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1.0 – INTRODUCTION

1.0 INTRODUCTION
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132). The City of
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 adoption and implementation of
the General Plan, as well as responds to comments received on the Draft EIR.

1.1

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE EIR

OVERVIEW OF CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR PREPARATION OF AN EIR
The City of Rancho Cordova (City), serving as the Lead Agency, has prepared this EIR to provide
the public and responsible and trustee agencies with information about the potential
environmental effects of the proposed General Plan. As set forth in the provisions of CEQA and
implementing regulations, public agencies are charged with the duty to consider the
environmental impacts of proposed development and to minimize these impacts where feasible
while carrying out an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including economic,
environmental, and social factors.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a) states that an EIR is an informational document for
decision-makers and the general public that analyzes the significant environmental effects of a
project, identifies possible ways to minimize significant effects, and describes reasonable
alternatives to the project that could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. Public
agencies with discretionary authority are required to consider the information in the EIR, along
with any other relevant information, in making decisions on the project.
CEQA requires the preparation of an environmental impact report prior to approving any
project, which may have a significant effect on the environment. For the purposes of CEQA, the
term "project" refers to the whole of an action, which has the potential for resulting in a direct
physical change or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15378[a]). With respect to the proposed Rancho Cordova General
Plan, the City has determined that the proposed development is a "project" within the definition
of CEQA.

BACKGROUND OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS OF THE PROJECT
The following is an overview of the environmental review process for the Rancho Cordova
General Plan that have led to the preparation of this FEIR.

Notice of Preparation and Initial Study
In accordance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City prepared a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the proposed project on February 25, 2005. The City was
identified as the Lead Agency for the proposed project. This notice was circulated to the State
Clearinghouse and to the public, local, state, and federal agencies, and other interested parties
to solicit comments on the proposed project. The NOP was posted on the City’s website. A
scoping meeting was held on March 9, 2005, to receive additional comments. Concerns raised
in response to the NOP were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR. The NOP and
responses by interested parties are presented in Appendix 1.0 of the Draft EIR. An Initial Study for
the project was prepared and released for public review along with the NOP. Its conclusions
supported preparation of an EIR for the project. The Initial Study is also included in Appendix 1.0
of the Draft EIR.
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Draft EIR
The Draft EIR (DEIR), which consisted of two volumes, was released for public and agency review
on March 13, 2006. As a result of the identification and correction of minor errors with the
production of the Draft EIR, 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 a written request to extend the
comment period.
The DEIR contains a description of the project, description of the environmental setting,
identification of project impacts, and mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant, as
well as an analysis of project alternatives. The Draft EIR was provided interested public agencies
and the public and was made available for review at Rancho Cordova City Hall and the City’s
website.

Final EIR
The City received 29 comment letters from agencies, interest groups and the public regarding
the Draft EIR. This document responds to the written comments received as required by CEQA.
This document also contains minor edits to the Draft EIR, which are included in Section 4.0 (Minor
Revisions to the Draft EIR). This document constitutes the FEIR.

Certification of the Final EIR/Project Consideration
The City will review and consider the FEIR. If the City finds that the FEIR is "adequate and
complete", the City may certify the FEIR. The rule of adequacy generally holds that the EIR can
be certified if: 1) it shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental information; and
2) provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the project in
contemplation of its environmental consequences.
Upon review and consideration of the Final EIR, the City may take action to adopt, revise, or
reject the proposed Rancho Cordova General Plan. A decision to adopt the General Plan
would be accompanied by written findings in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section
15091 and Section 15093. Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 also requires lead agencies to
adopt a reporting and mitigation monitoring and reporting program to describe measures that
have been adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid
significant effects on the environment.

1.2

TYPE OF DOCUMENT

The State CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project
circumstances. This EIR has been prepared as a Program EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168. According to Section 15168:
A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be
characterized as one large project and are related either:
(1) Geographically,
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(2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions,
(3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria to govern
the conduct of a continuing program, or
(4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory
authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in
similar ways.
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 (State 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.

1.3

INTENDED USES OF THE EIR

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 that are
consistent with the General Plan. Subsequent actions that may be associated with the
proposed General Plan are identified in Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR.

1.4

ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL EIR

This document is organized in the following manner:

SECTION 1.0 - INTRODUCTION
Section 1.0 provides an overview of the EIR process to date and what the FEIR is required to
contain.

SECTION 2.0 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Section 2.0 includes an updated Executive Summary that provides a brief project description
and presents a summary table of probable environmental effects edited as a result of
comments received on the DEIR and minor staff edits.

Section 3.0 - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
Section 3.0 provides a list of commenters, copies of written comments (coded for reference)
and the responses to those written comments made on the Draft EIR.

SECTION 4.0 – MINOR REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR
This section consist of revisions to the Draft EIR that are a result of responses to comments, as well
as minor staff edits that do not change the intent or content of the analysis or mitigation
measures. Revisions appear in strikethrough and underline.
City of Rancho Cordova
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This section provides an overview of the proposed City of Rancho Cordova General Plan (the
“proposed project”) and the environmental analysis of the proposed project. For additional
detail regarding specific issues, please consult the appropriate chapter of Draft EIR Sections 4.1
through 4.13 (Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures).

2.1

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will provide, to the greatest extent possible, an analysis of
the potential environmental effects associated with the implementation of the General Plan,
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
This EIR analysis focuses upon potential environmental impacts that could arise from
implementation of the General Plan through development of the land uses within the Planning
Area, as regulated and guided by General Plan policies and action items. The EIR adopts this
approach in order to provide a credible worst-case scenario of the impacts resulting from
project implementation.

2.2

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The City of Rancho Cordova incorporated in July of 2003 and adopted the Sacramento County
General Plan and corresponding land use map. Now that the City of Rancho Cordova is
incorporated, the City must formulate and adopt a new General Plan that will act as the official
policy statement of the City and guide public and private development in the City as well as the
preservation of existing natural resources (Government Code Section 65360). The City of
Rancho Cordova commenced the preparation of a General Plan in May 2004.
The proposed City of Rancho Cordova General Plan is comprised of a Land Use Map (see Draft
EIR Section 3.0, Project Description) and policy document that contains twelve “policy”
elements. Each of the elements identifies goals and associated policies and action items, with
the general intent to assist and promote the development of the ideas and desires established in
the Rancho Cordova Vision Book for the City, adopted by the City Council on August 2, 2004,
and thereby made a part of the City’s interim General Plan. A brief description and goals for
each element are as follows:

LAND USE ELEMENT
The purpose of the Land Use Element is to describe existing and future land use activity in the
City. The Element identifies the distribution, location, and intensity of all land use types
throughout the City.
x
x
x
x
x
x

Balance of land uses (Goal LU.1)
Smart Growth development (Goal LU.2)
Rancho Cordova as a destination place and leader in the region (Goal LU.3)
City input on land use, circulation and park decisions (Goal LU.4)
Redevelopment of existing areas (Goal LU.5)
Planning Area development consistent with City vision (LU.6)

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT
The Urban Design Element provides policies and design concepts regarding the form and
character of new private development (and public improvements) along with focused plans for
areas of the City in need of special design attention.
City of Rancho Cordova
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x
x
x
x

Development consistent with the City Building Blocks (Goal UD.1)
Create a new City identity (Goal UD.2)
Project identity that contributes to the district and City (Goal UD.3)
Projects designed in keeping with surrounding development (Goal UD.4)

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ELEMENT
This Element is an optional element included in the General Plan so the City’s officials can
continue to improve the City’s prosperity, maintain competitiveness, ensure accessibility to its
assets, make sure the market is aware of the City’s opportunities, and set fair and equitable rules
for development.
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Diversify the economy (Goal ED.1)
Encourage a wide range of businesses (Goal ED.2)
Create a Downtown (Goal ED.3)
Create a convention center (Goal ED.4)
Establish a redevelopment strategy (Goal ED.5)
Revitalize existing businesses (Goal ED.6)
Promote infill (Goal ED.7)
Attract a balance of businesses (Goal ED.8)

HOUSING ELEMENT
The Housing Element is a comprehensive statement by the City of Rancho Cordova of its current
and future housing needs at all income levels.
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Balance Employment and Housing (Goal H.1)
Neighborhood Preservation and Rehabilitation (Goal H.2)
Revitalize Existing Multi-Family (Goal H.3)
Encourage Housing Opportunities (Goal H.4)
Promote Homeownership (Goal H.5)
Pursue Sustainable Design (Goal H.6)
Pursue Housing Resources (Goal H.7)

CIRCULATION ELEMENT
The Circulation Element identifies the components of the City-wide circulation system and their
general location and role within the community.
x
x
x
x
x
x

Future roadway system that meets the City’s needs and desires (Goal C.1)
Safe and attractive pedestrian and bicycle network (Goal C.2)
Great public transit (Goal C.3)
Air and rail transportation (Goal C.4)
A fully funded circulation system (Goal C.5)
A properly maintained circulation system (Goal C.6)

OPEN SPACE, PARKS AND TRAILS ELEMENT
This Element provides goals, policies, and actions intended to achieve the City’s vision for open
spaces that are accessible to the community. The Element also considers the relationship of
open space mitigation lands adjacent to urban lands.
City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
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x
x
x
x

World-class Parks and Recreation Programs (Goal OSPT.1)
Connected System of Open Space (Goal OSPT-2)
Safe and Continuous Pedestrian and Bicycle Trails (Goal OSPT-3)
Actively Create and Maintain Trails and Open Space (Goal OSPT-4)

INFRASTRUCTURE, SERVICES, AND FINANCE ELEMENT
The Infrastructure, Services, and Finance Element works in combination with the Land Use
Element to identify feasible funding options to ensure the provision of infrastructure and public
services in a timely manner to accommodate the development envisioned and associated land
uses proposed under the General Plan.
x
x
x
x

Fiscally Sound City (Goal ISF.1)
Timely Provision of Quality Infrastructure (Goal ISF-2)
Local Services for Local Needs (Goal ISF-3)
Provide Education Options (Goal ISF-4)

NATURAL RESOURCES ELEMENT
The management and protection of the many biological resources, creek corridors, storm
drainage, hydrology, water supply and quality, geology and mineral resources, agriculture, and
the consumption of energy are the focus of the Natural Resources Element.
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Preserve and protect diverse habitats (Goal NR.1)
Preserve natural wetlands (Goal NR.2)
Maintain creek corridors (Goal NR.3)
Plant and preserve high-quality trees (Goal NR.4)
Protect quantity and quality of water (Goal NR.5)
Extraction of mineral resources (Goal NR.6)
Reduce energy consumption (Goal NR.7)
Promote waste reduction (Goal NR.8)

CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES ELEMENT
This Element seeks to identify and protect areas, sites, and buildings having architectural,
historical or cultural significance. The Element provides goals, policies and actions designed to
foster preservation of historic resources in the City.
x
x
x

Identify and preserve history of Rancho Cordova (Goal CHR.1)
Highlight, preserve and acknowledge the cultural diversity (Goal CHR.2)
Enhance the quality of life in Rancho Cordova by promoting cultural/performing arts (Goal
CHR.3)

SAFETY ELEMENT
The Safety Element discusses the human and natural safety concerns in the City. The Safety
Element works in conjunction with the Infrastructure, Services and Finance Element and the Land
Use Element.
x
x
x

Safe Community for All (Goal S.1)
Minimize Flood Hazards for Urban Uses (Goal S.2)
Minimize Seismic Hazards for Residents and Employees (Goal S.3)
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x
x
x
x
x

Safe Railroad Crossings (Goal S.4)
Minimize Risks of Toxic/Hazardous Substance Release (Goal S.5)
Design Safe Neighborhoods (Goal S.7)
Maintain Effective Law Enforcement (Goal S.8)
Reduce Risk to Structures (Goal S.9)

AIR QUALITY ELEMENT
This Element provides goals, policies, and actions to improve air quality in the region. This
Element emphasizes the effect that land use patterns and resulting transportation behavior have
on air quality.
x
x
x
x
x

Ensure a health community (Goal AQ.1)
Improve air quality through land use (Goal AQ.2)
Support multiple forms of transportation (Goal AQ.3)
Support energy conservation (Goal AQ.4)
Promote educational efforts (Goal AQ.5)

NOISE ELEMENT
This Element defines acceptable noise levels in different areas of the City (residential, office,
industrial, etc.) and how those levels will be achieved.
x
x

2.3

New Development Free of Noise Disturbances (Goal N.1)
Mitigate Existing Noise Disturbances (Goal N.2)

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project and
avoid and/or lessen the environmental effects of the project. Further, the CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(e) requires that a “no project” alternative be evaluated in an EIR. This
alternatives analysis provides a comparative analysis between the project and the selected
alternatives. In conjunction with the proposed General Plan Land Use Policy Map, the Draft EIR
qualitatively evaluates the following other land use alternatives, which include (see Section 6.0
of the Draft EIR):
x

ALTERNATIVE 1 – Sacramento County General Plan Alternative (No Project Alternative): Under
this alternative, the proposed Rancho Cordova General Plan and its associated Land Use
Policy Map would not be adopted and the City would revert to the Sacramento County
General Plan (Land Use Map and policy document) that was initially adopted by the City
upon incorporation as modified by recently approved General Plan amendments (SunriseDouglas Community Plan, Sunridge Specific Plan, Villages of Zinfandel, and Capital Village).
This would also include the utilization of the transportation improvements identified in the
Sacramento County General Plan Transportation Plan (also as modified by recently adopted
General Plan amendments [Sunrise-Douglas Community Plan]).

x

Alternative 2 – Existing City Boundary General Plan Alternative (No Project Alternative): Under
this alternative, the proposed City of Rancho Cordova General Plan (Land Use Map and
policy document) would only be implemented within the existing City boundaries and
existing sphere of influence.
The Sacramento County General Plan would guide
development in regions of the Planning Area outside of the City. The Grant Line West and
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Westborough Planning Area conceptual land use plans would be modified. The City’s
Circulation Plan would only be implemented within the existing city limits and sphere of
influence.
x

Alternative 3 – Natural Resources Conservation Alternative: This alternative would generally
consist of the same land use concept associated with the proposed General Plan. However,
this Alternative modifies the conceptual land plans for several of the Planning Areas to
provide further protection of wetland resources and associated habitats. Development
potential lost from these modifications were re-allocated where it was consistent with the
land use concepts of the proposed General Plan. All other aspects of the proposed General
Plan would remain under this alternative (General Plan land use mapping for other portions
of the Planning Area and the proposed Roadway System Map).

x

Alternative 4 – Sacramento Area Council of Governments Preferred Blueprint Scenario
Alternative: This alternative would be based on SACOG’s Preferred Blueprint Scenario for the
City of Rancho Cordova Planning Area, including the circulation plan. Implementation of
the SACOG Blueprint Plan would accommodate population growth to a higher degree but
would provide less capacity for housing units and potential places of employment than the
proposed General Plan.

2.4

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

The City of Rancho Cordova was identified as the Lead Agency for the proposed project. In
accordance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Rancho Cordova
prepared and distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Rancho Cordova General Plan
that was circulated for public review on February 25, 2005. The NOP included a summary of
probable effects on the environment from the implementation of the project. Written comments
received in response to the NOP were considered in the preparation of the EIR. The issues raised
included: impacts to Caltrans facilities, capacity of and setback from the Keifer landfill, safety
concerns associated with design, protection of agriculture, wetlands, fish and wildlife resources,
sewer capacity, water supply and coordination with the Water Forum agreements, wildland fire
potential, impacts from operation of Mather Airport, consistency of the tunnel for Mather Field
with the County Transportation Plan and Mather Field Specific Plan, and coordination of
planning with the County of Sacramento. Draft EIR Section 1.0 (Introduction) provides a
summary of issues and areas of concern related to the proposed General Plan and the Draft EIR,
presented to the City by agencies and the public during the NOP review period. The complete
text of the NOP and NOP comments are included as Appendix 1.0 to the Draft EIR. It should be
noted that subsequent to receiving traffic-related comments on the NOP from Caltrans,
representatives from the City met with Caltrans on December 13, 2005 and determined that the
following analyses should be done for U.S. 50:
x

Use of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) peak hour analyses on the freeway mainline
only.

x

Identification of ramp capacities during peak hours to aid in determining the ultimate
number of lanes on the freeway ramps.

x

Presentation of six-hour peak volumes (three hour morning peak and three hour evening
peak) on Caltrans facilities.

x

No merge/diverge/weave analyses at the freeway ramps, and no ramp terminal analyses.
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Subsequent to the close of the public review period for the NOP, the Rancho Cordova City
Council held a number of public meetings to further refine the policies, actions and land use
designations associated with the General Plan. The following additional environmental topics
were discussed during such meetings, all of which are addressed in the Draft EIR:
x

Existing mining operations in the Rio del Oro, Grant Line West, and East Planning Areas.
The desire to reduce development in the Jackson and other southern and eastern Planning
Areas
to
preserve
and
protect
more
vernal
pools.
Land that contains vernal pools should not be used as mitigation land for Swainson's hawk
foraging habitat, even if the land that would be impacted by development contains vernal
pools.

x

The South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) may eventually delineate areas
as wetland/vernal pool preserves that could conflict with Sunrise Douglas Community Plan
and Sunridge Specific Plan land uses, as well as the proposed General Plan.

x

City could develop its own Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) or join the South Sacramento
HCP to avoid needing to obtain project-by-project Federal and State Endangered Species
permits and achieve a better planned/managed preserve system that can be worked into
the overall planning approach in Planning Areas that contain biological resources.

x

Phasing of traffic improvements and development in the southern portion of the City, to
relieve traffic conditions along Sunrise Boulevard.

x

City park and open space standards.

As identified in Section 3.0 of this document, the City received 29 comment letters on the Draft
EIR. Common issues identified in these comment letters include the following:
x

Concerns regarding the adequacy of the General Plan policy and action item language to
protect natural resources in the Planning Area.

x

Traffic impacts to local and regional roadways as well as the state highway system (i.e., State
Route 16 and U.S. Highway 50).

x

Concerns regarding the adequacy of water supply planning for the entire Planning Area for
the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan and associated consideration of environmental
effects.

x

Impacts to existing habitat conditions (vernal pool and vernal pool grassland habitats) and
the lack of larger-scale habitat conservation planning as part of the General Plan.

x

Failure to adequately address significant environmental effects to special-status plant and
wildlife species that occur or potentially occur in the Planning Area for the City of Rancho
Cordova General Plan.

x

Concerns regarding the length of the public comment period on the Draft EIR.

x

Various input and suggested edits on the language of General Plan policies and action
items.

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
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2.5

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Table 2.0-1 displays a summary of impacts for the proposed General Plan Land Use Policy Map,
City of Rancho Cordova General Plan policies and action items, and proposed mitigation
measures that would avoid or minimize potential impacts. In the table, the level of significance
is indicated both before and after the implementation of each mitigation measure.
For detailed discussions of all mitigation measures and of proposed General Plan policies and
action items that would provide mitigation for each type of environmental impact addressed in
this EIR, refer to the appropriate environmental topic section in the Draft EIR (i.e., Sections 4.1
through 4.13). Minor edits to the impact and mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR as a
result responding to comments on the Draft EIR as well as staff-initiated edits are shown in Table
2.0-1 in underline (for added text) and strikeout (for deleted text).
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TABLE 2.0-1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

Land Use
Impact 4.1.1

Impact 4.1.2

Implementation of the Rancho Cordova
General Plan would not result in the
physical
division
of
established
communities because the General Plan
was
designed
to
focus
on
redevelopment of existing urbanized
areas and siting new development in
vacant portions of the Planning Area,
rather than developing in a way that
might divide established communities.
The “building block” concept in the
proposed General Plan, and relevant
policies and action items, would ensure
that such division does not occur.

Policies:

Implementation of the General Plan
could result in incompatibilities or
conflicts between existing and future
land uses in the Planning Area,
including land located outside of the
Rancho Cordova city limits. However,
implementation of policy provisions of
the General Plan would reduce this
potential impact to less than significant
impact.

Policies:

None Required

LS

LS

None Required

LS

LU.1.4,
LU.2.2,
LU.4.1,
LU.4.2,
LU.4.4,
LU.4.9,
ED.1.1, UD.4.3
Action Items:
LU.1.4.1, LU.1.4.2,
LU.1.4.3, LU.1.4.4,
LU.1.4.5, LU.2.2.1,
LU.4.1.1, LU.4.1.2,
LU.4.2.1, LU.4.4.1,
ED.1.1.1, ED.1.1.2,
UD.4.3.3, UD.4.3.4

LU.1.4,
LU.2.3,
LU.2.6,
LU.3.3,
LU.3.5,
LU.3.8,
LU.3.9,
NR.6.1,
ED.1.1,
ED.1.3,
UD.1.6,
UD.2.3,
UD.3.3,
UD.4.2,
UD.4.3, UD.4.4
Action Items:
LU.1.4.1,
LU.1.4.3,
LU.1.4.5,
LU.3.3.1,
NR.6.1.2,

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS

LU.1.4.2,
LU.1.4.4,
LU.2.6.1,
NR.6.1.1,
NR.6.1.3,
LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006

SU – Significant and Unavoidable
B - Beneficial

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-8

2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

ED.1.1.1, ED.1.1.2,
ED.1.3.1, ED.1.3.2,
UD.2.3.1,
UD.2.3.2,
UD.2.3.3,
UD.3.3.1,
UD.3.3.2,
UD.3.3.3,
UD.3.3.4,
UD.4.2.1,
UD.4.3.3,
UD.4.3.4, UD.4.4.2
Impact 4.1.3

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan has the potential to conflict with
applicable land use plans, policies or
regulations of agencies with jurisdiction
over parts of the Planning Area that
provide for environmental protection.

Policies:
LU.2.4,
LU.3.4,
LU.3.11

S

None Available

LS

None Required

SU

LU.3.3,
LU.3.5,

Action Items:
LU.2.4.1, LU.3.3.1

Impact 4.1.4

The Rancho Cordova General Plan has
the potential to conflict with the South
Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan,
which is the only applicable habitat
conservation plan in the Planning Area.

Policies:
NR.1.1,
NR.1.3,
NR.1.5 ,
NR.2.2,
NR.2.4,
NR.3.2,
NR.3.4,

NR.4.2,
NR.5.1,
NR.5.3,
NR.5.5

NR.1.2,
NR.1.4,
NR.2.1,
NR.2.3,
NR.3.1,
NR.3.3,

NR.4.1,
NR.4.3,
NR.5.2,
NR.5.4,

Action Items:
NR.1.1.1, NR.1.2.1,
NR.1.3.1, NR.1.4.1,
S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006

SU – Significant and Unavoidable
B - Beneficial

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items
NR.2.2.1,
NR.2.4.2,
NR.3.2.2,
NR.3.4.1,

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure

NR.2.4.1,
NR.3.2.1,
NR.3.3.1,
NR.3.4.2,

NR.3.4.3, NR.4.1.1,
NR.4.1.2, NR.4.1.3,
NR.4.2.1, NR.4.2.2,
NR.4.2.3, NR.4.3.1,
NR.4.3.2, NR.4.3.3,

NR.4.3.4, NR.5.1.1,
NR.5.1.2, NR.5.1.3,
, R.5.2.1, NR.5.2.2,
NR.5.3.1, NR.5.3.2,
NR.5.3.3, NR.5.4.1,
NR.5.4.2, NR.5.4.3,
NR.5.5.1, NR.5.5.2,
NR.5.5.3, NR.5.5.4
Impact 4.1.5

When
considered
with
existing,
proposed, planned and approved
development
in
the
region,
implementation of the Rancho Cordova
General Plan has the potential to result
to contribute cumulative land use
conditions in the region that result in
significant impacts to the physical
environment.

Policies:

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in the loss of
important farmlands (Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, and Farmland of
Statewide Importance, etc) as designated
by the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program.

Policy:

CC

LU.2.4,
LU.3.4,
LU.3.11

None Available

SU

LU.3.3,
LU.3.5,

Action Items:
LU.2.4.1, LU.3.3.1

Agriculture
Impact 4.2.1

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

S

UD.2.3
Action Item:

MM 4.2.1a

The following shall be added as
policies to the Land Use Element
under Goal LU.1:

SU

While
agricultural
uses
are
anticipated to be phased out within
the City Limits, the City recognizes
the right of these uses to continue as

UD.2.3.1

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report
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B - Beneficial
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

long as individual owners/farmers
desire.
The City shall require development
to protect one acre of existing
farmland of equal or higher quality
for each acre of Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland or Farmland of
Statewide Importance that would be
converted to non-agricultural uses.
This protection may consist of the
establishment
of
farmland
conservation easement, farmland
deed restriction, or other appropriate
farmland conversion in perpetuity,
but may also be utilized for
compatible wildlife conservation
efforts.
The farmland to be
preserved shall be located within
Sacramento County and must have
adequate water supply to support
agricultural use. As part of the
consideration of land areas proposed
to be protected, the City shall
consider the benefits of preserving
farmlands in proximity to other
protected lands.
MM 4.2.1b

The following shall be added an
action item to the Land Use Element
under Goal LU.1:
The City shall ensure that the
following
standards
are
met
regarding agricultural conservation
easement content:
x

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006

Provisions of an accurate legal
document that prohibits any
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
B - Beneficial

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure
activity that substantially impairs
or diminishes the agricultural
productivity of the land.
x

Protection of any existing water
rights necessary to maintain
agricultural uses and retain such
water rights for on-going use on
the agricultural land.

x

Interests in the agricultural land
shall be held in trust by an
entity acceptable to the City
and/or the City in perpetuity.

Impact 4.2.2

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan could result in the placement of
urban uses adjacent to agricultural uses
within and adjacent to the City.

Policies:
LU.1.4,
LU.2.1,
UD.2.3, UD.4.2
Action Items:
LU.1.4.3, LU.1.4.4,
LU.1.4.5, LU.2.1.1,
UD.2.3.1

S

None Available

SU

Impact 4.2.3

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan could result in a conflict with
existing Williamson Act contracts.

Policies:
UD.2.3
Action Items:
LU.1.4.4, LU.1.4.5,
UD.2.3.1

S

None Available

SU

Impact 4.2.4

Implementation of the General Plan
Land Use Map Book along, with other
proposed development in Sacramento
County, would contribute to the
additional conversion of important
farmlands to other uses and may
increase agriculture/urban interface
conflicts.

Policies:
UD.2.3,
LU.1.4,
LU.2.1,
LU.1.5,
UD.2.3,
UD.2.3,
UD.4.2
Action Items:
LU.1.4.3, LU 1.4.4,
LU 1.4.5, LU.2.1.1,

CC

None Available Implement mitigation measures MM
4.2.1a and b.

SU

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

UD.2.3.1

Population Housing and Employment
Impact 4.3.1

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan Land Use Map would include land
uses that promote the increase in
population, housing, and employment
to the area, and thus induce substantial
growth.

Policies:

S

None Available

SU

H.1.2, H.1.5, H.2.2,
H.2.4, H.2.5, H.2.6,
H.2.7, H.3.2, H.4.1,
H.6.2,
H.6.3,
LU.1.3,
LU.1.4,
LU.2.3,
LU.2.4,
LU.2.7, LU.4.1
Action Items:
H.2.2.2,
H.2.5.1,
H.2.5.2, LU.1.4.1,
LU.2.7.1, LU.2.7.2

Impact 4.3.2

Implementation of the General Plan may
result in the displacement of housing
and/or persons due to the construction
of infrastructure necessary to serve new
development or revitalization efforts.

No Applicable
Policies or Actions

LS

None Required

LS

Impact 4.3.3

Buildout in the planning area, under the
proposed General Plan Land Use Map,
would include substantial population,
housing unit and employment increases.

Policies:

CC

None Available

SU

H.1.2, H.1.5, H.2.2,
H.2.4, H.2.5, H.2.6,
H.2.7, H.3.2, H.4.1,
H.6.2,
H.6.3,
LU.1.4,
LU.2.3,
LU.2.4,
LU.2.7,
LU.4.1
Action Item:
H.2.2.2,
H.2.5.1,
H.2.5.2, LU.1.4.1,
LU.2.7.1, LU.2.7.2

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Hazards and Human Health
Impact 4.4.1

Implementation of the General Plan
would include the routine transportation
of hazardous materials on Planning Area
roadways.

Policies:

The Planning Area consists of land uses
having the potential to result in an
increased risk of release of hazardous
materials.

None Required

PS

MM 4.4.2

Action Item:
S.5.4.1,
S.5.5.1,
S.5.6.1,

Policies:
LU.1.4,
NR.8.1,
S.1.1, S.1.3, S.5.1,
S.5.2, S.5.1, S.5.3,
S.5.4, S.5.5

The following shall be added as
a policy to the Safety Element
under Goal SA.1:

LS

The City shall require written
confirmation from applicable
local, regional, state, and federal
agencies
that
known
contaminated sites have been
deemed remediated to a level
appropriate for land uses
proposed prior to the City
approving site development or
provide
an
approved
remediation
plan
that
demonstrates
how
contamination
will
be
remediated
prior
to
site
occupancy.
This
documentation will specify the
extent of development allowed
on the remediated site as well as
any special conditions and/or
restrictions on future land uses.

Action Items:
LU.1.4.3, LU.1.4.4,
NR.8.1.6, S.1.1.1,
S.1.3.1,
S.5.2.1,
S.5.3.1,
S.5.3.2,
S.5.3.3,
S.5.4.1,
S.5.4.2,
S.5.5.1,
S.5.5.2
Goals:
S.5

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS

S.1.1, S.5.4, S.5.5,
S.5.6
S.1.1.1,
S.5.4.2,
S.5.5.2,
S.5.6.2

Impact 4.4.2

LS

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.4.3

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would locate development within
an airport land use plan, potentially
resulting in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the area.

Policies:

Impact 4.4.4

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan could impair implementation of or
physically interfere with the Sacramento
County Multi-Hazard Disaster Plan
(SCMDP).

No Applicable
Policies or Actions

Impact 4.4.5

Persons
could
be
exposed
to
contaminated soil or groundwater
during development of previously
contaminated sites or sites undergoing
remediation.

Policies:

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

LS

None Required

LS

LS

None Required

LS

LCC

None Required

LS

S

None Available

SU

LU.3.3, LU.3.5

LU.1.4,
NR.8.1,
S.1.1, S.1.3, S.5.1,
S.5.2, S.5.1, S.3,
S.5.4, S.5.5
Action Items:
LU.1.4.3, LU.1.4.4,
NR.8.1.6, S.1.1.1,
S.1.3.1,
S.5.2.1,
S.5.3.1,
S.5.3.2,
S.5.3.3,
S.5.4.1,
S.5.4.2,
S.5.5.1,
S.5.5.2
Goals:
S.5

Transportation and Circulation
Impact 4.5.1

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in an increase in
traffic volumes that would result in
deficient level of service conditions in
year 2030.

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

Policies:
C.1.2
Action Items:
C.1.2.1, C.1.2.2

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.5.2

Impact 4.5.3

Impact 4.5.4

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would exacerbate unacceptable
operations on eastbound and westbound
U.S. 50 during the a.m. and p.m. peak
hours.

Policies:

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in an increase in
traffic volumes, which could increase
the potential opportunities for safety
conflicts as well as potential conflicts
with emergency access.

Policies:

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in an increase in the
demand for public transit service (e.g.,
bus and light rail service).

Policies:

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

S

None Available

SU

LS

None Required

LS

LS

None Required

LS

LS

None Required

LS

C.5.1, C.5.2, C.5.3
Action Items:
C.5.3.1, C.5.3.2

C.5.1, C.5.2, C.5.3
Action Items:
C.5.3.1, C.5.3.2

C.3.1, C.3.2, C.3.3,
C.3.4
Action Items:
C.3.1.1,
C.3.1.2,
C.3.1.3,
C.3.1.4,
C.3.1.5,
C.3.2.1,
C.3.3.1, C.3.4.1

Impact 4.5.5

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in an increase in the
demand for pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure.

Policies:
C.2.1, C.2.2, C.2.3,
C.2.4, C.2.5, C.2.6,
C.2.7, C.2.8, C.2.9
Action Items:
C.2.4.1,
C.2.5.1,
C.2.5.3,
C.2.5.5,
C.2.7.1,
C.2.8.1,
C.2.8.3,
C.2.8.5,

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

C.2.4.2,
C.2.5.2,
C.2.5.4,
C.2.5.6,
C.2.7.2,
C.2.8.2,
C.2.8.4,
C.2.8.6,
LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items
C.2.8.7,
C.2.8.9

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

C.2.8.8,

Goals:
C.2
Impact 4.5.6

Impact 4.5.7

When
considered
with
existing,
proposed, planned and approved
development
in
the
region,
implementation of the Rancho Cordova
General Plan would contribute to
cumulative traffic volumes in the region
that result in significant impacts to level
of service and operations.

Policies:

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would contribute to the cumulative
demand for public transit service (e.g.,
bus and light rail service).

Policies:

CC

None Available

SU

LCC

None Required

LCC

LCC

None Required

LCC

C.5.1, C.5.2, C.5.3
Action Items:
C.5.3.1, C.5.3.2

C.3.1, C.3.2, C.3.3,
C.3.4
Action Items:
C.3.1.1,
C.3.1.2,
C.3.1.3,
C.3.1.4,
C.3.1.5,
C.3.2.1,
C.3.3.1, C.3.4.1

Impact 4.5.8

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would contribute to cumulative
demands for pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure.

Policies:
C.2.1, C.2.2, C.2.3,
C.2.4, C.2.5, C.2.6,
C.2.7, C.2.8 , C.2.9
Action Items:
C.2.4.1,
C.2.4.2,
C.2.5.1, C.2.5.2 ,
C.2.5.3, C.2.5.4 ,
C.2.5.5,
C.2.5.6,
C.2.7.1,
C.2.7.2,
C.2.8.1,
C.2.8.2,
C.2.8.3,
C.2.8.4,

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items
C.2.8.5,
C.2.8.7,
C.2.8.9

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

C.2.8.6,
C.2.8.8,

Goals:
C.2

Air Quality
Impact 4.6.1

Impact 4.6.2

The implementation of the proposed
City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
land uses would conflict with the land
use assumptions used 1994 SMAQMD
Regional Ozone Attainment Plan.

Policies:

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in short-term
emissions generated by construction and
demolition activities that would affect
local air quality and could result in
health and nuisance-type impacts in the
immediate
vicinity
of
individual
construction sites as well as contribute
to particulate matter and regional ozone
impacts.

Policies:

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

PS

None Available

SU

S

None Available

SU

AQ.1.1
Action Items:
AQ.1.1.1, AQ.1.1.2,
AQ1.1.3

AQ.1.1,
AQ.2.1,
AQ.2.3,
AQ.3.1,
AQ.3.3,
AQ.4.1

AQ.1.2,
AQ.2.2,
AQ.2.4,
AQ.3.2,
AQ.3.4,

Action Items:
AQ.1.1.1, AQ.1.1.2
,
AQ1.1.3,
AQ.1.2.1, AQ.1.2.2,
AQ.1.2.3
,
AQ.2.1.1, AQ.2.3.1,
AQ.2.4.1, AQ.3.4.1,
AQ.3.4.2, AQ.4.1.1,
AQ.4.1.2, AQ.4.1.3,
AQ.4.1.4, AQ.4.1.5,
AQ.4.1.6

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.6.3

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would increase air pollutant
emissions from operational activities of
land uses within the Planning Area will
exceed thresholds for ROG and NOx,
and other federal or state emissions
standards.

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation
S

Stationary
Source
Reduction Policies
and Actions

Mitigation Measure
MM 4.6.3a

Policies:
AQ.4.1,
AQ.4.4

AQ.4.2,

AQ.4.1.1, AQ.4.1.2,
AQ.4.1.3, AQ.4.1.4,
AQ.4.1.5, AQ.4.1.6,
AQ.4.2.1, AQ.4.2.2,
AQ.4.2.3, AQ.4.2.4
,
AQ.4.2.5,
AQ.4.4.1

MM 4.6.3b

Mobile
Source
Reduction Policies
and Actions
Policies:

The
following
mitigation
measure shall be added as a
policy under General Plan Goal
AQ.1:
The City shall develop an
incentive program to encourage
homeowners to replace highpollution emitting non-EPAcertified wood stoves that were
installed before the effective
date of the applicable EPA
regulation with newer cleanerburning EPA-certified wood
stoves.

AQ.2.2,
AQ.2.4,
AQ.3.2,
AQ.3.3,

Action Items:
AQ.2.1.1, AQ.2.2.1,
AQ.2.2.2, AQ.2.3.1,
AQ.2.4.1, AQ.2.4.2,
AQ.3.1.1, AQ.3.1.2,
AQ.2.1.1, AQ.3.2.1,
AQ.3.2.2, AQ.3.2.3,
AQ.3.3.1, AQ.3.3.2,
AQ.3.4.1, AQ.3.4.2,
AQ.3.4.3
S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

SU

The City shall prohibit woodburning
open
masonry
fireplaces
in
all
new
development. Fireplaces with
EPA-approved inserts, EPAapproved stoves, and fireplaces
burning natural gas will be
allowed.

Action Items:

AQ.2.1,
AQ.2.3,
AQ.3.1,
AQ.3.2.4,
AQ.3.4

The
following
mitigation
measure shall be added as a
policy under General Plan Goal
AQ.1:

Resulting Level
of Significance

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.6.4

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would include sources of toxic air
contaminants
that
may
affect
surrounding land uses. Sensitive land
uses may also be located near existing
sources toxic air contaminants.

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation
PS

Policies:

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure
MM 4.6.4a

AQ.2.1,
AQ.4.1,
AQ.4.2, AQ.4.4
Action Items:

The following change is made
to
General
Plan
Policy
AQ.4.2.5:

SU

Consider aAdoption of an
ordinance that limits the amount
of time diesel-powered trucks,
buses, and other heavy vehicles
may idle in accordance with
California Air Resources Control
Board rules for mobile TAC
sources.

AQ.2.1.1, AQ.4.1.1,
AQ.4.1.2, AQ.4.1.3,
AQ.4.1.4, AQ.4.1.5,
AQ.4.1.6, AQ.4.2.1,
AQ.4.2.2, AQ.4.2.3,
AQ.4.2.4
,
AQ.4.2.5, AQ.4.4.1
MM 4.6.4b

The following shall be added as
a new policy under General
Plan Goal AQ.2:
Utilize the guidelines in the
California Air Resources Control
Board Air Quality and Land Use
Handbook:
A
Community
Health
Perspective
when
evaluating new development
requests that either would
generate toxic air contaminant
emissions
near
sensitive
receptors
or
locate
new
sensitive receptors near existing
sources of air toxic emissions or
order to minimize health
hazards.

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.6.5

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would include sources that may
expose
sensitive
receptors
to
construction and long-term odorous
emissions.

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation
PS

Policies:

LU.1.4
Action Items:
LU.1.4.3

Mitigation Measure
MM 4.6.5

The
following
mitigation
measure shall be added as a
new policy under General Plan
Goal AQ.1:

Resulting Level
of Significance
LS

Require odor impact analyses
be conducted for evaluating
new development requests that
either
could
generate
objectionable odors that may
violate SMAQMD Rule 402 or
any subsequent rules and
regulations
regarding
objectionable
odors
near
sensitive receptors or locate
new sensitive receptors near
existing
sources
of
objectionable odors.
Should
objectionable odor impacts be
identified, odor mitigation shall
be required in the form of
setbacks, facility improvements
or other appropriate measures.
Impact 4.6.6

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan along with potential development
of the Planning Area would exacerbate
existing regional problems with ozone
and particulate matter.

Stationary
Source
Reduction Policies
and Actions

CC

None Available Implement mitigation measures MM
4.6.3a and b and MM 4.6.4a and b.

SU

Policies:
AQ.4.1,
AQ.4.4

AQ.4.2,

Action Items:
AQ.4.1.1, AQ.4.1.2,
AQ.4.1.3, AQ.4.1.4,
AQ.4.1.5, AQ.4.1.6,
AQ.4.2.1, AQ.4.2.2,
S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure

AQ.4.2.3, AQ.4.2.4,
AQ.4.2.5, AQ.4.4.1
Mobile
Source
Reduction Policies
and Actions
Policies:
AQ.2.1,
AQ.2.3,
AQ.3.1,
AQ.3.2.4,
AQ.3.4,
AQ.5.2

AQ.2.2,
AQ.2.4,
AQ.3.2,
AQ.3.3,
AQ.5.1,

Action Items:
AQ.2.1.1, AQ.2.2.1,
AQ.2.2.2, AQ.2.3.1,
AQ.2.4.1, AQ.2.4.2,
AQ.3.1.1, AQ.3.1.2,
AQ.2.1.1, AQ.3.2.1,
AQ.3.2.2, AQ.3.2.3,
AQ.3.3.1, AQ.3.3.2,
AQ.3.4.1, AQ.3.4.2,
AQ.3.4.3, AQ.5.1.1,
AQ.5.1.2

Noise
Impact 4.7.1

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in subsequent
development projects and cause an
increase in construction noise levels that
would exceed City of Rancho Cordova
noise standards.

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

PS

Policies:
N.1.1, N.1.4, N.1.5
Action Items:
N.1.4.1,
N.1.4.3

MM 4.7.1

The following shall be added as
a new policy under Goal N.1:

SU

To the extent feasible and
appropriate, the City shall
require the use of temporary
construction
noise
control
measures for public and private
project that may include the use

N.1.4.2,

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

of temporary noise barriers,
temporary relocation of noisesensitive land uses or other
appropriate measures.
Impact 4.7.2

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in increases in traffic
noise levels that would be in excess of
City of Rancho Cordova noise standards.

S

None Available

SU

PS

None Available

SU

S

MM 4.7.4

Policies:
N.1.1, N.1.5, N.1.6,
N.2.1, N.2.2, N.2.3,
N.2.4
Action Items:
N.1.6.1,
N.2.2.1,
N.2.4.1

Impact 4.7.3

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan could result in future stationary
noise sources that generate noise levels
in excess of applicable noise standards
for non-transportation noise sources.

N.2.1.1,
N.2.3.1,

Policies:
N.1.1, N.1.2, N.1.3,
N.1.4, N.1.5, N.2.3,
N.2.4
Action Items:
N.1.2.1,
N.1.2.2,
N.1.2.3,
N.1.3.1,
N.1.3.2,
N.1.4.1,
N.1.4.2,
N.1.4.3,
N.2.3.1, N.2.4.1

Impact 4.7.4

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in the creation of new
noise-sensitive land uses within the 65
dB CNEL noise contours contained
within the Mather Airport CLUP.
Additionally, the implementation of the
General Plan would result in the
creation of new noise-sensitive land uses
within over-flight areas of Mather
Airport, thereby presenting the potential

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

Policies:
LU.3.10,
N.1.2

N.1.1,

The following shall be added as a
new Policy under Goal N.1:

SU

New residential development
shall be prohibited within the 60
CNEL Mather Airport Policy Area
and
nNew
residential
development shall only be
allowed inside of the 60 CNEL
Mather Airport Policy Area if the

Action Items:
N.1.2.11
N.1.2.2

N.1.2.3

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

for annoyance from single event noise.

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure
following conditions are met:

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

1.

Noise
insulation
is
provided in all new
residential dwelling units
that reduces interior noise
levels to 45 dB with
windows closed in any
habitable room.

2.

Prospective buyers are
notified
through
the
Public Report prepared by
the California Department
of Real Estate disclosing
the fact that the parcel is
located within the Mather
Airport Policy Area.

3.

An Avigation Easement is
recorded on the property
acknowledging that the
property is located within
the Mather Airport Policy
Area. The easement shall
grant the right of flight
and unobstructed passage
of all aircraft into and out
of Mather Airport. The
Avigation Easement shall
be granted to the County
of Sacramento, recorded
with
the
Sacramento
County Recorder and filed
with
the
County
Department of Airports.
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
B - Beneficial

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.7.5

Implementation of the General Plan
could expose future land uses and
residents to light rail and public transit
related noise.

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items
Policies:

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

LS

None Required

LS

CC

None Available

SU

CC

None Available

SU

LCC

None Required

LCC

N.1.1
N.1.2, N.1.5, N.2.3,
N.2.4
Action Items:
N.2.3.1, N.2.4.1

Impact 4.7.6

Impact 4.7.7

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan in combination with regional
growth and traffic conditions (passthrough
traffic)
would
increase
transportation
noise
along
area
roadways.

Policies:

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan, in combination with regional
growth in surrounding communities
outside of the Planning Area, would
increase stationary noise.

Policies:

N.1.1, N.1.2, N.1.5,
N.2.2, N.2.3, N.2.4
Action Items:
N.2.2.1,
N.2.4.1

N.1.1, N.1.2, N.1.3,
N.1.4, N.2.3, N.2.4
Action Items:
N.1.2.1,
N.1.2.3,
N.1.3.2,
N.1.4.2,
N.2.4.1

Impact 4.7.8

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan in combination with regional
growth in the Planning Area and
surrounding communities would subject
more noise-sensitive land uses to airport
noise.

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

N.2.3.1,

N.1.2.2,
N.1.3.1,
N.1.4.1,
N.2.3.1,

Policies:
LU.3.10,
N.1.2

N.1.1,

Action Items:
N.1.2.11,
N.1.2.3

N.1.2.2,

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Geology and Soils
Impact 4.8.1

Impact 4.8.2

Impact 4.8.3

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan, and the resulting increase in
population,
employment,
and
development
activity
within
the
Planning Area, may expose people,
structures, and development to ground
shaking and seismic hazards as a result
of fault activity.

Policies:

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan
would
include
substantial
construction and site preparation
activities. These activities increase soil
erosion, especially from wind and
water, and siltation of local drainages
during construction, excavation and
grading activities.

Policies:

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan may place development in areas
with unstable soils.

Policies:

LS

None Required

LS

LS

None Required

LS

LS

None Required

LS

LS

None Required

LS

S

MM 4.8.5

S.3.1, S.3.2
Action Items:
S.3.1.1,
S.3.2.2

S.3.2.1,

NR.5.5
Action Items:
NR.5.5.1, NR.5.5.2,
NR.5.5.3, NR.5.5.4

S.3.2
Action Items:
S.3.2.1, S.3.2.2

Impact 4.8.4

Impact 4.8.5

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan could impact areas where soils are
may be incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems.

Policies:

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in the loss of
availability of aggregate resources,
which are locally important due to their
use by the construction community in

Policies:

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

ISF.3.4, ISF.4.2
Action Items:
ISF.2.6.1, ISF.2.6.2,
ISF.2.6.3

NR.6.1, LU.1.4

The following will be added
under Goal NR.8 as a new
policy:

SU

Action Items:
NR.6.1.1, NR.6.1.2,

While

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.8.6

Impact 4.8.7

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

development of the area.

NR.6.1.3

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan, in combination with existing,
planned, proposed and reasonably
foreseeable development, would not
contribute to cumulative geologic and
soil impacts, as the impacts would be
site-specific and not additive in
character.

Policies:

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan, together with past, present, and
probable future projects in the area,
would result in a cumulatively
significant loss of mineral resources in
the region.

Policies:

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

anticipated to be phased out
within the City, the City
recognizes the right of these
uses to continue, and will
require
setbacks,
buffers,
screening and other appropriate
measures to allow for the
continued operation of mining
activities.
LCC

None Required

LCC

CC

None Available Implement Mitigation Measure MM
4.8.5.

SU

PS

MM 4.9.1a

LS

NR.5.5, S.3.2
Action Items:
NR.5.5.1, NR.5.5.2,
NR.5.5.3, NR.5.5.4,
S.3.2.1, S.3.2.2

NR.6.1, LU.1.4
Action Items:
NR.6.1.1, NR.6.1.2,
NR.6.1.3

Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact 4.9.1

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan could result in the discharge of
polluted runoff, discharge that could
cause harm to the biological integrity of
waterways, adversely impact water
quality
standards,
or
otherwise
substantially degrade surface water
quality.

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

Policies:
NR.3.1,
NR.3.3,
NR.5.3,
NR.5.5

NR.3.2,
NR.3.4,
NR.5.4,

The following shall be added as
a new policy under Goal NR.5:
Continue to cooperate and
participate with the County,
other cities and the Regional
Water Quality Control Board
regarding compliance with the
joint
National
Pollutant

Action Items:
NR.3.2.1, NR.3.2.2,
NR.3.3.1, NR.3.4.1,
LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure

NR.3.4.2, NR.3.4.3,
NR.5.3.1, NR.5.3.2,
NR.5.3.3, NR.5.4.1,
NR.5.4.2, NR.5.4.3,
NR.5.5.1, NR.5.5.2,
NR.5.5.3, NR.5.5.4

Discharge Elimination System
Permit
(NPDES
No.
CAS082597) or any subsequent
permit and support water
quality improvement projects in
order to maintain compliance
with regional, state and federal
water quality requirements.
MM 4.9.1b

The
following
mitigation
measure shall be added as an
action item under Policy
NR.5.3:
Future land uses that are
anticipated to utilize hazardous
materials or waste shall be
required to provide adequate
containment facilities to ensure
that
surface
water
and
groundwater
resources
are
protected
from
accidental
releases.
This shall include
double-containment, levees to
contain spills, and monitoring
wells for underground storage
tanks, as required by local, state
and federal standards.

Impact 4.9.2

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan could result in the degradation of
groundwater quality resulting from
future land uses.

PS

Policies:
NR.5.3, NR.5.4
Action Items:

The following shall be added as
a new policy under Goal NR.5:

LS

The
City
shall
require
groundwater impact evaluations
be conducted for the Grant Line
West, Westborough, Aerojet,

NR.5.4.1, NR.5.4.2,
NR.5.4.3

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

MM 4.9.2

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

Glenborough,
Mather
and
Jackson Planning Areas to
determine whether urbanization
of these areas would adversely
impact
groundwater
remediation activities associated
with Mather and Aerojet prior to
the approval of large-scale
development.
Should an
adverse impact be determined,
a mitigation program shall be
developed in consultation with
applicable local, state and
federal agencies to ensure
remediation activities are not
impacted. This may include the
provision of land areas for
groundwater
remediation
facilities, installation/extension
of necessary infrastructure or
other appropriate measures.
Impact 4.9.3

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would increase impervious surfaces
and alter drainage conditions and storm
water runoff rates throughout the
Planning Area, which could result in
potential flooding impacts. However,
the General Plan contains adequate
General Plan policies and action items
that address drainage and flooding
issues.

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS

Policies:

None Required

LS

S.2.1, S.2.2, S.1.13,
S.2.3
Action Items:
S.2.1.1,
S.2.1.3,
S.2.2.2,
S.2.2.4,
S.2.2.6,
S.2.2.8,
S.2.3.1,
S.2.3.3

S.2.1.2,
S.2.2.1,
S.2.2.3,
S.2.2.5,
S.2.2.7,
S.2.2.9,
S.2.3.2,

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.9.4

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would increase demand for water
supply
and
require
increased
groundwater production and the use of
surface water supplies. This additional
water supply demand would result in
significant effects on the physical
environment.

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation
S

Policies:
NR.4.2,
NR.5.2,
ISF.2.2,
ISF.2.4,
LU.2.5

NR.5.1,
ISF.2.1,
ISF.2.3,
ISF.2.7,

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure
MM 4.9.4

Modify the text of Action
Item
ISF.2.4.1
and
ISF.2.4.2 as follows:

SU

Action ISF.2.4.1 The following shall be required for
all development projects, excluding subdivisions:

Action Items:
NR.4.2.2, NR.4.2.3,
NR.5.1.1, NR.5.1.2,
NR.5.1.3, NR.5.2.1,
NR.5.2.2, ISF.2.1.1,
ISF.2.1.2, ISF.2.1.3,
ISF.2.2.1, ISF.2.3.1,
ISF.2.3.2, ISF.2.3.3,
ISF.2.4.1, ISF.2.4.2,
ISF.2.7.1, LU.2.5.1

x

An assured water supply and delivery system
shall be available at the time of project
approval.
The water agency providing
service to the project may provide several
alternative methods of supply and/or
delivery, provided that each is capable
individually of providing water to the
project. However, assurance of water supply
shall identify that the water agency has legal
entitlement to the water source and that the
water source has long term reliability (at
least 20 years) under normal, dry and
multiple dry years.

x

All required water infrastructure for the
project shall be in place at the time of
project approval, or shall be assured through
the use of bonds or other sureties to the
City’s satisfaction. Water infrastructure may
be phased to coincide with the phased
development of large-scale projects.

Action ISF.2.4.2 The following shall be required for
all subdivisions to the extent permitted by state law:
x

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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Proposed water supply and delivery systems
shall be identified at the time of tentative
map approval to the satisfaction of the City.
The water agency providing service to the
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
B - Beneficial
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

project may provide several alternative
methods of supply and/or delivery, provided
that each is capable individually of providing
water to the project.

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006

x

The agency providing water service to the
subdivision shall demonstrate prior to the
approval of the Final Map by the City that
sufficient capacity shall be available to
accommodate the subdivision plus existing
development, and other approved projects in
the same service area, and other projects
which have received commitments for water
service. This assurance of water supply shall
identify that the water agency has legal
entitlement to the water source and that the
water source has long term reliability (at
least 20 years) under normal, dry and
multiple dry years.

x

Offsite and onsite water infrastructure
sufficient to provide adequate water to the
subdivision shall be in place prior to the
approval of the Final Map or their financing
shall be assured to the satisfaction of the
City, consistent with the requirements of the
Subdivision Map Act.

x

Offsite and onsite water distribution systems
required to serve the subdivision shall be in
place and contain water at sufficient quantity
and pressure prior to the issuance of any
building permits. Model homes may be
exempted from this policy as determined
appropriate by the City, and subject to
approval by the City.

SU – Significant and Unavoidable
B - Beneficial
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.9.5

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan and potential development of the
Planning Area would include substantial
grading, site preparation, and an
increase in urbanized development.

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items
Policies:
NR.3.1,
NR.3.3,
NR.5.3,
NR.5.5

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure

CC

None Available Implement mitigation measures MM
4.9.1a and b and MM 4.9.2.

LCC

LCC

None Required

LCC

CC

None Available

SU

NR.3.2,
NR.3.4,
NR.5.4,

Action Items:
NR.3.2.1, NR.3.2.2,
NR.3.3.1, NR.3.4.1,
NR.3.4.2, NR.3.4.3,
NR.5.3.1, NR.5.3.2,
NR.5.3.3, NR.5.4.1,
NR.5.4.2, NR.5.4.3,
NR.5.5.1, NR.5.5.2,
NR.5.5.3, NR.5.5.4
Impact 4.9.6

Impact 4.9.7

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would increase impervious surfaces
and alter drainage conditions and rates
in the Planning Area, which could
contribute
to
cumulative
flood
conditions along the American River,
Sacramento River, Cosumnes River, and
local waterways. However, the General
Plan contains adequate General Plan
policies and action items that address
drainage and flooding issues.

Policies:

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would contribute to an increased
demand for water supply requiring
increased groundwater production and
the use of surface water supplies that
could result in significant environmental
impacts.

Policies:

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

S.2.1, S.2.2, S.1.13,
S.2.3, NR.5.5
Action Items:
S.2.1.1,
S.2.1.2,
S.2.1.3,
S.2.2.1,
S.2.2.2,
S.2.2.3,
S.2.2.4,
S.2.2.5,
S.2.2.6,
S.2.2.7,
S.2.2.8,
S.2.2.9,
S.2.3.1,
S.2.3.2,
S.2.3.3, NR.5.5.3

NR.4.2,
NR.5.2,
ISF.2.2,
ISF.2.4,
LU.2.5

NR.5.1,
ISF.2.1,
ISF.2.3,
ISF.2.7,

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

Action Items:
NR.4.2.2, NR.4.2.3,
NR.5.1.1, NR.5.1.2,
NR.5.1.3, NR.5.2.1,
NR.5.2.2, ISF.2.1.1,
ISF.2.1.2, ISF.2.1.3,
ISF.2.2.1, ISF.2.3.1,
ISF.2.3.2, ISF.2.3.3,
ISF.2.4.1, ISF.2.4.2,
ISF.2.77.7.1,
LU.2.5.1

Biological Resources
Impact 4.10.1

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in direct and indirect
loss of habitat and individuals of
endangered, threatened, rare, proposed,
and candidate status as well as plant
species identified by the California
Native Plant Society with a rating of List
1B (i.e. rare, threatened or endangered
plants).

S

Policies:

MM 4.10.1a

NR.1,
NR.1.2,
NR.1.3,
NR.1.4,
NR.1.5,
NR.2.1,
NR.2.2,
NR.2.3,
NR.2.4,
NR.3.1,
NR.3.2,
NR.3.3,
NR.3.4,
NR.4.1,
NR.5.3,
NR.5.4,
NR.5.5, NR.6.1

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

SU

The City shall require a
biological resources evaluation
for
private
and
public
development projects in areas
identified to contain or
possibly contain listed plant
and/or wildlife species based
upon the City’s biological
resource mapping provided in
the General Plan EIR or other
technical materials.
This
evaluation shall be conducted
prior to the authorization of
any ground disturbance.

Action Items:
NR.1.1.1,
NR.1.3.1,
NR.2.2.1,
NR.2.4.2,
NR 3.3.1,
NR.3.4.2,
NR.4.1.1,
NR.5.3.1,
NR.5.3.3,
NR.5.4.2,

The
following
shall
be
incorporated into the Natural
Resources Element as a policy
under Goal NR.1:

NR.1.2.1,
NR.1.4.1,
NR.2.4.1,
NR.3.2.1,
NR.3.4.1,
NR.3.4.3,
NR.4.1.3,
NR.5.3.2,
NR.5.4.1,
NR.5.4.3,

MM 4.10.1b

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure

NR.5.5.1, NR.5.5.2,
NR.5.5.3, NR.5.5.4

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.
MM 4.10.1c

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

The following measure shall
be incorporated into the
Natural Resources Element as
a policy under Goal NR.1:
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City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

The City shall encourage
creation of habitat preserves
that are immediately adjacent
to each other in order to
provide interconnected open
space
areas
for
animal
movement.
MM 4.10.1d

The following measure shall
be incorporated into the
Natural Resources Element as
an action item under Policy
NR.1.4:
The City shall adopt and
maintain a Noxious Weed
Ordinance.
The Noxious
Weed Ordinance shall include
regulatory
standards
for
construction activities that
occur adjacent to natural areas
to inhibit the establishment of
noxious
weeds
through
accidental seed import.

MM 4.10.1e

The following measure shall
be incorporated into the
Natural Resources Element as
a policy under Goal NR.2:
The City shall require that
drainage improvements that
discharge into areas of
wetlands to be preserved are,
to the maximum extent

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure
feasible, designed to mimic
the undeveloped surface
water flow conditions of the
area in terms of seasonality,
volume and flow velocity.
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 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.

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure
MM 4.10.1g

Resulting Level
of Significance

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

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure
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 lands shall be
provided no later than prior
to ground disturbance.

Impact 4.10.2

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in direct and indirect
loss of habitat and individuals of animal
and plant species of concern and other
non-listed special status species.

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

Policies:
NR.1.1,
NR.1.3,
NR.1.5,
NR.2.2,
NR.2.4,
NR.3.2,
NR.3.4,
NR.5.1,
NR.5.4,
NR.6.1

S
NR.1.2,
NR.1.4,
NR.2.1,
NR.2.3,
NR.3.1,
NR.3.3,
NR.4.1,
NR.5.3,
NR.5.5,

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

None Available Implement mitigation measures MM
4.10.1a through g.
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

Action Items:
NR.1.1.1, NR.1.2.1,
NR.1.3.1, NR.1.4.1,
NR.2.2.1, NR.2.4.1,
NR.2.4.2, NR.3.2.1,
NR 3.3.1, NR.3.4.1,
NR.3.4.2, NR.3.4.3,
NR.4.1.1, NR.4.1.3,
NR.5.3.1, NR.5.3.2,
NR.5.3.3, NR.5.4.1,
NR.5.4.2, NR.5.4.3,
NR.5.5.1, NR.5.5.2,
NR.5.5.3, NR.5.5.4
Impact 4.10.3

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in the loss of foraging
habitat for raptors, migratory birds, and
other wildlife.

S

Policies:
NR.1.1,
NR.1.2,
NR.1.3,
NR.1.4,
NR.1.5,
NR.2.1,
NR.2.2,
NR.2.3,
NR.2.4,
NR.3.1,
NR.3.2,
NR.3.3,
NR.3.4,
NR.4.1,
NR.4.2, NR.5.3

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

The following measure shall be
incorporated into the Natural
Resources Element as a policy
under Goal NR.1:

SU

The City shall require that
impacts to riparian habitats be
mitigated at a no net loss of
existing function and value
based on field survey and
analysis of the riparian habitat to
be impacted. No net loss may
be accomplished by avoidance
of the habitat, restoration of
existing habitat, or creation of
new habitat, or through some
combination of the above.

Action Items:
NR.1.1.1,
NR.1.3.1,
NR.2.2.1,
NR.2.4.2,
NR.3.2.2,
.3.13.3.1,
NR.3.4.2,
NR.4.1.1,
NR.4.1.3,
NR.4.2.3,
NR.4.3.2,

MM 4.10.3

NR.1.2.1,
NR.1.4.1,
NR.2.4.1,
NR.3.2.1,
NR,
NR.3.4.1,
NR.3.4.3,
NR.4.1.2,
NR.4.2.2,
NR.4.3.1,
NR.4.3.3,
LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure

NR.4.3.4, NR.5.3.1,
NR.5.3.2
Impact 4.10.4

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in substantial adverse
impacts to and the potential loss of
jurisdictional waters of the U.S.

Policies:

S

None Available

SU

S

The following measure identifies changes to policy
NR.3.2. Deletions are shown as a strikethrough and
new text is underlined.

SU

NR.1.1,
NR.1.3,
NR.1.4,
NR.1.5,
NR.2.1,
NR.2.2,
NR.2.3,
NR.2.4,
NR.3.1,
NR.3.2,
NR.3.3,
NR.3.4,
NR.5.1,
NR.5.3,
NR.5.4, NR.5.5
Action Items:
NR.1.1.1,
NR.1.4.1,
NR.2.4.1,
NR.3.2.1,
NR.3.4.1,
NR.3.4.3,
NR.5.3.2,
NR.5.4.1,
NR.5.4.3,
NR.5.5.2,
NR.5.5.4

Impact 4.10.5

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would interfere substantially with
the movement of several special status
and common wildlife species.

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

NR.1.3.1,
NR.2.2.1,
NR.2.4.2,
NR 3.3.1,
NR.3.4.2,
NR.5.3,
NR.5.3.3,
NR.5.4.2,
NR.5.5.1,
NR.5.5.3,

Policies:
NR.1.1,
NR.1.3,
NR.1.5,
NR.2.2,
NR.2.4,
NR.3.2,
NR.3.4,
NR.5.1,
NR.5.4,

NR.1.2,
NR.1.4,
NR.2.1,
NR.2.3,
NR.3.1,
NR.3.3,
NR.4.1,
NR.5.3,
NR.5.5,

MM 4.10.5a

Modify Policy NR.3.2 to read:
Create or retain the natural
topographic
relief
and
meandering
alignment
of
natural creek corridors in the
construction of new channels

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

SU – Significant and Unavoidable
B - Beneficial

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006

2.0-40

2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

and the modification of
existing
channels,
and
prohibit
the
discourage
placement of concrete within
creeks and channels.

NR.6.1
Action Items:
NR.1.1.1, NR.1.2.1,
NR.1.3.1, NR.1.4.1,
NR.2.2.1, NR.2.4.1,
NR.2.4.2, NR.3.2.1,
NR 3.3.1, NR.3.4.1,
NR.3.4.2, NR.3.4.3,
NR.4.1.1, NR.4.1.3,
NR.5.3.1, NR.5.3.2,
NR.5.3.3, NR.5.4.1,
NR.5.4.2, NR.5.4.3,
NR.5.5.1, NR.5.5.2,
NR.5.5.3, NR.5.5.4

The following mitigation measures shall be
incorporated into the City of Rancho Cordova General
Plan as new policies under Goal NR.1.
MM 4.10.5b

The
following
mitigation
measures shall be incorporated
into the City of Rancho
Cordova General Plan as a
new policy under Goal NR.1:
The City shall avoid the
placement of new roadways
within habitat preserves to the
maximum extent feasible.

MM 4.10.5c

The
following
mitigation
measures shall be incorporated
into the City of Rancho
Cordova General Plan as a
new policy under Goal NR.1:
In such cases where habitat
preserves are crossed by a
roadway, or where two
adjacent
preserves
are
separated by a roadway, the
roadway shall be designed or
updated
with
wildlife
passable fencing separating

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure
the
roadway
from
the
preserve
and/or
shall
incorporate design features
that allow for the movement
of wildlife across or beneath
the road without causing a
hazard for vehicles and
pedestrians on the roadway.

Impact 4.10.6

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would result in the loss of native
and landmark trees.

S

Policies:

None Available

SU

NR.1.1,
NR.1.3,
NR.1.4,
NR.2.2,
NR.3.1,
NR.3.2,
NR.3.4, NR.4.1
Action Items:
NR.1.1.1, NR.1.3.1,
NR.1.4.1, NR.2.2.1,
NR.3.4.3, NR.4.1.1,
NR.4.1.3

Impact 4.10.7

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan would not conflict with the
provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or any adopted
biological
resources
recovery
or
conservation plan of any Federal or State
agency.

No Applicable
Policies or Actions

Impact 4.10.8

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan, together with past, present, and
probable future projects in the Planning
Area and larger regional context would
result in a cumulatively significant loss
of biological resources in the region.

Policies:

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

NR.1.1,
NR.1.3,
NR.1.5,
NR.2.2,
NR.2.4,
NR.3.2,

No Impact

CC
NR.1.2,
NR.1.4,
NR.2.1,
NR.2.3,
NR.3.1,
NR.3.3,
LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

No Impact

None Available Implement mitigation measures MM
4.10.1a through g, MM 4.10.3, MM 4.10.5a through
c.

SU

SU – Significant and Unavoidable
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

NR.3.4,
NR.4.1,
NR.4.2, NR.5.3
Action Items:
NR.1.1.1, NR.1.2.1,
NR.1.3.1, NR.1.4.1,
NR.2.2.1, NR.2.4.1,
NR.2.4.2, NR.3.2.1,
NR.3.2.2, NR 3.3.1,
NR.3.4.1, NR.3.4.2,
NR.3.4.3, NR.4.1.1,
NR.4.1.2, NR.4.1.3,
NR.4.2.2, NR.4.2.3,
NR.4.3.1, NR.4.3.2,
NR.4.3.3, NR.4.3.4,
NR.5.3.1, NR.5.3.2

Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Impact 4.11.1

Adoption of the City of Rancho Cordova
General Plan could result in the
potential
disturbance
of
cultural
resources (i.e., prehistoric sites, historic
sites, and isolated prehistoric/historic
artifacts and features) and human
remains.

PS

Policies:

None Available

SU

CHR.1.1, CHR.1.2,
CHR.1.3, CHR.3.1,
CHR.3.2, CHR.3.3,
CHR.3.4, CHR.4.1
Action Items:
CHR.1.1.1,
CHR.1.1.2,
CHR.1.1.3,
CHR.1.1.4,
CHR.1.1.5,
CHR.1.1.6,
CHR.1.2.1,
CHR.1.2.2,
CHR.3.1.1,
CHR.3.1.2,
CHR.3.1.3,

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure

CHR.3.2.1,
CHR.3.2.2,
CHR.3.2.3,
CHR.3.2.4,
CHR.3.3.1,
CHR.3.3.2,
CHR.3.3.3,
CHR.3.3.4,
CHR.3.4.1,
CHR.3.4.2,
CHR.4.1.1,
CHR.4.1.2
Impact 4.11.2

Impact 4.11.3

Adoption of the Rancho Cordova
General Plan could result in the
potential disturbance of paleontological
resources (i.e., fossils and fossil
formations).

Action Items:

Adoption of the Rancho Cordova
General Plan along with foreseeable
development in the region could result

Policies:

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

PS

MM 4.11.2

CHR.3.3.4

The following text change shall
be made to Action CHR.3.3.3
1.3.1:

LS

Require historic resources and
paleontological studies (i.e.,
archaeological and historical
investigations) for all applicable
discretionary
projects,
in
accordance
with
CEQA
regulations. The studies should
identify paleontological, historic
or cultural resources in the
project area, determine their
eligibility for inclusion in the
California Register of Historical
Resources,
and
provide
mitigation measures for any
resources in the project area
that cannot be avoided.
CC

None Available

SU

CHR.1.1, CHR.1.2,
LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact
in the disturbance of cultural resources
(i.e., prehistoric sites, historic sites, and
isolated artifacts and features) and
human remains.

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

CHR.1.3, CHR.3.1,
CHR.3.2, CHR.3.3,
CHR.3.4, CHR.4.1
Action Items:
CHR.1.1.1,
CHR.1.1.2,
CHR.1.1.3,
CHR.1.1.4,
CHR.1.1.5,
CHR.1.1.6,
CHR.1.2.1,
CHR.1.2.2,
CHR.3.1.1,
CHR.3.1.2,
CHR.3.1.3,
CHR.3.2.1,
CHR.3.2.2,
CHR.3.2.3,
CHR.3.2.4,
CHR.3.3.1,
CHR.3.3.2,
CHR.3.3.3,
CHR.3.3.4,
CHR.3.4.1,
CHR.3.4.2,
CHR.4.1.1,
CHR.4.1.2

Impact 4.11.4

Adoption of the Rancho Cordova
General Plan along with any foreseeable
development in the region could result
in the potential disturbance of
paleontological resources (i.e., fossils
and fossil formations).

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

Action Items:

LCC

CHR.3.3.4

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006

None Required Implement Mitigation Measure MM
4.11.2.

LCC
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

Public Services and Utilities
Impact 4.12.1.1

Implementation of the General Plan
would result in the need for additional
fire protection and emergency medical
equipment and facilities that could result
in physical environmental impacts.

Policies:

LS

None Required

LS

ISF.2.1,
ISF.2.2,
ISF.2.3,
ISF.2.4,
ISF.2.5, S.9.1, S.9.2,
S.9.3
Action Items:
ISF.2.1.1, ISF.2.1.2,
ISF.2.1.3, ISF.2.1.4,
ISF.2.2.1, ISF.2.3.1,
ISF.2.3.2, ISF.2.3.3,
S.9.1.1,
S.9.1.2,
S.9.1.3,
S.9.1.4,
S.9.1.5,
S.9.1.6,
S.9.1.7, S.9.1.8

Impact 4.112.1.2 Implementation of the proposed General
Plan could result in safety hazards
associated with wildland fires in
residential areas adjacent to open space
and natural areas.

Policies:
S.9.1, S.9.2, S.9.3
Action Items:
S.9.1.1,
S.9.1.2,
S.9.1.3,
S.9.1.4,
S.9.1.5,
S.9.1.6,
S.9.1.7, S.9.1.8

LS

None Required

LS

Impact 4.12.1.2

Policies:
ISF 2.1, ISF.2.2,
ISF.2.3,
ISF.2.4,
ISF.2.5, S.9.1, S.9.2,
S.9.3
Action Items:
ISF.2.1.1, ISF.2.1.2,
ISF.2.1.3, ISF.2.1.4,
ISF.2.2.1, ISF.2.3.1,
ISF.2.3.2, ISF.2.3.3,

LCC

None Required

LS

Implementation of the General Plan in
combination with other reasonably
foreseeable development (based on
Sacramento County, and the cities of
Folsom, Elk Groove, Citrus Heights,
Galt, Lodi, and Sacramento General
Plans land use projections), would
increase the population within the
SMFD service area, requiring additional
fire and emergency medical services and

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

related facilities.

S.9.1.1,
S.9.1.2,
S.9.1.3,
S.9.1.4,
S.9.1.5,
S.9.1.6,
S.9.1.7, S.9.1.8

Impact 4.12.2.1

Implementation of the General Plan
would increase the Planning Area
population and would result in
additional commercial, industrial and
recreational uses in the Planning Area
uses, which may result in additional law
enforcement protection facilities that
could result in physical environmental
impacts.

Policies:
ISF 2.1, ISF.2.3,
ISF.2.4,
ISF.2.5,
S.7.1, S.8.1, S.8.2,
S.8.3, S.8.4
Action Items:
ISF.2.1.1, ISF.2.1.2,
ISF.2.1.3, ISF.2.1.4,
ISF.2.3.1, ISF.2.3.2,
ISF.2.3.3, S.7.1.1,
S.7.1.2, S.8.1.1

LS

None Required

LS

Impact 4.12.2.2

The neighborhood design, home design,
street design, and other features
associated with implementation of the
General Plan could reduce the ability of
the City of Rancho Cordova Police
Department to enforce the law and
respond to crime and other emergencies
in the project area.

Policies:
S.7.1, S.8.1, S.8.2,
S.8.3, S.8.4, ISF.2.2
Action Items:
S.7.1.1,
S.7.1.2,
S.8.1.1, ISF.2.2.1

LS

None Required

LS

Impact 4.12.2.3

Implementation of the General Plan and
other
reasonably
foreseeable
development
in
southeastern
Sacramento
County
(based
on
Sacramento
County
land
use
projections)
would
increase
the
population within the Planning Area and
surrounding area and would require
additional law enforcement services and
related facilities under cumulative
conditions.

Policies:
S.7.1, S.8.1, S.8.2,
S.8.3, S.8.4, ISF.2.2
Action Items:
S.7.1.1,
S.7.1.2,
S.8.1.1, ISF.2.2.1

LCC

None Required

LCC

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.12.3.1

Implementation the General Plan would
require additional treatment capacity,
storage capacity, and other conveyance
facilities to meet the projected water
demands.

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting Level
of Significance

S

None Available

SU

CC

None Available

SU

Policies:
ISF.2.1,
ISF.2.3,
ISF.2.5,
ISF.2.7,
ISF.3.1

Mitigation Measure

ISF.2.2,
ISF.2.4,
ISF.2.6,
ISF.2.8,

Action Items:
ISF.2.1.1,
ISF.2.1.3,
ISF.2.2.1,
ISF.2.3.2,
ISF.2.4.1,
ISF.2.7.1,
ISF.2.8.2,
ISF.3.1.2,
ISF.3.1.4
Impact 4.12.3.2

Implementation of the General Plan
would contribute to the need for
additional treatment capacity, storage
capacity, and other conveyance facilities
to meet cumulative water demands with
SCWA, GSWC and Cal-Am.

ISF.2.1.2,
ISF.2.1.4,
ISF.2.3.1,
ISF.2.3.3,
ISF.2.4.2,
ISF.2.8.1,
ISF.3.1.1,
ISF.3.1.3,

Policies:
ISF.2.1,
ISF.2.2,
ISF.2.3,
ISF.2.6,
ISF.2.7,
NR.5.1,
NR.5.2,
NR.5.3,
NR.5.4, NR.5.5
Action Items:
ISF.2.1.1, ISF.2.1.2 ,
ISF.2.1.3, ISF.2.1.4,
ISF.2.2.1, ISF.2.3.1,
ISF.2.3.2, ISF.2.3.3,
ISF.2.6.1, ISF.2.6.2,
ISF.2.6.3, ISF.2.7.1,
NR.5.1.1, NR.5.1.2,
NR.5.1.3, NR.5.2.1,
NR.5.2.2, NR.5.3.1,
NR.5.3.2, NR.5.3.3,

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

NR.5.4.1, NR.5.4.2,
NR.5.4.3, NR.5.5.1,
NR.5.5.2, NR.5.5.3,
NR.5.5.4
Impact 4.12.4.1

Impact 4.12.4.2

Impact 4.12.5.1

Implementation of the Rancho Cordova
General Plan would substantially
increase wastewater flows and require
additional infrastructure and may
require additional treatment capacity to
accommodate anticipated demands that
would result in a physical effect on the
environment.

Policies:

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan, in addition to other reasonably
foreseeable development in eastern
Sacramento County (based on the land
use projections established in the
Sacramento County General Plan),
would
substantially
increase
in
wastewater flows and require additional
infrastructure and treatment capacity
that would result in a physical effect on
the environment.

Policies:

Implementation of the General Plan
would increase solid waste generation
and the demand for related services.

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

S

None Available

SU

CC

None Available

SU

S

MM 4.12.5.1

ISF.2.1,
ISF.2.2,
ISF.2.3,
ISF.2.6,
ISF.2.7, LU.2.5
Action Items:
ISF.2.1.1, ISF.2.1.2 ,
ISF.2.1.3, ISF.2.1.4,
ISF.2.2.1, ISF.2.3.1,
ISF.2.3.2 , ISF.2.3.3,
ISF.2.6.1, ISF.2.6.2,
ISF.2.6.3, ISF.2.7.1,
LU.2.5.1

ISF.2.2,
ISF.2.3,
ISF.2.6,
ISF.2.7, LU.2.5
ISF.2.1,

Action Items:

ISF.2.1.1, ISF.2.1.2 ,
ISF.2.1.3, ISF.2.1.4,
ISF.2.2.1, ISF.2.3.1,
ISF.2.3.2 , ISF.2.3.3,
ISF.2.6.1, ISF.2.6.2,
ISF.2.6.3, ISF.2.7.1,
LU.2.5.1
Policies:
ISF.2.1,
NR.8.1,
NR.8.3,

ISF.2.2,
NR.8.2,
NR.8.4,

The following shall be added as
a new policy under Goal LU.1:

LS

Property buffering for the Kiefer
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items
NR.8.5,
NR.8.7

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

NR.8.6,

landfill of a 2,000-foot buffer
around the permitted footprint
of the landfill shall be required.
planned with the landfill’s
operation in mind.
Where
appropriate, land use density,
buffers, or other measures
should be used when planning
future land uses near the
landfill.

Action Items:
ISF.2.1.1,
ISF.2.1.3,
NR.8.1.1,
NR.8.1.3,
NR.8.1.5,
NR.8.2.1,
NR.8.5.1
Impact 4.12.5.2

The proposed project, in addition to
proposed and approved projects in the
region area, would generate solid waste
that would require expanded collection
and disposal services.

ISF.2.1.2,
ISF.2.1.4,
NR.8.1.2,
NR.8.1.4,
NR.8.1.6,
NR.8.4.1,

Policies:
ISF.2.1,
NR.8.1,
NR.8.3,
NR.8.5,
NR.8.7

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure

LCC

None Required

LCC

LS

None Required

LS

ISF.2.2,
NR.8.2,
NR.8.4,
NR.8.6,

Action Items:
ISF.2.1.1,
ISF.2.1.3,
NR.8.1.1,
NR.8.1.3,
NR.8.1.5,
NR.8.2.1,
NR.8.5.1
Impact 4.12.6.1

Implementation of the project would
increase student enrollment in the
Planning Area and require the
construction of new schools and related
facilities to serve the anticipated
demand.

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

ISF.2.1.2,
ISF.2.1.4,
NR.8.1.2,
NR.8.1.4,
NR.8.1.6,
NR.8.4.1,

Policies:

ISF.2.1,
ISF.2.2, ISF.2.3
ISF.4.1,

Action Items:
ISF.4.1.1, ISF.4.1.2,
ISF.2.1.1,
,
ISF.2.2.1, ISF.2.3.1,
ISF.2.3.2, ISF.2.3.3
LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.12.6.2

Impact 4.12.7.1

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Implementation of the General Plan in
combination with other reasonably
foreseeable development (based on
General Plan land use projections for
Sacramento County, Folsom, and Elk
Grove) proposed in eastern Sacramento
County would result in a cumulative
increase in student enrollment and
require additional schools and related
facilities to accommodate the growth.

Policies:

Implementation of the General Plan
would increase the demand for existing
facilities and require additional parks
and
recreational
facilities
to
accommodate the anticipated growth
associated with the General Plan.

Policies:

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

LCC

None Required

LCC

LS

None Required

LS

ISF.4.1,
ISF.2.1,
ISF.2.2, ISF.2.3
Action Items:
ISF.4.1.1, ISF.4.1.2,
ISF.2.1.1, ISF.2.2.1,
ISF.2.3.1, ISF.2.3.2,
ISF.2.3.3

ISF.2.1,
ISF.2.2,
ISF.2.3,
UD.3.3,
OSPT.1.1,
OSPT.1.2,
OSPT.1.3,
OSPT.1.4,
OSPT.1.5,
OSPT.1.6,
OSPT.2.1,
OSPT.2.2,
OSPT.2.3,
OSPT.2.4,
OSPT.3.1,
OSPT.3.2,
OSPT.3.3,
OSPT.4.1, OSPT.4.2
Action Items:
ISF.2.1.1, ISF.2.2.1,
ISF.2.3.1, ISF.2.3.2,
ISF.2.3.3, UD.3.3.1,
UD.3.3.2,
UD.3.3.3,
UD.3.3.4,

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

OSPT.1.1.1,
OSPT.1.1.2,
OSPT.1.1.3,
OSPT.1.4.1,
OSPT.1.4.2,
OSPT.1.5.1,
OSPT.1.5.2,
OSPT.1.5.3,
OSPT.1.6.1,
OSPT.1.6.2,
OSPT.2.1.1,
OSPT.2.1.2,
OSPT.2.1.3,
OSPT.2.1.4,
OSPT.2.1.5,
OSPT.2.1.6,
OSPT.2.1.7,
OPST.2.2.1,
OPST.2.3.1,
OSPT.2.3.1,
OSPT.2.3.2,
OSPT.3.1.1,
OSPT.3.1.2,
OSPT.3.1.3,
OSPT.3.1.4,
OSPT.3.2.,
OSPT.3.3.1,
OSPT.4.1.1,
OSPT.4.1.2,
OSPT.4.2.1,
OSPT.4.2.2,
OSPT.4.2.3
Goals:
OSPT.3, OSPT.4

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.12.7.3

Implementation of the General Plan in
combination with other reasonably
foreseeable development would require
additional park and recreation facilities
within the Planning Area boundaries
and CRPD’s service area boundaries.

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation
LCC

Policies:

Mitigation Measure

None Required

Resulting Level
of Significance
LCC

ISF.2.1,
ISF.2.2,
ISF.2.3,
UD.3.3,
OSPT.1.1,
OSPT.1.2,
OSPT.1.3,
OSPT.1.4,
OSPT.1.5,
OSPT.1.6,
OSPT.2.1,
OSPT.2.2,
OSPT.2.3,
OSPT.2.4,
OSPT.3.1,
OSPT.3.2,
OSPT.3.3,
OSPT.4.1, OSPT.4.2
Action Items:
ISF.2.1.1, ISF.2.2.1,
ISF.2.3.1, ISF.2.3.2,
ISF.2.3.3, UD.3.3.1,
UD.3.3.2,
UD.3.3.3,
UD.3.3.4,
OSPT.1.1.1,
OSPT.1.1.2,
OSPT.1.1.3,
OSPT.1.4.1,
OSPT.1.4.2,
OSPT.1.5.1,
OSPT.1.5.2,
OSPT.1.5.3,
OSPT.1.6.1,
OSPT.1.6.2,
OSPT.2.1.1,

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

OSPT.2.1.2,
OSPT.2.1.3,
OSPT.2.1.4,
OSPT.2.1.5,
OSPT.2.1.6,
OSPT.2.1.7,
OPST.2.2.1,
OPST.2.3.1,
OSPT.2.3.1,
OSPT.2.3.2,
OSPT.3.1.1,
OSPT.3.1.2,
OSPT.3.1.3,
OSPT.3.1.4,
OSPT.3.2.1,
OSPT.3.3.1,
OSPT.4.1.1,
OSPT.4.1.2,
OSPT.4.2.1,
OSPT.4.2.2,
OSPT.4.2.3,
Goals:
OSPT.3, OSPT.4
Impact 4.12.8.1

Implementation of the General Plan
would substantially increase demand for
electrical, natural gas, telephone and
related infrastructure.

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

Policies:
ISF.2.1,
ISF.2.2,
ISF.2.3,
ISF.2.7,
ISF.2.8
Action Items:
ISF.2.1.1, ISF.2.1.2,
ISF.2.1.3, ISF.2.1.4,
ISF.2.2.1, ISF.2.3.1,
ISF.2.3.2, ISF.2.3.3,
ISF.2.7.1, ISF.2.8.1,
ISF.2.8.2

LS

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.12.8.2

Implementation of the proposed project
as well as potential development in the
surrounding areas (based on Sacramento
County General Plan land use
projections) would result in cumulative
utility service impacts.

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items
Policies:
ISF.2.1,
ISF.2.3,
ISF.2.8

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

LCC

None Required

LCC

ISF.2.2,
ISF.2.7,

Action Items:
ISF.2.1.1,
ISF.2.1.3,
ISF.2.2.1,
ISF.2.3.2,
ISF.2.7.1,
ISF.2.8.2

ISF.2.1.2,
ISF.2.1.4,
ISF.2.3.1,
ISF.2.3.3,
ISF.2.8.1,

Visual Resources/Light and Glare
Impact 4.13.1

Implementation of the proposed General
Plan Land Use Map will not result in
substantial damage to scenic resources
within a state scenic highway.

No Applicable
Policies or Actions

No Impact

None Required

No Impact

Impact 4.13.2

Implementation of the General Plan will
encourage new development and
redevelopment activities that could
potentially degrade existing scenic
vistas.

No Applicable
Policies or Actions

LS

None Required

LS

Impact 4.13.3

Implementation of the General Plan will
encourage new development and
redevelopment activities that could
degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the Planning Area.

Policies:

PS

MM 4.13.3

LU.1.4,
NR.3.2,
NR.3.4,
NR.4.2,
UD.1.2,
UD.4.2

NR.3.1,
NR.3.3,
NR.4.1,
NR.4.3,
UD.2.3,

SU

Create development standards
in the Zoning Code and design
guidelines in the Citywide
Design
Guidelines
to
specifically
address
the
compatibility
of
high-rise
development in the Downtown
Planning
Area
with

Action Items:
LU.1.4.1, LU.1.4.2,
LU.1.4.3, LU.1.4.4,
S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

The following shall be added as
a new policy under Goal LU.1:

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

NR.3.2.1, NR.3.2.2,
NR 3.3.1, NR.3.4.1,
NR.3.4.2, NR.3.4.3,
NR.4.1.1, NR.4.1.2,
NR.4.1.3, NR.4.2.1,
NR.4.2.2, NR.4.2.3,
NR.4.3.1, NR.4.3.2,
NR.4.3.3, NR.4.3.4,
UD.2.3.1, UD.4.2.1
Impact 4.13.4

Impact 4.13.5

Implementation of the General Plan
Land Use Map would create new
sources
of
daytime
glare,
and
substantially change nighttime lighting
and illumination levels in the Planning
Area, associated with new and
redevelopment activities.

Policies:

Implementation of the General Plan will
encourage new development and
redevelopment activities that would
contribute to the cumulative alteration
of existing landscape characteristics of
the region.

Policies:

Resulting Level
of Significance

Mitigation Measure
consideration of those issues
unique to high-rise development
(visual
intrusion,
distant
viewshed,
shadowing
of
adjacent properties, glare, wind
tunnel
effects,
emergency
service,
interruption
of
electronic transmissions, traffic
and
parking,
noise
and
vibration).

LS

None Required

LS

CC

None Available Implement Mitigation Measure MM
4.13.3.

SU

UD.4.2
Action Items:
4.2.1

LU.1.4,
NR.2.2,
NR.3.2,
NR.3.4,
NR.4.2,
UD.1.2,
UD.4.2

NR.2.1,
NR.3.1,
NR.3.3,
NR.4.1,
NR.4.3,
UD.2.3,

Action Items:
LU.1.4.1,
LU.1.4.3,
NR.2.2.1,
NR.3.2.2,
NR.3.4.1,
NR.3.4.3,
NR.4.1.2,
NR.4.2.1,
S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LU.1.4.2,
LU.1.4.4,
NR.3.2.1,
NR 3.3.1,
NR.3.4.2,
NR.4.1.1,
NR.4.1.3,
NR.4.2.2,
LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

General Plan
Policies and Action
Items

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting Level
of Significance

NR.4.2.3, NR.4.3.1,
NR.4.3.2, NR.4.3.3,
NR.4.3.4, UD.2.3.1,
UD.4.2.1

S - Significant
PS-Potentially Significant

LS – Less Than Significant
CS – Cumulative Significant
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3.0 – COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
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:
x

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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x

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.
x

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.”

x

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.”

x

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

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006

3.0-16

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
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 federallylisted 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.
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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

Response D-1:

Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse
and Planning Unit
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:
x

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:
x

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-ofway 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 F23.

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 (GrowthInducing 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.
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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 F33.

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

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006

3.0-44

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
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 4.541 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:

Response F-69:

x

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.

x

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.

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
Volume

V/C

East of Happy Lane
LOS

Volume
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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, Post2030 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:
x

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:
x

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

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-127

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
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:
x

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:
x

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, firstserved 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:
x

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…”
x

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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x

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 nonpotable 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:
x

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:
x

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:
x

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

City of Rancho Cordova
June 2006

City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-137

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
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.”
x

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
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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:
x

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:
x

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.”
x

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.”

x

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 largescale 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 policylevel 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 K4, 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:
x

“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 CSD1 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

Response O-1:

Terry Roberts, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse
and Planning Unit
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 PBruce 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 P3 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.
x

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.
x

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 1Victoria 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 2Alta 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 3Victoria 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 4Victoria 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 4.1034 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 5Larry 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 6Thomas 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 7Anne 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 8Keith 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:
x Nine pages of setting information missing from printed hard copies of
the Draft EIR Section 4.1 [pages 4.1-1 through –9].
x 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:
x

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 specialstatus 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:
x

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 85.

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 specialstatus 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 83, 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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x

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.
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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
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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 mobilesource 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 8hour 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 9Sara 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 83, 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.
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4.0 MINOR REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR
4.1

INTRODUCTION

This section includes minor edits to the Draft EIR. These modifications resulted in response to
comments received during the Draft EIR public review period as well as staff-initiated changes.
Revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts, do not constitute
significant new information, nor do they alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis.
Changes are provided in revision marks (underline for new text and strike out for deleted text).

4.2

MINOR CHANGES AND EDITS TO THE DRAFT EIR

1.0

INTRODUCTION

No changes to the Introduction were necessary.

2.0

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Revisions to the Executive Summary appear in Section 2.0, Executive Summary, of this Final EIR in
Table 2.0-1. These revisions include edits to mitigation measures as well as the addition of
mitigation measures. The following is a list of mitigation measures modified and why they were
modified:
Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.4:

This mitigation measure was modified by the City staff in
order to clarify the intent of the mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.4:

This mitigation measure was deleted as a result of text
changes to General Plan Action Items ISF.2.4.1 and 2.4.2
that incorporate the provisions of Mitigation Measure MM
4.9.4 (see below):

Action ISF.2.4.1

The following shall be required for all legislative-level
development projects, including community plans, general
plan amendments, specific plans, rezonings, and other
plan-level discretionary entitlements, but excluding
tentative subdivisions maps, parcel maps, use permits, and
other project-specific discretionary land-use entitlements or
approvals:


An assured water supply and delivery system shall be
available at the time of project approval. Proposed
water supplies and delivery systems shall be identified
at the time of development project approval to the
satisfaction of the City. The water agency or company
proposing to provideing service (collectively referred to
as “water provider”) to the project may provide several
alternative methods of supply and/or delivery,
provided that each is capable individually of providing
water to the project. This assurance of water supply
shall identify that the water agency has legal
entitlement to the water source and that the water
source has long term reliability (at least 20 years) under
normal, dry and multiple dry years. The project
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applicant or water provider shall make a factual
showing prior to project approval that the water
provider or providers proposing to serve the
development project has or have legal entitlements to
the identified water supplies or that such entitlements
are reasonably foreseeable by the time of subsequent,
project-specific discretionary land-use entitlements or
approvals. This factual showing shall also demonstrate
that the water provider’s identified water supply is
reasonably reliable over the long term (at least 20
years) under normal, single-dry and multiple-dry years.


All required water treatment and delivery infrastructure
for the project shall be in place at the time of
subsequent, project-specific discretionary land-use
entitlements or approvals project approval, or shall be
assured prior to occupancy through the use of bonds
or other sureties to the City’s satisfaction.
Water
infrastructure may be phased to coincide with the
phased development of large-scale projects.

Action ISF.2.4.2 - The following shall be required for project-specific
discretionary land-use entitlements and approvals,
including but not limited to, all tentative subdivision maps,
parcel maps, or use permits all subdivisions to the extent
permitted by state law:


Proposed water supply and delivery systems shall be
identified at the time of tentative map approval to the
satisfaction of the City. An assured water supply and
delivery system shall be available or reasonably
foreseeable at the time of project approval. The water
agency (or agencies) providing service to the project
may provide several alternative methods of supply
and/or delivery, provided that each is capable
individually of providing water to the project.



The project applicant, water agency (or agencies), or
water company (or companies) providing water
service to the subdivision project site shall demonstrate
prior to the approval of the Final Map by the City that
sufficient capacity shall be available to accommodate
the subdivision plus existing development, and other
approved projects in the same service area, and other
projects which have received commitments for water
service make a factual showing consistent with, or the
City shall impose conditions similar to, those required by
Government Code section 66473.7 in order to ensure
an adequate water supply for development authorized
by the project.
Prior to recordation of any final
subdivision map, or prior to City approval of any similar
project-specific discretionary land use approval or
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entitlement required for nonresidential uses, the project
applicant or water provider shall demonstrate the
availability of a long-term, reliable water supply for the
amount of development that would be authorized by
the final subdivision map or project-specific
discretionary non-residential approval or entitlement.
This assurance of water supply shall identify that the
water agency provider has legal entitlement to the
water source and that the water source has long term
reliability is reasonably reliable (at least 20 years) under
normal, dry and multiple dry years. Such demonstration
shall consist of a written certification from the water
provider that either existing sources are available or
that needed improvements will be in place prior to
occupancy.


Offsite and onsite water infrastructure sufficient to
provide adequate water to the subdivision shall be in
place prior to the approval of the Final Map the
issuance of building permits or their financing shall be
assured to the satisfaction of the City prior to the
approval of the Final Map, consistent with the
requirements of the Subdivision Map Act, or prior to the
issuance of a similar, project-level entitlement for nonresidential land uses.



Offsite and onsite water distribution systems required to
serve the subdivision shall be in place and contain
water at sufficient quantity and pressure prior to the
issuance of any building permits. Model homes may be
exempted from this policy as determined appropriate
by the City, and subject to approval by the City.

Mitigation Measure MM 4.10.1b:

This mitigation measure was modified in response to
comments received in Comment Letter 8 to provide
additional performance standards (see Section 3.0 of this
document).

Mitigation Measure MM 4.10.1f:

This mitigation measure was added in response to
comments received in Comment Letter 8 to provide
additional
performance
standards
regarding
the
interconnections of preserved habitat areas (see Section
3.0 of this document).

Mitigation Measure MM 4.10.1g:

This mitigation measure was added in response to
comments received in Comment Letter 8 to provide
additional performance standards regarding Swainson’s
hawk foraging habitat mitigation (see Section 3.0 of this
document).
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Mitigation Measure MM 4.11.2:

3.0

This mitigation measure was modified to match the new
General Plan policy and action item numbering for the
Cultural and Historic Resources Element.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

No changes to the Project Description were necessary.

4.0

INTRODUCTION TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND ASSUMPTIONS USED

There were no changes to this section.

4.1

Land Use
x

Page 4.1-56 of the Draft EIR under “Mitigation Measures”, the following text change is
made:

“Mitigation Measures
See above.
While adherence to federal regulations, the Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use
Plan guidelines, Mather Airport Planning Area policies, and implementation of the above
General Plan policies, action items and mitigation measures would reduce potential
consistency issues with the Mather Airport CLUP, the proposed General Plan would still
conflict with key provisions of the Sacramento County General Plan, Mather Airport CLUP
(Rio del Oro Planning Area) and Mather Field Specific Plan associated with agricultural
preservation, aggregate resource preservation and overall land use pattern and
intensity. No mitigation is available to fully mitigate this impact. Thus, this impact is
significant and unavoidable.”

4.2

Agriculture

No changes were made to this section.

4.3

Population/Housing/Employment

No changes were made to this section.

4.4

Hazards and Human Health
x

Draft EIR page 4.4-10, second full paragraph, the following text change is made:
“To structure the study of soil and groundwater within the IRCTS, Aerojet and MDC
divided the IRCTS into sub-areas that are identified as Operable Units (OUs). The OU
designations define each study area boundary for the purpose of investigating the
presence of chemical contaminants. Soil investigations at each of the Operable Units
include the collection of soil, soil vapor, and/or sediment samples. The samples are
analyzed for: VOCs, metals, hydrazine, NDMA, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),
perchlorate, and/or kerosene. For specific information regarding the IRCTS Operable
Units, the reader is referred to the Rio del Oro Specific Plan Project Draft Environmental
Impact Report/ Draft Environmental Impact Statement, available at the City of Rancho
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Cordova located at 2729 Prospect Park Drive, Rancho Cordova, California 95670. Since
the identification of these Operable Units, one report has been submitted recognizing
two new problem areas located on the west side of the By-Dry Operable Unit that consist
of burn residuals in soil samples, including heavy metals. Remediation plans for these two
new areas are planned for the summer of 2006 (pers. comm., Fricke, 2006). “
x

Draft EIR page 4.4-29, the following text change is made after “Policy LU.3.5”:
“Adherence to Federal regulations, Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Mather Airport
Planning Area provisions, implementation of the General Plan Land Use policies
described above and General Plan Policy LU.3.11 Mitigation Measure MM 4.1.3b (see
Section 4.1 [Land Use}), would reduce safety hazards due to the location of Mather
Airport to less than significant. “

4.5

Transportation and Circulation
x

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.”

4.6

Air Quality
x

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
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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 nonattainment of air quality standards for the SMAQMD area. This would be in direct
disagreement with the California Clean Air Act resulting in the potential loss of
transportation funding for the Sacramento area. This is considered a significant impact.”
x

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.”

x

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 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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x

Draft EIR page 4.6-38, the following text changes are made:
“Implementation of the above proposed General Plan policies and action items and
mitigation measures MM 4.6.3a and b 4.6.2 and MM 4.6.4a and b identified above would
assist in reducing the General Plan’s contribution to cumulative regional and local air
quality impacts; however, this contribution is still considered cumulatively considerable
and thus a significant and unavoidable impact. No feasible mitigation is available to
completely mitigate this impact.”

4.7

Noise
x

Draft EIR page 4.7-32, the following text changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM
4.7.4:
“MM 4.7.4

The following shall be added as a new Policy under Goal N.1:
New residential development shall be prohibited within the 60
CNEL Mather Airport Policy Area and nNew residential
development shall only be allowed inside of the 60 CNEL
Mather Airport Policy Area if the following conditions are met:
1) Noise insulation is provided in all new residential dwelling
units, which reduces interior noise levels to 45 dB with
windows closed in any habitable room.
2) Prospective buyers are notified through the Public Report
prepared by the California Department of Real Estate
disclosing the fact that the parcel is located within the
Mather Airport Policy Area.
3) An Aviation Easement is recorded on the property
acknowledging that the property is located within the
Mather Airport Policy Area. The easement shall grant the
right of flight and unobstructed passage of all aircraft into
and out of Mather Airport. The Avigation Easement shall be
granted to the County of Sacramento, recorded with the
Sacramento County Recorder and filed with the County
Department of Airports.”

4.8

Geology and Soils

No changes were made to this section.

4.9
x

Hydrology and Water Quality
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
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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.”
x

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.”

x

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
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.”

x

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 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
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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…”
x

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. “

x

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.”
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x

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.”

x

Draft EIR pages 4.9-56 and –57, the following text changes are made under “Mitigation
Measures”:
“The following mitigation measures would involve changes to the following action items:
MM 4.9.4

Modify the text of Action Item ISF.2.4.1 and ISF.2.4.2 as follows:

Action ISF.2.4.1

The following shall be required for all development projects, excluding
subdivisions:
x

An assured water supply and delivery system shall be available at the time
of project approval. The water agency providing service to the project
may provide several alternative methods of supply and/or delivery,
provided that each is capable individually of providing water to the
project. However, assurance of water supply shall identify that the water
agency has legal entitlement to the water source and that the water
source has long term reliability (at least 20 years) under normal, dry and
multiple dry years.

x

All required water infrastructure for the project shall be in place at the
time of project approval, or shall be assured through the use of bonds or
other sureties to the City’s satisfaction. Water infrastructure may be
phased to coincide with the phased development of large-scale projects.

Action ISF.2.4.2

The following shall be required for all subdivisions to the extent permitted
by state law:
x

Proposed water supply and delivery systems shall be identified at the time
of tentative map approval to the satisfaction of the City. The water
agency providing service to the project may provide several alternative
methods of supply and/or delivery, provided that each is capable
individually of providing water to the project.

x

The agency providing water service to the subdivision shall demonstrate
prior to the approval of the Final Map by the City that sufficient capacity
shall be available to accommodate the subdivision plus existing
development, and other approved projects in the same service area, and
other projects which have received commitments for water service. This
assurance of water supply shall identify that the water agency has legal
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entitlement to the water source and that the water source has long term
reliability (at least 20 years) under normal, dry and multiple dry years.
x

Offsite and onsite water infrastructure sufficient to provide adequate
water to the subdivision shall be in place prior to the approval of the Final
Map or their financing shall be assured to the satisfaction of the City,
consistent with the requirements of the Subdivision Map Act.

x

Offsite and onsite water distribution systems required to serve the
subdivision shall be in place and contain water at sufficient quantity and
pressure prior to the issuance of any building permits. Model homes may
be exempted from this policy as determined appropriate by the City, and
subject to approval by the City.

Implementation of the above proposed General Plan policies and action items and
Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.4 would ensure that the new development under the General
Plan would not proceed without verification and determination that an adequate water
supply exists. As noted above, it is speculative that additional water supply sources would
be available to serve buildout of the entire Planning Area. In addition, the proposed
General Plan would contribute to identified significant environmental impacts associated
with planned water supply projects as well as potential future other water supply sources.
Given these conditions, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable.”
x

Draft EIR page 4.9-66, the following text changes are made under “Mitigation Measures”:
“Implementation of the above proposed General Plan policies and action items and
Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.4 would ensure that the new development under the General
Plan would not proceed without verification and determination that an adequate water
supply exists. As noted above, it is speculative that additional water supply sources would
be available to serve buildout of the entire Planning Area or development beyond. In
addition, the proposed General Plan would contribute to identified significant environmental
impacts associated with planned water supply projects as well as potential future other
water supply sources. Given these conditions, this impact is considered cumulatively
considerable and thus is significant and unavoidable.”

4.10
x

Biological Resources

Draft EIR page 4.10-42, and -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.”
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x

Draft EIR page 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 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.”

x

Draft EIR page 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 lands shall be provided no later than prior to ground
disturbance.”

x

Draft EIR page 4.10-48, the following text change is made under “Mitigation Measures”:
“Implementation of the above General Plan policies, action items and mitigation measures
MM 4.10.1a through ge would partially mitigate any direct or indirect impacts to non-listed
special-status species in the General Plan Planning Area though there will an overall loss of
non-listed special-status and their habitat in the Planning Area. Therefore, implementation of
the General Plan will result in significant and unavoidable impacts to listed species.”

x

Draft EIR page 4.10-63, the following text change is made under “Proposed General Plan
Policies and Action Items That Provide Mitigation”:
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“There are no proposed General Plan policies or action items that address the SSHCP.”
x

Draft EIR page 4.10-68, the following text change is made under “Mitigation Measures”:
“Implementation of the above General Plan policies, associated action items and mitigation
measures MM 4.10.1a through ge, MM 4.10.3, and MM 4.10.5a through c would reduce the
General Plan’s contribution to cumulative biological impacts in the region. However, the
General Plan’s contribution to cumulative and significant biological resource impacts for the
region would still be cumulative considerable and is considered a significant and
unavoidable impact. The only mitigation for such impacts – restricting the majority of
development proposed in the General Plan– is not considered feasible, given that it would
fundamentally conflict with the objectives of the General Plan identified in Section 3.0 of this
document.”

4.11
x

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Draft EIR page 4.11-15, the following text change is made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.11.2:
“MM 4.11.2

The following text change shall be made to Action CHR.1.3.1 3.3.3:
studies
(i.e.,
Require
historic
resources
and
paleontological
archaeological and historical investigations) for all applicable
discretionary projects, in accordance with CEQA regulations. The studies
should identify paleontological, historic or cultural resources in the project
area, determine their eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of
Historical Resources, and provide mitigation measures for any resources in
the project area that cannot be avoided.”

4.12
x

Public Services and Utilities

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.”

x

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.”

x

Draft EIR page 4.12-17, the following changes are made to the second and third full
paragraphs:
Second paragraph
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“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.”
x

Draft EIR page 4.12-25, the following changes are made to the last paragraph:
“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.”

x

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
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located west of the intersection of Florin and Excelsior roads, 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
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.”
x

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 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
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Cosumnes River. This project currently is under environmental review and facilities included
within this project are anticipated to be constructed by 2010.
x

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. ”

x

Draft EIR page 4.12-37, the following text change is made under “Mitigation Measures”:
“Implementation of the above General Plan policies and action items as well as
implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.4 would ensure that the new development
under the General Plan would not proceed without verification and determination that an
adequate water supply and adequate water supply infrastructure exists, and not contribute
to service area shortfalls in service. However, the proposed General Plan would contribute to
identified significant environmental impacts associated with planned water supply and
infrastructure projects as well as environmental effects from potential future other water
supply sources and infrastructure projects. This contribution is cumulatively considerable and
thus is considered significant and unavoidable.”

x

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, of any new sewer facilities construction, reconstruction, operation and
maintenance of all facilities for the conveyance, treatment, and disposal of sanitary sewage
and industrial waste in the Sacramento area”.

x

The following changes were made to page 4.12-40, 3rd paragraph:
x

x

“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.”

x

Draft EIR page 4.12-41, Figure 4.12.4-1 is updated as shown below.
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Source: Black & Veatch Corporation

City of Rancho Cordova
Planning Department

Figure 4.12.4-1
SRCSD Interseptor Upgrades and Expansions
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“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 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.”

4.13
x

Visual Resources/Light and Glare

Draft EIR page 4.13-19, the following text change is made:
“Caltrans Division of Aeronautics regs/guidelines/standards?
Current proposed parkway plan?”

5.0

Cumulative Impacts Summary

No changes were made to this section.

6.0

Project Alternatives

No changes were made to this section.

7.0
x

Long-Term Implications
Draft EIR page 7.0-3, the following text change is made under “Environmental Effects of
Growth”:
“NR.9.1

8.0

Encourage small-scale agricultural practices along the edges of the
Planning Area to facilitate the transition of density.”

Report Preparers

No changes were made to this section.
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x

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).”

x

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.”

x

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”.

x

The following changes were made to page 4.12-47, 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).”

x

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 (CSD1).”

x

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
week three to five days. To keep up with this growth,
approximately four two schools every year. These schools
growth. and allow the district to lower the enrollments at its
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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.”
x

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

x

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.”

x

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

This technical memorandum addresses water supply issues for the City of Rancho Cordova’s (City) General Plan
and General Plan EIR. It identifies the regional water supply regulatory and planning environment; water
purveyors that currently provide water service within the City; water demands associated with buildout of the
City’s corporate limits (estimated to build out by 2030) and larger planning area (assumed, for purposes of this
analysis, to build out by 2050; an actual build out year has not been determined) identified in its Draft General
Plan; existing available water supplies that could meet a portion of the City’s projected buildout water demands
(e.g., buildout of planning area); the area within the City for which long-term water supplies have been secured
(e.g., approved and planned projects/existing development); potential future sources of water to meet remaining
buildout water demands; and a brief summary of the potential environmental impacts associated with delivering
future water supplies to the City.
Because of the long planning horizon associated with buildout of the City’s corporate limits (i.e., approximately
2030) and the City’s planning area (i.e., approximately 2050), this water supply evaluation provides a summary of
relevant water supply data based on information readily available from the City (land use plans and associated
demands) and local water purveyors (existing and planned future water supplies and distribution facilities).
The City has identified two land use plans that contemplate a development pattern for land inside and outside its
current corporate limits. Buildout of the City’s corporate limits (approximately 20,000 acres) is anticipated to
occur by 2030, while buildout of its planning area (an area approximately 3 times the size of the corporate limits)
is not certain, but assumed to occur by 2050.
There are three water purveyors within the City’s planning area: Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA),
Zone 40; Golden State Water Company (GSWC); and California-American Water Company (Cal-Am). Urban
Water Management Plans (UWMP) for all water purveyors were obtained and used in this evaluation. The
UWMPs identified the purveyor’s existing and projected future water supplies and projected water demands
through 2030 within each of their service areas.
SCWA’s service area (i.e., Zone 40) encompasses approximately 70% of the City’s planning area and SCWA
would be the primary water purveyor within the City. SCWA has engaged in a long-term water supply planning
process through its participation in the regional Water Forum planning process and the recent adoption of its Zone
40 Water Supply Master Plan (WSMP) (2005). The WSMP identifies the acreage of land area that could be
served by existing and projected future water supplies through 2030 for an expected growth area of Sacramento
County (as identified in the Sacramento County General Plan [1994]), based on planned land use pattern and
density information available at the time the report was prepared. This area is known as the 2030 Study Area.
SCWA’s water supplies include surface water and groundwater resources that would, over the long-term, be
conjunctively used to ensure that adequate groundwater levels are maintained throughout the Central Sacramento
Groundwater Basin (Basin) and that both surface water and groundwater supplies are adequate to meet projected
demands through 2030. While a majority of the City’s planning area falls within Zone 40, only a portion falls
within a subarea known as the 2030 Study Area.
Golden State Water Company (GSWC) also serves a portion (generally the northeastern portion) of the City’s
planning area. GSWC owns and operates the Cordova System, a water treatment and conveyance system that
serves GSWC’s service area. GSWC relies on both surface and groundwater to meet water demands within its
service area. GSWC is projecting buildout within its service area by 2020.
Cal-Am is a privately owned water purveyor that provides urban water supply to portions of Sacramento
including an area in Rancho Cordova located near Sunrise Boulevard and Douglas Road. Cal-Am pumps
groundwater and purchases wholesale water from SCWA. Cal-Am is projecting buildout within its service area by
2025.

City of Rancho Cordova Water Supply
City of Rancho Cordova

1

EDAW
Water Supply Evaluation

Based on an analysis of potential supply and demand, it is likely that adequate supplies would be available to
meet the City’s water demands (i.e., 57,299 afy) associated with buildout of its corporate limits (see Section 5.3,
“Availability of Supplies to Meet Projected Demands within the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan Planning
Area”). However, based on total known future supplies (i.e., 77,620 afy), there would be a supply shortfall of
approximately 51,089 afy to meet the City’s total planning area demands (i.e., 128,709 afy). This shortfall occurs
if development exceeds the total amount associated with buildout of the corporate boundaries.
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 within the context of the regional water supply planning environment. Investigation of future
water supply options would likely require involvement from local water purveyors (GSWC, Cal-Am, 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 sometime contentious nature of new water supply planning,
the feasibility of implementing new water supply options beyond those described in the Water Forum Agreement
(a regional water supply plan, described in Section 3.3.1m “Water Forum Agreement”) are unknown and
speculative. Potential new water supply options that the City could pursue (in collaboration with local
agencies/entities) to develop supplies to meet its planning area buildout water demands are listed below and
described in greater detail in Section 5.4, “Future Water Supplies.”
Ź
Ź
Ź

Water transfers and exchanges with nearby water purveyors;
Improved groundwater sustainability; and
Expanded use of Recycled Water.
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INTRODUCTION

The City of Rancho Cordova (City) is in the process of preparing, and ultimately will consider, the adoption of the
City of Rancho Cordova General Plan. A general plan is the principal planning document that provides a
blueprint for development within a community. A general plan addresses all aspects of development including
housing, traffic, natural resources, open space, safety, land use, and public facilities (including water supply and
facilities). Under state planning law, the General Plan must include a comprehensive, long-term plan for the
physical development of both the City of Rancho Cordova and any land outside the corporate boundaries that the
City has determined relates to its planning.
The City’s General Plan outlines goals, objectives, and policies related to how growth and development would be
allowed to proceed over a defined planning horizon. In addition, the City is required to prepare seven mandatory
elements and any optional elements it deems necessary. The City’s General Plan consists of the following
elements:
Ź
Ź
Ź
Ź
Ź
Ź
Ź
Ź
Ź
Ź
Ź
Ź

Land Use Element
Circulation Element
Housing Element
Air Quality Element
Open-space, Parks, and Trails Element
Noise Element
Safety Element
Urban Design Element
Economic Development Element
Infrastructure, Services, and Finance Element
Natural Resources Element
Cultural and Historic Resources Element

In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City is preparing an environmental
impact report (EIR) that evaluates the environmental effects associated with implementation of its general plan.
The City’s General Plan and EIR are scheduled to be considered by the City Council in June 2006.
The city of Rancho Cordova is generally located in north central Sacramento County, immediately east and south
of the city of Sacramento and west and south of the city of Folsom. Unincorporated lands under the jurisdiction of
the County of Sacramento (County) border Rancho Cordova to the south. The city of Rancho Cordova consists of
approximately 34 square miles of land (i.e., approximately 20,000 acres); its limits extend from Bradshaw Road
on the west to the American River Parkway on the north, Grant Line Road on the east, and Jackson Highway on
the south (Exhibit 1). As described above, state planning law requires that an agency consider and plan for areas
within its jurisdiction and any areas outside its jurisdiction that would relate to its planning. As such, the City has
identified a defined “Planning Area” (herein referred to as the “planning area”) for its General Plan. This area
consists of approximately 99 square miles of land (i.e., 61,383 acres) (areas in the city and unincorporated
county), which is approximately three times the area currently within the City’s corporate limits. In general, the
City has included within its planning area those unincorporated county areas that border the city to the southwest
and east. The planning area is generally bounded by Watt Avenue to the west, the American River to the north,
Prairie City Road to the east, and Jackson Highway to the south (Exhibit 1).
This water supply evaluation addresses water supply issues associated with the City’s plans for growth and
development within its planning area. Where relevant, this document describes existing and projected water
supply demands for areas that fall within the city limits (i.e., 20,000 acres) and for the larger planning area (i.e.,
61,383 acres) as a whole. This water supply evaluation includes the following elements:
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Ź

Ź

Ź

Ź

Chapter 1, “Executive Summary”: This chapter provides a summary of the results of this water supply
evaluation.
Chapter 2, “Introduction”: This chapter describes the City’s General Plan, the planning area under
consideration, and organization of the water supply evaluation.
Chapter 3, “Regulatory and Planning Environment for Water Supply”: This chapter describes relevant
legislation; water purveyors and agencies; related plans, projects, and agreements; and water resources within
the Sacramento region.
Chapter 4, “Existing and Projected Water Demand and Supply”: This chapter describes the existing and
projected water demands and available supplies for water purveyors in the City’s planning area.

Ź

Chapter 5, “Projected Water Demands for the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan Planning Area”:
This chapter describes the method by which water demands are projected, projected water demands within the
Rancho Cordova city limits and for the City’s larger planning area, the availability of known supplies to meet
projected demands, and potential future supplies that could serve the city.

Ź

Chapter 6, “Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with Delivering Water to the City’s Planning
Area”: This section provides a brief summary of the potential environmental impacts that could occur with
diversion, conveyance, treatment, and discharge of water supplies need to meet projected demands within the
City’s planning area.

Ź

Chapter 7, “References”: This chapter sets forth a comprehensive listing of all sources of information used
in the preparation of this document.
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REGULATORY AND PLANNING ENVIRONMENT
FOR WATER SUPPLY

The planning, procurement, and management of new water supplies to meet the existing and projected future
water demands within Rancho Cordova is a complex undertaking involving the coordination of numerous federal,
state, and local agencies. The decision to pursue a local water supply project is subject to the issuance of water
rights; environmental review under CEQA and sometimes the federal equivalent, the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA); and other regulatory permitting requirements. Often it involves resolving complex issues
among competing interests (e.g., development versus environmental interests).
California’s complex scheme of rights to surface water and groundwater is based on the state’s constitution,
statutes, and common law. Rights to surface water are governed by a hybrid system of riparian and appropriative
rights that are administered by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and water rights established
before the advent of the SWRCB’s jurisdiction in 1914. Under riparian rights, users are entitled to make
reasonable use of the natural flow of water in the watercourse to which their properties adjoin. Appropriative
rights are established by diverting surplus water for non-riparian uses. Riparian water rights are essentially
coequal (“correlative”), but are superior to appropriative rights. Water is allocated among appropriative users
based on seniority, under the principle of “first in time, first in right.” Accordingly, pre-1914 water rights trump
appropriative rights established by the SWRCB.
Groundwater that flows in subterranean streams is allocated by the SWRCB according to the rules applicable to
surface waters. Rights to groundwater that does not flow in such streams (“percolating” groundwater) are not
administered by any state agency, but may be adjudicated by courts on a case-by-case basis (and, to some extent,
may be regulated by local governments). When groundwater becomes overdrafted (i.e., more groundwater is
pumped out of the basin than is replenished by natural or artificial systems), overlying users have first priority in
using the available water, followed by appropriative users (i.e., users of groundwater not overlying the property
from which it was pumped) in order of seniority. Where an appropriative user has been continuously withdrawing
water from an overdrafted aquifer for more than 5 years, the appropriative right may become a prescriptive right,
which is effectively treated as an overlying right for purposes of groundwater allocation.
Both surface water rights and groundwater rights are subject to a requirement in the state constitution that the end
use be reasonable and beneficial.

3.1
3.1.1

WATER PLANNING–RELATED LEGISLATION
URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLANNING ACT

Each urban water supplier in California is required to prepare an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) and
update the plan on or before December 31 in years ending in 5 and 0, pursuant to California Water Code Sections
10610–10657, as last amended by Senate Bill (SB) 318 (2004), the Urban Water Management Planning Act.
SB 318 is the 18th amendment to the original bill requiring a UWMP, which was initially enacted in 1983.
Amendments to SB 318 have focused on ensuring that the UWMP emphasizes and addresses drought contingency
planning, water demand management, reclamation, and groundwater resources.
Under the current law, all urban water suppliers with more than 3,000 service connections or water use of more
than 3,000 acre-feet per year (afy) are required to submit an UWMP to the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR) every 5 years.
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3.1.2

SENATE BILL 610

SB 610 (Chapter 643, Statutes of 2001) became effective January 1, 2002. The purpose of SB 610 is to strengthen
the process by which local agencies determine the adequacy and sufficiency of current and future water supplies
to meet current and future demands. SB 610 amended the California Public Resources Code to incorporate Water
Code requirements within the CEQA process for certain types of projects. SB 610 also amended the Water Code
to broaden the types of information included in a UWMP (Water Code Section 10620 et seq.). SB 610 consists of
two primary components, the UWMP (described above) and the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) (Water Code
Sections 10910–10915).

WATER CODE PART SECTION 10910
Water Code Section 10910 et seq. defines the projects for which the preparation of a WSA is required as well as
the lead agency’s responsibilities related to the WSA. The Water Code also clarifies the roles and responsibilities
of the lead agency under CEQA and of the water supplier (i.e., public water system) with respect to describing
current and future supplies compared to current and future demands. A WSA is required for:
Ź

Ź

Ź

Ź

Ź

Ź

Ź

Ź

a proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units;
a proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or having more
than 500,000 square feet of floor space;
a proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000
square feet of floor space;
a proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms;
a proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house more than 1,000
persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area;
a mixed-use development that includes one or more of the uses described above;
a development that would demand an volume of water equivalent to or greater than the volume of water
required by a 500-dwelling-unit project; and
for lead agencies with fewer than 5,000 water service connections, any new development that would increase
the number of water service connections in the service area by 10% or more.

Under Section 10910 of the Water Code, the lead agency must identify the affected water supplier and ask the
supplier whether the new demands associated with the project are included in the supplier’s UWMP. If the
UWMP includes the demands, it may be incorporated by reference in the WSA (Water Code Section
10910[c][2]). If there is no public water system to serve the project, the lead agency must prepare the WSA
(Water Code Section 10910[b]).

3.1.3

SENATE BILL 221

SB 221 requires a city or county to include as a condition of approval of any tentative map, parcel map, or
development agreement for certain residential subdivisions a requirement that a “sufficient water supply” be
available. Proof of a sufficient water supply must be based on a written verification from the public water system
that would serve the development.
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3.2

WATER PURVEYORS AND RELATED AGENCIES

The federal, state, regional, local, and private entities that could be involved in the City’s water supply planning
and development process are described below.

3.2.1

FEDERAL AGENCIES

U.S. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) is part of the U.S. Department of the Interior and is responsible
for the development and conservation of much of the water resources in the western United States. While the
original purpose of Reclamation was to provide for the reclamation of arid and semiarid lands in the west, the
agency’s current mission covers a wider range of interrelated functions. These functions include providing
municipal and industrial water supplies through the Central Valley Project (CVP); generating hydroelectric
power; providing irrigation water for agriculture; improving water quality, flood control, and river navigation;
providing river regulation and control and fish and wildlife enhancement; offering water-based recreation
opportunities; and conducting research on a variety of water-related topics.

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE AND NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), in cooperation
with other federal and state agencies, enforce the federal Endangered Species Act by evaluating the potential for
impacts on candidate, threatened, and endangered fish and wildlife resources.

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is responsible for issuing permits for the placement of fill or
discharge of material into waters of the United States. These permits are required under Sections 401 and 404 of
the Clean Water Act. Water supply projects that involve instream construction, such as dams or other types of
diversion structures, trigger the need for these permits and related environmental reviews by USACE. USACE
also is responsible for flood control planning and assisting state and local agencies with the design and funding of
local flood control projects.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) National Water Use Information Program is responsible for compiling and
disseminating the nation’s water-use data. USGS works in cooperation with federal, state, and local
environmental agencies to collect water-use information at the local level.

3.2.2

STATE AGENCIES

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
DWR is responsible for the preparation of the California Water Plan, management of the State Water Project
(SWP), protection and restoration of the Sacramento–San Joaquin River Delta (Delta), regulation of dams,
provision of flood protection, and other functions related to surface water and groundwater resources. These other
functions include helping water agencies prepare their UWMPs and reviewing such plans to ensure that they
comply with the related Urban Water Management Planning Act.
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STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
The SWRCB was established in 1967 to administer state water rights and water quality functions. The SWRCB
and its nine regional water quality control boards (RWQCBs) administer water rights and enforce pollution
control standards throughout the state. The SWRCB is responsible for the granting of water right permits and
licenses through an appropriation process following public hearings and appropriate environmental review by
applicants and responsible agencies. In granting water right permits and licenses, the SWRCB must consider all
beneficial uses, including water for downstream human and environmental needs. In addition to granting the
water right permits needed to operate new water supply projects, the SWRCB also issues water quality–related
certifications to developers of water projects under Section 401 of the federal Clean Water Act.

CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
The Central Valley RWQCB is responsible for the preparation and implementation of basin water quality plans
consistent with the federal Clean Water Act; the enforcement of these plans ensures that local water quality is
protected. The RWQCB may become involved in water supply programs as a responsible agency with respect to
project impacts on downstream beneficial uses. The city of Rancho Cordova is within the jurisdiction of the
Central Valley RWQCB.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) is a responsible agency with respect to the review of water
right applications and also is responsible for issuing lake and streambed alteration permits for new water supply
projects, as appropriate. DFG works in coordination with federal and state agencies to mitigate the impacts of
projects on fish and wildlife resources, and is responsible for enforcing the California Endangered Species Act.
DFG often helps establish instream flows (minimum releases below a dam or diversion structure) to maintain
habitat below a project. Such release schedules may be included in water right permits and could affect the yield
of a project.

3.2.3

LOCAL AGENCIES

SACRAMENTO COUNTY WATER AGENCY
Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA) was formed in 1952 by a special legislative act of the State of
California, the Sacramento County Water Agency Act (Agency Act). SCWA’s purposes include, but are not
limited to:
Ź
Ź

making water available for any beneficial use of lands and inhabitants, and
producing, storing, transmitting, and distributing groundwater.

SCWA’s boundaries include all of Sacramento County and the agency is governed by a Board of Directors
(ex officio, the County Board of Supervisors). Under the Agency Act, the County Board of Supervisors may
contract with the federal government under reclamation laws with the same powers as irrigation districts, and with
federal and state governments with respect to the purchase, sale, and acquisition of water. SCWA may also
construct and operate any required capital facilities. There are currently several benefit zones within SCWA that
are related to water supply (Zone 13, Zone 40, Zone 41, and Zone 50). Each has a unique purpose and generates
revenue internally for carrying out that purpose. Zones relevant to Rancho Cordova are described below.
Sacramento County Water Agency Zone 40
Portions of the city of Rancho Cordova are located within SCWA Zone 40. Zone 40 was created in May 1985 by
SCWA Resolution No. 663, which describes the boundaries of the zone and defines the projects to be undertaken
City of Rancho Cordova Water Supply
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as “... the acquisition, construction, maintenance and operation of facilities for the production, conservation,
transmittal, distribution and sale of ground or surface water or both for the present and future beneficial use of the
lands or inhabitants within the zone.” The boundaries and scope of Zone 40 activities were expanded in April
1999 by Resolution WA-2331. Zone 40 activities now include the use of recycled water in addition to surface
water and groundwater. Once Zone 40 water facilities have been constructed, the facilities are granted to Zone 41,
the public water purveyor (discussed below), for long-term operations and maintenance and eventual replacement.
Zone 40 is located in the central portion of Sacramento County (Exhibit 2). Much of Zone 40 currently consists of
rural land uses (i.e., agricultural, agricultural/residential, and conservation reserve); however, rapid urbanization is
occurring within the city of Elk Grove in the East Franklin and Laguna Ridge areas, in the unincorporated areas of
the Vineyard and Mather service areas, and in the city of Rancho Cordova within the Sunrise Douglas and Sunrise
Corridor service areas. Zone 40 generates revenue for its capital program through development fees and from
special development capital fees collected bimonthly from Zone 41 retail water service customers within Zone 40
and wholesale water service customers in the Elk Grove Water Service area (Exhibit 3).

SACRAMENTO COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
The County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) regulates local-agency boundary changes, including
annexations and changes to spheres of influence for each city and special district within the county. The LAFCo is
also responsible for approving the boundaries and spheres of influence of each water purveyor in the county.
Groundwater is the primary source of water for land not currently served by a water district. Lands currently not
served by a water district must be annexed to the appropriate district prior to receiving municipal and industrial
water supplies subject to approval by the LAFCo. Annexations to SCWA are not subject to LAFCo.

SACRAMENTO COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
The County Environmental Management Department performs a number of public-health services related to water
supply, including prescribing the authorized use of recycled water, inspecting industrial and commercial
stormwater systems, inspecting public/private water systems, controlling cross connection water systems,
inspecting septic systems, installing groundwater monitoring wells, and conducting land use evaluations with
respect to water and wastewater demands. The department is also responsible for enforcing the County’s Well
Standards Ordinance, which helps protect groundwater quality and public health by, among other things,
including certain requirements related to monitoring wells and other protective measures.

FREEPORT REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY
The Freeport Regional Water Authority (FRWA) was created in February 2002 by a Joint Powers Agreement of
SCWA and East Bay Municipal Utility District in association with the City of Sacramento and with support from
Reclamation. FRWA guides the financing, ownership, development, construction, and operation of the Freeport
Regional Water Project, which is a joint effort to draw water from the Sacramento River near the town of
Freeport, discussed below in Section 3.3.2.

3.2.4

WATER PURVEYORS WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA

Multiple water purveyors fall within the City’s General Plan planning area. Water purveyors in the planning area
are SCWA Zone 41, Golden State Water Company (GSWC), and California-American Water Company (CalAm). Exhibit 34 shows the water purveyors within the General Plan planning area.

SACRAMENTO COUNTY WATER AGENCY ZONE 41
SCWA Zone 41 is a retail water supplier that provides safe and reliable drinking water to its various service areas
located in both the unincorporated and incorporated (i.e., the Cities of Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova) portions
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Source: County of Sacramento 1999, 2003; MWH 2003; U.S. Census Bureau 2002, cited in SCWA 2003

Incorporated Cities within SCWA Zone 40, and the Zone 40 2030 Study Area
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Source: SCWA 2005a

Service Areas for Retail Water Purveyors
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of the county. Service areas include a portion of Walnut Grove, as well as Hood, Arden Park Vista, Northgate, the
Southwest Tract, Zone 50, and Zone 40 (Exhibit 34). Zone 41 is responsible for the operation and maintenance of
all the water supply facilities within these service areas. Revenues are collected by utility charges, connection
permit fees, construction water permits, and grants, and collect monies to fund the design and construction; and
operation, maintenance, and administration of water supply facilities. Water may come from wholesale water
purveyors such as the City of Sacramento or American States Water Company or may be developed using
facilities owned by Zone 41 (e.g., groundwater wells). Zone 41 retails and wholesales water to its defined service
areas and to agencies with which agreements are in place to purchase water from SCWA.
Because SCWA plans for facilities within its service area through Zone 40 (e.g., Zone 40 Water Supply Master
Plan) and Zone 41 is a retail water purveyor of Zone 40, the discussion that follows in this report will in most
cases refer to Zone 40; however, for purposes of this analysis Zone 40 and 41 are interchangeable within the
context of water supply planning for Rancho Cordova.

GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY
GSWC (formerly known as Southern California Water Company) owns and operates the Cordova System, a water
treatment and conveyance system that serves GSWC’s service area. GSWC is an investor-owned public utility
company regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission. GSWC serves a portion of the city of Rancho
Cordova and the unincorporated community of Gold River through its Cordova System (Exhibit 34). The service
area for GSWC is bounded by Sunrise Boulevard (in the southern half of the service area) and Hazel Avenue (in
the northern half) to the east, the former Mather Air Force Base to the south, Mather Field Road to the west, and
the American River and the Gold River community to the north. The service area is characterized primarily by
residential land uses, with some limited commercial and industrial land uses.

CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
Cal-Am is a privately owned water purveyor that provides urban water supply to portions of South Sacramento,
North Highlands, Arden-Arcade, Rancho Cordova, Elverta, Citrus Heights, Antelope, the Security Park, and
Walnut Grove. Cal-Am purchases wholesale water from SCWA Zone 40 and delivers water to portions of Rancho
Cordova for urban use. Cal-Am’s service area is shown in Exhibit 34.

3.3

RELATED PLANS, PROJECTS, AND AGREEMENTS

3.3.1

WATER FORUM AGREEMENT

The Water Forum Agreement (WFA) (Sacramento City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning 2000) is a
plan that provides for the effective long-term management of the Sacramento region’s water resources. The WFA
was developed by a diverse group of stakeholders known as the Water Forum, which consisted of water agencies,
business groups, agricultural interests, environmentalists, citizen groups, and local governments. SCWA is a
signatory to the WFA. The WFA was formulated based on the two coequal objectives of the Water Forum: (1)
Provide a reliable and safe water supply for the region’s economic health and planned development through the
year 2030; and (2) preserve the fishery, wildlife, recreational, and aesthetic values of the Lower American River.
To achieve the Water Forum’s objectives, a comprehensive package of linked actions was developed to make
more water available for consumption while protecting the natural resources of the Lower American River from
environmental damage. The plan requires support and participation by each of the Water Forum stakeholders. The
WFA includes seven elements:
I.

Increased Surface Water Diversions
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II.

Actions to Meet Customer’s Needs while Reducing Diversion Impacts on the Lower American River in
Drier Years

III.

Support for an Improved Pattern of Fishery Flow Releases from Folsom Reservoir

IV.

Lower American River Habitat Management Element

V.

Water Conservation

VI.

Groundwater Management

VII. Water Forum Successor Effort
The WFA is a comprehensive document that describes how the Sacramento region will meet its water needs
through implementation of the above seven elements and how the region will address key issues such as
groundwater management, water diversions, dry-year water supply, water conservation, and protection of the
Lower American River. The WFA also includes important provisions assuring each signatory that it will receive
specific benefits as it fulfills its responsibilities, and that other signatories will also be honoring their
commitments.
The WFA includes purveyor-specific agreements that define the benefits each water purveyor receives as a
stakeholder and the actions each must take to receive these benefits. These assurances are supplemented by specific
actions, such as contracts, joint power authorities, and water right actions. The Water Forum Successor Effort was
created to implement the provisions contained in the WFA, maintain stakeholder relationships, provide an earlywarning system for potential problems, and resolve issues that might arise.
The WFA includes definitions of the long-term average annual production yield (defined as the “sustainable
yield”) for each of the three subbasin of the groundwater basin in Sacramento County: 131,000 acre-feet (af) for
the North Area (north of the American River); 273,000 af for the Central Area (between the American and
Cosumnes Rivers); and 115,000 af for the South Area (south of the Cosumnes River). Any proposed project must
recognize the groundwater sustainable yield of the WFA. The proposed project is located within the Central Area
groundwater subbasin (referred to in this document as the “Central Basin”).
Water conservation and demand management are essential to meeting the objectives of the WFA. Conservation
will reduce the volume of groundwater and surface water (including water from the American River) that is
needed for future growth. As a signatory to the WFA and as a Central Valley Project (CVP) water contractor with
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), SCWA is committed to implementing the Water Conservation
Best Management Practices (BMPs) defined in the Water Conservation Element of the WFA. Technical studies
prepared in support of the WFA indicate that implementation of the BMPs will result in a demand reduction
factor of 25.6%, relative to the baseline 1990 demand, by the year 2030.
The 1999 Water Forum Agreement EIR evaluated SCWA’s water supply needs in combination with the region’s
other water supply needs. As an outcome of the process, SCWA agreed to a series of actions and commitments
related to surface-water diversions, dry-year supply, fishery flows, habitat management, water conservation, and
groundwater management. Based on SCWA’s agreement to adhere to the WFA, the EIR evaluated areas of
development that could be served by future water supplies.
Initiated in 1993, the Water Forum process brought together a diverse group of stakeholders that included
business and agricultural leaders, citizens’ groups, environmentalists, water managers, and local governments to
evaluate available water resources and the future water needs of the Sacramento metropolitan area. These
stakeholders identified two coequal objectives to guide the development of the Water Forum Agreement (WFA):
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Provide a reliable and safe water supply for the region’s economic health and planned development through the
year 2030.

Ź

Preserve the fishery, wildlife, recreational, and aesthetic values of the lower American River.

Ź

After a 6-year consensus-based stakeholder process, the WFA was completed. The WFA prescribes a regional
conjunctive-use water program for the lower American River and the connected groundwater basin. The Water
Forum also completed an environmental impact report (EIR) for the Water Forum Proposal. This document was
certified by the two lead agencies (the City of Sacramento and the County) in December 1999. Please note that
the WFA was formerly named the Water Forum Proposal. At the time that the City and County of Sacramento
adopted the project and they and other stakeholders adopted their purveyor specific agreements (PSAs), the name
was changed to the WFA because it was an agreed-to proposal by all stakeholders.
The WFA includes PSAs that define the benefits each water purveyor will receive as a stakeholder and the actions
each must take to receive these benefits. PSAs for the County of Sacramento/SCWA, the City of Sacramento, and
Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) also describe commitments by these entities to address issues
related to wheeling and wholesaling of surface water, CVP water transfers, and dry-year water supply in SCWA
Zone 40.
The Water Forum process initiated a coordinated effort for regional water supply planning within the Sacramento
region. Because of limited water supplies, the sensitive ecological values of the lower American River, and
existing groundwater contamination within the Sacramento groundwater basins, purveyors and stakeholders came
together and agreed to resolve longstanding conflicts through an interest-based negotiation process that led to
formulation of the seven elements of the WFA and individual PSAs for each purveyor. In addition, all signatories
to the WFA became members of the Water Forum successor effort, which is responsible for overseeing,
monitoring, and reporting on the implementation of the WFA.
The WFA is a long-term water supply plan that addresses water supplies and demands to 2030 for existing (as of
January 2000) purveyors and agencies. The WFA did not address water supplies beyond 2030 and did not account
for new incorporations for the cities of Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova. Rather, the WFA analysis was based on
existing land use plans that were available at the time it was prepared (i.e., the County of Sacramento General
Plan [1994] and other relevant agency general plans). Since the WFA was adopted in 2000, the cities of Elk
Grove and Rancho Cordova have incorporated and pursued development and implementation of long-term land
use plans. In the case of Rancho Cordova, buildout of its planning area would continue well beyond 2030. The
City is not a water supply purveyor and must rely on the services of SCWA, GSWC, and Cal-Am to meet its
growing demand. For demands that exceed those accounted for and evaluated in the WFA and EIR, the City may
need to consult with regional water purveyors and stakeholders to the WFA (e.g., environmental and business
interests) to determine how its proposed water demands fit within the overall regional water supply planning
context.

3.3.2

SCWA ZONE 40 WATER SUPPLY MASTER PLAN

In response to the requirements of the WFA, SCWA undertook a comprehensive water supply planning process
through the Sacramento County Water Agency Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan (SCWA 2005a) to identify
available water and the infrastructure necessary to deliver water to a subarea within Zone 40 known as the 2030
Study Area. The 2030 Study Area encompasses approximately 46,600 acres (including portions of the cities of
Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova) (Exhibit 2) where development of industrial, commercial, office, and residential
land uses is expected to occur and where demand for water is expected to be concentrated during the planning
horizon of the WSMP (i.e., 2030).
As a signatory to the WFA, SCWA would ensure that water conservation and demand management—necessary
steps to achieve WFA objectives—are integrated into future growth and water planning activities in its service
City of Rancho Cordova Water Supply
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area. In planning the future use of SCWA’s water supply, a land area that could be served was identified based on
growth areas identified in the County of Sacramento General Plan. This area is known as the 2030 Study Area
(Exhibit 2).
The Zone 40 WSMP provides a flexible plan of water management options that can be implemented and modified
if conditions that affect the availability and feasibility of water supply sources change in the future. The goal of
the Zone 40 WSMP is to define a conjunctive-use program of groundwater, surface water, remediated water, and
recycled water supplies and a financing program for the construction of a new surface-water diversion structure;
surface-water treatment plant; water conveyance pipelines; and groundwater extraction, treatment, and
distribution facilities. The Zone 40 WSMP evaluates several options for facilities to deliver surface water and
groundwater to development within Zone 40, as well as the financing mechanisms to provide water to the 2030
Study Area.
In planning for future growth and development within Zone 40, SCWA acknowledges that it is not a land use
agency and is not responsible for approving growth and development within its service area, and identified the
County of Sacramento (County), the City of Rancho Cordova, and the City of Elk Grove as the lead agencies
responsible for such decisions. During development of the Zone 40 WSMP, the general plans for the newly
incorporated cities of Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova were not available; therefore, the County of Sacramento
General Plan (County of Sacramento 1993) was the planning document used to project growth and development
anticipated to occur within an area defined as the Urban Policy Area (UPA). The County’s UPA is defined as the
area anticipated to build out with urban development within the planning horizon of the general plan (year 2024)
(Exhibit 2).
The southern boundary of the 2030 Study Area generally coincides with the County’s UPA. The 2030 Study Area
was delineated based on the County’s identified growth areas and the area of land that was planned to be served
by the negotiated firm water supply identified in the WFA. The 2030 Study Area includes approximately 46,600
acres, about 8,400 more acres than the land remaining within the UPA in Zone 40. Because of the time frame of
the Zone 40 WSMP and the likelihood that the UPA would be expanded in the next general plan update cycle
(currently under way), SCWA identified four likely areas outside the UPA where urban expansion was logical and
could occur; however, it acknowledged that decisions for growth and development would lie with the County
Board of Supervisors or the governing bodies of other local jurisdictions. The areas included in the 2030 Study
Area were selected based on their adjacency to the UPA. The 2030 Study Area also captured active projects and
included the newly incorporated City of Rancho Cordova.
Since approval of the Zone 40 WSMP (SCWA 2005a), SCWA has pursued and is in various stages of planning
several projects that would implement specific elements of the WSMP. These projects include:
Ź

Ź

Zone 40 Vineyard Water Treatment Plant. SCWA is proposing to construct the Vineyard Water Treatment
Plant (Vineyard WTP) and associated water supply facilities to provide up to 100 million gallons of potable
water to existing and approved future development within the SCWA Zone 40 area. The Vineyard WTP is
located west of the intersection of Florin and Excelsior Roads, at the northeast corner of Florin and Knox
Roads in Sacramento County. The objective of constructing the Vineyard WTP is to provide capacity for
treating 100 million gallons per day (mgd) of raw surface water and remediated groundwater, and 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 2029.
Freeport Regional Water Project. 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. SCWA will construct a 100-mgd
surface-water treatment facility in the central portion of Zone 40 (Vineyard WTP described above), and the
associated treated-water conveyance pipelines to deliver water to SCWA customers. This project is
anticipated to be completed by 2010.
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In response to the requirements of the WFA, SCWA has undertaken a comprehensive water supply planning
process through its Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan (WSMP) (SCWA 2005a) to identify available water
supplies, the land area that could be served by these supplies, and necessary infrastructure to deliver water to a
subarea within Zone 40 known as the 2030 Study Area. The 2030 Study Area encompasses approximately 46,600
acres (including portions of the cities of Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova) (Exhibit 2) where development of
industrial, commercial, office, and residential land uses is expected to occur and where demand for water is
expected to be concentrated during the planning horizon of the WSMP (i.e., 2030).
As a signatory to the WFA, SCWA would ensure that water conservation and demand management—necessary
steps to achieve WFA objectives—are integrated into future growth and water planning activities in its service
area. SCWA identified a total acreage of land that could be served by existing and projected future water supplies
and achieve the objectives of the WFA.
The Zone 40 WSMP provides a flexible plan of water management options that can be implemented and modified
if conditions that affect the availability and feasibility of water supply sources change in the future. The goal of
the Zone 40 WSMP is to define a conjunctive-use program of groundwater, surface water, remediated water, and
recycled water supplies and a financing program for the construction of a new surface-water diversion structure,
surface-water treatment plant, water conveyance pipelines, and groundwater extraction, treatment, and
distribution facilities. The Zone 40 WSMP evaluates several options for facilities to deliver surface water and
groundwater to development within Zone 40, as well as the financing mechanisms to provide water to the 2030
Study Area.
Since approval of the Zone 40 WSMP (2005), SCWA has pursued and is in various stages of planning for several
projects that would implement specific elements of the WSMP. These projects include:
Zone 40 Central WaterVineyard Water Treatment Plant. SCWA plans to construct the 78-acre Central
WaterVineyard Water Treatment Plant (CWTPVineyard WTP) 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 CWTPVineyard WTP 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 CWTPVineyard WTP 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.

Ź

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. SCWA is would construct a 85-mgd
surface-water treatment facility in the central portion of Zone 40 (CWTPVineyard WTP and described
above), and the associated treated-water conveyance pipelines to deliver water to SCWA customers. This
project is anticipated to be completed by 2010.

Ź

Ź

North Vineyard Well Field (formerly Excelsior Road Well Field) Project. This well field would provide
for the extraction of up to 10,000 afy of groundwater for replacement and/or new 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 a new water
treatment plantthe Anatolia Water Treatment Plant. The first phase consists of three wells (4,500 gallons per
minute [gpm]) and would will 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 City’s 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
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being constructed, with tThe initial phase estimated to be complete at the end of 2006of the project is
operational. The project is expected to be built out by 2011.
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
review of this project, which evaluates several discharge, diversion, and treatment options for using
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 2010.

Ź

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.

Ź

It is important to note that during development of the Zone 40 WSMP, the general plans for the newly
incorporated cities of Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova were not available; therefore, the County General Plan
(1993) was the planning document used to project growth and development anticipated to occur within an area
defined as the Urban Policy Area (UPA). The County’s UPA is defined as the area anticipated to be built out with
urban development within the planning horizon of the general plan (year 2024). Since development of the Zone
40 WSMP, the City has initiated a general plan process and has developed a proposed land use map for future
growth and development within its jurisdiction. Exhibit 2 identifies the County’s UPA and, the Zone 40
boundary; Exhibit 1 shows, and the City’s planning area. Comparison of the boundaries shows that about 70% of
the City’s planning area falls within Zone 40.

3.3.3

AGREEMENTS BETWEEN SACRAMENTO COUNTY, SCWA, AEROJET, AND
BOEING

The framework for addressing water supply issues associated with the contamination of the local groundwater
supply from historical uses of the GenCorp site is provided in the agreements between Sacramento County,
SCWA, and GenCorp (August 27, 2003) and between the County, SWCA, and McDonnell Douglas/Boeing
(August 29, 2003). Under directives from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control,
both GenCorp and McDonnell Douglas Corporation/Boeing are required to pump groundwater that has been
contaminated by chemicals associated with past activities at their sites; remove those chemicals by various
treatment processes (remediation); and discharge the remediated water to surface water bodies/surface streams.
The agreements prescribe the capture of remediated groundwater for beneficial use.
Pursuant to the agreements, all rights, title, and interest in the remediated groundwater was granted to SCWA,
which would capture the remediated water and provide additional treatment as needed for beneficial urban and
environmental use. The agreements specify that the highest priority beneficial use of remediated water is for the
replacement of groundwater capacity lost by water purveyors in the Rancho Cordova area. This includes
groundwater capacity lost by local water purveyors Golden State Water Company (GSWC) and California
American Water Company (Cal-Am). The next highest priority beneficial use of remediated water is for the
supply of potable water to proposed development on Aerojet lands, which includes the Rio del Oro and
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Westborough projects. The remaining priority use includes other development and environmental enhancement.
The remediated groundwater would be made available as part of SCWA’s proposed RWSP described above.
The framework for addressing water supply issues associated with the contamination of the local groundwater
supply from historical uses of the Aerojet site (a portion of which is now referred to as the Rio del Oro project
site, located within the City’s planning area) is provided in the agreements between Sacramento County, SCWA,
and Aerojet (August 27, 2003) and between the County, SWCA, and Boeing (August 29, 2003). Under directives
from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the SWRCB, both Aerojet and Boeing are required to
pump groundwater that has been contaminated by chemicals associated with past activities at their sites; remove
those chemicals by various treatment processes (remediation); and discharge the remediated water to surface
water bodies/surface streams. The agreements prescribe the capture of remediated groundwater for beneficial use.
Pursuant to the agreements, right of use of remediated groundwater was granted to SCWA, which would capture
the remediated water and provide additional treatment as needed for beneficial urban and environmental use. The
agreements specify that the highest priority beneficial use of remediated water is for the replacement of
groundwater capacity lost by water purveyors in the Sunrise corridor area. This includes groundwater capacity
lost by GSWC and Cal-Am. Details of the GSWC agreement are discussed below. The next highest priority
beneficial use of remediated water is for the supply of public water to proposed development of the Aerojet
property, which includes the Rio del Oro and Westborough projects (see Section 5.2, “Planning Area Water
Demands”). The remaining priority use is the enhancement of fishery flows along the Cosumnes River though
conveyance of remediated water to the Folsom South Canal and discharge to the Cosumnes River. The remediated
groundwater would be treated and delivered as part of SCWA’s proposed Eastern County Replacement Water
Supply Project described in Section 3.3.2, “SCWA Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan.”

3.3.4

WATER SUPPLY DELIVERY AGREEMENT BETWEEN AMERICAN STATES WATER
COMPANY, SACRAMENTO COUNTY, AND SCWA

The water supply delivery agreement between American States Water Company (known in California as Golden
State Water Co., GSWC), the County, and SCWA assists with the implementation of the settlement agreements
entered into by the County with Aerojet (i.e., Aerojet) and Boeing (described in Section 3.3.3, “Agreements
between Sacramento County, SCWA, Aerojet, and Boeing,” above) by establishing the terms and conditions
under which the County would be responsible for providing replacement groundwater to GSWC. The agreement
provides a negotiated solution to sharing the groundwater resources in this portion of Sacramento County and
requires the County to make replacement water available to GSWC consistent with an allocation plan that would
be developed between the County and GSWC. The County would provide 5,000 afy of replacement water
supplies from Aerojet/Boeing groundwater, extraction, and treatment (GET) facilities via discharge to the
American River system and conveyed within the Folsom South Canal to GSWC’s intake facilities. Replacement
water supplies in addition to the 5,000 afy at the Folsom South Canal intake would be negotiated in an annual
meet-and-confer session, but under no circumstances would the water volumes supplied by the County exceed the
lesser of maximum GET pumping volumes or 15,200 afy. Based on GSWC current UWMP, discussed in Section
4.2, “Golden State Water Company (Cordova System),” GSWC has planned for the use of up to 6,329 afy from
SCWA facilities in addition to the 5,000 afy from the Folsom South Canal (11,329 afy total replacement water
supplies). The County would be responsible for construction and operation of facilities necessary to deliver the
remaining replacement water to GSWC at the delivery points identified in the agreement. The County’s obligation
to provide replacement water to GSWC is also limited to an appropriate share of the total amount of remediated
water conveyed by Aerojet and Boeing to the County. The County’s obligation to furnish GSWC with
replacement water further depends on the completion and certification of the environmental documentation
necessary to construct the facilities required to deliver the replacement water to GSWC, and the County’s ability
to obtain any required regulatory approvals/permits. The facilities referred to in the agreement to treat and deliver
the remediated groundwater are part of SCWA’s proposed Eastern County Replacement Water Supply
ProjectRWSP described in Section 3.3.2, “SCWA Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan.”
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3.3.5

URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLANS FOR MUNICIPAL WATER PURVEYORS

The following 2005 UWMPs have been adopted by municipal water purveyors within the City’s planning area
pursuant to the guidelines set forth by the Urban Water Management Act described in Section 3.1.1, “Urban
Water Management Planning Act:”
Ź
Ź
Ź

SCWA Zone 41 Urban Water Management Plan
GSWC Cordova System Urban Water Management Plan
California American Water Company Northern Division Urban Water Management Plan

A description of these UWMPs is provided in Section 4, “Existing and Projected Water Demand and Supply for
Water Purveyors in the City’s Planning Area,” below.

3.3.6

SCWA GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN

SCWA prepared a Groundwater Management Plan (GMP) for Zone 40 (SCWA 2004). While GMPs are typically
prepared for entire groundwater basins (in this case the Central Groundwater Basin), SCWA’s GMP addresses
only the boundaries of Zone 40, which encompasses most but not all of the Central Sacramento County
Groundwater Basin (Central Basin). The decision to limit the extent of this GMP to Zone 40 was intentional
because deliberations and discussion are currently under way between interested stakeholders regarding future
governance and management of a “groundwater authority” for the Central Basin. The Zone 40 GMP is intended to
be a document that can grow into, and perhaps be superseded by, the GMP that would be needed for the entire
Central Basin.
The purpose of the GMP is to maintain a sustainable, high-quality groundwater resource for the users of the
groundwater basin underlying Zone 40. Development of the Central Basin GMP would be through the governance
structure currently under negotiations by the Central Sacramento County Groundwater Forum (CSCGF)
(discussed below).

3.3.7

CENTRAL SACRAMENTO COUNTY GROUNDWATER FORUM

Acting on behalf of the Water Forum successor effort, DWR initiated the CSCGF by signing a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Sacramento City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning (funded by SCWA and
the City of Sacramento) to support discussions among stakeholders representing all segments of the community
with an interest in developing a groundwater management structure and ultimately a GMP for the Central Basin.
Stakeholders are organized into six interest groups: agriculture, agriculture/residential, business,
environmental/community organizations, local governments/public agencies, and water purveyors. Each interest
group is represented by five individuals who participate in the collaborative process known as the CSCGF.
The CSCGF is developing a GMP, which is currently in draft form and being reviewed by local stakeholder
groups. It is anticipated that the new GMP would be adopted within the next 6 months (by August 2006). This
plan would supersede the Zone 40 GMP described above. Information contained in the draft GMP as it pertains to
future water supply planning for water purveyors such as SCWA who pump groundwater from the Central Basin
is summarized in Section 3.3.6, “SCWA Groundwater Management Plan,” of this report.

3.4
3.4.1

WATER RESOURCES IN THE PROJECT AREA
SURFACE WATER RESOURCES

Major surface waters in the vicinity of the Rancho Cordova planning area include the American River, Folsom
Reservoir, and Lake Natoma to the north; Sacramento River to the west; and the Cosumnes River to the southeast
(Exhibit 2). Surface waters within or near the Zone 40 2030 Study Area include Deer Creek, which is tributary to
and parallels the Cosumnes River on the north, and the Morrison Creek Stream Group (Morrison, Elder, Gerber,
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Unionhouse, Florin, and Laguna Creeks), which generally flow in a southwesterly direction southeast of the
planning area, in the southeastern portion of Sacramento County.

SACRAMENTO RIVER
The Sacramento River drainage basin upstream of Zone 40 encompasses approximately 23,500 square miles and
produces an average annual runoff of about 17,000,000 acre-feet (AF) at the Freeport gauging station (below the
confluence with the American River). Principal reservoirs on the mainstream and tributaries to the Sacramento
River and controlling flows in the lower Sacramento River include Lake Shasta, Trinity Lake, Lake Oroville, and
Folsom Reservoir. Based on the 30-year record of data for the period 1968–1998, which spans a variety of water
year types, individual monthly average flows have ranged from a low of 4,500 cubic feet per second (cfs) in
October 1978 to a maximum of 87,000 cfs in January 1997. The average monthly flow for the 30-year period
ranges between 13,000 cfs and 40,600 cfs with the lowest flows occurring in October and peak flows in February.

AMERICAN RIVER, FOLSOM RESERVOIR, AND LAKE NATOMA
The American River drainage basin encompasses approximately 1,900 square miles. Folsom Reservoir is the
principal reservoir in the basin with a storage capacity of 975,000 AF. Several smaller reservoirs upstream of
Folsom Reservoir contribute an additional 820,000 AF of storage capacity. Nimbus Dam impounds Lake Natoma
downstream of Folsom Dam and regulates releases from Folsom Reservoir to the lower American River. The
entrance facilities to the Folsom South Canal are located along the south shore of Lake Natoma immediately
upstream of Nimbus Dam. Mean annual flow in the lower American River is 3,300 cfs; the design capacity of the
channel for flood flows is 115,000 cfs.

COSUMNES RIVER
The Cosumnes River watershed extends from its headwaters, at an elevation of approximately 7,500 feet on the
western slope of the Sierra Nevada, to the confluence with the Mokelumne River, approximately 10 miles south
of SCWA Zone 40. The Cosumnes River is the last major river on the western slope of the Sierra Nevada with no
major dams. Minor dams on the river are used for recreational and agricultural irrigation purposes.

3.4.2

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT AND STATE WATER PROJECT

The CVP is a multipurpose project operated by Reclamation that stores and transfers water from the Sacramento,
San Joaquin, and Trinity River basins to the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys. The SWP is operated by DWR
and supplies water to approximately 30 member agencies throughout California.

3.4.3

GROUNDWATER RESOURCES

The Sacramento County groundwater system is part of the larger Sacramento Valley groundwater basin. Within
Sacramento County three separate groundwater subbasins have been identified: North Area (the area north of the
American River), Central Area (roughly the area between the American River and the Cosumnes River), and
South Area (generally the area south of the Cosumnes River) (Exhibit 45). Historical groundwater use in each
subbasin has resulted in the development of three regional cones of depression (SCWA 2003). Each of the
groundwater areas is described below. (DWR 2003.)
Ź

North Area. The North Area groundwater subbasin corresponds to the portion of the North American SubBasin, as defined by DWR (DWR Basin Number 5-21.64), that is located within Sacramento County. Basin
5-21.64 extends north into Placer and Sutter Counties. The North Area is bounded on the west by the
Sacramento River, on the north by the Sacramento–Placer/Sutter County line, and on the south by the
American River.
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Source: WRIME 2003
Note: Numbers represent subregions within the groundwater basin for the regional hydrologic groundwater–surface water model.
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Ź

Ź

Central Area. The Central Area groundwater subbasin corresponds to the South American Sub-Basin (DWR
Basin Number 5-21.65) and is located between the American River and the Cosumnes River. Zone 40 and the
Rancho Cordova planning area are located within the Central Area.
South Area. The South Area (Galt Area) groundwater subbasin corresponds to the portion of the DWR
Cosumnes Sub-Basin (DWR Basin Number 5-22.16) that is located within Sacramento County. In the
Sacramento County Integrated Groundwater–Surface Water Model the South Area is bounded on the north
and west by the Cosumnes River, on the east by the boundary of the groundwater basin, and on the south by
the Sacramento County line.
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4

EXISTING AND PROJECTED WATER DEMAND AND SUPPLY
FOR WATER PURVEYORS IN THE CITY’S PLANNING AREA

Developed and undeveloped areas within the City that are being planned for in the General Plan are served by the
following water agencies/entities: SCWA, GSWC, and Cal-Am (Exhibit 34). The water supplies and demands of
each are discussed in detail below. Water supplies for agricultural lands within the General Plan planning area are
met with groundwater pumped by local wells from the Central Groundwater Basin (Central Basin). Lands that are
currently undeveloped in the planning area are predominantly agriculture or grazing lands. As these lands are
developed, the localized groundwater pumping would be discontinued and these areas would be served by one of
the region’s water purveyors through a combination of surface, groundwater, recycled, and remediated water
supplies.
This section provides a summary of the different water supplies and the existing and projected water demands and
supply conditions for each of the water purveyors within the City’s planning area. Existing and projected water
demands for each water purveyor within the City were obtained from the most recent UWMPs for each purveyor
and supplemented with additional information obtained though a combination of adopted water supply master
plans and communication with staff of the local water purveyors, as appropriate.
The total existing and projected water supplies and demands for water purveyors within the City’s Planning Area
are summarized in Table 1. The methodology used to calculate total water demands associated with the City’s
corporate limits and planning area demands is described in Section 5.1, “Methodology for Estimating Water
Demands,” below.
Table 1
Summary of Water Supply and Demand for Water Purveyors in the
City of Rancho Cordova General Plan Planning Area
Year

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

Surface Water

13,060

44,143

48,772

68,700

69,567

Groundwater

34,125

28,837

40,470

31,324

39,097

Recycled Water

4,400

4,400

4,400

4,400

4,400

51,585

77,380

93,642

104,424

113,064

51,585

77,380

93,642

104,424

113,064

0

0

0

0

0

1

Supply

SCWA Zone 40

Total Supply
Total Demands

1

Surplus/Deficit
Supply Allocated for SCWA Zone 40
North Service Area (NSA)—Within City’s Supply
Planning Area (defined in Section 4.1.3)

37,3142

Supply3

GSWC (all of GSWC’s service area is
within City’s planning area)

Surface Water

15,000

15,000

15,000

15,000

15,000

Groundwater

9,518

10,499

10,814

10,829

10,829

24,518

25,499

25,814

25,829

25,829

19,518

20,499

20,814

20,829

20,829

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

Total Supply
Demands

2

Surplus/Deficit
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Table 1
Summary of Water Supply and Demand for Water Purveyors in the
City of Rancho Cordova General Plan Planning Area
Year

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

Groundwater

43,600

33,650

34,180

33,550

33,910

Wholesale
Purchases

4,020

16,860

18,320

20,830

22,280

Total Supply

47,620

50,510

52,500

54,380

56,190

Demands4

47,620

50,510

52,500

54,380

56,190

0

0

0

0

0

Supply3

Cal-Am

Surplus/Deficit
Supply Allocated for Cal-Am’s Service
Area within the City’s Planning Area

Supply

14,477

Supply Available
from Purveyors

77,6205

Projected Demands
City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Planning Area

Corporate City
Limits (2030)a

57,299

Non-City Area6

71,410

Total Demands

128,709

Surplus/(Deficit)

(51,089)

Notes:
1. Data from SCWA Zone 41 UWMP, Table 5-1 and 5-2. Because SCWA would implement a conjunctive use water supply program, water
supplies would never exceed projected demands because groundwater would be pumped and surface water would be used to meet, not
exceed water demands. Supply and demand based on normal year type. (SWCA 2005b)
2. This supply is part of Zone 40’s 2030 water supplies of 113,064 afy (SCWA 2005a).
3. Data from GSWC UWMP Table 3-1 and 4-9. Supply exceeds demand because GSWC does not plan to use 5,000 afy of its SMUD
Water Transfer entitlement due to limited surface water treatment capacity and its desire to maintain its groundwater rights through the
Aerojet Replacement Water operations. (GSWC 2005)
4. Data from Cal-Am UWMP. (Cal-Am 2006)
5. Sum of SCWA (37,314 afy), GSWC (25,829 afy), and Cal-Am’s (14,477 afy) water supplies identified for the City’s planning area.
6. Buildout for non-city area of Rancho Cordova projected to occur after 2030.

4.1

SACRAMENTO COUNTY WATER AGENCY ZONE 40

SCWA prepared an UWMP for Zone 41(SCWA’s retail water purveyor for Zone 40) that addresses water supply
and demand issues for the areas within Sacramento County where Zone 41 provides water services. The SCWA
Zone 41 UWMP addresses delivering water not only to the Zone 40 area, but also to other areas outside of Zone
40, where Zone 41 has contracts to provide water (e.g., Zone 50, Sacramento Suburban Water District [SSWD],
etc.) (Exhibit 3). Because SCWA’s conjunctive use groundwater program would only be implemented within the
Zone 40, the Zone 41 UWMP presents projected water supply and demand information separately for areas within
Zone 40 and areas outside of Zone 40. However, the UWMP does not specifically describe how projected future
water supplies would be allocated within the Zone 40 region (e.g., how water would be allocated to the City of
Rancho Cordova).
To build upon its 2005 Zone 40 WSMP (described in Section 3.3.2, “SCWA Zone 40 Water Supply Master
Plan.”), SCWA is in the process of preparing a Water System Infrastructure Plan (WSIP) that addresses how
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identified 2030 water supplies addressed in both the UWMP and the Zone 40 WSMP would be allocated among
users within its service area. Because the Zone 40 2030 Study Area, where growth and development are expected
to occur, includes portions of both Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova, the information being developed for the
WSIP should help the City and SCWA to determine how much, if any, additional water supply and infrastructure
would be needed to meet the anticipated growth and development in its planning area.
The analysis that follows summarizes information contained within the Zone 41 UWMP as it pertains to the Zone
40 region only and information from the draft WSIP (SCWA 2006) as it pertains to the North Service Area
(NSA), which is the area within Zone 40 where a large portion of the City’s planning area is located.

4.1.1

WATER SUPPLY SOURCES

The areas inside Zone 40 are served conjunctively with groundwater (pumped from the Central Basin), surface
water, and recycled water. Surface water refers to water entitlements from the American and/or Sacramento
Rivers. All surface water supplies require conventional treatment before distribution. Recycled water refers to
wastewater treated to a tertiary (e.g., filtration and disinfection) level (Title 22, unrestricted use) at the Sacramento
Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant and used for landscape irrigation.
Table 2 summarizes SCWA’s Zone 40 current and planned water supplies for normal (e.g., normal years are years
when rainfall and water supply represent the long-term average) water years. A description of these supplies
follows the table.
Table 2
Average Annual Current and Planned Water Supplies
for SCWA Zone 40 through 2030
Source

Water Supply (afy)

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
CVP Supply (SMUD 1, SMUD 2, and Fazio Water)

45,000

Appropriative Water Supplies 1

14,586

Wholesale Water Agreement to serve the portion of Zone 40 that lies within the City of
Sacramento’s American River POU

9,300

Other Water Transfer Supplies2

5,2002

Zone 40 Groundwater3

40,900

Recycled Water (current use)4

4,400
114,1865

Total Supplies

Notes:
afy = acre-feet per year; CVP = Central Valley Project; GW = groundwater; POU = Place of Use; SMUD = Sacramento Municipal Utility
District
1 This reflects the expected long term average yield and not the contract amount
2 This is an estimate of water that would be purchased only in dry and critically dry water years e.g. years when rainfall and hence water
supplies are below and substantially below average and is not included in the total supply calculation.
3 Long-term annual average supply. Includes the use of replacement water.
4 A master plan by Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District is currently under way to evaluate the potential of expanding deliveries
of recycled water.
5 Total water supplies identified in this table exceed those identified in Table 1 because Table 1 reflects a scenario whereby SCWA’s
conjunctive use program would ensure water supplies did not exceed the WSMP Zone 40 water demands of 113,064 afy. Table 2 shows
average-annual supplies, whereby the average annual groundwater supply may not be reflective of the total amount that is pumped in a
year to meet the actual demand, but rather the long-term average groundwater supply that is projected to be available.
Source: SCWA 2005b
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ZONE 40 SURFACE WATER SUPPLIES
Appropriative Water Rights
SCWA has submitted an application to the SWRCB for the appropriation of water from the American and
Sacramento Rivers (the County Board of Supervisors authorized submittal of this application on May 30, 1995).
This water is considered “intermittent water” that typically would be available during the winter months of
normal or wet years (e.g. years when rainfall and hence water supply are greater than average). This water could
be used to meet system demands and possibly for future groundwater recharge through recharge percolating
groundwater basins or direct injection of surface water into the aquifer. Based on water supply modeling (i.e.,
Calsim II) performed for the Zone 40 WSMP and the Freeport Regional Water Authority for the FRWP project,
the maximum, minimum, and average annual use of appropriative water are projected to be 71,000 AF, 0 (acrefeet) AF, and 21,700 AF, respectively. In close to 30% of the years, 12,000 AF or less of appropriative water is
projected to be used. The contract amount is based on the maximum water supply requirement of 71,000 afy.
Central Valley Project Supplies
SMUD 1 Assignment
Under the terms of a three-party agreement (SCWA, SMUD, and the City of Sacramento), and in accordance with
SMUD’s PSA, the City of Sacramento provides surface water to SMUD for use at two of SMUD’s cogeneration
facilities. (Because the cogeneration facilities are located within the City of Sacramento’s American River Place
of Use [POU], authorization for this CVP water assignment by the Bureau of Reclamation is not required.)
SMUD, in turn, has assigned 15,000 afy of its CVP contract water to SCWA for municipal and industrial use.
This CVP contract assignment is complete.
SMUD 2 Assignment
SMUD’s PSA directs SMUD to assign a second 15,000 afy of surface water to SCWA for municipal and
industrial uses and for SCWA to construct groundwater facilities necessary to provide water to meet SMUD’s
dry-year water shortage demand of up to 10,000 afy at its cogeneration facility. This CVP contract assignment is
complete. SCWA and SMUD are continuing to negotiate the timing and exact amount of the dry-year shortage
deliveries. Delivery of the dry-year shortage water supplies would be through the construction of additional
groundwater facilities that would discharge into the Folsom South Canal.
Central Valley Project Water Public Law 101-514 (“Fazio” Water)
In April 1999, SCWA obtained a CVP water service contract pursuant to Public Law 101-514 (referred to as
“Fazio water”) that provides a permanent water supply of 22,000 afy with 15,000 afy allocated to SCWA and
7,000 afy allocated to the City of Folsom.
Based on modeling performed for the Zone 40 WSMP and the FRWP, the maximum, minimum, and average
annual use of CVP (SMUD 1, SMUD 2, and Fazio) water were projected to be 45,000 AF, 8,700 AF, and 38,000
AF, respectively. The 45,000 AF maximum reflects the firm supply of CVP water in most years. Lesser amounts
result from CVP deficiencies or cutbacks in dry years as per the terms of the municipal supply contract.
Other Supplies
SCWA would pursue purchase and transfer agreements with other entities that currently hold surface-water rights
in the north Sacramento River basin. Estimated long-term average annual use of these water supplies would be
approximately 5,200 AF. This water would be purchased only in dry and critically dry years. Because these
supplies are not secured and the reliability of securing these supplies is not know, they are not included in the
calculation of average annual supply.
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City of Sacramento American River POU Water
SCWA would also enter into an agreement with the City of Sacramento whereby the City of Sacramento would
sell surface water to SCWA for use in the portion of the 2030 Study Area that lies within the City of Sacramento’s
American River POU (Exhibit 3). The estimated long-term average annual volume of water that could be used
within this POU would be approximately 9,300 AF. The maximum day capacity that would be purchased from the
City is approximately 20 mgd.

SCWA GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES
Groundwater is a vital source of supply for Zone 40 and currently makes up a substantial portion of the supply
inside of Zone 40. In 2004, groundwater accounted for 88% of total water supplies (SCWA 2005b). Over the long
term, as Zone 40’s use of surface water expands with new facilities, groundwater would be used to supplement
surface water in a conjunctive use program that would lead to less reliance groundwater supplies in wet years and
more reliance on these supplies in dry years. Over the long-term average, SCWA’s extraction of groundwater
would not exceed 40,900 afy. SCWA’s source of groundwater supply comes from the Central Basin through a
series of extraction wells and groundwater treatment plants, which is described in Section 3.4.3, “Groundwater
Resources.”
Groundwater Production
SCWA currently exercises and will continue to exercise its rights as a groundwater user and would extract water
from the groundwater basin underlying Zone 40 for the beneficial use of its customers. As a signatory to the
WFA, SCWA is committed to adhering to WFA-negotiated, long-term average sustainable yield of the Central
groundwater basin (i.e., 273,000 afy). Projected future urban water demands within SCWA’s 2030 Study Area
would be approximately 113,000 afy (see Table 1) and would be met through a combination of surface water,
groundwater, recycled water, and remediated water supplies (SCWA 2005b). In wet years, available surface water
supplies would be maximized; in dry years, groundwater supplies would be maximized through increased
pumping at SCWA’s groundwater facilities, including the proposed North Vineyard Wellfield (see Section 3.3.2,
“SCWA Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan.”
With implementation of the Zone 40 WSMP, projected 2030 groundwater pumping volumes from the Central
Basin (pumping by SCWA, other purveyors, and agricultural interests) would range from 235,000 afy to 253,000
afy for urban and agricultural demands (SCWA 2005a). Of that volume, it is projected that SCWA Zone 40 would
pump a long-term average of 40,900 afy to meet urban water demands within Zone 40 through 2030 (Table 3).
Groundwater pumping is expected to increase in 2030 by approximately 60% from 2004 volumes. Historical
groundwater pumping from 2000 to 2004 and projected future pumping are shown in Table 3.
Table 3
Historical and Projected Groundwater Pumping in Zone 40
Pumping by Year (afy)

Basin Name
Central Sacramento
Zone 40

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

20,022

22,306

22,949

22,745

25,790

34,125

28,837

40,470

31,324

39,097

Notes:
afy = acre-feet per year. Projected groundwater pumping based on modeling performed for the Urban Water Management Plan and Zone
40 WSMP. Long-term average annual groundwater supply of 40,900 afy agreed to in the WFA used for planning purposes. The decrease in
groundwater extractions in 2015 and in 2025 are a result of increase surface water treatment capacity coming on-line.
Source: SCWA 2005b
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4.1.2

SCWA WATER AGREEMENTS

In addition to meeting water demands within Zone 40, SCWA has entered into agreements that require delivery of
water to purveyors and environmental interests. Many of these agreements relate to the Aerojet and Boeing
Agreements described in Sections 3.3.3, “Agreements between Sacramento County, SCWA, Aerojet, and Boeing”
and 3.3.4, “Water Supply Delivery Agreement between American States Water Company, Sacramento County,
and SCWA.” A brief summary of these agreements is described below. The relationship of these agreements to
water supply and infrastructure planning in the NSA are discussed in Section 4.1.3, “fZone 40 North Service Area
Water Supply Demand and Infrastructure.”

AEROJET & BOEING AGREEMENTS
The Aerojet and Boeing agreements (discussed above in Section 3.3.3, “Agreements between Sacramento County,
SCWA, Aerojet, and Boeing”) transfer ownership of remediated groundwater to SCWA to be used as a
replacement water supply for groundwater capacity lost by SCWA, GSWC, and Cal-Am as a result of past
groundwater contamination. Aerojet and the City of Folsom also have an agreement for replacement water
supplies (i.e., 5,000 afy) related to contaminated groundwater. This agreement could potentially be transferred to
SCWA subject to the City of Folsom’s agreement. The likelihood of the City of Folsom agreeing to this transfer is
unknown and speculative.

GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY
SCWA’s agreement with GSWC (discussed above in Section 3.3.4, “Water Supply Delivery Agreement between
American States Water Company, Sacramento County, and SCWA”); specifies delivering 5,000 afy of
replacement to their intake facilities on the Folsom South Canal. GSWC’s need for additional replacement water
(i.e., water amounts greater than 5,000 afy) would be determined annually in a meet-and-confer session with
SCWA. Regardless of demonstrated need, GSWC’s maximum allocation of replacement water supply in any year
could not exceed 15,200 AF (less the 5,000 afy delivered to GSWC at the Folsom South Canal).

CAL-AM AGREEMENT
Currently, no separate replacement water supply agreement exists between SCWA and Cal-Am. However, it is
the intent of SCWA to negotiate such an agreement (SCWA 2005b). During negotiations SCWA has been
working cooperatively with the City of Sacramento to investigate ways to deliver POU surface water (or
replacement water in dry years) to Cal-Am’s service area that lies within the POU (this includes up to 5,000 afy of
either POU or replacement water). This would allow groundwater currently being extracted in the POU area to be
imported into areas affected by groundwater contamination.

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT (MOA) FOR MANAGEMENT OF WATER AND ENVIRONMENTAL
RESOURCES ASSOCIATED WITH THE LOWER COSUMNES RIVER
Under the terms of this agreement, SCWA would provide 5,000 afy of remediated groundwater or provide a
contribution of capital towards the purchase of an alternative supply for the Cosumnes River Flow Augmentation
Project. In any year that water is not required to fulfill the objectives of the Cosumnes River Augmentation
Project SCWA reserves the right to use the 5,000 AF of water for other purposes. Remediated water would be
conveyed down the Folsom South Canal for delivery to the Cosumnes River from October through December.
This water would be delivered though facilities constructed as part of the Eastern County Water Supply Project.

SMUD DRY YEAR WATER REQUIREMENTS
SMUD’s Water Forum PSA contains a provision related to the transfer of SMUD 2 water which requires SCWA
to provide up to 10,000 afy of groundwater to SMUD to maintain operations at their Rancho Seco facility. The
City of Rancho Cordova Water Supply
City of Rancho Cordova

31

EDAW
Water Supply Evaluation

volume of water required by SMUD is based on hydrologic year type and the volume of cut back they may
experience on their remaining CVP contract. Delivery of this water would be through the Folsom South Canal.

4.1.3

ZONE 40 NORTH SERVICE AREA WATER SUPPLY DEMAND AND
INFRASTRUCTURE

In response to the rapid pace of new development and to reliably plan for water demands throughout its service
area, SCWA had divided the Zone 40 service area into three major subareas for planning purposes. From east to
west, these areas are identified as the North Service Area (NSA), the Central Service Area (CSA), and the South
Service Area (SSA). A portion of the City’s planning area is located within the boundary of the NSA as shown in
Exhibit 56.

NORTH SERVICE AREA (NSA)
The NSA is located in the northern portion of Zone 40 and includes the areas SCWA identifies as Mather, Sunrise
Corridor, Sunrise Douglas, Rio Del Oro (including the Cal-Am portion where wholesale of Zone 40 water
supplies would be delivered), and Westborough (wholesale delivery of Zone 40 replacement water to GSWC as
discussed below). SCWA completed a WSIP in April 2004 as part of its effort to address immediate water
demands associated with development in the Sunrise Douglas Community Plan/Sunridge Specific Plan
development area. Development of the Eastern County Replacement Water Supply Project (described in Section
3.3.2, “SCWA Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan”) and assumptions regarding amount, use, and location of
diversion resulted in the need to update the initial WSIP. This WSIP is currently being updated and is in draft
form. This report incorporates information from the draft WSIP for the NSA based on information provided by
SCWA.
The primary purpose of the changes to the WSIP was ensure that groundwater extractions identified in the Aerojet
agreements with SCWA do not result in an exceedance of the negotiated, long-term average sustainable yield of
the Central Basin (i.e., 273,000 afy). A fundamental assumption in the development of the original WSIP for the
NSA was that all remediated groundwater made available through the agreements would be diverted from the
Folsom South Canal and that a new surface water treatment plant (WTP) would be constructed to treat this
diverted water.
To ensure that the sustainable yield of the Central Basin would be maintain, the Eastern County Replacement
Water Supply Project (prior to publication of its Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report) was
modified such that 10,000 afy of remediated water would be diverted down the Folsom South Canal; 5,000 afy
would be allocated to GSWC to meet their replacement water supply needs and 5,000 afy would be allocated for
enhanced fishery flows on the Cosumnes River. The balance of the remediated groundwater (i.e., 25,000 afy)
would be discharged to the American River where 5,000 afy may be diverted at the City of Sacramento’s
Fairbairn WTP for replacement water supplies for Cal-Am, and the remaining portion (i.e., 20,000 afy) would be
diverted at the FRWP intake facility on the Sacramento River near the town of Freeport. SCWA has planned for
the delivery of an additional 5,000 afy of replacement water supplies to GSWC (total 10,000 afy). Once diverted
from the Sacramento River, the remediated groundwater would be conveyed to and treated at SCWA’s Central
WTPVineyard WTP and distributed within the NSA system. Table 4 describes the proposed uses for remediated
groundwater.
A portion or all of new development water demands within NSA (other than projects on Aerojet Lands [i.e., Rio
Del Oro and Westborough]) are proposed to be met through Zone 40’s overall conjunctive use water supply
program as described in SCWA’s Zone 40 WSMP. Elements of the conjunctive use program include extraction of
groundwater in the southerly portions of the Sunrise Douglas Community Plan area and from the proposed North
Vineyard Well Field located near Excelsior Road and Florin Road. Surface water and replacement water (to the
extent that they are available for new growth as per the Aerojet and Boeing contracts), would be distributed from
the proposed Central WTPVineyard WTP once the FRWP diversion structure and the proposed Central
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WTPVineyard WTP are constructed (initial phases anticipated to be completed by 2010). Initially (i.e., within the
next 3-5 years),

City of Rancho Cordova Water Supply
City of Rancho Cordova

33

EDAW
Water Supply Evaluation

Source: Goetz, pers. comm.. 2006

SCWA Zone 40 North Service Area
Exhibit 65
development within the NSA would rely solely on groundwater as described above; however, once surface and
replacement water become available, SCWA would serve this area conjunctively through its proposed distribution
facilities.
Table 4
SCWA Agreements Regarding Treatment and Use of
Remediated Groundwater and Replacement Water Supplies
Discharge to American River System and Diverted at the Folsom South Canal
GSWC Replacement Water

5,000

Cosumnes River Environmental Flow

5,000
Total

10,000

Discharged to the American River System
Diversion at the City of Sacramento Fairbairn WTP 1

5,000

Diversion at FRWP's intake facility on the Sacramento River

2

15,000
Total
3

Additional GSWC Replacement Water Supplies through Zone 40
Total

20,000
5,000
35,000

Notes:
FRWA = Freeport Regional Water Authority; GSWC = Golden State Water Company; WTP = Water Treatment Plant
1

Water diverted to City of Sacramento’s Fairbairn Water Treatment Plant for California-American Water Company.

2

Treated water piped to storage tank facilities near Sunrise Blvd and Douglas Road for use in North Service Area system.

3

SCWA has agreement with GSWC for replacement water supplies up to a total of 15,200 including water diverted at Folsom South
Canal. SCWA is estimating that it will provide an additional 5,000 afy of replacement water supplies to GSWC for a total of 10,000 afy
out of the 15,200 afy. However; any replacement water in excess of the 5,000 af diverted at the Folsom South Canal must be developed
by means of an annual meet-and-confer session between the County and GSWC.

Source: SCWA 2006

Both Rio Del Oro and Westborough are part of the “Aerojet Lands” identified in the agreements between
Sacramento County, SCWA, Aerojet, and Boeing as described in Section 3.3.3, “Agreements between
Sacramento County, SCWA, Aerojet, and Boeing”. While Westborough lies outside of Zone 40, Rio del Oro is
located within Zone 40 and SCWA would be the purveyor that serves this project provided that a sufficient
quantity of water would remain after replacement water supply obligations are met according to the agreements.
Westborough would likely receive water supplies through Zone 40 using the replacement water provided to
GSWC via the Folsom South Canal. Rio del Oro would receive water supplies identified in the Eastern County
Replacement Water Supply Project (i.e., water supplies would come from the replacement water diverted at
FRWP intake structure and treated at the Central WTPVineyard WTP).
The water allocated in Aerojet’s agreement with the City of Folsom (i.e., 5,000 afy) could be used as a source of
water for these projects; however, the City has not given any indication that they would transfer these water
supplies to SCWA. Further, it is likely that the City of Folsom would use these supplies to serve the Easton
Development project, which is located on Aerojet lands, but within the City of Folsom. Westborough would likely
receive water supplies through Zone 40 using the replacement water provided to GSWC via the Folsom South
Canal.
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Existing and projected supplies and demand for the NSA as identified in the NSA’s Xone 40 WSIP are presented
in Table 5. Existing water demands within the NSA are approximately 2,404 afy, and projected future (2030)
water demands are approximately 37,314 afy (approximately 15.5 times current demand).
Table 5
Existing and Projected Future Water Supply and Demand for the SCWA North Service Area
Existing Demand
Buildout Demand
Service
Demand Region
Area
Annual Average (afy)
Max Day (mgd)
Annual Average (afy)
Max Day (mgd)
Mather Field
1,327
2.37
7,624
13.61
Rio Del Oro—Cal-Am
3,917
6.99
Rio Del Oro—Zone 40
4,872
8.70
NSA
Sunrise Corridor
1,077
1.92
1,077
1.92
Sunrise Douglas
15,492
27.66
Westborough
4,332
7.74
NSA Total Demand
2,404
4.29
37,314
66.62
Notes: afy = acre-feet per year; Cal-Am = California-American Water Company; mgd = million gallons per day; NSA = North Service Area
Source: SCWA 2006

4.1.3

OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF SCWA WATER SUPPLY RELIABILITY

SCWA has developed a long-term conjunctive use plan that would result in water usage that reflects the goals of
the WFA. In normal years, the conjunctive use program would result in average groundwater use of
approximately 39,000 afy. In dry years, when surface water availability is limited, groundwater production would
increase to 70,000 afy to make up for the reduction in surface water deliveries (i.e., dry-year cut backs). In
consecutive dry years, water demand management programs would be implemented to a higher degree to reduce
the potential impacts from increased groundwater extractions. Long-term average groundwater pumping levels
within the Central Basin would equal 40,900 afy for Zone 40 and the negotiated long-term sustainable yield the
Central Basin (i.e., collectively with all other groundwater users) of 273,000 afy.
With implementation of the Zone 40 WSMP, Zone 41 UWMP, and Zone 41 40 WSIP, and the NSA WSIP, Zone
40’s NSA service area would be served with reliable, long-term water supplies. SCWA is a groundwater
appropriator and intends to continue to extract groundwater to meet its customer demands within the limits of the
negotiated sustainable yield of the Central Basin. SCWA has secured and is in the process of securing surface
water entitlements that would allow SCWA to meet its projected 2030 water demands. In addition, SCWA has
entered into agreements with Aerojet and Boeing (described in Section 3.3.3, “Agreements between Sacramento
County, SCWA, Aerojet, and Boeing”) for the transfer of ownership rights of remediated water discharged by
Aerojet. This remediated water would be used for beneficial uses within Zone 40 and in the NSA (where portions
of the City’s planning area are located). Because SCWA intends to continue pumping groundwater, it has secured
most of its surface water rights, has secured rights to beneficial reuse of remediated groundwater within its service
area, and is proceeding with development of several water supply treatment and conveyance facilities, SCWA
water supplies are considered to have a high reliability of being delivered. However, additional conveyance and
treatment facilities would need to be approved and constructed to deliver these supplies to the NSA.
Providing reliable service to NSA is perhaps the most challenging of the three (i.e., North, Central, and South)
SCWA service areas. Challenges surrounding the provision of water to the NSA: 1) the presence of groundwater
contamination, 2) agreements prescribing the priority uses for replacement water supplies, 3) constructing the
conveyance and treatment facilities to serve new development within Aerojet lands, 4) constructing the
infrastructure necessary to serve new development in the Sunrise Douglas Community Plan area, 5) substantial
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changes in ground surface elevation creating a need for pressure zones, and 6) the relatively low yield of
groundwater in the upper elevations where new development is taking place.
SCWA’s use of replacement water supplies to serve the NSA and Aerojet lands is considered a challenge because
the amount of replacement water supplies that SCWA has available to serve new growth and development is
dependent upon the amount of water that is ultimately delivered to other water purveyors for replacement water
supplies (discussed in Section 4.1.2, “SCWA Water Agreements”). For example, GSWC has an agreement for
replacement water supplies; 5,000 afy for diversion at the Folsom South Canal, and up to an additional 10,200 afy
through SCWA Zone 40 facilities.
SCWA has also indicated that it anticipates entering into an agreement with Cal-Am to provide replacement water
supplies and is currently planning on providing 5,000 afy. However, a separate replacement water supply
agreement does not currently exist between SCWA and Cal-Am. The highest priority use for remediated
groundwater is for replacement water for GSWC and Cal-Am. Once replacement water supply obligations are met
(maximum of 20,200 afy combined for GSWC and Cal-Am), SCWA would use excess replacement water
supplies (approximately 15,000 afy) to serve new growth and development on Aerojet lands (Rio del Oro,
Westborough, etc.).
While SCWA has planned for adequate infrastructure (e.g., Central WTPVineyard WTP, FRWP, North Vineyard
Wellfield, Eastern County Replacement Water Supply Project) and the water supplies, themselves, are considered
to have a high reliability of implementation (i.e., delivery to a designated user), SCWA could be limited in the
amount of replacement water supplies (i.e., 15,000 afy) it is able to deliver to new development because GSWC’s
and cal-Am’s agreements to receive replacement water supplies have priority over SCWA’s delivery of
replacement water supplies to new development.

4.2

GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY (CORDOVA SYSTEM)

GSWC’s Cordova System service area is entirely within the City’s planning area. An overview of water supply
sources, existing and projected demands, and the reliability of supplies to meet projected demands is provided
below. These data were obtained from the UWMP (GSWC 2005).

4.2.1

WATER SUPPLY SOURCES

The GSWC water supply for the Cordova System consists of surface water from the American River,
groundwater extraction from the Central Basin, and future replacement water supplied by SCWA. Replacement
water would be made available by SCWA (as allowed under the Aerojet agreement) to offset groundwater lost as
a result of contamination of GSWC groundwater wells from past operations at the Aerojet facility. GSWC’s
agreement with SCWA for replacement water supplies is discussed in Section 3.3.4, “Water Supply Delivery
Agreement between American States Water Company, Sacramento County, and SCWA.” GSWC also entered
into a temporary water transfer agreement with SMUD to allow GSWC to divert up to an additional 7,000 afy
from the Folsom South Canal under SMUD’s CVP contract entitlement. SMUD has a water service contract with
the USBR (Contract No. 12-06-200-5198A) for delivery of as much as 60,000 AFY of municipal and industrial
water from the CVP.
American River water is withdrawn from the Folsom South Canal, which extends through the Cordova System
service area, and is treated at the Coloma WTP and the Pyrites WTP. The Coloma WTP has a maximum reliable
daily treatment capacity of approximately 7,140 gallons per minute (gpm). The Pyrites WTP, which became
operational in September 2005, has a maximum reliable daily treatment capacity of about 3,150 gpm.
Collectively, the Coloma WTP and the Pyrites WTP provide sufficient capacity for treatment of more than 17,000
afy (10,290 gpm) of surface water diverted from the Folsom South Canal.
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Currently, GSWC pumps groundwater from 15 active wells in the Central Basin. These wells have a maximum
pumping capacity of 31,500 afy. However, between 2000 and 2004, the actual pumping rates averaged 11,630
afy.
Table 6 summarizes the current and planned water supplies available to GSWC for the Cordova System that
would meet the projected water demands under normal water years. This water supply summary is based on
analysis of supplies from surface water, groundwater, and replacement water. Surface water from the American
River, the SMUD water transfer and Aerojet replacement water (5,000 afy is diverted at the Folsom South Canal
and is expected to be available in 2010) accounts for approximately 50 % of GSWC water supplies, while the
remainder is provided by groundwater production and 5,000 afy of Aerojet replacement water delivered through
SCWA facilities (as described in Section 3.3.4, “Water Supply Delivery Agreement between American States
Water Company, Sacramento County, and SCWA”). There is no projected recycled water supply available for
this system. GSWC’s water supply is projected to increase by approximately 15 % between 2005 and 2030
(Table 6).
Table 6
Current and Planned Water Supplies for the GSWC Cordova System (afy)
Year

Source
2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

0

0

0

0

0

0

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

8,116

7,450

4,500

4,500

4,500

4,500

Aerojet Replacement Water through SCWA

0

2,068

5,999

6,314

6,329

6,329

Recycled Water

0

0

0

0

0

0

18,116

19,518

20,499

20,814

20,829

20,829

1

Surface water from American River
SMUD Water Transfer

2
3

Aerojet Replacement Water via Folsom South Canal
GSWC Untreated Groundwater

4
5

Total
Notes:

afy = acre-feet per year; GSWC = Golden State Water Company; SCWA = Sacramento County Water Agency; SMUD = Sacramento
Municipal Utility District
1

GSWC American River rights.

2

Under this water transfer from SMUD, GSWC is entitled to divert up to 10,000 afy from the American River through July 29, 2007, and for
additional years upon request. However, GSWC plans to use only 5,000 afy of this entitlement because of limited surface-water treatment
capacity and its desire to maintain its groundwater rights through the Aerojet replacement-water operations.

3

Aerojet replacement-water obligation.

4

Based on GSWC’s maximum annual extractions before 2005 and projected changes to groundwater supply through 2030.

5

SCWA would recapture, treat, and deliver groundwater to GSWC up to an additional 10,200 afy of groundwater discharged by Aerojet into
the American River. Please note that GSWC is relying on a total of 11,329 afy of replacement supplies from SCWA. For amounts greater
than 10,000 afy (i.e., 1,329 afy), GSWC and SCWA would need to negotiate the provision of these supplies on a yearly meet-and-confer
basis.

Source: GSWC 2005

SURFACE WATER
GSWC possesses a pre-1914 appropriative right to divert up to 10,000 afy from the American River via the
Folsom South Canal at a maximum withdrawal rate of 20 cfs or 13 mgd. Appropriative surface water rights
initiated prior to 1914 are not subject to the Water Commission Act and successor laws relating to water right
permitting requirements, and thus do not require a permit from the State Water Resources Control Board. In 1994,
GSWC entered into an “Agreement for Reallocation of Water under Co-Tenancy Agreement” with the City of
Folsom to lease 5,000 afy of its water rights to the City of Folsom. The company preserved 5,000 afy of the
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remaining water right which is diverted from the Folsom South Canal for use within the Cordova System. During
the last 20 years, GSWC has used as much as 4,784 afy of this entitlement.
In addition to the 5,000 afy obtained from GSWC’s pre-1914 water right to the American River, GSWC’s
temporary water-transfer agreement with SMUD allows GSWC to divert up to an additional 10,000 afy from the
Folsom South Canal under SMUD’s CVP contract entitlement. The SMUD agreement became effective on April
29, 2002 and expires on July 29, 2007, unless it is renewed pursuant to a request by GSWC. GSWC is also
entitled to continue diversions of 5,000 afy from the Folsom South Canal pursuant to the terms of a settlement
agreement reached with Aerojet. GSWC plans to use only 5,000 afy of its SMUD entitlement because of limited
surface water treatment capacity at the Coloma WTP and the Pyrites WTP and its desire to maintain its
groundwater rights through Aerojet replacement water operations (SCWA 2005).
The Cordova System’s distribution facilities have been designed with several interconnections to neighboring
water purveyors for emergency purposes. GSWC maintains three 6-inch interconnections with the Cal-Am’s
distribution system on the west side of the Cordova System, and a 12-inch interconnection with the City of
Folsom’s distribution system at the eastern edge of the Cordova System. In addition, the Cordova System has five
water storage reservoirs with a total capacity of 9.5 million gallons; one additional reservoir with additional
5.0 million gallons of storage capacity is scheduled to be online in spring 2006.

GROUNDWATER
GSWC pumps groundwater for the Cordova System from 15 production wells located in the Central Basin. The
Central Basin is a subbasin of the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin and is described above (section 3.4.3,
“Groundwater Resources”).
The Cordova System has a total normal-year capacity of 21,669 gpm (31,500 afy) (GSWC 2005). In some areas
of the basin, groundwater has been impaired by contaminants, including volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
perchlorate, and N-nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA) from Aerojet’s rocket propellant manufacturing and testing
facility located immediately east of the Cordova System. Groundwater contamination forced GSWC to
decommission some wells. However, decommissioning the wells has not lowered GSWC’s overall system
production capacity because non-contaminated groundwater wells have been modified to increase their rated
capacity.
It has been predicted that by 2015 all but two of GSWC’s wells would experience contamination levels that may
cause their inactivation (GSWC 2005). The two remaining wells, Wells 17 and 23, are not expected to be affected
by contamination until at least 2032. These wells have a combined production capacity of 3,100 gpm (GSWC
2005).
Groundwater lost as a result of contamination would be replaced by SCWA under terms of the Aerojet/Boeing
agreement under its replacement water obligations. Approximately 5,000 afy of remediated groundwater would be
discharged to the American River system. This water would be wheeled through, and withdrawn from, the Folsom
South Canal: GSWC’s current surface water point of diversion. Up to an additional 10,200 afy of remediated
groundwater could be delivered to GSWC via the FRWP and Central WTPVineyard WTP (agreement with
SCWA and Aerojet discussed in Section 3.3.4, “Water Supply Delivery Agreement between American States
Water Company, Sacramento County, and SCWA.”)
Table 7 presents the projected groundwater pumping volumes by the Cordova System. As a result of changes in
groundwater quality, the groundwater supply for the Cordova System is expected to decrease between 2005 and
2015.
Table 7
Projected Groundwater Pumping Volumes by Cordova System (afy)
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Year

Basin Name
Central Sacramento

2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

8,116

7,450

4,500

4,500

4,500

4,500

Note: afy = acre-feet per year
Source: GSWC 2005

4.2.2

EXISTING AND PROJECTED WATER DEMANDS

Projections of the existing and projected future water demands within GSWC’s service area were calculated for
the years 2005 through 2030 in 5-year increments. Future water demands were estimated based on population
projections prepared by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). Billing data for the metered
water connections from 1999 through 2004 were analyzed to obtain unit water use factors (i.e., the average water
use per land use) for various land use categories with in GSWC’s service area.
To provide an accurate projection of total water demand, other water uses (e.g., sales), as well as any water lost
during conveyance (e.g., evaporation, leaks) has been incorporated in the total water demand projections. “Lost
water” is defined as the difference between annual production and supply and annual sales. Included in the lost
water are system losses (from leaks, reservoir overflows, or inaccurate meters) and water used in operations (e.g.,
system flushing). Because the Cordova System is not completely metered, the percent of unaccounted-for water
for the metered accounts was used for both metered and unmetered areas. From 1999 through 2004, unaccountedfor water averaged 3.25% of the total production for the metered connections (GSWC 2005). Table 8 summarizes
the projections of water sales, unaccounted-for water, and total water demand through the year 2030.
Table 8
Projected Water Sales, Unaccounted-for System Losses, and
Total Water Demand (afy) for the GSWC Cordova System
Year

Projected Water Sales

Unaccounted-for
System Losses

Total Water Demand

2000

15,880

533

16,413

2005

17,528

588

18,116

2010

18,885

633

19,518

2015

19,833

665

20,499

2020

20,139

675

20,814

2025

20,153

676

20,829

2030

20,153

676

20,829

Note: afy = acre-feet per year
Source: GSWC 2005

4.2.3

RELIABILITY OF WATER SUPPLY TO MEET DEMANDS

The Cordova System obtains its water supply from three sources: surface water, local groundwater, and
replacement water under the settlement agreement with Aerojet. In general, GSWC’s supply is expected to be 100
% reliable through 2030. This reliability is a result of: a highly reliable surface water supply from the American
River, implementation of the settlement agreement prescribing priority uses for SCWA replacement water
supplies, and historically reliable groundwater supply from the Central Basin.
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RELIABILITY OF SURFACE WATER
As mentioned in Section 4.2.1, “Water Supply Sources,” above, GSWC has a pre-1914 American River
appropriative water right for the diversion of up to 5,000 afy for use in the Cordova System. Appropriative
surface water rights initiated before 1914 are not subject to the Water Commission Act and successor laws
relating to the water right permitting requirements, and thus do not require a permit from the State Water
Resources Control Board. Because appropriative rights are granted priority based on the year of initiation, the
early priority date of GSWC’s American River right (1851) provides this right a high priority, which in turn
indicates that this supply has a high reliability of being delivered.

RELIABILITY OF GROUNDWATER
Since 1995, GSWC has extracted a long-term average of 11,753 afy of groundwater from the Central Basin
(GSWC 2005). GSWC’s highest historical production occurred in 2001 when 13,257 afy was pumped. As
described above, portions of the basin are severely impaired by groundwater contamination, caused primarily by
past operations at Aerojet, which is located immediately east of the Cordova System. This contamination has
caused GSWC to suspend operation of several groundwater wells.
As a result of the contamination, GSWC filed litigation against both Aerojet and the State of California. GSWC
settled its action against the State in January 2003 and settled with Aerojet in October 2004. Under the Settlement
Agreement, Aerojet guarantees that replacement water supplies would be made available to offset lost
groundwater production in the Cordova System, up to a maximum of 15,200 afy (also described in GSWC’s
agreements with Aerojet and SCWA). As discussed previously, 5,000 afy of replacement water supply would be
diverted at the Folsom South Canal, the remaining portion would be made available through SCWA facilities on a
meet-and-confer basis for supplies that exceed a total of 10,000 afy.
It is anticipated that in the future, additional groundwater wells may become affected by contamination. As a
result, as GSWC wells are removed from the water supply system, remediated groundwater from Aerojet would
be delivered to GSWC to offset any losses in groundwater pumping capacity subject to the terms of the adopted
agreements between GSWC, SCWA, and Aerojet. Because of the agreements for replacement water supplies,
water supplies lost from groundwater contamination (up to 10,000 afy) and replaced by SCWA are considered to
have a high reliability for being delivered. GSWC’s agreement for replacement water supplies with Aerojet and
SCWA allow the delivery of up to an additional 5,200 afy (total not to exceed 15,200 afy). Replacement
groundwater water supplies in excess of 10,000 afy would also be considered to have a high reliability for being
delivered, although these supplies would need to be negotiated between GSWC and SCWA on an annual meetand-confer basis.
Groundwater production from remaining wells is expected to produce up to 4,500 afy through at least 2030.
Because of existing groundwater contamination, and the anticipation that these wells would be removed from
service by 2032, groundwater pumped by GSWC is considered to have a moderate reliability of being delivered.

RELIABILITY OF REPLACEMENT WATER
As mentioned above, Aerojet and SCWA have entered into an agreement for the delivery of up to 15,200 afy of
replacement water to GSWC. For the reasons described above, replacement water supplies are considered to have
a high reliability of being delivered.

OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF CORDOVA SYSTEM WATER SUPPLY RELIABILITY
Supply reliability for the Cordova System depends on the reliability of the surface water rights, groundwater
production, and replacement water supplied via agreements between GSWC, Aerojet, and SCWA. The
replacement water measures undertaken by Aerojet and SCWA would ensure that GSWC has the supplies
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necessary to meet its projected water supply demands through 2030. Two production wells are expected to remain
operational until at least 2032, which allows for the production of up to 4,500 afy of groundwater (Table 7). When
this amount of groundwater is combined with 5,000 afy of surface water rights from the American River and up to
15,200 afy of replacement water from Aerojet and SCWA, a sufficient water supply (i.e., 24,700 afy) exists to
meet all projected water demands (i.e., 20,829 afy) in the Cordova System. It should be noted that available
GSWC supplies actually exceed the supplies needed to meet the projected demands because GSWC is not
currently using a SMUD water transfer and does not expect to use the water transfer during its planning horizon
(i.e., 2030) to meet future demands. Because projected supplies currently exceed projected demands, GSWC’s
water supply is considered to have a high reliability of being delivered.

4.3

CALIFORNIA-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY

Cal-Am’s Northern Division consists of nine distinct water systems forming one operational entity that is the
largest private water operation in Sacramento County with a total of about 43,100 connections serving an
estimated 170,500 people. The 9 systems are not all contiguous, but are surrounded by numerous other utilities.
The 9 systems that comprise the Northern Division include: Antelope, Arden, Lincoln Oaks, Parkway,
Suburban/Rosemont, Sunrise, West Placer, Isleton and Walnut Grove. The Sunrise system is also known as
Security Park; however, it is referred to as Sunrise in the Cal-Am’s UWMP (Cal-Am 2006). Suburban/Rosemont
and Sunrise are the two Cal-Am systems that provide water to a portion of the City’s planning area.
Because the service area of Cal-Am’s Northern Division is so large, only the systems that provide water to the
City’s planning areas are discussed below. An overview of water supply sources, existing and projected water
supply demands, and the reliability of water supplies to meet projected demands is provided below. These data
were obtained from Cal-Am’s UWMP (Cal-Am 2006).

4.3.1

WATER SYSTEM SUPPLY SOURCES

This section describes Cal-Am’s water supply systems that would provide service within the City’s planning area.

SUNRISE SERVICE AREA
Citizens Utilities (a private water utility provider which was later purchased by Cal-Am) purchased the Sunrise
service area (also known as Security Park) from McDonnell Douglas in the early 1980s. It consists of
approximately 2.8 square miles of land located immediately north of Douglas Road and east of Sunrise
Boulevard, approximately 1.5 miles east of Mather Airport. Presently, this area is mostly undeveloped, serving
approximately 20 commercial customers. The system includes five groundwater wells, only one of which is in
regular use, with other wells available as needed for backup. The Sunrise Service area accounts for less than 0.1%
of the Northern Division’s production and sales.

SUBURBAN SERVICE AREA
The Suburban service area consists of two systems, the Suburban system and the Rosemont system. These
systems lie adjacent to each other and span the north and south sides of U.S. Highway 50 about 9 miles east of
downtown Sacramento. This service area (i.e., Suburban /Rosemont) is located entirely within the City’s planning
area, south of the American River, and north of Mather Airport and includes portions of the developed (i.e.,
urban) areas of Rancho Cordova. There are approximately 17,000 customers in the Suburban/Rosemont area,
which are served via 8 groundwater wells for the Rosemont subarea and 20 wells within the Suburban subarea. In
all, the Suburban service area accounts for approximately 30% of the Northern Division’s production.
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4.3.2

WATER SUPPLY DEMAND

Cal-Am has estimated future population levels within its Northern Division. These projections are identified by
service area in 5-year intervals from 2000 to 2025 as shown in Table 9. Population levels within the Sunrise
service area are not expected to increase from 2005 to 2025 because this area is fully built out with commercial
land uses (Cal-Am 2006). Population levels within the Suburban/Rosemont subarea are expected to increase by
only one percent from 2005 to 2025. Total population in the Northern Division service area is projected to
increase by 21% from 2005 to 2020 (Table 9).
Table 9
Existing and Projected Population for Cal-Am’s Northern Division by Service Area
2000

2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

Percentage Increase
from 2005 to 2025

Antelope

25,250

25,880

26,527

26,792

27,059

27,329

6%

Lincoln Oaks

35,970

36,869

37,790

38,169

38,550

38,935

6%

Arden

2,397

2,456

2,517

2,542

2,568

2,594

6%

Suburban/Rosemont

49,754

49,882

50,510

50,138

50,269

50,398

1%

Parkway

37,085

53,735

54,787

55,848

56,817

58,012

8%

West Placer

0

675

6750

13,500

20,250

27,000

3900%

Sunrise

0

0

0

0

0

0

0%

Walnut Grove

466

477

489

495

499

504

6%

Isleton

857

879

901

910

919

928

6%

TOTAL

151,779

170,453

179,721

188,388

197,031

205,700

21%

Service Area

Note: Cal-Am = California-American Water Company
Source: Cal-Am 2006

Cal-Am estimated existing and projected future water demands for the Northern Division for 2006 through 2025.
(Table 10). Cal-Am’s total demands are projected to grow from 47,620 afy in 2006 to 56,190 afy in 2025. This is
an increase of 8,570 afy over the 25-year period, or approximately 18 % (Table 10). However, Cal-Am did not
project individual service area water demands in its UWMP. Cal-Am notes that the Sunrise system accounts for
less than 0.1% of the Northern Division’s production and sales, and the Suburban system accounts for
approximately 30% of the Northern Division’s production and sales. Assuming that these percentages apply to
both water supply and water demand, EDAW calculated water supplies and demands for the Sunrise and
Suburban/Rosemont water systems using Cal-Am’s projected growth factor of 1% for the Suburban/Rosemont
service area and 0% for the Sunrise service area for the period from 2005 to 2025. These projected demands are
shown in Table 10.
Table 10
Summary of Current and Projected Water Demand and Sources of Water Supply (afy) for Cal-Am
Year
Projected Demand

2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

47,620

50,510

52,500

54,380

56,190

43,600

33,650

34,180

33,550

33,910

Projected Supply by Source
Cal-Am Groundwater
Wholesale Surface Water Supply Purchases:
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Table 10
Summary of Current and Projected Water Demand and Sources of Water Supply (afy) for Cal-Am
Year
Placer County Water Agency (West Placer Service Area)
SCWA (Parkway)
Citrus Heights Water District (Lincoln Oaks Intertie
with SSWD)
City of Sacramento (Arden Intertie)

2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

140

1,360

2,720

4,080

5,440

2,420

3,500

3,500

4,000

4,000

20

9,000

9,000

9,500

9,500

1,440

3,000

3,100

3,250

3,340

(See “Wholesale Purchases” above. Transfers and exchanges
of water occur pursuant to conjunctive-use agreements.)

Transfers and Exchanges
Total Water Supply

47,620

50,510

52,500

54,380

56,190

48

48

48

48

48

Suburban/Rosemont Service Area Demands

14,286

14,322

14,358

14,394

14,429

Total Cal-Am Water Demands within City planning
area1

14,334

14,370

14,406

14,442

14,477

Sunrise Service Area Demands

Notes:
afy = acre-feet per year; Cal-Am = California-American Water Company; SCWA = Sacramento County Water Agency; SSWD= Sacramento
Suburban Water District
1

Estimated demands for City’s Planning Area based on projected population growth and percentage of water use for service areas within

planning area compared to the total Northern Division service area.
Source: Cal-Am 2006

4.3.3

OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF CAL-AM WATER SUPPLY RELIABILITY

Cal-Am operates more than 100 groundwater wells in the Northern Division (inside and outside the Central
Basin) for a total theoretical capacity of approximately 100,000 afy (Cal-Am 2006). It should be noted that while
Cal-Am’s system could pump up to 100,000 afy of groundwater, it is highly unlikely that Cal-Am would
undertake such an aggressive groundwater pumping scenario in the Central Basin because of its commitments to
adhere to the negotiated sustainable yield of the Central Basin (i.e., 273,000 afy). Further, this pumping capacity
is for Cal-Am’s Northern Division, of which some service areas are located outside the Central Basin. While all
Cal-Am service areas, except for Isleton and Walnut Grove, have interties with other neighboring water
purveyors; it is unknown what amount of Cal-Am’s groundwater pumping capacity is available to exclusively
serve the Sunrise and Suburban/Rosemont service area. Nonetheless, the presence of intertie connections between
service areas at a minimum indicates that sufficient emergency groundwater reserves are available within its
system. Further, groundwater currently pumped to serve the Northern Division and projected future pumping
amounts (Table 10) are considered to have a high reliability of being delivered because Cal-Am has historically
pumped a reliable supply of groundwater from its system. Cal-Am would tailor the Northern Division’s water
supply mix during dry and very dry years in cooperation with the Sacramento Groundwater Authority and the
Central Sacramento Groundwater Forum determinations as to how much surface water would be available under
conjunctive use programs in any given year (Cal-Am 2006). Cal-Am projects that they would be able to use as
much as 23,300 af of imported surface water supplies during normal years. In a very dry year, or the third year of
a multiple dry year scenario, Cal-Am projects 100% of the Division’s total water supply would be groundwater
(Cal-Am 2006).
Similar to the other water purveyors that rely on groundwater from the Central Basin, Cal-Am’s groundwater
wells within the Sunrise and Suburban/Rosemont service area could at some future point become impaired by the
local contamination problem associated with past operations at Aerojet and the former Mather Air Force Base.
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Cal-Am has however has not entered into an agreement with SCWA for replacement water supplies. However, it
is SCWA’s intention to enter into an agreement for replacement water supplies with Cal-Am; and as a result,
SCWA has planned for approximately 5,000 afy of replacement water supplies allocated to Cal-Am. See Section
4.1.2, “SCWA Water Agreements”. Although Cal-Am has not relied upon replacement water supplies to meet
future demands in its UWMP, water supplies potentially lost from groundwater contamination (up to 5,000 afy)
and replaced by SCWA are considered to have a high reliability of being delivered.

4.4

OTHER WATER PURVEYORS IN THE VICINITY OF THE PLANNING
AREA

Omochumne-Hartnell Water District (OHWD) is a primarily agricultural water district located adjacent to and
partially overlapping the southeastern portion of SCWA Zone 40 (Exhibit 3) andof the City’s planning area
(Exhibit 4). While OHWD does not own any water rights, it owns and operates surface water and groundwater
distribution facilities for landowners in its service area. Land use within OHWD’s service area is primarily in
agriculture. Landowners divert water from the Cosumnes River using flashboards to create diversion dams, which
allows flood irrigation for agricultural fields adjacent to the Cosumnes River. Landowners that are not located
adjacent to the Cosumnes River have groundwater wells that are pumped for irrigation. (Lowry, pers. comm.,
2006).
OHWD is a member of the Southeast Sacramento County Agricultural Water Authority, a Joint Powers Authority
(JPA) made up of three water districts: OHWD, Clay Water District, and Galt Irrigation District. The JPA is
involved in planning efforts regarding groundwater management, water resource utilization, flood control, and
groundwater recharge. As part of these efforts, the JPA has been working with many other agencies and
organizations, including SCWA in the management of regional groundwater and surface water resources.
While OHWD’s service area does not encompass any portions of the City’s planning area, it is a neighboring
water purveyor that could be a source of potential future water supplies as land within its service area gradually
converts from agricultural to urban land uses. .
The City of Folsom, Placer County Water Agency and SSWD are water purveyors in the vicinity of the planning
area who may be able to water supplies to the City’s planning area. These water districts and their potential to
provide water supplies to the City are briefly discussed in Section are discussed in Section 5.4.1 “Water Transfers
and Exchanges with nearby Purveyors.”
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5
PROJECTED WATER DEMANDS FOR THE CITY OF
RANCHO CORDOVA GENERAL PLAN PLANNING AREA
5.1

METHODOLOGY FOR ESTIMATING WATER DEMANDS

The City provided total acreages for the existing and proposed land use designations in its corporate limits and the
larger planning area. The City estimates that its corporate city limits would build out by 2030, while build out of
its planning area would occur sometime after 2030. A specific timeline for build out of the planning area is not
known and is dependant on local market conditions including demand for housing, employment uses, and timing
of regional infrastructure, among a number of factors. For purposes of this water supply analysis, buildout of the
City’s planning area is assumed to occur by 2050.
This water supply evaluation uses the same methodology for estimating water demands that SCWA uses in its
long-term water supply planning. To estimate projected water demands for the City’s planning area, an individual
unit water demand factor is applied to each land use designation within the planning area and projected water
demands are calculated for each land use category in acre-feet per acre per year (af/acre/year). SCWA developed
unit water demand factors for land use types in its 2030 Zone 40 WSMP (SCWA 2005a) and these demand
factors are used to estimate the City’s demands. SCWA’s water demand factors reflect a 25.6 percent level of
water conservation (compared with an unrestrained condition), pursuant to the guidelines set forth in the WFA
and are normalized to account for hydrologic year differences.

5.2

PLANNING AREA WATER DEMANDS

Water demand estimates for the City’s planning area were developed using the 2030 unit water demand factors
presented in the Zone 40 WSMP for similar land use categories. The total annual water demand assumes system
losses of 7.5%: the same factor used by SCWA (SCWA 2005a). Total annual water demands within the corporate
city limits are estimated to be 57,299 afy at buildout. Water demands for the larger planning area (areas outside
the corporate limits) are estimated to be 71,410 afy. Total water demands for the entire planning area are
estimated to be 128,709 afy (Table 11).
Table 12 identifies projects within Rancho Cordova specific plan, comprehensive plan, and community planning
areas that have been identified in the City’s General Plan. As indicated in the table, many of these plans have
either been approved or are currently proposed and proceeding through the planning process. Projects that have
been approved by the City (or the County prior to the City’s incorporation) have identified and secured a longterm reliable water supply source from one of the water purveyors within the City. Many of the proposed projects
also have identified and/or secured a long-term water supply source. The water demands associated with many of
the proposed projects have been accounted for in SCWA’s water supply planning documents including the
recently prepared SCWA Zone 40 WSMP, Zone 41 UWMP, and Zone 40 NSA WSIP.
As presented in Exhibit 56, SCWA is planning for the delivery of long-term water supplies to its NSA. Within the
NSA, SCWA has identified the water demand areas of Westborough, Sunrise Douglas, Rio del Oro, Sunrise
Corridor, and Mather Field. These areas are all within the City’s corporate limits with the exception of Mather
Field (located in the City’s planning area). Table 13 lists SCWA’s NSA demand areas and how these areas
correspond to the City’s planning area. The majority of the City’s corporate limits fall within the NSA. Areas that
lie outside the NSA fall within the service area of GSWC and Cal-Am, with the exception of a small area located
in the southern portion of the NSA. This area is located within SCWA’s Zone 40 2030 Study Area. While SCWA
has allocated water supply and planned for infrastructure to serve its NSA, the total water demand within these
planning areas may exceed the amount of water planned to be delivered to the NSA by SCWA. Service within the
NSA will be on a first-come, first-served basis. As development occurs, SCWA will track service demands in
relation to available supplies.
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Table 11
Land Use and Water Demands at Buildout of the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan
Total Area (Acres)
Land Use 1

Water Demand (afy)

Unit
Water
Demand
Factor 2

Corporate
City Limits

Unincorporated
City

Total
Planning
Area Water
Demands

Corporate
City Limits

Unincorporated
City

Total Acreage
Within
Planning Area

Public/Quasi-Public

1,138

3,854

4,992

1.04

1,184

4,008

5,192

Parks and Open Space

2,392

1,810

4,202

3.46

8,276

6,263

14,539

Natural Resources

1,864

9,251

11,115

0.00

0

0

0

Rural Residential

0

1,135

1,135

1.33

0

1,510

1,510

Estate Residential

630

3,949

4,579

1.33

838

5,252

6,090

Low Density Residential

6,156

10,780

16,936

2.89

17,791

31,154

48,945

Medium Density
Residential

3,423

266

3,689

3.70

12,665

984

13,649

High Density Residential

450

249

699

4.12

1,854

1,026

2,880

Residential Mixed Use

62

60

122

2.51

156

151

307

1,788

1,118

2,906

2.75

4,917

3,075

7,992

Commercial Mixed Use

439

352

791

2.75

1,207

968

2,175

Village Center

222

225

447

2.51

557

565

1,122

Local Town Center

68

77

145

2.51

171

193

364

Regional Town Center

112

174

286

2.51

281

437

718

Transit Oriented Town
Center

77

154

231

2.51

193

387

580

Light Industrial

961

2,940

3,901

2.71

2,604

7,967

10,571

Heavy Industrial

224

918

1,142

2.71

607

2,488

3,095

Surface Mining 3

0

871

871

0.00

0

0

0

20,006

38,183

58,189

53,301

66,428

119,729

3,998

4,982

8,980

57,299

71,410

128,709

Office Mixed Use

Developed Land Use

Water System Losses (7.5%)
Total Land and Water
Use

20,006

38,183

58,189

Notes:
1

Land use designations and total acreage provided by Rancho Cordova correspond to the General Plan land use map.

2.

Unit water demand factors based on Zone 40 WSMP (SCWA 2005a) for land use categories similar to City of Rancho Cordova land use
categories. Demand factors reflect 25.6% level of water demand management consistent with the WFA.

3

Aggregate mining typically has a minimal water demand for wash-down and dust control.

Source: Angell, pers. comm., 2006
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Table 12
Approved and Proposed Projects In Rancho Cordova
Project Name

Dwelling Units

Res. Acres

Com. Acres

Total Acres*

801

244.2

NA

244.2

949

199.5

14.5

229.8

Anatolia II (Part of Sun Ridge Specific Plan )

886

244.7

11.1

298

1

879

208

NA

208

1

134

25

NA

25

1

Mather East (Part of Sun Ridge Specific Plan )

NA

13.3

18.8

44.56

Sunrise Douglas Shopping Center

NA

NA

51

51

Villages of Zinfandel— Stone Creek Apartments

288

17.08

NA

17.08

Villages of Zinfandel GPA

719

527

18

823

680

120.9

NA

130.3

836

85

32

117

6,172

1,685

145

2,188

11,601

1,931

137

3,828.50

5,459

2,901

306

3,410

2,703

303.5

21.6

530

3,042

393.6

25.7

609.4

869

158.3

NA

251.9

6,000

1,000

274

1,518

4,810

801

178

1,366

NA

NA

NA

40.5

NA

NA

NA

300

34,484

7,488

942

11,854

40,656

9,173

1,087

14,042

Approved Projects (all projects have secured water supplies)
Sunridge Park (Phase I) - (Part of Sun Ridge
Specific Plan1)
1

Anatolia I - (Part of Sun Ridge Specific Plan )
1

Anatolia III (Part of Sun Ridge Specific Plan )
Anatolia IV (Part of Sun Ridge Specific Plan )

1

North Douglas (Part of Sun Ridge Specific Plan )
2

Capital Village

Total
Proposed Projects
Rio del Oro3
SunCreek

4
1

The Preserve at Sunridge

1

Sunridge East - (part of Sun Ridge Specific Plan )
1

Montelena - (part of Sun Ridge Specific Plan )
Westborough
Glenborough

5

5

Bradshaw Landing

6
6

Legion of Christ Catholic College

Total
Total Approved and Proposed Projects
Notes:

1 Water supplies for these projects would be provided by the North Vineyard Wellfield operated by SCWA. See Section 5.2.1, “Sun
Ridge Specific Plan Water Supply and Demand,” below.
2 Water supplies identified for this project is unknown.
3 SCWA would provide replacement water supplies to this project (part of 15,000 afy of water diverted at FRWP.
4 SCWA would install and operate groundwater wells near Kiefer Road. Operation of these wells would remain within the negotiated
sustainable yield of the Central Basin (i.e., 273,000 afy)
5 GSWC would provide replacement water supplies SCWA will wholesale remediated groundwater to GSWC to serve this project.
6 Water demands associated with these projects have not been identified

Table 13
SCWA Demand Areas and City Planning Areas
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SCWA Demand Region
Mather Field

City of Rancho Cordova Planning Area
Mather Planning Area

Rio Del Oro - Cal American

Rio Del Oro Planning Area

Rio Del Oro - Zone 40

Rio Del Oro Planning Area

Sunrise Corridor

Sunrise Blvd South Planning Area

Sunrise Douglas

Suncreek/Preserve & Grant Line North Planning Area

Westborough

Westborough Planning Area

Note: Cal-Am = California-American Water Company; SCWA = Sacramento County Water Agency
Source: SCWA 2006

5.2.1

SUNRDIGE SPECIFIC PLAN WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND

The Sun Ridge Specific Plan (SRSP) project was approved by the County Board of Supervisors in 2001 (City of
Rancho Cordova was not incorporated at this time) (Sacramento County 2001a). The project consists of a land use
plan for development of approximately 2,632-acres within the City’s corporate limits with approximately 10,020
dwelling units, 173 acres of commercial uses, 78 acres of park uses, and 44 acres of school uses. Water supply
planning for this project has been complicated and occurred within the context of the larger Sunrise Douglas
Community Plan (SDCP). The SDCP project (also approved in 2001) provides an overall conceptual framework
and policy direction for urbanization of approximately 6,042 acres within the City’s corporate limits.
Implementation of the SDCP and SRSP would result in the development of approximately 22,503 dwelling units
and would support 479 acres of commercial, 177 acres of park and 148 acres of school uses. Buildout of the SRSP
area is anticipated to occur by 2011, while buildout of the SDCP area would occur by approximately 2020.
The proposed SRSP was approved prior the implementation of SB 610 (became effective January 1, 2002), which
is described above in Section 3.1.2, “Senate Bill 610.” As such, the preparation of an SB 610 WSA was not
required prior to approval of this project. Because the City is now the land use agency responsible for
implementing specific development plans within the SRSP area and the City is engaging in the preparation of its
General Plan and supporting General Plan water supply evaluation (this document), the City has asked for a
description of the water supply sources identified for the SRSP and the long-term reliability of those sources to
meet demands within the SRSP area during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The discussion that follows
describes SCWA’s identified water supply sources to the SRSP area and the reliability of those supplies to meet
demands based on the information contained in the Zone 41 UWMP.
SCWA would serve the SRSP area through their Zone 40 conjunctive use water supply system. Some of the
specific development projects within the SRSP are identified in Table 12. Total water demands associated with
the SRSP area are approximately 8,540 afy (approximately 7.62 mgd) (Sacramento County 2001a). SCWA has
agreed to serve the SRSP area with groundwater from the NVWF, which is currently under construction (see
Section 3.3.2, “SCWA Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan.”) SCWA has adopted resolution (Resolution No.
WA-0607 on July 26, 2005) that specifically allocates water supplies from the NVWF to the SRSP project
(Appendix A) the first phase of which is operational. Further, SCWA has accounted for the SRSP project within
its UWMP (2005). The SCWA UWMP is discussed in Section 4, “Existing and Projected Water Demand and
Supply for Water Purveyors in the City’s Planning Area.”
The NVWF provides for the extraction of up to 10,000 afy of groundwater and would consist of 8 wells located in
the vicinity of Excelsior and Florin Roads and a 30-inch pipeline to convey raw groundwater to the Anatolia
Water Treatment Plant (Anatolia WTP) located on Sunrise Boulevard. The total anticipated maximum day
capacity of the well field would be approximately 8,00012,000 gpm. The first phase consists of 3 wells with a

EDAW
Water Supply Evaluation

48

City of Rancho Cordova Water Supply
City of Rancho Cordova

capacity of 4,500 gpm (one of these wells is considered a back-up and not part of the treatment plant’s capacity).
Additional capacity and wells will be added on an as needed basis.
Water supplies (including the NVWF) to serve the SRSP are part of SCWA’s conjunctive use program for Zone
40. Table 1 presents the combination of surface water and groundwater supplies and entitlements that SCWA has
identified for Zone 40. Section 4.1.2, “SCWA Water Agreements,” described the conditions associated with
SCWA’S water agreements. Table 1 also describes SCWA’S projected water demands within its service area over
the next 20+ years (to 2030). Further, through its UWMP, SCWA has demonstrated the long-term reliability of its
water supplies to meet projected water demands within its service area. Because the SRSP project is located
within zone 40, has been planned for in SCWA’S water supply planning, SCWA has determined through its
UWMP that reliable water supplies are available to meet its 2030 projected water demand under normal, dry, and
multiple-dry water years, and a defined water supply (i.e., NVWF) has been allocated to serve the SRSP area,
adequate long-term water supplies are available to meet buildout water demands of the SRSP area.

5.3

AVAILABILITY OF SUPPLIES TO MEET PROJECTED DEMANDS
WITHIN CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA GENERAL PLAN PLANNING
AREA

The water purveyors within the planning area have developed water supplies to meet demands associated with
expected growth and development in their service areas. SCWA has projected water demands based on
assumptions regarding population growth and unit water demands associated with different land use types. SCWA
used the best available data and information for developing water demand estimates (i.e., Sacramento County
General Plan), and other recent information obtained regarding new development in the area (e.g. the draft WSIP)
SCWA provides water to new developments on a first-come first-served basis. Specific projects that are planned
for in the future would be served with water supplies as the necessary conveyance and treatment facilities to
deliver water to the newly developing areas are developed. Facilities currently proposed by SCWA include the:
Zone 40 Central WTPVineyard WTP, FRDP, NVWF, and the Eastern County Replacement Water Supply
Project.
Using information provided by local water purveyors within the City’s planning area, the total amount of 2030
water supplies for each water purveyor are presented in Table 14 and compared against existing and projected
water demands for the City’s planning area. Table 14 indicates that the combined water supplies of SCWA,
GSWC and Cal-Am total approximately 77,620 AF in 2030.
Table 14
Summary of Projected 2030 Water Supply Available to Planning Area by Water Purveyors
and City of Rancho Cordova Water Demands
Water Purveyor

Year

2030

SCWA Zone 40 NSA

Supply

37,314

GSWC

Supply

25,829

Cal-Am

Supply

14,477

Total Supply Available to Planning Area

77,620

Demands
City of Rancho Cordova General Plan Planning Area
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City Area

57,299

Non-City Area

71,410

Total Demands

128,709

Surplus/(Deficit)

(51,089)
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The total water demands for the City’s planning area would be approximately 57,299 AF with buildout of the
corporate limits plus an additional 71,410 AF with buildout of the remaining planning area. Total water demands
for the entire planning area (including the city limits) are 128,709 AF. Based on the combined available water
supplies of the local purveyors to serve the planning area (i.e., 77,620 AF), there would be a water supply
shortfall of approximately 51,089 AF (approximately 40% of the long-term total demands, considering
development within the current city limits plus the planning area).
Because the majority of the City’s corporate limit is located within GSWC’s, Cal-Am’s, or SCWA’s NSA service
areas and water supplies have been planned for buildout of these areas, adequate water supplies would likely be
available to meet the City’s corporate limit buildout water demands with implementation of the various water
supply plans, agreements, and projects planned for by local water purveyors (described above) and assuming
buildout occurs at the levels (e.g., densities) planned for by local purveyors . 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. While total supplies available (i.e., 77,620
AF) are greater than the City’s corporate limit demands (i.e., 57,299 AF), 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 from the City
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 to
determine the total demands that could be met by existing and projected future water supplies.
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 water supply planning environment. Investigation of future
water supply options would likely require involvement from local water purveyors (GSWC, Cal-Am, 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. Regardless, 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.

5.4

FUTURE WATER SUPPLIES

As shown in Exhibit 2, the portions of the City’s planning area that are not within the corporate city limits are
within SCWA’s Zone 40. The portion southwest portion of the planning area that overlaps OHWD’s service area
is also within Zone 40’s service area. To support the level of growth proposed by Rancho Cordova, additional
water supplies would need to be acquired and/or the City would need to make efforts to substantially reduce its
overall demand for potable water. There are a number of options in which water purveyors for the region could
secure additional water supplies to accommodate the additional growth planned by the City. Reduction in potable
water demand could be achieved through the use of recycled water for non-potable purposes. These options
presented are considered very preliminary in nature. It is important to note that the City (as the land use agency)
will need to actively participate in discussions with the local water purveyors, the Water Forum successor effort,
and environmental groups to develop feasible solutions to providing new water supplies above and beyond those
identified in the WFA and the necessary conveyance and treatment infrastructure to serve proposed growth and
development. A combination of one or more of the potential options described below may allow the City to
proceed with growth and development beyond its corporate limits.

5.4.1

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 secure new or surplus water supplies. Cities and agencies who purchase water from SCWA
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or have jurisdictional boundaries that overlap Zone 40’s the Planning Area 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. While Rancho Cordova could negotiate with the City of Folsom regarding the
availability of these supplies, it is unlikely. their ultimate transfer to SCWA would be unlikely.

PLACER COUNTY WATER AGENCY
Staff at the Placer County Water Agency was contacted to determine whether they had any available water
supplies that could be exchanged or transferred to SCWAwater service providers in the Planning Area. 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 this report was prepared, Placer County Water
Agency would only have enough water supplies to meet its projected buildout water demands. No additional
water supplies would be available from Placer County Water Agency for transfer or exchange agreements
(Maisch, pers. comm., 2006).

SACRAMENTO SUBURBAN WATER DISTRICT
GSWC currently has an intertie with Sacramento Suburban Water District (SSWD)’s water distribution system.
As of the date of this report, 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.

NATOMAS CENTRAL MUTUAL WATER COMPANY
Natomas Central Mutual Water Company (Natomas Mutual) primarily provides irrigation water to its
shareholders for agriculture purposes. Natomas Mutual has historically provided water to more than 33,200 acres
of land north and west of the city limits of Sacramento and its service area is bordered on the west by the
Sacramento River and stretches into Sutter County to the north. Natomas Mutual has water rights for 120,000 afy
of water from the Bureau of Reclamation and diverts this water from the Sacramento River.
In March 2004, Natomas Mutual authorized its staff and consultants to finalize an operating agreement with
GSWC to provide water and wastewater services to municipal and industrial users in the Natomas Basin via a
separate conveyance system. (Natomas Central Mutual Water Company 2006). The partnership allows Natomas
Mutual to serve all development within its service area, while preserving habitat, encouraging conservation, and
maximizing the value of its shareholders’ historic water rights. Just as important, the partnership with GSWC
makes certain that the water Natomas draws from the Sacramento River, American River and from groundwater
wells stays in northern California. As land is being converted from agricultural (predominantly rice) to residential
land uses in Natomas Mutual’s service area, the total water demands in the service area has decreased (rice
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farming is a water intensive use). This has resulted in a potential surplus in Natomas Mutual’s available water
supplies.
Natomas Mutual has indicated that through the partnership with GSWC; they are looking for opportunities to
market (e.g., sell, transfer) their surplus water supply (Strickland, pers. comm., 2006), although information
regarding the specific amount of available water supplies is not available. The sale or transfer of water from
Natomas Mutual to purveyors within Rancho Cordova would require approval by the State Water Resources
Control Board, Division of Water Rights and the preparation of necessary environmental documentation. Further,
additional conveyance and treatment facilities would likely be required to deliver water from Natomas Mutual’s
service area to the City’s planning area.

5.4.2

IMPROVED GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY

Groundwater use (i.e., by all groundwater users) in the Central Basin is restricted to the WFA, negotiated, longterm sustainable yield of 273,000 afy. The CSCGF is currently preparing a GMP that addresses ways to maintain
groundwater sustainability (Eck, pers. comm., 2006). The CSCGF identified two primary activities that would
result in an improved ability to sustain the viability of the groundwater resources for the Central Basin.
Ź

Ź

Continue to investigate conjunctive use opportunities within the Central Basin area. SCWA and other
groundwater users within the Central Basin will coordinate all recharge efforts.
Continue to investigate opportunities for development of direct recharge facilities (e.g., well injection
facilities) in addition to in-lieu recharge facilities (e.g., constructed recharge basins, discharge to riverbeds or
streambeds).

The City could collaborate with SCWA and the CSCGF to investigate recharge and water banking opportunities
available within the Central Basin. Through these investigations and implementation of a recharge program it
could be determined that new supplies would be available to accommodate new growth within the region and
these supplies could partially meet the City’s projected water demands. The feasibility of implementing such a
recharge program is currently under investigation by the CSCGF and would likely require the construction of
additional facilities (e.g., groundwater injection wells, discharge structures, and new groundwater extraction wells
if additional supplies are available).
Through investigation of the feasibility of large-scale groundwater recharge opportunities there may also be the
potential opportunity to investigate and study the sensitivity of the negotiated, sustainable yield of the Central
Basin. The City could coordinate with the Water Forum successor effort, CSCGF, and other groundwater
appropriators to scientifically and comprehensively evaluate whether the Central Basin could support a higher
yield what still maintaining the objectives of the WFA. Although dependant on the results of the investigation, it
may be possible to pump additional groundwater from the Central Basin, which would facilitate new growth and
development. A portion of these supplies could serve new growth within the City.

5.4.3

EXPAND USE OF RECYCLED WATER

Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) is responsible for the collection, treatment, disposal
and reuse (recycled water) of wastewater throughout most of the urbanized areas of Sacramento County, including
the majority of service areas retailed water by SCWA.
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 40portions of the City of Elk Grove (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
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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 the Zone 40 region in the Rancho Cordova areamost of the
Planning Area. It is expected that the SRCSD’s boundary will be expanded further to cover the areas in the City’s
planning area that are currently undeveloped as development plans are approved.
The most commonly used recycled water is defined as wastewater that has been treated to tertiary standards that
meet Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations. Recycled water treated to this level can be used for all
outdoor irrigation demands in a community, including; parks, schools, street medians, residential front and
backyard landscaping, public open space, as well as industrial uses such as cooling water. In addition, recycled
water is commonly used for environmental purposes such as wetlands and habitat restoration.
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 Sacramento and the City of Elk Grove. SRCSD will work in partnership with SCWA to serve these
those areas that are within 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.
To plan for water recycling projects beyond 2010, SRCSD is developing a Water Recycling Master Plan (WRMP)
that would plan for water recycling through 2030. The overall project objective is to increase water recycling
usage in the Sacramento region during peak irrigation months to a 30 mgd (33,600 afy) to 40 mgd (44,800 afy)
level. Water recycling on this scale will allow SRCSD to better manage its effluent discharged to the Sacramento
River and could help Sacramento Area water purveyors improve their water supply availability and reliability in
terms of irrigation and industrial water supply. The WRMP effort will include significant outreach to stakeholders
that could be associated with SRCSD’s future water recycling plans. Stakeholders to be contacted during the
WRMP are expected to include, among others; Sacramento Area water purveyors and users, land use planning
authorities, land development leaders, and environmental interests. The WRMP will culminate in the development
of a SRCSD Water Recycling Master Plan document that is expected to contain numerous water recycling project
alternatives that will be evaluated for future SRCSD implementation.
One option being explored as part of the WRMP is the use of recycled water for agriculture which would
supplement groundwater supplies. The reduction in groundwater use by agricultural users may “free up”
groundwater supplies elsewhere in the same groundwater basin. This WRMP document is expected to be
completed in mid-2006.
SCWA has indicated that the use of recycled water for non-potable purposes could reduce potable water demands
by as much as 10% to 50% depending on the level of reuse that is prescribed (Eck, pers. comm., 2006). Using
recycled water for public areas such as medians and park strips would reduce potable water demands by
approximately 10-15%, while using recycled water for public area and residential outdoor areas (e.g. residential
landscaping) could reduce overall potable water demands by as much as 50%.
The City should coordinate with the SRCSD to investigate the feasibility of implementing water recycling
projects within its jurisdiction. Doing so over the long-term could substantially reduce the City’s overall buildout
water demands.
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6
POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH
DELIVERING WATER TO THE GENERAL PLAN PLANNING AREAS
This section briefly summarizes the potential environmental impacts associated with delivering water to the City’s
planning area. Potential impacts include those associated with construction and operation of facilities necessary
for diverting, treating, and delivering water. Specific water supply sources to meet the City’s build out planning
area demands are not fully known. For those supplies that are not currently known, this assessment represents a
preliminary overview of the types of impacts that could occur and would need to be addressed in detail in the
future environmental documents prepared by the City or appropriate water agencies.
The City of Rancho Cordova is a land use agency and is responsible for the approval of new growth and
development within its jurisdiction. In approving its General Plan and associated land use plan, the City would be
approving a prescribed level of growth and development. The City must consider the direct and indirect impacts
associated with approval of its General Plan, including the impacts associated with the provision of public
services, such as a reliable water supply.
The population and employment growth associated with the City’s proposed land use plans would cause an
increase in local water demands. Demand for surface water and groundwater would increase as a result of new
residential, commercial, and industrial development within Rancho Cordova; however, a portion of this demand
may be reduced through the conversion of irrigated agricultural land to urban land uses. Insufficient Wwater
supplies are currently available to meet the City’s 2030 (corporate limits) but not the expanded and 2050
(planning area) land use demands. The City would be required to secure additional water supplies to meet its
projected demands. Increased groundwater pumping to meet demands would be limited because little surplus
groundwater is available for pumping over the long term because planned future groundwater pumping would
approximate the negotiated groundwater pumping yield for the Central Basin (i.e., 273,000 afy). As a result, there
would be an increased demand for new surface water supplies or increased recycling and water conservation
programs and an increased demand for local water purveyors to expand their service areas. Increased surface
water demands could lead to increased water shortages, reductions in existing service levels of local water
purveyors, and the inability of purveyors to serve new development.
To meet projected demands, water supply purveyors would need to pursue additional water supply projects that
would bring in new water supplies or recycled water supplies to serve the city. Potential projects to secure
additional supplies could include the negotiation of new water right transfers; construction of new diversion
structures; expansion or construction of new water treatment plants; and construction of new potable water and
recycled water distribution facilities. Examples of potential environmental impacts that could be caused by
potential water supply projects that would serve the City’s planning area are described in Table 15.
Table 15
Examples of Types of Environmental Impacts that could be caused by Other New Water Supply Projects,
Water Rights Transfers, and Related Infrastructure
Types of Potentially
Affected Resources
Surface Water Hydrology
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Related and Potential Impacts
Changes in the magnitude and timing of flows in affected streams; changes in the level of
affected reservoirs and lakes. Potential cumulative effects on the hydrology of Folsom
Reservoir, South Fork American River, Middle Fork American River, and possibly other
locations including the North Fork Cosumnes River, and Alder and Weber Creeks.
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Table 15
Examples of Types of Environmental Impacts that could be caused by Other New Water Supply Projects,
Water Rights Transfers, and Related Infrastructure
Types of Potentially
Affected Resources

Related and Potential Impacts

Geology and Soils

Increase in erosion and sedimentation from construction activities; change in sediment transport
in streams; geologic hazards could cause problems for new facilities and their operators if they
are not sited carefully.

Water Quality

Changes in stream and reservoir/lake temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity, total suspended
solids, and other water quality parameters of concern during construction and operation of new
facilities.

Fishery Resources
including Special-status
Species

Change in the amount and quality of fishery habitat in affect streams and reservoirs/lakes, and
potential fish entrainment at possible diversion sites in lakes and streams.

Wetlands and Riparian
Habitat

Changes in the amount or functions and values of various types of wetlands from the
construction of new facilities, or in riparian areas from changes in the operation of
reservoir/lakes and changes in streamflows. Riparian habitat could be affected by hydrology
changes or new construction and is especially important habitat for wildlife and botanical
species.

Botanical Resources
including Special-status
Species

Disturbance to rare plants and their habitat and other types of vegetation from construction
activities or changes in hydrology along streams and at reservoirs and lakes.

Wildlife Resources
including Special-status
Species

Changes in the amount and quality of affected wildlife habitat near affected reservoir/lakes, and
streams and where appurtenant facilities would be located.

Recreation

Changes in the quantity or quality of recreation opportunities, including fishing, boating,
hiking, and whitewater rafting affected reservoirs/lakes and in affected streams; some impacts
could also occur during construction and operation of new conveyance, treatment, storage, and
pumping facilities.

Visual Resources

Changes in reservoir/lake levels, and streamflows and the addition of new project facilities
could affect the visual environment. New pipelines, pumping stations, or transmission lines near
or in residential areas or highly visited areas would cause negative impacts.

Agriculture

Some irrigated land or grazing land could be taken out of production where project conveyance
facilities need to be located and to accommodate growth. The availability of surface water
supplies for agricultural uses could increase.

Cultural Resources

Historic, prehistoric, and ethnographic resources could be affected by hydrology changes or the
construction and maintenance of new facilities.

Compatibility with
Existing Land Uses and
Other Policies and Plans

Some new project facilities may not be compatible with surrounding land uses, or may be
inconsistent with related federal, state, tribal, and local plans and policies (including those of
the U.S. Forest Service, USFWS, and California Department of Fish and Game).
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Table 15
Examples of Types of Environmental Impacts that could be caused by Other New Water Supply Projects,
Water Rights Transfers, and Related Infrastructure
Types of Potentially
Affected Resources

Related and Potential Impacts

Mineral Resources

New project facilities could interfere with the extraction of minerals at known or yet-to-bediscovered mineral sites.

Public Utilities

The routing and sitting of new project facilities could interfere with the operation or
maintenance of existing or planned public utilities, including communication and energy
infrastructure.

Socioeconomic Resources

Customers of the water purveyors and other would enjoy the socioeconomic benefits associated
with a more reliable water supply and related economic growth. Water rates would likely
increase to help pay for new facilities. Facility construction would cause short-term and
Beneficial employment and income impacts. Energy or mineral impacts would also cause
related socioeconomic effects.

Air Quality and Noise

Air emissions from construction equipment and traffic and loud noises could occur during the
construction phase of new projects. New pumping stations would likely cause adverse noise
impacts for nearby residents and recreationists.

Transportation

Local roads would experience traffic increases during construction.

Public Health and Safety

Construction activities could create some safety hazards.

Growth-inducing Effects

New system infrastructure and water supply projects would likely cause growth-inducing
impacts.

Source: EDAW 2006

6.1

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
IDENTIFIED IN RELEVANT WATER SUPPLY PLANNING PROJECTS

The WFA, SCWA’s Zone 40 WSMP and the NVWF, evaluated as an element of the Sunrise Douglas Community
Plan/Sunridge Specific Plan, which are described in Sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 5.2.1 respectively all have certified
EIRs that addressed the environmental impacts associated with delivery of water supply resources within the
region. A brief summary of the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts identified in the EIRs for the
WFA, Zone 40 WSMP, and NVWF is provided below.

6.1.1

WATER FORUM AGREEMENT EIR (CITY AND COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 1999)

Ź

Water Supply: Reduced Deliveries to SWP and CVP contractors.

Ź

Water Quality: Seasonal Changes to Sacramento River and Delta water quality.

Ź

Fisheries: Reductions in seasonal availability of reservoir littoral habitat for Folsom Reservoir’s warmwater
fisheries; flow-related impacts to fall-run Chinook salmon; flow and temperature-related impacts to splittail;
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contribution to cumulative impacts to warmwater fisheries of Shasta and Trinity reservoirs; cumulative
temperature-related impacts to Sacramento River fisheries resources; and cumulative flow-related impacts to
Delta fish populations.
Ź

Ź

Ź

Ź

Power Supply. Contribution to cumulative reduction in average annual average CVP hydropower capacity
and generation.
Recreation. Reduced rafting and boating opportunities on the Lower American River; reduced boating
opportunities on Folsom Reservoir; and decreased late-season swimming breach opportunities at Folsom
Reservoir.
Land Use and Growth-inducing Impacts: Substantial growth-inducement and resultant land use impacts.
Cultural Resources: Increased cycles of inundation and drawdown affecting cultural resources sites around
Folsom Reservoir.

6.1.2
Ź

Ź

Ź

Ź

Ź

Ź

ZONE 40 WATER SUPPLY MASTER PLAN EIR (SCWA 2003)

Growth-Inducing Impacts: Implementation of the 2002 Zone 40 WSMP would result in the removal of one
obstacle to growth (water supply) in the 2030 Study Area. Growth would result in the conversion of
undeveloped areas in the 2030 Study Area to urban land uses resulting in impacts on biological resources,
scenic resources, air quality, noise, traffic, and other effects of increased urbanization. Because mitigation of
growth-related effects is in the purview of the County and the cities of Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova
through their existing land use authority, and because SCWA itself has no such authority, the 2002 Zone 40
WSMP cannot feasibly provide for additional mitigation of growth-related environmental impacts. This is a
significant and unavoidable impact.
Conversion of Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance: The 2030 Study Area includes
Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance. Although specific locations of conveyance pipelines
and groundwater facilities are not known at this time, construction of these facilities on designated farmland
could result in an incremental loss of this resource. Also, as an indirect impact, farmland conversion could
occur as a result of unknown development supported by the water supply plan.
Visual Impact of Project Facilities: Depending on the size, location, and design of new facilities, significant
visual impacts may occur with implementation of the 2002 Zone 40 WSMP. Once additional information
becomes available, and specific projects are proposed, additional environmental analysis would be required to
determine the magnitude of impacts, if any, that would result.
Short Term Construction-Related Emissions: Short term construction generated emissions could
potentially exceed SMAQMD daily emission thresholds of 85 ppd for NOX and 275 ppd for fugitive dust
(PM10). As a result, short term construction generated air quality impacts would be significant and
unavoidable.
Short-Term Construction-Generated Noise: Construction activities associated with development of project
facilities could exceed County noise thresholds at nearby noise-sensitive land uses. This would be a
significant and unavoidable noise impact.
Stationary Source Noise: Operation of proposed stationary noise sources could result in noise levels at
nearby noise-sensitive receptors which could exceed County noise ordinance standards. This is a significant
and unavoidable noise impact.
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Ź

Ź

Ź

Special-Status Species: A total of 8 special-status plants and 26 special-status wildlife species have been
recorded, or have the potential to occur, in the vicinity of the 2030 Study Area. Construction and maintenance
of project facilities could result in loss and/or disturbance of special-status plants and animals and their
habitat. This is a significant and unavoidable impact.
Sensitive Habitats: The 2030 Study Area and nearby locations support a number of several sensitive habitats.
Construction and maintenance of project facilities could result in loss, alteration, and/or temporary
disturbance of sensitive habitats. This is a significant and unavoidable impact.
Potential Impact on the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan: Construction of WSMP water
facilities would facilitate development that could, in turn, result in the potential loss of important habitat areas
inside the USB that are potentially critical components of the SSHCP. It is anticipated that the area in the
UPA would be developed and thus that little or no habitat mitigation associated with the SSHCP would occur
in the UPA. In addition, the 8,400 acres of land inside the 2030 Study Area (as analyzed in this EIR) but
outside the UPA contains no resources critical to the success of the SSHCP. If land use authorities direct
development of these 8,400 acres consistent with the 2030 Study Area, implementation of the Zone 40
WSMP would not significantly affect the SSHCP. However, at this point, it is unknown if land use authorities
would direct development in the aforementioned 8,400-acre study area or would direct development
elsewhere within the USB, which could potentially affect the viability of the SSHCP. As mitigation, SCWA
will provide funding to facilitate and expedite completion of the SSHCP. However, because of the uncertainty
of future land use decisions that could result in development of land outside the 2030 Study Area, this impact
is potentially significant and unavoidable.

6.1.3

Ź

NORTH VINEYARD WELL FIELD ELEMENT OF THE SUNRISE DOUGLAS
COMMUNITY PLAN/SUNRIDGE SPECIFIC PLAN EIR (SACRAMENTO COUNTY
2001B)

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts associated with the North Vineyard Well Field were identified.
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PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS

Angell, Patrick. Project Manager. Pacific Municipal Consultants. December 2005 through February 2006—
telephone conversations with Diane Wagner of EDAW regarding land use for general plan and areas.
Eck, Darrell. Senior Engineer. Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA). Multiple Meetings—January,
February 2006. Discussions with Amanda Olekszulin (EDAW), Diane Wagner (EDAW) and Jonathan
Goetz (MWH) regarding SCWA water supply and demand planning for North Service Area and Zone 40.
Goetz, Jon. Principal Engineer. MWH Americas, Inc. Multiple Meetings—January, February 2006-- Discussions
with Amanda Olekszulin (EDAW), Diane Wagner (EDAW) and Darrell Eck (SCWA) regarding SCWA
water supply and demand planning for North Service Area and Zone 40. Mr. Goetz also provided GIS
data and maps showing SCWA’s North Service Area and water purveyor boundaries within Sacramento
County.
Jordan, Christopher. Assistant Planner. Pacific Municipal Consultants. January 3, 2006—telephone conversation
with Diane Wagner of EDAW regarding population and land use estimates for planning areas.
Lowry, Ronald. General Manager. Omochumne-Hartnell Water District. January 3, 2006—telephone
conversation with Diane Wagner of EDAW regarding water district’s operations and water supply
planning in Sacramento region.
Maisch, Einar. Strategic Affairs Director. Placer County Water Agency. January 31, 2006—telephone
conversation with Amanda Olekszulin of EDAW regarding Placer County Water Agencies potential
surplus water supplies for transfer and exchange opportunities.
Strickland, Wes. Partner. Hatch & Parent –A Law Corporation. January 31, 2006—telephone conversation with
Diane Wagner of EDAW regarding Natomas Central Mutual Water Company’s potential surplus water
supplies and transfer and exchange opportunities.
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