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3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR 

This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters received during the 45-day public review period for the 
Recirculated Draft EIR, which concluded on September 11, 2017. 

In conformance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), the LAFCo has prepared written responses to all 
comments that addressed environmental issues related to the Recirculated Draft EIR. The focus of the responses 
to comments is on the disposition of significant environmental issues that are raised in the comments, as specified 
by Section 15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

3.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR 

Table 3-1 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 3-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

Letter # Commenter Date Received 

Agencies/Tribes   

RA-1 Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) August 25, 2017 

RA-2 United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria August 25, 2017 

RA-3 Cosumnes Fire Department September 7, 2017 

RA-4 Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) September 11, 2017 

RA-5 City of Elk Grove September 11, 2017 

RA-6 California Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit September 13, 2017 

Organizations   

RO-1 Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS)  September 11, 2017 

RO-2 Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk (FOSH) September 11, 2017 

Individuals   

RI-1 Lynn Wheat September 5, 2017 

RI-2 Michael Monasky September 11, 2017 

RI-3 Applicants: Martin Feletto and Gerry Kamilos September 11, 2017 
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3.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR 

The written comments received on the Recirculated Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are provided 
in this section. Similar comments are provided with a categorical response. Each comment letter is reproduced in 
its entirety and is followed by the response(s) to the letter. 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 3-1 and provides text changes, where appropriate, shown in 
strikethrough for deleted text and underline for corrected and/or clarified changed text. 
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3.2.1 AGENCIES/TRIBES 

Letter RA1 – Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 
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Comments RA1-1: The commenter states that SACOG has commented in the past on documents relating to the 
previous SOIA application. The commenter provides background information on the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) and 
Blueprint. The commenter states that the purpose of the MTP/SCS is to forecast what is 
likely to be constructed, not to determine a land supply contingency. The commenter states 
that additional land may be needed outside of the current Elk Grove city limits to support 
additional job growth. The commenter states that SACOG does not foresee a need for land 
for housing for a very long time. The commenter states that LAFCo and the City include 
strong policies to ensure that employment is prioritized and indicates that SACOG has 
plenty of examples to assist. 

The comment introduces the letter and attachments and provides background information. 
LAFCo has reviewed the attached comments on the previous SOIA application for 
relevance. As the commenter states, there are no land use changes and the conceptual land 
use scenario was only developed to facilitate environmental analysis. If the SOIA is 
approved and annexation to the City of Elk Grove is subsequently proposed, land use 
planning would occur under the City’s jurisdiction. The comment does not specify 
additional information needed in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment is noted and 
published in this Final EIR for decision maker consideration. 

Comment RA1-2: The commenter states that the size and general location of the proposed SOIA is generally 
consistent with the Blueprint and that small variances are to be expected.  

The comment does not specify additional information needed in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted and published in this Final EIR for decision maker 
consideration. 
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Letter RA2 – United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria 
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Comment RA2-1: The commenter states that the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) has no additional 
comments. The commenter requests that a complete cultural inventory report be provided if 
one is available. The commenter states that UAIC should be contacted if any cultural 
resources are discovered on the project site.  

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment is noted 
and published in this Final EIR for decision maker consideration. 

 

  



AECOM  Kammerer Road/Highway 99 SOIA Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 3-8 Sacramento LAFCo (LAFC#07-15) 

Letter RA3 – Cosumnes Fire Department 
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Comment RA3-2: The commenter states that the amended version of the document is acceptable.  

LAFCo appreciates the commenter’s review of the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment 
does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment is noted and 
published in this Final EIR for decision maker consideration. 
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Letter RA4 – Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) 
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Comment RA4-1: The commenter provides an update to Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) 
power mix numbers and includes their previous comment letters.  

SMUD’s previously submitted letters are summarized and responded to in Chapter 2, 
‘DEIR Comments and Responses.’ Table 3.6-2 and the associated text has been revised, 
consistent with SMUD’s information. This edit does not change the analysis or conclusions 
of the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

As shown in Table 3.6-2, in 20146, SMUD received 2541 percent of its electricity from 
natural gas-fired power plants; 0 percent from nuclear generation; 2720 percent from 
eligible renewable resources, such as biomass, solar, wind, geothermal, and small 
hydroelectric power plants that generate 30 megawatts (MW) or less of electricity; 1023 
percent from large hydroelectric power plants; and 2316 percent from other unspecified 
power sources (i.e., electricity that is not traceable to specific generation sources by any 
auditable contract) (SMUD 20165b).1

Table 3.6-2. SMUD Electrical Power Mix, 20146 
Electrical Sources  Percent 

Natural Gas 2541 
Nuclear 0 
Renewable1 2720 
Large Hydroelectric 1023 
Other Unspecified2 2316 
Notes: 
1: Renewable energy sources include biomass & waste, geothermal, solar, wind, and small hydroelectric power 

plants that generate 30 MW or less of electricity. These energy sources are considered eligible to meet 
California’s renewable portfolio standard of 33 percent renewable energy generation by 2020.  

2: Other unspecified sources refer to electricity that is not traceable to specific generation sources by any 
auditable contract. 

Source: SMUD 20165b 
 

SMUD. 2016. 2016 Power Content Label. Sacramento Municipal Utility District. 
Available: https://www.smud.org/assets/documents/pdf/Power-Content-Label-full.pdf. 
Accessed September 15, 2017. 

Comment RA4-2: This comment is a reproduction of a comment submitted on the Draft EIR.  

Please see the Response to Comments A11-1 through A11-5. 

Comment RA4-2: This comment is a reproduction of SMUD’s NOP comment letter.  

The NOP comment letter is addressed in the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR. 

  

                                                      
1 Renewable energy sources for the purposes of California’s renewable portfolio standard of 33 percent renewable energy generation by 

2020 include biomass, solar, wind, geothermal, and small hydroelectric power plants that generate 30 MW or less of electricity. 

https://www.smud.org/assets/documents/pdf/Power-Content-Label-full.pdf
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Letter RA5 – City of Elk Grove 
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Comment RA5-1: The commenter introduces the letter. 

The comment does not specify additional information needed in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted and published in this Final EIR for decision maker 
consideration. 

Comment RA5-2: The comment identifies that the EIR analysis is based on a conceptual land use scenario 
included in the SOIA application and that, if the area is developed in the future, such 
development could be different than what is assumed for the purposes of analysis. The 
comment requests that additional flexibility be added to mitigation measures that would be 
appropriate for future versions of development that are different than that assumed for the 
SOIA in the EIR. 

Mitigation in the EIR is designed to apply to development as it would actually occur, and if 
it would actually occur within the SOIA Area in the future. Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 is 
designed to be flexible with respect to the presence of special-status plant species on-site 
during possible future development. If there are not special-status plant species, regardless 
of the form future development may take, then the balance of the programmatic mitigation 
is not required. This mitigation measure is not keyed to a particular land use array. The 
same is true for the other example offered – Mitigation Measure 3.4-2a – the mitigation is 
focused on the presence of species and habitat, irrespective of the area of development, the 
location of proposed land uses, and the scale or density/intensity of future land uses and 
supportive infrastructure.  

In addition, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097(d), ‘each agency has the 
discretion to choose its own approach to monitoring or reporting; and each agency has its 
own special expertise.’ If necessary, modifications to mitigation may be made, when the 
mitigation is no longer required or a substitute mitigation measure would provide a level of 
environmental protection equal to, or greater than that afforded by the mitigation measure 
included in the EIR. The substitute mitigation would not be able to itself have adverse 
effects on the environment greater than the original mitigation and would also need to be 
feasible. 

Comment RA5-3: The commenter discusses other comments related to the availability of land in the existing 
City limits for development, that planning for development outside City limits requires a 
long lead time, and that there is a housing shortage in California. The commenter suggests 
that the EIR should take these factors into account.  

LAFCo acknowledges the City’s observation that several analysts have reported a housing 
shortage in California. The Public Policy Institute in January of 2017 reported that vacancy 
rates in California overall remain relatively low - approximately 1.2 percent compared to 
1.8 percent nationally, and suggests that local governments should consider additional 
higher-density housing development and facilitating secondary housing units on existing 
single-family lots (Public Policy Institute of California 2017). LAFCo also acknowledges 
that there can be a relatively long period of time between a SOIA application and eventual 
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installation of utilities and development. The EIR uses the latest available estimates of 
population and housing, as well as the latest available regional forecasts of population, 
housing, and employment growth from the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG). As noted in the EIR Project Description and elsewhere in the EIR, LAFCo is 
using a theoretical scenario of potential land use change for analytical purposes only, since 
the SOIA does not itself propose land use change or development.  

Comment RA5-4: The commenter anticipates continued demand for development and describes investments 
in infrastructure that would serve existing and future development in the area. The 
commenter has suggested that LAFCo add project objectives addressing the housing crisis 
and market conditions. 

LAFCo acknowledges the City’s suggestions for additional project objectives. While 
LAFCo’s regulatory obligations tangentially relate to marketplace considerations, as noted 
in the EIR, LAFCo’s primary role is related to managing growth and development patterns 
and preserving agricultural and other types of open space. However, the project objectives 
developed for this EIR indirectly relate to the City’s suggestion. They include:  

► Amend the SOI boundary beyond the existing Elk Grove City limits to accommodate 
orderly and sustainable growth consistent with the City’s General Plan. 

► Implement the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 
consistent with public service conditions present or reasonably foreseeable in the 
proposed SOIA Area. 

► Establish a logical boundary within which future annexation requests into the City of Elk 
Grove may be considered. 

► Consider providing land to accommodate a jobs-housing ratio for the City of Elk Grove 
that provides for sufficient residential and employment-generating lands uses to minimize 
the need for commuting to or from other jurisdictions. 

► Establish an SOI for the City of Elk Grove that will facilitate the protection of important 
environmental, cultural, and agricultural resources.  

If there is future planning and development activity in the area, it may be appropriate to 
have such activity guided by planning and project objectives that relate more precisely to 
market conditions and accommodating additional housing.  

Comment RA5-5: The commenter has requested the EIR replace the word ‘coordinate’ with the word 
‘consult’ when referencing the disposition of mitigation measures with third parties, such 
as the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) and the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans). 

CDFW had specifically requested in their March 8, 2017 comment letter on the Notice of 
Completion of the AEIR that the word ‘coordinate’ rather than ‘consult’ be used to describe 
their interactions with the City of Elk Grove in assessing proposed mitigation acquisitions. 
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However, follow-up coordination with CDFW indicated that they were agreeable to 
restoring the original use of the term ‘consult’ to characterize the City’s collaborative 
efforts to work with CDFW and make use of their expertise in developing mitigation 
measures (Sheya, pers. comm. 2017). This revision does not change the analysis or 
conclusions in the Recirculated Draft EIR because ‘consult’ and ‘coordinate’ have been 
used as if they are synonymous, reflecting preferences in usage by various parties rather 
than any substantial differences in the way in which mitigation measures will be developed.  

Comment RA5-6: The commenter discusses the City’s preference for mitigation language that focuses on 
future project-level analysis to address potential impacts. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment A5-2. 

Comment RA5-7: The commenter indicates that their prior comments should be considered.  

Responses to comments submitted on the Draft EIR are provided in Chapter 2, ‘Responses 
to Comments on the Draft EIR.’ The comment does not specify additional information 
needed in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment is noted and published in this Final 
EIR for decision maker consideration. 

Comment RA5-8: The commenter provides more information on activities near the SOIA Area  

Page 2-2 and 3.11-3 have been revised, consistent with the City’s suggestions.  

Page 2-2: Following is a description of the vicinity of the SOIA Area.  

► North: Existing Kammerer Road (south boundary of the City of Elk Grove) and the 
planned Capital Southeast Connector, a 35-mile, multi-lane, limited access roadway 
connecting I-5 at the Hood-Franklin interchange south of Elk Grove to U.S. Highway 50 
at the Silva Valley Parkway interchange in El Dorado Hills. Existing and approved 
development within the city along this boundary includes: (1) the 295-acre Lent Ranch 
Marketplace Special Planning Area consisting of a proposed regional shopping center, 
community commercial, medical, office, entertainment, visitor commercial and high-
density residential land uses; (2) the 200-acre Sterling Meadows residential subdivision; 
and (3) the approximately 1,200-acre Southeast Policy Area, consisting of about 350 
acres of office, light industrial, and commercial land uses bordering the Capital Southeast 
Connector alignment. The Grant Line Road/Kammerer Road/Highway 99 interchange is 
located just northeast of the project site and was constructed in 2008 to accommodate 8 
lanes of traffic. In addition, the Federal Bureau of Indian Affairs has identified the 
northwest portion of the intersection of Grant Line Road and SR 99 as the preferred 
location for the Wilton Rancheria Casino Resort. A draft of the Environmental Impact 
Statement has been released for this possible future project. The Elk Grove alternative 
consists of a proposed 611,055 square-foot hospitality and entertainment facility, 
including a 12-story, 302-room hotel, a 48,150 square-foot convention center, six 
restaurants and bars, and a 110,260 square-foot gaming floor (City of Elk Grove 2016). 
The City is also currently preparing a feasibility study for a future multimodal station. 
Options include the eastern Union Pacific Railroad corridor (Fresno Subdivision) or other 
locations along the western Union Pacific Railroad corridor (Sacramento Subdivision).  
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► East: SR 99 (also part of the south boundary of Elk Grove). Existing development within 
the city along the east side of SR 99 includes commercial, heavy rail-served industrial 
and public facilities, including the Suburban Propane refrigerated storage facility, the 
Cosumnes CSD fire training facility, and recreational facilities. In late 2014, the City 
relocated its proposed rail/multimodal transportation station into this area. An area 
southeast of the existing City limits and northeast of the SOIA Area is identified by the 
City’s General Plan update EIR Notice of Preparation as the East Study Area. It 
encompasses approximately 1,773 acres of land southeast of Grant Line Road and east of 
the Union Pacific Railroad. The Elk Grove Multi-Sports Complex is proposed for the 
western portion of the East Study Area and the proposal includes a multi-sports complex 
with associated sports fields and amphitheater. Although no future development beyond 
the sports complex is proposed, future development could consist primarily of 
commercial and industrial uses. In the central and northeastern portions of the East Study 
Area, uses would transition to more residential in nature (City of Elk Grove 2017). The 
area northeast of the proposed Multi-Sports Complex SOIA Area is part of a pending 
visioning process for Sacramento County. (City of Elk Grove 2017).  

► South: Eschinger Road, agricultural operations, and solar energy generation facilities. 

► West: Future extension of McMillan Road/Big Horn Boulevard, and 
agricultural/residential land uses. West of the existing City limits and west of the SOIA 
Area is an area identified by the City’s General Plan update EIR Notice of Preparation as 
the West Study Area. It comprises 1,982 acres outside the existing City limits and is 
bound by Bilby Road on the north, the Union Pacific Railroad on the west, Bruceville 
Road on the east, and Core and Eschinger Roads on the south. An application has been 
submitted to LAFCo for the Bilby Ridge SOIA (Sacramento LAFCo Application #04-
16). The Bilby Ridge SOIA Area is north of the proposed Kammerer Road extension 
project, and is proposed to include a range of residential densities, including medium-
density residential apartments and townhomes, low-density residential development, and 
Estate Residential development; commercial uses; and light industrial uses (City of Elk 
Grove 2017). The City has defined Estate Residential development as having densities 
between 1 and 4 units per acre. The alignment of land uses is not currently defined. (City 
of Elk Grove 2017).  

Page 3.11-3: The East Study Area is located southeast of the existing City limits and 
northeast of the SOIA Area. It encompasses approximately 1,773 acres of land southeast of 
Grant Line Road and east of the Union Pacific Railroad. The Elk Grove Multi-Sports 
Complex is proposed for the western portion of the East Study Area and the proposal 
includes a multi-sports complex with associated sports fields and amphitheater.2 The area 
northeast of the proposed Multi-Sports Complex SOIA Area is part of a pending visioning 
process for Sacramento County. (City of Elk Grove 2017). Although no future development 
beyond the sports complex is proposed, future development could consist of commercial 
and industrial uses. In the central and northeastern portions of the East Study Area, uses 
transition to more residential in nature (City of Elk Grove 2017a). The General Plan update 
EIR NOP presents two land plan program scenarios for the East Study Area, and both 

                                                      
2 A Draft EIR is currently being prepared for the Elk Grove Multi-Sports project; however, there is currently no timeline for public 

review. 
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scenarios focus on designating 40 to 60 percent of the study area’s acreage to residential 
land uses and designating 15 to 25 percent of the acreage to parks and open space, with 
commercial and industrial land uses comprising 1 to 10 percent and 7 to 12 percent, 
respectively, of the study area’s acreage (City of Elk Grove 2017a).  

The West Study Area comprises 1,982 acres outside the existing City limits and is bound 
by Bilby Road on the north, the Union Pacific railroad line on the west, Bruceville Road on 
the east, and Core and Eschinger roads on the south. An application has been submitted to 
LAFCo for the Bilby Ridge SOIA (Sacramento LAFCo Application #04-16). The 
alignment of land uses within Bilby Ridge SOIA Area is not currently defined proposed to 
include a range of residential densities, including medium-density residential apartments 
and townhomes, low-density residential housing, and Estate Residential homes; 
commercial uses; and light industrial uses. Other lower-density residential neighborhoods 
will provide a buffer between agricultural land south of the Bilby Ridge neighborhoods and 
employment centers (City of Elk Grove 2017a). The General Plan update EIR NOP 
presents two land plan program scenarios for the East Study Area. Scenario 1 focuses on 
designating up to 15 percent of the study area’s acreage to residential land uses and up to 8 
percent as commercial and employment center land uses, while conserving up to 70 percent 
of agricultural land (City of Elk Grove 2017a). Scenario 2 focuses on a greater acreage 
designated for residential land uses (up to 80 percent) and a greater acreage designated for 
commercial and employment land uses (up to 18 percent) (City of Elk Grove 2017a). 

These edits do not change the analysis or conclusions of the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

Comment RA5-9: The commenter states that the document should be corrected to identify that the SOIA Area 
is located within the South Study Area, but is not the entirety of the South Study Area.  

Page 2-8 and 3.11-21 have been revised as indicated by the City. 

Page 2-8: After the Draft EIR, on June 23, 2017, the City of Elk Grove released a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) for an EIR to address the City’s General Plan update and an update to 
the City’s Climate Action Plan. The SOIA Area is identified in the City’s preferred 
alternative land use diagram as a portion of the ‘South Study Area.’ The City’s intent is that 
the Study Areas may be developed in accordance with annexation policies that will be 
identified in the updated General Plan and an additional layer of more detailed planning 
(e.g., specific plan) (City of Elk Grove 2017). 

Page 3.11-21: City of Elk Grove General Plan Update 

The City of Elk began preparing a comprehensive update to its General Plan in July 2015. 
On June 23, 2017, the City released a notice of preparation for the Environmental Impact 
Report for the City of Elk Grove General Plan Update (State Clearinghouse No. 
2017062058) circulated for a 30-day public review period (City of Elk Grove 2017). A 
public draft General Plan update and Draft EIR are anticipated to be available in late 2017. 
Adoption of the General Plan update and certification of the Final EIR is anticipated in 
early 2018. The update is intended to ensure that ‘the guiding policy document remains a 
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useful tool, keeps pace with change, and provides workable solutions to current and future 
issues’ (City of Elk Grove 2017b). The SOIA Area is identified in the City’s preferred 
alternative land use diagram as a portion of the ‘South Study Area.’ The City’s intent is that 
the Study Areas may be developed in accordance with annexation policies that will be 
identified in the General Plan and an additional layer of more detailed planning (e.g., 
specific plan). 

This edit does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Recirculated Draft EIR.  

Comment RA5-10: The commenter notes that the Recirculated Draft EIR Swainson’s hawk mitigation is 
generally accurate, but does not reflect the fact that the City’s program may change in the 
future.  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097(d), ‘each agency has the discretion to 
choose its own approach to monitoring or reporting; and each agency has its own special 
expertise.’ If necessary, modifications to mitigation may be made, when the mitigation is 
no longer required or a substitute mitigation measure would provide a level of 
environmental protection equal to, or greater than that afforded by the mitigation measure 
included in the EIR. The substitute mitigation would not be able to itself have adverse 
effects on the environment greater than the original mitigation and would also need to be 
feasible. Please see the Response to Comment A13-4.  

Comment RA5-10: The commenter notes that the City’s Swainson’s hawk mitigation may change in the future 
relative to the payment of fees for development of more than 40 acres.  

Please see the Responses to Comments RA5-9 and A13-4.  

Comment RA5-12: The commenter notes that based on comments made at the LAFCO meeting on September 
6, 2017, they understand that the Recirculated Draft EIR would be revised to correct errors 
on the characterization of roles of responsibilities of the SSHCP and CDFW, and requested 
deletion of the third paragraph on page 3.4-51. 

The commenter is correct; at the September 6, 2017 Public Workshop on this project the 
paragraph referenced above from page 3.4-51 of the Recirculated Draft EIR was discussed 
and recommended for deletion. The deleted text is shown below. Please see also Chapter 4 
of this Final EIR. 

At the time of submittal of any application to annex territory within the SOIA Area 
following adoption of the SSHCP, the City of Elk Grove will coordinate with CDFW 
regarding acquisition of mitigation lands, as described in Mitigation Measures 3.4-2c 
and 3.4-4. CDFW, one of the SSHCP’s Permitting Agencies and a member of the 
SSHCP’s Technical Advisory Committee, would review any property acquisition 
proposal for mitigation, and would have an opportunity at that time to assess whether 
acquisition would meet targeted SSCHP objectives and preserve acquisition criteria, 
and to also reject proposed mitigation that would compete with, or impede, the 
SSHCP’s mitigation acquisitions. 
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The purpose of the deletion is to avoid confusion about the role of CDFW in coordinating 
with the City of Elk Grove in reviewing proposed mitigation lands, and to clarify that the 
City does not cede its land use entitlement authority as a result of CDFW review. This 
deletion does not change the City’s obligation to consult with CDFW; mitigation measures 
elsewhere in the Recirculated Draft EIR (Mitigation Measures 3.4-2c and 3.4-4) specify 
that at the time of submittal of any application to annex territory within the SOIA Area 
following adoption of the SSHCP, the City of Elk Grove will consult with CDFW 
regarding acquisition of mitigation lands. This deletion does not change the analysis or 
conclusions of the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

Comment RA5-13: The commenter requested a revision to Mitigation Measures 3.4-9 to replace ‘coordinate’ 
with CDFW with ‘consult’ with CDFW. 

CDFW had specifically requested in their March 8, 2017 comment letter on the Notice of 
Completion of the AEIR that the word ‘coordinate’ rather than ‘consult’ be used to describe 
their interactions with the City of Elk Grove in assessing proposed mitigation acquisitions. 
However, in follow-up coordination with CDFW, CDFW stated that they were agreeable to 
restoring the original use of the term ‘consult’ to characterize the City’s collaborative 
efforts to work with CDFW and make use of their expertise in developing mitigation 
measures (Sheya, pers. comm., 2017). This revision does not change the analysis or 
conclusions in the RDEIR because ‘consult’ and ‘coordinate’ have been used as if they are 
synonymous, reflecting preferences in usage by various parties rather than any substantial 
differences in the way in which mitigation measures will be developed.  

Comment RA5-14: The commenter requested revisions to page 3.4-51, paragraphs 2-4, to read as follows 
(suggested revised text is underlined): 

Possible future development of the 1, 156-acre SO/A Area, with associated acquisition 
of mitigation lands in the SSHPC plan area, is unlikely to interfere with the ability to 
successfully implement the SSHCP Conservation Strategy given the extensive acreage 
(250, 038 acres) of the SSHCP area outside of the UDA boundaries. The SSHCP does 
not categorize specific properties to acquire for preservation lands and would rely on 
purchasing suitable land from willing sellers anywhere within the undeveloped portions 
of the plan area. While it is possible that a specific parcel in the south County may be 
targeted for acquisition by both the SSHCP and a proposed project within the SOJA 
Area, the overall availability of land is not likely to limit overall achievement of 
conservation goals (36,282 acres out of 250,038 acres or 14 percent of land in the area 
outside the UDA; 9,750 of 67,120 or 14.5 percent of available acres in Preserve 
Planning Unit 6). Furthermore, if a parcel was acquired for mitigation for Swainson’s 
hawk (or other covered species) by a project in the SOJA Area, it would contribute to 
the overall preservation of land in the south County and the overall conservation of the 
species in the area. Even though the parcel would not be counted towards the SSHCP 
preserve area, it would not ‘preclude’ the SSHCP from achieving its goals, which is the 
long-term conservation of covered species. From an impact perspective, Mitigation 
Measures 3. 4-1 through 3. 4-6 and 3. 4-11 b are consistent with the avoidance, 
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minimization, and mitigation measures for covered species described in the draft 
SSHCP. Therefore, development in the SOJA Area and associated off-site 
improvement areas in the future is not likely to conflict with the provisions of the SS 
HCP, if it is adopted prior to annexation and development of the SOJA Area. 

The City will further analyze future annexation projects in the SOIA for conflicts with 
the provisions of the SSHCP (once adopted). 

Two of the requested revisions have been made, with some minor changes (the total 
acreage in PPU 6 is 95,196 rather than 67,120), because the revisions improve clarity or 
provide additional useful information, with the exception of the final suggested sentence. 
This last sentence is redundant with the information presented in last paragraph of page 3.4-
51, where it was stated that the City would also be required to analyze consistency of future 
proposed projects in the SOIA Area with the provisions of the SSHCP, and therefore the 
suggested sentence was not added. The revised text from page 3.4-51 is shown below in the 
paragraph below.  

The SSHCP does not categorize specific areas properties to acquire for preservation 
lands and would rely on purchasing suitable land from willing sellers anywhere 
within the undeveloped portions of the plan area. While it is possible that a specific 
parcel in the south County may be targeted for acquisition by both the SSHCP and a 
proposed project within the SOJA Area, the overall availability of land is not likely to 
limit overall achievement of conservation goals (36,282 acres out of 250,038 acres or 
14 percent of land in the area outside the UDA; 9,750 of 95,196 or 10 percent of the 
acreage in Preserve Planning Unit 6). 

Please also see Response to Comment O1-10. 

Comment RA5-15: The commenter also requests additional language to clarify that the SSHCP is not a land 
plan and that it does not preclude activities from occurring outside of the Urban 
Development Area, provided they obtain the legally required local, State, and Federal 
permits and approvals otherwise and customarily required, including mitigation for 
impacts to the environment caused by those activities. In other words, development outside 
of the Urban Development Area is not provided any direct benefits from the HCP. Any 
required mitigation should also include a consult with the HCP’s Implementing Entity for 
maximum species benefit, but the final decision shall be made by the applicable Lead 
Agency to complete pursuant to their thresholds and regulations. The City believes that this 
additional language will help support LAFCo’s determination that the potential impact is 
less than significant. 

While it is true that the SSHCP is not a land plan and does not preclude activities from 
occurring outside of the Urban Development Area, and that the applicable Lead Agency 
would make the final decision on project mitigation after coordination with the appropriate 
parties, these points are not germane to discussion in this section, which is whether the 
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project would conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan. The 
comment is noted. Please also see response to Comment O1 and Master Response 2. 

Comment RA5-16: The commenter states Page 3.11-5 references data from the Center for Strategic Economic 
Research regarding jobs-housing data for the City and more current data is available. 

The following revision has been made to page 3.11-5 to reflect more recent data: 

The Center for Strategic Economic Research calculated a ratio between jobs and housing 
units in the City of Elk Grove at 0.86 0.43 in 2013. 2013 (Center for Strategic Economic 
Research 2016 2014:15A-3). The SACOG MTP/SCS forecast projects a ratio between jobs 
and households at 0.8 in 2036 (SACOG 2016). Full buildout of the Laguna Ridge Specific 
Plan, Lent Ranch Market Place, the Southeast Policy Area, and the Triangle Special Plan as 
well as other currently planned development is anticipated to increase the City’s ratio 
between jobs and households to approximately 1.4 (SACOG 2016). 

Comment RA5-17: The commenter states that the City Council has identified a specific program for the South 
Study Area and revisions should be made to pages 3.11-1 and 4-4 to reflect the chosen 
program. 

Section 3.11 of the Recirculated Draft EIR has been revised to reflect that the General Plan 
Update Notice of Preparation identifies a land use scenario for the South Study Area. The 
section has been further revised to reflect that a public draft General Plan update and Draft 
EIR are anticipated to be available in early 2018. Adoption of the General Plan update and 
certification of the Final EIR is anticipated in mid-2018 Table 3.11-1 has been deleted and 
the text on pages 3.11-1, 3.11-3, and 3.11-21 in Chapter 3.11 and on page 4-4 in Chapter 4 
has been revised accordingly. Please see Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. This does not change 
any of the analysis or conclusions in the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

Comment RA5-18: The commenter attaches their previous comments on the Draft EIR.  

Responses to comments submitted on the Draft EIR are provided in Chapter 2, ‘Responses 
to Comments on the Draft EIR’. The comment does not specify additional information 
needed in the Recirculated Draft EIR. Comment noted. 
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Letter RA6 – California Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
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Comment RA6-1: The commenter states that the State Clearinghouse has submitted the Draft EIR to selected 
state agencies for review and that there were no comments received.  

The comment is noted. 
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3.2.2 ORGANIZATIONS 

Letter RO1 – Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS)  
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Comment RO1-1: The commenter introduces the letter and ECOS.  

The comment does not specify additional information needed in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR. Comment noted. 

Comment RO1-2: The commenter states their opposition to the project. The commenter states that Elk 
Grove’s anticipated growth can be accommodated within the City limits. The commenter 
states that the proposal is inconsistent with SACOG MTP/SCS, federal mandates for air 
quality attainment, and myriad regional goals. The commenter states that they are 
uncertain that water could be provided to the area and that the impacts to agricultural and 
biological resources are potentially impossible to mitigate. The commenter states that they 
agree with the Recirculated Draft EIR finding of significant and unavoidable impacts in the 
above mentioned areas, with the exception of a less than significant biological impact with 
mitigation, which is a finding they disagree with. The commenter asks, ‘what justification is 
there for these impacts?’ 

Please see Master Response 1.  

The commenter’s opposition to the project is acknowledged. The commenter does not 
substantiate why there is a lack of certainty regarding municipal water and the commenter 
does not identify regional impacts. The comment is not specific with respect to which 
agricultural and biological resources impacts are potentially impossible to mitigate. With 
respect to the commenter’s disagreement with the conclusion of less than significant 
impacts on special status species and other sensitive biological resources, the ‘Significance 
after Mitigation’ analysis and discussions on pages 3.4-43, 3.4-51, 3.4-57, 3.4-58, 3.4-65, 
3.4-67, 3.4-71, 3.4-72, and 3.4-73 provide the basis for this conclusion. No further response 
is provided because the comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental 
impact analysis in the Recirculated Draft EIR or specify additional information needed in 
the Recirculated Draft EIR. This comment is published in this Response to Comments 
document for public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. 

Comment RO1-3: The commenter states that they agree with the conclusion in the Recirculated Draft EIR 
that impacts on housing employment in the region would be significant and unavoidable. 
The commenter states that they believe the impacts are not justifiable.  

Please refer to Master Response 1 from the Draft EIR relating to need for the project. This 
comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the 
Recirculated Draft EIR or specify additional information needed in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR. This comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public 
disclosure and for decision maker consideration. 

Comment RO1-4: The commenter states that it is likely that the area will become largely housing, which 
means that the VMT increase will far exceed the impacts estimated by the Recirculated 
Draft EIR. The commenter states that inconsistency with SACOG’s MTP/SCS will pose a 
challenge to the region’s ability to meet state-mandated greenhouse gas reduction targets 
associated with the reduction of VMT.  
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The EIR evaluates the potential impacts associated with the possible future development of 
the proposed SOIA Area. While the project does not propose development or land use 
change, in order to maximize the EIR as a public disclosure document, the EIR uses a 
conceptual land use scenario so that the public and decision makers can evaluate the 
potential environmental effects associated with possible future development in this 
location.  

Section 3.14, ‘Transportation,’ of the Draft EIR contains information on VMT generated by 
possible future development in the SOIA Area. Impact 3.11-3 in Section 3.11 of the Draft 
EIR acknowledges that the SACOG MTP/SCS does not identify the SOIA Area for growth 
and that future development may be inconsistent with the SACOG MTP/SCS (page 3.11-23 
of the Draft EIR). SACOG has provided comments on the Draft EIR and has stated that the 
size and general location of the proposed SOIA is generally consistent with their plan and 
that small variances are to be expected.  

As detailed on pages 3.8-19 and 3.8-20 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 requires 
an emissions estimate, suite of reduction strategies, and monitoring mechanism consistent 
with recommendations of CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 for GHG reduction programs 
as an update to the City’s existing Climate Action Plan or a stand-alone GHG reduction 
program. The City will require that development in the SOIA Area comply with applicable 
GHG reduction strategies necessary to demonstrate that the SOIA Area would achieve a 
GHG emissions rate per service population that would be consistent with the emissions rate 
for land use-related emissions needed to achieve the State’s emission targets for 2030 
(Executive B-30-15 and SB 32) and 2050 (Executive Order S-3-05). The Draft EIR 
requires that the GHG reduction program demonstrate consistency with State guidance on 
GHG emissions reductions per unit of development, which, in this case means emissions 
per service population for land use-related emissions. Achieving the performance standard 
established in this mitigation measure would allow the City to demonstrate that 
development within the SOIA Area would be consistent with the Statewide framework that, 
in California, has been established for assessing the cumulative significance of GHG 
emissions impacts.  

The comment does not specify additional information needed in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR. This comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public 
disclosure and for decision maker consideration. 

Comment RO1-5: The commenter states that it is not acceptable to ECOS to approve the SOIA with a 
condition that any future annexation of the area will be contingent on SCS compliance. The 
commenter further states an SOI approval must be contingent on SCS compliance at the 
time of approval. 

Impact 3.11-3 in Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR acknowledges that the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments’ (SACOG) MTP/SCS does not identify the SOIA Area for growth 
(page 3.11-23 of the Draft EIR). As discussed on page 3.8-8 of the EIR, SB 375 aligns 
regional transportation planning efforts, regional GHG reduction targets, and land use and 
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housing allocation. SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to adopt 
a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), which will prescribe land use allocation in that 
MPO’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). SB 375 also directs ARB to adopt regional 
GHG reduction targets. ARB adopted regional GHG targets for passenger vehicles and 
light trucks for 2020 and 2035 for the 18 MPOs in California. If the combination of 
measures in the SCS would not meet the regional targets, the MPO must prepare a separate 
‘alternative planning strategy’ to meet the targets. The ‘SACOG GHG targets are per capita 
CO2 emission reductions from passenger vehicles of 7 percent by 2020 and 16 percent by 
2035 relative to 2005 levels. SACOG adopted the MTP/SCS in 2016. As shown in letter 
RA-1, SACOG states that the size and general location of the proposed SOIA is generally 
consistent with the Blueprint and that small variances are to be expected.  

While the EIR evaluates consistency with the MTP/SCS, SB 375 does not create a 
consistency requirement for local land use entitlement authorities or LAFCos. 

Comment RO1-6: The commenter states that Tables 3.10-2 and 3.15-2 show that projected supply for Zone 40 
will exceed demand in all year types out to 2035 and that the reference for this information 
is SCWA 2011. The commenter states that the Sacramento County General Plan Update 
was adopted in 2011, and states an anticipated shortfall of water supply at build out of the 
plan. The commenter asks why there is a discrepancy between the projected water supply 
and demands shown in the document cited SCWA 2011 and the Sacramento County 
General Plan adopted in 2011. The commenter further asks how and where does SCWA 
plan to ‘procure’ additional surface and groundwater supplies. 

The commenter states that information provided on pages 3.10-3, 3.10-26, and 5.9, that the 
Central Basin ground water table is in recovery and that the cone of depression in the Elk 
Grove area has also improved, does not mesh with ECOS’s understanding, and the 
commenter requests a further illustration of the numbers presented in Tables 3.10-2 and 
3.15-2 that support this conclusion.  

Page 3.10-3 of the Recirculated EIR discusses the factors contributing to the recovery of 
the Central Basin. The Sacramento Central Groundwater Authority’s South American 
Subbasin Alternative Submittal (Alternative Submittal) analyzed the change in groundwater 
storage in the Central Basin. The Alternative Submittal shows the difference in total annual 
average change in storage over the 2005 to 2015 timeframe and states that the magnitude of 
recovery is representative of a basin in equilibrium where natural recharge from deep 
percolation, hydraulically connected rivers, and boundary subsurface inflows are keeping 
up with active pumping and changes in hydrology. 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 3.10-3 indicates 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 level of detail 
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presented at page 3.10-3 and in Table 3.10-2 is adequate in supporting the hydrology 
analysis on pages 3.10-26 and 5-9 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. Water supply and demand 
data is shown in Table 3.15-2, and discussed in the paragraph below. Detailed modeling is 
presented in the Sacramento Central Groundwater Authority’s South American Subbasin 
Alternative Submittal. As shown in Chapter 6, ‘References,’ the South American Subbasin 
Alternative Submittal can be downloaded from the following link: 
http://www.scgah2o.org/Pages/South-American-Subbasin-Alternative-Submittal.aspx. 

Although the Sacramento County General Plan was adopted in 2011, the analysis of water 
supply demands for Sacramento County was analyzed in the Sacramento County General 
Plan EIR that was prepared in 2009. Water supplies to accommodate planned land uses 
under the Sacramento County General Plan were compared to SCWA’s 2005 UWMP water 
supply data. In 2010, the SCWA Zone 41 UWMP was prepared and the 2010 UWMP 
addresses water supply and demand issues, water supply reliability, water conservation, 
water shortage contingencies, and recycled-water usage for the areas within Sacramento 
County where Zone 41 provides retail water services, including Zone 40. Land use 
information for SCWA’s 2010 UWMP included the most up-to-date tentative maps, 
specific plans, community plans, and general plans available. Table 3.15-2 shows water 
supply and demand based on the SCWA Zone 41 UWMP.  

Mitigation Measure 3.10-2a requires that, 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 water supplies are adequate to serve existing and 
planned development under normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years.  

Although not a project under CEQA, a Municipal Services Review for the proposed SOIA 
is available under separate cover through LAFCo. As stated on pages 3.15-20 and 3.15-21, 
SCWA would be responsible for ensuring water supply for the amount of proposed 
development and neither LAFCo nor the City of Elk Grove would have control over 
SCWA’s future water supply planning. The obligation of procuring any additional water 
supplies would be the responsibility of SCWA; therefore, as stated on page 3.15-21, 
impacts related to water supply are significant and unavoidable. 

Comment RO1-7: The commenter states that despite the EIR demonstrating that groundwater is in a better 
condition than previously estimated, SCWA’s ability to provide water is uncertain. The 
commenter agrees with the EIR findings on water supply. The commenter notes that 
LAFCo’s role is to guard against these problems related to growth.  

Please see the Response to Comment RO1-6 and Master Response 1.  

While the Draft EIR includes a discussion of policy consistency, the Draft EIR does not 
seek to make final determinations regarding whether the proposed SOIA is consistent with 
LAFCo Standards, Policies and Procedures; the determination of consistency is ultimately 
at the discretion of the Commissioners. The meaning of such policies is to be determined 
by the governing body, rather than agency staff, EIR consultants, or members of the public. 
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Further, the governing body’s interpretations of such policies will prevail if they are 
‘reasonable,’ even though other reasonable interpretations are also possible (see No Oil, 
Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1987) 196 Cal.App.3d 223, 245-246, 249). In light of these 
considerations, the discussions in the Draft EIR advise the Commission about whether the 
proposed SOIA is consistent with identified goals and policies.  

Comment RO1-8: The commenter requests that they would like to see incorporated into the REIR the 
modeling referenced on page 3.10-24, showing peak flows would improve in the future.  

Impact 3.10-1 and Impact 3.10-3 address the potential for off-site flooding (pages 3.10-23 
through 3.10-24 and 3.10-27 through 3.10-28 of the Recirculated Draft EIR). As stated in 
Impact 3.10-1, 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. LID emphasizes the use of on-site natural features integrated with 
engineered hydrologic controls distributed throughout a watershed that promote infiltration, 
filtration, storage, and evaporation of runoff close to the source in order to manage 
stormwater. The City of Elk Grove’s Storm Drainage Master Plan recommends that all 
runoff from developed areas within Drainage Shed C should be directed into detention 
basins: ‘The detention basins, in conjunction with LID, will provide all the necessary 
stormwater quality treatment and flood flow mitigation for the developing areas within the 
watershed.’  

The Storm Drainage Master Plan also states that the proposed mitigation measures for Shed 
C will effectively mitigate for the potential hydromodification impacts in the watershed and 
that modeling results indicate that the proposed drainage system including LID, detention, 
and channel improvements will adequately mitigate for potential flood flow increases 
downstream of the City. The modeling also shows that peak flood flows for the 10- year 
and 100-year storms are predicted to be reduced slightly. 

In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-3 would require the future project 
applicant to prepare and submit a drainage plan to the City of Elk Grove that demonstrates 
that off-site upstream runoff would be appropriately conveyed, that project-related on- and 
off-site runoff would be appropriately contained in detention basins or other drainage 
features to reduce flooding. 

Please also refer to the Response to Comment O1-26. 

Comment RO1-9: The commenter states that the Recirculated Draft EIR incorrectly calculates the amount of 
unflooded foraging habitat available to Greater Sandhill Cranes during periods of 
inundation in the 100 year floodplain. The commenter notes that page 3.4-41 of the 
Recirculated Draft EIR states that Exhibit 3.4 shows that even with inundation of the 100 
year floodplain, extensive unflooded foraging habitat is still available, and that 
approximately 103,085 acres of high value crane habitat occurs outside of the 100-year 
floodplain within the SSHCP plan area. Therefore, plenty of high value upland crane 
foraging habitat is available even during wet winters. The commenter notes that there is no 
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Exhibit 3.4 representing the relationship between the 100-year floodplain and unflooded 
upland forage, and indicates that the missing map is likely a modified version of Exhibit 3-
22 from the SSHCP. The commenter questions the source of the calculated 103,085 acres 
of high value foraging habitat for sandhill crane.  

Exhibit 3.4-10 and a number of other exhibits were inadvertently omitted from the RDEIR, 
and have now been added. These exhibits provide additional information about the location 
of special-status species occurrences in the SSHCP area in relation to the SOIA Area. The 
inclusion of these exhibits does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Recirculated 
Draft EIR. Changes were made on page 3.4-40.  

Exhibits 3.4-43, 3.4-4, 3.4-5, and 3.4-6, and 3.4-7 show the location of the SOIA Area 
in relation to western burrowing owl, Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, and, and 
northern harrier, and burrowing owl occurrences, respectively. 

The calculation of 103,085 acres represents the acreage of upland habitat available within 
two miles of sandhill crane roosts and occurrences within the SSCHP area that are outside 
of the 100-year floodplain. Some, but not all, of this upland habitat is mapped as high value 
foraging habitat for greater sandhill cranes in the SSHCP. The revisions below on page 3.4-
41 and 3.4-42 add information about the source of the 103,085-acre calculation, and clarify 
that not all of the 103,085 acres should be considered high value foraging habitat for 
greater sandhill cranes.  

The SSHCP models show that most of the SOIA Area is within high-value foraging 
habitat for greater sandhill cranes. Those areas planted as vineyards in the SSOIA are 
not modeled as high value foraging habitat in the SSCHP. Exhibit 3.4-9 shows the 
location of the SOIA Area in relation to greater sandhill crane occurrences. No greater 
sandhill crane roosting sites have been documented in the SOIA Area, but roosting 
occurrences have been recorded in the Cosumnes River Preserve approximately 0.5 
miles to the southeast. 

Greater sandhill cranes forage and roost in low-lying areas that are subject to cyclical 
flooding during wet winters. The undammed Cosumnes River floods the Cosumnes 
River basin on a regular basis, and low elevation areas in the Stone Lakes National 
Wildlife Refuge are also flooded in wet winters. While greater sandhill crane will 
forage and roost in shallow flooded fields, areas that are deeply inundated are not 
suitable for foraging, and sandhill cranes are dependent on unflooded or shallowly 
flooded upland areas for foraging. As shown in Exhibit 3.4-10 the SOIA Area, even 
with inundation of the 100-year floodplain, 103,085 acres of upland habitat is available 
within two miles of sandhill crane roosts and occurrences in the SSCHP area. extensive 
unflooded upland habitat is still available; in the SOIA Area In addition, aA 
Approximately 103,085 acres of high value upland foraging habitat for cranes habitat 
occurs outside of the 100-year floodplain within the SSHCP plan area. Therefore, 
plenty of high value upland crane foraging habitat is available even during wet winters, 
for birds to forage. 
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These revisions do not change the conclusions in the Recirculated Draft EIR regarding the 
potential impacts of the project on greater sandhill cranes, which is that the loss of foraging 
habitat from the SOIA area would be a potentially significant impact on this species. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-4 would ensure that greater sandhill crane 
foraging habitat would be preserved at a 1:1 ratio of habitat lost in the foraging range of the 
local wintering population, reducing the impact to less than significant. 

Comment RO1-10: The commenter states that it is important to understand that the SSHCP is divided into 
Preserve Planning Units (PPUs), and that each unit has a focus of protecting specific 
covered species. The SOIA land is within PPU 6, which is an agricultural and grassland 
unit, and the commenter cites SSHCP page 7-88: ‘PPU 6 encompasses 95,196 acres 
outside the UDA in the southwestern portion of the Plan Area. PPU 6 is bisected by 1-5. It 
is bordered on the west by the Sacramento River, on the south by the Mokelumne River, 
and Dry Creek. The dominant land covers in PPU 6 are Agriculture (58,458 acres) and 
Valley Grassland (17,633 acres) … All of the covered birds have been documented in PPU 
6, including 281 (71%) occurrences for Swainson’s hawk, 190 (92%) occurrences for 
greater sandhill crane, and 55% or more of the occurrences for northern harrier and white 
tailed kite.’ The commenter notes that PPU 6 is the population stronghold for greater 
sandhill crane in the SSHCP Plan Area (92% of occurrences and almost all of the high 
population usage roost sites for cranes). The commenter notes that greater sandhill cranes 
forage within a 2-mile radius of their roost sites, and that the vast majority of roost sites 
are within PPU 6. The commenter states that since project impacts to the greater sandhill 
crane would be within PPU 6, they should also be mitigated within PPU 6, and within two 
miles of an active roost site, to reduce the significance of the impact from anything other 
than significant and unavoidable. The commenter questions whether it is possible to even 
mitigate within the upland forage areas of PPU 6. The commenter refers back to the third 
map provided in their comments on the DEIR, in which the green highlighted areas south 
of Elk Grove and near Galt are the upland foraging opportunities available within two 
miles of existing roost sites for greater sandhill crane, taking into account sea level rise. 
The commenter states that sea level rise is essentially synonymous to the 100-year 
floodplain in terms of elevation considerations, and that the map makes it clear that there 
remain very little upland forage opportunities in PPU 6. The commenter notes that it is 
inexplicable how the Recirculated Draft EIR could have come up with 103,085 acres, and 
states that if one takes the 95,196 acres of land within PPU 6 and removes from that 
acreage the 28,076 acres of already preserved land, and the 3,436 acres of low density 
development (SSHCP 7-88), there remains only 63,657 acres of remaining inventory for the 
greater sandhill crane not accounting for elevation or floodplain. The commenter asserts 
that large areas in that remaining 63,657 acres are compromised by the floodplain and sea 
level elevations. The commenter states that impacts to cranes in the population stronghold 
need to be mitigated in that same stronghold, and states that there is very little upland 
forage habitat available for the sandhill crane in PPU 6 and that this makes the SOIA area 
very important to the greater sandhill crane. 
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Source: SSHCP 2017 

Exhibit 3.4-3 SSHCP Western Burrowing Owl Occurrences 
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Source: SSHCP 2017 

Exhibit 3.4-4 SSHCP Swainson’s Hawk Occurrences 
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Source: SSHP 2017 

Exhibit 3.4-5 SSHCP White-Tailed Kite Occurrences 



AECOM  Kammerer Road/Highway 99 SOIA Recirculated EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 3-82 Sacramento LAFCo (LAFC#07-15) 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



Kammerer Road/Highway 99 SOIA Recirculated EIR  AECOM 
Sacramento LAFCo (LAFC#07-15) 3-83 Comments and Responses to Comments 

 
Source: SSHCP 2017 

Exhibit 3.4-6  SSHCP Northern Harrier Occurrences 
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Please see response to Comment O-9 for a discussion of the calculation of 103,085 acres of 
upland habitat in the SSHCP area that is outside of the 100-year floodplain.  

The commenter calculates that 63,657 acres are available within PPU 6 (after deducting 
28,076 acres of already preserved land, and 3,436 acres of low density development), but 
states that the availability of this acreage is compromised by floodplain and sea level 
elevations. The commenter states that sea level rise is essentially synonymous to the 100-
year floodplain in terms of elevation considerations, and refers to a figure in an earlier 
submittal to support the claim that very little upland forage opportunities in PPU. 
Presumably the commenter is referring to Figure 2. Risk Landscape Based on Current 
Elevations, Sea Level Rise in 2100, and Potential for Levee Failure, which was submitted 
as part of Attachment A to the commenter’s March 31, 2017 comment letter on the DEIR. 
The commenter explains in that earlier comment letter that the figure was an initial draft 
from a modeling exercise that looked at conservative sea level rise predictions between 
now and 2100 for the Delta and surrounding landscapes. The commenter does not provide 
support for the assertion that sea level rise is synonymous with the 100-year floodplain, 
does not cite a reference that would describe the assumptions and methods of the modeling 
to explain how Figure 2 was developed, and does not quantify the extent of the anticipated 
reduction of 63,657 acres based on anticipated inundation, but instead relies on this figure 
as documentation that with this projected sea level rise eventually very little upland forage 
opportunities would remain in PPU 6.  

The information provided by the commenter on the effect of sea-level rise and floodplain 
inundation on future availability of high value crane foraging habitat in PPU 6 is too 
speculative and unsupported by evidence to warrant revisions to the analysis of impacts on 
greater sandhill crane foraging habitat. Furthermore, the commenter does not accurately 
characterize the SSHCP’s conservation objectives for greater sandhill crane, implying that 
mitigation for greater sandhill crane impacts in PPU 6 must occur in exclusively in PPU 6.  

The following are the SSHCP objectives that include measures for greater sandhill crane 
(from Table 7-1 Biological Goals, Measurable Objectives, and Conservation Actions, page 
7-17).  

• Objective AG2. Of the 9,696 acres preserved under Objective AG1, maintain at 
least 2,000 of those acres of high-quality foraging crops (such as corn, alfalfa, or 
wheat) preferred by tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), greater sandhill 
crane (Grus canadensis), and the Covered raptor species. The 2,000 acres will be 
distributed in strategic locations throughout PPUs 4, 5, or 6 in plots of 20 acres or 
more.  

• Objective GS1. During assembly of the SSHCP Preserve System, ensure that a 
minimum of 257 acres of modeled roosting or roosting/foraging habitat for 
greater sandhill crane is preserved. Roosting habitat will be preserved and 
maintained within PPUs 4, 6, and 8, with a minimum of 75% within PPU 6 (see 
Objectives VP1, SW1, and FWM1). 
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• Objective GS3. During assembly of the SSHCP Preserve System, ensure that a 
minimum of 184 acres of modeled roosting habitat or roosting/foraging habitat 
for greater sandhill crane is established and/or re-established. Re-establish two 
new roost sites (minimum of 90 acres of Freshwater Marsh/Seasonal Wetland 
complex each) every 2 miles in the gap between the Cosumnes population and 
the Stone Lakes’ population or other strategic locations if that gap is closed by 
another HCP or conservation project (see Objectives VP2, SW2, and FWM2). 

• Objective GS5. As part of the 2,000 acres preserved under Objective AG2, 
establish and maintain 10 food plots in strategic locations totaling a minimum of 
200 acres within an agricultural setting for greater sandhill crane foraging habitat 
within PPU 6. Maintain the 200 acres among the 10 food plots as irrigated 
pasture or planted with crops preferred by greater sandhill crane as foraging 
habitat. Crops may include alfalfa, corn, wheat, or rice. Strategic placement of 
food plots will include locations for food plots in upland areas above the 
floodplain. 

• Objective GS6. During assembly of the SSHCP Preserve System, ensure that a 
minimum of 1,000 acres of high-value modeled foraging habitat for greater 
sandhill crane outside the 100-year floodplain is preserved (see Objectives VP1, 
SW1, and FWM1). 

The target acreage identified in SSHCP Objective GS6 (page 7-26) requires preservation of 
a minimum of 1,000 acres of high-value modeled foraging habitat for greater sandhill crane 
outside the 100-year floodplain, but does not specify that this acreage needs to be entirely 
in PPU 6. Of the 9,962 agricultural acres that need to be preserved, SSHCP Objective AG2 
requires 2000 of the 9,962 acres be high quality foraging crops for greater sandhill crane to 
be distributed in PPU 4, 5 and 6 (i.e., not exclusively in PPU 6).  

The comment is noted, but no evidence has been provided that would warrant changes to 
the analysis and conclusions in the Recirculated Draft EIR regarding the impacts of the 
project on greater sandhill cranes. 

Comment RO1-11: The commenter states that mitigation measure 3.4-4 must require that the mitigation for the 
SOIA area be within the project footprint to protect valuable and very rare upland forage 
habitat for sandhill cranes near their population stronghold. It is our contention that this 
will still not mitigate the impact to less than significant, but it at least attempts to mitigate 
with equivalent habitat values, and it attempts to address the rarity of upland forage 
mitigation opportunities within the greater sandhill population stronghold.  

Mitigation Measure 3.4-4 already requires that the suitability of preservation habitat for 
sandhill cranes shall be determined by the City after consultation with CDFW and a 
qualified biologist, and that the preservation habitat shall be located within five miles of the 
Cosumnes River Floodplain wintering population site, which is part of the sandhill crane 
population stronghold. The comment is noted. 
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Comment RO1-12: The commenter states that climate change and sea level rise have the potential to make the 
cyclical flooding impacts to lowland forage areas permanent impacts for the greater 
sandhill crane and this should be stated clearly in the Recirculated Draft EIR. For greater 
sandhill cranes, the impact of sea level is, like stated for the Swainson’s hawk 
(Recirculated Draft EIR, page 5-6): another human-induced factor that could substantially 
reduce the extent and quality of habitat for this species. The SOIA could have a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant impact on Swainson’s hawk 
because there is a limited amount of suitable habitat land available and there would be a 
net loss of habitat regardless of the acreage preserved as compensatory mitigation.’ This 
needs to also be clearly stated for the greater sandhill crane. 

The comment in noted; however, Section 5.3.2 Cumulative Impact Analysis of the 
Recirculated Draft EIR already states that the loss of 1,156 acres of agricultural habitat 
from the SOIA Area could have a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts on the 
sandhill crane and other species dependent on agricultural habitats. Although mitigation 
measures are proposed to compensate for the loss of habitat from the SOIA Area, the 
Recirculated Draft EIR concludes that loss of habitat from the region is considered a 
significant cumulative impact. Implementation of mitigation measures described in the 
Recirculated Draft EIR would reduce impacts on sandhill cranes resulting from future 
development of the SOIA Area. But, the Recirculated Draft EIR concluded that no 
additional feasible mitigation available would avoid this impact, and therefore the impact is 
significant and unavoidable. 

Comment RO1-13: The commenter notes that it should be clearly stated that for the greater sandhill crane that 
the cumulative impact of the SOIA could be lessened by preserving as much upland forage 
habitat as possible near the greater sandhill crane population stronghold (page 5-6).  

Please see the Response to Comment O1-11, which states that Mitigation Measure 3.4-4 
already requires that the suitability of preservation habitat for sandhill cranes be located 
within five miles of the Cosumnes River Floodplain wintering population site. The 
comment is noted. 

Comment RO1-14: The commenter states that the Recirculated Draft EIR grossly misstates the way the 
Conservation Strategy for the SSHCP works. On page 3.4-51 of the Recirculated Draft 
EIR, it states: ‘The SSHCP does not categorize specific areas to acquire for preservation 
lands, and would rely on purchasing suitable land from willing sellers anywhere within the 
undeveloped portions of the plan area’. This is patently false. This misunderstanding was 
used to argue that the 1,156 acres of the SOIA area would be an insignificant increase in 
the demand for the inventory of the SSHCP. In fact, the SSHCP very clearly categorizes 
specific areas to acquire, though it avoids any specific parcels. The Chapter 7 
Conservation Strategy of the SSHCP lays out the habitat acquisition targets for each PPU 
in the Plan Area. For PPU 6 on page 7-89 of the SSHCP (‘Overview of Conservation 
Strategy in PPU 6’), it states: ‘Approximately 9750 acres will be preserved in PPU 6.’ If 
the preparers of this Recirculated Draft EIR read Chapter 7, they would clearly see that 
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there are specific conservation targets for each PPU, and that mitigating randomly within 
the 250,038 acres of inventory outside of the UDA is prohibited by the SSHCP. 

The commenter is correct in that a more appropriate characterization of the process by 
which the SSHCP Preserve System areas is assembled is that specific properties, rather 
than areas, are not targeted for acquisition. This text change is shown in the Response to 
Comment A5-13.  

Page 7-88 of the SSHCP states that PPU 6 currently encompasses 58,458 acres of 
agricultural lands. The 1,156 acres in the SOIA area is less than 2% of those 58,458 acres. 
This percentage represents only a minor increase in the demand for the inventory of 
potential mitigation lands of the SSHCP which would be required to satisfy the SSHCP 
requirement to preserve 9,750 acres of agricultural lands in PPU 6.  

Please see Response to Comment O1-10 for a description of the SSHCP Conservation 
Objectives for greater sandhill crane, and a discussion of how the SSHCP provides some 
flexibility in how mitigation lands are distributed among the planning units within the 
SSCHP plan area. 

Comment RO1-15: The commenter notes that the Recirculated Draft EIR misstates the impacts of the SOIA 
approval on the SSHCP, asserting that they are so significant that it could impede the 
SSHCP from successfully implementing its conservation strategy in PPU 6. The commenter 
states that the SOIA area will directly impact habitat in PPU 6: the SOIA area is 1,156 
acres, and a 1:1 mitigation for habitat in the same PPU is an additional burden of 1,156 
acres on the SSHCP’s inventory in PPU 6- a burden totaling 2,312 acres of inventory 
removed from the SSHCP. PPU 6 consists of 95,196 acres outside of the UDA. According 
to Table 7-2 (‘Summary of SSHCP Preserve System and Existing Preserves by Planning 
unit’) on page 7-63 of the draft SSHCP, 28,079 acres of PPU 6 are already in existing 
preserves. And according to section 7.5.2.3 (‘PPU 6’ on page 7-88 of the draft SSHCP), 
there are currently 3,436 acres of low density development in PPU 6. The commenter notes 
that simple math (total acreage minus the land already preserved and the land already 
developed) yields a total of 63,657 acres of available inventory in PPU 6. As stated 
correctly in this Recirculated Draft EIR, mitigation acres will only be acquired from 
willing sellers -some may wish sell, some may not. The commenter notes that this 
uncertainty is encompassed in the concept of ‘feasibility of acquisition.’ Given the need for 
willing sellers, it represents how much habitat is available compared to how much habitat 
is needed for mitigation. If there is 100 acres of inventory, and fifty are needed for 
mitigation, the feasibility for acquisition ratio is 50%. The lower the feasibility for 
acquisition ratio, the more likely that enough willing sellers will be found to satisfy the 
acquisition requirements of the Conservation Strategy of an HCP. The commenter states 
that CDFW maintains that a ratio of 15% or less is acceptable. The commenter notes that 
the SSHCP conservation target for PPU 6 is 9,750 acres, and there are 63,657 acres 
available, though not all suitable for mitigation because of elevation (all Swainson’s hawk 
mitigation must be above sea level), after deducting the lands already preserved and 
developed from the figure for the total number of acres in the unit (95,196 acres), with the 
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gross feasibility for acquisition for PPU 6 at 15.3%, just over the ratio that CDFW 
maintains is acceptable, and not accounting for acquisition criteria. The commenter notes 
that adding in the additional burden of the SOIA approval on PPU 6 inventory in the 
SSHCP, that ratio climbs upward to 18.94% (9,750 acre target for the SSHCP plus 2,312 
acres of direct impact and then required mitigation for SOIA area, divided by the available 
habitat in the unit, which is 63,657), significantly higher than the ratio that CDFW 
considers acceptable (and without adjusting the ratio to account for the significant acreage 
that is below sea level and therefore not suitable for mitigation for Swainson’s hawks). The 
commenter asserts that this is a very significant impact on the SSHCP’s Conservation 
Strategy in PPU 6 and sets up the SSHCP for failure. 

In calculating the gross feasibility for acquisition for PPU 6, the commenter explains in 
Comment O1-10 the origins of the 63,657-acre figure. The 63,657 acres represents the 
95,196 acres total in PPU 6 minus 28,076 acres of already preserved land, and minus 3,436 
acres of low density development. The total acreage using that calculation would be 63,684 
acres rather than 63,657, but the figures are close. The commenter presents CDFW’s 
‘feasibility of acquisition’ concept and states that a feasibility of acquisition ratio of 15% or 
lower is acceptable to CDFW, with the gross feasibility for acquisition for PPU 6 at 15.3%. 
However, the commenter provides no information or references describing the basis of the 
15% threshold as a measure of likelihood of successfully securing mitigation land, and no 
references or confirmation that this is a standard CDFW guidance to apply when seeking 
mitigation lands. The CDFW March 8, 2017 comment letter on Notice of Completion of an 
Amendment Environmental Impact Report does not mention this ratio, nor is guidance on 
this topic available on CDFW’s Natural Community Conservation Plan webpage 
(https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Planning/NCCP. The comprehensive Habitat 
Conservation Planning and Incidental Take Permit Processing Handbook (USFWS and 
NMFS 2016) does not mention a feasibility of acquisition concept or 15% threshold, 
although it provides extensive guidance on how to develop and acquire a preserve system 
for an HCP. The SSHCP includes the following language with respect to willing 
landowners and potential limitations on mitigation inventory (page 9-20): 

‘It is possible that one or several landowners who own key resources of interest to the 
Implementing Entity will refuse to sell, or that negotiations to sell will fail. It is 
impossible to predict where this may occur and in what context it will occur (e.g., how 
much of the Preserve System has been acquired, the extent of resources remaining to 
protect). This situation, if it occurs, is only expected to occur near the end of the Permit 
Term, when most or all of the development impacts will likely have occurred; 
consequently, any delays in land acquisition associated with a lack of willing sellers 
will affect few Covered Activities. This situation can be avoided if the Implementing 
Entity begins negotiations with key landowners early in the SSHCP Permit Term.’ 

The SSHCP recognizes that uncertainty is inherent in the process of acquiring lands for the 
Preserve System, but does not offer any guidance on a 15% threshold specified by CDFW 
to assess feasibility of acquisition.  

https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Planning/NCCP
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The comments are noted, but the commenter has offered no evidence that the proposed 
project would impede successful implementation of the SSHCP conservation strategy. 
Please also see the Response to Comments O1-10 and O1-14, which discuss the effects of 
the SOIA on implementation of the SSHCP Conservation Strategy in PPU 6. Please see 
also Master Response 2.  

Comment RO1-16: The commenter notes that the Recirculated Draft EIR misstates the listing status of the 
greater sandhill crane (page 3.4-41). It is not a federally listed species. It is listed as 
threatened under the California Endangered Species Act, and it is a California Fully 
Protected Species.  

The commenter correctly notes that greater sandhill crane is not a federally listed species, 
but rather is listed as threatened under the California Endangered Species Act, and it is a 
California Fully Protected Species. Table 3.4-3 correctly shows the listing status of greater 
sandhill crane as state-listed, but it is incorrectly described as a federally-listed species on 
page 3.4-41. The text on page 3.4-41 has been revised as shown below to correct this error. 

Converting land in the SOIA Area from agricultural to urban land uses would result in 
removal of approximately 750 acres of cropland (hayfields and fallow fields) that 
provides potential winter foraging habitat for the State-federallylisted and Fully 
Protected greater sandhill crane, as well as California species of special concern, lesser 
sandhill crane. 

These revisions do not change the analysis or conclusions in the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

Comment RO1-17: The commenter notes that CEQA does not specifically require looking at climate change in 
the context of covered species, the SSHCP does. ‘The SSHCP Conservation Strategy was 
developed with consideration of projected future effects of climate change (page 11-9) … ’ 
The SSHCP looked at the effects of climate change as ‘changed circumstances,’ and for sea 
level rise they identified an increase of 12 to 18 inches by 2050, and 21 to 55 inches by 
2100. The maps included in the DEIR comment letter assumed a 36 to 48 inch sea level 
rise, so they are completely relevant. Not looking at the impact of sea level rise on greater 
sandhill cranes in the context of the SSHCP, which was developed with climate change in 
mind, means that it is not possible to understand the full impact of the development of the 
SOIA area on the SSHCP’s Conservation Strategy. So, this Recirculated Draft EIR still 
needs to consider and address the concerns presented about greater sandhill cranes and 
sea level rise presented in the Recirculated Draft EIR comment letter. 

Please see the response to Comment O1-10. 

Comment RO1-18: The commenter expresses the opinion that LAFCo should deny the application. 

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the 
Draft EIR, but is published in this Final EIR for decision maker consideration. 
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Letter RO2 – Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk (FOSH) 
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Comment RO2-1: The commenter introduces the letter and states that they would like to incorporate previous 
comments made on the Draft EIR as well as comments submitted by ECOS on the Draft 
EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR.  

Responses to Comments submitted on the Draft EIR are provided in Chapter 2, ‘Responses 
to Comments on the Draft EIR.’ The comment does not specify additional information 
needed in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment is published in this Final EIR for 
decision maker consideration. 

Comment RO2-2: The commenter notes that in several mitigation measures for impacts to Biological 
Resources, the measures refer to ‘coordination’ with California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife. This term is undefined. Without an explicit definition of ‘coordination’, it is not 
possible to determine if the mitigation measure has been implemented. The measure is not 
capable of implementation. At minimum, the measure should require the written consent of 
CDFW to the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures requiring 
‘coordination.’ 

Please see Response to Comment A5-13. 

Comment RO2-3: RO2-3a. The commenter states that MM 3.4-2c is flawed and mandates a fragmented, 
project by project mitigation of lost foraging habitat in the SOIA area, allowing unknown, 
multiple conservation operators, locations to be determined, uncertain number of 
mitigation acres, and lacks effective performance criteria 1and guarantees. There are no 
opportunities for adaptive management in the mitigation program, opportunities that exist 
in the more comprehensive and planned habitat conservation program in the SSHCP.  

: RO2-3b. The commenter states that MM 3.4-2c should require the City of Elk Grove to 
acquire a minimum 750 acre preserve on the model of their Delta Breeze preserve, in 
advance of completing any annexation within the SOIA, and make this land available 
exclusively to mitigate for the first 750 acres of development in the SOIA. In addition, the 
commenter notes that MM 3.4-2c should prohibit projects of less than 40 acres from 
eligibility for annexation unless they are mitigated in a prior Elk Grove preservation of a 
minimum 750 acre preserve, and after development of 750 acres in the SOIA, Elk Grove 
should be required by LAFCo to acquire and preserve a second preserve sufficient to 
mitigate for the remaining SOIA annexations and development. 

: RO2-3c. The commenter notes that the mitigation measure allows project by project 
mitigation for annexation, rather than an overall SOIA mitigation plan for the area, 
demonstrates that the anticipated urban development may not be planned and orderly 
development. It may proceed in uncoordinated pieces with unknown consequences for the 
ultimate mitigation of lost and compromised Swainson’s Hawk habitat in the plan area. 

 RO2-3d. The commenter states that the MM 3.4-2c should clearly state the number of 
foraging habitat acres in the project area and explain how that number was calculated and 
the justification for it. It should also clearly state how the loss of the large landscape 
agricultural area will be mitigated to retain the value of contiguous foraging habitat 
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adjacent to known nesting habitat. The commenter believes that number is 1156 acres if 
mitigation is to be consistent with County policies and the SSHCP. 

 RO2-3e. The commenter notes that MM 3.4-2c states: ‘Before the approval of grading and 
improvement plans or before any ground-disturbing activities, whichever occurs first, 
preserve suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat to ensure 1:1 mitigation for 
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat value lost as a result of the project. Because the SOIA 
Area is currently zoned Ag-80, it is deemed to provide 100 percent foraging habitat value 
and the entire acreage must therefore be compensated at a 1:1 ratio. Loss of foraging 
habitat resulting from possible future off-site improvements shall be compensated by 
preserving suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat to ensure 1:1 replacement of habitat 
value, based on zoning of the affected land, lost as a result of the project. The suitability of 
preservation habitat shall be determined by the City after consultation coordination with 
CDFW and a qualified biologist and shall be located within the geographical foraging area 
of the local nesting population as determined acceptable to CDFW.’  

 The commenter further notes that the phrase ‘based on zoning of the affected land’ should 
be stricken; the assessment can be made best by CDFW. We strongly object to the 
reference to ‘replacement of habitat value’ since that involves qualitative judgment of 
‘habitat value’ for which no standard performance criteria exist. The commenter states that 
the mitigation measure should ensure that 1156 acres of high quality mitigation are 
required to offset the direct loss of foraging habitat on project site, and provide number of 
acres likely to be impacted in offsite improvements. In addition, the commenter states that 
the REIR should have accounted for mitigation to offset indirect and cumulative impacts of 
the SOIA approval. The commenter notes that by mitigating 1: 1 for the project site MM 
3.4-2c only contributes to a program that preserves half of the baseline habitat available to 
the species, which does not compensate for direct impacts and therefore could not 
compensate for indirect and cumulative impacts as claimed. 

 In addition, the commenter further notes that on page 3.4-30, the REIR states: ‘suitable 
foraging habitat…. consists of alfalfa, disked fields, fallow fields, dry-land pasture, beets, 
tomatoes, irrigated pasture, grains, other row crops, and uncultivated grasslands (Estep 
1989, Estep pers. comm. 2007, Estep 2009a, Estep 2009b).’ It also refers to ‘the loss of 750 
acres of foraging habitat from the SOIA Area, and potentially more acreage at off-site 
improvement areas … ‘ The commenter states that that this paragraph implies that the 
REIR expects MM 3.4-2c to result in mitigation only for part of the SOIA acres converted 
to urban use. However, on p. 3.4-30, the REIR also states (in contradiction):’Converting 
land in the SOIA Area from agricultural to urban land uses would result in removal of 
approximately 1,150 acres of cropland that provides suitable foraging habitat for 
Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, northern harrier, and burrowing owl. Swainson’s hawk 
is listed as threatened under CESA, white-tailed kite is a fully protected species, and 
northern harrier and burrowing owl are California species of special concern.’ AND 
‘Although some of the SOIA Area is currently planted in vineyards that are not considered 
suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, the entire SOIA Area is currently zoned AG-
80 and is therefore assumed to provide 100 percent foraging habitat value according to the 
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Sacramento County Department of Environmental Review and Assessment. The draft 
SSHCP (Sacramento County et al. 2017a) modeled the SOIA Area as high-value foraging 
habitat for Swainson’s hawk, and also as foraging habitat for white-tailed kite.’ 

 The commenter adds that the Sacramento County Department of Environmental Review 
and Assessment/California Department of Fish and Wildlife Swainson’s Hawk mitigation 
program is unique and the tradeoffs in the program demand that the SOIA mitigate for full 
habitat value under this program to be consistent with the assumptions of the program 
adopted for this area by the County. Both the County Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation 
Program and the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan would require mitigation 
for the entire SOIA area of over 1100 acres. The commenter notes that even if the 
annexation included only vineyards, the conversion to urban uses would have a profound 
effect on the foraging values of other properties in the SOIA and nearby. As noted in the 
commenter’s DEIR comments, scientific evidence submitted shows that Swainson’s Hawks 
do use vineyards for foraging, and that if the vineyards are not converted to urban use, 
those acres would remain available for conversion to SOIA foraging habitat in the future. 

 RO2-3f.The commenter states that every other mitigation program in Sacramento County 
restricts habitat mitigation land for Swainson’s Hawk impacts to locations in Sacramento 
County, but the City of Elk Grove ordinance and the REIR measure does not. The 
commenter notes that these programs and the SSHCP have other criteria on the location 
and suitability of mitigation land for this purpose, and that MM 3.4-2c establishes no firm 
criteria for suitable mitigation land such as excluding lands below sea level (as the SSHCP 
does) or requiring CDFW approval of the mitigation property. The only qualification is 
‘shall be located within the geographical foraging area of the local nesting population as 
determined acceptable to CDFW.’ This is hardly a recipe for replacing the lost habitat with 
permanent protection of like habitat and is inconsistent with the County and City of Elk 
Grove policies. 

: RO2-3g. The commenter notes that MM 3.4-2c impacts the South Sacramento Habitat 
Conservation Plan implementation by removing suitable mitigation land from availability 
(the SOIA) in PPU#6 while at the same time competing for suitable, available mitigation 
land in this location for mitigation of impacts of already approved development inside the 
USB. The REIR erred on p. 3.4-41 in concluding that 103,000 acres are available for 
mitigating impacts on the SOIA farmlands. The appropriate comparison is within the 
PPU#6 only. (See ECOS Comment letter 9/11/17.) 

 RO2-3h. The commenter states that the REIR doesn’t attempt to ensure that conflict 
between the SOIA natural resources mitigation and the SSHCP program be reduced. 
LAFCo could require that South Sacramento Conservation Agency approve the SOIA 
mitigation program or adopt the area into the SSHCP prior to approval of any annexation.  

 The commenter states that the REIR makes no attempt to consider a higher mitigation ratio 
(such as not ‘layering’ farmland mitigation and Swainson’s Hawk mitigation for the SOIA), 
noting that because it is outside the USB, the SOIA needs to go above and beyond the 
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mitigation ratios and expectations set for development of lands within the USB. The 
commenter notes that in setting those mitigation requirements, the County assumed that 
County policies would protect the natural resources outside the USB. The commenter 
asserts that the SOIA, if approved, would change that and set precedent for further urban 
expansion in lands long protected by County policies for agriculture and wildlife uses. 
LAFCo needs to fill that gap with additional mitigation measures or deny approval. 

 RO2-3i. The commenter recommends any mitigation be carried out within the SOlA area to 
minimize the impact on the SSHCP and limit other negative impacts of the SOIA. This 
would result in conversion of at least some vineyard area to foraging habitat, with a 
potential net improvement in foraging habitat available in this area with the project 
compared to no project. Buffers and other policies protecting agriculture in the SOIA area 
would be needed. This approach could be combined with the reduced size alternative for 
annexation, allowing applicants to share development rights and mitigation obligations in 
a self-mitigated plan. 

RO2-3a. The commenter characterizes Mitigation Measures 3.4-2c as flawed, with 
fragmented, project-by-project mitigation, no adaptive management opportunities, and 
unidentified locations and acreages of future mitigation lands. The commenter is correct in 
stating that the size and location of mitigation is unknown because as stated in Chapter 2, 
‘Project Description,’ of the Recirculated Draft EIR, future development could occur in 
some or all of the SOIA area. Because the timing and scope of future development is 
unknown, the extent of future impacts on Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat is unknown. 
Therefore Mitigation Measure 3.4-2c does not specify the amount of mitigation lands, but 
does specify the ratio, and also specifies the following requirements: to consult with CDFW 
regarding the appropriateness of the mitigation land; to manage the land to maintain 
Swainson’s hawk foraging values; to prohibit activities that would substantially impair or 
diminish the land’s capacity as suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat; to transfer 
mitigation land through either conservation easement or fee title, to a third-party, nonprofit 
conservation organization, with the City and CDFW named as third-party beneficiaries; 
monitoring in perpetuity to assure compliance with the terms of the easement; and an 
endowment or some other financial mechanism that is sufficient to fund in perpetuity the 
operation, maintenance, management, and enforcement of the conservation easement.  

These requirements do not translate to a ‘mandate’ for a fragmented approach to mitigation, 
nor do they preclude adaptive management of the mitigation lands to maintain Swainson’s 
hawk foraging values, but rather provide the specific elements needed to develop an 
effective approach for mitigating potential impacts on Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat. 

RO2-3b. With respect to the commenter’s statement that Mitigation Measures 3.4-2c 
should require a minimum acquisition of 750 acres, please note that the extent of future 
impacts on Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat is unknown, as discussed above. Therefore 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-2c does not specify the required acreage of mitigation lands, and 
instead requires mitigation at a 1:1 ratio. 
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RO2-3c. The commenter’s concern about project-by-project, uncoordinated mitigation is 
noted. However, the provision to allow smaller projects to mitigate through in-lieu impact 
mitigation fee payment is specifically designed to reduce the potential for small, 
fragmented mitigation sites that do not provide high-value foraging habitat for Swainson’s 
hawks. Rather than each project under 40 acres creating their own mitigation site of less 
than 40 acres, future project applicants would pay a per-acre fee into a Swainson’s hawk 
mitigation program, which funds land/easement acquisition on suitable foraging habitat that 
will be managed in perpetuity for the benefit of Swainson’s hawk. 

RO2-3d. Regarding the commenter’s request that Mitigation Measure 3.4-2c should state 
the number of foraging habitat acres in the proposed SOIA Area, and explain how that 
number was calculated, please see page 3.4-30 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. As described 
there, the entire SOIA Area is currently zoned AG-80 and is therefore assumed to provide 
100 percent foraging habitat value according to the Sacramento County Department of 
Environmental Review and Assessment. Also on page 3.4-30, the Recirculated Draft EIR 
correctly states that only 750 acres of that is considered high quality foraging habitat for 
Swainson’s hawk. References to specific acreages, either 1,156 or 750 acres, are 
appropriately omitted from Mitigation Measures 3.4-2c because the extent of future 
impacts on Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat and associated mitigation requirements is 
unknown at this time.  

RO2-3e. With respect to the commenter’s objection to the phrase ‘based on zoning of the 
affected land’ in Mitigation Measure 3.4-2c, this phrase was inadvertently left in place. 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-2c has been revised as shown below to clarify that mitigation will 
be based on habitat value of the affected lands rather than zoning, and that the assessment 
of habitat value shall be made in consultation with CDFW. 

Loss of foraging habitat resulting from possible future off-site improvements 
shall be compensated by preserving suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat to 
ensure 1:1 replacement of habitat value, based on zoning of the affected land, lost 
as a result of the project. The habitat value of the affected land and the suitability 
of preservation habitat shall be determined by the City after coordination 
consultation with CDFW and a qualified biologist and shall be located within the 
geographical foraging area of the local nesting population as determined 
acceptable to CDFW. 

In addition, the following text has been added to page 3.4-43 to further clarify that 
mitigation will be based on habitat value of the affected lands rather than zoning, and that 
the assessment of habitat value shall be made in consultation with CDFW. 

The SOIA Area is currently zoned as AG-80, and therefore under existing 
County of Sacramento Swainson’s hawk mitigation policy all of the SOIA Area 
would be considered as 100 percent foraging habitat for this species, even those 
areas such as vineyards that are unsuitable for Swainson’s hawk foraging. 
Because the future zoning in the SOIA Area at the time of annexation and 
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development is unknown, Mitigation Measure 3.4-2c specifies that that 
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat mitigation would be based on the assessment 
of the foraging habitat value of the affected lands, in consultation with CDFW, 
rather than on zoning.  

The commenter statement that mitigating 1:1 only preserves half of the baseline habitat 
available to the species, which does not compensate for direct impacts and therefore could 
not compensate for indirect and cumulative impacts, is noted. The Recirculated Draft EIR 
acknowledges that only a finite amount of land is available within the foraging range of the 
local nesting population, and even with preservation of foraging habitat to compensate for 
losses that would occur in the SOIA Area, there would still be an overall net loss of 
foraging habitat available to the local nesting population. This was the basis for the 
Recirculated Draft EIR conclusion that the impact on Swainson’s hawk would remain 
significant and unavoidable. The 1:1 mitigation ratio is the standard set forth by CDFW, 
and as the agency charged with protecting this state-listed species, CDFW sets the standard 
for appropriate mitigation. 

The commenter’s statement that both the Sacramento County Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation 
Program and the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan would require mitigation for 
the entire SOIA Area of over 1,100 acres is noted.  

RO2-3f. With respect to the commenter’s statement that Mitigation Measures 3.4-2c is 
inconsistent with the Sacramento County’s and the City of Elk Grove policies, please note 
that the County and City have the same basic requirements, with mitigation by one of the 
following options: 

► Provide direct land preservation to the City by fee title or conservation easement on a 
per acre basis (1:1 mitigation ratio) 

► Pay Swainson’s hawk impact mitigation fee on a per acre basis for habitat impacted 

► Purchase mitigation credits at a mitigation bank acceptable to the City and CDFW 

Regarding the commenter’s statement that the mitigation lands should be restricted to 
Sacramento County, the commenter does not provide any information explaining why 
restricting mitigation lands by county boundaries would improve recovery and conservation 
outcomes for Swainson’s hawks. Please note that the conservation easements that the City 
has accepted for Swainson’s hawk are currently dispersed throughout southern Sacramento 
County, and based on the locations of those past conservation easements it is likely that 
future mitigation lands would also be within County boundaries.  

As described on the City of Elk Grove’s Swainson’s hawk program webpage 
(http://www.elkgrovecity.org/city_hall/departments_divisions/planning/resources_and_poli
cies/swainsons_hawk_program), the City’s goal in securing these easements was to 
preserve areas that would ensure the maximum benefit to the Swainson’s hawk by 
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maintaining habitat connectivity with adjacent open foraging habitat lands (City of Elk 
Grove 2017c).  

With respect to excluding mitigation lands that are below sea level, as the SSHCP does, 
please note that the mitigation measure requires the City to consult with CDFW on the 
suitability of preservation habitat. CDFW will provide guidance about appropriate criteria 
that would establish the suitability of City-proposed mitigation lands for Swainson’s 
hawks, including the elevation of those lands. 

Regarding the commenter’s statement about affecting SSHCP implementation by removing 
suitable mitigation land from availability in PPU6, and competing for available mitigation 
lands, please see the Response to Comment O1-9  

The commenter’s recommendation to mitigate only within the SOIA Area to minimize the 
impact on SSHCP implementation, and to avoid conflict between the SOIA natural 
resources mitigation and the SSHCP, is noted. Please see responses to Comments O1-9, 
O1-10, O1-11, O1-14, and O-15 for a discussion of the relationship of the SOIA to the 
SSHCP. Please see also Master Response 2. 

RO2-3g. Regarding the comment that the Recirculated Draft EIR does not attempt to 
reduce conflict between the SOIA natural resource mitigation and the SSCHP program, 
please see page 3.4-69 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, which describes consistency of the 
SOIA mitigation measures with the SSCHP. With respect to the commenter’s suggested 
mitigation measure to require the South Sacramento Conservation Agency to approve the 
SOIA mitigation program or adopt the area into the SSHCP prior to approval of any 
annexation, a mitigation measure requiring action by another party such as the South 
Sacramento Conservation Agency is not feasible because there is no mechanism to enforce 
such a measure. Neither LAFCo nor the City has any authority to ensure the ongoing 
existence of such an agency or commitment to reviewing future implementation of 
mitigation requirements.  

RO2-3h. With respect to the comment that recommendation that the Recirculated Draft EIR 
should require a higher mitigation ratio because the SOIA is outside the USB, please note 
that the 1:1 mitigation ratio is the standard set forth by CDFW for mitigation for loss of 
Swainson’ hawk foraging habitat. As the agency charged with protecting this State-listed 
species, CDFW sets the standard for appropriate mitigation. 

RO2-3i. Regarding the comments that mitigation should occur within the SOIA Area, with 
a reduced size alternative for annexation, and buffers and other policies protecting 
agriculture in the SOIA Area, please note that the Recirculated Draft EIR already 
considered a reduced size alternative. 

Comment RO2-4: The commenter states that additional mitigation is feasible and needed to offset the 
negative impact of the SOIA on the availability of suitable habitat land in PPU6 and the 
feasibility of acquisition of necessary mitigation within the South County, noting that one of 
the many benefits of regionally planned habitat conservation is that key stakeholders reach 
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agreement about the ultimate cumulative impacts of growth and how to offset them with 
conservation. They note that a separate Elk Grove program introduces more uncertainty 
and potential conflict, including bidding wars that ultimately send land values artificially 
high (hurting the public interest), and prevents the level of certainty for wildlife mitigation 
that a regional conservation program is designed to achieve. 

Please see response to Comment O1-10 

Comment RO2-5: The commenter states that the Recirculated Draft EIR errs in the following description: 
‘The Cosumnes River Preserve (Preserve), located approximately seven miles southwest of 
the SOIA Area, consists of approximately 45,859 acres of wildlife habitat and agricultural 
lands owned by seven land-owning partners.’ In fact, Preserve ownership is as close as 
immediately across 99 from the proposed SOI expansion. The REIR fails to locate the SOIA 
as between two large and very important preserves in South County – CRP and Stone 
Lakes NWR. 

The seven miles referred to is the distance of the SOIA Area in relation to the Cosumnes 
River Preserve Visitor Center, rather than the distance to the nearest boundary of the 
Cosumnes River Preserve. To clarify the location of the Cosumnes River Preserve property 
in relation to the SOIA Area, the following revision has been made on page 3.4-2  

The Cosumnes River Preserve (Preserve), located approximately seven 0.5 miles 
southwesteast of the SOIA Area, consists of approximately 45,859 acres of wildlife 
habitat and agricultural lands owned by seven land-owning partners. 

These revisions do not change the analysis or conclusions in the Recirculated Draft EIR. 
Please note that page 3.4-55 of the Recirculated Draft EIR describes the regional setting of 
the SOIA Area in the context of the Cosumnes River and Cosumnes River Preserve, Stone 
Lakes Wildlife Refuge, and the Woodbridge Ecological Reserve. 
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3.2.3 INDIVIDUALS 

Letter RI1 – Lynn Wheat 
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Comment RI1-1: The commenter states that the applicant has publicly described the development concept 
(5,000 housing units and 20,000 jobs) in sufficient detail that warrants further EIR analysis 
of that concept.  

As stated throughout the Recirculated Draft EIR, the project does not include any 
development proposal and does not provide for any changes to land use. Any future City of 
Elk Grove development would first require an annexation request to Sacramento LAFCo. 
Annexation may occur in multiple phases or under a single application, depending on the 
timing and nature of future project applications.  

The Recirculated Draft EIR acknowledges future urbanization of those areas as a connected 
action and evaluates the potential environmental effects of potential future development in 
the SOIA Area. While there are no changes to land use, land use designation, or zoning 
proposed as part of this project, in order to facilitate environmental analysis for this SOIA 
request, the applicant has developed a conceptual land use scenario. As stated in Chapter 2, 
‘Project Description,’ of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the applicant-proposed array of land 
uses has been derived from the recently approved Southeast Policy Area (SEPA) land use 
distribution adjacent to the north, in order to facilitate project analysis, but it is not 
restrictive. The number of housing units and job generating land uses are estimates that 
allow the public and agency decision makers with information on the potential impacts of 
future development. The project does not restrict a different type or intensity of 
development within the SOIA Area and also does not include any indication of any 
timeline of development or phasing for future development. Future applications for 
development within the SOIA Area or annexation will require subsequent project-specific 
CEQA review. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental impact 
analysis in the Draft EIR, but is published in this Final EIR for decision maker 
consideration. 

Comment RI1-2: The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to identify and address the nearby Capital 
SouthEast Connector and railroad tracks, which could carry potentially hazardous 
materials.  

The Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR acknowledge the future presence of the Capital 
SouthEast Connector. Please see Sections 3.14 and 3.12, in particular.  

Impacts on future development from existing environmental hazards are outside of the 
scope of CEQA, except where future development would exacerbate existing hazards. 
(California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, Case No. S213478.) Per the Court: ‘In light of CEQA’s text, 
statutory structure, and purpose, we conclude that agencies generally subject to CEQA are 
not required to analyze the impact of existing environmental conditions on a project’s 
future users or residents. But when a proposed project risks exacerbating those 
environmental hazards or conditions that already exist, an agency must analyze the 
potential impact of such hazards on future residents or users. In those specific instances, it 
is the project’s impact on the environment – and not the environment’s impact on the 
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project – that compels an evaluation of how future residents or users could be affected by 
exacerbated conditions.’ Thus, the EIR is not required to consider the impact of risk 
associated with the JPA connector or railroad tracks with future development within the 
SOIA Area, unless that development would exacerbate existing hazards. Development 
within the SOIA Area would not add to the potential for the railroad tracks or SouthEast 
Connector to carry potentially hazardous materials. In addition, with enforcement of 
existing hazardous materials regulations and the application of relevant City of Elk Grove 
policies and code requirements as conditions of approval, future development in the of the 
proposed SOIA Area and, potentially, off-site improvement areas would be designed to 
minimize potential impacts from the release of hazardous materials and to minimize both 
the frequency and the magnitude if such a release occurs. 

Comment RI1-3: The commenter states that the City of Elk Grove has ignored concerns about the Suburban 
Propane facility and should reference the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan. The commenter 
states that the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan and the Elk Grove General Plan Safety 
Element do not address human-caused risk such as terrorism. The commenter states that 
Sacramento and Elk Grove have been identified to be at risk of possible terrorist attack. 
The commenter provides information on a potential emergency operations center in Elk 
Grove. The commenter provides other articles and states that they need to be included and 
addressed in the DEIR. The commenter states that the DEIR does not reference any current 
research on the impacts of the Suburban Propane storage tanks or the effects of increased 
density should an evacuation be necessary within the urban setting. 

See Master Response 3.  

CEQA statutes and Guidelines do not address the issue of terrorism. Impacts on emergency 
evacuation plans are considered in Impact 3.9-4 in Section 3.9, ‘Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials,’ of the Recirculated Draft EIR. The Local Hazard Mitigation Plan is referenced 
in Section 3.9, ‘Hazards and Hazardous Materials,’ of the Recirculated Draft EIR. LAFCo, 
the lead agency, has used the same materials regarding Suburban Propane as the City’s 
General Plan.  

The comment does not specify additional information needed in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis 
in the Draft EIR, but is published in this Final EIR for decision maker consideration. 

Comment RI1-4: This comment is a reproduction of a response to LAFCo’s NOP. 

See Master Response 3. The comment does not specify additional information needed in 
the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the 
environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR, but is published in this Final EIR for 
decision maker consideration. 
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Comment RI1-5: This comment is a reproduction of a newspaper article related to Suburban Propane. 

See Master Response 3. The comment does not specify additional information needed in 
the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the 
environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR, but is published in this Final EIR for 
decision maker consideration. 
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Letter RI2 – Michael Monasky 
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Comment RI2-1: The commenter states that they object to the SOIA for several reasons, specifically that the 
City is contributing to the region’s growing and sprawling character in multiple ways 
(including sprawl, not participating in the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan, 
inaccurate forecasts, lack of a jobs/housing balance, weak climate action plan, and failed 
shopping mall). The commenter states that LAFCo must stop this behavior which would 
contribute to climate change.  

The City is not an applicant or lead agency for the proposed SOIA. A summary of 
LAFCo’s responsibility is contained in Section 1.2, ‘Overview of the CEQA Process,’ of 
the Recirculated Draft EIR. A summary of consistency with LAFCo policies is provided in 
Section 3.11, ‘Land Use, Population, Housing, Employment, Environmental Justice, and 
Unincorporated Disadvantaged Communities,’ of the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment 
does not specify inaccuracies or additional information needed in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR. Impacts of the project related to greenhouse gas emissions are considered in Section 
3.8, ‘Greenhouse Gas Emissions.’ The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the 
environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR, but is published in this Final EIR for 
decision maker consideration. 
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Comment RI3-1: The commenter states that they believe that previously submitted comments have not been 
addressed in the Recirculated Draft EIR and request that LAFCo address previously 
submitted comments prior to certification of the document.  

Responses to comments submitted on the Draft EIR are provided in Chapter 2, ‘Responses 
to Comments on the Draft EIR.’ The comment does not specify additional information 
needed in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the 
environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR, but is published in this Final EIR for 
decision maker consideration. 

Comment RI3-2: The commenter states that mitigation identified at this stage should be in the form of 
performance standards so that LAFCo can condition approval of future annexation 
requests based on consistency with LAFCo policies.  

CEQA Section 15126.4 stipulates that formulation of mitigation measures should not be 
deferred to some future time. Therefore, it would not be appropriate to defer mitigation 
standards to some possible mitigation program that may be adopted by the City of Elk 
Grove at some future point in time, but is currently unavailable for public review and 
comment. The comment is noted. 

Comment RI3-3: The commenter states that comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR largely are focused on 
the structure and content of the mitigation measures, which require mitigation to be 
demonstrated at the time a future application for annexation is submitted to LAFCo, rather 
than prior to future development approvals by the City of Elk Grove that would result in 
physical changes in the environment.  

The proposed project is just to amend the City of Elk Grove SOI, the Sacramento Area 
Sewer District (SASD) SOI, and the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District 
(SRCSD) SOI to add approximately 1,156 acres in an area just south of, and adjacent to the 
City of Elk Grove’s current City limits. As previously stated, the project does not include 
any development proposal and does not provide for any changes in land use. Any future 
City of Elk Grove development would first require an annexation request to Sacramento 
LAFCo. Annexation may occur in multiple phases or under a single application, depending 
on the timing and nature of future project applications. There are no changes in the existing 
land use proposed at this time; existing Sacramento County General Plan and zoning 
designations will remain in place even if LAFCo were to approve the requested SOIA. The 
comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft 
EIR, but is published in this Final EIR for decision maker consideration. 

Comment RI3-4: The commenter expresses a preference for agricultural mitigation to occur anywhere in 
Sacramento County instead of within five miles from the SOIA Area and that Mitigation 
Measure 3.2-1 conflicts with the practice of stacking agricultural and Swainson’s hawk 
foraging mitigation on the same properties.  
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The referenced mitigation measure explicitly allows stacking and requires an attempt to 
locate preserved farmland within 5 miles of the SOIA Area, but allows the mitigation to 
occur anywhere in Sacramento County.  

Comment RI3-5: The commenter refers to page 3.4-30, 2nd paragraph of the Recirculated Draft EIR and 
states that the SSHCP does not model the entire SOIA area as high quality foraging habitat 
for Swainson’s hawk, as this paragraph states. The portions of the SOIA area currently 
planted with vineyards are not identified in the SSHCP as high quality foraging habitat. 
See SSHCP Appendix G-3, at Page G3-463.  

The commenter is correct, the SSCHP does not characterize those portions of the SOIA 
area that are planted as vineyards as high quality foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawks. 
The location of high value foraging habitat is shown in Figure 3-25: Swainson’s Hawk 
Modeled Habitat and Documented Occurrences of Chapter 3 of the SSHCP. Figure 3-25 
does not depict those areas currently planted as vineyard within the SOIA boundaries as 
high value foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk. The SSHCP (Pages B-474, B-476, B-477, 
B-485, B-487 of Appendix B: Species Accounts) also provides additional information 
affirming that vineyards are incompatible foraging crops for Swainson’s hawk. Additional 
text has been added on page 3.4-30 to clarify that not all of the SOIA area is modeled as 
high value foraging habitat in the SSHCP: 

Although some of the SOIA Area is currently planted in vineyards that are not 
considered suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, the entire SOIA Area is 
currently zoned AG-80 and is therefore assumed to provide 100 percent foraging 
habitat value according to the Sacramento County Department of Environmental 
Review and Assessment. The draft SSHCP (Sacramento County et al. 2017a) modeled 
the SOIA Area as high-value foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, except for those 
areas planted in vineyards, and also as foraging habitat for white-tailed kite. Although 
burrowing owls are found within the agricultural landscape of Sacramento County 
(Exhibit 3.4-3) and the species is known to inhabit agricultural field borders and forage 
in cultivated fields, the SOIA Area is not modeled in the draft SSHCP as either 
wintering or nesting habitat for western burrowing owl. Following the ultimate 
conversion of the SOIA Area to urban uses, the SOIA Area would retain zero foraging 
habitat value for all of these special-status raptor species.  

This additional text does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Recirculated Draft 
EIR. 

Comment RI3-6: The commenter notes that if the SOIA Area is developed in the future, Swainson’s hawk 
mitigation should be consistent with City practices.  

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the 
Draft EIR, but is published in this Final EIR for decision maker consideration. 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2c is consistent with the Sacramento County and City of Elk Grove 
Swainson’s Hawk ordinances/codes and CDFW mitigation guidelines. The mitigation 
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measure does not defer to a City Program, but rather provides specific detail about the 
mitigation requirements including consultation with CDFW regarding the appropriateness 
of the mitigation land, requirement to manage the land to maintain Swainson’s hawk 
foraging values, prohibition of activities that would substantially impair or diminish the 
land’s capacity as suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, transfer of mitigation land 
through either conservation easement or fee title, to a third-party, nonprofit conservation 
organization, with the City and CDFW named as third-party beneficiaries, monitoring in 
perpetuity to assure compliance with the terms of the easement, an endowment or some 
other financial mechanism that is sufficient to fund in perpetuity the operation, 
maintenance, management, and enforcement of the conservation easement. 

Comment RI3-7: The commenter refers to page 3.4-41, 5th paragraph, and states that the SSHCP does not 
model most of the SOIA area as high quality foraging habitat for the Sandhill Crane, as 
this paragraph states. The portions of the SOIA area currently planted with vineyards are 
not identified not in the SSHCP as high quality foraging habitat. See SSHCP Appendix G-3, 
at Page G3-521.  

The commenter is correct in that the SSCHP does not include those portions of the SOIA 
area that are planted as vineyards as high quality foraging habitat for sandhill cranes. The 
location of high value foraging habitat is shown in Figure 3-22: Greater Sandhill Crane 
Modeled Habitat and Documented Occurrences in Chapter 3 of the SSHCP. Figure 3-22 
does not depict those areas currently planted as vineyard within the SOIA boundaries as 
high value foraging habitat for sandhill crane. The SSHCP (Pages B-543 and B-544 of 
Appendix B: Species Accounts) also provides additional information affirming that 
vineyards are not used by sandhill cranes. Additional text has been added on page 3.4-41 to 
clarify that not all of the SOIA area is modeled as high value foraging habitat in the 
SSHCP.  

The SSHCP models show that most of the SOIA Area is within high-value foraging 
habitat for greater sandhill cranes. Those areas planted as vineyards in the SSOIA are 
not modeled as high value foraging habitat in the SSCHP. 

Comment RI3-8: The commenter states that at LAFCo’s September 6, 2017 public hearing, it was agreed 
that the third paragraph of page 3.4-51 be deleted. The commenter states that they agree 
with the conclusion of the Recirculated Draft EIR that implementation of the SOIA would 
not have a significant impact on implementation of the South Sacramento Habitat 
Conservation Plan. The commenter states that the Recirculated Draft EIR should allow 
mitigation acreage for development within the SOIA to be located anywhere within south 
Sacramento County where a willing seller can be found.  

Page 3.4-51 has been revised per the commenter’s request.  

At the time of submittal of any application to annex territory within the SOIA Area 
following adoption of the SSHCP, the City of Elk Grove will coordinate with CDFW 
regarding acquisition of mitigation lands, as described in Mitigation Measures 3.4-2c and 
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3.4-4. CDFW, one of the SSHCP’s Permitting Agencies and a member of the SSHCP’s 
Technical Advisory Committee, would review any property acquisition proposal for 
mitigation, and would have an opportunity at that time to assess whether acquisition would 
meet targeted SSCHP objectives and preserve acquisition criteria, and to also reject 
proposed mitigation that would compete with, or impede, the SSHCP’s mitigation 
acquisitions.  

This edit does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

At the time of submittal of any application to annex territory within the SOIA Area 
following adoption of the SSHCP, the City of Elk Grove will consult with CDFW 
regarding acquisition of mitigation lands, as described in Mitigation Measures 3.4-2c and 
3.4-4. CDFW, one of the SSHCP’s Permitting Agencies and a member of the SSHCP’s 
Technical Advisory Committee, would review any property acquisition proposal for 
mitigation, and would have an opportunity at that time to assess whether acquisition would 
meet targeted SSCHP objectives and preserve acquisition criteria, and to also reject 
proposed mitigation that would compete with, or impede, the SSHCP’s mitigation 
acquisitions.  

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 states that ‘The City shall attempt to locate preserved farmland 
within 5 miles of the SOIA Area; however, the preserved farmland shall at a minimum be 
located inside Sacramento County.’ 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2c states that ‘The suitability of preservation habitat shall be 
determined by the City after consultation with CDFW and a qualified biologist and shall be 
located within the geographical foraging area of the local nesting population as determined 
acceptable to CDFW.’ LAFCo’s intent is not to artificially limit mitigation opportunities.  

Comment RI3-9: The commenter attaches their previous comment letter for reference.  

Responses to comments submitted on the Draft EIR are provided in Chapter 2, ‘Responses 
to Comments on the Draft EIR.’ The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the 
environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR, but is published in this Final EIR for 
decision maker consideration. 
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