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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000, et seq.) and State CEQA 
Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000, et seq.).  Rancho Cordova is the lead agency for 
the environmental review of the proposed Rancho Cordova General Plan and has the principal 
responsibility for approving the project.  This FEIR assesses the expected environmental impacts 
resulting from the adoption and implementation of the proposed General Plan and responds to 
comments received on the Draft EIR.   

3.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted written 
comments on the Draft EIR.   

Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

A Kevin Boles State of California Public Utilities Commission 3/20/06 

B Jeff Rodrigues Rancho Cordova Police Department 3/29/06 

C Kent Smith State of California Department of Fish and Game 4/28/06 

D Scott Morgan Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 3/28/06 

E Marcia Grambusch Elk Grove Unified School District 5/4/06 

F Robert Sherry Sacramento County Planning and Community 
Development 5/10/06 

G David Pelser Sacramento County Department of Waste 
Management and Recycling 5/11/06 

H Kenneth Payne City of Folsom Utilities Department 5/12/06 

I Daniel Jones Sacramento County Water Agency 5/15/06 

J Charlene McGhee Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 
District 5/15/06 

K Kenneth Sanchez U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 5/15/06 

L Paul Philleo County Sanitation District 1 5/10/06 

M John Coppola Sacramento County Water Agency 5/9/06 

N Erik de Kok City of Sacramento Development Services 
Department 5/10/06 

O Terry Roberts Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 5/16/06 

P Bruce de Terra California Department of Transportation 5/17/06 

Q Malissa Ellis Sacramento Municipal Utility District 5/12/06 

1 Victoria Harris Resident No Date 

2 Alta Tura Urban Creeks Council 3/21/06 

3 Victoria Harris Resident 3/27/06 

4 Victoria Harris Resident 4/13/06 
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Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

5 Larry Ladd Resident 4/27/06 

6 Thomas Larmore Harding Larmore Mullen Jakle Kutcher & Kozal, LLP 5/12/06 

7 Anne Geraghty WALKSacramento 5/15/06 

8 Keith Wagner Habitat 2020 and Environmental Council of 
Sacramento 5/15/06 

9 Sara Provancha Property Owner 5/8/06 

10 Elke Guenter Resident 5/15/06 

11 Victoria Harris Resident 5/11/06 

12 Anne Geraghty WALKSacramento 5/9/06 

13 Various April 13, 2006 Planning Commission Meeting 4/13/06 

3.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on 
environmental issues received on the Draft EIR and prepare a written response.  The written 
response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must be detailed, 
especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not 
accepted.  In addition, there must be a good faith and reasoned analysis in the written 
response.  However, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues 
associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by 
Commenters, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (State CEQA 
Guidelines 15204). 

Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that focus 
on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the 
environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or 
mitigated.  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 also notes that commenters should provide an 
explanation and evidence supporting their comments.  Pursuant to Guidelines Section 15064, an 
effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence supporting 
such a conclusion. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that where a response to comments 
results in revisions to the Draft EIR, that those revisions be incorporated as a revision to the Draft 
EIR, or as a separate section of the Final EIR. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS 

Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses 
to those comments.  To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding 
system is used: 

• Public agency comment letters are coded by letters and each issue raised in the 
comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter A, comment 1 is referred to 
as:  A-1). 
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• Individual and interest group comment letters are coded by numbers and each issue 
raised in the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter 1, comment 1: 
1-1). 

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are 
included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for new text, strike-out 
for deleted text).  Comment-initiated text revisions to the Draft EIR and minor staff initiated 
changes are also provided and are demarcated with revision marks in Section 4.0 (Errata) of this 
Final EIR. 
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Letter A Kevin Boles, State of California Public Utilities Commission 

Response A-1: Comments associated with proper consideration of safety in relation to 
rail in the Rancho Cordova Planning Area are noted.  Rail operations in 
the Rancho Cordova Planning Area are currently limited to the existing 
light rail line and freight rail line that parallels Folsom Boulevard in a 
developed portion of the City.  As identified the proposed General Plan 
Transit System Map (Draft EIR Figure 3.0-21), the City is considering grade 
separations with the existing rail lines.  In addition, the General Plan 
Circulation Element includes policies C.2.7 and C.2.8 and their associated 
actions, which call for grade-separated crossings or enhanced at-grade 
crossings at key locations, as well as the general promotion of bicycling 
and walking as a safe activity.  Draft EIR Impact 4.5.3 specifically notes 
that the use of modern construction design standards for transportation 
improvements would ensure that future development under the General 
Plan would not result in unacceptable safety conflicts. 
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Letter B Jeff Rodrigues, Rancho Cordova Police Department  

Response B-1: General Plan Policy S.7.1 and associated Actions S.7.1.1 and S.7.1.2 
include the development and implementation of the Crime Prevention 
Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles (which include provisions 
for improved visibility of streets) as well as adoption and implementation 
of a uniform security code to ensure that all structures meet applicable 
security standards. 

Response B-2: Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR to 
match the staff ratio noted by the commenter. 

• Draft EIR page 4.12-14, the following change is made to the second 
paragraph: 

“The City’s Police Department utilizes several “in-house” targets for 
planning purposes, including the goal of providing one 1.3 officers per 
every 1,000 citizens and one support staff member for every three 
officers – a standard that was adopted from the Sacramento County 
Sheriff’s Department. Likewise, the Police Department’s goal is to 
maintain an average response time for Priority One calls for service of 
five minutes or less.  A Priority One call is a violent crime against a 
person or emergencies requiring an immediate response in order to 
preserve a life.  Daily assessments are conducted on a call-by-call 
basis with the goal of improving the Department’s response times.” 

• Draft EIR page 4.12-16, the following change is made to the last 
sentence: 

“Based on the SCSD standard of one officer per 1,000 residents, an 
estimated total of 404 311 officers (283 190 new officers under buildout 
conditions) and equipment (i.e., patrol cars, radios, etc) would be 
required to maintain adequate service levels.” 

• Draft EIR page 4.12-17, the following changes are made to the 
second and third full paragraphs: 

Second paragraph 

“Current population within the Planning Area outside of the existing 
City limits is estimated to be 48,033 persons. Under buildout conditions, 
the projected population in this area is 108,069 persons, or an increase 
of 60,036. Based on the SCSD officer per population ratio, an 
estimated 78 60 new officers would be needed to serve the increase 
in population.” 

Third paragraph 

“With an estimated current City population of 55,109 (DOF, 2005), the 
City is expected to increase by 237 percent or 130,418 persons under 
buildout conditions.  This increase would result in the need for 170 130 
new sheriff officers to comply with the SCSD officer/population ratio.” 
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Letter C Kent Smith, State of California Department of Fish and Game  

Response C-1: Comment noted.  Draft EIR pages 4.10-3 through –29 identify the habitat 
conditions and sensitive species noted by the commenter, while Draft EIR 
pages 4.9-1 through –3 note the surface water features identified by the 
commenter. 

Response C-2: The commenter’s desire for the proposed General Plan to establish a 
system of habitat preserves is noted.  As shown in Draft EIR Figures 3.0-7 
and 3.0-9 through 3.0-15 illustrate the draft concept land use plans for the 
East, Grant Line North, Grant Line South, Grant Line West, Jackson, 
Mather, Rio del Oro and Suncreek/Preserve planning areas that are 
located within the vernal pool grassland habitats shown in Draft EIR Figure 
4.10-1.  While these draft concept land use plans are conceptual and do 
not constitute site-specific land use plans for these planning areas, they 
do set forth “Natural Resources” designated areas (General Plan land use 
designation intended for natural habitat areas to not be developed) that 
are proposed to interconnect among several of the planning areas (e.g., 
interconnections of Natural Resources designated areas occurs between 
the Suncreek/Preserve, Grant Line North and Grant Line South planning 
areas as well as between the Mather and Jackson planning areas).  The 
proposed General Plan would designate approximately 11,115 acres as 
“Natural Resources”, which consists of 19 percent of the overall Planning 
Area for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan (58,190 acres). 

In addition to the designation of Natural Resources, the proposed 
General Plan and Draft EIR does include proposed policies and actions 
(e.g., Draft EIR pages 4.10-39 through –43) that provide for protection and 
mitigation of impacts to biological resources and meet the definition of 
performance standards.  The use of performance standard mitigation is 
allowed under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a) and is 
supported by case law (Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council 
of Sacramento [3d. Dist 1991] 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028 [280 Cal.Rptr. 
478]).  Examples of such measures include General Plan policies NR.1.1, 
NR.2.1 and NR.3.2; actions NR.1.1.1, NR.3.4.1, NR.4.1.1 and NR 4.1.3; and 
mitigation measures MM 4.10.1a through e and 4.10.5a through c.  These 
policies and action items are intended to avoid preserving habitat that is 
too small and/or segmented to be effective.  However, the Draft EIR 
identifies that even with implementation of these provisions, impacts to 
biological resources of concern would remain significant and 
unavoidable given the proposed alteration of habitat conditions of the 
entire General Plan Planning Area (Draft EIR pages 4.10-32 through –68). 
Since public release of the Draft EIR and General Plan on March 13, 2006, 
the City has added the following policy to the Natural Resources Element 
of the General Plan: 

Policy NR.1.6 – Participate in the development of a habitat conservation 
plan to address the unique biological resources in Rancho Cordova. 
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The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-4, 8-5 and 8-11 
regarding additional modification to Draft EIR mitigation measures 
regarding biological resources. 

Response C-3: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment C-2.  Draft EIR pages 
4.10-1 through –28 include descriptions and mapping of habitat 
conditions (including habitat conditions that support special-status plant 
and wildlife species) in the 58,190-acre Planning Area.  Regarding the 
SSHCP, there are currently no specific strategies or mapping of proposed 
conservation areas that have been publicly released.  The City has made 
several requests for SSHCP habitat mapping from Sacramento County 
throughout the course of the preparation of the General Plan, which 
have been denied. 

Response C-4: The Draft EIR contains clear descriptions and mapping of existing habitat 
conditions in the Planning Area (see Draft EIR pages 4.10-1 through –28) as 
well as the methodology and anticipated worst case direct and indirect 
impacts to habitat conditions and associated biological resources 
including habitat impact estimates (Draft EIR pages 4.10-32 through –68).  
Given the scale of the overall Planning Area (58,190 acres), there is not an 
effective way to illustrate for the entire Planning Area detailed habitat 
conditions (e.g., vernal pool locations and distributions) and proposed 
General Plan land uses on a map that would be legible in an EIR 
document.  Draft EIR Figures 3.0-7, and 3.0-9 through 3.0-15, illustrate the 
draft concept land use plans for the East, Grant Line North, Grant Line 
South, Grant Line West, Jackson, Mather, Rio del Oro and 
Suncreek/Preserve planning areas, mapped on aerial photography that 
provides some illustration of underlying habitat conditions. The 
commenter is referred to Response to Comment C-2 regarding the 
connectivity of designated Natural Resources areas in individual planning 
areas. 

Response C-5: For purposes of CEQA compliance, the Draft EIR assumes that any habitat 
in the Planning Area that has potential to support special-status plant or 
wildlife species has high resource value (see Draft EIR Tables 4.10-4 
through 4.10-6). The draft concept land use plans for the  East, Grant Line 
North, Grant Line South, Grant Line West, Jackson, Mather, Rio del Oro 
and Suncreek/Preserve planning areas were developed with the 
designation of “Natural Resources” on land areas where habitat areas 
have been preliminarily identified as having high resource value.  
Consequently, the General Plan and Draft EIR take into consideration 
where the highest resource values are located, based on the information 
currently available.  Accordingly, we do not agree with the comment 
that, by treating each planning area as if it were of separate and equal 
natural resource value, the General Plan “almost guarantees habitat 
fragmentation.”  These land use maps are conceptual and will likely be 
refined as site-specific details of the individual planning areas are 
identified, which could involve further expansion of the “Natural 
Resources” designation to conserve additional habitat areas.  As 
identified on Draft EIR pages 6.0-40 through –57, Alternative 3 (Natural 
Resources Conservation Alternative) was based on consultation with 
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Sacramento County staff currently preparing the SSHCP, and on the 
conceptual-level strategy for the Sunrise-Douglas Community Plan Area 
developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

Response C-6: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment C-3 and C-4.      

Response C-7: Draft EIR Impact 4.10.1 and 4.10.2 specifically addresses impacts of 
implementation of the proposed General Plan on endangered, 
threatened and other special-status species, which include the 
consideration of vernal pool crustaceans (Draft EIR pages 4.10-34 through 
–48).  The Draft EIR specifically included consideration of the federally-
listed vernal pool tadpole shrimp as well as vernal pool fairy shrimp (Draft 
EIR Table 4.10-4).  As identified in Draft EIR Tables 4.10-5 and 4.10-6, 
implementation of the proposed General Plan land uses could result in 
the direct loss of up to 676 acres of vernal pool and vernal pool grassland 
habitats, and indirectly impact up to 2,993 acres of vernal pool and 
vernal pool grassland habitats.   

 The commenter expresses concern that there are limited opportunities for 
adequate mitigation to offset the impact on these species.  The proposed 
General Plan and Draft EIR include mitigation for these impacts including 
no net loss of wetlands (which is consistent with federal and state policies) 
(Policy NR.2.1), performance standards for preserves (Action NR.3.4.1), 
provision of interconnected wildlife corridors (Policy NR.1.1) and mitigation 
measures MM 4.10.1a through e and MM 4.10.5a through c.  In addition, 
since public release of the Draft EIR and General Plan on March 13, 2006, 
the City has added the following policy to the Natural Resources Element 
of the General Plan: 

Policy NR.1.6 – Participate in the development of a habitat conservation 
plan to address the unique biological resources in Rancho Cordova. 

These mitigation provisions in the General Plan and Draft EIR could involve 
the provision of wetland/vernal pool preserves in the City or elsewhere in 
the region.  Given the programmatic nature of the Draft EIR and General 
Plan, it would speculative to try to identify exact mitigation methods that 
will be used.  The Draft EIR concludes that impacts to special-status plant 
and wildlife species (under Impact 4.10.1 and 4.10.2) are significant and 
unavoidable given the large-scale change in habitat conditions of the 
overall Planning Area from implementation of the General Plan. The 
commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-4, 8-5 and 8-11 
regarding additional modification to Draft EIR mitigation measures 
regarding biological resources.    

Response C-8: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment C-2, C-7 and 8-11 for 
discussion of impacts to special-status plant species and other biological 
resources.  Impacts to Sacramento orcutt grass are specifically addressed 
under Draft EIR Impact 4.10.1 (Draft EIR pages 4.10-34 through –43).  
Several General Plan policies and action items in the discussion under 
Impact 4.10.1 discuss the preservation and treatment of resources such as 
orcutt grass.     



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan City of Rancho Cordova 
Final Environmental Impact Report June 2006 

3.0-18 

Response C-9: The City is currently in the process of developing a Swainson’s Hawk 
Ordinance to address the loss of foraging habitat and develop 
appropriate and adequate mitigation to fully mitigate development 
impacts on foraging habitat, consistent with General Plan Action NR.1.2.1.  
While some proposed Natural Resources designated areas (e.g., large 
Natural Resources designated areas in the Mather, Jackson and Rio del 
Oro planning areas) would likely provide opportunities for the retention of 
foraging habitat in the overall Planning Area, it is acknowledged that 
other proposed Natural Resources designated areas would not be of 
adequate size to support Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.  As identified 
in Response to Comment 8-5, modifications have been made to Policy 
NR.1.2.1 to clarify the performance standards to ensure that foraging 
habitat impacts are mitigated. The use of performance standard 
mitigation is allowed under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a) and 
is supported by case law (Sacramento Old City Association v. City 
Council of Sacramento [3d. Dist 1991] 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028 [280 
Cal.Rptr. 478]).   

Response C-10: The cumulative impact analysis takes into account development beyond 
the cities of Sacramento, Elk Grove and Folsom.  As specifically noted on 
Draft EIR page 4.10-63, the cumulative analysis takes into account 
Sacramento, Placer, Sutter and El Dorado counties, and the associated 
development anticipated in these jurisdictions, which is consistent with 
CEQA provisions (i.e., Guidelines Section 15130) regarding the 
consideration of the cumulative setting (Draft EIR pages 4.0-9 and –10). 
The commenter provides no evidence to suggest that the cumulative 
setting and associated impact analysis fails to adequately analyze the 
cumulative impacts of the General Plan. In addition, the Draft EIR 
acknowledges that the overall Planning Area contains a large 
percentage of vernal pool and vernal pool grasslands in Sacramento 
County that would be adversely impacted by implementation of the 
proposed General Plan, and identified that this impact is cumulatively 
considerable and significant and unavoidable under CEQA (Draft EIR  
page 4.10-64). 

Response C-11: The commenter’s support of the No Project Alternative is noted.  However, 
the commenter does not identify which No Project Alternative is preferred 
(The Draft EIR evaluated two “no project alternatives” – Sacramento 
County General Plan Alternative and the Existing City Boundary General 
Plan Alternative).  Consistency of these alternatives to the project 
objectives is identified on Draft EIR pages 6.0-80 and –81.  The commenter 
is referred to Response to Comment C-4 regarding the requested “big 
picture” graphics (Draft EIR Figures 6.0-3a through h shows the Natural 
Resources Conservation Alternative mapped on aerial photography that 
provides some illustration of underlying habitat conditions).   

Response C-12: Comment noted.  The City will be required to pay fees at the time of 
posting the Notice of Determination for the General Plan.  The City will 
also notify the California Department of Fish and Game of public hearings 
to consider certification of the Final EIR and adoption of the proposed 
General Plan. 
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Letter D Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse 
 and Planning Unit  

Response D-1: The information provided by the commenter is a copy of the City’s initial 
extension of the comment period to May 4, 2006. As noted in Section 1.0 
(Introduction) of this document, the Rancho Cordova City Council further 
extended the comment period to May 15, 2006. 
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Letter E  Marcia Grambusch, Elk Grove Unified School District  

Response E-1: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR: 

• Draft EIR page 4.12-71, the following changes are made to the first 
and second paragraphs: 

“The Elk Grove unified Unified School District (EGUSD) has more than 
doubled in the past decade and is expected to experience the same 
level of growth through 2010.  The District covers nearly 320 square 
miles and has been in existence for over 41 years.  The EGUSD 
boundaries encompass the entire City of Elk Grove, portions of the 
City of Sacramento and the City of Rancho Cordova, and most of 
southern Sacramento County.  The District currently serves more than 
52,500 60,000 students and expects to reach 73,00080,000 students by 
2010. Due to constant increases in population, the Elk Grove Unified 
School District has made several adjustments to its district school 
boundaries over the past 5 years.   

According to EGUSD, enough new families move into the District to fill 
a classroom every week three to five days. To keep up with this 
growth, the district will need to build approximately four two schools 
every year. These schools are needed to accommodate growth. and 
allow the district to lower the enrollments at its middle and high 
schools. As the district opens new schools, school boundaries will also 
change. With more than 320 square miles, the district will continue to 
grow for the foreseeable future. Elk Grove will need to house a 
projected enrollment of 80,000 73,000 students by 2010, and 
thousands of homes are scheduled to be built after 2010.” 

Response E-2: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR 
based on the recent information provided by the commenter in its letter: 

• Draft EIR page 4.12-74, the following changes are made to Draft EIR 
Table 4.12.6-6: 

TABLE 4.12.6-6 
STUDENT GENERATION RATES FOR THE EGUSD 

School Type Single Family Residence  
(K-12 students/residence) 

Multi-Family Residence 
(K-12 students/residence) 

Elementary (K-6) 0.4398 0.4367 0.3057 0.2523 

Middle 7-8) 0.1238 0.1222 0.0730 0.0654 

High (9-12) 0.2007 0.2181 0.1587 0.1421 

Total 0.7643 0.7771 0.5374 0.4598 
Source: EGUCD School Facilities Master Plan, 2002-2010 Grambusch, 2006 
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Letter F  Robert Sherry, Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 

Response F-1: This comment is directed at the Rancho Cordova General Plan Planning 
Areas and the City’s planning efforts for land located outside of the city 
limits without consultation with Sacramento County rather than the Draft 
EIR.  The conceptual land uses for the Planning Areas located outside of 
the City limits were developed by looking at County maps and planning 
documents including, but not limited to: the Sacramento County General 
Plan; GIS-based biological resource maps from the County’s South 
Sacramento HCP team; the Mather CLUP; the Mather Field Specific Plan 
and Community Plan Amendment for Mather Field; the Mather Airport 
Draft Master Plan (February 2004); and the Sacramento County staff 
report from Paul Lake to the Board of Supervisors regarding “Initiation of 
Mather-Related General Plan Amendments and Approval to Proceed 
with Application for Federal Wetland Fill Permits at South Mather” dated 
February 22, 2006.  The City also utilized data on existing preserves to 
determine areas that were not appropriate for future development.  In 
determining where commercial uses should be located along the 
Jackson, Bradshaw, Sunrise, and Grant Line corridors, the City utilized the 
Retail Demand Strategy by Leland Consulting Group.  The commenter 
states that the County is concerned that the General Plan purports the 
annexation of these planning areas, including the Jackson Planning Area.  
While the City has indicated a desire to annex the unincorporated lands 
within the General Plan Planning Area, there is no City mandate to annex 
these areas within the General Plan’s planning horizon.  The commenter is 
referred to General Plan Action LU.3.7.1 and Policy LU.3.9 regarding 
annexations.  The Rancho Cordova General Plan conceptual land plans 
and buildout numbers for the General Plan reflect the SACOG’s Blueprint 
Vision and buildout projections for the region. Additionally, Rancho 
Cordova is the first jurisdiction to take the SACOG Blueprint process to a 
local level using the Place3s software.  We regret that the County feels 
excluded from the General Plan process.  Rancho Cordova has had a 
very open public participation process, including more than 40 workshops 
and meetings.  Email and hard copy invitations of General Plan 
workshops, GPAC meetings and City Council hearings have been sent 
regularly to County Staff.  To date, no County staff has attended City 
workshops, meetings, or hearings to speak about the County’s planning 
efforts or to comment on the City’s General Plan.  Additionally, there has 
been coordination between City and County departments on planning 
and circulation issues.  City staff has been participating in the South 
Sacramento HCP meetings to ensure coordination between the City and 
County’s conservation efforts and biological resource mapping.  The City 
has also participated in SACOG forums and has been very open about 
sharing land use assumptions, Blueprint implementation, and 
transportation projections.  Because this comment does not pertain to the 
EIR, no further response is necessary.     

Response F-2: The commenter states that the EIR does not provide a detailed discussion 
on the provision of water, sewer and roadways to serve growth within the 
Planning Areas.  The General Plan EIR is a program EIR and not a project 
EIR.  As stated on page 2.0-2 of the Draft EIR: 
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The program-level analysis considers the broad environmental 
effects of the overall proposed General Plan. This EIR will be used to 
evaluate subsequent projects and activities under the proposed 
General Plan. Additional environmental review under CEQA will be 
required and would be generally based on the subsequent project’s 
consistency with the General Plan and the analysis in this EIR, as 
required under CEQA. When individual projects or activities under the 
General Plan are proposed, the City would be required to examine 
the projects or activities to determine whether their effects were 
adequately analyzed in the program EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15168). If the projects or activities would have no effects beyond 
those analyzed in this EIR, no further CEQA compliance would be 
required. In addition, the program-level General Plan EIR analysis 
addresses the cumulative impacts of development of the proposed 
General Plan, and analyzes a reasonable range of alternative land 
use maps, at an equal level of detail.  This EIR is intended to evaluate 
the environmental impacts of the project to the greatest extent 
possible. This EIR should be used as the primary environmental 
document to evaluate all subsequent planning and permitting 
actions associated with projects in the City. Subsequent actions that 
may be associated with the proposed General Plan are identified in 
Section 3.0 (Project Description) of this document.  

Additionally, the 16 Planning Areas in the General Plan provide 
conceptual development patterns and not entitlements.  As described 
on page 24 of the Land Use Element: 

Detailed planning efforts (e.g., Specific Plans) will be required for 
implementation of the majority of Planning Areas after the General 
Plan is adopted.  Subsequent planning efforts will establish land use 
and circulation patterns; explore infrastructure, phasing, and 
financing issues; and determine that use, development and design 
are consistent with the City’s General Plan.  General information 
and population and employment assumptions will serve as a guide 
for future land use designations and development within each of 
the Planning Areas. 

 Draft EIR Section 4.5 (Transportation and Circulation) provides an analysis 
of roadway infrastructure throughout the General Plan Planning Area and 
analyzes the Circulation Plan (see Figure C-1 in the General Plan’s 
Circulation Element), which illustrates the City’s primary roadway network 
system, including freeways/expressways, major roads, and connector 
roads.  The General Plan does not provide the location of future local 
roads within Planning Areas.  Draft EIR Section 4.12 (Public Services and 
Utilities) provides an analysis of water and sewer infrastructure required to 
serve buildout of the General Plan.  It does not establish the location of 
local roadways or water and sewer infrastructure within each Planning 
Area.  With regard to water infrastructure, the City worked closely with the 
Sacramento County Water Agency and the other water purveyors to 
identify water supply and infrastructure for General Plan buildout.  Pages 
4.12-26 through –28 of the Draft EIR provides a detailed summary of the 
Zone 40, Golden State Water Company, and the Cal-Am existing water 
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supply infrastructure and master plans.  The impact analysis of water 
supply infrastructure is provided on Draft EIR pages 4.12-28 through –37.  
Sacramento County Water Agency, Golden State Water Company and 
Cal-Am will be responsible for identifying the appropriate location and 
size of water supply infrastructure, which will be analyzed in subsequent 
environmental documents at a project level. Draft EIR pages 4.12-39 
through –45 contain a detailed summary of the existing sewer 
infrastructure and master plans of the wastewater service providers (e.g., 
SRCSD and CSD-1).  The impact analysis of sewer infrastructure is provided 
on Draft EIR pages 4.12-45 through –55.  SRCSD and CSD-1 will be 
responsible for identifying the appropriate location and size of sewer 
infrastructure, which will be analyzed in subsequent environmental 
documents at a project level.  The specific comments on Planning Areas, 
as provided in Attachments A and B of the commenter’s letter, are 
responded to individually below.  

Response F-3: The commenter states that the natural preserve represented in the East 
Planning Area are not large enough to protect native species, vernal 
pools or Orcutt Grass.  As noted above in response to comment F-2, the 
conceptual land plans are intended as conceptual and not literal.  The 
natural preserve areas and other land use bubbles were intended to 
show possible locations for the identified land uses.  Future specific 
planning efforts will be required for the East Planning Area that will refine 
the exact locations, boundaries and size of preserves and other land uses. 
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment C-2 and C-5 and 
Draft EIR pages 4.10-34 through –68 regarding direct and indirect impacts 
to wildlife species. 

Response F-4: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment F-3 above. 

Response F-5: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the East Planning Area 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response 
is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. The commenter is also referred 
to Response to Comment F-3 and Draft EIR pages 4.10-34 through –68 
regarding direct and indirect impacts to wildlife species. 

Response F-6:  The commenter’s statements and input regarding the East Planning Area 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response 
is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. The commenter is also referred 
to Response to Comment F-3. 

Response F-7: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the East Planning Area 
and the Elk Grove-Rancho Cordova Connector project are noted.  These 
comments are associated with the General Plan and are not related to 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is required.  
However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 Rancho 
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Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of comments 
received on the General Plan. It should be noted that final alignment for 
the Elk Grove-Rancho Cordova Connector project has yet to be 
determined. 

Response F-8: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the East Planning Area 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response 
is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. The commenter is also referred 
to Draft EIR Section 7.1 (Growth-Inducing Impacts) regarding the Draft EIR 
analysis of growth inducement. 

Response F-9: The commenter is referred to the Noise Element of the General Plan, 
which includes noise standards (Tables N-1 and N-2), and Policies N.1.1, 
N.1.2 and N.2.4 and their associated actions.  Subsequent residential uses 
will be required to analyze and mitigate the environmental impacts of the 
project in a subsequent project environmental document.  The analysis 
would be expected to evaluate noise exposure from existing sources such 
as the Prairie City OHV Park because residential uses are a sensitive 
receptor to noise.  

 Response F-10: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the East Planning Area 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response 
is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. 

Response F-11: This comment is related to future water supply for the East Planning Area 
and the difficulty in obtaining water supply to serve development in this 
Planning Area within the General Plan planning horizon.  The commenter 
is referred to General Plan Land Use Element page 48 where it states: 

The East Planning Area will probably be developed outside the 
time horizon of this Plan.  However, development may occur 
within the General Plan time horizon if necessary conditions are 
met (e.g., infrastructure is provided, annexation is approved).  

The commenter is also referred to Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Hydrology and 
Water Quality) regarding water supply impacts of the proposed General 
Plan. 

Response F-12: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment F-11 above 
regarding the timing of the East Planning Area and Draft EIR pages 4.12-45 
through –55 regarding wastewater service impacts. 

Response F-13: This comment notes that the City of Rancho Cordova’s roadway system 
within the East Planning Area is inconsistent with the County’s General 
Plan, which does not include any circulation (or much development) 
within this area.  This comment is noted and it is acknowledged that the 
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City of Rancho Cordova General Plan evaluation identifies development 
and transportation systems within the Planning Area that are inconsistent 
with the County’s current General Plan.  This is specifically noted on Draft 
EIR pages 4.5-34 and –41. 

Response F-14: This comment notes that the roadway alignments shown within the East 
Planning Area are inconsistent with that shown on the Roadway System 
Map (Figure 3.0-19).  The East Planning Area exhibit does not show 
International Drive extending into the East Planning Area, nor does it show 
a northerly connection to Prairie City Road.  The roadway alignments on 
the Roadway System Map are more accurate as it relates to 
transportation infrastructure. The commenter’s statements and input 
regarding the East Planning Area are noted.  These comments are 
associated with the General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR and no further response is required.  However, the General 
Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning 
Commission will include consideration of comments received on the 
General Plan. 

Response F-15: This comment discusses that the Post-2030 roadway alignment identified 
in the East Planning Area is inconsistent with and bisects the Prairie City 
OHV Park.  This is correct, as the roadway was identified to provide better 
connectivity from the East Planning Area to Prairie City Road.  Also, since 
the connectivity does bisect the OHV Park, it was identified as an 
improvement likely to be constructed after year 2030.  The Draft EIR 
analysis identifies impacts of the land use plan with and without roadway 
facilities foreseeable after year 2030, and therefore circulation impacts 
are identified with and without this connection (see Draft EIR Section 4.5 – 
Transportation and Circulation).  While the exact alignment of this 
roadway has not been determined, the Draft EIR did acknowledge that it 
would impact approximately 9 acres of the Prairie City OHV Park, which 
would be a minor loss of its total land area (be less than one percent of 
the entire 836-acre Park).  

Response F-16: This comment questions the ability of a two-lane loop road (beginning at 
Chrysanthy Road and extending to White Rock Road/Grant Line Road) 
accommodating proposed development in the East Planning Area.  
However, there are other roadway facilities, other than the loop road, 
serving this area.  These roadways consist of and extension of Douglas 
Road, International Drive, and White Rock Road.  The entire roadway 
network has sufficient capacity to serve demand in this area. 

Response F-17: The comment identifies a concern that densities within the East Planning 
Area may not be sufficient to support the identified “Potential Transit 
Corridors.”  This comment is noted.  It should be noted that the City is 
currently conducting a Transit Master Plan to further identify where there 
will be sufficient demand for transit facilities in the area. 

Response F-18: Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the City Council for 
consideration as an additional trail on the City Trails and Bikeway Plan.  
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Response F-19: The comment refers that Grant Line Road and White Rock Road will have 
substantial volumes and that grade separation of the intersection should 
be considered.  These comments are associated with the General Plan.  
The General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova 
Planning Commission will include consideration of comments received on 
the General Plan. The City is currently conducting studies of intersections 
along major corridors in the Planning Area to identify appropriate right-of-
way requirements concurrent with adjacent development.  The City will 
review specific intersection right-of-way requirements at this location and 
consider a grade separation, if needed.  It should be noted that the 
fourth leg of this intersection is a two-lane roadway that will require 
minimal green time, increasing capacity of the other approaches to the 
intersection. 

Response F-20: The six-lane expressway designation recognizes the Rancho Cordova-Elk 
Grove-El Dorado Connector and provides sufficient capacity to serve as 
a regional transportation facility. 

Response F-21: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Grant Line South 
Planning Area are noted.  These comments are associated with the 
General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for 
the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include 
consideration of comments received on the General Plan. The 
commenter is also referred to Response to Comment C-2 and C-5 and 
Draft EIR pages 4.10-34 through –68 regarding direct and indirect impacts 
to biological resources. 

Response F-22: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Grant Line South 
Planning Area are noted.  These comments are associated with the 
General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for 
the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include 
consideration of comments received on the General Plan. The 
commenter is also referred to Response to Comment C-2 and C-5 and 
Draft EIR pages 4.10-34 through –68 regarding direct and indirect impacts 
to biological resources. 

Response F-23: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Grant Line South 
Planning Area are noted.  These comments are associated with the 
General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for 
the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include 
consideration of comments received on the General Plan. The 
commenter is also referred to Response to Comment C-2 and C-5. Draft 
EIR Impact 4.10.1 and 4.10.2 address both direct and indirect biological 
resource impacts from the General Plan proposed land use plans. 

Response F-24: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Grant Line South 
Planning Area are noted.  These comments are associated with the 
General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for 
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the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include 
consideration of comments received on the General Plan. The 
commenter is also referred to Response to Comment C-2 and C-5. The 
City has been participating in the Upper Laguna Creek Collaborative 
meetings and planning efforts.  While the General Plan does not establish 
a minimum buffer width, the Natural Resources Element contains actions 
that direct the City to establish performance standards for natural 
resource preserves, including a provision to allow sufficient width adjacent 
to natural resource preserves to allow for trails and greenbelts (Action 
NR.3.4.1) and standards to allow public access along creek corridors 
(Action NR.3.4.2). As noted in Draft EIR page 4.9-12, groundwater 
recharge in this area primarily occurs from stream recharge from the 
Cosumnes River and the soil characteristics within the Planning Area have 
low groundwater recharge capabilities.  

Response F-25: Comment noted.  The commenter is referred to Response to Comment F-
23. 

Response F-26.  The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Grant Line South 
Planning Area are noted.  These comments are associated with the 
General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for 
the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include 
consideration of comments received on the General Plan. The 
commenter is also referred to Draft EIR pages 4.1-46 through –56 
regarding inconsistencies with the Sacramento County General Plan.  

Response F-27: Comment noted.  There are several General Plan policies LU.6.2 and 
UD.2.3 and actions LU.6.2.1, LU.6.2.2., UD.2.3.1, UD2.3.2, and UD.2.3.3 relate 
to a sense of transition of density and intensity and character of Planning 
Areas.  The commenter is also referred to Draft EIR Section 7.1 (Growth-
Inducing Impacts) regarding the Draft EIR analysis of growth inducement. 

Response F-28: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment F-7. 

Response F-29: The commenter is referred to Responses to Comment F-22 and F-24.   

Response F-30: Draft EIR Impact 4.12.5.1 specifically addresses this issue and includes 
Mitigation Measure MM 4.12.5.1 to address this issue. 

Response F-31: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Grant Line North 
Planning Area are noted.  These comments are associated with the 
General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for 
the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include 
consideration of comments received on the General Plan. The 
commenter is also referred to Draft EIR pages 4.1-46 through –56 
regarding inconsistencies with the Sacramento County General Plan. 

Response F-32: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment F-22 and F-24.   



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan City of Rancho Cordova 
Final Environmental Impact Report June 2006 

3.0-44 

Response F-33: As noted above in Response to Comment F-2, the conceptual land plans 
are intended as conceptual and not literal.  The village center and 
natural preserve bubbles were intended to show possible locations for the 
identified land uses.  Future specific planning efforts will be required for 
the Grant Line North Planning Area that will refine the exact locations, 
boundaries and size of preserves and other land uses.  The commenter is 
also referred to Response to Comment C-2 and C-5 and Draft EIR pages 
4.10-34 through –68 regarding direct and indirect impacts to biological 
resources. 

Response F-34: Comment noted.  The commenter is referred to Response to Comment F-
33. 

Response F-35: As noted above in Response to Comment F-2, the conceptual land plans 
are intended as conceptual and not literal.  The natural preserve and 
other land use bubbles were intended to show possible locations for the 
identified land uses.  Future specific planning efforts will be required for 
the Grant Line West Planning Area that will refine the exact locations, 
boundaries and size of preserves and other land uses. The commenter is 
also referred to Response to Comment C-2 and C-5 and Draft EIR pages 
4.10-34 through –68 regarding direct and indirect impacts to biological 
resources. 

Response F-36: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Grant Line West 
Planning Area are noted.  These comments are associated with the 
General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for 
the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include 
consideration of comments received on the General Plan. The 
commenter is also referred to Response to Comment C-2 and C-5 and 
the impact analysis provided in Draft EIR Section 4.10 (Biological 
Resources). 

Response F-37: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Grant Line West 
Planning Area are noted.  These comments are associated with the 
General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for 
the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include 
consideration of comments received on the General Plan. General Plan 
Land Use Policy LU.1.4 and Action 1.4.4 require the buffering of 
incompatible land uses and protecting neighborhoods from 
encroachment of incompatible land uses. 

Response F-38: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Grant Line West 
Planning Area are noted.  These comments are associated with the 
General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for 
the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include 
consideration of comments received on the General Plan. 

Response F-39: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Grant Line West 
Planning Area are noted.  These comments are associated with the 
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General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for 
the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include 
consideration of comments received on the General Plan. 

Response F-40: Comment noted. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment F-2 
regarding the conceptual nature of the land use designations in the 
Mather Planning Area.  Additionally, City staff utilized Sacramento County 
planning documents and maps, including the Sacramento County staff 
report from Paul Lake to the Board of Supervisors regarding “Initiation of 
Mather-Related General Plan Amendments and Approval to Proceed 
with Application for Federal Wetland Fill Permits at South Mather” dated 
February 22, 2006 to prepare the Mather Planning Area conceptual land 
plan.  Staff recommends modifications to the text of the Planning Area 
discussion that identifies most of the “HI” designations as being related to 
airport operations.  Also, staff will consider adding the following text to the 
end of the second paragraph, “Heavy industrial uses west of Mather 
Boulevard reflect the footprint of airport operations and required buffer 
areas; uses north of Douglas Road may or may not be associated with 
airport operations.”  The environmental effects of the proposed Mather 
Planning Area (e.g., biological resource impacts and proposed roadway 
system) were addressed in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR Sections 4.5 – 
Transportation and Circulation and 4.10 – Biological Resources). 

Response F-41: This comment requests a definition of “six lanes with special treatment,” as 
identified on the Circulation Map.  This identification is for locations where 
demand is expected to exceed capacity.  However, since the City 
desires cross-sections of fewer than six lanes, special treatments are 
required to improve capacity on these facilities.  The special treatments 
refer to intersection treatments to improve capacity, continuous right-turn 
lanes, limited access to the roadways, frontage roads, and managing 
access to adjacent parcels.  All of these will increase capacity of the 
roadway.  To be conservative in the environmental evaluation, these 
roadways were assumed to have the same capacity of a six-lane Major 
Road. 

Response F-42: The roadway alignments shown in Draft EIR Figure 3.0-19 (Roadway System 
Map) reflect the proposed circulation system, while the individual 
Planning Area roadway systems are intended to show conceptual 
alignments and how the Planning Areas would connect with the 
proposed General Plan Roadway System. 

Response F-43: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment F-19. 

Response F-44: This comment notes that the County has designated Jackson Highway 
(SR-16) as a four-lane arterial east of Grant Line Road.  This is inconsistent 
with the City’s designation of a six-lane expressway. However, as 
development occurs in this corridor, the increased capacity will be 
needed.  The inconsistency is noted. The Draft EIR traffic analysis is based 
on the proposed General Plan Roadway System. 
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Response F-45: This comment discusses the County’s General Plan designation for Sunrise 
Boulevard north of Grant Line Road as a six-lane thoroughfare.  This is 
consistent with the City’s designation. 

Response F-46: It is noted that the County will likely be upgrading the designation of this 
facility in its next General Plan update. 

Response F-47: It is noted that the County will likely be upgrading the designation of this 
facility in its next General Plan update. 

Response F-48: The Draft EIR notes this inconsistency on Draft EIR page 4.5-41. 

Response F-49: This comment discusses that the County has approved some alternative 
roadway alignments for the extensions of Douglas Road, Excelsior Road, 
and Eagles Nest Road to minimize impacts to biological resources.  This 
comment is noted and supported by the City of Rancho Cordova.  The 
comment also discusses that the extensions of Chrysanthy Boulevard and 
Routier Road are likely infeasible due to impacts to biological resources. 
Draft EIR Table 4.5-13 provides a summary of anticipated environmental 
effects of the proposed General Plan Roadway System (including the 
extension of Chrysanthy Boulevard and Routier Road).  Draft EIR page 4.5-
41 notes that the proposed General Plan connectivity into the Mather 
Field area is inconsistent with the current Sacramento County General 
Plan Transportation Plan.  

Response F-50: This comment discusses the extension of Mather Field Road through 
Mather Field.  The commenter is correct that this extension would be 
facilitated using a tunnel.  Given the uncertainty of this happening, the 
improvement was identified as a post-2030 improvement and impacts 
were identified with and without the improvement in Section 4.5 
(Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR. 

Response F-51: This comment discusses that the County’s General Plan designates Florin 
Road as a six lane thoroughfare.  The City’s General Plan shows this as a 
four lane facility.  The comment is noted. 

Response F-52: This comment discusses that the County’s General Plan designates 
Excelsior Road and Eagles Nest Road as four lane facilities.  This is 
consistent with the City’s General Plan, which designates Excelsior Road 
as a four lane facility north of Elder Creek Road and Eagles Nest Road as 
a four lane facility north of Florin Road.  This comment is noted. 

Response F-53: This comment discusses inconsistencies between the City and County 
General Plans, for the Chrysanthy Boulevard Extension to Florin Road and 
the Routier Road extension to Elder Creek Road.  These roadways provide 
a grid system in this planning area, consistent with goals identified in the 
City’s General Plan.   

Response F-54: This comment discusses that the County’s General Plan designates 
Bradshaw Road as a six lane thoroughfare.  This is consistent with the City’s 
General Plan, which designates the roadway as a six lane major road or 
an expressway. 
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Response F-55: This comment discusses that the County’s General Plan designates 
Mayhew Road as a four lane arterial.  However, it is the City’s 
understanding that there was a County general plan amendment that 
downgraded Mayhew Road to a two lane collector road, which is 
consistent with the City’s General Plan designation. 

Response F-56: This comment discusses that the County’s General Plan designates South 
Watt Avenue as a six lane limited access thoroughfare.  This is consistent 
with the City’s General Plan, which designates the facility as a six lane 
major road with special treatments (such as limited access control). 

Response F-57: This comment discusses that the County’s General Plan designates Old 
Placerville Road as a four lane arterial.  The City’s General Plan designates 
it as a six lane expressway, ultimately connecting to International Drive.  
This facility provides one of the major east-west connections through the 
City.  The inconsistency between General Plans is noted.  However, given 
the importance of providing parallel capacity to U.S. 50, the County may 
want to consider upgrading Old Placerville Road to a six lane expressway 
with its next general plan update. 

Response F-58: This comment acknowledges that, although the County’s General Plan 
designates Folsom Boulevard as a six lane thoroughfare, physical 
constraints exist that may make implementation beyond four lanes 
infeasible.  The County will consider reclassifying this facility with its next 
general plan update.  If reclassified, it would be consistent with the City’s 
General Plan. 

Response F-59: This comment acknowledges that, although the County’s General Plan 
designates Gold Country Boulevard and Coloma Road as four lane 
arterials east of Sunrise Boulevard, the County will reconsider reclassifying 
them as two lane facilities in their General Plan update.  This comment is 
noted. 

Response F-60: This comment identifies that the County’s General Plan designates Sunrise 
Boulevard and Hazel Avenue as six lane thoroughfares.  This is consistent 
with the City’s General Plan, which designates these facilities as six lane 
major roads.  The comment is noted. 

Response F-61: This comment discusses the County’s collaboration with Gencorp and 
processing of the Easton Development.  The proposed land use in the 
Easton area is consistent with assumptions incorporated into City’s traffic 
impact analysis.  Additionally, the major roadway infrastructure is 
consistent with that currently identified in the Easton area (Glenborough 
Planning Area). 

Response F-62: This comment acknowledges that, although the County’s General Plan 
designates Prairie City Road as a two lane rural roadway, the County will 
reconsider reclassifying it as a four lane arterial facility in their General 
Plan update.  This comment is noted. 

Response F-63: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment F-15. 
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Response F-64: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the proposed General 
Plan Trails and Bikeways Plan are noted.  These comments are associated 
with the General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR and no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff 
report for the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will 
include consideration of comments received on the General Plan. 

Response F-65: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the proposed General 
Plan Trails and Bikeways Plan are noted.  These comments are associated 
with the General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR and no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff 
report for the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will 
include consideration of comments received on the General Plan. 

Response F-66: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the proposed General 
Plan Trails and Bikeways Plan are noted.  These comments are associated 
with the General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR and no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff 
report for the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will 
include consideration of comments received on the General Plan. 

Response F-67: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the proposed General 
Plan Trails and Bikeways Plan are noted.  These comments are associated 
with the General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR and no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff 
report for the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will 
include consideration of comments received on the General Plan. 

Response F-68: This comments asks for definitions of “Enhanced Transit Corridors” and 
“Transit Corridor,” as described on Figure 3.0-21.  These descriptions are 
provided below: 

• Transit Corridor – Roadway where the City envisions potential bus 
or shuttle service being accommodated.  These facilities will 
ultimately have bus turnouts at potential stop locations, potential 
sheltered bus stops, and will be designed to accommodate 
turning radii of busses. 

• Enhanced Transit Corridor – Roadway where the City envisions an 
enhanced transit corridor.  These enhanced transit corridors may 
consist of dedicated bus rapid transit (BRT) lanes, carpool lanes, 
light rail transit facilities, and/or signal preemption for busses.  The 
feasibility of service along these corridors are being evaluated as 
part of the City’s Transit Master Plan process. 

Response F-69: This comment notes that LOS for Old Placerville Road is not identified for 
Existing and 2030 conditions.  The forecasts for Old Placerville Road are 
presented below: 

East of Bradshaw East of Happy Lane East of Routier  

Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C LOS 
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East of Bradshaw East of Happy Lane East of Routier  

Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C LOS 

Existing  
(2-Lanes) 20,280 1.13 F 18,000 1.00 E 13,100 0.73 C 

2030 61,990 0.77 D 57,230 0.71 D 52,840 0.65 C 

Buildout, 2030 
Roadway Network 65,990 0.81 D 61,950 0.76 D 57,090 0.70 D 

Buildout, Post-
2030 Roadway 

Network 
60,150 0.74 D 56,470 0.70 C 59,700 0.74 D 

As shown above, there is an existing deficiency on Old Placerville Road.  
However, the City’s General Plan will result in a less-than-significant 
impact to this facility with the expansion of the roadway. 

Response F-70: This comment corresponds to a discrepancy in count data collected by 
the County, and the data used in the traffic analysis for the General Plan, 
relating to White Rock Road.  Counts used in this study were collected by 
Fehr & Peers in 2003 and 2004, in conjunction with the Sunrise/Douglas II 
transportation impact study (prepared by Fehr & Peers for the County of 
Sacramento) and the Rio del Oro EIR transportation study (under 
preparation by Fehr & Peers for the City of Rancho Cordova).  These 
counts were used to calibrate the model in 2004, using land use and 
roadway network connectivity at that time.  In fact, as we began initial 
scoping for the Suncreek EIR (Fall 2005), the traffic volume was counted 
again on White Rock Road between Sunrise Boulevard and Grant Line 
Road and was found to be 4,600, virtually identical to that previously 
counted and used in the General Plan study.  (This minor difference 
between 4,400 and 4,600 does not change the significance finding for 
any impact identified in the Draft EIR.) 

Response F-71: This comment discusses the 50 Corridor Mobility Partnership, consisting of 
the Cities of Folsom, El Dorado, and Rancho Cordova; and the Counties 
of Sacramento and El Dorado. The partnership has recently identified a 
potential realignment of International Drive within Rio del Oro northward 
to White Rock Road.  Fehr & Peers has reviewed this alignment by 
incorporating it into our travel demand forecasting.  The results indicate 
that no new significant traffic impacts would be incurred with the 
proposed realignment, if implemented. 

Response F-72: These comments are associated with the General Plan and are not 
related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is 
required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan.  

Response F-73: This comment discusses the 50 Corridor Mobility Partnership and 
recommends that the City work with the partnership “to gather the latest 
information and results achieved by the partnership.”  The City is an 
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active participant in the partnership and will work to accommodate 
mobility in the region, where appropriate. 

Response F-74: City staff consulted with County staff early in the General Plan process to 
determine an appropriate list of roadway segments to be analyzed in the 
CEQA review process, based in part on transportation improvements 
proposed, planned, or reasonably foreseeable, in connection with 
specific projects.   

As a result of evaluating the specific traffic segments, and other 
transportation and circulation impacts of the proposed General Plan, the 
Draft EIR acknowledged that implementation of the proposed General 
Plan would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to traffic 
impacts on area roadways, which would include regional roadways 
projected to fail under cumulative conditions (e.g., Watt Avenue, Sunrise 
Boulevard and Hazel Avenue) (Draft EIR page 4.5-54).  The following text 
change is made to the Draft EIR to clarify this: 

• Draft EIR page 4.5-54, the following text change is made to the 
paragraph under Impact 4.5.6: 

“The traffic impact analyses provided in Impact 4.5.1 and 4.5.2 are 
based on cumulative conditions (year 2030) that take into account 
anticipated traffic volumes from development in the region.  While the 
proposed General Plan land uses would provide reduced vehicle 
miles traveled (in terms of the length of trips) outside of the Planning 
Area (see Table 4.5-5) as compared to maintenance of existing land 
use patterns (assuming development of the land use pattern under 
the Sacramento County General Plan), the proposed General Plan 
would still add substantial traffic volumes on local roadways and state 
highway facilities that would result in significant traffic impacts within 
the Planning Area as well as in adjoining jurisdictions (e.g., 
Sacramento County) on regional roadway facilities.  Improvements to 
regional transportation facilities associated with cumulative traffic 
conditions are intended to be addressed through implementation of 
SACOG MTP.” 

We believe that the level of analysis provided in the Draft EIR is consistent 
with CEQA (e.g., Guidelines Sections 15146 and 15151), including as it 
relates to impacts on the roadway segments listed by commenter, some 
of which are located within the Planning Area outside of the City’s 
boundaries, and some of which are outside of the Planning Area 
altogether.  The transportation and circulation analysis is specific and 
comprehensive enough to sufficiently address the General Plan’s 
potential impacts to area traffic.  Further, the analysis is specific enough 
to permit informed decision making and public participation, in that it 
provides sufficient information to understand the potential transportation 
and circulation impacts, and permit a reasonable choice of alternatives 
and consideration of mitigation measures.  An evaluation of the impact of 
the proposed General Plan on regional traffic need not be exhaustive.  
Accordingly, we do not agree with commenter that the Draft EIR needs to 
consider impacts on the roadway segments listed by commenter. 
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Response F-75: This comment discusses the fact that some roadway segment impacts 
within the County of Sacramento are identified as significant and 
unavoidable as roadways would need to be widened to cross sections 
greater than six lanes, and the County disagrees with the significant and 
unavoidable determination as they feel that various types of mitigation 
may be feasible and should be considered.  However, since any 
mitigation measures to these types of facilities would occur outside the 
City limits, the City of Rancho Cordova could not guarantee 
implementation of the mitigation measure.  Therefore, as identified in the 
EIR, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.  In addition, 
the widening of roadways beyond six lanes would conflict with City 
Council direction that no local roadway would be designed larger than a 
6-lane facility, given that large roadway facilities (8 lanes and greater) 
conflicts with pedestrian and bicycle use and results in the “barrier effect” 
of such roadways dividing portions of the City (Drat EIR pages 4.5-43 and –
44). 

Response F-76: This comment recommends that the potential benefits and improvements 
in levels of service associated with grade separating intersections on 
Sunrise Boulevard from Fair Oaks Boulevard to Folsom Boulevard be 
discussed.  This section of Sunrise Boulevard was identified in the EIR as 
operating at an unacceptable level.  Grade separation of intersections in 
this area could improve operations and may reduce the impacts 
identified in the Draft EIR (though not eliminate the impact).  With grade 
separations in place, there is still limited capacity on the roadway and on 
the existing structure over the American River.  Please note that some of 
these grade separations are already being considered within the City 
(Draft EIR Figure 3.0-19).  Additionally, through the City’s transportation 
infrastructure phasing study, it has been recommended that the City 
conduct a comprehensive study of Sunrise Boulevard, from SR 16 to Fair 
Oaks Boulevard, to identify improvements through the corridor that 
provide the most traffic relief. 

Response F-77: This comment recommends that the Rancho Cordova General Plan Draft 
EIR analyze the potential benefits and level of service improvements 
associated with adding another river crossing between Watt Avenue and 
Sunrise Boulevard.  This type of project would improve regional 
connectivity and mobility.  As such, it should be evaluated in the regional 
context and is beyond the confines of the City’s General Plan.  The City is 
willing to coordinate with SACOG, Sacramento County, and other 
interested jurisdictions to work on identifying appropriateness of an 
additional river crossing, location and type of crossing, environmental 
impacts of the crossing, and potential funding issues.  However, it should 
be noted that the provision of an additional crossing of the American 
River would be outside of the jurisdiction of the City. 
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Letter G David Pelser, Sacramento County Department of Waste Management and 
 Recycling  

Response G-1: Comment noted.  The Draft EIR acknowledges the 2,000-foot buffer 
standard and includes mitigation that maintains this buffer standard (Draft 
EIR pages 4.12-61 through –63). 

Response G-2: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Grant Line North 
Planning Area are noted.  These comments are associated with the 
General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for 
the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include 
consideration of comments received on the General Plan. 

Response G-3: Comment noted.  The Draft EIR programmatically evaluated the 
environmental effects of proposed roadway, bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements under the General Plan including the widening of Grant 
Line Road. 

Response G-4: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Grant Line South 
Planning Area are noted.  These comments are associated with the 
General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for 
the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include 
consideration of comments received on the General Plan. 

Response G-5: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment G-4. 

Response G-6: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the General Plan 
Bikeway and Trails Plan are noted.  These comments are associated with 
the General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
and no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff 
report for the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will 
include consideration of comments received on the General Plan. 

Response G-7: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the East Planning Area 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response 
is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. 
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Letter H Kenneth Payne, City of Folsom Utilities Department  

Response H-1: The commenter’s specific concerns regarding the Water Supply 
Evaluation for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are responded 
to in Response to Comments H-2 through H-6.  As noted in the Water 
Supply Evaluation for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan, the 
purpose of the analysis is to provide the City information regarding 
projected water demands of the proposed General Plan for buildout 
conditions (currently projected to occur by approximately year 2050) and 
existing and future water supplies planned to be available to serve this 
growth.  Thus, this document is a water supply analysis disclosure 
document and does not establish any regulations or policy by the City 
regarding the provision of water supply in the Planning Area for the City of 
Rancho Cordova General Plan (which includes the Aerojet, Westborough 
and Glenborough planning areas). It should also be noted that the City 
does not currently provide water supply services or has any proposed 
plans at this time to do so. Thus, the provision and expansion of water 
supply for future development of the City is expected to continue to be 
provided by public and private service providers. The City and 
Sacramento County Water Agency (primary water service provider for the 
overall Planning Area) have determined that the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan is an accurate description 
of water supply available for General Plan growth (see Comment Letter I 
and M).    

Response H-2: The Draft EIR and Water Supply Evaluation for the City of Rancho Cordova 
General Plan specifically acknowledge that Aerojet lands area within the 
service area of the City of Folsom (Draft EIR Figure 4.9-3).  The commenter 
is correct that the Water Supply Evaluation for the City of Rancho 
Cordova General Plan does not reflect the circumstance of the City of 
Folsom providing water supply to the Westborough, Glenborough or 
Aerojet planning areas (no water supply from the City of Folsom was 
assumed in the analysis).  The consideration of City of Folsom water 
service results in the potential of more water supply available for 
development in the planning areas outside of the City’s current 
boundaries than what is currently assumed available in the Water Supply 
Evaluation for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan.   

Response H-3: Government Code Section 65300 (associated with the development of 
general plans) specifically calls for the development of a long-term 
general plan for the physical development of the City and any land 
outside its boundaries that the City’s judgment bears relation to its 
planning, which the City has compiled with through the development of 
the proposed General Plan.  Proposed land uses set forth in the proposed 
General Plan are generally consistent with the proposed development 
requests that have been submitted to Sacramento County and the City 
of Rancho Cordova (a majority of the Westborough Planning Area is 
located within the City limits).  The commenter is referred to Response to 
Comment H-1. 
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Response H-4: Both the Draft EIR and Water Supply Evaluation for the City of Rancho 
Cordova General Plan identify the replacement water sources (Draft EIR 
pages 4.9-17, -19 and –22, Water Supply Evaluation pages 27, 32 through 
34).  Reliability of these sources of replacement water (which are 
considered to have a high reliability) are addressed on Draft EIR pages 
4.9-14 through –17 as well as Water Supply Evaluation page 36.  The 
commenter provides no evidence to suggest that these replacement 
water supply sources have questionable reliability. The Water Supply 
Evaluation for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan estimated water 
demand of the General Plan at full buildout, which incorporated land 
uses associated with the Glenborough and Aerojet planning areas (Water 
Supply Evaluation page 41) and compared buildout water demands with 
total water supplies expected to be available (Water Supply Evaluation 
Table 1).  As noted in Response to Comment H-2, water supply from the 
City of Folsom was not considered in the analysis. 

Response H-5: As noted in the Response to Comment H-2, the Draft EIR and Water 
Supply Evaluation for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan 
specifically acknowledge that Aerojet lands area within the service area 
of the City of Folsom.  The commenter is correct that the Water Supply 
Evaluation for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan does not reflect 
the circumstance of the City of Folsom providing water supply to the 
Westborough, Glenborough or Aerojet planning areas.  The following text 
changes are made to the Draft EIR: 

• Draft EIR pages 4.9-45 and –46, the following text changes are made: 

“As noted in Table 4.9-7, adequate water supplies would likely be 
available to serve buildout of the City within its current corporate 
limits. Beyond buildout of its corporate limits, new development 
projects would be served by SCWA (no other purveyors are located 
outside the City’s corporate limits) on a first-come, first-served basis.  
While total supplies available (i.e., 77,620 afy) are greater than the 
City’s corporate limit demands (i.e., 57,299 afy), indicating that 
additional growth beyond its corporate limits may be 
accommodated, the exact amount of water and corresponding land 
areas that could be served are currently unknown because SCWA 
would need to consider requests for service in the context of all water 
demands throughout the Zone 40 service area.  The City may be able 
to pursue additional growth beyond its corporate limits; however, the 
City would need to coordinate with SCWA and the City of Folsom 
(service of Aerojet lands within Folsom’s service area) to determine 
the total demands that could be met by existing and projected future 
water supplies.  Future urbanization of the Planning Area would also 
increase impervious surfaces near areas determined to have 
groundwater recharge capability (e.g., near the Cosumnes River).”   

If water supplies are not available to meet buildout water demands, 
the City would either need to stop approving new growth within its 
jurisdiction, or collaborate with regional water purveyors to investigate 
potential future water supply options in the context of the regional 
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water supply planning environment.  Investigation of future water 
supply options would likely require involvement from local water 
purveyors (GSWC, Cal-Am, City of Folsom, and SCWA at a minimum, 
and other neighboring purveyors as appropriate), the Water Forum 
successor effort, and environmental groups.  Because of the long-term 
and sometimes contentious nature of future water supply planning, 
the feasibility of implementing new water supply options beyond 
those described in the WFA are unknown.  The following section 
provides a brief summary of potential new water supply options the 
City could pursue (in collaboration with local agencies) to develop 
supplies to meet its planning area buildout water demands.” 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment H-1 and H-4 
regarding comments associated with the reliability of replacement water 
and the City’s position regarding water service providers.  However, it 
should be noted that the Draft EIR and the Water Supply Evaluation for 
the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan acknowledge that there is 
currently a shortfall in existing and planned water supply sources to meet 
full General Plan buildout conditions. 

Response H-6: The commenter misinterprets the conclusions of the Draft EIR and Water 
Supply Evaluation for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan.  These 
reports document available water sources and their reliability to serve full 
buildout of the General Plan; however, both reports specifically note that 
the total available water supply is not adequate to serve full buildout 
(Draft EIR Table 4.9-7 and Water Supply Evaluation Table 1).  Both reports 
also describe the reliability of these water supplies during dry years and 
provides a description of how the use of certain water sources would shift 
(Draft EIR pages 4.9-14 through –19).  As noted in Response to Comment 
H-2, utilization of City of Folsom water supply was not assumed in this 
analysis. Sacramento County Water Agency (the primary water service 
provider to the City and the likely agency to serve most of the City’s new 
growth) is also a signatory to the Water Forum and has developed its 
long-term water supply planning (e.g., Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan) 
consistent with the Water Forum.  
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Letter I  Daniel Jones, Sacramento County Water Agency  

Response I-1: Comment noted.  The Water Supply Evaluation for the City of Rancho 
Cordova General Plan was developed with specific input from SCWA and 
other area water service providers. 

Response I-2: Comment noted.  SCWA requested edits to the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are provided in Appendix A 
of this document.  The following edits are made to the Draft EIR: 

• Draft EIR page 4.9-20, the first bulleted item is revised as follows: 

“Zone 40 Central Water Treatment Plant Vineyard Water Treatment 
Plant – SCWA plans to construct the 78-acre Vineyard Water 
Treatment Plant Central Water Treatment Plant (CVWTP) and 
associated water supply facilities to provide up to 85 million gallons 
per day (mgd) of potable water to existing and approved urban 
development within the SCWA Zone 40 area. The CVWTP site is 
located at the northeast corner of Florin and Knox Roads, west of the 
Florin Road/Excelsior Road intersection in Sacramento County. An 
associated SCWA corporation yard to house facilities and store 
equipment would be colocated on the site, along with a 
groundwater treatment facility. The CVWTP would have the capacity 
to treat 85 mgd of raw surface water and 13 mgd of raw groundwater 
to serve approved land uses in the Zone 40 service area. Initial phases 
of facility construction are anticipated to be completed by 2010 with 
full buildout by 2019.” 

Response I-3: Comment noted.  SCWA requested edits to the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are provided in Appendix A 
of this document.   

Response I-4: Comment noted.  SCWA requested edits to the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are provided in Appendix A 
of this document.   

Response I-5: Comment noted.  SCWA requested edits to the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are provided in Appendix A 
of this document.   

Response I-6: Comment noted.  SCWA requested edits to the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are provided in Appendix A 
of this document.   

Response I-7: Comment noted.  SCWA requested edits to the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are provided in Appendix A 
of this document.   

Response I-8: Comment noted.  SCWA requested edits to the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are provided in Appendix A 
of this document.   
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Response I-9: Comment noted.  SCWA requested edits to the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are provided in Appendix A 
of this document.   

Response I-10: Comment noted.  SCWA requested edits to the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are provided in Appendix A 
of this document.   

Response I-11: Comment noted.  SCWA requested edits to the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are provided in Appendix A 
of this document.   

Response I-12: Comment noted.  SCWA requested edits to the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are provided in Appendix A 
of this document.   

Response I-13: Comment noted.  SCWA requested edits to the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are provided in Appendix A 
of this document.   

Response I-14: Comment noted.  SCWA requested edits to the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are provided in Appendix A 
of this document.   

Response I-15: Comment noted.  SCWA requested edits to the Water Supply Evaluation 
for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan are provided in Appendix A 
of this document.   

Response I-16: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR: 

• Draft EIR page 4.9-45, the following changes are made to the second 
sentence: 

“Beyond buildout of its corporate limits, new development projects 
would be served by SCWA and other purveyors (no other purveyors 
are located outside the City’s corporate limits) on a first-come, first-
served basis.” 

Response I-17: Comment noted. As noted on Draft EIR page 4.9-46, the optional water 
supplies identified are considered preliminary and have not been 
developed in any substantive detail. It is unclear what information 
regarding the City of Folsom is incorrect and no additional detail was 
provided by the commenter on this issue.  The following edits are made to 
the Draft EIR: 

• Draft EIR pages 4.9-46, the following text changes are made to the 
third through fourth paragraphs: 

“WATER TRANSFERS AND EXCHANGES WITH NEARBY PURVEYORS 

The water purveyors in the Planning Area (e.g., SCWA, GSWC, Cal-Am) 
could enter into agreements with nearby cities and agencies to 
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secure new or surplus water supplies. Cities and agencies who 
purchase water from SCWA or have jurisdictional boundaries that 
overlap the Planning Area Zone 40’s boundaries would be a likely 
choice for developing such an agreement because the ability to 
develop distribution system interties.  The interties would allow the easy 
transfer and exchange of water supplies between neighboring water 
purveyors without the need to construct substantial new conveyance 
infrastructure. The potential feasibility of water purveyors located near 
Rancho Cordova providing new water supplies to the City are 
discussed below.   

City of Folsom 

GSWC has entered into an agreement with the City of Folsom to 
transfer 5,000 afy to the City of Folsom pursuant to its agreement for 
replacement water supplies with Aerojet.  Within the agreement there 
is the option for the City of Folsom to transfer the 5,000 afy to the 
SCWA for its use within its conjunctive use water supply system.  
However, based in indications from the City of Folsom, the City does 
not anticipate the transfer of these supplies to SCWA would be likely.   

Placer County Water Agency 

Placer County Water Agency was contacted to determine whether 
they had any available water supplies that could be exchanged or 
transferred to water service providers in the Planning Area SCWA.  
Staff at Placer County Water Agency indicated that based on their 
Integrated Water Resources Plan, which is currently under preparation 
and was not available for review at the time the Water Supply 
Evaluation was…” 

• Draft EIR page 4.9-47, the following text change is made to the first full 
paragraph: 

“GSWC currently has an intertie with Sacramento Suburban Water 
District (SSWD)’s water distribution system. As of the date of the Water 
Supply Evaluation, no reply has been received from SSWD regarding 
the potential availability of water transfer or exchange opportunities. 
The potential may exist for the acquisition of additional supplies to 
meet City demands; however, the City would need to coordinate 
with GSWC and SSWD to determine the feasibility of those supplies.  If 
supplies are available, no substantial new infrastructure would need 
to be constructed because an intertie connection between these 
two agencies is already available.  Additional distribution and 
treatment facilities may be required to convey the water from GSWC 
existing distribution to new growth areas to deliver these supplies to 
SCWA for distribution in the new growth areas. “ 

Response I-18: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR: 
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• Draft EIR page 4.9-48, the following changes are made to the second 
paragraph under “Expanded Use of Recycled Water”: 

“Through an agreement between SCWA and SRCSD, the SRCSD has 
successfully implemented a 5 mgd (5,600 afy) demonstration water 
recycling program. This program provides recycled water for SRCSD 
on-site uses and for large commercial irrigation customers within Zone 
the City of Elk Grove 40 (e.g., commercial, industrial, right-of-way 
landscaping, schools, and parks). Recycled water is a desirable 
source of water for outdoor landscape irrigation and other non-
potable uses because of its high reliability and its independence of 
hydrologic conditions in any given year. By increasing the use of 
recycled water SRCSD may be able to reduce the amount of treated 
wastewater discharged to the river which may become a more cost 
effective solution for the SRCSD’s 1.1 million ratepayers as wastewater 
regulations require ever higher treatment standards (and costs) for 
discharged effluent. SRCSD’s boundary covers most of the the Zone 40 
region in the Planning Area. It is expected that the SRCSD’s boundary 
will be expanded further to cover the areas in the Planning Area that 
are currently undeveloped as development plans are approved.” 

Response I-19: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR: 

• Draft EIR page 4.9-49, the following changes are made to the first full 
paragraph: 

“The Demonstration Water Recycling Program on the Sacramento 
Regional Water Treatment Plant site was designed and constructed to 
be readily expandable to 10 mgd (11,200 afy) in accordance with 
SRCSD’s Master Reclamation Permit (WDR #97- 146). A planned Water 
Recycling Facility plant expansion from 5 mgd to 10 mgd could serve 
new areas of planned and expected growth and public open space 
and golf course areas within the City of Elk Grove Sacramento. SRCSD 
will work in partnership with SCWA to serve those areas that are within 
these Zone 40 areas. The expanded water recycling facility and new 
water recycling service areas will be called Phase II of the SRCSD 
Water Recycling Program. Phase II construction will be timed with the 
need for the higher capacity and is currently expected to be in 
service by 2008- 2010.”  

Response I-20: The commenter’s statements and input regarding General Plan NR.5.2.2 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response 
is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. 

Response I-21: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR: 

• Draft EIR page 4.12-25, the following changes are made to the last 
paragraph: 
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“The existing water supply system in the Planning Area consists of Zone 
40 facilities, including various raw and treated water transmission lines, 
distribution mains, pump stations, inertias, and treatment facilities. The 
following is an overview of water supply infrastructure in the Planning 
Area by service provider.” 

Response I-22: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR: 

• Draft EIR page 4.12-26, the following changes are made to this page: 

“In order to achieve the objectives of the Zone 40 Water Supply 
Master Plan, SCWA has developed requires a steering document, 
known as the WSIP, to ensure reliable long-term water supplies and 
adequate water supply infrastructure for its present and future 
customers in the Sunrise Corridor/Mather/Sunrise Douglas Service 
areas. The objectives of the Water Supply Infrastructure Plan (WSIP) are 
to provide a comprehensive evaluation of SCWA’s water supplies, 
and to identify the likely alternative of water diversion(s), treatment, 
and conveyance facilities to efficiently make use of SCWA’s water 
entitlements. Individual water studies require approval by SCWA and 
may include development specific conditions including requirements 
for reservation of land for larger water facilities and phasing of water 
facilities to accommodate logical growth patterns. 

As a part of the master plan process, SCWA initiated the Zone 40 WSIP. 
This WSIP is a small piece of a larger strategic plan for conjunctive use 
of surface water and groundwater as set forth in the Master Plan 
document. This WSIP was integrated with a larger WSIP that included 
the entire Master Plan area. Smaller distribution facilities have not 
been included in the WSIP, but were evaluated and documented in 
water studies developed for specific projects. Individual water studies 
require approval by SCWA and may include development specific 
conditions including requirements for reservation of land for larger 
water facilities and phasing of water facilities to accommodate 
logical growth patterns. 

Existing Zone 40 water facilities include a transmission, distribution, and 
storage system with approximately 35 million gallons per day (mgd) of 
groundwater production facilities. Zone 40 has also purchased 11 mgd 
of nondedicated surface water capacity from the City of 
Sacramento’s Sacramento River Water Treatment Plant. Additional 
facilities will be required for production, treatment, storage, and 
conveyance of water supplies to Zone 40 in accordance with the 
proposed 2002 Zone 40 WSMP. 

Vineyard Zone 40 Central Water Treatment Plant. SCWA is proposing to 
plans to construct the Vineyard 78-acre Central Water Treatment 
Plant (VWTPCWTP) and associated water supply facilities to provide up 
to 100 85 million gallons per day (mgd) of potable water to existing 
and approved urban development within the SCWA Zone 40 area. 
The VWTP CWTP site is located west of the intersection of Florin and 
Excelsior roads, at the northeast corner of Florin and Knox Roads, west 
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of the Florin Road/Excelsior Road intersection in Sacramento County. 
An associated SCWA corporation yard to house facilities and store 
equipment would be collocated on the site, along with a 
groundwater treatment facility. The VWTP CWTP would have the 
capacity to treat 100 85 mgd of raw surface water and remediated 
13 mgd of raw groundwater to serve approved land uses in the Zone 
40 service area. Initial phases of facility construction are anticipated 
to be completed by 2010 with full buildout by 20292019. 

Freeport Regional Water Project (FRWP).  SCWA and East Bay 
Municipal Utility District are constructing a diversion structure on the 
Sacramento River near the community of Freeport and a raw-water 
conveyance pipeline from the diversion structure to the central 
portion of Zone 40. As discussed above, SCWA would construct a 
10085-mgd surface-water treatment facility in the central portion of 
Zone 40 (VWTPCWTP), and the associated treated-water conveyance 
pipelines to deliver water to SCWA customers.  This project is 
anticipated to be completed by 2010.” 

• Draft EIR page 4.12-27, the following changes are made to the first 
and second paragraph: 

“…water supplies to serve existing or proposed development within 
Zone 40. Ultimately it would consist of up to eight wells located near 
Excelsior Road and Florin Road with a 30-inch raw-water pipeline to 
convey water to the a new water treatment plant (Anatolia Water 
Treatment Plant) located near the southeast corner of the intersection 
of Sunrise Boulevard and Douglas Road in the Sun Ridge Specific Plan 
area). The first phase consists of three wells (4,500 gallons per minute 
[gpm]) and will would be expanded as new development or 
replacement supplies are needed. If wells within SCWA’s 
Mather/Sunrise system (in the south west portion of the Planning Area) 
are shut down because of past groundwater contamination, any 
additional capacity remaining in the well field can be claimed as a 
replacement supply (as opposed to a new water supply) by SCWA. 
This project is currently being constructed, with the initial phase of this 
project is operational estimated to be complete at the end of 2006. 
The project is expected to be built out by 2011.  Water from this 
project has been allocated to the approved Sun Ridge Specific Plan 
area within the City and is also anticipated to be the initial water 
source for the proposed The Preserve at Sunridge project immediately 
south of the Sun Ridge Specific Plan area (see Appendix 4.9). 

Eastern County Replacement Water Supply Project. The Eastern 
County Replacement Water Supply Project (RWSP) is a proposal by 
SCWA to use remediated groundwater obtained through the 
agreements between the County, SCWA, GenCorp and McDonnell 
Douglas Corporation/Boeing for replacement of water lost as a result 
of past activities resulting in groundwater contamination in the 
Rancho Cordova area, for new development on Aerojet lands, and 
for environmental enhancement.  SCWA has initiated environmental 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

City of Rancho Cordova City of Rancho Cordova General Plan 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-139 

review of this project, which evaluates several discharge, diversion 
and treatment options for use remediated groundwater from 
GenCorp and McDonnell Douglas Corporation/Boeing  groundwater 
extraction and treatment (GET) facilities.  The RWSP would identify the 
necessary facilities and timing of delivery of remediated water.  
Environmental review is anticipated to be completed by late summer 
2006, with construction of all project-related facilities completed by 
year 2010.  The RSWP water would be conveyed through the VWTP. 
This project is a proposal by SCWA to use remediated groundwater 
supplies obtained through the agreements between the County, 
SCWA, Aerojet, and McDonnell Douglas Corporation for replacement 
water lost as a result of past groundwater contamination in the Sunrise 
corridor area. The remediated groundwater would replace lost 
groundwater supplies of Cal-Am or GSWC or would be used to serve 
new urban development on lands known as Aerojet lands in the 
northern portion of Zone 40 and for enhanced fishery flows along the 
Cosumnes River. This project currently is under environmental review 
and facilities included within this project are anticipated to be 
constructed by 2010. 

 Response I-23: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft 
EIR: 

• Draft EIR page 4.12-29, the following changes are made to the third 
paragraph: 

“The recycled water facility component consists of pipelines, storage, 
and pumping capacity to deliver recycled water to customers within 
Zone 40.  The recycled water component requires a distribution system 
separate from Zone 40’s potable water system.  Phase I of this system 
is complete and operational.  Phase II is currently underway and 
consists of additional transmission pipelines, storage capacity, booster 
pumps, and localized distribution systems. As noted below, General 
Plan policy supports the use of recycled water and further expansion 
of recycled water infrastructure would be required.  ” 

Response I-24: The fourth paragraph makes no mention of recycled water regarding the 
Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan or its EIR regarding further expansion of 
recycled water use beyond the City of Elk Grove.  No edits to this 
paragraph are recommended. 

Response I-25: The City has been in contact with all area water service providers 
regarding the General Plan and its EIR and will continue to coordinate 
water supply planning.  The Water Supply Evaluation for the City of 
Rancho Cordova General Plan has been revised pursuant to SCWA 
comments and is provided in Appendix A of this document. 
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Letter J Charlene McGhee, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District  

Response J-1: Comment noted.  Draft EIR pages 4.6-16 through –37 identifies specific 
proposed General Plan policies that provide mitigation of air quality 
impacts anticipated from General Plan growth. 

Response J-2: Impact 4.6.1 (Conflict with the SMAQMD Regional Ozone Attainment 
Plan) in the Draft EIR incorrectly compared land use projections for 
Rancho Cordova Community to the proposed General Plan land use 
projections, which do not consist of the same geographic area as the 
Planning Area for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan.  When land 
use designation and associated projections for the SACOG Preferred 
Blueprint Scenario and the proposed General Plan for the same 
geographic area (Planning Area for the City of Rancho Cordova General 
Plan) are compared, the proposed General Plan buildout would result in 
16,856 fewer dwelling units and 40,892 fewer jobs than the SACOG 
Preferred Blueprint Scenario. Thus, the proposed General Plan land uses 
are not anticipated to conflict with the proposed update of the 
Sacramento Regional Ozone Attainment Plan.  The following text changes 
are made to the Draft EIR: 

• Draft EIR page 4.6-16, the following changes are made to the 
paragraph under Impact 4.6.1: 

“In the early 1990’s the Sacramento area had the fifth worst ozone air 
quality in the United States. The Federal CAA set new deadlines for 
attaining the federal ozone standards.  In 1994, the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District adopted a plan to 
attain this standard called the Regional Ozone Attainment Plan (also 
called the State Implementation Plan, or SIP). Currently, SMAQMD is in 
the process of updating the Attainment Plan. This update uses 
SACOG’s Sacramento Region Blueprint: Transportation/Land Use 
Study as a basis for projected growth in the area (per. comm. 
Borkenhagen).   SACOG’s Blueprint has projected population of 
329,110 332,000 persons, 143,091 112,290 housing units, and 235,913 
144,406 jobs for the area by the year 2050 for the General Plan 
Planning Area.  While the area defined as the Rancho Cordova 
Community by SACOG does not precisely match the General Plan 
Planning Area, it is within range to approximate the SACOG 
anticipated growth for the area. The proposed Rancho Cordova 
General Plan projects a total buildout population of 310,568, 126,241 
housing units and 195,021 jobs. Thus, the proposed General Plan would 
be within the land use projections being used in the update of the 
Attainment Plan. However, the update is not complete and the 
proposed General Plan land uses are not consistent with the 1994 
Attainment Plan. The differences in population, housing units and 
employment between these two growth scenarios is substantial 
resulting in an exceedance of the data used to formulate the 
Regional Ozone Attainment Plan and its ozone reduction predictions 
and mitigations. Conflicts with the Regional Ozone Attainment Plan 
may result in the non-attainment of air quality standards for the 
SMAQMD area. This would be in direct disagreement with the 
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California Clean Air Act resulting in the potential loss of transportation 
funding for the Sacramento area. This is considered a significant 
impact.” 

• Draft EIR page 4.6-17, the following changes are made to the 
paragraph under “Mitigation Measures”: 

“The above General Plan policies and action items would assist in the 
improvement of air quality conditions. However, they do not require 
the City to reduce future land uses to be consistent with the current 
1994 Attainment Plan.  As noted above the proposed General Plan 
would be within the land use projections being used in the update of 
the Attainment Plan. However, the update is not complete. more 
inline with the Blueprint projections used in the Attainment Plan 
update. As such, implementation of this policy would not fully mitigate 
the conflict between the proposed General Plan buildout projections 
and those used in the update Attainment Plan. In addition, there are 
no feasible methods to completely offset air pollutant emission 
increases from land uses under the proposed General Plan.  Thus, this 
impact is considered significant and unavoidable.” 

• Draft EIR page 4.6-33 and -34, the following changes are made to the 
first paragraph under Impact 4.6.6: 

“Implementation of the proposed General Plan would result in 
substantial new development, increased population, and adversely 
affect regional air quality.  Development under the existing General 
Plan would correspond to SACOG projections of households and 
employment that were utilized in the current Regional Attainment 
Plan.  However, the update to the Regional Ozone Attainment Plan 
uses projections from the Sacramento Region Blueprint. The 
Sacramento Region Blueprint was intended to provide for reduced air 
quality impacts by compact development that reduces vehicle miles 
traveled and the General Plan is modeled after the Blueprint. 
SACOG’s Blueprint has projected population of 329,110 persons, 
143,091 housing units, and 235,913 jobs for the area by the year 2050 
for the General Plan Planning Area.  The proposed Rancho Cordova 
General Plan projects a total buildout population of 310,568, 126,241 
housing units and 195,021 jobs. Thus, the proposed General Plan would 
be within the land use projections being used in the update of the 
Attainment Plan. However, the update is not complete and the 
proposed General Plan land uses are not consistent with the 1994 
Attainment Plan. The projected number of housing units under the 
proposed General Plan would be greater than under the Blueprint. 
Additionally, employment under the proposed General Plan would be 
substantially higher, with 195,021 jobs projected under the proposed 
General Plan and 144,406 under the Blueprint.  While the additional 
job growth is technically inconsistent with the assumptions of the 
Regional Ozone Attainment Plan, this additional employment is 
consistent with proposed General Plan goals and overall regional 
strategies for reducing travel by improving the jobs/housing balance.  
Jobs/housing imbalances promote long distance commuting.  In 
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Rancho Cordova, a substantial number of workers commute to the 
City, as the current jobs/housing ratio is 2.36:1 (2.36 jobs per housing 
unit).  Build-out of the proposed General Plan would result in an overall 
jobs/housing ratio of 1.54:1 (1.54 jobs per housing unit), thus reducing 
the ratio of commuters to the City.” 
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Letter K Kenneth Sanchez, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

Response K-1: Comment noted.  Draft EIR pages 4.10-3 through –29 identify the habitat 
conditions and sensitive species noted by the commenter, while Draft EIR 
pages 4.9-1 through –3 note the surface water features identified by the 
commenter. 

Response K-2: The commenter’s desire for the proposed General Plan to establish large-
scale habitat conservation is noted.  As shown in Draft EIR Figures 3.0-7, 
and 3.0-9 through 3.0-15 illustrate the draft concept land use plans for the 
East, Grant Line North, Grant Line South, Grant Line West, Jackson, 
Mather, Rio del Oro and Suncreek/Preserve planning areas that are 
located within the vernal pool grassland habitats shown in Draft EIR Figure 
4.10-1.  While these draft concept land use plans are, as their name 
suggests, conceptual, and do not constitute site-specific land use plans 
for these planning areas, they do set forth “Natural Resources” 
designated areas (General Plan land use designation intended for natural 
habitat areas to not be developed) that are proposed to interconnect 
among several of the planning areas (e.g., interconnections of Natural 
Resources designated areas occurs between the Suncreek/Preserve, 
Grant Line North and Grant Line South planning areas as well as between 
the Mather and Jackson planning areas).  These land use maps will likely 
be refined as site-specific details of the individual planning areas are 
identified, which could involve further expansion of the “Natural 
Resources” designation to conserve additional habitat areas. The 
proposed General Plan would designate approximately 11,115 acres as 
“Natural Resources”, which consists of 19 percent of the overall Planning 
Area for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan (58,190 acres). 

In addition to the designation of Natural Resources, the proposed 
General Plan and Draft EIR does include proposed policies and actions 
(e.g., Draft EIR pages 4.10-39 through –43) that provide for protection and 
mitigation of impacts to biological resources and meet the definition of 
performance standards.  The use of performance standard mitigation is 
allowed under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a) and is 
supported by case law (Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council 
of Sacramento [3d. Dist 1991] 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028 [280 Cal.Rptr. 
478]).  Examples of such measures include General Plan policies NR.1.1, 
NR.2.1 and NR.3.2; actions NR.1.1.1, NR.3.4.1, NR.4.1.1 and NR 4.1.3; and 
mitigation measures MM 4.10.1a through e and 4.10.5a through c.  
Mitigation of identified impacts are not improperly deferred.  This EIR is a 
program EIR and allows the City to consider broad program-wide policy-
level mitigation measures at the first stage of the land use process, the 
establishment of the land use mix, intensity and policies for the City and its 
Planning Area contained in the proposed General Plan, consistent with 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168.  Mitigating policies and action 
items are properly established in the General Plan to then be further 
refined and implemented through the next stage of the planning process, 
which includes the development of specific and area plans, ordinances, 
standards, and specific programs.  Lastly these plans, ordinances, and 
standards are applied to the individual development projects via the 
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planning review of entitlement requests.  However, the Draft EIR provides 
full disclosure that  even with implementation of these provisions, impacts 
to biological resources of concern would remain a significant and 
unavoidable consequence of implementation of the proposed General 
Plan, given the proposed alteration of habitat conditions of the entire 
Planning Area for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan (Draft EIR 
pages 4.10-32 through –68). Since public release of the Draft EIR and 
General Plan on March 13, 2006, the City has added the following policy 
to the Natural Resources Element of the General Plan: 

Policy NR.1.6 – Participate in the development of a habitat conservation 
plan to address the unique biological resources in Rancho Cordova. 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-4, 8-5 and 8-11 
regarding additional modification to Draft EIR mitigation measures 
regarding biological resources. 

Response K-3: The Draft EIR contains clear descriptions and mapping of existing habitat 
conditions in the Planning Area (see Draft EIR pages 4.10-1 through –28) as 
well as the methodology and anticipated worst case direct and indirect 
impacts to habitat conditions (including habitats recently designated as 
“critical”) and associated biological resources including habitat impact 
estimates (Draft EIR pages 4.10-32 through –68). As noted on these pages 
of the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR documents that implementation of the 
proposed General Plan would have significant and unavoidable impacts 
on special-status plant and wildlife species and their habitats. 

 Given the scale of the overall Planning Area (58,190 acres), there is not 
an effective way to illustrate the entire Planning Area detailed habitat 
conditions (e.g., vernal pool locations and distributions) and proposed 
General Plan land uses on map that would be legible in an EIR document.  
Draft EIR Figures 3.0-7, and 3.0-9 through 3.0-15 illustrate the draft concept 
land use plans for the East, Grant Line North, Grant Line South, Grant Line 
West, Jackson, Mather, Rio del Oro and Suncreek/Preserve planning areas 
are mapped on aerial photography that provides some illustration of 
underlying habitat conditions.  

Response K-4: The cumulative impact analysis takes into account development in the 
cities of Sacramento, Elk Grove and Folsom as well as the unincorporated 
areas of Sacramento County.  As specifically noted on Draft EIR page 
4.10-63, the cumulative analysis takes into account Sacramento, Placer, 
Sutter and El Dorado counties and the associated development 
anticipated in these jurisdictions, which is consistent with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15130 provisions regarding the consideration of the 
cumulative setting (Draft EIR pages 4.0-9 and –10). The commenter 
provides no evidence supporting the claim that the cumulative setting 
and associated impact analysis fails to adequately the cumulative 
impact analysis requirements under CEQA.  
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Response K-5: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment K-2 regarding 
proposed General Plan policy language regarding the development of a 
HCP and Response to Comment K-3 regarding habitat mapping. The City 
has made several requests for SSHCP habitat mapping from Sacramento 
County throughout the course of the preparation of the General Plan, 
which have been denied.  As noted in Response to Comment K-3 and K-
4, the Draft EIR provides an adequate biological resources impact analysis 
associated with the implementation of the proposed General Plan, 
including estimates direct and indirect acreage impacts (Draft EIR Tables 
4.10-5 and 4.10-6). In addition, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the overall 
Planning Area contains a large percentage of vernal pool and vernal 
pool grasslands in Sacramento County that would be adversely impacted 
by implementation of the proposed General Plan, and identified that this 
impact is cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable 
under CEQA (Draft EIR page 4.10-64). 

Response K-6: The Draft EIR acknowledges the significant and unavoidable impacts to 
biological resources associated with General Plan implementation and 
will require the City to make required findings under CEQA (Statement of 
Overriding Considerations) to acknowledge these impacts, prior to 
approving the General Plan.  The commenter’s support of the No Project 
Alternative is noted.  However, the commenter does not identify which No 
Project Alternative is preferred (The Draft EIR evaluated two “no project 
alternatives” – Sacramento County General Plan Alternative and the 
Existing City Boundary General Plan Alternative).  Consistency of these 
alternatives to the project objectives is identified on Draft EIR pages 6.0-80 
and –81. 
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Letter L  Paul Philleo, County Sanitation District 1  

Response L-1: Commenter states that generally the Draft EIR “appears to fit the District’s 
long range plans”. No response is necessary. 

Response L-2: The following changes were made to page 4.12-38, 1st paragraph, last 
sentence:  

“Under the Master Interagency Agreement (MIA), that which defines the 
operational, financial, and administrative responsibilities of the SRCSD, the 
County of Sacramento and the Contributing Agencies SRCSD is, these 
agencies are responsible for the planning and financing, construction, 
reconstruction, operation and maintenance of all facilities for the 
conveyance, treatment, and disposal of sanitary sewage and industrial 
waste in the Sacramento area”.  

Response L-3:  Commenter refers to the use of an out of date Figure 4.12.4-1 SRCSD 
Interceptor Upgrades and Expansions. This figure will be revised to reflect 
the 2003 revision of the SRCSD Master Plan. 

Response L-4:  The following changes were made to page 4.12-40, 3rd paragraph:  

• “County Sanitation District 1 Sewerage Facilities Expansion Master Plan 
- The overall goal of the CSD-1 Sewerage Facilities Master Plan (Master 
Plan) is to estimate the future capital improvement needs of the CSD-
1 trunk sewer system, both in capacity relief projects for the existing 
system and expansion projects to serve newly developed areas. This 
plan provides for sewerage facilities and relief sewers to address future 
development within CSD-1's service area and to minimize the risk from 
potential sewer overflows that could occur during storm events. This 
plan also addresses the financial aspects of the CSD-1 Trunk Expansion 
Program. Currently, CSD-1 is in the process of updating the Master 
Plan, re-analyzing the required trunk facilities and updating the costs.” 

The following changes were made to reflect CSD-1’s comments to page 
4.12-40, 4th paragraph: 

“There are two trunk systems in the Planning Area, the Cordova Trunk 
System and the Folsom Interceptor Trunk System, although several new 
truck systems are planned for the Planning Area to serve new 
development.” 

Response L-5:  The following changes were made to page 4.12-45, 1st paragraph: 

“Rehabilitation is a program specific not project specific plan. It is a 
system wide area wide plan. They CSD-1 reviews maintenance records 
and age of system to determine what needs to be done. Sometimes it 
includes cleaning or replacing or relining a pipe. It is an ongoing program. 
Areas with many service calls or older pipes will receive more 
maintenance and rehabilitation. (Paul Philleo, Department of Water 
Quality CSD-1).” 
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The use of a reference at the end of this paragraph is included to identify 
the source of this information. The use of cites occurs throughout the DEIR 
not only in this paragraph or section. 

Response L-6:  The following changes were made to page 4.12-46, 2nd paragraph, last 
sentence: 

“The Master Plan identifies several future trunk sheds proposed in the 
Planning Area to accommodate the estimated effluent flows including AJ 
Aerojet, BR Zinfandel, BE Gravel East, MA Mather/Kiefer, AJ Douglas White 
Rock, DC Upper Deer Creek, AJ Sunrise Douglas, and the LC Upper 
Laguna Creek, BR Elder Creek, and LC Eagles Nest.” 

The following changes were made to page 4.12-46, 3rd paragraph, 1st 
sentence: 

“Project developers initially finance construction of trunk lines, collector 
lines, and appurtenances, with some of the costs being reimbursed by 
SRCSD CDS-1”. 

Response L-7: The following changes were made to page 44.12-7, 2nd paragraph: 

“Both EIRs were certified and the Master Plans were approved. Because 
these facilities would be constructed to serve the project, as well as 
other development in the region, the environmental impacts of these 
facilities are associated with development of the project. However 
according to CSD-1, tThese impacts would also may not occur without 
development of the project; because the trunk and interceptor lines are 
required to serve regional development, they would be required 
whether or not the project is developed as trunk sewers would not be 
constructed and interceptor sewers may not be constructed. (Paul 
Philleo, Department of Water Quality CSD-1).” 

Response L-8: The following changes were made to page 4.12-52, 3rd paragraph, last 
sentence: 

“Additionally, CSD-1 uses SACOG dwelling unit projections to determine 
future wastewater flows. In the year 2020, CSD-1 estimates an ESDs of 
351,800 474,156 units, which calculates to a 134 155 mgd average 
wastewater flow for the anticipated future CSD-1 service area (CSD-1).” 

Response L-9: No response necessary, Comment noted. 

Response L-10: No response necessary, Comment noted. 
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Letter M John Coppola, Sacramento County Water Agency  

Response M-1: Comment noted.  The Water Supply Evaluation for the City of Rancho 
Cordova General Plan was developed with specific input from SCWA and 
other area water service providers. 

Response M-2: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Natural Resources 
Element are noted.  These comments are associated with the General 
Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further 
response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 
8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration 
of comments received on the General Plan. 

Response M-3: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Natural Resources 
Element are noted.  These comments are associated with the General 
Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further 
response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 
8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration 
of comments received on the General Plan. 

Response M-4: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Natural Resources 
Element are noted.  These comments are associated with the General 
Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further 
response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 
8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration 
of comments received on the General Plan. 

Response M-5: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Natural Resources 
Element are noted.  These comments are associated with the General 
Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further 
response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 
8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration 
of comments received on the General Plan. 
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Letter N Erik de Kok, City of Sacramento Development Services Department  

Response N-1: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Vision and Planning 
Area boundaries are noted.  These comments are associated with the 
General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for 
the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include 
consideration of comments received on the General Plan. 

Response N-2: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Land Use Element 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response 
is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. Environmental issues associated 
with compatibility with surface mining and Mather Airport noise has been 
addressed in Sections 4.1 (Land Use), 4.4 (Hazards and Human Health), 4.7 
(Noise) and 4.8 (Geology and Soils) of the Draft EIR. 

Response N-3: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Circulation Element 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response 
is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. The commenter is referred to 
Section 4.5 (Transportation and Circulation) regarding potential 
pedestrian and bicycle impacts. 
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Letter O Terry Roberts, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
 and Planning Unit  

Response O-1: The comment is noted.  The comment states that the State Clearinghouse 
did not receive any comments from state agencies by the close of the 
comment period, May 15, 2006.  The City of Rancho Cordova did receive 
a comment letter from the state Department of Fish and Game (see 
Comment Letter C) and a late comment letter from Caltrans (See 
Comment Letter P), to which the City has responded in these Responses 
to Comments. 
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Letter P Bruce de Terra, California Department of Transportation  

Response P-1: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Circulation Element 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response 
is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. 

Response P-2: The commenter agrees with the conclusions of the Draft EIR regarding 
traffic impacts to U.S. 50.  No further response is required. 

Response P-3: The commenter is referred to Draft EIR pages 4.5-45 through –48, which 
identifies that General Plan implementation would impact LOS on U.S. 50, 
and that full mitigation of this impact is outside of the City’s jurisdiction.  

Response P-4: The proposed General Plan Circulation Element includes the provision of 
widening SR 16 to a six lane expressway (Draft EIR Figure 3.0-19) and the 
Draft EIR identifies that SR 16 would operate acceptably (LOS C or better).  
The City will continue to participate with Caltrans and the region on its fair 
share to state highway improvements. 

Response P-5: Comment noted.  The commenter is referred to Response to Comment P-
3 and P-4. 

Response P-6: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR were received, no further response is required. 

Response P-7: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Circulation Element 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response 
is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. 
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Letter Q Malissa Ellis, Sacramento Municipal Utility District  

Response Q-1: Comment noted.  The following changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

• Draft EIR page 4.12-104, the first paragraph under Impact 4.12.8.1 is 
modified as follows: 

“Under buildout conditions as identified in the General Plan, the 
demand of electricity may reach up 1,200 MW including existing and 
projected future loads.  Of this, approximately 650 MW of electrical 
power would be needed within the existing city limits and 550 MW for 
portions of the Planning Area outside the current city boundaries.  To 
serve the anticipated development through 2020, SMUD requires 
several new distribution substations and new 69kV and 12kV lines. In 
addition, SMUD is constructing a new 230 kV to 69 kV bulk power 
substation within the SunRidge Specific Plan area, south of Douglas 
Road and east of Sunrise Boulevard.  This substation will be integrated 
into the existing substation, transmission, and delivery system.  To 
deliver the electricity beyond 2020, SMUD has indicated the need for 
additional distribution new substations, and new 69 kV and 12 kV lines.  
New overhead 69 kV power lines would be installed within the existing 
transmission line corridors to reduce visual and other potential 
environmental impacts, where feasible.  SMUD annually updates its 
demand projections and will modify and update its system plans in 
response to growth.  In addition to electric facilities, SMUD requests 
specific power line easements and right of ways during the planning 
stages of new development.   All electrical distribution lines, 
substations, transmission, delivery facilities, and easements required to 
serve the Planning Area are subject to CEQA review.  SMUD does not 
foresee any capacity shortages or problems in meeting the buildout 
demands associated with the Rancho Cordova General Plan 
(Angeja, 2006). Potential environmental effects of obtaining more 
power through the development of power plants include, but are not 
limited to, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources 
(depending on location), hazardous materials, land use, noise and 
vibration, traffic, visual resources, waste management, water and soil 
resources, and health hazards.   Potential environmental effects for 
the construction of transmission lines include, but are not limited to, air 
quality (during construction), biological resources (depending on 
location), cultural resources (depending on location), hazardous 
materials, land use, noise and vibration (during construction), traffic, 
visual resources, and health hazards.”    

Response Q-2: Comment noted.  The following changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

• Draft EIR page 4.12-107, the following text changes are made to the 
last paragraph: 

“Every year, the Business Planning and Budget Group at SMUD 
publishes its Load Forecast and Economic Outlook, analyzes and 
evaluates the estimated power usage over the next ten years and 
plans for electrical generation and purchase to cover this usage.  In 
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the latest such report, SMUD has indicated that it would have 
adequate supply and infrastructure to serve the electricity demands 
generated from the Rancho Cordova General Plan under buildout 
conditions and, which is estimated at approximately 1,200 1,100 MW, 
in addition to meeting other demands within its service area (Angeja, 
January 2006).  PG&E has also indicated that it has adequate natural 
gas supply and would extend infrastructure, as needed, to serve the 
growth anticipated under cumulative conditions.”   
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Letter 1 Victoria Harris, Resident  

Response 1-1: The figures that illustrate the alternatives in the section “6.0 Alternatives” 
PDF document (424 KB) of the Draft EIR files on CDs provided by the City 
were accidentally omitted as a result of a production error.  However, the 
“Draft Environmental Impact Report - Full Document” PDF document (20 
MB in size) provided on the CD did contain the figures.  The City 
distributed a notice regarding this error associated with the CD on April 
27, 2006 and also extended the public review period of the Draft EIR from 
April 27, 2006 to May 4, 2006. Corrected CDs were also made available, 
and the Draft EIR version on the City website was also corrected. In 
addition, the comment period was further extended by the City Council 
to May 15, 2006 as a result of a written request for extension of the 
General Plan and EIR review period (see Comment Letter 2).   
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Letter 2 Alta Tura, Urban Creeks Council  

Response 2-1 At the March 28, 2006 General Plan Workshop, the Rancho Cordova City 
Council further extended the Draft EIR public comment period to May 15, 
2006 as a result of this written request to extend the comment period.  The 
total comment period on the Draft EIR was 63 days, which meets the 
requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15105[a]). 
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Letter 3 Victoria Harris, Resident 

Response 3-1: As noted in Response to Comment 1-1, corrected versions of the CD and 
corrections to the City website were made available on March 27, 2006.  
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 2-1 regarding the 
extension of the public review period for the Draft EIR. 

Response 3-2: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 1-1.   
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Letter 4 Victoria Harris, Resident  

Response 4-1: The commenter refers to significant and unavoidable impacts identified 
by the Draft EIR associated with the implementation of the proposed 
General Plan. A complete list of significant and unavoidable impacts is 
provided in Section 7.0 (Long-Term Implications) of the Draft EIR (Draft EIR 
pages 7.0-5 through –11).  It should be noted that creation of 
objectionable odors was not identified as a significant and unavoidable 
impact in the Draft EIR. 

Response 4-2: Draft EIR Tables 4.5-6, 4.5-7 and 4.5-8 identify that deficient level of service 
operations on Folsom Boulevard would be limited to the segment 
between Mather Field Road and Coloma Road, while Zinfandel Drive 
(from Folsom Boulevard to the U.S. 50 westbound ramps) is projected to 
operate adequately (see Draft EIR pages 4.5-28 through –32).  However, it 
is acknowledged that Sunrise Boulevard is projected to operate at a 
deficient level of service from Gold Country Drive to White Rock Road. 

Response 4-3: The commenter’s concerns regarding the environmental effects of 
increased population in the City are noted.  Air quality, noise and loss of 
open space are addressed in Sections 4.6 (Air Quality), 4.7 (Noise), 4.2 
(Agriculture), 4.10 (Biological Resources) and 4.13 (Visual Resources/Light 
and Glare) of the Draft EIR.   

Response 4-4: The commenter’s concerns regarding the potential destruction of vernal 
pool habitat are noted.  The Biological Resources Section (Section 4.9) of 
the Draft EIR does acknowledge that implementation of the General Plan 
could result in significant direct and indirect impacts to wetland habitat 
(including vernal pools) as well as to special-status plant and wildlife 
species from changes in land use (i.e., urbanization) (Draft EIR pages 4.10-
34 through –68).   

Response 4-5: Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR identifies alternatives that 
would reduce biological resource impacts as compared to the proposed 
project, and would meet some of the project objectives.  Alternatives 
identified to reduce biological resource impacts, which would meet some 
(though not all) of the project objectives include the Sacramento County 
General Plan Alternative (Alternative 1), Existing City Boundary General 
Plan Alternative (Alternative 2) and the Natural Resources Conservation 
Alternative (Alternative 3) (see Table 6.0-1, Draft EIR pages 6.0-88 through 
–90). 

Response 4-6: The commenter is correct that the City will be required to make required 
findings and a statement of overriding considerations for identified 
significant and unavoidable impacts under CEQA in order to adopt the 
proposed General Plan. However, the City may modify the General Plan 
based on the information provided in the Draft and Final EIR, which could 
include the further consideration of an alternative evaluated in the Draft 
EIR. An EIR is an informational document for decision-makers and the 
general public that analyzes the significant environmental effects of a 
project, identifies possible ways to minimize significant effects, and 
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describes reasonable alternatives to the project that could reduce or 
avoid its adverse environmental impacts (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15121[a]).  The City is required to consider the information in the EIR, along 
with any other relevant information, in making decisions associated with 
the General Plan. 

Regarding the consideration of the alteration of the project objectives, 
the project objectives associated with the General Plan are based on the 
City of Rancho Cordova Vision Book, Revised Draft Land Use Map Book 
and the proposed General Plan, all of which were developed over 
several public workshops and meetings since 2004.    

Response 4-7: The commenter’s concerns regarding the identified significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the implementation of the proposed General 
Plan are noted. 
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Letter 5 Larry Ladd, Resident  

Response 5-1: Utilization of viewsheds as an element of open space performance 
standards by the City would not conflict with the conclusion of the Draft 
EIR regarding impacts to scenic vistas.  As documented in the Draft EIR 
page 4.13-7: 

From the northeastern portions of the Planning Area, during clear weather 
conditions, there are distant scattered and diffused views of the El 
Dorado County foothills and the Sierra Nevada.  Diffused or scattered 
views are those views that are partially obstructed and limited by 
distance, trees, existing structures, intervening topography or vegetation, 
air quality conditions, and weather conditions.  Implementation of the 
General Plan could result in future annexation and development of much 
of the southern portions of the Planning Area.  Although new roadways 
and public facilities (parks, restaurants) may provide additional access to 
the area and thus more opportunities for distant views of the Sierra 
Nevada, that same development and associated landscaping will further 
obstruct and scatter opportunities for diffused views of the Sierras.   Due 
to the distance from the Sierras and the existing diffused and scattered 
nature of the available views, opportunities to view this scenic vista are 
currently limited and the implementation of the General Plan represents a 
less than significant affect on this scenic vista.   

New development and redevelopment activities proposed in association 
with the General Plan that are adjacent to the Parkway must comply with 
viewshed protections contained within the American River Parkway Plan 
that will ensure no significant degradation of the scenic viewshed. Views 
of the Sierra afforded in the northeastern of the Planning Area are too 
distant and diffused to be considered an important scenic vista.   
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Letter 6 Thomas Larmore, Harding Larmore Mullen Jakle Kutcher & Kozal, LLP  

Response 6-1: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the General Plan are 
noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and are 
not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is 
required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. 
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Letter 7 Anne Geraghty, WALKSacramento  

Response 7-1: Draft EIR Section 4.6 (Air Quality) addresses the air quality impacts of the 
proposed General Plan and includes air pollutant emission estimates.  The 
Draft EIR analysis takes into account proposed General Plan provisions for 
improved pedestrian and bicycle use and facilities (see Draft EIR Figures 
3.0-20 and 3.0-21). 

Response 7-2: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Circulation Element 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and therefore no further 
response is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 
8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration 
of comments received on the General Plan. 

Response 7-3: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Circulation Element 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response 
is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. 

Response 7-4: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Circulation Element 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response 
is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. 

Response 7-5: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Circulation Element 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response 
is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. 

Response 7-6: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Circulation Element 
are noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and 
are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response 
is required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. 
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Letter 8 Keith Wagner, Habitat 2020 and Environmental Council of Sacramento  

Response 8-1: The commenter’s statements are focused on concerns regarding the 
extent of development, and associated adequacy of the proposed 
General Plan with respect to sensitive natural resources, traffic, air quality 
and water supply.  The Draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of these 
topic areas (sensitive natural resources – Section 4.10 [Biological 
Resources], traffic – Section 4.5 [Transportation and Circulation], air quality 
– Section 4.6 [Air Quality] and water supply – Sections 4.9 [Hydrology and 
Water Quality] and 4.12 [Public Services and Utilities]).  While the 
commenter expresses concerns regarding the lack of proposed General 
Plan commitments to mitigate existing traffic conditions, CEQA does not 
require the EIR to address mitigation of pre-existing environmental 
conditions (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2). 

Response 8-2: State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15105(a) and 15205(d) set forth the 
required environmental review periods for Draft EIRs (i.e., 30 to 60 days).  
Upon release of the Draft EIR, City staff and commenters identified the 
following minor errors in the Draft EIR: 

• Nine pages of setting information missing from printed hard copies of 
the Draft EIR Section 4.1 [pages 4.1-1 through –9]. 

• Figures that illustrate the alternatives in the section “6.0 Alternatives” 
PDF document (424 KB) of the Draft EIR files on CDs provided by the 
City were accidentally omitted as a result of a production error.  
However, the “Draft Environmental Impact Report - Full Document” 
PDF document (20 MB in size) provided on the CD did contain the 
figures.   

The City released public notices regarding these minor errors on March 20, 
2006 and March 27, 2006, as well as provided corrected pages of the 
Draft EIR in hard copy and on the City’s website, directions to the 
alternative figures on the CDs and made available corrected CDs. As a 
result of these errors, the comment period was initially extended to May 4, 
2006. At the March 28, 2006 General Plan Workshop, the Rancho Cordova 
City Council further extended the Draft EIR public comment period to 
May 15, 2006 as a result of this written request to extend the comment 
period.  The total comment period on the Draft EIR was 63 days, which 
meets the requirements of State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15105[a]). 

Regarding the length of the Draft EIR, State CEQA Guidelines Section 
does not prohibit Draft EIRs from exceeding 300 pages.  This provision of 
the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15141 specifically notes that: 

…proposals of unusual scope or complexity should (emphasis added) 
normally be less than 300 pages. 

In the case of the General Plan, there were numerous complex and 
important issues that necessitated a document of this scope and size.   
The General Plan was the result of more than two years of City-initiated 
efforts to develop an effective General Plan and solicit public input, and 
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there were significant impacts identified in many environmental issue 
areas.  

Response 8-3: Upon adoption, the proposed General Plan would be utilized for a variety 
of subsequent activities that range from consideration of specific or area 
plans, adoption of implementing ordinances, standards, and programs, 
capital improvement projects, and lastly, consideration of development 
entitlement requests(see Draft EIR page 3.0-55). As a result, the policy and 
action language provided in the proposed General Plan provides for 
some flexibility given that not all activities under the General Plan will be 
able to completely avoid physical impacts to the environment.  This is 
especially true of fundamental aspects of the proposed General Plan, 
including the implementation of a land use strategy for the Planning Area 
that generally reflects Sacramento Council of Government’s Blueprint 
Scenario C and the provision of improved transportation and connection 
throughout the Planning Area, in the habitat conditions of the Planning 
Area, as documented in the Draft EIR (e.g., Draft EIR Figure 4.10-1). 

However, the proposed General Plan does include, and the Draft EIR 
evaluates, proposed policies and actions that meet the definition of 
performance standards for the type of project evaluated (proposed 
General Plan) (e.g., Draft EIR pages 4.10-39 through –43).  The use of 
performance standard mitigation is allowed under State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(a) and is supported by case law (Sacramento Old City 
Association v. City Council of Sacramento [3d. Dist 1991] 229 Cal.App.3d 
1011, 1028 [280 Cal.Rptr. 478]).  Examples of such measures include 
General Plan policies NR.1.1, NR.2.1 and NR.3.2; actions NR.1.1.1, NR.3.4.1, 
NR.4.1.1 and NR 4.1.3; and mitigation measures MM 4.10.1b and 4.10.1d.  
However, the Draft EIR identifies that even with implementation of these 
provisions, impacts to biological resources of concern would remain 
significant and unavoidable, given the nature and extent of alteration of 
Planning Area habitat conditions likely to result from implementation of 
the proposed General Plan (Draft EIR pages 4.10-32 through –68).   

Response 8-4: Comment noted.  The following mitigation measure is added as a new 
action item: 

• Draft EIR pages 2.0-34 (Table 2.0-1) and 4.10-43, the following 
mitigation measure is added: 

“MM 4.10.1f The following measure shall be incorporated as an 
action item under Policy NR.1.1: 

As part of the consideration of development 
applications for individual Planning Areas 
containing habitats that support special-status 
plant and animal species that are planned to be 
preserved, the City shall require that these 
preserved habitats have interconnections with 
other habitat areas in order to maintain the viability 
of the preserved habitat to support the special-
status species identified. The determination of the 
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design and size of the “interconnections” shall be 
made by the City, as recommended by a qualified 
professional, and will include consultation with the 
California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service.” 

Response 8-5: Proposed General Plan Policy NR.1.2 is specifically implemented by Action 
Item NR.1.2.1 that involves the development of a Swainson’s Hawk 
Ordinance (in coordination with California Department of Fish and Game)  
that will provide a comprehensive approach to mitigating Swainson’s 
Hawk foraging habitat.  However, the following mitigation measure is 
added to the Draft EIR regarding Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat to 
further clarify the intent of the action item: 

• Draft EIR pages 2.0-34 (Table 2.0-1) and 4.10-43, the following 
mitigation measure is added: 

“MM 4.10.1g The following modifications shall be made to Action 
NR.1.2.1: 

“Establish a Swainson’s Hawk Ordinance in 
coordination with the California Department of Fish 
and Game to establish help guide the process of 
mitigating for the loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging 
habitat based on habitat value lost to 
development.  The ordinance will set forth a 
process where habitat lost to development will be 
mitigated through the permanent protection of 
equivalent or better existing habitat conditions 
(referred to hereafter as “mitigation lands”).  The 
specific required mitigation ratios (habitat acreage 
lost versus mitigation lands) and any other 
provisions to mitigation process shall be established 
through technical studies as part of the 
development of the ordinance and will take into 
account value of habitat to be converted in 
relation to habitat value of the mitigation lands 
(e.g., relation to nesting sites), proximity of the 
mitigation lands to adjacent conditions affecting 
habitat (e.g., nearby land uses and already 
permanently protected lands), and other relevant 
factors.  The ordinance will also establish standards 
ensuring that mitigation land will be adequately 
protected and managed in perpetuity (e.g., via 
conservation easement, deed restriction or other 
appropriate method), and setting forth the timing 
of the required provision of mitigation lands in 
relation with the timing of the loss of habitat in the 
City (as its boundaries may be changed through 
subsequent annexations), such that mitigation 
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lands shall be provided no later than prior to 
ground disturbance.” 

Response 8-6: The commenter’s concerns regarding the proposed General Plan’s ability 
to function adequately as the City’s “constitution for future development” 
is noted and forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.  
The City considers the proposed General Plan to be adequate and 
believes it meets state law requirements for the content of a General 
Plan.  The commenter is referred to Responses to Comment 8-3, 8-4 and 8-
5. 

Response 8-7: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Open Space, Parks 
and Trails Element are noted.  These comments are associated with the 
General Plan, and are not directly related to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR.  However, to the extent that these comments form the basis for 
Comment 8-8, with respect to recirculation of the EIR, they are addressed 
herein.  In addition, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission meeting will include consideration 
of comments received on the General Plan. 

The General Plan Open Space, Parks and Trails Element establishes a 
policy framework and action program for the maintenance, 
improvement and expansion of the City’s open space and recreational 
facilities.  This policy framework and action program already constitute 
“specific programs” that the City will implement to preserve open space.  
In response to this comment, however, the City has clarified the 
discussion, policies (Policy OSPT.4.1) and actions (Action OSPT.2.1.1 and 
OSPT.2.2.1) relevant to the policy framework and action program for the 
maintenance, improvement, and expansion of open space facilities.  
(Please see June 8, 2006 staff report  for Planning Commission meeting).   

As with other proposed policy actions and subsequent activities under the 
General Plan, the Draft EIR has considered the physical direct and indirect 
environmental effects associated with open space uses.  For example, 
the Draft EIR programmatically considers the indirect effects of changes in 
surface water flows (e.g., “summer nuisance flows”) on areas that contain 
biological resources (see Draft EIR page 4.10-37), while the noise analysis 
(Draft EIR section 4.7) considers the environmental effects of active sports 
fields on lands designated Parks and Open Space (Draft EIR page 4.7-28).  
Specific subsequent proposals for land use or activities that could impact 
natural resources or lands designated Parks and Open Space would 
require review under CEQA on a project-by-project basis, the level of 
review depending on whether the potentially significant environmental 
impacts resulting from such projects were adequately considered by the 
General Plan EIR. 
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Response 8-8: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-7.  Because the 
Open Space, Parks and Trails Element already meets the statutory 
requirements for an Open Space action program, no changes are 
required.  However, changes were made to the discussion, policies (Policy 
OSPT.4.1) and actions (Action OSPT.2.1.1 and OSPT.2.2.1) relevant to the 
policy framework and action program for the maintenance, 
improvement, and expansion of open space facilities.  As has been noted 
elsewhere in the Final EIR, these changes to the Open Space, Parks and 
Trails Element do not constitute “significant new information” relating to 
the General Plan or the Draft EIR, which would require recirculation of the 
Draft EIR under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.  While it is not the 
intent of these Responses to Comments to offer a detailed discussion of 
the applicability of case law to the argument made by commenter that 
recirculation is required, we note that it is our understanding and belief 
that Mountain Lion Coalition v. California Fish and Game Commission 
(1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043, discussed at some length by commenter, 
was based on facts distinguishable from the circumstances involved in 
the proposed General Plan.  Accordingly, the case does not change the 
conclusion that recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 

Response 8-9: The proposed General Plan includes several policies and action items 
associated with wetland resources and associated habitats (Draft EIR 
pages 4.10-39 through –42) which, contain the a majority of the special-
status plant and animal species in the Planning Area (see Draft EIR Table 
4.10-3).  Thus, the General Plan does provide protective policies regarding 
these species. The commenter also is referred to Response to Comment 8-
3, 8-4 and 8-5. 

Response 8-10: The commenter is referred to Responses to Comment 8-3, 8-4 and 8-5.  
The Draft EIR does identify and consider the environmental effects of 
implementation of the General Plan, and also takes into account 
proposed policies and actions that would assist in reducing the General 
Plan’s environmental effects, consistent with State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(a)(1)(A).  The Draft EIR also includes the consideration of 
three alternatives (Sacramento County General Plan Alternative, Existing 
City Boundary General Plan Alternative and Natural Resources 
Conservation Alternative) all of which provide for additional conservation 
of existing natural resources in the Planning Area (Draft EIR pages 6.0-5 
through –67). 

Response 8-11: Regarding comments to mitigation measures MM 4.10.1a and b, 
Mitigation Measure MM 4.10.1a will ensure (as a new General Plan policy) 
that the City require biological resources to be evaluated in detail in 
areas where sensitive resources are suspected given information provided 
in the General Plan EIR and other technical information.  Mitigation 
Measure MM 4.10.1b would become an action item under Mitigation 
Measure MM 4.10.1a to ensure that impacts to special-status species be 
mitigated in coordination with the California Department of Fish and 
Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  However, in response to this 
comment, the following additional modification is made to Mitigation 
Measure MM 4.10.1b: 
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• Draft EIR pages 2.0-32 (Table 2.0-1) and 4.10-43, the following changes 
are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.10.1b: 

“MM 4.10.1b The following measure shall be incorporated as an 
action item immediately under the above policy (MM 
4.10.1a): 

For those areas in which special status species are 
found or likely to occur or where the presence of 
species can be reasonably inferred, the City shall 
require mitigation of impacts to those species that 
ensure that the project does not contribute to the 
decline of the affected species populations in the 
region to the extent that their decline would impact 
the viability of the regional population.   Mitigation shall 
be designed by the City in coordination with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and shall 
emphasize a multi-species approach to the maximum 
extent feasible. This may include development or 
participation in a habitat conservation plan.” 

Regarding comments associated with Mitigation Measure MM 4.10.1c, the 
intent of this mitigation measure is to guide the establishment of habitat 
preserves into areas where interconnection is possible.  However, the City 
may not be the entity that establishes habitat preserves.  The commenter 
is referred to Response to Comment 8-4 regarding additional provisions 
regarding habitat preserves and the individual Planning Areas proposed 
under the General Plan.  

Regarding comments associated with Mitigation Measure MM 4.10.1d, this 
mitigation measure specifically notes that regulatory standards would be 
established for construction activities, and would likely include restrictions 
such as the use of off-site fill and the types of Best Management Practices 
to be used for construction storm water quality. 

Regarding comments associated with Mitigation Measure MM 4.10.1e, it is 
acknowledged that the design of drainage facilities may not be able to 
meet this standard under all circumstances from subsequent General Plan 
implementation and could conflict with public safety needs associated 
with flood control.   

As noted on Draft EIR page 4.10-43, even with the implementation of the 
proposed General Plan policies, action items and Draft EIR mitigation 
measures, implementation of the proposed General Plan Land Use Map 
would result in an overall loss of species and their habitats.  As a result, this 
impact was identified as significant and unavoidable. 

Response 8-12: The City acknowledges the value of habitat conservation plans (HCPs) for 
the large-scale preservation and protection of habitats and special-status 
species.  Since public release of the Draft EIR and General Plan on March 
13, 2006, the City has added the following policy to the Natural Resources 
Element of the General Plan: 
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Policy NR.1.6 – Participate in the development of a habitat conservation 
plan to address the unique biological resources in Rancho Cordova. 

However, even with the addition of this new General Plan policy, 
significant biological resource impacts identified in the Draft EIR are still 
considered significant and unavoidable.  

The commenter’s proposed General Plan policy of prohibiting approval of 
any projects within the City limits or the overall Planning Area is 
considered to be inconsistent with the fundamental objective of the 
proposed General Plan of the implementation of a land use strategy for 
the Planning Area that generally reflects Sacramento Council of 
Government’s Blueprint Scenario C and the provision of improved 
transportation and connection throughout the City, because that a HCP 
process could take several years (the proposed South Sacramento 
County Habitat Conservation Plan development process began in the 
1990s, with no HCP document released to date).  In addition to being in 
conflict with a fundamental objective of the project, this policy language 
would result in an immediate de-facto building moratorium for the City 
that would likely have severe economic impacts to the City.  Thus, this 
proposed mitigation would not meet the definition of “feasible” under 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15364. 

Response 8-13: While the commenter is correct that the Draft EIR does identify that 
buildout of the entire Planning Area would result in excedance of  
currently identified sources of water supply, the Draft EIR does identify 
adequate water supply to serve buildout of the City within its current 
boundaries (Draft EIR page 4.9-43 through –45).  The potential for limitation 
to buildout of the Planning Area is far off in the future, thus there is time to 
address these issues and buildout is subject to many other hurdles (market 
realities, annexation process) beyond identification of a firm water supply.  
This situation is  counter to the commenter’s proposed General Plan policy 
requiring the immediate development of a HCP prior to development 
being considered that is contemplated for the near future within the 
present City boundaries.  This policy would in fact result in an immediate 
de-facto building moratorium that would likely have severe economic 
impacts to the City and may obstruct a fundamental objective of the 
project, thus, not meeting the definition of “feasible” under State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15364. 

Response 8-14: Draft EIR pages 4.0-10 and –11 identify seven certified EIRs that are utilized 
and referred to in several parts of the Draft EIR.  As noted in this portion of 
the Draft EIR, the analysis utilizes both State CEQA Guidelines 
Sections15148 (Citation) and 15150 (Incorporation by Reference) as 
means to reduce the size of the Draft EIR (as identified as a concern by 
the commenter in Comment 8-2), but provides useful technical 
information. Where information is utilized from these and other 
documents, a citation and subsequent reference is provided to note 
where the information originated and that it can be inspected at Rancho 
Cordova City Hall, consistent with the provisions of both Sections 15150 
and 15148.    



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

City of Rancho Cordova City of Rancho Cordova General Plan 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-237 

Regarding comments associated with information referred to in Draft EIR 
Section 4.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), the Draft EIR identifies the 
planned sources of water supply for the City as well as other portions of 
the County (e.g., Zone 40).  These water supply projects are separate 
projects from the proposed General Plan (all of which commenced prior 
to the incorporation of the City) and include the Water Forum Agreement, 
Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan and the North Vineyard Well Field. Each 
of these projects had EIRs prepared and certified that disclose the 
environmental effects pertinent to  each project.  As specifically identified 
on Draft EIR pages 4.9-49 and –50, growth under the proposed General 
Plan would utilize water supply from these projects and would thus 
contribute to the environmental effects of these projects that were 
disclosed in their respective EIRs. These indirect environmental effects 
(specifically those that are significant and unavoidable) to which the 
proposed General Plan also contributes are specifically brought forward 
and disclosed in this Draft EIR. The reader is referred to the certified EIRs 
regarding the details specific to the impacts of these individual water 
supply projects  and adopted mitigation measures.   

Response 8-15: Draft EIR Table 4.9-6 specifically notes that residential land use 
designations under the proposed General Plan would generate the vast 
majority of water supply demand of the City at buildout, with commercial, 
office, industrial and mixed-use designations water demands similar to the 
Parks and Open Space designation (which would consist of active parks 
and golf course uses that generate large water demands associated with 
turf irrigation).  The Natural Resources designation areas primarily consist of 
vernal pool and vernal pool grassland habitats in the Planning Area, 
which would be adversely impacted from the introduction of irrigation 
(surface water) as noted in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR page 4.10-37 – 
“Changes in Surface Water Flows”). As noted on Draft EIR pages 4.9-20 
and –21, Sacramento County Water Agency planned water supply 
projects includes both local water supply sources (i.e., Eastern County 
Replacement Water Supply Project) and regional water supply sources 
(e.g., Freeport Regional Water Project). 

Response 8-16: As identified on Draft EIR pages 4.9-43 through –57, no water supply 
master planning has been conducted for the buildout of the Planning 
Area beyond the year 2030.  The Draft EIR identifies “additional future 
water supply options” that could supply buildout of the Planning Area 
outside of the City’s current boundaries as well as potential environmental 
effects (Draft EIR pages 4.9-46 through –52).  However, none of these 
potential water supply source options have been developed in detail 
(e.g., no details on infrastructure required) and the exact nature of the 
environmental effects of these water supply sources are not known.  Thus, 
the development of mitigation measures for these potential water sources 
at this point would be inappropriate. However, the environmental effects 
of future development water supply distribution infrastructure within the 
Planning Area have been programmatically considered in the Draft EIR as 
part of land disturbance from overall development of the area.  It should 
also be noted that the City does not currently provide water supply 
services or has any proposed plans at this time to do so.  Thus, the 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan City of Rancho Cordova 
Final Environmental Impact Report June 2006 

3.0-238 

provision and expansion of water supply for future development of the 
City is expected to continue to be provided by public and private service 
providers (e.g., Sacramento County Water Agency, Golden State Water 
Company, and California-American Water Company) and these entities 
would be required to conduct specific environmental review under CEQA 
as water supply projects are proposed.   

Proposed General Plan Action Item ISF.2.4.1 and ISF.2.4.2 (as modified 
since public release of the General Plan on March 13, 2006) consist of 
requirements to ensure that development entitlement requests and 
subsequent development does not occur until water supply is planned 
and available consistent with and in excess of state law requirements (SB 
610 and SB 221). In addition, the Draft EIR does consider three alternatives 
to the proposed General Plan that would result in reduced water supply 
impacts (Sacramento County General Plan Alternative, Existing City 
Boundary General Plan Alternative and Natural Resources Conservation 
Alternative) (Draft EIR pages 6.0-5 through –67).  The commenter is 
referred to Response to Comment 8-14 regarding the project’s 
relationship to previously identified significant and unavoidable impacts 
associated with approved water supply projects and Response to 
Comment 8-10 regarding use of proposed General Plan policies as 
mitigation of project impacts.  Contrary to the commenter’s statement 
that it is circular for the activities that constitute a project to also mitigate 
the impacts of that project, a General Plan by its nature as the 
constitution for development of the City, contains many components that 
both establish goals for the development of the type, location and 
intensity of land uses but also contain policies and action items that 
provide for the mitigation of the impacts of that development 
(environmental, social, and fiscal).  The City intends that the General Plan 
policies and action items be self-mitigating to the extent feasible.  The 
City has wide discretion in weighing and balancing the competing 
interests and goals of its constituency.   

Response 8-17: While the Draft EIR documents that full buildout of the Planning Area 
under the proposed General Plan could result in a water supply shortfall of 
approximately 51,000 acre-feet annually, based on current and planned 
sources of water supply, this fact does not make the proposed General 
Plan internally inconsistent.  Government Code Section 65300 specifically 
calls for the development of a long-term general plan for the physical 
development of the City, and of any land outside its boundaries that, in 
the City’s judgment, bears relation to its planning.  The City has complied 
with this statutory requirement through the development of the proposed 
General Plan.  While the proposed General Plan and Draft EIR have 
utilized urban water management plans from Sacramento County Water 
Agency, Golden State Water Company and California American Water 
Company, consistent with Government Code Section 65302.2, there is no 
legal requirement under the California Planning and Zoning Law or CEQA 
that water supply sources be secured for buildout under the proposed 
General Plan.  See Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. County of 
Stanislaus ([5th Dist. 1996] 48 Cal.App.4th 182.  In that case, the court 
specifically noted the following, regarding the need for disclosure of 
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water supply sources and impacts of a proposed project (in that case a 
General Plan amendment): 

We are not concluding respondent must find a source of water for 
the “project”.  We are concluding that an EIR for this project 
address the impact of supplying water for the project.     

Id. at 206. The court also recognized that, “While it might be argued that 
not building a portion of the project is the ultimate mitigation, it must be 
borne in mind that the EIR must address the project and assumes the 
project will be built.”  Id. at 207.   

As noted in Response to Comment 8-16, proposed General Plan Action 
Item ISF.2.4.1 and ISF.2.4.2 (as modified since public release of the General 
Plan on March 13, 2006) consist of requirements to ensure that 
development entitlement requests and subsequent development does 
not occur until water supply is planned and available consistent with and 
in excess of state law requirements (SB 610 and SB 221). 

The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR identified water supply shortfall 
of 51,000 acre-feet annually probably overly optimistic because of 
utilization of the 25.6 percent water demand management factor.  The 
25.6 percent water conservation factor was identified in the WFA Water 
Conservation Element.  It is a reasonable estimate of the water savings 
that could occur if water purveyors were to adopt statewide Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) that would result in water conservation.  
These measures include residential water meters, non-residential meter 
retrofits, residential and non-residential ultra-low flush toilet replacement 
program, and other BMPs identifed in the Statewide MOU Regarding 
Urban Water Conservation BMPs developed by the California Urban 
Water Conservation Council.   Specific BMPs that would be implemented 
by each purveyor have been identified in their purveyor specific 
agreement.  Specific implementation criteria that indicate the timing of 
proposed BMPs are also identified in the WFA.  The City-County Office of 
Metropolitan Water Planning (CCOMWP) is the agency responsible for 
ensuring compliance with the WFA and has an extensive monitoring 
system in place to monitor the compliance of each purveyor with the 
terms of their specific agreement.  The 25.6 percent conservation level is a 
long-term assummed water savings and it is based on the evidence and 
agreements put in place by the WFA.  This conservation level was also 
used in the Zone 40 WSMP when determining water demand within 
SCWA's service area.    

The commenter also suggests that since the WFA EIR did not consider 
urban development proposed in the General Plan that the Draft EIR 
improperly defers the impact analysis for the provision of water supply for 
buildout under the General Plan.  As identified in Response 8-16, the  Draft 
EIR does in fact identify “additional future water supply options” that 
could supply buildout of the Planning Area outside of the City’s current 
boundaries as well as the potential environmental effects associated with 
supplying that water (Draft EIR pages 4.9-46 through –52).  However, none 
of these potential water supply source options have been developed in 
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detail (e.g., no details on infrastructure required) and the exact nature of 
the environmental effects of these water supply sources are not known.  
The environmental effects of future development water supply distribution 
infrastructure within the Planning Area have been programmatically 
considered in the Draft EIR as part of land disturbance from overall 
development of the area.  This analysis is consistent with the Stanislaus 
Natural Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus ([5th Dist. 1996] 48 
Cal.App.4th 182 [55 Cal.Rptr.2d 625]) court case regarding forecasting 
and disclosure of potential future water supply sources to serve buildout 
of the General Plan and the associated environmental effects of the 
potential water supply sources.   

Regarding comments of impacts of restricting development on 
implementation of the overall General Plan and Draft EIR mitigation 
measures should water supply for portions of the Planning Area outside of 
the City boundaries not materialize, none of the Draft EIR mitigation 
measures would be compromised regarding their effectiveness in 
reducing identified significant impacts (though some mitigation measures 
[e.g., MM 4.2.1a and b, MM 4.8.5 and MM 4.9.2] would not need to be 
fully implemented if General Plan growth did not occur in these areas).  
Current fee programs for planned public service and infrastructure 
improvements (e.g., roadway improvements) are based on development 
within the existing City boundaries and would only be expanded upon 
annexation of new lands into the City.  The commenter is referred to Draft 
EIR Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) regarding changes in environmental 
effects should the City not expand its current boundaries and sphere of 
influence (Draft EIR pages 6.0-20 through –40 – Existing City Boundary 
Alternative). 

Response 8-18 The cumulative impact analysis provided in Draft EIR Section 4.9 
(Hydrology and Water Quality) meets the requirements of State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15130 (Draft EIR pages 4.9-57 through –66 and pages 
4.0-3 through –10).  The analysis identifies the geographic extent of the 
analysis (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[b][3]); identifies major 
development projects and long-range land use planning and 
development projections (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[b][1]; 
and provides an impact analysis of the combined effects of cumulative 
baseline conditions and the proposed General Plan (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15130[b][5]).  As specifically noted under State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15130[b], CEQA does not require that the cumulative 
impact analysis provide substantive detail regarding the specific nature of 
each project identified in the cumulative setting.  Adequate information 
has been provided in the Draft EIR to identify that there is inadequate 
water supply to serve full buildout of development set forth in the 
proposed General Plan under “project” conditions and that the 
consideration of additional regional development (e.g., development 
identified under SACOG Regional Blueprint) would further contribute to 
the need for additional sources of water supply not currently planned for 
(Draft EIR pages 4.9-62 and –63).  In addition, the Draft EIR does provide 
an analysis of proposed General Plan policies and mitigation measures 
that would assist in reducing the General Plan’s contribution to this impact 
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as well as the potential environmental effects of obtaining new water 
supply sources (Draft EIR Table 4.9-8).  The Draft EIR also includes the 
consideration of three alternatives (Sacramento County General Plan 
Alternative, Existing City Boundary General Plan Alternative and Natural 
Resources Conservation Alternative) that would also reduce cumulative 
water supply impacts (Draft EIR pages 6.0-5 through –67). 

Regarding comments associated with the determination of “significant 
and unavoidable” for cumulative water supply impacts, State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.2 (b) specifically requires the identification of 
any significant impacts that cannot be mitigated.  Since the water supply 
impact was identified as cumulative considerable after the application of 
mitigation measures (an unmitigated cumulative impact), it was 
appropriately identified as a significant and unavoidable impact of the 
proposed General Plan. 

As noted on Draft EIR page 5.0-1 of Section 5.0 (Cumulative Impacts 
Summary), this section is a compilation and summarization of all 
cumulative impacts identified in Draft EIR Section 4.1 through 4.13.  

Response 8-19: The commenter misinterprets the discussion on Draft EIR page 4.9-57.  The 
paragraph provided under “Cumulative Setting” is a description of the 
extent of the cumulative setting conditions, on which that cumulative 
impact analysis is based.  The Draft EIR does not rely on the WFA EIR for an 
analysis of water supply impacts of the proposed General Plan.  Rather, 
the Draft EIR summarizes the environmental effects of the water supply 
actions under the WFA that may be used to serve the City. As noted in 
Response to Comment 8-14, the WFA is separate project from the 
proposed General Plan (and was commenced prior to the incorporation 
of the City).  The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-16 
and 8-17.    

Response 8-20: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-3.  The commenter 
does not refer to specific air quality policies that are at issue or offer any 
specific recommendations for revisions.  Proposed General Plan air quality 
provisions that include appropriate performance standards include 
Action AQ.1.1.1, Policy AQ.1.2, Action AQ.1.2.3, Action AQ.3.1.2, AQ.3.2.4, 
Action AQ.4.1.1, Action AQ.4.2.1, and Action AQ.4.4.1.  In addition, the 
Draft EIR includes additional mitigation measures to address air quality 
impacts (mitigation measures MM 4.6.3a and b, MM 4.6.4a and b, and 
MM 4.6.5). 

Response 8-21: As noted in Response to Comment 8-20, the proposed General Plan 
includes policies and action items that would reduce air quality impacts.  
Among them are policies and action items that would assist in reducing 
emissions associated with ozone (reactive organic gases and nitrogen 
oxides) (Draft EIR pages 4.6-18 through –20 and 4.6-23 through -27), as well 
as discussion of the proposed land use pattern that would reduce vehicle 
miles traveled (Draft EIR pages 4.5-20 through –22). However, the Draft EIR 
acknowledges that even with the implementation of these policies and 
action items, there are no feasible measures to completely offset air 
pollutant increases.  This conclusion is based on consultations with the 
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District and the input 
of technical consultants associated with the Draft EIR air quality impact 
analysis.  

As noted in the Draft EIR, the City of Rancho Cordova is located in the 
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB).  Emissions from the urbanized portion 
of the SVAB (Sacramento, Yolo, Solano, and Placer Counties) dominate 
the emission inventory for the Sacramento Valley Air Basin.  Within the 
urbanized portion of the SVAB, on-road motor vehicles are the primary 
source of existing and future emissions. Between 1980 and 2020, 
population in the SVAB is projected to grow at a higher rate than the 
statewide average, a 125 percent increase compared with a 93 percent 
increase statewide; population is projected to grow from 15 million in 1980 
to 34 million in 2020.  During this same period, the increase in the number 
of vehicle miles traveled each day is projected to be higher than the 
overall statewide value: a 201 percent increase in the SVAB. Vehicle miles 
traveled are projected to increase from nearly 28 million miles in 1980 to 
84 million miles in 2020 (California Air Resources Board, 2006). 

The 1994 Sacramento Regional Clean Air Plan (CAP), also called the State 
Implementation Plan or SIP, was developed cooperatively with all the 
districts in the Sacramento Region (El Dorado APCD, Feather River AQMD, 
Placer County APCD, Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD, and Yolo-Solano 
AQMD). The CAP/SIP promotes active public involvement, enforcement 
of compliance with SMAQMD rules and regulations, public education in 
both the public and private sectors, development and promotion of 
transportation and land use programs designed to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled within the region, and implementation of stationary and mobile-
source control measures. The emission inventories identified in the CAP/SIP 
are based, in part, on projected population forecasts and corresponding 
increases in vehicle miles traveled developed by the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments (SACOG).  These forecasts are based on data 
obtained from local jurisdictions.   

As previously described, the proposed General Plan includes policies and 
implementation measures that would ensure continued compliance with 
the CAP/SIP emissions inventories.  The CAP/SIP is required to include all 
feasible measures sufficient to achieve ambient air quality standards.  The 
City of Rancho Cordova General Plan includes numerous policies and 
action items designed to implement the measures identified in the SIP, in 
accordance with SMAQMD’s recommendations.  However, emissions 
from mobile sources, the largest contributor to emissions within the SVAB, 
are regulated by the California Air Resources Board.  Local governments 
do not have legal authority to regulate vehicle emissions.  The City would, 
however, implement measures (through the proposed General Plan) to 
reduce mobile source emissions associated with future development; 
including, but not limited to, the promotion of alternatives to motor 
vehicle use (e.g., improved bicycle, transit and pedestrian facilities and 
services), use of clean-burning alternative-fueled vehicles, ridesharing, 
and smart growth development that helps to reduce overall vehicle trips 
and miles traveled.  Based on discussions with SMAQMD, offset fees may 
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be required to mitigate indirect emissions associated with future 
development. However, the SMAQMD does not currently have an 
adopted emissions offset plan for indirect source emissions. 

The Draft EIR also includes the consideration of three alternatives 
(Sacramento County General Plan Alternative, Existing City Boundary 
General Plan Alternative and Natural Resources Conservation Alternative) 
that would reduce air quality impacts (Draft EIR pages 6.0-5 through –67). 
The commenter provides no evidence or data to counter this conclusion 
in the Draft EIR regarding the ability to completely offset air pollutant 
emissions associated with General Plan buildout.  The commenter is 
referred to Response to Comment J-2 regarding the proposed General 
Plan’s consistency with development assumptions being utilized in the 
update of the Regional Ozone Attainment Plan. 

Response 8-22: The Draft EIR impact analysis is based on evaluating worst case conditions 
associated with the implementation of the proposed General Plan, which 
is full buildout. The commenter’s proposed mitigation of phasing 
development associated with meeting air quality standards would not 
mitigate anticipated air pollutant emissions at buildout.  Prohibition of 
development until regional attainment of state and federal air quality 
standards would be inconsistent with the fundamental aspects of the 
proposed General Plan--the implementation of a land use strategy for the 
Planning Area that generally reflects Sacramento Council of 
Government’s Blueprint Scenario C (which provides an improved land use 
pattern in regards to air quality impacts), and the provision of improved 
transportation and connection throughout the City.  This would result in a 
building moratorium for the City that would likely have economic impacts 
to the City.  Thus, this proposed mitigation would not meet the definition 
of “feasible” under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15364.  Proposed 
General Plan Policy AQ.1.2 (below) currently incorporates many of the 
commenter’s ideas regarding the review of proposed development 
projects in relation to project impacts to the region’s ability to meet state 
and federal air quality standards. 

Coordinate with SMAQMD through the environmental review 
process to ensure that proposed projects would not significantly 
affect the region’s ability to meet State and federal air quality 
standards. 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment J-2 regarding the 
proposed General Plan’s consistency with development assumptions 
being utilized in the update of the Regional Ozone Attainment Plan. 

Response 8-23: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-22 and J-2.  There 
are no provisions in the proposed General Plan that would “grandfather” 
any land uses from future changes in air quality mitigation requirements. 

Response 8-24: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-22 and J-2.  Draft 
EIR Mitigation Measure MM 4.6.4a and b would modify and add policies 
to the General Plan regarding toxic air emissions and sensitive receptors.  
However, the Draft EIR acknowledges that they would not fully offset toxic 
air emissions or exposure, given the current existence of major roadways 
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in the Planning Area (e.g., Sunrise Boulevard and U.S. Highway 50) that 
already generate air toxic contaminants near sensitive receptors, 
planned roadway improvements, and the continued operation of Mather 
Airport and the associated unknown exposure issues with emissions from 
the airport. 

Response 8-25: As identified on Draft EIR page 4.6-11, the Sacramento Regional Ozone 
Attainment Plan is being updated in order to respond to the federal 
Clean Air Act conformity lapse as well as to address the new federal 8-
hour ozone standard.  While land uses proposed in the General Plan are 
not reflected of those used in the 1994 Regional Ozone Attainment Plan.  
However (as identified in Response to Comment J-2), the proposed 
General Plan land uses are within the land use projections (SACOG 
Preferred Blueprint Scenario) being utilized in the update.  Impact 4.6.1 
(Conflict with the SMAQMD Regional Ozone Attainment Plan) in the Draft 
EIR incorrectly compared land use projections for the area defined as the 
Rancho Cordova Community by SACOG, to the proposed General Plan 
land use projections, which do not consist of the same geographic area 
as the Planning Area for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan.  When 
one compares land use designations and associated projections for the 
SACOG Preferred Blueprint Scenario and the proposed General Plan for 
the same geographic area (Planning Area for the City of Rancho 
Cordova General Plan), the proposed General Plan buildout would result 
in 16,856 fewer dwelling units and 40,892 fewer jobs than the SACOG 
Preferred Blueprint Scenario (rather than nearly 14,000 more dwelling units 
and more than 50,000 additional jobs).  The text of the Draft EIR will be 
revised to reflect this change, which does not change the significance 
finding of this impact (Impact 4.6.1).  Thus, the proposed General Plan 
land uses are not anticipated to conflict with the proposed update of the 
Sacramento Regional Ozone Attainment Plan.  

Regarding potential conflicts with state ozone standards, the Draft EIR 
utilizes significance criteria that address state ozone standards (standards 
of significance [3] on Draft EIR page 4.6-15).  In addition, Draft EIR impacts 
4.6.1 and 4.6.3 specifically note that increased air pollutant emissions 
associated with the implementation of the proposed General Plan could 
exceed state air quality standards (Draft EIR pages 4.6-16 and 4.6-21). 

Response 8-26: The cumulative impact analysis provided in Draft EIR Section 4.6 (Air 
Quality) meets the requirements of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 
(Draft EIR pages 4.6-33 through –38 and pages 4.0-3 through –10).  The 
analysis identifies the geographic extent of the analysis (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15130[b][3]); identifies major development projects 
and long-range land use planning and development projections (State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[b][1]; and an impact analysis of the 
combined effects of cumulative baseline conditions and the proposed 
General Plan (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[b][5]).  As specifically 
noted under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[b], CEQA does not 
require that the cumulative impact analysis to provide substantive detail 
regarding the specific nature of each project identified in the cumulative 
setting.  Adequate information has been provided in the Draft EIR to 
identify that the proposed General Plan would generate substantial air 
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pollutant emissions at buildout (Draft EIR Table 4.6-3) and that the 
consideration of additional regional development (e.g., development 
identified under SACOG Regional Blueprint) and current air quality 
conditions (severe non-attainment area for federal ozone standards) 
would further contribute to regional air quality impacts (Draft EIR pages 
4.9-33 and –34).  In addition, the Draft EIR does provide an analysis of 
proposed General Plan policies and mitigation measures that would assist 
in reducing the General Plan’s contribution to this impact.  The Draft EIR 
also includes the consideration of three alternatives (Sacramento County 
General Plan Alternative, Existing City Boundary General Plan Alternative 
and Natural Resources Conservation Alternative) that would also reduce 
cumulative air quality impacts (Draft EIR pages 6.0-5 through –67). 

Response 8-27: As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.0 (Project Description), the proposed 
General Plan includes expansion of transit facilities and services in the City 
through the utilization of existing light rail corridor (Draft EIR Figure 3.0-21); 
expansion of trails and bikeways in the City (Draft EIR Figure 3.0-20); and 
the utilization of smart growth planning principles in the development of 
the General Plan Land Use Map and Planning Area land use plans that 
provide for a variety of transportation choices (Draft EIR pages 3.0-9 and –
10).  The Draft EIR traffic impact modeling factored the proposed General 
Plan transit improvements into the roadway level of service impact 
analysis (Draft EIR page 4.5-25). 

Response 8-28: As identified in Response to Comment 8-27, the proposed General Plan 
includes transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvements in existing 
developed portions of the City (Draft EIR Figure 3.0-20 and 3.0-21).  The 
proposed General Plan includes revitalization of existing developed areas 
of the City (e.g., Folsom Boulevard Planning Area) through the use of 
smart growth principles that provide a variety of transportation choices 
(Draft EIR pages 3.0-9 and –10) and would be further implemented 
through the proposed Rancho Cordova Redevelopment Plan 
(anticipated to the approved in June 2006).   

Regarding the commenter’s statements regarding the widening of key 
intersections, the Draft EIR does not include any impact discussion 
regarding intersections.  The Draft EIR does acknowledge that several 
roadways (Sunrise Boulevard, Folsom Boulevard, Mather Field Road, 
Zinfandel Drive, Hazel Avenue and Bradshaw Road) could not be feasibly 
further widened, due to conflicts with the City’s determination that 
roadways over six lanes in size would conflict with pedestrian and bicycle 
use and result in a “barrier effect” that divides portions of the City as well 
as existing right-of-way constraints associated with existing businesses 
(Draft EIR pages 4.5-42 through –45).   

Response 8-29: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-2.  Comments 
submitted after the close of the Draft EIR comment period will be 
considered by the City, but not responded to in the Final EIR. 

Response 8-30: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-3, 8-4, 8-5, 8-6, 8-7, 
8-8, 8-10, 8-11, and 8-12. 
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Response 8-31: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-16, 8-17, 8-18, 8-20 
through 8-26 and 8-28.  The proposed General Plan does include policies 
and action items that promote transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
and uses (Draft EIR pages 4.5-49 through –53). 
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Letter 9 Sara Provancha, Property Owner  

Response 9-1: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the General Plan are 
noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and are 
not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is 
required.  However, the General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 
Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will include consideration of 
comments received on the General Plan. 
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Letter 10 Elke Guenter, Resident  

Response 10-1: The commenter is referred to the Draft EIR pages 4.10-39 through 66 that 
lists policies and action items contained in the General Plan Natural 
Resources Element intended to both guide the use of natural resources 
and protect natural resources that could be affected by implementation 
of the Rancho Cordova General Plan.  The Draft EIR contains a thorough 
review of those proposed policies and action items and in some cases, 
provides for mitigation measures in the form of new or revised policies and 
action items to further enhance the comprehensiveness and 
enforceability of these measures designed to guide the use and 
protection of direct, indirect and cumulative potential effects to Natural 
Resources.  The commenter does not provide any specificity with regard 
to perceived lack of enforceability of the proposed General Plan policies, 
action items or mitigation measures nor does the comment provide any 
substantial evidence to support that the policies, action items or 
mitigation measures are not enforceable.   

Response 10-2: Please refer to Response to Comment 8-3 regarding special status 
species.  The commenter does not provide any specificity with regard to 
perceived lack of enforceability of the proposed General Plan policies, 
action items or mitigation measures nor does the comment provide any 
substantial evidence to support that the policies, action items or 
mitigation measures are not enforceable.   

Response 10-3: The Draft EIR provides a summary list on pages 4.12-91 through 4.12-95 of 
the policies and action items contained in the Open Space, Parks and 
Trails Element of the proposed General Plan that address land dedication, 
development and funding of park, open space, and recreational facilities 
to serve Rancho Cordova residents.  In particular, Action item OSPT.2.1.1 
requires that the City adopt mandatory performance based standards 
that clearly define the City’s requirements for open space in new 
development. Action OSPT.1.1.1 requires developers of all new residential 
development to dedicate parkland at a rate of five acres of land per 
1,000 population. Action item OSPT.2.1.2 requires all new residential 
development to dedicate parkland at a rate of 1.75 acres of land per 
1,000 population, generally comprised of: Open Turf, Tree Canopy and 
Dog Parks; Neighborhood Greens; and Communitywide Open Space.  
Please see Response 8-3 regarding the appropriateness of performance 
standards for this type of project, a General Plan.  The commenter also 
states that there are inconsistencies in the dedication of parkland but 
provides no detail supporting this assertion.  The commenter is also 
referred to Response to Comment 8-7. 

Response 10-4: Please see Response to Comment 8-3 regarding the appropriateness of 
performance standards for this type of project, a General Plan.  The 
commenter states that the “draft EIR contains vague mitigation 
measures.” The commenter does not identify those mitigation measures 
that are perceived to be vague and no detail is provided supporting this 
assertion.   
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Response 10-5: The Draft EIR, page 4.10-30 describes the South Sacramento Habitat 

Conservation Program (SSHCP) that is currently being developed by 
several public agencies and other interested stakeholders. The Draft EIR 
notes: “The City of Rancho Cordova is a participating agency in the 
SSHCP, and may ultimately become a permittee under the SSHCP.  
Currently, the SSHCP is a draft; however, it is considered at length in this 
EIR in part because there are no adopted habitat conservation plans 
applicable to the Planning Area.” Please also refer to Response to 
Comment 8-11. 

The Draft EIR, section 4.10.2 Regulatory Framework, contains a detailed 
description of the federal, State, and local environmental laws, policies, 
plans, and agencies that are relevant to the proposed General Plan and 
the Planning Area.  This section describes at length the applicable code 
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California 
Department of Fish and Game, as well as other agencies.  Compliance 
with all federal and state regulations pertaining to wetlands and special 
status species is a mandatory part of the land development process.  The 
Draft EIR notes that future proposed projects that have the potential to 
cause a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the 
environment will undergo additional, project-specific CEQA-review, as 
required by statute. Those future projects will also be subject to the 
federal and state Endangered Species Acts, as appropriate.  Proposed 
polices and actions items NR 1, NR 1.2, NR 2.1 address compliance with 
federal and state regulations pertaining to wetlands and special status 
species.  Please also refer to Response to Comment 8-12.  
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Letter 11  Victoria Harris, Habitat 2020  

Response 11-1: An environmental impact report is an informational document for the 
purpose of providing public agencies and the public with information 
about the effect that a proposed project is likely to have on the 
environment, to list ways in which the significant environmental effects of 
that project can be minimized where feasible, and to indicate 
alternatives to the project that could reduce or eliminate the identified 
environmental impacts (Public Resources Code Section 21061).  The 
project considered in this Draft EIR is the Rancho Cordova General Plan, 
Public Draft.  The Draft EIR analyzes the General Plan as currently 
proposed in terms of it’s potential environmental effects and does not 
make any assumption or contain any bias in terms of the outcome of the 
lead agency’s decision to approve or disapprove the proposed General 
Plan.   

In every case where it is concluded in this Draft EIR that an impact is 
significant and unavoidable, all known feasible mitigation measures have 
first been identified and applied.  The determination that a significant 
impact is unavoidable is only made in the case where after application of 
all feasible mitigation measures, there would still be a residual significant 
impact to the environment if the City of Rancho Cordova were to decide 
to approve the proposed General Plan.  Alternatives to the project as 
proposed have also been evaluated in the Draft EIR, consistent with State 
CEQA Guidelines 15126.6, that are oriented to a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the General Plan land uses proposed that could reduce 
significant environmental impacts while still meeting the basic objectives 
of the project.  A fundamental aspect of the proposed General Plan is the 
implementation of a land use strategy for the Planning Area that 
generally reflects Sacramento Council of Government’s Blueprint 
Scenario C and the provision of improved transportation and connection 
throughout the City. 

The commenter provides an opinion regarding the outcome of the 
adoption of the proposed land use strategy.  The comment is noted and 
forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.   

Response 11-2: An environmental impact report is an informational document for the 
purpose of providing public agencies and the public with information 
about the effect that a proposed project is likely to have on the physical 
environment (CEQA does not require an evaluation of purely economic 
or social effects of a project - State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131[a]), to 
list ways in which the significant environmental effects of that project can 
be minimized where feasible, and to indicate alternatives to the project 
that could reduce or eliminate the identified environmental impacts 
(Public Resources Code Section 21061).   

A search of the DEIR was completed to determine if the document 
“falsely described development in the City as being diverse to provide 
opportunities to all classes of citizens”. This statement was not found nor 
were any other statements concerning the housing opportunities for the 
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various income ranges, other than descriptions of the pertinent General 
Plan element and a reiteration of the General Plan goals, policies and 
actions.  Regarding the physical division of established communities, Draft 
EIR pages 4.1-38 through –41 specifically address this impact and 
determine it to be less than significant.  The proposed General Plan would 
provide for revitalization of existing urban areas of the City as well as 
improved roadway, pedestrian and bicycle access throughout the entire 
Planning Area (see Draft EIR Figures 3.0-19 through 3.0-21). 

The commenter provides an opinion regarding the outcome of the 
adoption of the proposed land use strategy.  The comment is noted and 
forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.   

Response 11-3: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 11-2 as well as Draft 
EIR pages4.5-20 through –21 that identifies that the proposed General 
Plan would result in reduced vehicle miles outside of the City as a result of 
the proposed land use mix. 

Response 11-4: The Draft EIR contains clear descriptions and mapping of existing habitat 
conditions in the Planning Area (see Draft EIR pages 4.10-1 through –28) as 
well as the methodology and anticipated worst case direct and indirect 
impacts to habitat conditions (including habitats recently designated as 
“critical”), state and federally listed plant and wildlife species and 
associated biological resources including habitat impact estimates (Draft 
EIR pages 4.10-32 through –68).   

Response 11-5: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment K-3, 8-3, 8-4, 8-5, 8-11 
and 8-12. 

Response 11-6: Draft EIR Section 4.10 (Biological Resources) does address impacts and 
mitigation to biological resources of the entire Planning Area and sets 
forth performance standard policies, action items and mitigation 
measures to reduce these impacts. Since public release of the Draft EIR 
and General Plan on March 13, 2006, the City has added the following 
policy to the Natural Resources Element of the General Plan: 

Policy NR.1.6 – Participate in the development of a habitat conservation 
plan to address the unique biological resources in Rancho Cordova. 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment K-2 8-3, 8-4, 8-5, 8-11 
and 8-12. 

Response 11-7: The Draft EIR does not state the City shall rely only on off-site conservation 
for the loss of biological resources associated with the implementation of 
the proposed General Plan.  The commenter is referred to Response to 
Comment K-2 and K-3 regarding habitat data provided in the Draft EIR.  

Response 11-8: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 11-4. 
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Response 11-9: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the General Plan are 
noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and are 
not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The General Plan staff 
report for the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission will 
include consideration of comments received on the General Plan.  The 
commenter is also referred to Response to Comment 8-3 regarding 
performance standards set forth in the proposed General Plan policies 
and action items. 

Response 11-10: The commenter is referred to Response to Comments 8-4, 8-12 and 11-6. 

Response 11-11: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 11-6. 

Response 11-12: The commenter’s statements and input regarding the General Plan are 
noted.  These comments are associated with the General Plan and are 
not direct related to a comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The 
General Plan staff report for the June 8, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning 
Commission will include consideration of comments received on the 
General Plan.  The commenter is also referred to Response to Comment 8-
3, 8-4, 8-5, 8-11 and 8-12.  Several of the proposed edits to the Natural 
Resources Element could be considered to be inconsistent with the 
fundamental aspects of the proposed General Plan of the 
implementation of a land use strategy for the Planning Area that 
generally reflects Sacramento Council of Government’s Blueprint 
Scenario C and the provision of improved transportation and connection 
throughout the City, given that the proposed provisions associated with 
complete wetland avoidance would substantially restrict proposed 
General Plan land uses in the City.   

Response 11-13:  The Draft EIR is intended to evaluate the physical environmental impacts 
of General Plan as proposed. However, the DEIR does consider three 
alternatives that include reduced development under the proposed 
General Plan (see Draft EIR Section 6.0 – Project Alternatives).   

Response 11-14: The alternatives analysis provided in Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of 
the Draft EIR is consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6.  
CEQA does not require that the alternatives considered completely avoid 
significant impacts identified for the proposed project.  Rather, it requires 
that alternatives be considered at are capable of avoiding or 
substantially lessening any of the significant effects of the project.  As 
Identified in Draft EIR Table 6.0-1, each of the alternatives considered 
provides some environmental benefit over the proposed General Plan. 

Regarding comments on the Natural Resources Alternative, as noted on 
Draft EIR page 6.0-40 this alternative is based on consultations with 
Sacramento County staff currently preparing the South Sacramento 
Habitat Conservation Plan and utilization of a conceptual-level strategy 
for the Sunrise-Douglas Community Plan Area developed by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers.  The Draft EIR does not dismiss this alternative (as 
suggested by the commenter). Rather, the Draft EIR notes its consistency 
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with project objectives and does note that it is an environmentally 
superior alternative when compared to the proposed General Plan. 

The commenter’s general support for Alternative 2 (Existing City Boundary 
General Plan Alternative) is noted.  
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Letter 12 Anne Geraghty, WALKSacramento  

Response 12-1: The commenter is referred to responses to Comment Letter 7. 
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Letter 13 April 13, 2006 Rancho Cordova Planning Commission Meeting  

Response 13-1: The commenter asks whether alternatives considered in the Draft EIR can 
be further considered as another option to adopting the proposed 
General Plan.  The analysis provided in the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR Section 
6.0 – Project Alternatives) provides substantial that would allow the City to 
further consider the adoption of alternative rather than the proposed 
General Plan. 

Response 13-2: The commenter asks for clarification of the anticipated buildout 
projections for the City identified in the Draft EIR for year 2030 and 
buildout conditions (see Draft EIR Table 3.0-1).  As noted in the response, 
there is a minor variation in the number of residential units within the 
existing City boundaries between year 2030 and buildout (24 residential 
units).  This variation is a result of the City of Rancho Cordova PLACE3S 
Land Use Model reallocating development intensities throughout the 
Planning Area of the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan.  The Draft EIR 
impact analyses are based on both year 2030 conditions and buildout 
conditions. 

Response 13-3: The commenter asks for clarification regarding the difference between 
the proposed General Plan and Alternative 4 (Sacramento Area Council 
of Governments [SACOG] Preferred Blueprint Scenario).  As identified on 
Draft EIR page 6.0-67 and 6.0-69, Alternative 4 is similar to the proposed 
General Plan but does differ in regards to the land use pattern and 
intensity of development (this alternative would result in 16,856 more 
dwelling units and 40,892 more jobs than the proposed General Plan). A 
comparison of Alternative 4 to the proposed General Plan is provided in 
Draft EIR Table 6.0-1. 

Response 13-4: The commenter asks for clarification regarding the SACOG Blueprint 
process.  The SACOG Blueprint is described in detail in Draft EIR Section 4.1 
(Land Use) and was the basis of the development of the proposed 
General Plan.    

Response 13-5: The commenter asks for whether a comparison of the alternatives in the 
Draft EIR would be provided.  Draft EIR Table 6.0-1 provides a comparison 
of the environmental effects of the Draft EIR alternatives with the 
proposed General Plan.  As part of action regarding the adoption of the 
proposed General Plan, the City will be required to make certain findings 
under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 regarding the alternatives. 

Response 13-6: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-3. 

Response 13-7: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-3, 8-4 and 8-5. 

Response 13-8: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-7. 

Response 13-9: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-3, 8-4, 8-5, 8-11 and 
8-12. 
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Response 13-10: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-3, 8-4, 8-5, 8-11 and 
8-12. 

Response 13-11: As noted in Draft EIR Section 1.0 (Introduction), the Draft EIR has been 
prepared as a “Program EIR” pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15168 (Draft EIR page 1.0-2).  As specifically on Draft EIR page 3.0-55: 

This EIR provides a programmatic environmental review of 
implementation of the General Plan.  Subsequent activities under 
the General Plan would utilize this EIR as the basis in determining 
whether the later activity may have any significant effects, to 
focus the environmental review of the subsequent activity, and 
the conclusions of this EIR can be incorporated where factors 
apply to the program as a whole. 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-3, 8-4, 8-5, 8-11 and 
8-12 regarding performance standard mitigation. 

Response 13-12: City staff met with representatives from Habitat 2020 on April 24, 2006 to 
discuss concerns regarding the proposed General Plan and Draft EIR.  This 
Final EIR responds to written comments regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.  City staff considers the Draft EIR adequate and consistent with 
the requirements of CEQA. 

Response 13-13: The Draft EIR adequately addresses the physical environmental effects of 
implementation of the proposed General Plan and provides an analysis of 
alternatives consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 

Response 13-14: Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) addresses the biological 
resource impacts of the implementation of the proposed General Plan 
and includes the identification of several mitigation measures to reduce 
these impacts (Draft EIR pages 4.10-32 through –68).  However, the Draft 
EIR identifies that even with implementation of these mitigation measures 
and proposed General Plan provisions, impacts to natural resources of 
concern would remain significant and unavoidable given the proposed 
alteration of habitat conditions of the entire Planning Area for the City of 
Rancho Cordova General Plan. 

Response 13-15: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-3, 8-4, 8-5, 8-11 and 
8-12 regarding performance standard mitigation and Response to 
Comment 13-14 regarding the extent of anticipated biological resource 
impacts. 

Response 13-16: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment C-2, C-7 and 8-11. 
Impacts to Sacramento orcutt grass is specifically addressed under Draft 
EIR Impact 4.10.1 (Draft EIR pages 4.10-34 through –43). 

Response 13-17: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-7. 

Response 13-18: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-3, 8-4, 8-5, 8-11 and 
8-12 regarding performance standard mitigation. 
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Response 13-19: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 8-12. 

Response 13-20: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 13-12. 


