, as outlined on pages 3.8-14 of the Draft 
EIR, implementation of the City’s Climate Action Plan will reduce travel demand, with co-
benefits for traffic noise – transportation is also the top source of greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions, both in Elk Grove and in California as a whole. Reduction measures TACM 2, 
TACM 3, TACM 4, TACM 5, TACM 6, TACM 7, TACM 10, and TACM 11 all focus on 
increasing shares of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit and/or reducing vehicular travel. 
Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 requires the use of these and other relevant GHG reduction 
measures to achieve consistency with the State’s GHG reduction legislative targets and 
executive orders.  

Based on direction included in the General Plan and mitigation included in the Draft EIR, 
development in the SOIA Area would be designed to minimize potential impacts. However, it 
is not possible to determine at this time whether this program would avoid all potentially 

                                                      
2 For more information, please see: 

http://www.elkgrovecity.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_109585/File/Departments/Planning/Projects/General%20Plan/GPU
/DraftMaterials_201807/GP/06_Mobility.pdf 

http://www.elkgrovecity.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_109585/File/Departments/Planning/Projects/General%20Plan/GPU/DraftMaterials_201807/GP/06_Mobility.pdf
http://www.elkgrovecity.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_109585/File/Departments/Planning/Projects/General%20Plan/GPU/DraftMaterials_201807/GP/06_Mobility.pdf
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significant impacts. Significant traffic noise impacts at existing and future noise-sensitive 
areas are difficult to feasibly mitigate. Some areas may have one side of the road with noise 
barriers that increase noise levels experienced on the other side of the roadway. New noise 
barriers may have limited effectiveness for traffic noise mitigation, since openings are often 
required for pedestrian, bicycle, vehicle, and emergency access and visual access for safety. 
Quiet pavement may be infeasible due to cost. It is not be feasible to reduce traffic noise 
impacts to a less-than-significant level at all existing and future noise-sensitive land uses 
along Grant Line Road between SR 99 SB Ramps to SR 99 NB Ramps, Grant Line Road 
between East Stockton Boulevard to Waterman Road, Mosher Road between Waterman Road 
to Grant Line Road, and Waterman Road between Mosher Road to Grant Line Road. There is 
no additional feasible mitigation. The impact was identified by the Draft EIR to be significant 
and unavoidable.  

Impact 3.12-5 addresses the impact of future transportation noise on potential noise-sensitive 
uses in the SOIA Area. While the aforementioned General Plan policies, the City’s Climate 
Action Plan, and mitigation required by the EIR will reduce travel demand for future projects 
in Elk Grove, it is not possible to show that these actions will avoid all significant traffic 
noise effects. As a result, this impact was also characterized as significant and unavoidable by 
the Draft EIR.  

As noted by the commenter, the City will review future development within the SOIA Area 
against applicable City exterior and interior noise levels. However, this would not result in 
less-than-significant impacts in all cases, at least based on the assumptions used to prepare 
the Draft EIR analysis on this topic, which, as noted are conservative and may tend to 
overestimate impacts.  

Comment I2-6: The commenter notes that the EIR states that prior to any annexation, a plan for services 
needs to be prepared by the city which demonstrates that SCWA supplies are adequate to 
serve that area being annexed. The intent of Government Code Section 56430 is that LAFCo 
have access to that information prior to approving an SOIA and the commenter also states 
that the SOIA application includes sufficient specificity of future land uses to enable SCWA to 
model approximate future water needs and determine whether they can serve the SOIA area. 
The commenter further states that SCWA did not respond to the Notice of Preparation, and 
yet lacking any water analysis, Elk Grove Water District responded with a desire to serve the 
area. 

Please see the Responses to Comments I2-7, I3-3, and A2-3. 

Comment I2-7: The commenter states that it is not consistent with CEQA to analyze water supply impacts on 
a piecemeal basis, one annexation at a time. The commenter also states that the proposed 
land uses were sufficient in detail to assess the other required CEQA impacts and the 
commenter questions why water was not considered in detail. 
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The Draft EIR provides a quantified estimate of water demand and detailed assessment of 
potential adverse physical effects associated with supplying water to future uses within the 
SOIA Area. Please refer to pages 3.15-1 through 3.15-5 and pages 3.15-15 through 3.15-18. 

Impact 3.15-1 analyzes the water demand for the entire SOIA Area based on SCWA’s 
Zone 40 water-demand factors and the acreage for each future land use designation that 
generates water use (see Table 3.15-4 on page 3.15-16 of the Draft EIR). There is no 
piecemeal analysis – the entire SOIA Area is included.  

As discussed in Impact 3.15-1, the Zone 41 UWMP indicates that water supplies and 
demands within SCWA Zone 40 would be the same during normal, single-dry, and multiple-
dry years; however, the year-to-year mix of surface and groundwater would be adjusted, as 
necessary, to meet the demands as part of its conjunctive use water supply program. SCWA 
would have surface water and groundwater supplies that exceed demands within Zone 40 
from 2020 to 2040 in all water years. Based on the analysis provided in Impact 3.15-1, the 
Draft EIR concluded that SCWA’s water supply would be available to meet the water supply 
demands of the entire SOIA Area, including water demand associated with the multi-sport 
park complex (page 3.15-16 of the Draft EIR). 

Please also see the Responses to Comments A2-3 and A2-4.  

Comment I2-8: The commenter states that the No Project Alternative does not acknowledge that under 
County land use control, the City’s project objective would still be met (sport facility) and the 
commenter also states that it is the addition of all the other urban land uses that conflicts 
with the current County plan and for which the City never requested. The commenter further 
states that the recommendation by LAFCo to amend the SOIA application with 400 additional 
urban acres is regionally growth-inducing and environmentally inferior. 

As stated in Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” of the Draft EIR, alternatives were selected based on 
criteria in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. These criteria include (1) ability of the 
alternative to attain most of the basic Project objectives; (2) feasibility of the alternative; and 
(3) ability of the alternative to avoid or substantially reduce one or more significant 
environmental effects of the proposed Project. 

As stated in Chapter 4, of the Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) states that 
a discussion of the “No Project” alternative must consider “what would be reasonably 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current 
plans.” The SOIA Area, including the multi-sports park complex, is outside of the city of Elk 
Gove city limits and within unincorporated Sacramento County. Therefore, the No Project 
Alternative assumes that the SOIA Area would remain under the jurisdiction of Sacramento 
County and future development is assumed to occur consistent with the Sacramento County 
General Plan land use designations for the SOIA Area. Under the No Project Alternative, the 
multi-sports park complex site remains designated by the County as General Agricultural, and 
this land use designation does not permit development of the multi-sports complex. 
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Therefore, Alternative 1 would not meet the Project objectives since it would not provide a 
sports training and competitive venue space. 

Under Alternative 2, development would be limited to the 100-acre City property and the 
Kendrick and Cypress Avenue properties, approximately 385 acres total. The Kendrick and 
Cypress Avenue properties would be industrial and commercial/office, as planned in the 
Project. The front approximately 50 acres of the City property would be employment uses 
along the frontage with Grant Line Road, with approximately 50 acres of multi-sport park 
complex in the rear. There would be no stadium or separate land set aside for fairground use 
(though the fair use could occur on the same land as the sports park complex). The balance of 
the site would continue to be used for agriculture. This alternative could generally meet the 
Project objectives, albeit potentially not to the same degree as the proposed Project. There 
would be less space available for agricultural events and there would be less commercial, 
industrial, and mixed-use development to address the City’s jobs-housing balance. 
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2.2.15 LETTER I3 – SUZANNE PECCI  
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2.2.15.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I3 – SUZANNE PECCI 

Comment I3-1:  The commenter states that LAFCo would condition future annexation in compliance with 
Section 3.10-2 and the commenter states that LAFCo staff has erred because Impact 3.10-2 
refers to degradation violation of water quality during operation, which is not related to 
groundwater depletion. The commenter states that Impact 3.10-3, Depletion of Groundwater 
Supplies, is the correct section to reference. 

The following revision has been made on page 3.10-21 of Section 3.10, “Hydrology and 
Water Quality,” of the Draft EIR to correct this typo. Please see also Chapter 3 of this Final 
EIR, “Errata.” This edit does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. Rather, 
this revision provides the correct number of the mitigation measure referenced in the analysis 
of significance after application of mitigation. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-3: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.15-1 (City of Elk Grove 
and LAFCo) 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-3 (also known as Mitigation 
Measure 3.15-1) would reduce potentially significant impacts associated with 
groundwater use to a less-than-significant level because prior to approval of any 
application to annex territory within the SOIA Area, the City of Elk Grove shall 
prepare a Plan for Services which shall demonstrate that SCWA is a signatory to 
the Water Forum Agreement, that groundwater management would occur 
consistent with the Central Sacramento County Groundwater Management Plan, 
and that groundwater will be provided in a manner that ensures no overdraft will 
occur. LAFCo would condition future annexation on compliance with Mitigation 
Measure 3.10-23. 

Comment I3-2:  The commenter states that significant supporting data on regional hydrology and regional 
service planning is provided to support SCWA as the service provider that “would” be the 
logical service provider for the SOIA Soccer-Complex/Development Area which would 
require a vote of the Board of Supervisors. The commenter also states that the staff’s choice 
of “would” is not a definitive term and leaves room for speculation about who “shall” be the 
service provider for the area. 

Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA) is the designated municipal and industrial (M&I) 
service provider for the majority of the SOIA Area. As discussed in Impact 3.15-1 in Section 
3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR, SCWA intends to amend the existing 
Zone 40 WSMP based on the analysis provided in the EIR to include these new facilities 
(Smith, pers. comm.). SCWA has further indicated that the existing Zone 40 WSIP would 
update or amend to include details on calculations and infrastructure requirements added to 
the amended Zone 40 WSMP. The term “would” is used throughout the EIR and simply 
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denotes that all aspects of the Project are dependent on actions related to the environmental 
review, in addition to other entitlements. Use of this term is unrelated to the veracity of the 
EIR for addressing potential adverse environmental effects associated with implementation of 
the Project.  

SCWA is not subject to LAFCo purview and the SCWA Board of Supervisors would oversee 
any changes to the SCWA service area. SCWA has provided comments on the Draft EIR 
outlining additional requirements for providing water supplies. SCWA comments are 
recorded in this Final EIR in Letter A2. 

Comment I3-3: The commenter states that there is interest on the part of several other water districts to be 
service providers for SOIA Soccer Complex Development Area. The commenter references 
the Elk Grove Water District letter dated November 19, 2015 that stated EGWD believes it 
could provide the same service by purchasing wholesale water From SCWA Zone 40 as it 
does for one of its service area. The commenter further states there is no information on a 
proposed Plan for Service or financing plan for expansion. 

A municipal service review (MSR) has been prepared to evaluate potential options for 
providing municipal services and the actions required to change the service boundaries of 
municipal service providers (Appendix H of the Draft EIR). As discussed in the MSR, the Elk 
Grove Water District’s current service boundaries are immediately adjacent to the proposed 
SOIA Area; however, SCWA is the designated municipal and industrial (M&I) water service 
provider for the majority of the SOIA Area. Further, the MSR states the Elk Grove Water 
District could be an alternative municipal water service provider in the SOIA Area (see page 
4.0-4 in Appendix H).  

Please also see the Responses to Comments A2-3 and I3-2. 

The Draft EIR evaluates environmental effects associated with assumed development of the 
SOIA Area, as well as impacts associated with infrastructure and service extensions and 
expansions that may be required to serve the SOIA Area if it is developed in the future. 
Applicable information contained in that MSR has been incorporated and cited in Section 
3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems.” The ultimate service provider to the SOIA Area is 
unrelated to physical environmental effects of future development or the effectiveness of the 
mitigation measures presented in Chapter 3.15. However, this comment is published in this 
Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. 

Comment I3-4:  The commenter expresses the opinion that there may be a continuing interest by 
Omochumnes-Hartnell Water District. The commenter states that the water district has the 
latent powers through contracting with other agencies to provide drainage; flood control; 
sewer maintenance; operate and maintain sewer facility operation and construction; and 
provide urban water. 

The MSR acknowledges that the Omochumne-Hartnell Water District (OHWD) has indicated 
prior interest in providing M&I water service within its jurisdictional boundaries (Appendix 
H of the Draft EIR). OHWD does not currently provide M&I services, but OHWD would 
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remain the irrigation water service provider until urban growth occurs. The MSR further 
states that OHWD has indicated the District is preparing a plan regarding the provision of 
domestic water service within its boundaries. Although SCWA is the designated M&I service 
provider in the OHWD/SCWA overlap service area, should OHWD be able to provide M&I 
services in the future, they could be considered as an optional service provider in the event of 
urban development in the proposed SOIA Area (see page 4.0-5 in Appendix H). Any change 
to the service area for OHWD would be subject to LAFCo proceedings. 

The Draft EIR evaluates environmental effects associated with assumed development of the 
SOIA Area, as well as impacts associated with infrastructure and service extensions and 
expansions that may be required to serve the SOIA Area if it is developed in the future. 
Applicable information contained in that MSR has been incorporated and cited in Section 
3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Utilities and Service Systems.” The ultimate service provider to the 
SOIA Area is unrelated to physical environmental effects of future development or the 
effectiveness of the mitigation measures presented in Chapter 3.15. However, this comment is 
published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision 
maker consideration. 

Comment I3-5: The commenter states that the final MSR for the SOIAA (LAFC#09-l 0) dated 5-2008 by the 
city of Elk Grove provided the information that Omochumnes-Hartnell Water District would 
remain an irrigation service provider until urban growth occurs at which time the affected 
territory may be proposed for detachment from the district concurrently with an annexation 
proposal. The commenter also states that it was indicated by OHWD at the time that they 
were preparing a plan for providing domestic water service within their boundaries. The 
commenter expresses the opinion that it seems logical that OHWD would still have an 
interest in being a service provider within their district boundaries and states that updated 
information is not provided on a Plan for Service or financing for the plan. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment I3-4. 

This comment does not raise questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project. However, 
this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and 
for decision maker consideration. 

Comment I3-6: The commenter states that it is important to note for the public that any change in the Service 
Area of EGWD and OHWD is subject to a LAFCo proceeding and significant public outreach 
and input and that has not occurred to date. The commenter states it’s their understanding 
that the LAFCo process can be complicated and lengthy and very public. 

The commenter states their understanding related to revising the service areas of the Elk 
Grove Water District and Omochumnes-Hartnell Water District. This comment does not raise 
questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing 
adverse physical impacts associated with the project. However, this comment is published in 
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this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker 
consideration. 

Comment I3-7: The commenter states that she was actively involved in opposing the initial SOIA in 2008. 
The commenter feels that the reasons for LAFCo opposing the initial SOIA then are just as 
valid now or opposing a smaller version of the same SOI outside the USB boundaries. It is 
the commenter’s opinion that the Soccer complex/Development Area is a project without 
merit being used as a reason for urbanization beyond the USB. The commenter further states 
the opinion that LAFCo has granted the City of Elk Grove enough land for development and 
correcting their jobs/housing balance for many years into the future. The commenter also 
expresses the opinion that while the colorful renderings show soccer fields for kids in dusty 
farmland, a year-round Agri-Park, and vague areas of mixed development amidst power lines 
and propane tanks, she just sees more roof tops. 

The proposed project includes two components, approval of the proposed 561-acre Sphere of 
Influence Amendment Area (SOIA Area) and annexation to the City of the multi-sport park 
complex site. The areas of the SOIA outside of the multi-sport park complex would expand 
the City of Elk Grove’s SOI. Approval of the Project would not modify the existing 
Sacramento County land use designations or zoning for the SOIA outside of the multi-sport 
park complex and would not entitle any development. As stated in Chapter 2, “Project 
Description,” the proposed Project does not include land use change or development 
proposals other than the multi-sports complex – these areas are contemplated for commercial, 
industrial, and mixed-use development. 

As discussed in Section 3.11, “Land Use, Population, Housing, Employment, Environmental 
Justice, and Unincorporated Disadvantaged Communities,” of the Draft EIR, the City’s 
policy is to designate enough land in employment-generating categories to provide a 
minimum 1:1 correspondence between the City’s working population and jobs in categories 
that correlate with the local labor force’s needs. The City’s intent is not to view jobs-housing 
balance relative to a specific numeric ratio, but instead to consider jobs-housing balance 
relative to narrative strategies consistent with the MTP/SCS and the general land use siting 
criteria provided in the General Plan update. The City’s goal is to increase the number and 
diversity of locally available jobs, including those that could be filled by residents of the City 
of Elk Grove (page 3.11-5 of the Draft EIR). The City is currently in the process of 
determining its future long-term needs for jobs, housing, and growth in the community 
through a General Plan Update. The update is intended to ensure that “the guiding policy 
document remains a useful tool, keeps pace with change, and provides workable solutions to 
current and future issues” (City of Elk Grove 2017). The General Plan Update shows the 
SOIA Area as a portion of the “East Study Area.” Future uses in this area may be developed 
in accordance with annexation policies identified in the General Plan and are subject to more 
detailed planning (e.g., specific plan). The draft land use guidelines for the East Study Area 
are provided in Section 3.11, of the Draft EIR. 
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For more information, please see the City’s website: 

http://www.elkgrovecity.org/city_hall/departments_divisions/planning/a_brighter_future.  

Please see the Response to Comment I5-12 for further discussion of design of the multi-
sports park complex. 

The commenter’s opposition to the project is acknowledged. This comment does not raise 
specific questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for 
addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project. However, this comment is 
published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision 
maker consideration. 

http://www.elkgrovecity.org/city_hall/departments_divisions/planning/a_brighter_future
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2.2.16 LETTER I4 – PHILLIPS LAND LAW FOR DALE AND PAT MAHON AND THE KAUTZ 
FAMILY  
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2.2.16.1 RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER I4 – PHILLIPS LAND LAW FOR DALE AND PAT 
MAHON AND THE KAUTZ FAMILY 

Comment I4-1: The commenter represents Dale and Pat Mahon and the Kautz Family. The commenter 
appreciates the opportunity to review the Draft EIR for their clients. 

LAFCo and the City appreciate the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR. 

Comment I4-2: The commenter states the owners of the Mahon and Kautz properties submitted an 
application to the County of Sacramento (Control Number 2015-00266) to initiate a land use 
visioning process applicable to the 701 acres of land south of Grant Line Road and east of 
the SOIA. The commenter states that this application is presently on hold but it remains 
active and representative of future intentions for development of the area adjacent to the 
SOIA area. The commenter states that this application should be taken into account as a 
“related project” for CEQA purposes, both in terms of cumulative and growth-inducing 
impacts.  

The referenced application was submitted to Sacramento County Planning Department in 
2015. The County’s project planning viewer shows this application on hold. The application 
was placed on hold based on an email message from the prior applicant received March 2, 
2017. There is no notice of preparation for an environmental impact report or any other 
documents other than a set of exhibits and application forms from 2015. There is no 
indication that the visioning process would continue or that the visioning process would lead 
to a set of development assumptions that could be specifically factored into a cumulative 
impact analysis. However, the cumulative impact analysis contained in Draft EIR Chapter 4, 
“Cumulative Impacts,” broadly considers development along the Grant Line corridor and the 
County’s visioning process for lands south of Grant Line Road. The CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15130(b)(1), states a summary approach (also known as the “plan” approach) 
provides an adequate discussion of cumulative impacts, whereas the relevant projections, as 
contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document that evaluates regional or 
areawide conditions, are summarized. The cumulative analyses included in the Draft EIR are 
based on an understanding of anticipated growth within the region that would affect the 
severity of project impacts identified in the Draft EIR, based on adopted plans for Sacramento 
County, the City of Elk Grove, and the region. 

Please also see Responses to Comments I4-3, I-4-4, and I4-5. 

Comment I4-3:  The commenter is concerned that the Draft EIR does not adequately take into account the 
broader planning efforts along the Grant Line Road corridor currently being considered by 
the County and the commenter states that that the Draft EIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts 
does not take into account the County’s visioning process for the lands south of Grant Line 
Road. The commenter states that the analysis of cumulative impacts appears to be limited to 
anticipated buildout under the County’s 2011 General Plan and future planning efforts 
contemplated by the City of Elk Grove west of State Highway 99. 

Please see the Response to Comment I4-2.  
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The Draft EIR considers the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) in the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) as part of 
the broader cumulative context for past, present, and probable future projects. SACOG’s 
MTP/SCS anticipated developed acreage in the region is forecast to increase by 7 percent 
between 2012, the baseline year for the MTP/SCS, and 2036, the MTP/SCS planning horizon. 
The land use change scenario for the Sacramento region includes land use change anticipated 
from future development in Sacramento County (SACOG 2016). The MTP/SCS EIR 
analyzed the potential impacts of future development in Sacramento County based on land 
use assumptions (SACOG 2015). 

The Sacramento County’s General Plan provides a complete and current representation of 
cumulative conditions for the County (Sacramento County 2011). The land use assumptions 
embodied in the County General Plan include not only existing development, but also new 
development, development currently in entitlement review by the County, and potential 
future development in the County’s new growth areas and visioning areas. The County 
General Plan EIR addressed potential impacts associated with development contemplated 
under the County General Plan.  

The County General Plan EIR describes the Grant Line East Visioning area as consisting of 
approximately 8,000 acres located on the eastern side of Grant Line Road and west of the 
County’s Urban Services Boundary. The County General Plan EIR assumed that Grant Line 
East Visioning area could accommodate between 15,000 and 23,000 housing units and the 
County General Plan EIR analyzed the potential impacts of future development in the Grant 
Line East Visioning area based on this assumption (Sacramento County 2009).  

Because the SACOG MTP/SCS and County General Plan provides a framework for future 
development within the County, which is considered as part of the cumulative project area for 
the purposes of the Draft EIR, the cumulative impact analysis in the Draft EIR has accounted 
for future development along the Grant Line Road corridor. 

Comment I4-4: The commenter expresses the concern that the land use visioning process being undertaken to 
the east of the SOIA Area clearly falls within the ambit of “probable future projects” 
particularly because the City’s plans for the Multi-Sport Park Complex remain the driving 
impetus for the transition of this area from agricultural to urban uses. 

The City of Elk Grove General Plan update EIR identifies the SOIA Area as part of the larger 
East Study Area. The East Study Area as a whole encompasses approximately 1,773 acres of 
land. Although no future development beyond the multi-sports complex is proposed, future 
development is expected to occur in the East Study Area and could consist of commercial and 
industrial uses, and in the northeastern portions of the East Study Area, transition to more 
residential in nature (City of Elk Grove 2018). This Draft EIR has considered future 
development within the entire East Study Area within the cumulative and growth-inducing 
analyses. 

Please also see the Responses to Comments I4-3 and I4-5. 
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Comment I4-5:  The commenter states that the multi-sport park complex will cause growth south of Grant 
Line Road and will have a direct impact on adjacent land, including the Kautz and Mahon 
properties. The commenter states that these impacts arise from the direct physical impacts of 
the multi-sport park complex and the indirect effects from placing an intensive urban use in a 
location typified by agricultural uses. The commenter further states that development of the 
Project as proposed will be subject to development pressure, including the growth 
anticipated under ongoing visioning efforts under review by the County. 

The following revisions have been made to Page 6-4 in Subsection 6.3.1, “Growth Inducing 
Impacts of the Project,” of the Draft EIR. Please see also Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, 
“Errata.” These revisions provide additional information on future development in 
Sacramento County that could induce growth and clarifies that future development within the 
SOIA Area would not place development pressure on adjacent agricultural areas. Therefore, 
these edits do not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

The additional population associated with the future development within the 
SOIA Area could spur an increase in demand for goods and services in the 
surrounding area, which could potentially result in additional development to 
satisfy this demand. In this respect, the SOIA Area would be growth inducing. It 
would be speculative to attempt to predict where and when any such new 
services would be developed, and whether or not existing and future planned 
industrial and commercial development would satisfy additional demand for 
goods and services created by the Project. Existing vacant light industrial and 
commercial space may be sufficient to meet additional demand created by 
implementation of the SOIA that is not accommodated within the SOIA Area. 

The SOIA Area is located within unincorporated Sacramento County and the 
Sacramento County General Plan establishes land use designations and zoning 
within the SOIA Area. The SOIA Area and adjacent areas northeast, south, and 
southeast of the SOIA Area are zoned by Sacramento County as AG-80 
(Agricultural, 80-acre minimum) and Agricultural-Residential, 2-acre minimum 
(AR-2). These zoning codes are intended to limit the encroachment of land uses 
incompatible with the long-term agricultural use of land. The SOIA Area is 
located inside of the County’s Urban Service Boundary (USB). The USB defines 
the ultimate boundary of urban development and is intended to be permanent, 
allowing modification only under special circumstances. 

If future development occurs, it would place urban development adjacent to 
agricultural lands north, northeast, south, and southeast of the SOIA Area. 
Historically, economic returns from urban development are typically 
substantially higher than continued use of undeveloped land, and encroaching 
urban uses typically make attractive the conversion of other undeveloped land to 
urban uses. Thus, it could be reasoned that implementing the proposed Project 
would be growth inducing by placing pressure on land northeast, south, 
southeast, and east of the SOIA Area to convert to urban uses. However, the area 
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immediately south and southeast of the SOIA Area is outside of the USB and 
within the 100-year floodplain of Cosumnes River and Deer Creek; therefore, no 
urban development would occur in this area. The City of Elk Grove General Plan 
update EIR identifies the SOIA Area as part of the larger East Study Area. The 
East Study Area as a whole encompasses approximately 1,773 acres of land. The 
City anticipates annexation of the lands within the East Study Area into the City 
limits. Although no future development beyond the multi-sports complex is 
proposed, future development is expected to occur in the East Study Area and 
could consist of commercial and industrial uses, and in the northeastern portions 
of the East Study Area, transition to more residential in nature (City of Elk Grove 
2018).  

In addition, Sacramento LAFCo has approved an application for the Kammerer 
Road/Highway 99 SOIA, located southwest of the SOIA Area and west of State 
Route 99 and is contemplating development of the Bilby Ridge SOIA, located 
west of Bruceville Road and west of the SOIA Area. Conversion of agricultural 
land within the Kammerer Road/Highway 99 SOIA and Bilby Ridge SOIA to 
urban land uses would occur regardless of future development within the SOIA 
Area. Furthermore, Sacramento County has identified the Jackson Highway 
Visioning Area, which is transected by State Route 99 and bound by Sunrise 
Boulevard on the east and Florin Road on the south, and the East of Grant Line 
Visioning Area, located inside the USB northeast of State Route 99 and the City 
of Elk Grove’s North Study Area. These planning efforts are intended to provide 
adequate land for future growth within Sacramento County and permanently 
define the relationship of urban uses within the USB with adjacent agriculture 
and open space outside the USB and will attempt to ensure compatibility of land 
uses with other surrounding lands.  

In summary, the SOIA may indirectly induce substantial population growth 
because the increased population and employment opportunities associated with 
the future development could increase demand for goods and services, thereby 
fostering population and economic growth in unincorporated Sacramento County 
and other nearby communities. It is possible that a A successful SOIA could 
would not place pressure on adjacent areas to seek development entitlements or 
annexation applications. The SOIA Area is within the larger East Study Area, as 
defined by the Elk Grove General Plan update, and the City anticipates the East 
Study Area would be annexed into the City limits and would be developed for 
urban uses. 

However, the SOIA Area would provide sufficient acreage to accommodate 
population and employment growth. Therefore, the SOIA would likely not 
induce substantial growth outside of the SOIA Area. Furthermore, growth outside 
of the SOIA Area would require its own LAFCo SOI amendment and 
environmental review outside of the SOIA process. 
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2.2.17.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I5 – PHILLIPS LAND LAW FOR MELBA MOSHER  

Comment I5-1: The commenter represents Melba Mosher, owner of the Mosher Ranch. The commenter 
appreciates the opportunity to review the Draft EIR for his client. The commenter is 
concerned that the Draft EIR does not adequately address impacts of the Multi-Sport Park 
Complex on the existing agricultural uses on Mosher Ranch. Responses to specific comments 
related to the Draft EIR’s analysis of the effects of multi-sports park complex on the existing 
agricultural uses on the Mosher Ranch are addressed comprehensively herein. 

LAFCo and the City appreciate the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR. 

Comment I5-2: The commenter provides a summary of text included in Chapter 1 describing the purpose of 
the project-level document and the text that describes LAFCo’s and the City’s responsibilities 
as co-lead agencies. 

Please see the Responses to Comments I5-3, I5-4, and I5-5.  

Comment I5-3:  The commenter states that LAFCo only has a role as a lead agency under CEQA when 
considering boundary changes and reorganizations initiated by landowner petition rather 
than public agency application and cites the People ex rel Younger v LAFCO (1978) 81 
Cal.App. 3d 464, 481 as supporting this conclusion.  

This comment is unrelated to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing potentially 
adverse physical impact associated with implementation of the Project.  

The People ex rel Younger v LAFCO (1978) 81 Cal.App. 3d 464, 481 presented the question 
of whether CEQA required the San Diego LAFCO to prepare an EIR prior to the exercise of 
its discretion to approve or disapprove a proposed deannexation. The court decision does not 
support the commenter’s statement that LAFCo may serve as a lead agency under CEQA 
only for boundary changes and reorganizations initiated by landowner petition.  

As described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, the City prepared an application to LAFCo for an 
SOIA (including a draft municipal services review) and reorganization (annexation and 
related detachments). These actions constitute a project subject to review under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.). LAFCo 
and the City also resolved to prepare jointly the required CEQA documentation, which 
addresses LAFCo’s action on the SOIA; City and LAFCo actions related to prezoning and 
annexation; and, the City’s actions related to the proposed sports complex, as well as 
prezoning of the SOIA. See also the Response to Comment I5-4.  

Comment I5-4:  The commenter states that LAFCo has limited authority and are prohibited from directly 
regulating land use. The commenter also states that the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act is clear 
that LAFCo may not impose any conditions that would directly regulate land use, land use 
density or intensity, property development, or subdivision requirements. The commenter 
further states that with regard to Sphere of Influence determinations, LAFCo’s authority is 
generally limited to the probable need for (and logical provision of) municipal services and 



Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR  AECOM 
Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 2.2.17-7 Comments and Responses to Comments 

utilities to the affected area. The commenter concludes that these limited areas of statutory 
responsibility do not confer upon LAFCo co-equal status with the City of Elk Grove as lead 
agency under CEQA. 

Section 1.1.3, “LAFCo CEQA Policies,” in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the Draft EIR 
provides LAFCo’s policies and procedures for implementing CEQA review and a list of 
standards for determining the significance of environmental impacts based on the Sacramento 
LAFCo’s Policies, Standards, and Procedures Manual. As shown in Standard F.1, LAFCo 
will function as a Lead Agency in situations where the primary decision relates to a change of 
organization or reorganization or sphere of influence and there are no underlying land use 
approvals involved.  

The proposed Project does not proposed specific land use entitlements in the areas that would 
be prezoned for commercial or industrial uses, or in the area to the northeast that the City 
proposes to designate for mixed-use development. However, the Draft EIR acknowledges 
future urbanization of those areas as a connected action and evaluates the potential 
environmental effects of future development. The Draft EIR evaluates the potential impacts 
of those uses based on the proposed prezoning and the assumptions contained in the City’s 
SOIA application, which are based on City General Plan land use designations and zoning 
categories. LAFCo is the appropriate lead agency for consideration of approval of the SOIA, 
potential detachment from and approval of annexation to various special districts, and 
annexation to the City of the multi-sport park complex site and potentially some or all of the 
remaining SOIA Area. 

A mitigation monitoring and reporting program will be adopted to monitor the 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR, as required by CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15097. The mitigation monitoring and reporting program will identify the 
roles and responsibilities of LAFCo and the City for monitoring and documenting the 
implementation of mitigation measures. The mitigation monitoring and reporting program is 
Appendix A to this Final EIR. 

Please also see Response to Comment I5-5. 

Comment I5-5:  The commenter states that the EIR is not adequate as a project-level CEQA document in 
support of the future actions that the City would take as the lead agency and project 
proponent for the Multi-Sport Park Complex. 

CEQA authorizes the preparation of different types of EIRs to allow for different situations 
and uses. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15160, lead agencies may use other 
variations consistent with the Guidelines to meet the needs of other circumstances. Common 
types of EIRs include project EIRs and program EIRs. Program-level EIR are prepared for a 
program, regulation, or series of related actions that can be characterized as one large project. 
Typically, such a project involves actions that are closely related either geographically or 
temporally. Program EIRs are typically prepared for general plans, specific plans, and 
regulatory programs, like the proposed SOIA. Generally speaking, program EIRs analyze 
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broad environmental effects of the program with the acknowledgment that site-specific 
environmental review will be required when future development projects are proposed under 
the approved regulatory program (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). 

In contrast, the terms, “project EIR” or “project-level EIR” are typically used to describe 
analysis of a specific development project, like the multi-sport park complex. The CEQA 
Guidelines advise that “this type of EIR should focus primarily on the changes in the 
environment that would result from the development project” (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15161). As further provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15146: 

“The degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of 
specificity involved in the underlying activity that is described in the EIR… An 
EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific 
effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general 
plan…because the effects of the construction can be predicted with greater 
accuracy.” 

As discussed, the environmental impacts of the proposed Project are analyzed in the Draft 
EIR to the degree of specificity appropriate, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15146. 

Based on the circumstances of the proposed Project, LAFCo and the City of Elk Grove 
conducted project-level analysis for the multi-sport park complex and a program-level 
analysis for the SOIA outside of the multi-sport park complex. Therefore, for the SOIA 
outside of the multi-sport park complex, the intent of the Draft EIR is to provide a framework 
for future project-level actions that occur as a result of the SOIA. At the time of submittal of 
any application to annex territory within the SOIA Area, the City of Elk Grove will 
demonstrate compliance with the mitigation measures outlined in the Draft EIR.  

Comment I5-6: The comment summarizes the objectives of the multi-sports complex. The commenter states 
that the eastern edge of the Multi-Sport Park Complex will place an access road adjacent to 
the western property line of the Mosher Ranch property, with a large lighted parking field 
and sports fields in close proximity. The commenter expresses the opinion that development 
of the Multi-Sport Park Complex would have an immediate and significant negative impact to 
the adjacent agricultural uses on Mosher Ranch and to the historic homestead, adjacent to 
the shared property line with the Multi-Sport Park Complex.  

Please see the Responses to Comments O1-7, I5-8, and I5-13. 

Comment I5-7:  The commenter states that the Draft EIR suggests that cancellation of the Williamson Act 
contract is the only means by which to proceed with development of the Mosher Ranch 
property and states that the Williamson Act also permits a filing of a notice of non-renewal 
and cancellation. The commenter requests that the Draft EIR recognize that non-renewal is 
an alternative to cancellation, and the Mosher Ranch property would remain in agricultural 
use for a minimum of 10 more years after a notice of non-renewal is filed. 
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The Draft EIR addressed the continuation of agricultural uses in Impact 3.3-3 in Section 3.3 
of the Draft EIR (pages 3.3-16 to 3.3-18 of the Draft EIR). As stated under Impact 3.3-3, 
prospective buyers of property adjacent to agricultural land shall be notified through the title 
report that they could be subject to inconvenience or discomfort resulting from accepted 
farming activities as per provisions of the City’s Agricultural Activities ordinance. In 
addition, City of Elk Grove Municipal Code Chapter 14.05 ensures buyers are notified that 
agricultural operations that are operated in a manner consistent with proper and accepted 
customs and standards are allowed to continue and requires that notification be provided to 
residents of property located near properties designated for agricultural use; that these 
agricultural uses are encouraged; that accepted agricultural practices may continue; and that 
efforts to prohibit, ban, restrict, or otherwise eliminate established agricultural uses will not 
be favorably received. Furthermore, Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-3 would 
reduce impacts associated with conflicts between urban land uses adjacent to existing 
agricultural lands by ensuring that buffer zones provide a suitable barrier between ongoing 
agricultural operations and urban land uses, as determined by the City of Elk Grove.  

Please also see the Response to Comment I5-8 that further addresses the continuation of 
agricultural uses on the Mosher property.  

The following revision has been made to the Impact 3.3-2 in Section 3.3, “Agricultural 
Resources,” of the Draft EIR to clarify that landowners could continue agricultural operations 
on lands under Williamson Act contract until such time that that land is required for future 
development and that landowners may choose to file a notice for non-renewal for contracted 
land. Please see also Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.” This edit does not change the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, recirculation of the EIR pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 is not required. 

Approximately 179 acres of the SOIA Area consist of agricultural lands under 
existing Williamson Act contracts. Portions of the multi-sport park complex site, 
as well as the area being identified for future development of mixed uses would 
occur on contracted land (APNs 134-0190-003 and 134-0190-002). Agricultural 
activities could continue on contracted land until such time that the land is 
required for future development of mixed uses. Landowners may choose to file a 
notice of non-renewal for contracted land, which allows for phasing out of 
contracted land over a 10-year period. However, Ccancellation of these 
Williamson Act contracts before their expiration date would could be required 
before construction of the multi-sport park complex project and future 
development within the SOIA Area identified for mixed use. 

Comment I5-8:  The commenter states that Impact 3.3-3 describes conflicts between agricultural and urban 
uses in a general and abstract manner, and does not address the specific potential conflicts 
between the proposed Sports Park and continued agricultural uses on the Mosher Ranch 
property. The commenter is concerned that the City’s Right to Farm ordinance may not apply 
to the benefit of Mosher Ranch when the urban use in question will belong to the City, as 
opposed to a prospective buyer being placed on notice of adjacent agricultural use. The 



AECOM  Elk Grove SOIA and Multi-Sport Park Complex Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.2.17-10 Sacramento LAFCo and City of Elk Grove 

commenter request that the Draft EIR be revised to include specific analysis of potential 
conflicts that could arise when sports and youth activities are at the Sports Park during times 
of planting, crop maintenance, and harvesting on Mosher Ranch. 

LAFCo and the City have addressed potential conflicts between agricultural-urban interfaces 
under Impact 3.3-3 in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR (pages 3.3-16 to 3.3-18 of the Draft EIR). 
Continuing agricultural uses may occur on the Mosher property until the parcel is developed. 
Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 would reduce impacts associated with conflicts between urban land 
uses adjacent to existing agricultural lands by ensuring that buffer zones provide a suitable 
barrier between ongoing agricultural operations and urban land uses, as determined by the 
City of Elk Grove.  

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 requires the City of Elk Grove to prepare an agricultural land use 
compatibility plan for the SOIA Area at the time of submittal of any application to annex 
territory within the SOIA Area. The plan would include establishing a buffer zone; providing 
additional suitable barriers, such as on-site fencing or walls, between the edge of 
development and the adjacent agricultural operations; or other measures, as directed by the 
City of Elk Grove. Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 will be imposed as a condition of approval for 
future development projects, including development of the multi-sports complex. In addition, 
Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 has been revised to specify the City of Elk Grove would verify the 
final maps include agricultural buffers that reduce conflicts between ongoing agricultural 
operations and urban uses before issuance of grading permits for all future development and 
the multi-sports complex.  

The following revision has been made to Impact 3.3-3 in Section 3.3, “Agricultural 
Resources,” of the Draft EIR. Please see also Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.” This edit 
does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. Rather, this revision clarifies 
that the landowners of APN 134-01900-002 could continue agricultural operations north and 
northeast of the multi-sports park complex site and that continued agricultural operations 
could expose visitors to the sports fields and stadium could be exposed to dust and noise 
associated with planting, crop maintenance, and harvesting until the parcel is developed with 
residential uses. Therefore, recirculation of the EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5 is not required. 

The SOIA Area and surrounding parcels support a range of agricultural uses, 
including oats and grass for hay crops, seasonal row crops, and irrigated pasture. 
The multi-sports complex project would include field sports, an indoor sports 
facility, a stadium, and agrizone park and fairgrounds. Existing agricultural uses 
occur adjacent to the north and northeastern boundary of the multi-sports park 
complex site on APN 134-01900-002. Ongoing agricultural operations could 
continue until that parcel is developed. Visitors to the sports fields and stadium 
could be exposed to dust and noise associated with seasonal planting, crop 
maintenance, and harvesting until the parcel is developed. These effects would be 
temporary and limited to the growing season. The agrizone park would serve as a 
working farm and educational center. As a working farm, it would feature a 
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variety of crops, cattle/ranching operations, and equestrian operations. The 
agrizone park would be located between the multi-sport park complex site and 
the USB (see Exhibit 2-4 in Chapter 2, “Project Description”). The agrizone park 
would not result in conflicts with off-site agricultural operations north and south 
of the multi-sports complex site. 

The following revision has been made to Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 in Section 3.3, of the 
Draft EIR. Please see also Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.” This edit does not change the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. Rather, this revision clarifies that the City of Elk 
Grove would verify final plans include agricultural buffers to reduce conflicts between 
ongoing agricultural operations and adjacent urban uses before issuance of grading permits 
for all future development within the SOIA Area, including the multi-sports complex, as 
determined appropriate by the City as the land use agency. Therefore, recirculation of the EIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 is not required. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3: Prepare an Agricultural Land Use Compatibility Plan (City of Elk 
Grove) 

Before approval of final plans for development of the multi-sports complex and Aat 
the time of submittal of any application to annex territory within the SOIA Area, the 
City of Elk Grove shall prepare an agricultural land use compatibility plan for the 
SOIA Area. The plan shall may include establishing a buffer zone; providing 
additional suitable barriers, such as on-site fencing or walls, between the edge of 
development and the adjacent agricultural operations; or other measures, as directed 
by the City of Elk Grove. The City of Elk Grove would verify that the agricultural 
land use compatibility plan, as prepared, will reduce conflicts between ongoing 
agricultural operations and adjacent urban uses before issuance of grading permits for 
future development within the SOIA Area, including the multi-sports complex. 

Comment I5-9: The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 (Preparation of an Agricultural Land 
Use Compatibility Plan) can and must be completed at the stage of environmental review and 
not deferred. 

With regard to deferral, in certain circumstances, mitigation can be permissibly deferred 
where mitigation is known to be feasible, but practical considerations prevent a lead agency 
from establishing specific standards early in the development process. Such deferral of the 
specific design of mitigation is permissible when the lead agency commits itself to devising 
mitigation measures that will satisfy specific performance standards for evaluating the 
efficacy of the measures and the project implementation is contingent upon the mitigation 
measures being in place (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 
Cal.App.4th 884; Poet, LLC v. California Air Resources Board (2013) 217 Cal.App.4th 1214; 
Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council (1991) Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028-1029; 
Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 1261, 1275). As discussed in 
Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland, the Court found that two mitigation measures 
adopted in an EIR adequately mitigated seismic impacts. The two measures were that the 
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buildings must comply with all State and local regulations, and that the buildings must 
comply with final design parameters and recommendations that would be included in 
geotechnical investigations. Third, the Court ruled that the City did not improperly defer 
mitigation because substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that compliance with State 
and local code requirements was feasible and would be effective. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15152 also acknowledges that “not all effects can be mitigated at 
each step of the process. There will be some effects for which mitigation will not be feasible 
at an early step of approving a particular development project.” With regard to conflicts with 
existing off-site agricultural operations, the specific height and location buffers and/or 
barriers and identification and implementation of other measures to ensure agricultural land 
use compatibility would occur during site-specific planning for the multi-sports park complex 
and future development and based on the proximity of existing agricultural operations to 
future development.  

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 of the Draft EIR lists feasible elements that would reduce the 
subject impact, and that may apply as a part of an overall compatibility plan. Mitigation 
Measure 3.3-3 also specifies performance standards for mitigating impacts associated with 
existing off-site agricultural operations and on-site urban land uses (page 3.3-18 of the Draft 
EIR). Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 requires preparation of an agricultural land use compatibility 
plan that includes establishing a buffer zone; providing additional suitable barriers, such as 
on-site fencing or walls, between the edge of development and the adjacent agricultural 
operations; or other measures, as directed by the City of Elk Grove. Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 
would require the City of Elk Grove to verify the final maps include agricultural buffers that 
reduce conflicts between ongoing agricultural operations and adjacent urban uses before 
issuance of grading permits for future development and for development of the multi-sports 
complex. Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 will be imposed as a condition of approval for future 
development projects, including development of the multi-sports complex.  

Comment I5-10: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not address that if use of the Multi-Sport Park 
Complex could be affected by dust or noise from agricultural operations at the Mosher 
Ranch, the latter would be required to cease for the benefit of the City’s sports park and not 
the other way around.  

Please see Responses to Comments I5-8 and I5-13. 

Comment I5-11: The commenter states that while the Draft EIR recognizes that mitigation measures for the 
loss of agricultural land would be implemented, no mention is made of the need to mitigate 
for impacts to the adjacent Mosher Ranch property. LAFCo policy guidance requires the 
consideration as to whether natural or man-made barriers serve to buffer nearby agricultural 
land from the effects of the proposed development (See Sacramento LAFCO Policy IV (E)(l)). 

The Draft EIR evaluates the full range of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts for all 
resource topics identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (Draft EIR Sections 3.1 
through 3.16). The City’s General Plan policies and mitigation measures provided in the 
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Draft EIR would reduce potential environmental effects associated with future development 
within the SOIA Area, including development of the multi-sport park complex. These 
policies and mitigation measures are referenced throughout the Draft EIR for each resource 
topic and would effectively reduce impacts on the Mosher Ranch property.  

Please see Responses to Comments O1-7, which addresses movement of agricultural 
equipment; I5-4, which addresses the programmatic evaluation of future development within 
the SOIA Area and implementation of a mitigation monitoring and reporting program; I5-8, 
which addresses conflicts between on-going agricultural operations and urban land uses; and 
I5-13, which addresses design features, lighting, and noise sources. 

Comment I5-12:  The commenter states that development of the Multi-Sport Park Complex must avoid the 
impacts associated with a direct interface between the proposed entertainment and 
recreational uses and the adjacent agricultural land at Mosher Ranch. The commenter 
expresses the opinion that the influx of people to the project site and impacts from noise, 
light, and traffic will burden the ability of the Mosher Ranch to continue agricultural use and 
will drastically affect the quality of life for the Mosher family. 

Please see Responses to Comments O1-7, which addresses movement of agricultural 
equipment; I5-8, which addresses conflicts between on-going agricultural operations and 
urban land uses; and I5-13, which addresses design features, lighting, and noise sources. 

Comment I5-13: The commenter states that the Multi-Sport Park Complex should be designed to incorporate 
appropriate design features and mitigation measures on the project site, including setbacks, 
landscaping, lighting design and restrictions, and noise limitations. The commenter states 
that compliance with the City’s noise and nighttime lighting requirements does not reduce 
these impacts to a less-than significant level, as the City’s requirements allow nighttime 
stadium and field lighting to continue until 10 P.M. or one hour after the conclusion of the 
event and amplified noise can take place until 10 PM during the week and until 11 PM on 
Friday and Saturday nights. The commenter states that the City standards are acceptable as 
a performance standard in the context of adjacent urban uses, but not in the case where the 
adjacent uses are the Multi-Sport Park Complex and farmland. 

Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR describes setbacks, landscaping, and lighting designs and 
restrictions. Impact 3.2-1 discusses standards that would be incorporated into designs for the 
multi-sports park complex (pages 3.2-11 to 3.2-16 of the Draft EIR). Impact 3.2-1 states that 
construction of the multi-sports park complex would be subject to the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance and design review, and would comply with the City General Plan, Elk Grove 
Municipal Code, and Elk Grove Design Guidelines. The General Plan policies and action 
items ensure the protection of certain trees, that the use of reflective materials would be 
reduced, and indicate that utilities should be located underground to the extent possible. The 
Municipal Code also has additional restrictions related to landscaping, lighting, building 
siting and design, and other aesthetic characteristics. The Design Guidelines encourage 
incorporating natural features, setting back parking areas away from the front of the site to 
minimize visual impacts, planting landscaping to provide visual screening, and shielding 
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lighting. Consistent with the Design Guidelines, the City would use street trees and on-site 
landscaping in parking lots to shield views of the tournament fields and to blend the multi-
sport park complex with the area’s existing character and to create a transition between 
commercial and rural residential areas.  

Impact 3.2-3 in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR discusses the increase in light and glare (page 
3.2-17 to 3.2-19). Exhibit 3.2-10 provides a computer-generated rendering of the sports fields 
illuminated for nighttime games. Impact 3.2-3 states that constructing tournament fields and 
stadium with shielded and downward-facing lights, as encouraged by the City zoning 
regulations and Design Guidelines, would minimize lighting effects. Lighting effects would 
also be minimized during site operation by turning off the lights for sports fields that are not 
in use. As further stated in Impact 3.2-3, lighting effects on adjacent agricultural parcels and 
future mixed-use areas would be minimized by buffer zones landscaped with trees. Thus, the 
multi-sports park complex’s skyglow effects would be limited, similar to the effects of a high 
school football stadium, and of shorter duration than the effects of numerous commercial and 
industrial uses in Elk Grove that are brightly illuminated all night. In addition, Mitigation 
Measure 3.2-3a and Mitigation Measure 3.2-3b would require the City of Elk Grove to reduce 
impacts from nighttime lighting and glare by requiring that pole heights and light shielding 
are designed and scheduled to minimize spillover, skyglow, and glare.  

Impact 3.12-6 in Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR addresses noise impacts associated with the 
operation of the multi-sports park complex, including the use of the soccer fields, 
stadium/amphitheater, and fairgrounds/agrizone park (pages 3.13-51 to 3.13-55). As stated in 
Impact 3.12-6, the soccer fields, stadium/amphitheater, and fairgrounds/agrizone park would 
not be a constant noise source, but would only produce noise during periodic events, which 
could last from a few hours on a given day to most of the day. Design of the stadium would 
be required to consider nearby sensitive uses and implement design features that would 
minimize potential impacts. In addition, intervening structures between the stadium and 
agricultural land uses would attenuate noise levels. Noise generated by the proposed soccer 
fields and stadium, would not exceed the City of Elk Grove’s daytime noise standard and 
would be below the County’s 50 dBA standard.  

Comment I5-14: The commenter states that for purposes of analyzing environmental impacts, the existing and 
continuing future use of the Mosher Ranch as an agricultural preserve for the foreseeable 
future must be better respected and addressed in the Draft EIR. The commenter hopes that 
the City will comply with CEQA in its future review of the discretionary approvals necessary 
for implementation of the Multi Sport Park Complex. 

Responses to specific comments related to the effects of multi-sports park complex on the 
existing and continuing agricultural uses on the Mosher Ranch are addressed 
comprehensively herein. 

The City will adopt each of the Draft EIR mitigation measures upon certification of the Final 
EIR. These mitigation measures will be imposed as conditions of approval of the multi-sports 
complex and future development projects. 
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Comment I5-15: The commenter expresses the opinion that because the Draft EIR does not adequately portray 
the proposed project or analyze its specific environmental impacts, the City cannot properly 
rely on the Draft EIR as a “project-level” document. 

Please refer to Response to Comment I5-4. 
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2.2.18 LETTER I6 – FLORENCE PIERCE  
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2.2.18.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I6 – FLORENCE PIERCE 

Comment I6-1:  The commenter is concerned about the potential impacts of the Project on the community. 

The specific comments provided in this comment letter are addressed herein. These 
comments do not raise questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the Project.  

Comment I6-2: The commenter has concerns related to increased traffic levels and resulting traffic hazards. 

Section 3.14, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR summarizes the land use change anticipated 
to occur in the SOIA Area, which includes the multi-sport park complex, and summarizes 
analysis of the potential transportation and traffic impacts associated with implementation of 
the Project. Impact 3.14-1 addresses the increase in traffic from development of the Project 
(pages 3.14-26 to 3.14-28 of the Draft EIR). In addition, Impact 3.14-2 specifically addresses 
hazards due to design features (pages 3.14-28 and 3.14-29 of the Draft EIR). As noted in the 
Draft EIR, the City of Elk Grove and other public agencies develop and implement design 
standards that are specifically tailored to avoid hazardous design features such as sharp 
curves, dangerous intersections, shared turn lanes, and points of conflict. Any future roadway 
improvements required within the Elk Grove City limits or SOIA Area would be constructed 
to American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, Caltrans, 
Sacramento County, and City of Elk Grove roadway standards, as applicable, and therefore 
would therefore not result in potential transportation-related hazards. 

Please also see Response to Comment O1-7. 

Comment I6-3:  The commenter has concerns related increase noise from the sports fields and traffic.  

Section 3.12, “Noise and Vibration,” includes a description of existing noise conditions, and 
an analysis of the potential impacts resulting from development within the SOIA Area and 
implementation of the multi-sport park complex project. Impact 3.12-4 addresses long-term 
traffic noise levels (3.12-42 to 3.12-46 of the Draft EIR) and Impact 3.12-6 addresses noise 
associated with operation of the multi-sport park complex and future development (3.12-51 to 
3.12-57 of the Draft EIR). 

Comment I6-4:  The commenter has concerns related to light and glare from the sports fields. 

Section 3.2, “Aesthetics,” of the Draft EIR describes existing light and glare within the SOIA 
Area and surrounding area. Impact 3.2-3 discusses the increase in light and glare (page 3.2-17 
to 3.2-19). Exhibit 3.2-10 provides a computer-generated rendering of the sports fields 
illuminated for nighttime games. In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.2-3a and Mitigation 
Measure 3.2-3b would require the City of Elk Grove to reduce impacts from nighttime 
lighting and glare by requiring that pole heights and light shielding are designed and 
scheduled to minimize spillover, skyglow, and glare. 

Please see also the Response to Comment I5-13. 
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Comment I6-5: The commenter has concerns related to water supplies. 

Please see the Responses to Comments A2-3, A2-4, and I2-7. 

Comment I6-6:  The commenter has concerns related to loss of agricultural land. 

Section 3.3, “Agricultural Resources,” of the Draft EIR describes the agricultural resources 
within the SOIA Area and surrounding areas. Impact 3.3-1 addresses the loss of agricultural 
land from development within the SOIA Area and identifies a mitigation measure to reduce 
this impact (pages 3.3-13 to 3.3-15 of the Draft EIR). 

Comment I6-6: The commenter has concerns related to loss of wildlife habitat. 

Chapter 3.5, “Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR provides a detailed discussion of 
biological resources known or with the potential to occur in the SOIA Area. Impacts 3.5-2 to 
3.5-6 addressed the impacts of the Project on wildlife and wildlife habitat and identifies 
mitigation measures to reduce those impacts (pages 3.5-31 to 3.5-45 of the Draft EIR). 

Comment I6-8: The commenter has concerns related to degradation of the rural landscape. 

Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR describes the visual character of the SOIA Area and surrounding 
area. Impact 3.2-1 addressed the potential for future development in the SOIA Area, 
including the multi-sport park complex, to change the existing visual character of the SOIA 
Area (pages 3.2-11 to 3.2-16). 

Please also see the Response to Comment I2-1 for further discussion of the Project’s impacts 
on the rural landscape. 

Comment I6-9: The commenter states that the No Project Alternative is their first choice and the Reduced 
Density Alternatives is their second choice. 

Chapter 5, “Alternatives,” of the Draft EIR provides a detailed discussion of the proposed 
Project’s Alternatives. LAFCo and the City of Elk Grove have evaluated potential 
alternatives relative to the objectives of the proposed Project and the evaluation of 
alternatives considered the potential of the alternative to avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the proposed Project. 

As discussed in Chapter 5, the No Project Alternative would not meet the Project objectives 
since it would not provide a sports training and competitive venue space. In addition, the 
Reduced Density Alternative could generally meet the Project objectives, albeit not to the 
same degree as the proposed Project. There would be less space available for agricultural 
events and there would be less commercial, industrial, and mixed-use development to address 
the City’s jobs-housing balance.  
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2.2.19 LETTER I7 – MAYETTE ACIERTO 
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2.2.19.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I7 – MAYETTE ACIERTO 

Comment I7-1:  The commenter’s main concern about the area is the traffic it will bring, with the casino/mall 
being finished, I wonder if there will be additional roadwork done specifically to Grant Line 
Road. 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 in Section 3.14, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR outlines 
improvements that would be implemented at the Grant Line Road/Waterman Road 
intersection, Grant Line Road/Mosher Road intersection, Grant Line Road/Bradshaw Road 
intersection, and Grant Line Road/Elk Grove Boulevard intersection (pages 3.14-27 and 3.14-
28). 

This comment does not raise specific questions or request information that pertains to the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the 
project. However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for 
public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. 

Comment I7-2:  The commenter asks about the cost of the Project and how long until the community sees a 
return on the investment. The commenter also asks is the money can be used for something 
more useful such as an extension for the community college or more funding for the police 
department to keep our residents safe. 

This comment does not raise specific questions or request information that pertains to the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the 
project. However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for 
public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. 
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