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1 INTRODUCTION 

This final environmental impact report/environmental impact statement (FEIR/FEIS) has been prepared to 
respond to comments received on the 2006 draft EIR/EIS (2006 DEIR/DEIS) and 2008 revised draft 
EIR/supplemental draft EIS (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS) for the Rio del Oro Specific Plan Project, which is a mixed-use 
development project proposed for implementation by Elliott Homes and GenCorp Realty Investments. The 
FEIR/FEIS has been prepared by the City of Rancho Cordova (City) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), Sacramento District in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The City is the lead agency under CEQA and 
USACE is the lead agency under NEPA. 

On December 8, 2006, the City and USACE released the 2006 DEIR/DEIS for public review and comment for a 
60-day period. The comment period closed on February 5, 2007. The 2006 DEIR/DEIS evaluated the potential 
environmental effects of the Proposed Project (Applicants’ Preferred Alternative) and four alternatives: the High 
Density Alternative, the Impact Minimization Alternative, the No Federal Action Alternative (No Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act Permit), and the No Project/No Action Alternative. A public hearing to receive public input 
on the 2006 DEIR/DEIS was held at Rancho Cordova City Hall on January 11, 2007. The public hearing was 
recorded and a transcript was made. Written comments were received from federal, state, and regional and local 
agencies, and from organizations and individuals; comments were also received during the public hearing. The 
City and USACE considered the comments received on the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. 

The City and USACE subsequently determined that portions of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS should be recirculated and 
supplemented in accordance with CEQA and NEPA. CEQA requires recirculation of the DEIR when significant 
new information is added to an EIR after notice has been given and consultation has occurred but the EIR has not 
yet been certified (California Public Resources Code, Section 21092.1). Under NEPA, the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) requires a supplemental EIS when the NEPA lead agency makes substantial 
changes to the proposed action or significant new circumstances arise that are relevant to environmental concerns, 
or when the purposes of NEPA will be furthered by producing a supplemental EIS (40 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] Section 1502.9[c]). 

On April 15, 2008, the City and USACE released the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS for public review and comment for an 
85-day period. The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS evaluated the potential environmental effects of the same five 
alternatives as evaluated in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, but with specific revisions affecting water supply and biological 
resources. The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS included a revised water supply evaluation that described the various water 
resources available to support the project. In addition, the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS contained a revised biological 
resources section. A public hearing to receive public input on the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS was held at Rancho 
Cordova City Hall on May 22, 2008. The City published two revised notices of availability: one on June 3, 2008 
(which extended the comment period to June 20, 2008), and one on June 24, 2008 (which extended the public 
comment period to July 7, 2008). These extensions were provided at the request of Sacramento County Water 
Agency (SCWA), which requested additional time to review and comment on the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. Written 
comments were received during the public comment periods on the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, and comments were 
received during the public hearing. 

The FEIR/FEIS consists of the entire 2006 DEIR/DEIS (Volumes I, II, and III) and 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS (a 
supplement to Volume I) and the comments, responses to comments, minor project modifications, and revisions 
to the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS (Volume IV). 

1.1 PURPOSE AND INTENDED USES OF THE FEIR/FEIS 

Both CEQA and NEPA require a lead agency that has completed a DEIR or DEIS to consult with and obtain 
comments from public agencies (cooperating, responsible, and/or trustee agencies) that have legal jurisdiction 
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with respect to the proposed action, and to provide the general public with opportunities to comment on the DEIR 
or DEIS. The FEIR/FEIS is a mechanism for responding to these comments. This FEIR/FEIS has been prepared 
to respond to comments received from agencies, organizations, and members of the public on the 2006 
DEIR/DEIS and 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS for the Rio del Oro Specific Plan Project, which are reproduced in this 
document; and to present corrections, revisions, and other clarifications and amplifications to the 2006 
DEIR/DEIS and 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, including minor project modifications, made in response to these 
comments and as a result of the applicants’ ongoing planning efforts. The 2006 DEIR/DEIS, 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS, and this FEIR/FEIS will be used to support the City’s decision whether to approve the project and 
USACE’s decision to issue a record of decision (ROD). 

The FEIR will also be used by CEQA responsible agencies, such as the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, and trustee agencies, such as the California Department of Fish and Game, to ensure that they 
have met the requirements of CEQA before deciding whether to issue discretionary permits and approvals for 
portions of the project over which they have authority. It may also be used by other state, regional, and local 
agencies that may have an interest in resources that could be affected by the project or would issue permits and/or 
other regulatory approvals. The FEIS will be used by USACE to make decisions on whether to issue permits 
pursuant to Department of the Army Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and issue a ROD. 

1.2 PROJECT LOCATION 

The project site is located in eastern Sacramento County, south of U.S. Highway 50 (U.S. 50), within the Rancho 
Cordova city limits. The property is located south of White Rock Road, north of Douglas Road, and east of 
Sunrise Boulevard. 

A large portion of the project site is currently being used for aggregate mining and as pastureland for cattle 
grazing. Surrounding land uses include facilities owned by Aerojet General Corporation (Aerojet) and associated 
buffer lands to the north; aggregate mining to the northeast; industrial development (the Security Park) to the 
southeast; industrial development along the Sunrise Boulevard corridor to the west; Mather Airport farther west; 
and new residential housing and agricultural land uses to the south. The County of Sacramento (County) Landfill 
is located southeast, and the Sunrise Douglas Community Plan/SunRidge Specific Plan (a developing mixed-use 
project) area is located immediately south of the Rio del Oro project site. 

1.3 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Historical use of the project site includes grazing, gold mining, and activities associated with the aerospace 
industry. The project site forms a part of the historic 35,500-acre Mexican land grant Rancho Rio de los 
Americanos—lands that were used historically for grazing since the early 1800s. A large portion of the project 
site is still being used today as pastureland for cattle grazing. Beginning in the 1920s, most of the land in the 
project study area was acquired by the Natomas Company for bucket-line dredging of gold-bearing gravel 
deposits, which continued in the project vicinity through the early 1960s. The mining activities consisted of 
hydraulic dredging of ancient alluvial deposits to a depth of up to 120 feet. The areas that were mined are 
distinguished by alternating piles of rocky tailings and lower areas where the finer sediment settled out. Evidence 
of mining activities, including the piles of dredge tailings, covers approximately 70% of the surface area of the 
project site. Currently, a portion of the tailings is being processed for sand and gravel. 

The project site was sold to Aerojet in 1956 for use in development and testing of missile propulsion systems. 
McDonnell Douglas Corporation (MDC) initially leased the land from Aerojet for its rocket testing activities, and 
then bought it outright in 1961. MDC ceased operations at the site in 1969; Aerojet reacquired the land in 1984 
for use primarily as a buffer zone from White Rock Road for rocket engine testing, but also as a place to burn 
excess rocket fuel and test small quantities of energetic material. Limited development of the site during this time 
included construction of paved and unpaved access roads, various structures and buildings, and a limited 
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infrastructure of utilities and drainage improvements. Numerous buildings, roads, and structures associated with 
the prior use remain on the site today, primarily in the southern/central portion of the project site. 

In 1994, Aerojet and MDC agreed to investigate certain areas of concern on the project site pursuant to the 
requirements of a consent order with the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and to 
complete necessary remediation of contaminated soil and groundwater (see Exhibits 3.13-1 and 3.13-2 in 2006 
DEIR/DEIS Section 3.13, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials”). 

As of the date of this writing, there are eight remaining DTSC areas of concern comprising approximately 460 
acres. These areas of concern and the groundwater underneath the project site are undergoing various levels of 
review and/or remedial action. Some areas have been fully investigated, and DTSC has determined that several 
locations require no remedial action with regard to soil (see Section 3.13, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials”). 
Approved remedial-action plans are under way in some areas, while others are still in the investigation phase. 

During the mid-1990s, while site evaluations were proceeding, Aerojet met with DTSC on numerous occasions to 
discuss long-range redevelopment plans for the property, including large passive buffer areas that were not 
utilized in either aerospace or industrial operations. In 1997, DTSC agreed with Aerojet that soils within much of 
the passive buffer area were indeed clean, should not be included within the consent order, and were suitable for 
potential redevelopment use. Currently, approximately 2,728 acres of the site are still under the consent order and 
are owned by GenCorp (parent company of Aerojet), while approximately 1,100 acres have been removed from 
the consent order and are owned by Elliott Homes.  

On July 3, 1998, GenCorp submitted an application to the County for a general plan amendment and rezone on 
the 1,100 acres subsequently purchased by Elliott Homes in 2001. To accompany the private application, the 
County Board of Supervisors initiated a planning process for the Rio del Oro project. In addition, a technical 
advisory team was established, including representatives of various County departments or divisions, to review 
and comment on the proposed Rio del Oro project and the technical studies that would be needed to support the 
planning process. 

In fall 2003, the City initiated the CEQA process for the proposed Rio del Oro Specific Plan project. Because 
implementation of the Proposed Project would require federal discretionary authorization and permits 
(Department of the Army under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 7 of the Federal Endangered 
Species Act [ESA]), the project is also subject to the requirements of NEPA. Therefore, the City and USACE 
initiated the process of preparing a joint EIR/EIS in fall 2003. 

1.4 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

The City and USACE each view the project purpose from the purview of their responsibilities. The City is 
interested in the orderly development of lands within its planning boundaries. USACE’s interest extends to its 
permit authority with respect to regulation of waters of the United States. 

1.4.1 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED: CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA CONSIDERATIONS 

Elliott Homes and GenCorp (i.e., the project applicant[s]) are seeking various approvals necessary to develop the 
Rio del Oro project site, a 3,828-acre former mining and industrial property that is one of the largest undeveloped 
infill areas within Rancho Cordova, and a key area for focusing new development under the City General Plan. 
The proposed mix of land uses, with a predominance of housing but commercial and retail uses as well, is 
intended to help alleviate the City’s current jobs/housing imbalance, thereby reducing vehicle miles traveled, 
citywide congestion, and air pollution over the long term, while also providing sufficient tax revenues to avoid 
creating fiscal burdens on the newly incorporated City. 
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By locating a mix of housing types at an infill site south of the American River, an area of Rancho Cordova long 
planned for development, and proximate to major existing or planned infrastructure such as U.S. 50, light rail 
along the U.S. 50 corridor, and Section 7 of the Bradshaw Sewer Interceptor, the project would allow the City to 
reduce the trip distances currently traveled in and out of the Rancho Cordova area by locating residences 
proximate to existing and future job-generating uses. The current jobs/housing imbalance in the Rancho Cordova 
area currently adds a heavy traffic burden to the U.S. 50 corridor, American River bridges, and local roadways. 
The project would also contribute to regional growth management by focusing market demand for development 
onto an infill site that is both already highly disturbed and contiguous with existing development, thereby 
reducing long-term development pressures that would otherwise be felt in more environmentally sensitive areas 
less proximate to existing urban land uses. 

The project would transform a site historically used for grazing, dredging and by Aerojet, a major aerospace 
company, into a mixed-use development. The site would also make an economically viable use of a significant 
portion of Aerojet’s available buffer lands, which are currently zoned for industrial uses for which there is not 
currently an adequate market demand. 

1.4.2 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED: U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

USACE has determined that the overall project purpose and need are to provide a master-planned mixed-use 
development to serve the growing population of south-eastern Sacramento County.  

1.5 RESOURCE AGENCY COORDINATION 

The City of Rancho Cordova is the lead agency for the project under CEQA, and USACE, Sacramento District, is 
the federal lead agency under NEPA. The City has the principal responsibility for approving and carrying out the 
project and for ensuring that the requirements of CEQA have been met. USACE has the principal responsibility 
for making Clean Water Act Section 404 permit decisions and ensuring that the requirements of NEPA have been 
met. 

The EIR/EIS analyzes, on both a project and program level, the environmental impacts of development of the Rio 
del Oro Specific Plan Project as described in the specific plan. The EIR/EIS analyzes the entitlements requested 
by the project applicants in their initial application as described in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS (see Section ES.4 in the 
Executive Summary and Section 1.6.1 in Chapter 1). Since the release of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, the applicants 
have modified their current request to the City for entitlements and are pursuing a two-tier entitlement process 
(see the detailed discussion of the two-tier process in Chapter 2 of this FEIR/FEIS). The primary intent of the 
tiered entitlement process set forth in the GenCorp Tier 1 development agreement is to ensure, to the City’s 
satisfaction, that the provisions of the Rio del Oro Specific Plan, the project’s financing plan, and the phasing 
master plan are uniformly applied in the entire Specific Plan area, to both the GenCorp and Elliott Homes 
properties. 

For first-tier entitlements for the project (Tier 1 entitlements), the project applicants would enter into two separate 
agreements with the City. The Tier 1 development agreement between the City and GenCorp would cover of 
portion of the 3,832-acre specific plan area. Concurrent with the approval of that development agreement, a 
second Tier 1 development agreement between the City and Elliott Homes, Inc., with near-identical terms, would 
processed and approved by the City for the remaining portion of the specific plan area. The applicants are 
requesting: 

► adoption of the Rio del Oro Specific Plan,    
► amendment to the Aerojet Special Planning Area, and 
► approval of the Tier 1 development agreements between the City and the project applicants. 
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The City would also use this EIR/EIS for environmental review and approval of other future discretionary 
entitlements and permits after the adoption of the Rio del Oro Specific Plan. 

Each of the applicants would request a second tier of entitlements (Tier 2 entitlements) that are required before 
any physical development of the project. Among these requested Tier 2 entitlements would be City approval of:  

► a public facilities financing plan, 
► a public facilities infrastructure and phasing plan, 
► subdivision maps, and 
► Tier 2 development agreements. 

The City is not required to process the Tier 2 development agreements for GenCorp and Elliott Homes 
simultaneously. The project applicant that requests approval of its Tier 2 development agreement first would work 
with the City to prepare a single financing plan, phasing master plan, and set of master large-lot maps for the 
entire specific plan area. That applicant’s development agreement would be approved at the same time as the 
plans and master large-lot maps. If Elliott Homes requests approval of its Tier 2 development agreement first, 
then the City may deny approval of the GenCorp Tier 2 development agreement and other Tier 2 entitlements for 
areas subject to the GenCorp Tier 1 development agreement unless GenCorp agrees to comply with the terms of 
the financing plan, phasing master plan, and master large-lot tentative map conditions of approval, as established 
by the City and Elliott Homes. The GenCorp Tier 2 development agreement would be approved at the same time 
as, but not before, the City approves the financing plan and phasing master plan for the entire Specific Plan area, 
and a large-lot tentative map for the GenCorp property (which would include the master conditions of approval to 
implement the Specific Plan, the financing plan, and the phasing master plan). 

The proposed action represents a federal action because it would require one or more of the following federal 
permits and authorizations: 

► Department of the Army permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for discharges into waters of the 
United States, and 

► ESA Section 7 consultation leading to issuance of a biological opinion and possible incidental-take statement 
for activities affecting endangered species. 

1.6 SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6) and the NEPA CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 15012.14) require that 
an EIR/EIS describe a range of reasonable alternatives to a proposed project that could feasibly attain the basic 
objectives of the project and avoid and/or lessen the environmental effects of the project. The analysis contained 
in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS provides a comparative analysis between the proposed 
project/action (i.e., the Proposed Project/Proposed Action Alternative, hereinafter referred to as the “Proposed 
Project Alternative”), a High Density Alternative, and an Impact Minimization Alternative. The No Project 
Alternative (hereinafter referred to as the “No Project Alternative”) as required under CEQA and NEPA and a No 
Federal Action Alternative as required by USACE under NEPA were also evaluated. A summary of the Proposed 
Project and the other four alternatives is provided below. Detailed information regarding the project design, 
operation, and specific components is contained in 2006 DEIR/DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives.” 

1.6.1 PROPOSED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

The project applicants, Elliott Homes, Inc., and GenCorp, have requested certain minor modifications to the 
entitlement process for the Proposed Project Alternative described in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. These minor 
modifications are described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR/FEIS. The applicants also have decided to request a two-tier 
entitlement process—Tier 1 and Tier 2 entitlements—as described in Section 1.4 and Chapter 2 of this 
FEIR/FEIS. However, the Proposed Project Alternative largely remains as described in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. A 
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summary of the Proposed Project Alternative is provided below. A more detailed description is provided in the 
2006 DEIR/DEIS, with the minor modifications described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR/FEIS. 

The specific plan under the Proposed Project Alternative supports a combination of employment-generating uses, 
retail and supporting services, recreational uses, and a broad range of residential uses and associated infrastructure 
and roads on an approximately 3,828-acre site in eastern Sacramento County, south of U.S. 50, within the Rancho 
Cordova city limits.  

The Proposed Project Alternative includes 11,601 residential units at various densities; employment-generating 
uses (village commercial, shopping center, business park, industrial park); public/quasi-public uses; elementary, 
middle, and high schools; community and neighborhood parks; private recreational uses; stormwater detention 
basins; open-space areas and open-space preserves; a drainage parkway; greenbelts; major roads with 
landscaping; and a wetland preserve/mitigation bank. 

Several off-site infrastructure facilities (road widening and extensions, sewer interceptors, water and wastewater 
treatment facilities, wastewater transmission mains, water pipelines and distribution systems and facilities, 
electrical transmission lines, and water tanks) are proposed to serve project development and are evaluated in this 
EIR/EIS. 

1.6.2 HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative was designed to further embrace the concept of “Smart Growth.” Under Smart Growth principles, 
areas that are planned for development are developed at higher densities. Although these higher densities may 
result in greater localized impacts on resources, the overall area of disturbance is reduced by concentrating 
development in particular locations. The High Density Alternative envisions a greater density of residential 
development on a footprint similar to that of the Proposed Project Alternative, resulting in more residential 
dwelling units per acre. The total acreage of residential development would be the same, but the density would be 
increased such that approximately 3,800 additional residential units would be constructed. The acreage of 
commercial and industrial development as well as the wetland preserve would be the same. The types of land uses 
would remain the same as under the Proposed Project Alternative. 

1.6.3 IMPACT MINIMIZATION ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative was formulated to reduce environmental impacts, while still meeting some of the project goals and 
objectives. Under the Impact Minimization Alternative, project components would be reconfigured on the project 
site so as to reduce impacts on waters of the United States, including wetlands and high-quality biological habitat. 
Under this alternative, the level of residential development would be decreased such that the amount of project-
generated traffic, air quality emissions, and noise would be reduced. An additional 485 acres in the southern portion 
of the project site would be designated as part of the wetland preserve. Thus, a total of 994.5 acres, approximately 
25% of the project site, would become a protected wetland preserve. The total acreage of residential development 
would be reduced by approximately 470 acres and approximately 1,040 fewer residential units would be 
constructed, although overall density would increase (a greater proportion of residential acreage would be developed 
with medium and high density). Commercial and industrial development sites would be reduced by approximately 
30 acres. 

1.6.4 NO FEDERAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative was designed to allow some development of the project site while avoiding the placement of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, thus eliminating the need for a USACE Section 404 
permit. Development under this alternative incorporates a 50-foot avoidance buffer around jurisdictional 
wetlands. Under this alternative, 872 acres of the project site would be designated “Natural Resources” under the 
Rancho Cordova General Plan. Land with this use designation is set aside as natural habitat with no urban 
development. Open space trails would be located adjacent to areas designated as Natural Resources and the City 
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would prohibit public access into the area. The types of land uses would remain the same as under the Proposed 
Project Alternative. 

1.6.5 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Project Alternative, the project would not be developed, and the majority of the project site would 
remain under the jurisdiction of the City. The No Project Alternative assumes that aggregate mining operations to 
remove portions of the existing dredge tailings at the project site would continue under existing Conditional Use 
Permits—one originally issued by the County of Sacramento (County), and the other issued by the City—and 
possibly under one or more future individual implementation permits expected to be issued by the City. Aggregate 
mining operations are not part of the Rio del Oro project. This is an unlikely long-term alternative for the Rio del 
Oro project site because, according to the Rancho Cordova General Plan, it is located in an area planned for 
urban development. Entitlements are actively being sought for development in the vicinity of the project site, and 
infrastructure planning is also occurring for the area. The No Project Alternative would not meet the purpose, 
need, or objectives of the proposed Rio del Oro project as described above. 

1.7 CEQA AND NEPA REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO 
COMMENTS 

The State CEQA Guidelines state that written responses to comments received on the DEIR and RDEIR must 
describe the disposition of significant environmental issues. The response should contain good-faith, reasoned 
analysis to the environmental issues raised in the comment. In particular, the major environmental issues raised 
when the lead agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must 
be addressed. 

NEPA requires that the FEIS include and respond to all substantive comments received on the DEIS and SDEIS 
(40 CFR 1503.4). Lead agency responses may include the need to: 

► modify the proposed action or alternatives; 
► develop and evaluate new alternatives; 
► supplement, improve, or modify the substantive environmental analyses; 
► make factual corrections to the text, tables, or figures contained in the DEIS and SDEIS; or 
► explain why no further response is necessary. 

Additionally, the FEIS must discuss any responsible opposing view that was not adequately discussed in the DEIS 
and SDEIS and must indicate the lead agency’s response to the issues raised. 

1.8 REQUIREMENTS FOR DOCUMENT CERTIFICATION AND FUTURE 
STEPS IN PROJECT APPROVAL 

This FEIR/FEIS is being distributed to agencies, stakeholder organizations, and individuals who commented on the 
2006 DEIR/DEIS or the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. This distribution ensures that interested parties have an opportunity to 
express their views regarding the environmental impacts of the project, and to ensure that information pertinent to 
permits and approvals is provided to decision makers for the lead agencies, NEPA cooperating agencies, and CEQA 
responsible agencies. This document is available for review by the public during normal business hours at Rancho 
Cordova City Hall, 2729 Prospect Park Drive, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670, as well as on the City’s Web site, 
http://www.cityofranchocordova.org/.  



AECOM  Rio del Oro Specific Plan Project FEIR/FEIS  
Introduction 1-8 City of Rancho Cordova and USACE 

The NEPA FEIS will be available for public review for 30 days before the adoption of the ROD for the project’s 404 
permit. Written comments should be sent to the following address: 

Lisa Gibson 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Division 
1325 J Street, Room 1480 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922 
Fax: (916) 557-6877 
E-mail: Lisa.M.Gibson2@usace.army.mil 

The EIR is intended to be used by the Rancho Cordova City Council when considering approval of the Proposed 
Project or an alternative to the Proposed Project. The EIS is intended to be used by USACE in determining 
whether to issue the 404 permits. 

Following completion of the FEIR/FEIS, the Rancho Cordova City Council will hold a public meeting to consider 
certification of the EIR and to decide whether or not to approve the Proposed Project or an alternative, at which 
time the public and interested agencies and organizations may comment on the project. A notice of determination 
(NOD) will then be filed. If the city council approves the Proposed Project (or an alternative), it will adopt written 
findings of fact for each significant environmental impact identified in the EIR; a statement of overriding 
considerations, if needed; and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program. 

USACE will circulate the FEIS for a minimum of 30 days before taking action on the permit and issuing its ROD. 
The ROD will address the decision, alternatives considered, the environmentally superior alternative, relevant 
factors considered in the decision, and mitigation and monitoring. 

Based on the available information, the No Project Alternative would have the fewest environmental impacts and 
therefore would be the environmentally superior alternative under CEQA. Under CEQA, if the No Project 
Alternative is determined to be environmentally superior, the EIR must also identify the environmentally superior 
alternative among the other alternatives. Thus, among the four action alternatives carried forward for analysis, the 
Impact Minimization Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative under CEQA. Under NEPA, 
the environmentally superior alternative does not need to be identified until the ROD is issued; therefore, it is not 
identified in this FEIR/FEIS. 

1.9 ORGANIZATION AND FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIR/EIS 

This FEIR/FEIS is organized as follows: 

► Chapter 1, “Introduction,” describes the purpose and content of the FEIR/FEIS. 

► Chapter 2, “Minor Modifications to the Proposed Project,” presents a summary of modifications to the 
Proposed Project and the Rio del Oro Specific Plan that have occurred since the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and the 
2008 RDEIR/SDEIS were circulated as a result of ongoing planning refinements. 

► Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” presents responses to significant environmental issues raised in multiple 
comments. These have been termed “master responses.” They are organized by topic to provide a more 
comprehensive response than may be possible in responding to individual comments, and so that reviewers 
can readily locate all relevant information pertaining to an issue of concern. 

► Chapter 4, “Comments and Individual Responses,” contains a list of all agencies and persons who submitted 
comments on the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS during the respective public review periods, 
copies of the comment letters submitted, cross references to relevant master responses, and individual 
responses to the comments that are not addressed in master responses. 
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► Chapter 5, “Revisions to the 2006 DEIR/EIS and the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS,” presents corrections and other 
revisions to the text of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS based on issues raised by 
comments, clarifications, corrections, or as a result of ongoing planning refinements. Changes in the text are 
signified by strikeouts where text is removed and by underline where text is added. 

► Chapter 6, “References,” includes the references to documents used to support the comment responses. 

► Chapter 7, “List of EIR/EIS Preparers,” lists the individuals who assisted in the preparation of this 
FEIR/FEIS. 

The 2006 DEIR/DEIS consisted of three volumes. Volume I contained the EIR/EIS text, and Volumes II and III 
contained the technical appendices. The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS was a supplement to Volume I. This document is 
Volume IV of the EIR/EIS. Together, the four volumes, along with the supplement to Volume I, constitute the 
FEIR/FEIS. 

1.10 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Table 1-1 summarizes the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives under consideration, the 
level of significance of each impact before mitigation, recommended mitigation measures, and the level of 
significance of each impact after mitigation, as presented in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, 
and incorporating the revisions (with strikeouts and/or underline) shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS.  
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Table 1-1 

Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

3.1 LAND USE     

Program Level      

Impact 3.1-1: Consistency with Sacramento County LAFCo Guidelines for 
Annexation of the Project Site to SRCSD and CSD-1 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.1-2: Compatibility with the Mather Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.1-3: Conflict with the SACOG Sacramento Region Blueprint No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Direct & 
Indirect SU 

Direct & 
Indirect SU 

Direct & 
Indirect SU 

IM, NF, NP: No feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the conflict between the Impact Minimization, No Federal Action, and No Project Alternatives 
and the SACOG Preferred Blueprint Scenario to a less-than-significant level. The City would determine whether conflicts between the Impact Minimization, No 
Federal Action, and No Project Alternatives and Blueprint policies and assumptions may translate into potentially significant environmental effects. In determining 
whether any particular conflict translates into such an effect, the City would carefully consider whether implementation of the Impact Minimization, No Federal 
Action, or No Project Alternative, compared with implementation of a Blueprint-based plan, would yield either a lost opportunity to accomplish a long-term 
environmental benefit, or a lost opportunity to minimize a long term environmental impact (Public Resources Code Section 21001[g]). Therefore, this impact 
remains significant and unavoidable. 

PP, HD: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.1-4: Compatibility with Sacramento County LAFCo Guidelines for 
Annexation of the Project Site to SRCSD and CSD-1 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.1-5: Consistency with the Mather Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.1-6: Conflict with the SACOG Sacramento Region Blueprint No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Direct & 
Indirect SU 

Direct & 
Indirect SU 

Direct & 
Indirect SU 

IM, NF, NP: For the same reasons as described for Impact 3.1-3 above, no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce Impact 3.1-6 to a less-than-
significant level under the Impact Minimization, No Federal Action, and No Project Alternatives. Refer to the mitigation discussion for Impact 3.1-3 for further 
discussion. This impact remains significant and unavoidable under the Impact Minimization, No Federal Action, and No Project Alternatives. 

PP, HD: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.1-7: Potential Land Use Conflict with California Department of Education 
Minimum Site Criteria for Siting the Proposed Elementary School 

Direct impact may be SU, but no impact conclusion can 
be reached because additional studies are required;  
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: No feasible mitigation measures can be identified at this time as discussed below. 

Because a conceptual site plan was developed and provided by FCUSD, details of this school were available to conduct a project-specific analysis. However, no 
other conceptual site plans for the remaining designated school sites are available. Despite the absence of a school district as lead agency, the DEIR/DEIS discusses 
the elementary school site (for which a conceptual site plan was provided) because the project applicant(s) and the City, in identifying school sites within the Rio del 
Oro Specific Plan area, have tried to be cognizant of school siting requirements and criteria. The intent of analyzing the proposed elementary school was not for 
FCUSD to rely solely on the Rio del Oro Specific Plan EIR/EIS for project-level review of Phase 1 schools. Rather, the analysis was intended to identify potential 
issues with CDE criteria early in the planning process and expedite FCUSD’s preparation of its site-specific environmental review document. The same would be 
true for the proposed elementary schools, although without conceptual site plans it is difficult to conduct a project-level analysis. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

The process for school site approval in California would also require DTSC and CDE to review the appropriate environmental documentation (for DTSC, the Phase 
I Environmental Site Assessment; for CDE, the DEIR/DEIS and applicable forms) to determine whether the proposed school site meets CDE siting criteria after 
their review. Often, CDE will require additional risk assessments as part of the site approval process; these risk assessments may identify portions of a site for which 
some types of use may be restricted to ensure student safety. 

In addition, DTSC could require FCUSD to conduct a PEA to identify specific risks and appropriate mitigation, based on the results of the Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment. These additional levels of agency review and approval are outside the CEQA/National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process; although some 
of these determinations may take place before the EIR/EIS is certified, the process is separate and distinct from environmental review. CDE will not grant final site 
approval until site-level environmental review is completed. 

The risk assessments required under certain conditions may identify constraints within which the school district must work to obtain CDE approval of a site. If CDE 
requires additional assessments, the district would obtain and implement any identified mitigation to reduce risks or constraints at the site to an acceptable level as 
determined by CDE. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.1-8: Potential Land Use Conflict with California Department of Education 
Minimum Site Criteria for Siting the Proposed High School/Middle School 

Direct impact may be SU, but no impact conclusion can 
be reached because additional studies are required;  
No Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: No feasible mitigation measures can be identified at this time for the reasons described below. 

Because a conceptual site plan was developed and provided by FCUSD, details of this school were available to conduct a project-specific analysis. Despite the 
absence of a school district as lead agency, the DEIR/DEIS discusses the high school/middle school site because the project applicant(s) and the City, in identifying 
school sites within the Rio del Oro Specific Plan area, have tried to be cognizant of school siting requirements and criteria. The intent of analyzing the proposed 
high school/middle school was not for FCUSD to rely solely on the Rio del Oro Specific Plan EIR/EIS for project-level review of Phase 1 schools. Rather, the 
analysis was intended to identify potential issues with CDE criteria early in the planning process and expedite FCUSD’s preparation of its site-specific 
environmental review document. The same would be true for the proposed elementary schools, although without conceptual site plans it is difficult to conduct a 
project-level analysis. 

The process for school site approval in California would also require DTSC and CDE to review the appropriate environmental documentation (for DTSC, the Phase 
I Environmental Site Assessment; for CDE, the DEIR/DEIS and applicable forms) to determine whether the proposed school site meets CDE siting criteria after 
their review. Often, CDE will require additional risk assessments as part of the site approval process; these risk assessments may identify portions of a site for which 
some types of use may be restricted to ensure student safety. 

In addition, DTSC could require FCUSD to conduct a PEA to identify specific risks and appropriate mitigation, based on the results of the Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment. These additional levels of agency review and approval are outside the CEQA/NEPA process; although some of these determinations may take 
place before the EIR/EIS is certified, the process is separate and distinct from environmental review. CDE will not grant final site approval until site-level 
environmental review is completed. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

The risk assessments required under certain conditions may identify constraints within which the school district must work to obtain CDE approval of a site. If CDE 
requires additional assessments, the district would obtain and implement any identified mitigation to reduce risks or constraints at the site to an acceptable level as 
determined by CDE. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

3.2 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Program Level 

Impact 3.2-1: Temporary Increase in Population and Housing Demand during 
Construction 

Direct & LTS; indirect impacts are addressed in each 
issue area as direct impacts. 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.2-2: Increased Population Growth Direct & LTS; indirect impacts are addressed in each 
issue area as direct impacts. 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.2-3: Temporary Increase in Population and Housing Demand during 
Construction of Development Phase 1 

Direct & LTS; indirect impacts are addressed in each 
issue area as direct impacts. 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.2-4: Increased Population Growth Direct & LTS; indirect impacts are addressed in each 
issue area as direct impacts. 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Program Level 

Impact 3.3-1: Potential Effects on Low-Income Populations Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.3-2: Potential Effects on Minority Populations Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.3-3: Potential Effects on Low-Income Populations Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.3-4: Potential Effects on Minority Populations Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

3.4 DRAINAGE, HYDROLOGY, AND WATER QUALITY 

Program Level 

Impact 3.4-1: Potential Increased Risk of Flooding from Increased Stormwater Runoff Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Prepare and Submit Final Drainage Plans and Implement Requirements. Before the approval of grading plans 
and building permits, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall submit final drainage plans to the City demonstrating that off-site upstream runoff would be 
appropriately conveyed through the project site, and that project-related on-site runoff would be appropriately contained in detention basins to reduce flooding 
impacts. Furthermore, the project applicant(s) for all project phases may be required to participate in drainage improvements along Sunrise Boulevard; this will be 
determined through continuing consultation with the Sacramento County Department of Water Resources. 

Timing: Before approval of grading plans and building permits for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.4-2: Exposure of People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Flooding as a 
Result of the Failure of a Levee 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.4-3: Potential Temporary Construction-Related Drainage and Water Quality 
Effects 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.4-3: Implement Measures or Best Management Practices to Reduce Water Quality Effects of Temporary 
Construction Activities. Before the approval of grading permits and improvement plans, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall consult with the City, 
the SWRCB, and the Central Valley RWQCB to acquire the appropriate regulatory approvals that may be necessary to obtain Section 401 water quality 
certification, an SWRCB statewide NPDES stormwater permit for general construction activity, and any other necessary site-specific WDRs or waivers under the  
Porter-Cologne Act. The project applicant(s) shall prepare and submit the appropriate NOIs and prepare the SWPPP and any other necessary engineering plans and 
specifications for pollution prevention and control. The SWPPP and other appropriate plans shall identify and specify: 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

► the use of erosion and sediment-control BMPs, including construction techniques that will reduce the potential for runoff as well as other measures to be 
implemented during construction; 

► the means of waste disposal; 

► the implementation of approved local plans, nonstormwater-management controls, permanent postconstruction BMPs, and inspection and maintenance 
responsibilities; 

► the pollutants that are likely to be used during construction that could be present in stormwater drainage and nonstormwater discharges, and other types of 
materials used for equipment operation; 

► spill prevention and contingency measures, including measures to prevent or clean up spills of hazardous waste and of hazardous materials used for equipment 
operation, and emergency procedures for responding to spills; 

► personnel training requirements and procedures that will be used to ensure that workers are aware of permit requirements and proper installation methods for 
BMPs specified in the SWPPP; and  

► the appropriate personnel responsible for supervisory duties related to implementation of the SWPPP. 

Where applicable, BMPs identified in the SWPPP shall be in place throughout all site work and construction and shall be used in all subsequent site development 
activities. BMPs may include such measures as the following: 

► Implementing temporary erosion-control measures in disturbed areas to minimize discharge of sediment into nearby drainage conveyances. These measures 
may include silt fences, staked straw bales or wattles, sediment/silt basins and traps, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary vegetation.  

► Establishing permanent vegetative cover to reduce erosion in areas disturbed by construction by slowing runoff velocities, trapping sediment, and enhancing 
filtration and transpiration. 

► Using drainage swales, ditches, and earth dikes to control erosion and runoff by conveying surface runoff down sloping land, intercepting and diverting runoff 
to a watercourse or channel, preventing sheet flow over sloped surfaces, preventing runoff accumulation at the base of a grade, and avoiding flood damage 
along roadways and facility infrastructure. 

All construction contractors shall retain a copy of the approved SWPPP on the construction site. 

Timing: Before approval of grading permits and improvement plans and throughout all site work and construction for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department, State Water Resources Control Board, and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.4-4: Long-Term Water Quality Effects from Urban Runoff  Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.4-5: Effects on Groundwater Recharge Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.4-6: Potential Increased Risk of Flooding from Increased Stormwater Runoff Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.4-7: Exposure of People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Flooding as a 
Result of the Failure of a Levee 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.4-8: Potential Temporary Construction-Related Drainage and Water Quality 
Effects 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-3. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.4-9: Long-Term Water Quality Effects of Urban Runoff Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.4-10: Effects on Groundwater Recharge Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

3.5 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS (Impacts 3.5-1 through 3.5-3 and Impact 3.5-11 through 3.5-13 are superseded by the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS—see Table 1-2 below) 

Program Level 

3.5-1: Increased Demand for Initial Water Supplies and Infrastructure Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: 3.5-1a: Submit Proof of Gap Water Availability and Implement On- and Off-Site Infrastructure Delivery System or Assure that 
Adequate Financing is Secured 

NF: Mitigation Measure 3.5-1b: Identify Alternative Water Supply Pipeline Alignments and Implement Measures to Mitigate Impacts.  

3.5-2: Increased Demand for Permanent Water Supplies Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

3.5-3: Need for Permanent Water Facilities and Infrastructure Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: No further mitigation measures are required. 

[Note: Regarding indirect impacts, the environmental impacts of constructing facilities that would serve the Rio del Oro project were evaluated in the EIR for the 
2002 Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan prepared by SCWA (2004). Measures to mitigate environmental impacts were included in the EIR, which was certified and 
the master plan was approved. Certain impacts would remain significant and unavoidable even after mitigation measures were implemented.] 
NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-4: Increased Demand for Interim Wastewater Conveyance Facilities Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.5-4: Submit Proof of Adequate Wastewater and Implement On- and Off-Site Infrastructure Service or Assure that 
Adequate Financing is Secured. Before the approval of building permits for all project phases, the project applicant(s) shall submit proof to the City that an 
adequate wastewater conveyance system either has been constructed or is assured through the use of bonds or other sureties to the City’s satisfaction. Both on- and 
off-site wastewater conveyance infrastructure sufficient to provide adequate service to Rio del Oro subdivisions shall be in place before approval of the final map 
for all project phases, or their financing shall be assured to the satisfaction of the City. 

Timing: Before approval of small-lot final maps and building permits for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Building Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-5: Increased Demand for Permanent Wastewater Conveyance Facilities No Direct, 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: No further mitigation measures are required. 

[Note: Regarding indirect impacts, the environmental impacts of constructing trunk and interceptor sewers that would serve the project were evaluated in the CSD-
1 Sewerage Facilities Expansion Master Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (County of Sacramento 2004a) and the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation 
District Interceptor Master Plan 2000, Final Program Environmental Impact Report (County of Sacramento 2003). Mitigation measures to reduce environmental 
impacts were contained in these EIRs. Both EIRs were certified and the master plans were approved. Certain impacts would remain significant and unavoidable 
even after mitigation measures were implemented.]  

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.5-6: Increased Demand for Wastewater Treatment Plant Facilities Direct & 
LTS(m), 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
LTS(m), 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
LTS(m), 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
LTS(m), 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.5-6: Demonstrate Adequate Wastewater Treatment Capacity. The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall 
demonstrate adequate capacity at the SRWTP for new wastewater flows generated by the project. This shall involve preparing a tentative map–level study and 
paying connection and capacity fees as identified by SRCSD and CSD-1. Approval of the final project map shall not be granted until the City verifies adequate 
SRWTP capacity. 

Timing: Before the approval of building permits for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Building and Safety and Public Works Departments. 

[Note: Regarding indirect impacts related to expansion of the SRWTP, implementation of mitigation measures to reduce air quality impacts is the responsibility of 
SRCSD. Such measures and would be implemented in accordance with the certified SRWTP 2020 Master Plan Final EIR. Impacts on air quality would remain 
significant and unavoidable even with implementation of mitigation measures.] 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-7: Increased Generation of Solid Waste Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-8: Increased Demand for Electricity and Infrastructure Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-9: Increased Demand for Natural Gas and Infrastructure Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.5-10: Increased Demand for Communications Service and Infrastructure Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Project Level (Phase 1)     

Impact 3.5-11: Increased Demand for Initial Water Supplies Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU, No 
Indirect 

Impact 3.5-
11: 
Increased 
Demand for 
Initial 
Water 
Supplies 

PP, HD, IM: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-1(a) 

NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-1(b). 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-12: Increased Demand for Permanent Water Supplies Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Impact 3.5-
12: 
Increased 
Demand for 
Permanent 
Water 
Supplies 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.  
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.5-13: Need for Permanent Water Facilities and Infrastructure Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Impact 3.5-
13: Need for 
Permanent 
Water 
Facilities 
and 
Infrastructu
re 

PP, HD, IM, NF: No further mitigation measures are required. 

[Note: Regarding indirect impacts, the environmental impacts of constructing facilities that would serve the Rio del Oro project were evaluated in the EIR for the 
2002 Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan prepared by SCWA (2004). Measures to mitigate environmental impacts were included in the EIR, which was certified and 
the master plan was approved Certain impacts would remain significant and unavoidable even after mitigation measures were implemented.] 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-14: Increased Demand for Interim Wastewater Conveyance Facilities Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-4. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-15: Increased Demand for Permanent Wastewater Conveyance Facilities No Direct, 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: No further mitigation measures are required. 

[Note: Regarding indirect impacts, the environmental impacts of constructing trunk and interceptor sewers that would serve the project were evaluated in the CSD-
1 Sewerage Facilities Expansion Master Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (County of Sacramento 2004a) and the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation 
District Interceptor Master Plan 2000, Final Program Environmental Impact Report (County of Sacramento 2003). Mitigation measures to reduce environmental 
impacts were contained in these EIRs. Both EIRs were certified and the master plans were approved. Certain impacts would remain significant and unavoidable 
even after mitigation measures were implemented.] 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.5-16: Increased Demand for Wastewater Treatment Facilities Direct & 
LTS(m), 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
LTS(m), 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
LTS(m), 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
LTS(m), 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-6. 

[Note: Regarding indirect impacts related to expansion of the SRWTP, implementation of mitigation measures to reduce air quality impacts is the responsibility of 
SRCSD. Such measures and would be implemented in accordance with the certified SRWTP 2020 Master Plan Final EIR. Impacts on air quality would remain 
significant and unavoidable even with implementation of mitigation measures.] 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-17: Increased Generation of Solid Waste.  Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-18: Increased Demand for Electricity and Infrastructure Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 3.5-19: Increased Demand for Natural Gas and Infrastructure Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 3.5-20: Increased Demand for Communications Service and Infrastructure.  Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.  
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

3.6 PUBLIC SERVICES 

Program Level 

Impact 3.6-1: Temporary Obstruction of Roadways during Construction Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.6-1: Prepare and Implement Traffic Control Plans. The project applicant(s) and/or project contractor(s) for all project 
phases shall prepare and implement traffic control plans for construction activities that may affect road rights-of-way. The traffic control plans must follow 
standards of the agency responsible for the affected roadway and must be signed by a professional engineer. Measures typically used in traffic control plans include 
advertising of planned lane closures, warning signage, a flagperson to direct traffic flows when needed, and methods to ensure continued access by emergency 
vehicles. During project construction, access to existing land uses shall be maintained at all times, with detours used as necessary during road closures. Traffic 
control plans shall be submitted to the City Public Works Department for review and approval before the approval of all project plans or permits for all project 
phases where implementation may cause impacts on traffic. 

Timing: Before the approval of all relevant plans and/or permitsBefore approval of grading, improvement, or construction plans and permits and during 
construction for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.6-2: Increased Demand for Fire Protection Facilities, Systems, Equipment, 
and Services  

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.6-2: Incorporate California Fire Code and SMFD Fire Prevention Standards into Project Design and Submit 
Project Design to SMFD for Review and Approval. The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall incorporate into their project designs fire flow 
requirements based on the California Fire Code, SMFD Fire Prevention Standard 441.1051, and other applicable requirements based on SMFD fire prevention 
standards. Approved plans showing access design shall be provided to SMFD as described by Fire Prevention Standard 444.302 (“Fire Apparatus Access Roads”). 
These plans shall describe access-road length, dimensions, and finished surfaces for firefighting equipment. 

Improvement plans showing hydrant locations shall be submitted to the SMFD Fire Prevention Bureau for review and approval. Fire hydrant details and SMFD 
notes shall be shown on the plans or improvement drawings as detailed in Fire Prevention Standard 441.1051. A letter from the Sacramento County Water Agency 
shall be obtained verifying that adequate water is available for fire flow. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

In addition, as required by the City General Plan, new commercial and industrial development, as well as multifamily residential development with five or more 
units must incorporate on-site fire suppression systems into project designs. 

If security gates are installed at the project site, the project applicant(s) shall obtain a copy of the County Fire Code, Amendment VII, “Emergency Access Gates and 
Barriers.” The design of the entry shall conform to this standard. 

The City shall not authorize the occupancy of any structures until the project applicant(s) have obtained a Certificate of Release (Standard 441.105, “Certificate of 
Release—Residential”) from SMFD verifying that all fire prevention items have been addressed on-site to the satisfaction of SMFD. 

Timing: Before approval of improvement plans and issuance of occupancy permits or final inspections for all project phases. 

Enforcement: Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District and City of Rancho Cordova Building and Safety Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.6-3: Increased Demand for Fire Flow Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-2. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.6-4: Increased Demand for Police Protection Facilities, Services, and 
Equipment 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.6-5: Increased Demand for Public Elementary School Facilities and Services Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.6-6: Increased Demand for Public Middle School and High School Facilities 
and Services 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.6-7: Temporary Obstruction of Roadways during Construction Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-1. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.6-8: Increased Demand for Fire Protection Facilities, Systems, Equipment, 
and Services 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-2. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.6-9: Increased Demand for Fire Flow Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-2. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.6-10: Increased Demand for Police Protection Facilities, Services, and 
Equipment 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.6-11: Increased Demand for Public Elementary School Facilities and 
Services 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.6-12: Increased Demand for Public Middle School and High School Facilities 
and Services 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

3.7 GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND MINERAL RESOURCES 

Program Level 

Impact 3.7-1: Potential Temporary, Short-Term Construction-Related Erosion Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.7-1: Prepare and Implement a Grading and Erosion Control Plan. A grading and erosion control plan shall be 
prepared by a California Registered Civil Engineer retained by the project applicant(s) for all project phases. The grading and erosion control plan shall be 
submitted to the City Public Works Department before issuance of grading permits for all new development within the project site. The plan shall be consistent with 
the City’s Land Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance as well as the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and shall include 
the site-specific grading associated with development for all project phases. The plan shall include the location, implementation schedule, and maintenance schedule 
of all erosion and sediment control measures, a description of measures designed to control dust and stabilize the construction-site road and entrance, and a 
description of the location and methods of storage and disposal of construction materials. Erosion and sediment control measures could include the use of detention 
basins, berms, swales, wattles, and silt fencing. Stabilization of construction entrances to minimize trackout (control dust) is commonly achieved by installing filter 
fabric and crushed rock to a depth of approximately 1 foot. The project applicant(s) shall ensure that the construction contractor is responsible for securing a source 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

of transportation and deposition of excavated materials. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 (discussed in Section 3.4, “Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality”) will help reduce erosion-related impacts. 

Timing: Before the issuance of grading permits for all project phases, and throughout project construction. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works, Building and Safety, and Planning Departments. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.7-2: Potential Damage to Structures from Seismic Activity and Related 
Geologic Hazards 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.7-3: Potential Damage to Structures from Construction on Unstable Soils No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS(m) 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS(m) 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS(m) 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS(m) 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.7-3a: Prepare a Geotechnical Study and Implement All Applicable Recommendations. Before the approval of 
grading plans for all project phases, a final geotechnical subsurface investigation report shall be prepared by the project applicant(s) for the proposed development 
and shall be submitted to the City. The final geotechnical engineering report shall address and make recommendations on the following: 

► site preparation; 

► appropriate sources and types of fill; 

► potential need for soil amendments; 

► road, pavement, and parking areas;  

► structural foundations, including retaining wall design; 

► grading practices; 

► erosion/winterization; 

► special problems discovered on-site (e.g., groundwater and expansive/unstable soils); and 

► slope stability. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

The geotechnical investigation shall include subsurface testing of soil and groundwater conditions and determine appropriate foundation designs that are consistent 
with the CBC. If the soils report indicates the presence of critically expansive soils or other soil problems that would lead to structural defect if not corrected, 
additional investigations may be required for subdivisions before building permits are issued. This shall be so noted on the project grading plans. Recommendations 
contained in the geotechnical engineering report shall be noted on the grading plans and implemented as appropriate before the issuance of building permits. Design 
and construction of all new development in all phases of the project shall be in accordance with the CBC and the City Land Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance. 
It is the responsibility of the project applicant(s) to provide for engineering inspection and certification that earthwork has been performed in conformity with 
recommendations contained in the report. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading plans for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.7-3b: Ensure On-Site Monitoring by a Geotechnical Engineer. All earthwork shall be monitored by a geotechnical 
engineer retained by the project applicant(s) for all project phases. The geotechnical engineer shall provide oversight during all excavation, placement of fill, and 
disposal of materials removed from and deposited on the subject site and other sites. Before export/import of any soil to/from an off-site location, the project 
applicant(s) shall obtain a grading permit from the City Public Works Department. 

Timing: Before issuance of grading permit and during construction activities for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.7-4: Loss of Mineral Resources Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
& Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.7-5: Potential Temporary Short-Term Construction-Related Erosion Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 and Mitigation Measure 3.4-3. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.7-6: Potential Damage to Structures from Seismic Activity and Related 
Ground Failure 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.7-7: Potential Damage to Structures from Construction on Expansive Soils No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS(m) 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS(m) 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS(m) 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS(m) 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.7-3a and 3.7-3b. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.7-8: Loss of Mineral Resources Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
& Indirect  

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

3.8 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Program Level 

Impact 3.8-1: Potential Disturbance of Previously Unknown Paleontological Resources 
During Earthmoving Activities 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.8-2: Potential Disturbance of Previously Unknown Paleontological Resources 
During Earthmoving Activities 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

3.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Program Level 

Impact 3.9-1: Loss or Damage to Recorded Cultural Resource Sites No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.9-2: Loss of or Damage to Historic Sites, Buildings, and Structures Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.9-2: Record Eligible Historic Resources to Historic American Building Survey Standards and on Appropriate 
State Forms. If the Solid Propellant Assembly Area and the Sigma Test Area structures and their earthen berms must be demolished for project implementation, 
built elements of the eligible districts shall be documented by the project applicant(s) according to Historic American Building Survey (HABS) standards and 
recorded as cultural resources on California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) Series 523 Primary and Archaeological Site records, and other 
appropriate forms from State Parks. The project applicant(s) shall have this documentation completed before approval of demolition permits for any of the historic 
structures or features. 

Timing: Before approval of demolition permits for the historic structures. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.9-3: Potential Damage to As-Yet-Undiscovered Prehistoric Sites or Native 
American Burials 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.9-3: Provide Preconstruction Worker Education and Stop Potentially Damaging Work if Human Remains are 
Uncovered during Construction. Before initiation of construction or ground-disturbing activities associated with the project, the project applicant(s) for all project 
phases shall require all construction personnel to be alerted to the possibility of buried cultural resources. The general contractor and its supervisory staff shall be 
responsible for monitoring the construction project for disturbance of cultural resources. Should any cultural resources, such as structural features, unusual amounts 
of bone or shell, artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains be encountered during any development activities, work shall be suspended and the City shall be 
notified immediately. The project applicant(s) shall retain a City-approved qualified archaeologist who shall conduct a field investigation of the specific site and 
recommend mitigation deemed necessary for the protection or recovery of any cultural resource concluded by the archaeologist to represent historical resources or 
unique archaeological resources. The City shall be responsible for approval of recommended mitigation if it is determined by the City to be feasible in light of 
approved land uses. The project applicant(s) shall implement the approved mitigation before the resumption of construction activities at the construction site. 

In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are uncovered during construction at the project site, work within 50 feet of the 
remains shall be suspended immediately, and the City and the County Coroner shall be notified immediately. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner 
to be Native American, the NAHC shall be notified within 24 hours of that determination (Health and Safety Code Section 7050[c]), and the guidelines of the 
NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. The NAHC will then assign a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) to serve as the main point 
of Native American contact and consultation. Following the coroner’s findings, the MLD and the archaeologist shall determine the ultimate treatment and 
disposition of the remains and take appropriate steps to ensure that additional human interments are not disturbed. The project applicant(s) shall be required to 
implement any feasible, timely-formulated mitigation deemed necessary for the protection of the burial remains. Construction work in the vicinity of the burials 
shall not resume until the mitigation is completed. 

This measure shall be included in all grading and improvement plans for all project phases. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading plans and during all ground-disturbing activities for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.9-4: Loss of or Damage to Recorded Cultural Resource Sites No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS  

No Direct, 
Indirect & 
LTS  

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.9-5: Loss of or Damage to Historic Sites, Buildings, and Structures No Direct,  
No Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.9-6: Potential Damage to As-Yet-Undiscovered Prehistoric Sites or Native 
American Burials 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.9-6: Monitor Construction in Culturally Sensitive Areas and Stop Potentially Damaging Work if Archaeological 
Sites or Human Remains are Uncovered during Construction. Because areas of increased cultural sensitivity have been identified as a result of Native American 
contacts, the project applicant(s) of Phase 1 shall retain a City-approved qualified professional archaeologist to provide on-site monitoring during construction 
activities in these sensitive areas, as depicted in Exhibit 3.9-1. If the archaeologist notes unusual amounts of bone, stone, shell, burned soils, or other possible 
indications of buried archaeological resources, construction in the vicinity shall be halted until the find can be assessed. The archaeologist shall conduct a field 
investigation of the specific site and shall recommend mitigation deemed necessary for the protection or recovery of any cultural resource concluded by the 
archaeologist to represent historical resources or unique archaeological resources. The City shall be responsible for approval of recommended mitigation if it is 
determined by the City to be feasible in light of approved land uses. The project applicant(s) shall implement the approved mitigation before the resumption of 
construction activities at the construction site. 

In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are uncovered during construction at the project site, work within 50 feet of the 
remains shall be suspended immediately, and the City and the County Coroner shall be notified immediately. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner 
to be Native American, the NAHC shall be notified within 24 hours of that determination (Health and Safety Code Section 7050[c]), and the guidelines of the 
NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. The NAHC will then assign an MLD to serve as the main point of Native American 
contact and consultation. Following the coroner’s findings, the MLD and the archaeologist shall determine the ultimate treatment and disposition of the remains and 
shall take appropriate steps to ensure that additional human interments are not disturbed. The project applicant(s) of Phase 1 shall be required to implement any 
feasible, timely-formulated mitigation deemed necessary for the protection of the burial remains. Construction work in the vicinity of the burials shall not resume 
until the mitigation is completed. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9-3 discussed above will help reduce potential impacts to cultural resources. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading plans and during all ground-disturbing activities in the sensitive areas of development Phase 1. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

3.10 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (Project Level for the Entire Site) (Superseded by text in 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS—see Table 1-2 below) 

3.10-1: Loss and Degradation of Jurisdictional Wetlands and Other Waters of the 
United States, and Waters of the State 

Direct & 
LTS(m), 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
LTS(m), 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
LTS(m), 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
LTS(m), 
Indirect & 
SU(m) 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: 3.10-1a: Secure Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit and Implement All Permit Conditions, and Ensure No Net Loss of Wetlands, Other 
Waters of the United States, and Associated Functions and Values 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

PP, HD, IM, NF: 3.10-1b: Include in Drainage Plans All Wetlands that Remain On-Site  

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

3.10-2: Loss and Degradation of Sensitive Natural Communities Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
LTS(m), 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect LTS

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM: 3.10-2a: Secure and Implement Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement 

NF: No mitigation measures are required because the No Federal Action Alternative would not result in alteration to the bed or bank of Morrison Creek. Therefore, 
a Streambed Alteration Agreement from DFG would not be needed as it would under the action alternatives. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

PP, HD, IM: 3.10-2b: Preserve, Restore, or Create Riparian Habitat at Satisfactory Ratio to Fulfill Local Planning Framework Requirements 

NF: No mitigation measures are required because the No Federal Action Alternative would not result in adverse effects on riparian habitat in addition to those 
habitats protected and addressed under City policy. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

3.10-3: Loss of Oak Woodland and Individual Oak Trees Direct and 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct and 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct and 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct and 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Perform Tree Survey and Avoid or Replace Native Oak Trees and Other Native Trees Scattered Throughout the Project Site 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

3.10-4: Loss and Degradation of Habitat for Special-Status Wildlife Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: 3.10-4a: Secure Take Authorization for Federally Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Implement Permit Conditions 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

PP, HD, IM: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.10-1a and 3.10-1b. 

NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

PP, HD, IM, NF: 3.10-4b: Obtain Incidental Take Permit for Impacts on Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

PP, HD, IM, NF 3.10-4c: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Raptors and, if Found, Establish Appropriate Buffers 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

PP, HD, IM, NF: 3.10-4d: Prepare and Implement a Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation Plan 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

3.10-5: Loss and Degradation of Special-Status Plants and Habitat for Potential 
Special-Status Plants 

Direct & 
Indirect 
LTS(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
LTS(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
LTS(m) 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM: Incorporate Measures to Protect Greene’s Legenere in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 

NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Cumulative 

3.10-6: Cumulative Biological Resources Impacts Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Impacts 
would result 
from related 
projects but 
not from the 
Rio del Oro 
project. 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.10-1a, 3.10-1b, 3.10-2a, 3.10-2b, 3.10-3, 3.10-4a, 3.10-4b, 3.10-4c, 3.10-4d, and 3.10-5. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

3.11 VISUAL RESOURCES 

Program Level 

Impact 3.11-1: Alteration of a Scenic Vista Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.11-2: Damage to Scenic Resources within a State Scenic Highway No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.11-3: Degradation of Visual Character Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.11-3: Require Development to Conform to City General Plan Design Guidelines. The project applicant(s) for all 
project phases shall include design, architectural, development, and maintenance standards in the Rio del Oro Specific Plan that will ensure minimization of impacts 
on the existing visual character of the site. Though this process the project applicant(s) shall ensure that urban development at the project site is substantially 
consistent with the Design Guidelines adopted as part of the City General Plan. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

OR 

Before the approval of building permits, all structures and facilities shall adhere to the City’s design review process. 

Timing: Before approval of building permits for all structures within all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.11-4: Temporary Degradation of Visual Character for Developed Project 
Land Uses Caused by Construction Staging Areas 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.11-4: Screen Construction Staging Areas. The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall locate staging and 
material storage areas as far away from sensitive land uses (i.e., residential areas, schools, parks) and/or nearby roadways as possible. Staging and material storage 
areas shall be approved by the City before the approval of grading plans and building permits for all project phases, and shall be screened from adjacent occupied 
land uses in earlier development phases to the maximum extent practicable. Screens may include berms or fences. The screen design shall be approved by the City 
to further reduce visual effects to the extent possible. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading plans and building permits, and during all phases of construction for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.11-5: Temporary Degradation of Visual Character for Future Project-
Related Land Uses from Ongoing Mining Activities 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.11-5: Screen Mining Areas. Before the issuance of certificates of occupancy and final inspections for facilities where 
mining activities will be visible, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall visually screen project-related development from mining activities to the 
maximum extent practicable. If mining activities, including reclamation activities, are anticipated to occur for more than 1 year after project approval, a combination 
of fast-growing shrubs and trees shall be planted around mining project boundaries to provide screening. 

Timing: Before the issuance of certificates of occupancy and final inspections for facilities where mining activities would be visible for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 



AEC
O

M
 

 
R

io del O
ro Specific Plan Project FEIR

/FEIS
Introduction 

1-38 
C

ity of R
ancho C

ordova and U
SAC

E

 

 

Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.11-6: New Light and Glare Effects Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.11-6: Establish and Require Conformance to Lighting Standards and Prepare and Implement a Lighting Plan. To 
reduce impacts associated with light and glare, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall conform to the following guidelines: 

► Meet the minimum City lighting standards for all project-related lighting. All lighting fixtures shall be designed to be consistent with the Design Guidelines 
contained in the City General Plan. 

► Shield or screen lighting fixtures to direct the light downward and prevent light spill on adjacent properties. 

► Place and direct flood or area lighting needed for construction activities or for nighttime sporting activities to not disturb adjacent residential areas and passing 
motorists. 

► Prohibit the use of harsh mercury vapor, low-pressure sodium, or fluorescent bulbs for public lighting in residential neighborhoods. 

► Use appropriate building materials, lighting, and signage in the office/commercial areas to prevent light and glare from adversely affecting motorists on nearby 
roadways. 

► Design exterior lighting as an integral part of the building and landscape design in the Rio del Oro Specific Plan area. Lighting fixtures shall be architecturally 
consistent with the overall site design and character and shall be consistent with the City’s Design Guidelines. 

► Establish standards for outdoor lighting to reduce high-intensity nighttime lighting and glare as part of the Rio del Oro Specific Plan design 
guidelines/standards. Consideration shall be given to design features, namely directional shielding for street lighting, parking lot lighting, and other significant 
light sources, that will reduce effects of nighttime lighting. In addition, consideration shall be given to the use of automatic shutoffs or motion sensors for 
lighting features to further reduce excess nighttime light. All nighttime lighting shall be shielded to prevent the light from shining off of the surface intended to 
be illuminated. 

A lighting plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval which shall include the above elements. The lighting plan may be submitted concurrently with 
other improvement plans, and shall be submitted before the installation of any lighting or the approval of building permits for all phases. The project applicant(s) of 
all future phases shall implement the approved lighting plan. 

Timing: Before the approval of building permits for all phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning and Public Works Departments. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.11-7: New Skyglow Effects Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.11-6. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.11-8: Alteration of a Scenic Vista Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.11-9: Damage to Scenic Resources within a State Scenic Highway No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.11-10: Degradation of Visual Character Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.11-3. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.11-11: Temporary Degradation of Visual Character from Construction 
Activity and Staging Areas 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.11-4. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.11-12: Temporary Degradation of Visual Character for Future Project-
Related Land Uses from Ongoing Mining Activities 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.11-5 and 3.16-5.  

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.11-13: New Light and Glare Effects Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.11-6. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.11-14: New Skyglow Effects Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.11-6. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

3.12 PARKS AND RECREATION 

Program Level 

Impact 3.12-1: Sufficiency of Project Site Parkland to Meet Increased Demand and 
Potential Increased Use and Deterioration of Existing Facilities 

Direct & B, 
No Indirect 

Direct & 
Indirect 
LTS(m)  

Direct & B, 
No Indirect 

Direct & B, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
Indirect & B 

HD: Mitigation Measure 3.12-1: Develop a Parkland Plan and Comply with Parkland Requirements. The project applicant(s) for all project phases except 
Phase 1 shall comply with CRPD’s parkland requirements of 5 acres per 1,000 residents. To satisfy the parkland shortfall that would be created with project 
implementation, the project applicant(s) shall develop a parkland plan for review and approval by CRPD and the City. The parkland plan shall identify options to 
meet the standard of 5 acres per 1,000 residents, which may include dedication of additional parkland acreage either on- or off-site, payment of in-lieu fees, or 
expansion/improvement of existing park facilities.  
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Timing: Before approvals of tentative maps for all project phases except Phase 1. 

Enforcement: Cordova Recreation & Park District and City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

PP, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.12-2: Sufficiency of Project Site Parkland to Meet Increased Demand and 
Potential Increased Use and Deterioration of Existing Facilities 

Direct & B, 
No Indirect 

Direct & B, 
No Indirect 

Direct & B, 
No Indirect 

Direct & B, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
Indirect & B 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

3.13 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Program Level 

Impact 3.13-1: Possible Exposure to Contaminated Soil or Groundwater No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.13-2: Possible Delays in Development of Future Land Uses from 
Remediation Activities 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.13-2a: Require the Project Applicant(s) to Cooperate with Aerojet and Regulatory Agencies to Preserve, Modify, 
or Close Existing Groundwater Monitoring Wells. The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall submit copies of tentative maps for residential subdivisions 
and for nonresidential uses to Aerojet, DTSC, and the Central Valley RWQCB or any successor in interest for review and approval. Aerojet, DTSC, and the Central 
Valley RWQCB or any successor shall work with the project applicant(s) to establish the preservation, modification, or closure of existing groundwater wells. If 
necessary, Aerojet, MDC, or any successor may purchase lots from the project applicant(s) to maintain access to monitoring wells. Development shall not proceed 
until DTSC and the Central Valley RWQCB have approved Aerojet’s or a successor’s plan for well preservation, modification, or closure. 

The project applicant(s) shall work with Aerojet, DTSC and the Central Valley RWQCB or any successor to establish the preservation, modification, or closure of 
existing groundwater monitoring wells.  If groundwater wells are to be affected by proposed tentative maps, then applicant(s) or successors shall provide City with 
evidence that the well(s) relocation, modification or closure is approved by the appropriate agencies as part of the City’s final map approval process and prior to 
development. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Timing: Before approval of small-lot tentative maps for any portions of the project site except the Phase 1 area as shown in Exhibit 3.13-1. 

Enforcement: California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, Aerojet General Corporation, and City of 
Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.13-2b: Coordinate Development Activities to Avoid Interference with Remediation Activities. The project applicant(s) for all project 
phases shall provide notice to Aerojet or any successor in interest and DTSC, the Central Valley RWQCB, and the City of the location, nature, and duration of 
construction activities within each phase of development at least 1 month before the construction activities begin in areas on or near property with current or 
planned remediation activities. Before the approval of grading plans for all project phases, the project applicant(s) shall work with Aerojet, DTSC, and the Central 
Valley RWQCB or any successor to schedule the timing of construction activities to prevent potential conflicts with remediation activities. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading plans and during construction activities for all project phases. 

Enforcement: California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, Aerojet General Corporation, and City of 
Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.13-2c: Notify the City in Writing that DTSC-Required Notification Obligations Regarding Deed Restrictions and/or Easements 
Have Been Fulfilled. Pursuant to its oversight over investigations of hazardous substances and determination of remedial action, DTSC establishes, as appropriate, 
deed restrictions (e.g., restrictions on future groundwater uses or future land uses) or easements (e.g., continued access to groundwater wells and pipelines) on 
property with associated notice requirements. The project applicant(s) for all such affected project phases shall provide notification in writing to the City that said 
required DTSC notification obligations have been fulfilled. Evidence of the method of notification required by DTSC shall be submitted to the City before approval 
of final maps and/or the issuance of permits for sales trailers and model homes. The project applicant(s) for such affected project phases shall coordinate with the 
City to include this provision as part of tentative map approval.   

Timing: Before approval of small-lot final maps and/or issuance of permits for sales trailers and model homes for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.13-3: Possible Exposure to Hazardous Building Materials Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.13-3: Conduct a Hazardous-Building-Materials Study and Implement all Applicable Regulations. Before the 
approval of demolition permits for any existing on-site buildings, the project applicant(s) for all project phases except development Phase 1 shall hire a qualified 
consultant to investigate whether any of the existing on-site structures contain lead or ACMs that could become friable or mobile during demolition activities. If 
lead-containing materials or ACMs are found, the project applicant(s) shall coordinate with the County Environmental Management Department to ensure that such 
materials are properly removed (i.e., by an accredited inspector in accordance with EPA and Cal-OSHA standards). In addition, all activities (construction or  
 



R
io del O

ro Specific Plan Project FEIR
/FEIS 

 
AEC

O
M

C
ity of R

ancho C
ordova and U

SAC
E 

1-43 
Introduction

 

 

Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

demolition) in the vicinity of these materials shall comply with Cal-OSHA standards related to exposure of workers to asbestos and lead. The lead-containing 
materials and ACMs shall be handled properly and transported to an appropriate off-site disposal facility. 

Timing: Before the approval of demolition permits for existing on-site structures and during all demolition activities for all project phases except development 
Phase 1. 

Enforcement: County of Sacramento Environmental Management Department and City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.13-4: Use of Hazardous Materials On-Site Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.13-5: Potential Safety Hazards from Construction Activities and Mining 
Operations 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.13-5: Implement Public-Safety Features during Construction Activities and Mining Operations. The following 
public-safety protection features shall be implemented before the approval of grading plans and building permits for all project phases, and before the issuance of 
future mining permits:  

► Temporary fencing shall be installed around construction areas with signage indicating the presence of an active construction zone, and warning the public to 
keep out. 

► Temporary fencing shall be installed around mining areas with signage indicating the presence of active mining operations, and warning the public to keep out. 

► Mining equipment shall not be operated and mining activities shall not occur within 1,100 feet of any noise-sensitive receptor, or within 375 feet if a temporary 
barrier is constructed in accordance with the following specifications: 

• The barrier shall be located as close to the noise source or as close to the receptor as possible and shall break the line of sight between the source and 
receptor. 

• The barrier shall be constructed with three-quarter-inch Medium Density Overlay (MDO) plywood sheeting, or other acceptable material having a surface 
weight of 2 pounds per square foot (lb/sf) or greater, and a demonstrated Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating of 25 or greater as defined by American 
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Test Method E90. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

• Weather- and abuse-resistant material shall be used for a temporary acoustical curtain. The material shall exhibit superior hanging and tear strength during 
construction with a surface weight of at least 1 lb/sf. The material shall have a minimum breaking strength of 120 pounds per inch (lb/in) per Federal Test 
Method Standard (FTMS) 191 A-M5102 and minimum tear strength of 30 lb/in per ASTM Test Method D117. Based on the same test procedures, the 
absorptive material facing shall have a minimum breaking strength of 100 lb/in and minimum tear strength of 7 lb/in. The material shall have an STC rating 
of 25 or greater, based on certified sound transmission loss data taken according to ASTM Test Method E90. It shall also have a Noise Reduction 
Coefficient (NRC) rating of 0.70 or greater, based on certified sound absorption coefficient data according to ASTM Test Method C423.  

• The mating surfaces of the barrier sides shall be installed flush with each other. Gaps between barrier units, and between the bottom edge of the barrier 
panels and the ground, shall be closed with material that will completely close the gaps, and be dense enough to attenuate noise. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading plans and building permits for all project phases, before issuance of future mining permits, and during all project 
construction for all project phases and mining activities.  

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department and Building and Safety Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.13-6: Human Health Hazards Associated with Mosquitoborne Diseases Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

LTS 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.13-6: Develop and Implement Site-Specific Wetland Mosquito Management Guidelines. Before the start of 
construction activities for all project phases, the project applicant(s) shall develop a set of site-specific Wetland Mosquito Management Guidelines. The guidelines 
shall be submitted to the City for review and approval. The project applicant(s) shall implement the guidelines once they have been approved. 

Timing: Before the start of construction activities and as specified in the guidelines for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department and Building and Safety Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.13-7: Possible Exposure to Contaminated Soil or Groundwater No Direct,  
No Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.13-8: Possible Delays in Development of Future Land Uses from 
Remediation Activities 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct,  
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.13-2a, 3.13-2b, and 3.13-2c. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.13-9: Possible Exposure to Hazardous Building Materials No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.13-10: Use of Hazardous Materials On-Site Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.13-11: Potential Safety Hazards from Construction Activities and Mining 
Operations 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.13-5. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.13-12: Human Health Hazards Associated with Mosquitoborne Diseases 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.13-6. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

LTS
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

3.14 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 

Program Level and Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.14-1: Increases to Peak-Hour and Daily Traffic Volumes, Resulting in 
Unacceptable Levels of Service 

See below 
for Direct; 
No Indirect 

See below 
for Direct; 
No Indirect 

See below 
for Direct; 
No Indirect 

See Note 
above for 
Direct & 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Mitigation Measure Common to All Impacts under Impact 3.14-1 

To avoid repetition, the information contained in the following mitigation measure applies to all other mitigation measures required under Impact 3.14-1. Note that 
no mitigation measures are required for the No Project Alternative because, as described above, no direct or indirect impacts would occur. 

PP, HD, IM: The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall participate in the necessary improvements identified in all of the following mitigation measures. 
The project’s fair-share participation and the associated timing of the improvements shall be identified in Tier 2 entitlements for the project and before any physical 
development of the property and will amend the project conditions of approval and in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the project to include 
these participation and timing details for traffic improvements. , or in conjunction with and as an appendix to the specific plan (see mitigation measures following 
each identified impact). 

The timing and enforcement (described below) would be the same for all identified mitigation measures associated with Impact 3.14-1. 

Timing: As part of Tier 2 entitlements and before any physical development of the property (excluding on-site wetland fill and mitigation activities). a condition of 
project approval and/or as a condition of the development agreement for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department. 

Please note that the improvements described in each of the following mitigation measures have not been designed, and therefore, project-specific impacts resulting 
from these improvements cannot be precisely identified or quantified. 

If need be, the site-specific impacts of the identified improvements will be assessed pursuant to CEQA requirements when specific intersection and roadway 
improvement plans are developed, separate from the Rio del Oro DEIR/DEIS. Any such necessary environmental review will be completed before final approval of 
the improvements identified in the mitigation measures. No such additional review may be necessary, however, if the effects of such improvements are consistent 
with what can generally be expected of such improvements, as set forth immediately below. 

Based on review of existing available environmental documentation, field review at a reconnaissance level, and review of aerial photography, it is anticipated that, 
at worst, the construction of these intersection and roadway improvements could directly adversely affect wetland resources and associated grassland habitat area 
and could result in construction-related environmental effects, including but not limited to: 

► impacts related to construction traffic, noise, air quality, water quality, and drainage; 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

► impacts on cultural resources; and 
► impacts on special-status plants and animals and their habitats. 

In addition to construction-related impacts, implementation of these improvements could result in long-term effects on water quality and drainage. The impacts that 
could arise from the planned improvements would be measured using the significance thresholds identified in each section of Chapter 3 of this DEIR/DEIS. 

Once a planned roadway is designed, the City would retain a qualified biologist to conduct a reconnaissance survey to determine the type(s) of habitat to be 
removed, and whether wetlands or special-status species are present. The City would also conduct a cultural resources records search to determine whether any 
known cultural resources are present. 

The mitigation measures recommended in Chapter 3 of this DEIR/DEIS would be applied (where applicable) to mitigate any such effects, if significant, to less-than-
significant levels. For example, measures would be implemented to ensure no net loss of wetlands. Best management practices and Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District measures would be implemented for water and air quality effects, and preconstruction surveys would be performed where sensitive 
habitat is present (and if special-status species or habitat is present, the biological resources protection measures would be implemented). The relocation of any 
utility pole or other utilities would be coordinated with the appropriate service provider to ensure that there would be no impact on the service provider. 
Additionally, if permits or other authorizations are required, they would be secured and the conditions would be followed. 

For improvements to the following intersections and roadway improvements, the following impacts (in addition to the above) could result from implementation of 
required improvements: 

► Direct impacts on the Folsom South Canal from implementation of the Zinfandel Drive and International Drive Extensions—Sunrise Boulevard/Douglas Road, 
Sunrise Boulevard/White Rock Road, and Sunrise Boulevard/Folsom Boulevard intersections (Intersections 9, 18, and 19, respectively) 

► Direct impacts from the required grade separation structure—Sunrise Boulevard/Zinfandel Drive intersection (Intersection 22) 

► Direct impacts from potential widening of the structure across U.S. 50—Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 eastbound ramps and Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 westbound ramps 
intersections (Intersections 24 and 25, respectively) 

► Direct impacts on the Folsom South Canal from implementation of the International Drive Extension—Kilgore Road/White Rock Road intersection 
(Intersection 27) 

► Direct impacts from required widening of the existing crossing of the Folsom South Canal—Douglas Road between Mather Boulevard and Sunrise Boulevard 
(Roadway Segment 5) 

► Direct impacts from potential removal of approximately 40 large trees (primarily oak trees) and associated (primarily grassland) vegetation, and approximately 
100 power poles, resulting from improvements to White Rock Road between Sunrise Boulevard and Grant Line Road (Roadway Segment 9) 

► Direct impacts from required new river crossings of the American River—Sunrise Boulevard between Gold Country Boulevard and Coloma Road and Sunrise 
Boulevard between Coloma Road and the U.S. 50 westbound ramps (Roadway Segments 17 and 18, respectively) 

► Direct impacts from potential removal of approximately 80 utility poles, 60 street lights, approximately 50 large trees, and commercial/industrial property, 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

resulting from improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between Folsom Boulevard and White Rock Road (Roadway Segment 20) 

► Direct impacts from potential removal of approximately 60 utility poles, 100 street lights, approximately 40 large trees (primarily oak trees and landscaped 
trees), and commercial/industrial property, resulting from improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between White Rock Road and Douglas Road (Roadway 
Segment 21) 

► Direct impacts from potential removal of approximately 35 utility poles and two trees, as well as other vegetation, resulting from improvements to Douglas 
Road between Jaeger Road and Sunrise Boulevard (Roadway Segment 31) 

► Direct impacts from potential removal of approximately 50 power poles, resulting from improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between Douglas Road and Kiefer 
Boulevard (Roadway Segment 33) 

► Direct impacts on an already congested Sunrise Boulevard corridor 

Regarding the Sunrise Boulevard corridor, phasing of circulation improvements, consistent with the City’s Infrastructure Phasing Plan, would aid in minimizing 
impacts on intersections and roadway segments on Sunrise Boulevard and should be considered when prioritizing improvements for implementation. 

Impact 3.14-1a: Unacceptable LOS at the SR 16/Excelsior Road Intersection 
(Intersection 1)  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1a: Participate in Improvements to the SR 16/Excelsior Road Intersection (Intersection 1). To ensure that the SR 
16/Excelsior Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, all of the following improvements are required: 

► The northbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, one through lane, and one shared through/right-turn lane. 
► The southbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 
► The eastbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, one through lane, and one right-turn lane. 
► The westbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 

These improvements would require widening of SR 16 east and west of the intersection to accommodate the additional lanes. 

Improvements to the SR 16/Excelsior Road intersection are contained within the SunRidge Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan and zoning conditions. 
The CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Sunrise Douglas Community Plan/SunRidge Specific Plan Project state that 
physical improvement of this intersection is feasible. Implementation of the improvements described above would assist in reducing traffic impacts on this 
intersection by providing acceptable operations. If these improvements are completed concurrent with development of the SunRidge Specific Plan and implemented 
before development Phase 1 of the Rio del Oro project, then the project impact at this intersection would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans, the County, and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 

 Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1a would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 1 under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) 
and at full buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives to a less-than-significant level, by allowing the intersection to 
operate at an acceptable LOS D or better. However, the identified improvements, including the necessary widening of SR 16 east and west of the intersection, fall 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the County; therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. 
Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans and the County cooperate in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact 
would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1b: Unacceptable LOS at the SR 16/Eagles Nest Road Intersection 
(Intersection 2)  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1b: Participate in Improvements at the SR 16/Eagles Nest Road Intersection (Intersection 2). To ensure that the SR 
16/Eagles Nest Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, a traffic signal must be installed at this intersection, and the eastbound and westbound approaches 
must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, one through lane, and one shared through/right-turn lane. 

These improvements would require widening of SR 16 for 1,000 feet on both sides of this intersection to accommodate the additional through lanes. 

Improvements to the SR 16/Eagles Nest Road intersection are contained within the SunRidge Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan and zoning conditions. 
The CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Sunrise Douglas Community Plan/SunRidge Specific Plan Project state that 
physical improvement of this intersection is feasible. Implementation of the improvements described above, including the necessary widening of SR 16, would 
assist in reducing traffic impacts on this intersection. If these improvements are completed concurrent with development of the SunRidge Specific Plan and 
implemented before development Phase 1 of the Rio del Oro project, then the project impact at this intersection would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans, the County, and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1b would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 2 under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and 
at full buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives to a less-than-significant level, by allowing the intersection to 
operate at an acceptable LOS D or better. However, the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the County; therefore, neither the City 
nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans and 
the County cooperate in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1c: Unacceptable LOS at the SR 16/Sunrise Boulevard Intersection 
(Intersection 3) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1c: Participate in Improvements to the SR 16/Sunrise Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 3). To ensure that the SR 
16/Sunrise Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, the northbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, one through lane, 
and one shared through/right-turn lane; and the southbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn 
lane. 

An additional through lane would be needed in the eastbound and westbound directions, which would require widening of SR 16 on both sides of the intersection 
for a minimum of 1,000 feet in both directions. With these improvements, this intersection would operate at an acceptable LOS. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Improvements to the SR 16/Sunrise Boulevard intersection are contained within the County Development Fee Program, are scheduled for Measure A funding, and 
are within the Mather Field Specific Plan Financing Plan. Implementation of the improvements described above, including the necessary widening of SR 16, would 
assist in reducing traffic impacts on this intersection. If these improvements are completed concurrent with development of the Mather Field Specific Plan and 
implemented before development Phase 1 of the Rio del Oro project, then the project impact at this intersection would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans, the County, and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1c would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 3 under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and 
at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives to a less-than-significant level, by allowing the intersection 
to operate at an acceptable LOS. However, the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the County; therefore, neither the City nor the 
project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans and the 
County cooperate in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to 
a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1d: Unacceptable LOS at the SR 16/Grant Line Road Intersection 
(Intersection 4) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1d: Participate in Improvements to the SR 16/Grant Line Road Intersection (Intersection 4). To ensure that the SR 
16/Grant Line Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, all of the following improvements are required: 

► The northbound and southbound approaches must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane and one shared through/right-turn lane. 
► Protected left-turn signal phasing must be provided on the northbound and southbound approaches. 
► The eastbound and westbound approaches must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, one through lane, and a shared through/right-turn lane. 

These improvements would require widening of SR 16 1,000 feet on both sides of the intersection. 

Improvements to the SR 16/Grant Line Road intersection are contained within the County Development Fee Program, are scheduled for Measure A funding, and are 
within the Mather Field Specific Plan Financing Plan. Implementation of the improvements described above, including the necessary widening of SR 16, would 
assist in reducing traffic impacts on this intersection; with them, this intersection would operate at an acceptable LOS. If these improvements are completed 
concurrent with development of the Mather Field Specific Plan and implemented before development Phase 1 of the Rio del Oro project, then the project impact at 
this intersection would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans, the County, and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1d would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 4 under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and 
at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives to a less-than-significant level, by allowing the intersection 
to operate at an acceptable LOS. However, the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the County; therefore, neither the City nor the 
project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans and the 
County cooperate in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to 
a less-than-significant level in the long term. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-1e: Unacceptable LOS at the Florin Road/Sunrise Boulevard Intersection 
(Intersection 5) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1e: Participate in Improvements to the Florin Road/Sunrise Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 5). To ensure that 
the Florin Road/Sunrise Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, the southbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one through lane and 
one dedicated right-turn lane. Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with the County and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1e would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 5 under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and 
at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives to a less-than-significant level, by allowing the intersection 
to operate at an acceptable LOS. However, the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of the County; therefore, neither the City nor the project 
applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If the County cooperates in 
allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1f: Unacceptable LOS at the Grant Line Road/Sunrise Boulevard 
Intersection (Intersection 6) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1f: Participate in Improvements to the Grant Line Road/Sunrise Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 6). To ensure 
that the Grant Line Road/Sunrise Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, all of the following improvements are required: 

► A traffic signal must be installed at this intersection. 
► The southbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, one through lane, and two dedicated right-turn lanes. 
► The northbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, one through lane, and one right-turn lane. 
► Protected left-turn phases must be provided on the northbound and southbound approaches. 
► A second eastbound left-turn lane must be added. 
► Adequate receiving lanes must be provided on Sunrise Boulevard and Grant Line Road to accommodate the identified intersection geometrics. 

Interim improvements to the Grant Line Road/Sunrise Boulevard intersection are contained within the Elk Grove West Vineyard Plan, with ultimate improvements 
within the Vineyard Springs Comprehensive Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan. Implementation of the improvements described above would assist in reducing 
traffic impacts on this intersection. If the improvements are completed concurrent with development of the West Vineyard Specific Plan and implemented before 
development Phase 1 of the Rio del Oro project, then the project impact at this intersection would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with the County. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1f would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 6 under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and 
at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives to a less-than-significant level, by allowing the intersection 
to operate at an acceptable LOS. However, the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of the County; therefore, neither the City nor the project 
applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If the County cooperates in 



AEC
O

M
 

 
R

io del O
ro Specific Plan Project FEIR

/FEIS
Introduction 

1-52 
C

ity of R
ancho C

ordova and U
SAC

E

 

 

Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1g: Unacceptable LOS at the Grant Line Road/Douglas Road Intersection 
(Intersection 8) 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1g: Participate in Improvements to the Grant Line Road/Douglas Road Intersection (Intersection 8). To ensure that 
the Grant Line Road/Douglas Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, a traffic signal must be installed at this intersection. 

Improvements to the Grant Line Road/Douglas Road intersection are contained within the SunRidge Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan. Implementation 
of the improvement described above would assist in reducing traffic impacts on this intersection. If this improvement is completed concurrent with development of 
the SunRidge Specific Plan and implemented before development Phase 1 of the Rio del Oro project, then the project impact at this intersection would be reduced to 
a less-than-significant level. 

Impact 3.14-1h: Unacceptable LOS at the Sunrise Boulevard/Douglas Road 
Intersection (Intersection 9) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1h: Participate in Improvements to the Sunrise Boulevard/Douglas Road Intersection (Intersection 9). Improvements 
must be made to ensure that the Sunrise Boulevard/Douglas Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS. Specifically, all approaches must be reconfigured to 
consist of two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and one right-turn lane. However, with implementation of this improvement, the intersection would continue to 
operate at an unacceptable LOS E or LOS F. 

To further improve operations at the intersection, additional roadway connectivity is required. To achieve this connectivity, the Zinfandel Drive Extension must be 
implemented (to accommodate traffic generated within the SunRidge Specific Plan area), International Drive must be extended to Sunrise Boulevard and into and 
through the Rio del Oro project site, and Rancho Cordova Parkway (and its connection to U.S. 50) must be implemented. 

Improvements to this intersection are contained within the SunRidge Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan. The extension of Zinfandel Drive is identified 
as part of the Mather Field Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan. Funding has been identified for Rancho Cordova Parkway and the interchange and for 
the extension of International Drive to Sunrise Boulevard within the City’s CIP program. Implementation of the improvements identified above would assist in 
reducing traffic impacts on this intersection. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans, the County, and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1h would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 9 to a less-than-significant level by improving intersection LOS 
under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization 
Alternatives. However, the identified improvements are not under the City’s jurisdiction. The Zinfandel Drive Extension falls under the jurisdiction of the County, 
and Rancho Cordova Parkway and its associated interchange fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the County. Therefore, neither the City nor the project 
applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans and the County 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

cooperate in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1i: Unacceptable LOS at the Mather Field Road/U.S. 50 Eastbound 
Ramps (Intersection 12) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1i: Participate in Improvements to the Mather Field Road/U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps Intersection (Intersection 12). 
Improvements must be made to ensure that the Mather Field Road/U.S. 50 eastbound ramps intersection operates at an acceptable LOS. Specifically, the eastbound 
ramp needs modification to make the eastbound right turn a “free” movement. This would require a receiving lane on Mather Field Road, south of the intersection. 

To further improve operations at the intersection, additional roadway connectivity is required. To achieve this connectivity, the Zinfandel Drive Extension must be 
implemented (to accommodate traffic generated within the SunRidge Specific Plan area), International Drive must be extended to Sunrise Boulevard and into and 
through the Rio del Oro project site, and Rancho Cordova Parkway (and its connection to U.S. 50) must be implemented. 

The extension of Zinfandel Drive is identified as part of the Mather Field Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan. Funding has been identified for Rancho 
Cordova Parkway and the interchange and for the extension of International Drive to Sunrise Boulevard within the City’s CIP program. Implementation of the 
improvements identified above would assist in reducing traffic impacts on this intersection. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans, the County, and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1i would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 12 to a less-than-significant level by improving intersection LOS 
under full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives. However, the identified improvements are not under 
the City’s jurisdiction. The intersection is ultimately controlled by Caltrans. The Zinfandel Drive Extension falls under the jurisdiction of the County, and Rancho 
Cordova Parkway and its associated interchange fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the County. Therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would 
have control over the timing or implementation of these improvements. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans and the County 
cooperate in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1j: Unacceptable LOS at the Zinfandel Drive/White Rock Road 
Intersection (Intersection 15) 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1j: Participate in Improvements to the Zinfandel Drive/White Rock Road Intersection (Intersection 15). To offset 
project-related impacts at the Zinfandel Drive/White Rock Road intersection, all of the following improvements are required: 

► The southbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of three left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 
► The eastbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and one shared through/right-turn lane. 
► The westbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and one free right-turn lane. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Although these improvements offset the impacts of the project, this intersection would still operate at an unacceptable LOS. Additional improvements must be made 
to satisfy the City’s LOS D threshold, including additional roadway connectivity such as the extension of International Drive to Sunrise Boulevard, extension of 
Kiefer Boulevard, and implementation of Rancho Cordova Parkway (and its connection to U.S. 50). 

Improvements to this intersection are identified in the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and included in the City’s CIP. Implementation of the improvements 
identified above would assist in reducing traffic impacts on this intersection. 

Impact 3.14-1k: Unacceptable LOS at the Zinfandel Drive/U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps 
Intersection (Intersection 16) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1k: Participate in Improvements to the Zinfandel Drive/U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps Intersection (Intersection 16). To 
ensure that the Zinfandel Drive/U.S. 50 eastbound ramps intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, all of the following improvements are required: 

► The northbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of four through lanes and one shared through/right-turn lane. 
► The eastbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of three left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one free right-turn lane. 
► The westbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of three right-turn lanes. 
► The southbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of three through lanes and a free right-turn lane. 

Improvements to this intersection are identified in the City’s CIP. Implementation of the improvements identified above would assist in reducing traffic impacts on 
the intersection. These improvements must be coordinated with Caltrans and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1k would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 16 to a less-than-significant level by improving intersection LOS 
under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization 
Alternatives. However, these identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. Therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have 
control over their timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans cooperates in allowing the improvements to 
move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1l: Unacceptable LOS at the Sunrise Boulevard/White Rock Road 
Intersection (Intersection 18)  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1l: Participate in Improvements to the Sunrise Boulevard/White Rock Road Intersection (Intersection 18). With two 
left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and one right-turn lane currently on all approaches, the Sunrise Boulevard/White Rock Road intersection would continue to 
operate at an unacceptable LOS as a result of sufficiently high volumes from traffic generated by the SunRidge Specific Plan and Rio del Oro Specific Plan. 
Therefore, to ensure that this intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, additional improvements must be made, such as grade separation of the intersection 
(consistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan) and/or additional roadway facilities such as the Zinfandel Drive Extension, International Drive Extension into 
and through the Rio del Oro project site, and implementation of Rancho Cordova Parkway (and its connection to U.S. 50). 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Improvements to this intersection and identified additional roadway connectivity are identified in the Mather Field Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan 
(Zinfandel Drive Extension) or the City’s CIP. Implementation of the improvements identified above would assist in reducing traffic impacts on this intersection. If 
these improvements are completed concurrent with development of the Mather Field Specific Plan or City’s Public Facilities Financing Plan and implemented 
before development Phase 1 of Rio del Oro project, then the project impact at this intersection would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans, the County, and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1l would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 18 to a less-than-significant level by improving intersection LOS 
under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization 
Alternatives. However, some of the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the County. Therefore, neither the City nor the project 
applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans and the County 
cooperate in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1m: Unacceptable LOS at the Sunrise Boulevard/Folsom Boulevard 
Intersection (Intersection 19)  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1m: Participate in Improvements to the Sunrise Boulevard/Folsom Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 19). 
Improvements must be made to ensure that the Sunrise Boulevard/Folsom Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS both with implementation of 
development Phase 1 and at buildout of the specific plan under any of the development alternatives. Specifically, to reduce impacts of development Phase 1, two 
left-turn lanes, four through lanes, and one right-turn lane should be added on the northbound and southbound approaches; and the westbound approach should be 
reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and two right-turn lanes. To reduce impacts associated with specific plan buildout, all of the 
following improvements should be made: 

► Two left-turn lanes, four through lanes, and one right-turn lane should be added on the southbound approach. 
► Two left-turn lanes, four through lanes, and one shared through/right-turn lane should be added on the northbound approach. 
► Two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and two right-turn lanes should be added on the westbound approach. 

Implementing the improvements described above would provide acceptable operations at this intersection. However, doing so would require Sunrise Boulevard to 
expand to eight or more lanes, which is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires roadway cross sections of six or fewer 
lanes. 

An alternative to these improvements is to implement parallel capacity improvements, such as implementation of Rancho Cordova Parkway (and its connection to 
U.S. 50), Zinfandel Drive Extension, International Drive Extension into and through the Rio del Oro project site, and realignment of International Drive with Old 
Placerville Road (with associated roadway improvements). Implementing these alternative improvements would improve operations at and assist in reducing traffic 
impacts on this intersection. 

Some of the improvements described above are identified in the Mather Field Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan (Zinfandel Drive Extension) and the 
City’s CIP. Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans, the County, and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1m would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 19 to a less-than-significant level by improving intersection 
LOS under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization 
Alternatives. However, the intersection widening, which would require Sunrise Boulevard to be expanded to eight or more lanes, which is inconsistent with the 
City’s Circulation Element/Plan. Additionally, some of the identified parallel capacity improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the County. 
Therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. If the County cooperates in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1n: Unacceptable LOS at the Sunrise Boulevard/U.S. 50 Westbound 
Ramps Intersection (Intersection 21)  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1n: Participate in Improvements to the Sunrise Boulevard/U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps Intersection (Intersection 21). 
Improvements must be made to ensure that the Sunrise Boulevard/U.S. 50 westbound ramps intersection operates at an acceptable LOS. Specifically, the westbound 
approach would need to consist of three left-turn lanes and two right-turn lanes. 

Improvements to this interchange are identified in the City’s CIP program. 

An alternative to these improvements is to implement parallel capacity improvements, such as implementation of Rancho Cordova Parkway (and its connection to 
U.S. 50), Zinfandel Drive Extension, International Drive Extension into and through the Rio del Oro project site, and realignment of International Drive with Old 
Placerville Road (with associated roadway improvements). Implementing these alternative improvements would improve operations at and assist in reducing traffic 
impacts on this intersection. 

Some of the improvements described above are identified in the Mather Field Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan (Zinfandel Drive Extension) and the 
City’s CIP. Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans, the County, and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1n would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 21 to a less-than-significant level by improving intersection LOS 
under full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives. However, the City, as the lead agency, cannot guarantee 
implementation of this mitigation measure because the intersection is controlled by Caltrans. Therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control 
over their timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans cooperates in allowing the improvement to move 

forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1o: Unacceptable LOS at the Sunrise Boulevard/Zinfandel Drive 
Intersection (Intersection 22)  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1o: Participate in Improvements to the Sunrise Boulevard/Zinfandel Drive Intersection (Intersection 22). 
Improvements must be made to ensure that the Sunrise Boulevard/Zinfandel Drive intersection operates at an acceptable LOS. Specifically, all of the following 
improvements should be made: 



R
io del O

ro Specific Plan Project FEIR
/FEIS 

 
AEC

O
M

C
ity of R

ancho C
ordova and U

SAC
E 

1-57 
Introduction

 

 

Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

► Two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and one shared through/right-turn lane should be added on the northbound approach. 

► One left-turn lane, four through lanes, and one right-turn lane (with treatment to increase capacity such as a receiving lane or pork-chop island) should be added 
on the southbound approach. (A pork-chop island is a triangular island placed adjacent to a free right-turn lane. It separates right-turning vehicles from through 
lanes and provides a refuge for pedestrians to cross the right-turn lane before crossing the through lanes.) 

► One left-turn lane, one through lane, and one right-turn lane should be added on the eastbound approach. 

► One left-turn lane and one shared through/right-turn lane should be added on the westbound approach. 

These at-grade improvements are consistent with the County Mobility Study; however, they would be inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan, which 
identifies the segment as a six-lane facility. 

An alternative to this set of improvements that is consistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan is to implement grade separation at the intersection. Either 
improvement would increase capacity at this intersection and would assist in improving intersection operations. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1o would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 22 to a less-than-significant level by improving intersection LOS 
under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization 
Alternatives. However, the intersection widening, which would require Sunrise Boulevard to be expanded to eight lanes, is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation 
Element/Plan. The alternative improvement, grade separation of the intersection, is consistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan, but the required structure 
would likely have other significant impacts that have not been identified. Because one improvement is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and the 
other has potential environmental impacts that have not been evaluated adequately, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Impact 3.14-1p: Unacceptable LOS at the Hazel Avenue/Folsom Boulevard 
Intersection (Intersection 23)  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1p: Participate in Improvements to the Hazel Avenue/Folsom Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 23). To ensure 
that the Hazel Avenue/Folsom Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, the westbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, 
one through lane, and two right-turn lanes. 

An alternative to this improvement that is consistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan is to implement parallel capacity improvements, such as Easton 
Valley Parkway and upgrades to White Rock Road. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1p would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 23 to a less-than-significant level by improving intersection LOS 
under full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives. However, most of the identified improvements fall 
under the jurisdiction of the County. Therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. Thus, this 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If the County cooperates in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as 
significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 



AEC
O

M
 

 
R

io del O
ro Specific Plan Project FEIR

/FEIS
Introduction 

1-58 
C

ity of R
ancho C

ordova and U
SAC

E

 

 

Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-1q: Unacceptable LOS at the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps 
Intersection (Intersection 24) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1q: Participate in Improvements to the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps Intersection (Intersection 24). To 
ensure that the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 eastbound ramps intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, an additional eastbound left-turn lane must be installed, with an 
appropriate receiving lane. Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1q would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 24 to a less-than-significant level by improving intersection LOS 
under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization 
Alternatives. However, some of the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. Therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would 
have control over their timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans cooperates in allowing the 
improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the 
long term. 

Impact 3.14-1r: Unacceptable LOS at the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps 
Intersection (Intersection 25) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1r: Participate in Improvements to the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps Intersection (Intersection 25). To 
ensure that the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 westbound ramps intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, an additional westbound right-turn lane must be installed on the off-
ramp. Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans, the County, and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1r would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 25 to a less-than-significant level by improving intersection LOS 
under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization 
Alternatives. However, some of the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the County. Therefore, neither the City nor the project 
applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans and the County 
cooperate in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1s: Unacceptable LOS at the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road 
Intersection (Intersection 26) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1s: Participate in Improvements to the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road Intersection (Intersection 26). To ensure 
that the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, all of the following improvements are required: 

► A traffic signal must be installed at this intersection. 
► One through lane and one dedicated right-turn lane must be added on the southbound approach.  
► One left-turn lane and one shared left/through/right-turn lane must be added on the eastbound approach. 
► One left-turn lane and one through lane must be added on the northbound approach. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with the County and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1s would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 26 to a less-than-significant level by improving intersection LOS 
under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization 
Alternatives. However, the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of the County. Therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have 
control over their timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If the County cooperates in allowing the improvements 
to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1t: Unacceptable LOS at the Kilgore Road/White Rock Road Intersection 
(Intersection 27)  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1t: Participate in Improvements to the Kilgore Road/White Rock Road Intersection (Intersection 27). To ensure that 
the Kilgore Road/White Rock Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS with implementation of development Phase 1, all of the following improvements are 
required: 

► A free right-turn lane must be added on the northbound approach with an associated receiving lane (which would require widening of the White Rock Road 
crossing of the Folsom South Canal). 

► One through lane must be added on the eastbound approach. 

► Two left-turn lanes must be provided on the westbound approach. 

For buildout of the specific plan under the three development alternatives, the improvements described above are required. In addition, one left-turn lane, two 
through lanes, and one right-turn lane must be added to the southbound approach. Alternatively, International Drive could be extended into and through the Rio del 
Oro project site if desired, to provide parallel capacity to White Rock Road (see discussion of the International Drive realignment under “Impact Analysis” above 
and in Impact 3.14-5 below). 

Although these required improvements would offset impacts associated with the project under buildout of the specific plan, this intersection would not operate 
acceptably. For this intersection to operate acceptably under buildout of all three development alternatives, International Drive would have to be extended into and 
through the project site in conjunction with the identified improvements. 

The crossing of the Folsom South Canal must be coordinated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and appropriate oversight agencies. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1t would reduce the significant impact on Intersection 27 to a less-than-significant level by improving intersection LOS 
under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization 
Alternatives. The identified extension of International Drive into and through the project site would require crossing the Folsom South Canal, which would involve 
other regulatory agencies. Therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the timing or implementation of this improvement 
because of the necessary crossing of the Folsom South Canal. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
cooperates in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level in the long term. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-1u: Unacceptable LOS on Mather Boulevard between Femoyer Street and 
Douglas Road (Roadway Segment 4) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1u: Participate in Improvements to Mather Boulevard between Femoyer Street and Douglas Road (Roadway 
Segment 4). To ensure that Mather Boulevard operates at an acceptable LOS between Femoyer Street and Douglas Road, Femoyer Street must be widened to four 
lanes between Mather Boulevard and the proposed Zinfandel Drive extension, and the future Zinfandel Drive extension must be constructed as a four-lane facility 
from Femoyer Street to Douglas Road. Improvements to this roadway segment must be coordinated with the County. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1u would reduce the significant impact on Roadway Segment 4 to a less-than-significant level by improving LOS under 
development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives. 
However, the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of the County. Therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their 
timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If the County cooperates in allowing the improvements to move forward, 
the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1v: Unacceptable LOS on Douglas Road between Mather Boulevard and 
Sunrise Boulevard (Roadway Segment 5) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1v: Participate in Improvements to Douglas Road between Mather Boulevard and Sunrise Boulevard (Roadway 
Segment 5). To ensure that Douglas Road operates at an acceptable LOS between Mather Boulevard and Sunrise Boulevard, Douglas Road must be widened to four 
lanes. Improvements to this roadway segment must be coordinated with the County. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1v would reduce the significant impact on Roadway Segment 5 to a less-than-significant level by improving LOS under 
development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives. 
However, the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of the County and other regulatory agencies because of the Folsom South Canal crossing. 
Therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. If the County cooperates in allowing the improvement to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1w: Unacceptable LOS on White Rock Road between Sunrise Boulevard 
and Grant Line Road (Roadway Segment 9) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m)  SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1w: Participate in Improvements to White Rock Road between Sunrise Boulevard and Grant Line Road (Roadway 
Segment 9). To ensure that White Rock Road operates at an acceptable LOS between Sunrise Boulevard and Grant Line Road, White Rock Road must be widened 
to four lanes. Improvements to this roadway segment must be coordinated with the County. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1w would reduce the significant impact on Roadway Segment 9 to a less-than-significant level by improving LOS 
under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization 
Alternatives. Although the majority of the roadway segment is within Rancho Cordova, the eastern portion of the roadway segment falls under the jurisdiction of the 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

County. Therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the timing or implementation of this improvement. Thus, this impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable. If the County cooperates in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the 
short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term.    

Impact 3.14-1x: Unacceptable LOS on Zinfandel Drive between the U.S. 50 Eastbound 
Ramps and White Rock Road (Roadway Segment 15) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1x: Participate in Improvements to Zinfandel Drive between the U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps and White Rock Road 
(Roadway Segment 15). Improvements must be made to ensure that Zinfandel Drive operates at an acceptable LOS between the U.S. 50 eastbound ramps and 
White Rock Road; specifically, this roadway segment should be widened to eight lanes. This improvement would allow the segment to operate at an acceptable 
LOS; however, it is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires a maximum roadway cross section of six lanes. 

An alternative to this identified improvement is implementation of parallel capacity improvements, such as implementation of Rancho Cordova Parkway (and its 
connection to U.S. 50), extension of International Drive into and through the project site, and connectivity between International Drive and Old Placerville Road. 

Improvements to this roadway segment must be coordinated with the County. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1x would reduce the significant impact on Roadway Segment 15 to a less-than-significant level by improving LOS 
under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization 
Alternatives. However, widening the segment is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan. Additionally, the alternative improvements, consisting of 
connecting International Drive between Bradshaw Road and the project site and implementation of Rancho Cordova Parkway (and its connection to U.S. 50), fall 
partially under the jurisdiction of the County; therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) can ensure their implementation. Given these conditions, this 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If the County cooperates in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as 
significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1y: Unacceptable LOS on Sunrise Boulevard between Gold Country 
Boulevard and Coloma Road (Roadway Segment 17) 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1y: Participate in Improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between Gold Country Boulevard and Coloma Road 
(Roadway Segment 17). Improvements must be made to improve operations on Sunrise Boulevard between Gold Country Boulevard and Coloma Road; 
specifically, this roadway segment should be widened to eight lanes. This improvement would offset the impacts of the project, but the segment would continue to 
operate at an unacceptable LOS. Additionally, although this improvement is consistent with the County Mobility Study, it is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation 
Element/Plan because City policy requires a maximum roadway cross section of six lanes. Furthermore, without additional river crossings, there are no parallel 
capacity improvements to relieve Sunrise Boulevard on this segment. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1y would partially reduce the significant impact on Roadway Segment 17 by offsetting impacts from development 
Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and from full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives. However, 
implementation of this measure would not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, for the following 
reasons: 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

► This improvement is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan. 

► The potential for additional river crossings is limited. Any additional river crossings would require environmental review and would result in significant 
impacts on riparian vegetation. Additionally, implementing an additional river crossing would require acquisition of a significant number of existing homes, 
would have the potential to increase traffic volumes through residential neighborhoods, would require substantial funding, and would require cooperation of 
multiple agencies and jurisdictions. Additionally, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over mitigation implementation involving 
other jurisdictions (i.e., the County, Caltrans). 

► The segment would continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS with the identified improvement. 

For these reasons, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Impact 3.14-1z: Unacceptable LOS on Sunrise Boulevard between Coloma Road and 
the U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps (Roadway Segment 18).  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1z: Participate in Improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between Coloma Road and the U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps 
(Roadway Segment 18). Improvements must be made to improve operations on Sunrise Boulevard between Coloma Road and the U.S. 50 westbound ramps; 
specifically, this roadway segment should be widened to eight lanes. This improvement would offset the impacts of the project, but the segment would continue to 
operate at an unacceptable LOS. Additionally, although this improvement is consistent with the County Mobility Study, it is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation 
Element/Plan because City policy requires a maximum roadway cross section of six lanes. Furthermore, without additional river crossings, there are no parallel 
capacity improvements to relieve Sunrise Boulevard on this segment. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1z would partially reduce the significant impact on Roadway Segment 18 by offsetting impacts from development 
Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and from full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives. However, 
implementation of this measure would not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level for the same reasons as identified for Impact 3.14-1y above. Therefore, 
this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Impact 3.14-1aa: Unacceptable LOS on Sunrise Boulevard between the U.S. 50 
Eastbound Ramps and Folsom Boulevard (Roadway Segment 19).  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1aa: Participate in Improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between the U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps and Folsom 
Boulevard (Roadway Segment 19). Improvements must be made to improve operations on Sunrise Boulevard between the U.S. 50 eastbound ramps and Folsom 
Boulevard; specifically, this roadway segment should be widened to eight lanes. This improvement would offset the impacts of the project, but the segment would 
continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS. Additionally, although this improvement is consistent with the County Mobility Study, it is inconsistent with the City’s 
Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires a maximum roadway cross section of six lanes. 

An alternative to this identified improvement is implementation of parallel capacity improvements, such as implementation of Rancho Cordova Parkway (and its 
connection to U.S. 50), which could improve operations on this segment and reduce the project’s impact. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Improvements to this roadway segment must be coordinated with Caltrans, Sacramento RT, and other potentially affected oversight agencies. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1aa would partially reduce the significant impact on Roadway Segment 19 by offsetting impacts from development 
Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and from full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives. However, 
implementation of this measure would not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. The alternative improvement, implementation of Rancho Cordova 
Parkway (and its connection to U.S. 50), could further reduce volumes on this segment and would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The identified improvement is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan, and implementation of Rancho Cordova Parkway (and its connection to U.S. 
50) falls under the jurisdiction of the County and Caltrans; therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) can guarantee implementation of either the 
identified improvement or its alternative. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans, Sacramento RT, the County, and other 
potentially affected agencies cooperate in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1bb: Unacceptable LOS on Sunrise Boulevard between Folsom Boulevard 
and White Rock Road (Roadway Segment 20).  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1bb: Participate in Improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between Folsom Boulevard and White Rock Road 
(Roadway Segment 20). Improvements must be made to improve operations on Sunrise Boulevard between Folsom Boulevard and White Rock Road; specifically, 
this roadway segment should be widened to eight lanes. This improvement would offset the impacts of the project, but the segment would continue to operate at an 
unacceptable LOS. Additionally, this improvement is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires a maximum roadway cross 
section of six lanes. 

An alternative to this identified improvement is implementation of parallel capacity improvements, such as implementation of Rancho Cordova Parkway (and its 
connection to U.S. 50), which could improve operations on this segment and reduce the project’s impact. 

Improvements to this roadway segment must be coordinated with Caltrans and the County. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1bb would partially reduce the significant impact on Roadway Segment 20 by offsetting impacts from development 
Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and from full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives. However, 
implementation of this measure would not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. The alternative improvement, implementation of Rancho Cordova 
Parkway (and its connection to U.S. 50), could further reduce volumes on this segment to a less-than-significant level. 

The identified improvement is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan, and implementation of Rancho Cordova Parkway falls under the jurisdiction of 
Caltrans and the County; therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) can guarantee implementation of either the identified improvement or its alternative. 
Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans and the County cooperate in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact 
would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-1cc: Unacceptable LOS on Sunrise Boulevard between White Rock Road 
and Douglas Road (Roadway Segment 21).  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1cc: Participate in Improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between White Rock Road and Douglas Road (Roadway 
Segment 21). Improvements must be made to ensure that Sunrise Boulevard operates at an acceptable LOS between White Rock Road and Douglas Road; 
specifically, this roadway segment should be widened to eight lanes. With this improvement, this segment would operate at an acceptable LOS for the Baseline Plus 
Phase 1 and Baseline Plus Full Project Buildout scenarios under all three development alternatives. However, this improvement is inconsistent with the City’s 
Circulation Element/Plan.  

An alternative to this identified improvement is implementation of parallel capacity improvements, such as implementation of Rancho Cordova Parkway (and its 
connection to U.S. 50), which could improve operations on this segment and reduce the project’s impact. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans and the County. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1cc would reduce the significant impact on Roadway Segment 21 to a less-than-significant level by improving LOS 
under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization 
Alternatives. The alternative improvement, implementation of Rancho Cordova Parkway (and its connection to U.S. 50), could further reduce volumes on this 
segment. 

The identified improvement is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires roadway cross sections to be a maximum of six 
lanes, and implementation of Rancho Cordova Parkway falls under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the County; therefore, neither the City nor the project 
applicant(s) can guarantee implementation of either the identified improvement or its alternative. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If 
Caltrans and the County cooperate in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1dd: Unacceptable LOS at Sunrise Boulevard between SR 16 and Grant 
Line Road (Roadway Segment 22).  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1dd: Participate in Improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between SR 16 and Grant Line Road (Roadway Segment 
22). To ensure that Sunrise Boulevard operates at an acceptable LOS between SR 16 and Grant Line Road, this roadway segment must be widened to four lanes. 
This improvement is included within the County’s development fee program. If this improvement is implemented before development Phase 1 of the Rio del Oro 
project, then the project impact at this intersection would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Improvements to this roadway segment must be coordinated with the County. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1dd would reduce the significant impact on Roadway Segment 22 to a less-than-significant level by providing 
acceptable operations under development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and at full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact 
Minimization Alternatives. However, because the improvement falls under the jurisdiction of the County, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) can guarantee 
its implementation. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If the County cooperates in allowing the improvements to move forward, the 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1ee: Unacceptable LOS at Hazel Avenue between Winding Way and the 
U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps (Roadway Segment 23).  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1ee: Participate in Improvements to Hazel Avenue between Winding Way and the U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps 
(Roadway Segment 23). To improve operations on Hazel Avenue between Winding Way and the U.S. 50 westbound ramps, this roadway segment must be 
widened to six lanes. This improvement is included within the County’s development fee program and is expected to receive Measure A funding. 

With the identified improvement, this segment would still operate at an unacceptable LOS for the Baseline Plus Phase 1 and Baseline Plus Full Project Buildout 
scenarios under all three development alternatives, but the improvement would offset the amount of traffic the project adds to the segment and would reduce the 
project impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Improvements to this roadway segment must be coordinated with the County. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1ee would reduce the significant impact on Roadway Segment 23 to a less-than-significant level by offsetting impacts 
from development Phase 1 (Proposed Project Alternative) and from full project buildout under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization 
Alternatives. However, because this improvement falls under the jurisdiction of the County, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) can guarantee its 
implementation. Thus, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If the County cooperates in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact 
would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1ff: Unacceptable LOS at U.S. 50 between Mather Field Road and 
Zinfandel Drive (Freeway Segment 27), and between Sunrise Boulevard and Hazel 
Avenue (Freeway Segment 29).  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1ff: Participate in Improvements to U.S. 50 between Mather Field Road and Zinfandel Drive (Freeway Segment 27) 
and U.S. 50 between Sunrise Boulevard and Hazel Avenue (Freeway Segment 29). To ensure that U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS between Mather Field 
Road and Zinfandel Drive and between Sunrise Boulevard and Hazel Avenue, the following improvements to the U.S. 50 corridor are required: 

► Ramp metering must be added on the Mather Field Road and Zinfandel Drive eastbound on-ramps. 

► An auxiliary lane must be constructed from Mather Field Road and Sunrise Boulevard. 

► Traffic-signal timing at freeway interchanges must be coordinated with adjacent City intersections to minimize impacts of vehicle queue spillback onto U.S. 50.

► Parallel facilities to U.S. 50 must be constructed, including improvements to SR 16, extension of International Drive into and through the project site, extension 
of Kiefer Boulevard, construction of Easton Valley Parkway, and connectivity of International Drive to Old Placerville Road. 

► HOV lanes must be extended from Sunrise Boulevard to downtown Sacramento (or, as an interim project, to Watt Avenue).  

► HOV enhancements to existing interchanges must be provided, such as bypass lanes at existing metered on-ramps. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Improvements to these freeway segments must be coordinated with Caltrans and the County. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1ff would reduce the significant impacts on Freeway Segments 27 and 29 to a less-than-significant level under the 
Proposed Project, Impact Minimization, and High Density Alternatives under development Phase 1 and at full project buildout. 

The City’s CIP has identified some of the improvements identified above. Caltrans is conducting the U.S. 50 HOV Lane Project Plus Community Enhancement 
Project, which will evaluate the extension of eastbound and westbound HOV lanes on U.S. 50 to downtown Sacramento. 

Several of the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans or the County; therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) can guarantee 
their implementation. Given these conditions, this impact remains significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans and the County cooperate in allowing the improvements 
to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-1gg: Unacceptable LOS at Douglas Road between Sunrise Boulevard and 
Jaeger Road (Roadway Segment 31).  

LTS LTS(m) LTS SU NI 

HD: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1gg: Participate in Improvements to Douglas Road between Sunrise Boulevard and Jaeger Road (Roadway Segment 31). 

To improve operations on Douglas Road between Sunrise Boulevard and Jaeger Road, this roadway segment must be widened to six lanes. This improvement is 
consistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan. 

This improvement is included within the SunRidge Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan and zoning conditions as well as the City’s CIP. 

PP, IM, NP: The roadway segment would operate at an acceptable level. 

Impact 3.14-1hh: Unacceptable LOS at Sunrise Boulevard between Douglas Road and 
Kiefer Boulevard (Roadway Segment 33).  

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1hh: Participate in Improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between Douglas Road and Kiefer Boulevard (Roadway 
Segment 33). To ensure that Sunrise Boulevard operates at an acceptable LOS between Douglas Road and Kiefer Boulevard, this roadway segment must be 
widened to six lanes consistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and CIP. 

Impact 3.14-1ii: Unacceptable LOS at Sunrise Boulevard between Kiefer Boulevard 
and SR 16 (Roadway Segment 34).  

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1ii: Participate in Improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between Kiefer Boulevard and SR 16 (Roadway Segment 
34). To ensure that Sunrise Boulevard operates at an acceptable LOS between Kiefer Boulevard and SR 16, this roadway segment must be widened to six lanes 
consistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and CIP. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-1jj: Unacceptable LOS at Various Merge and Diverge Segments of U.S. 50.  SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-1jj: Participate in Improvements to Various Merge and Diverge Segments of U.S. 50. To ensure that the U.S. 50 
merge and diverge areas operate at an acceptable LOS, the following improvements to the U.S. 50 corridor are required: 

► Ramp metering must be added on the Mather Field Road and Zinfandel Drive eastbound on-ramps. 

► An auxiliary lane must be constructed from Mather Field Road and Sunrise Boulevard. 

► Traffic-signal timing at freeway interchanges must be coordinated with adjacent City intersections to minimize impacts of vehicle queue spillback onto U.S. 50. 

► Parallel facilities to U.S. 50 must be constructed, including improvements to SR 16, extension of International Drive into and through the project site, extension 
of Kiefer Boulevard, construction of Easton Valley Parkway, and connectivity of International Drive to Old Placerville Road.  

► HOV lanes must be extended from Sunrise Boulevard to downtown Sacramento (or, as an interim project, to Watt Avenue). 

► HOV enhancements to existing interchanges must be provided, such as bypass lanes at existing metered on-ramps. 

Improvements to these merge and diverge segments of U.S. 50 must be coordinated with Caltrans and the County. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-1jj would reduce the significant impacts on U.S. 50 freeway merge/diverge/weave areas to a less-than-significant level 
under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact Minimization Alternatives under development Phase 1 and at full project buildout. 

The City’s CIP has identified some of the improvements identified above. Caltrans is conducting the U.S. 50 HOV Lane Project Plus Community Enhancement 
Project, which will evaluate the extension of eastbound and westbound HOV lanes on U.S. 50 to downtown Sacramento. 

Several of the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans or the County; therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) can ensure that 
these improvements would be completed. Given these conditions, this impact remains significant and unavoidable. If Caltrans and the County cooperate in 
allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in the short term but eventually would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level in the long term. 

Impact 3.14-2: Increased Demand for Single-Occupant Automobile Travel in the 
Project Area.  

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

SU No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-2: Develop Commercial Support Services and Mixed-use Development Concurrent with Housing Development, and 
Develop and Provide Options for Alternative Transportation Modes. The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall develop commercial and mixed-use 
development concurrent with housing development, to the extent feasible in light of market realities and other considerations, to internalize vehicle trips. Pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the City Public Works Department. To further minimize impacts from the increased demand on area 
roadways and intersections, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall develop and implement safe and secure bicycle parking at schools and commercial 
centers to promote alternative transportation uses and reduce the volume of single-occupancy vehicles using area roadways and intersections.  



AEC
O

M
 

 
R

io del O
ro Specific Plan Project FEIR

/FEIS
Introduction 

1-68 
C

ity of R
ancho C

ordova and U
SAC

E

 

 

Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Timing: Before approval of improvement plans for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the project would continue to add single-occupant vehicles in the area 
despite the potential of the mitigation measure to substantially reduce the number of single-occupant vehicles. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.14-3: Increased Demand for Alternative Modes of Transportation.  Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

SU No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-3a: Participate in Capital Improvements for Transit Service. The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall 
participate in capital improvements for transit service. providing transit-related services through annexation to the City’s Transit-Related Services Special Tax Area 
and payment of the tax. Capital improvements for transit services will be part of the City’s Transportation CIP and will include the construction and operation of the 
streetcar system, purchase of a shuttle fleet, and construction of a maintenance facility. The project’s fair-share participation and the associated timing of the 
improvements shall be identified in the project conditions of approval and/or the project’s development agreement. Improvements shall be coordinated, as 
necessary, with Sacramento RT. shall be satisfied through payment of the transportation fee. Capital improvement costs for on-site ancillary facilities are not in the 
City Transportation CIP. To fulfill the need for on-site facilities, the project applicant(s) shall provide on-site transfer and connection facilities at appropriate 
locations as part of site development plans. Transfer facilities shall be provided at major arterial intersections. All transfer, fare collection, and information facilities 
shall be provided at land uses that are major transit transfer points or destinations. These sites include major commercial and recreational land uses. 

Timing: As a condition of project approval and/or as a condition of the development agreement for all project phases.  

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3b: Coordinate with the 50 Corridor Transportation Management Association and Comply with the City of Rancho Cordova 
Transportation System Management Ordinance. The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall coordinate with the 50 Corridor Transportation Management 
Association and comply with the City of Rancho Cordova transportation system management ordinance. 

Timing: Concurrent with construction for all project phases.  

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because neither the City nor the project applicant(s) can guarantee implementation 
of increased transit service within Rancho Cordova. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-4: Inconsistency of the Rio del Oro Specific Plan with the City’s Adopted 
General Plan.  

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

SU No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-4: Modify Rio del Oro Specific Plan for the High Density and Impact Minimization Alternatives to be Consistent with the 
City’s Adopted General Plan. The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall modify the Rio del Oro Specific Plan to be consistent with the City’s General 
Plan. 

Timing: As a condition of project approval and/or as a condition of the development agreement for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department. 

Impact 3.14-5: Potential Impacts Associated with Alternative Land Uses within the 
Overflight Zone of the Rio del Oro Specific Plan Area.  

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

SU No Direct or 
Indirect 

PP, HD, IM: Require Individual Transportation Impact Studies for Alternative Land Uses in the Overflight Zone and Implement All Identified 
Transportation Improvements. As development occurs in the overflight zone, the project applicant(s) for any proposed alternative land use shall complete specific 
transportation impact studies to the satisfaction of the City’s Public Works Department. Impacts shall be identified using methodologies adopted by the City or 
consistent with those identified in this DEIR/DEIS. Improvements identified as a result of the individual transportation impact studies shall be implemented by the 
project applicant(s) for all project phases. 

Timing: As development applications come forth for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department. 

Cumulative 

*Note that all cumulative impacts of the NF Alternative (No Federal Action) would be inconsistent with the City General Plan Circulation Element/Plan. This 
alternative would result in greater impacts on transportation infrastructure outside the Rio del Oro Specific Plan area. No feasible mitigation measures are available 
to reduce impacts resulting from implementation of the NF Alternative to a less than significant level. Therefore, impacts under the NF Alternative would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-6: Potential Impacts Associated with the City’s Transportation Impact 
Fee Program.  

Direct & 
SU, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU, No 
Indirect 

SU Direct & PS, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NP: Mitigation Measure 3.14-6: Pay Fair-Share Cost of Identified Improvements that Are Not Fully Funded by the City’s Fee Program. The 
project applicant(s) for all project phases shall provide fair-share contributions to the City’s transportation impact fee program to aid in bridging the program’s 
funding shortfall. However, ultimate funding of the improvements cannot be guaranteed (as it would require funding from other developments in the area). Project 
contributions to the City’s transportation impact fee program shall be identified in the project’s public facilities financing plan associated with Tier 2 entitlements. 

Timing: As part of Tier 2 entitlements and before any physical development of the property (excluding on-site wetland fill and mitigation activities).As a condition 
of project approval and/or as a condition of the development agreement for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department. 

Impact 3.14-7: Increases to Peak-Hour and Daily Traffic Volumes, Resulting in 
Unacceptable Levels of Service, under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

Direct & S, 
No Indirect 

Direct & S, 
No Indirect 

Direct & S, 
No Indirect 

SU No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Mitigation Measure: Common to All Impacts under Impact 3.14-7 

To avoid repetition, the information contained in the following mitigation measure applies to all other mitigation measures required under Impact 3.14-7. Note that 
no mitigation measures are required for the No Project Alternative because, as described above, no direct or indirect impacts would occur. 

PP, HD, IM: The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall participate in the necessary improvements identified in all of the following mitigation measures. 
The project’s fair-share participation and the associated timing of the improvements shall be identified in Tier 2 entitlements for the project and before any physical 
development of the property and will amend the project conditions of approval and in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the project to include 
these participation and timing details for traffic improvements. or in conjunction with and as an appendix to the Rio del Oro Specific Plan (see mitigation measures 
following each identified impact). 

The timing and enforcement (described below) would be the same for all identified mitigation measures associated with Impact 3.14-7. 

Timing: As part of Tier 2 entitlements and before any physical development of the property (excluding on-site wetland fill and mitigation activities). a condition of 
project approval and/or as a condition of the development agreement for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works Department. 

Please note that the improvements described in each of the following mitigation measures have not been designed, and therefore, project-specific impacts as a result 
of these improvements cannot be precisely identified or quantified.  

If need be, site-specific impacts of the identified improvements would be assessed pursuant to CEQA requirements when specific intersection and roadway 
improvement plans are developed, separate from the Rio del Oro DEIR/DEIS. Any such necessary environmental review would be completed before final approval 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

of the improvements identified in the mitigation measures. No such additional review may be necessary, however, if the effects of such improvements are consistent 
with what can generally be expected of such improvements, as set forth immediately below. 

Based on review of existing available environmental documentation, field review at a reconnaissance level, and review of aerial photography, it is anticipated that, 
at worst, the construction of these intersection and roadway improvements could directly adversely affect wetland resources and associated grassland habitat area 
and could result in construction-related environmental effects, including but not limited to: 

► impacts related to construction traffic, noise, air quality, water quality, and drainage; 
► impacts on cultural resources; and  
► impacts on special-status plants and animals and their habitats. 

In addition to construction-related impacts, implementation of these improvements could result in long-term effects on water quality and drainage. The impacts that 
could arise from the planned improvements will be measured using the significance thresholds identified in each section of Chapter 3 of this DEIR/DEIS. 

Once a planned roadway is designed, the City will retain a qualified biologist to conduct a reconnaissance survey to determine type(s) of habitat to be removed, and 
whether wetlands or special-status species are present. The City will also conduct a cultural resources records search to determine whether any known cultural 
resources are present. 

The mitigation measures recommended in Chapter 3 of this DEIR/DEIS would be applied (where applicable) to mitigate any such effects, if significant, to less-than-
significant levels. For example, measures will be implemented to ensure no net loss of wetlands. Best management practices and Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District measures will be implemented for water and air quality effects, and preconstruction surveys would be performed where sensitive 
habitat is present (and if special-status species or habitat is present, the biological resources protection measures would be implemented). The relocation of any 
utility pole or other utilities will be coordinated with the appropriate service provider to ensure that there would be no impact on the service provider. Additionally, 
if permits or other authorization are required, they will be secured and the conditions will be followed. 

For improvements to the following intersections and roadway improvements, the following impacts (in addition to the above) could result from implementation of 
required improvements: 

► Direct impacts on LRT service in the area—Sunrise Boulevard/Folsom Boulevard (Intersection 19) 

► Direct impacts from required grade separation structure—Sunrise Boulevard/Zinfandel Drive and Hazel Avenue/Folsom Boulevard intersections (Intersections 
22 and 23, respectively) 

► Direct impacts on the Folsom South Canal—Eagles Nest Road/Kiefer Boulevard and Sunrise Boulevard/International Drive intersections (Intersections 28 and 
29, respectively)  

► Direct impacts from required new river crossings of the American River—Sunrise Boulevard between Gold Country Boulevard and Coloma Road and Sunrise 
Boulevard between Coloma Road and the U.S. 50 westbound ramps (Roadway Segments 17 and 18, respectively) 

► Direct impacts from potential removal of approximately 80 utility poles, 60 street lights, approximately 50 large trees, and commercial/industrial property, 
resulting from improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between Folsom Boulevard and White Rock Road (Roadway Segment 20) 



AEC
O

M
 

 
R

io del O
ro Specific Plan Project FEIR

/FEIS
Introduction 

1-72 
C

ity of R
ancho C

ordova and U
SAC

E

 

 

Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

► Direct impacts from potential removal of approximately 60 utility poles, 100 street lights, approximately 40 large trees (primarily oak and landscaped trees), 
and commercial/industrial property, resulting from improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between White Rock Road and Douglas Road (Roadway Segment 21) 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.14-7a: Unacceptable LOS at the SR 16/Eagles Nest Road Intersection 
(Intersection 2) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

No Direct or 
Indirect 

SU(m) No Direct or 
Indirect 

SU No Direct or 
Indirect 

HD: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7a: Participate in Improvements to the SR 16/Eagles Nest Road Intersection (Intersection 2). To ensure that the SR 16/Eagles Nest 
Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D or better, the northbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and 
one dedicated right-turn lane. 

Improvements to the SR 16/Eagles Nest Road intersection are contained within the SunRidge Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan and zoning conditions. The 
CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Sunrise Douglas Community Plan/SunRidge Specific Plan Project state that physical 
improvement of this intersection is feasible. Implementation of these improvements would reduce traffic impacts on this intersection.  

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans and the County. 

PP, IM, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the improvements identified above fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans 
and the County, and neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. 

Impact 3.14-7b: Unacceptable LOS at the Grant Line Road/Sunrise Boulevard 
Intersection (Intersection 6) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU No Direct or 
Indirect 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7b: Participate in Improvements to the Grant Line Road/Sunrise Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 6). To ensure that 
the Grant Line Road/Sunrise Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D or better, all of the following improvements are required:  

► The northbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane and a shared through/right-turn lane. 
► The southbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, one through lane, and two right-turn lanes with overlap right-turn signal phase. 
► The eastbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and a shared through/right-turn lane. 
► The westbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a shared through/right-turn lane. 

Interim improvements to the Grant Line Road/Sunrise Boulevard intersection are contained within the Elk Grove West Vineyard Plan, with ultimate improvements 
contained within the Vineyard Springs Comprehensive Plan Public Financing Plan. These intersection improvements must be coordinated with the County. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the improvements identified above fall under the jurisdiction of the 
County, and neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-7c: Unacceptable LOS at the Grant Line Road/Kiefer Boulevard 
Intersection (Intersection 7) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7c: Participate in Improvements to the Grant Line Road/Kiefer Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 7).To ensure that 
the Grant Line Road/Kiefer Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D or better, all of the following improvements are required: 

► A traffic signal must be installed at this intersection. The southbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, three through lanes, and 
one dedicated right-turn lane. 

► The eastbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, one through lane, and one dedicated right-turn lane.  

► The westbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, one through lane, and one right-turn lane.  

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with the County. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because portions of the identified improvements of this intersection fall under the 
jurisdiction of the County, and neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. 

Impact 3.14-7d: Unacceptable LOS at the Grant Line Road/Douglas Road Intersection 
(Intersection 8) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7d: Participate in Improvements to the Grant Line Road/Douglas Road Intersection (Intersection 8). To ensure that 
the Grant Line Road/Douglas Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D or better, a traffic signal must be installed at this intersection. Improvements to this 
intersection are contained within the SunRidge Specific Plan Public Financing Plan.  

Impact 3.14-7e: Unacceptable LOS at the Sunrise Boulevard/Douglas Road 
Intersection (Intersection 9) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7e: Participate in Improvements to the Sunrise Boulevard/Douglas Road Intersection (Intersection 9). To improve 
LOS at the Sunrise Boulevard/Douglas Road intersection, all approaches must be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and one right-
turn lane.  

However, even with these improvements, this intersection would continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS. For this intersection to operate at an acceptable LOS, 
additional roadway connectivity is required. To achieve this connectivity, the Kiefer Boulevard Extension between Rancho Cordova and Sacramento must be 
implemented. Additional intersection improvements could be implemented consistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan, including partial grade separation of 
the intersection and/or aggressive at-grade treatments such as triple left-turn lanes, enhanced-capacity right-turn treatments, or conversion into a continuous-flow 
intersection. 

Improvements to this intersection are contained within the SunRidge Specific Plan Public Financing Plan, but this Public Financing Plan would not be able to fund 
all of the improvements described above. These intersection improvements must be coordinated with the County. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the required additional connectivity on Kiefer Boulevard between Rancho 
Cordova and Sacramento falls under the jurisdiction of the County, and neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the timing or 
implementation of this improvement. Furthermore, the feasibility of the aggressive at-grade or partial grade-separated alternatives has not been determined, as no 
specific designs have been developed and environmental constraints have not been identified. 

Impact 3.14-7f: Unacceptable LOS at the Mather Field Road/U.S. 50 Eastbound 
Ramps Intersection (Intersection 12) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7f: Participate in Improvements to the Mather Field Road/U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps Intersection (Intersection 12). 
To ensure that the Mather Field Road/U.S. 50 eastbound ramps intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D or better, the eastbound approach must be reconfigured 
to include an additional right-turn lane. Improvements to this intersection are identified in the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and included in the City’s CIP, and 
must be coordinated with Caltrans. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the improvement identified above falls under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, 
and neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over its timing or implementation. 

Impact 3.14-7g: Unacceptable LOS at Mather Field Road/International Drive 
(Intersection 13) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7g: Participate in Improvements at the Mather Field Road/International Drive Intersection (Intersection 13). 
Southbound left-turn and westbound right-turn volumes at the Mather Field Road/International Drive intersection are substantial enough that additional lanes at this 
intersection would not reduce impacts at the intersection; therefore, the intersection would continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS E or LOS F. However, 
additional roadway connectivity in the area, through measures such as implementation of the Kiefer Boulevard Extension to Sacramento, extension of Routier Road 
to the south, completion of the International Drive–Old Placerville Road connection, and construction of the potential tunnel under Mather Field, has the potential to 
shift traffic volumes to reduce traffic impacts at the intersection. These additional roadway connectivity measures are identified in the City’s Circulation 
Element/Plan and included in the City’s CIP. Implementation of these improvements would assist in reducing traffic impacts on this intersection by providing 
acceptable operations. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with the County and other regulatory agencies because of the proximity of some of these improvements to 
Mather Field. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the Kiefer Boulevard Extension and International Drive–Old Placerville 
Road connection fall under the jurisdiction of the County, and the Routier Road extension and tunnel construction under Mather Field would require coordination 
with other regulatory agencies because of their proximity to the airstrip. Therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the timing 
or implementation of all the identified improvements. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-7h: Unacceptable LOS at the Zinfandel Drive/International Drive 
Intersection (Intersection 14) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7h: Participate in Improvements to the Zinfandel Drive/International Drive Intersection (Intersection 14) 
Improvements must be made to improve LOS at the Zinfandel Drive/International Drive intersection. Specifically, this intersection should be reconfigured to 
provide three left-turn lanes, four through lanes, and one right-turn lane. Additionally, capacity enhancement is needed for the eastbound right-turn movement. 

These improvements would reduce the cumulative impact caused by the proposed project and alternatives under consideration by providing acceptable LOS. 
However, widening International Drive to four through lanes is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires roadway cross 
sections of six lanes or fewer. 

To be consistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan, aggressive at-grade improvements are required, such as partial grade separation, capacity-enhancing 
right-turn treatments on all approaches, or implementation of a continuous-flow intersection. Additionally, improved roadway connectivity, such as the extension of 
Kiefer Boulevard, International Drive–Old Placerville Road connection, and/or construction of the tunnel under Mather Field would shift traffic volumes and reduce 
traffic at the intersection. 

The additional roadway connections described above and aggressive at-grade intersection treatments are identified in the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and 
included in the City’s CIP. Implementation of these improvements would assist in reducing traffic impacts on this intersection by providing acceptable operations.  

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with the County and other regulatory agencies (such as FAA) because of the proximity of some of these 
improvements to Mather Field. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the Kiefer Boulevard Extension and International Drive–Old Placerville 
Road connection are under the jurisdiction of the County, and the Routier Road extension and tunnel construction under Mather Field would require coordination 
with other regulatory agencies (such as FAA) because of their proximity to the airstrip. Furthermore, the aggressive at-grade treatments have not been designed, and 
they could have geometric and/or environmental constraints that may make the treatments infeasible. Therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would 
have control over the timing or implementation of all the identified improvements. 

Impact 3.14-7i: Unacceptable LOS at the Zinfandel Drive/White Rock Road 
Intersection (Intersection 15) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7i: Participate in Improvements to the Zinfandel Drive/White Rock Road Intersection (Intersection 15). 
Improvements required to provide acceptable LOS at the Zinfandel Drive/White Rock Road intersection consist of three left-turn lanes, four through lanes, and one 
right-turn lane on all approaches; and capacity enhancement treatments on the westbound right-turn movement. 

Improvements to this intersection are identified in the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and included in the City’s CIP. Implementation of the identified 
improvements would assist in reducing traffic impacts on this intersection by providing acceptable LOS. However, these improvements include widening the facility 
to more than six lanes, which is inconsistent with the City’s General Element/Plan. Alternatively, partial grade separation could be implemented consistent with the 
City’s Circulation Element/Plan and CIP; however, aggressive at-grade treatments such as partial grade separation have not been designed, and they could have 
geometric and/or environmental constraints that may make the treatments infeasible. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because one improvement is inconsistent with the City’s General Element/Plan, 
and the other (partial grade separation) has not been designed, the improvements may be infeasible as a result of consistency, geometric, and/or environmental 
constraints, and neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the timing or implementation of all the identified improvements. 

Impact 3.14-7j: Unacceptable LOS at the Zinfandel Drive/U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps 
Intersection (Intersection 16) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7j: Participate in Improvements to the Zinfandel Drive/U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps Intersection (Intersection 16). To 
ensure that the Zinfandel Drive/U.S. 50 eastbound ramps intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D or better, the following improvements are required: 

► The northbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of four through lanes and a shared through/right-turn lane. 
► The southbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of three through lanes and a free right-turn lane. 
► The eastbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of three left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and a free right-turn lane. 
► The westbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of three right-turn lanes. 

Improvements to this intersection are identified in the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and included in the City’s CIP. Implementation of these improvements would 
assist in reducing traffic impacts on this intersection by providing acceptable operation. Intersection improvements must be coordinated with Caltrans. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, and 
neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. 

Impact 3.14-7k: Unacceptable LOS at the Sunrise Boulevard/White Rock Road 
Intersection (Intersection 18) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7k: Participate in Improvements to the Sunrise Boulevard/White Rock Road Intersection (Intersection 18). To 
ensure that the Sunrise Boulevard/White Rock Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, grade separation must be implemented at this intersection. 

Some funding for intersection improvements to this intersection is identified in the Mather Field Specific Plan Public Financing Plan (Zinfandel Drive Extension), 
and grade separation of the intersection is in the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and included in the City’s CIP. The grade separation treatment has not been 
designed, however, and it could have geometric and/or environmental constraints that may make the treatment infeasible. No other feasible improvements are 
available at this intersection to ensure that it operates at an acceptable level. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the feasibility of grade separation at this location has not been determined, 
these identified improvements may not be feasible, and neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the timing or implementation of the 
identified improvement. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-7l: Unacceptable LOS at the Sunrise Boulevard/Folsom Boulevard 
Intersection (Intersection 19) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7l: Participate in Improvements to the Sunrise Boulevard/Folsom Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 19). 
Improvements must be made to ensure that the Sunrise Boulevard/Folsom Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D or better. Specifically, all of the 
following improvements should be made: 

► The northbound approach should be reconfigured to consist of three left-turn lanes, four through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 
► The southbound approach should be reconfigured to consist of three left-turn lanes, four through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 
► The eastbound approach should be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane.  
► The westbound approach should be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one right-turn lane. 

These improvements must be coordinated with Sacramento RT. The identified improvements would provide acceptable operations at this intersection. However, 
they may be infeasible because of geometric constraints at this intersection caused by the grade-separated LRT tracks. No other feasible improvements are available, 
and there is no assurance that the required improvements would be implemented. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because of the potential for infeasibility of the identified improvements. 

Impact 3.14-7m: Unacceptable LOS at the Sunrise Boulevard/U.S. 50 Westbound 
Ramps Intersection (Intersection 21) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7m: Participate in Improvements to the Sunrise Boulevard/U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps Intersection (Intersection 
21). To ensure that the Sunrise Boulevard/U.S. 50 westbound ramps intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D or better, the northbound and southbound 
approaches must be reconfigured to consist of three through lanes and one free (uncontrolled) right-turn lane; and the westbound approach must be reconfigured to 
consist of two left-turn lanes and a free right-turn lane with an adequate receiving lane on Sunrise Boulevard. Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated 
with Caltrans. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, and 
neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. 

Impact 3.14-7n: Unacceptable LOS at the Sunrise Boulevard/Zinfandel Drive 
Intersection (Intersection 22) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7n: Participate in Improvements to the Sunrise Boulevard/Zinfandel Drive Intersection (Intersection 22). Improvements 
must be made to ensure that the Sunrise Boulevard/Zinfandel Drive intersection operates at an acceptable LOS; specifically, the northbound and southbound approaches 
should be reconfigured to consist of an additional through lane. These at-grade improvements are consistent with the County Mobility Study; however, they would be 
inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires a maximum roadway cross section of six lanes or fewer.  
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

An alternative to this improvement that is consistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and associated CIP is implementation of grade separation at this 
intersection. However, the grade-separation treatment has not been designed, and it could have geometric and/or environmental constraints that may make the treatment 
infeasible. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvement is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element 
Plan; and due to the potential for infeasibility of the identified alternative improvements. 

Impact 3.14-7o: Unacceptable LOS at the Hazel Avenue/Folsom Boulevard Intersection 
(Intersection 23) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7o: Participate in Improvements to the Hazel Avenue/Folsom Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 23). For the Hazel 
Avenue/Folsom Boulevard intersection to operate at an acceptable LOS D or better, grade separation of the intersection is required. This improvement is consistent with 
the City’s Circulation Element/Plan; however, the grade-separation treatment has not been designed, and it could have geometric and/or environmental constraints that 
may make the treatment infeasible. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with the County. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the alternative improvement may have as-yet-unknown potentially 
significant impacts, and because the intersection is under the jurisdiction of the County, and neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the 
timing or implementation of the improvement necessary to provide acceptable operations at the intersection. 

Impact 3.14-7p: Unacceptable LOS at the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps 
Intersection (Intersection 24) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7p: Participate in Improvements to the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps Intersection (Intersection 24). To 
ensure that the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 eastbound ramps intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D, all of the following improvements are required at this interchange: 

► The structure across U.S. 50 must be widened to accommodate eight lanes (four in each direction) on the structure. 
► The eastbound off-ramp approach must be reconfigured to consist of three left-turn lanes, a shared left/right-turn lane, and one right turn lane. 

Improvements to this interchange must be coordinated with Caltrans and the County. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the 
County, and neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-7q: Unacceptable LOS at the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps 
Intersection (Intersection 25) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7q: Participate in Improvements to the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps Intersection (Intersection 25). 
Substantial improvements must be made to ensure that the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 westbound ramps intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D or better. Specifically, 
the following improvements should be made:  

► The northbound approach should be reconfigured to consist of four through lanes and a free right-turn lane (this would require prohibiting northbound left turns to 
Tributary Point Drive). 

► The southbound approach should be reconfigured to consist of five through lanes and a free right-turn lane. 

► The eastbound approach should be reconfigured to consist of one free right-turn lane. 

► The westbound approach should be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 

However, these improvements would prohibit northbound access to development west of the intersection and may be deemed infeasible in that access must be 
maintained. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans and the County. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the 
County, and neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. 

Impact 3.14-7r: Unacceptable LOS at the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road 
Intersection (Intersection 26) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7r: Participate in Improvements to the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road Intersection (Intersection 26). To ensure 
that the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D or better, all of the following improvements are required: 

► The northbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of three left-turn lanes and three through lanes. 
► The southbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of two through lanes and two right-turn lanes. 
► The eastbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes and one free (uncontrolled) right-turn lane. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with the County. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of the County, and 
neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-7s: Unacceptable LOS at the Sunrise Boulevard/Kiefer Boulevard 
Intersection (Intersection 27) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7s: Participate in Improvements to the Sunrise Boulevard/Kiefer Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 27). To ensure 
that the Sunrise Boulevard/Kiefer Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D or better, the northbound and southbound approaches must be 
reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 

Impact 3.14-7t: Unacceptable LOS at the Eagles Nest Road/Kiefer Boulevard 
Intersection (Intersection 28) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7t: Participate in Improvements to the Eagles Nest Road/Kiefer Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 28). To ensure 
that the Eagles Nest Road/Kiefer Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D or better, all approaches must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn 
lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 

Impact 3.14-7u: Unacceptable LOS at the Sunrise Boulevard/International Drive 
Intersection (Intersection 29) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7u: Participate in Improvements to the Sunrise Boulevard/International Drive Intersection (Intersection 29). To 
improve LOS at the Sunrise Boulevard/International Drive intersection, the intersection must be reconfigured to consist of three left-turn lanes, three through lanes, 
and two right-turn lanes. However, even with these improvements, this intersection would operate at an unacceptable LOS. To further improve operations and to 
fully reduce the impact, aggressive at-grade improvements (such as implementation of a continuous-flow intersection) or partial grade separation is required, 
consistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and associated CIP. However, the aggressive at-grade treatments have not been designed, and they could have 
geometric and/or environmental constraints that may make the treatments infeasible. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the improvements may have as-yet-unknown potentially significant 
impacts. 

Impact 3.14-7v: Unacceptable LOS at the Rancho Cordova Parkway/White Rock 
Road Intersection (Intersection 30) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7v: Participate in Improvements to the Rancho Cordova Parkway/White Rock Road Intersection (Intersection 30). 
To improve operations at the Rancho Cordova Parkway/White Rock Road intersection, all the following improvements are required: 

► The northbound and southbound approaches must be reconfigured to consist of three left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 
► The southbound approach must be reconfigured to include a free right-turn lane. 
► The eastbound and westbound approaches must be reconfigured to consist of three left-turn lanes, four through lanes, and a right-turn lane. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

However, these improvements are inconsistent with the City’s General Element/Plan. Alternatively, aggressive at-grade improvements (such as implementation of a 
continuous-flow intersection) or partial grade separation, consistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and associated CIP, could be implemented. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the improvements may have as-yet-unknown potentially significant 
impacts. 

Impact 3.14-7w: Unacceptable LOS at the Rancho Cordova Parkway/U.S. 50 
Eastbound Ramps Intersection (Intersection 31) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions. 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7w: Participate in Improvements to the Rancho Cordova Parkway/U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps Intersection 
(Intersection 31). To ensure that the Rancho Cordova Parkway/U.S. 50 eastbound ramps intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, all of the following 
improvements are required: 

► The northbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of two “free” right-turn lanes and two through lanes. 
► The southbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane and two through lanes. 
► The eastbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one shared through/left-turn lane and two “free” right-turn lanes. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with Caltrans. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, and 
neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. 

Impact 3.14-7x: Unacceptable LOS at the Douglas Road/Jaeger Road Intersection 
(Intersection 33) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7x: Participate in Improvements to the Douglas Road/Jaeger Road Intersection (Intersection 33). Improvements must 
be made to ensure that the Douglas Road/Jaeger Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS. Specifically, all of the following improvements should be made: 

► The northbound approach should be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and a right-turn lane. 

► The southbound approach should be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and a right-turn lane. 

► The eastbound approach should be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and one right-turn lane with right-turn capacity 
enhancement (such as a pork-chop island or right-turn green arrow concurrent with the southbound left-turn phase). 

► The westbound approach should be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 



AEC
O

M
 

 
R

io del O
ro Specific Plan Project FEIR

/FEIS
Introduction 

1-82 
C

ity of R
ancho C

ordova and U
SAC

E

 

 

Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-7y: Unacceptable LOS at the Douglas Road/Americanos Boulevard 
Intersection (Intersection 34) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7y: Participate in Improvements to the Douglas Road/Americanos Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 34). To 
ensure that the Douglas Road/Americanos Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D or better, a second eastbound right-turn lane must be added. 

Impact 3.14-7z: Unacceptable LOS at the Chrysanthy Boulevard/Sunrise Boulevard 
Intersection (Intersection 35) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7z: Participate in Improvements to the Chrysanthy Boulevard/Sunrise Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 35). To 
ensure that the Chrysanthy Boulevard/Sunrise Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, a second westbound right-turn lane must be added. 

Impact 3.14-7aa: Unacceptable LOS at the White Rock Road/Americanos Boulevard 
Intersection (Intersection 39) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7aa: Participate in Improvements to the White Rock Road/Americanos Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 39). To 
ensure that the White Rock Road/Americanos Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS during the a.m. peak traffic hour, the northbound and 
southbound approaches must be reconfigured to consist of three left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and a shared through/right-turn lane; and the eastbound and 
westbound approaches must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, three through lanes, and two right-turn lanes. 

Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated with the County and Aerojet General Corporation (Aerojet). 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the future north-south connectivity improvement fall under the jurisdiction of 
the County and may be precluded by operations at Aerojet, and neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the timing or implementation. 

Impact 3.14-7bb: Unacceptable LOS at the Hazel Avenue/Gold Country Boulevard 
Intersection (Intersection 40) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7bb: Participate in Improvements to the Hazel Avenue/Gold Country Boulevard Intersection (Intersection 40). To 
ensure that the Hazel Avenue/Gold Country Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, the northbound and southbound approaches must be reconfigured 
to consist of additional through lanes in the northbound and southbound directions. However, there are significant geographic constraints associated with additional 
widening of Hazel Avenue, primarily because of the existing bridge crossing of the American River just north of this intersection. Additionally, any roadway 
widening would require modification to the bluffs between the American River and Fair Oaks Boulevard. Improvements to this intersection must be coordinated 
with the County. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of the County, and 
neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the timing or implementation. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-7cc: Unacceptable LOS on International Drive between South White 
Rock Road and Zinfandel Drive (Roadway Segment 6) under Cumulative (2030) 
Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7cc: Participate in Improvements to International Drive between South White Rock Road and Zinfandel Drive 
(Roadway Segment 6). Improvements must be made to ensure that International Drive operates at an acceptable LOS between South White Rock Road and 
Zinfandel Drive; specifically, this roadway segment should be widened to eight lanes. However, the identified improvement is inconsistent with the City’s 
Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires a maximum roadway cross section of six lanes. 

An alternative to this improvement is additional connectivity, such as completion of the Kiefer Boulevard extension into Sacramento. This alternative improvement 
could relieve some traffic from this roadway segment, but would not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.  

Improvements to this roadway segment must be coordinated with the County. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvements would fall under the jurisdiction of the 
County, and neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the timing or implementation. 

Impact 3.14-7dd: Unacceptable LOS on Mather Field Road between Folsom 
Boulevard and U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps (Roadway Segment 12) under Cumulative 
(2030) Conditions.  

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7dd: Participate in Improvements to Mather Field Road between Folsom Boulevard and U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps 
(Roadway Segment 12). Improvements must be made to ensure that Mather Field Road operates at an acceptable LOS between Folsom Boulevard and U.S. 50 
westbound ramps; specifically, this roadway segment should have high-access controls. 

Impact 3.14-7ee: Unacceptable LOS on Zinfandel Drive between the U.S. 50 
Eastbound Ramps and White Rock Road (Roadway Segment 15) under Cumulative 
(2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7ee: Participate in Improvements to Zinfandel Drive between the U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps and White Rock Road 
(Roadway Segment 15). Improvements must be made to ensure that Zinfandel Drive operates at an acceptable LOS between the U.S. 50 eastbound ramps and 
White Rock Road; specifically, this roadway segment should be widened to eight lanes. However, this identified improvement is inconsistent with the City’s 
Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires a maximum roadway cross section of six lanes. 

An alternative to this improvement is additional connectivity, such as the completion of Kiefer Boulevard into Sacramento and the extension of Routier Road. This 
alternative improvement could relieve some traffic from this roadway segment, but would not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Improvements to this roadway segment must be coordinated with the County. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of the County, 
neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the timing or implementation of the improvements.  

Impact 3.14-7ff: Unacceptable LOS on Sunrise Boulevard between Gold Country 
Boulevard and Coloma Road (Roadway Segment 17) under Cumulative (2030) 
Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7ff: Participate in Improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between Gold Country Boulevard and Coloma Road 
(Roadway Segment 17). Improvements must be made to improve operation on Sunrise Boulevard between Gold Country Boulevard and Coloma Road; 
specifically, this roadway segment should be widened to eight lanes. The identified improvement would more than offset the impacts specifically related to the Rio 
del Oro project on the roadway segment. However, because of other development in the region that would substantially increase traffic levels, the roadway segment 
would continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS even with the capacity improvements identified to mitigate Rio del Oro impacts. The identified improvement is 
consistent with the County Mobility Study; however, it is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires a maximum roadway 
cross section of six lanes. Moreover, without additional river crossings, there are no parallel capacity improvements to relieve Sunrise Boulevard on this segment. 
Additional river crossings would result in significant environmental effects (i.e., loss of riparian habitat and loss of structures). 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvement is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation 
Element/Plan and therefore may not be implemented, and because the potential for additional river crossings is limited and would require coordination and approval 
by other regulatory agencies, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the time or implementation. 

Impact 3.14-7gg: Unacceptable LOS on Sunrise Boulevard between Coloma Road and 
the U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps (Roadway Segment 18) under Cumulative (2030) 
Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7gg: Participate in Improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between Coloma Road and the U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps 
(Roadway Segment 18). Improvements must be made to improve operation on Sunrise Boulevard between Coloma Road and the U.S. 50 westbound ramps; 
specifically, this roadway segment should be widened to eight lanes. The identified improvement would more than offset the impacts specifically related to the Rio 
del Oro project on this roadway segment. However, because of other development in the region that would substantially increase traffic levels, this roadway 
segment would continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS even with the capacity improvements identified to mitigate Rio del Oro impacts. The identified 
improvement is consistent with the County Mobility Study; however, it is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires a 
maximum roadway cross section of six lanes. Moreover, without additional river crossings, there are no parallel capacity improvements to relieve Sunrise Boulevard 
on this segment. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvement (widening of Sunrise Boulevard) is 
inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and therefore may not be implemented, and because the potential for additional river crossings is limited and 
would require coordination and approval by other regulatory agencies. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-7hh: Unacceptable LOS on Sunrise Boulevard between the U.S. 50 
Eastbound Ramps and Folsom Boulevard (Roadway Segment 19) under Cumulative 
(2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7hh: Participate in Improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between the U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps and Folsom 
Boulevard (Roadway Segment 19). Improvements must be made to ensure that Sunrise Boulevard operates at an acceptable LOS between the U.S. 50 eastbound 
ramps and Folsom Boulevard; specifically, this roadway segment should be widened to eight lanes. With implementation of this identified improvement, this 
segment would operate at an acceptable LOS, and the improvement is consistent with the County Mobility Study; however, it is inconsistent with the City’s 
Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires a maximum roadway cross section of six lanes. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvement (widening of Sunrise Boulevard) is 
inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and therefore may not be implemented. 

Impact 3.14-7ii: Unacceptable LOS on Sunrise Boulevard between Folsom Boulevard 
and White Rock Road (Roadway Segment 20) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7ii: Participate in Improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between Folsom Boulevard and White Rock Road (Roadway 
Segment 20). Improvements must be made to ensure that Sunrise Boulevard operates at an acceptable LOS between Folsom Boulevard and White Rock Road; 
specifically, this roadway segment should be widened to eight lanes. With implementation of this identified improvement, this segment would operate at an 
acceptable LOS, but the improvement is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires a maximum roadway cross section of six 
lanes. 

Because the identified improvement (widening of Sunrise Boulevard) is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and therefore may not be 
implemented, the impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable. 

Impact 3.14-7jj: Unacceptable LOS on Hazel Avenue between Winding Way and the 
U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps (Roadway Segment 23) under Cumulative (2030) 
Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7jj: Participate in Improvements to Hazel Avenue between Winding Way and the U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps 
(Roadway Segment 23). To improve operation on Hazel Avenue between Winding Way and the U.S. 50 westbound ramps, this roadway segment must be widened 
to eight lanes. Improvements to this roadway segment must be coordinated with the County. 

The identified improvement would more than offset the impacts specifically related to the Rio del Oro project on this roadway segment. However, because of other 
development in the region that would substantially increase traffic levels, this roadway segment would continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS even with the 
capacity improvements identified to mitigate Rio del Oro impacts. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvement would fall under the jurisdiction of the 
County, and neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the time or implementation 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-7kk: Unacceptable LOS on U.S. 50 between Mather Field Road and 
Zinfandel Drive (Freeway Segment 27); between Sunrise Boulevard and Rancho 
Cordova Parkway (Freeway Segment 29); between Rancho Cordova Parkway and 
Hazel Avenue (Freeway Segment 30); and between Hazel Avenue and Folsom 
Boulevard (Freeway Segment 31) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7kk: Participate in Improvements to U.S. 50 between Mather Field Road and Zinfandel Drive (Freeway Segment 
27); between Sunrise Boulevard and Rancho Cordova Parkway (Freeway Segment 29); between Rancho Cordova Parkway and Hazel Avenue (Freeway 
Segment 30); and between Hazel Avenue and Folsom Boulevard (Freeway Segment 31). To ensure that these freeway segments operate at an acceptable LOS, 
all of the following improvements are required: 

► Ramp metering must be implemented on the Mather Field Road and Zinfandel Drive eastbound on-ramps. 

► Auxiliary lanes must be constructed from Mather Field Road, Sunrise Boulevard, and Rancho Cordova Parkway. 

► Traffic-signal timing at freeway interchanges must be coordinated with adjacent City intersections to minimize impacts of vehicle queue spillback onto U.S. 50.

► Parallel facilities to U.S. 50 must be constructed, including improvements to SR 16, extension of International Drive into and through the project site, extension 
of Kiefer Boulevard, construction of Easton Valley Parkway, and connectivity of International Drive to Old Placerville Road. 

► HOV lanes must be extended from Sunrise Boulevard to downtown Sacramento (or, as an interim project, to Watt Avenue). 

► HOV enhancements to existing interchanges must be provided, such as bypass lanes at existing metered on-ramps. 

Improvements to these freeway segments must be coordinated with Caltrans. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvement falls under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, and 
neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the time or implementation 

Impact 3.14-7ll: Unacceptable LOS on Sunrise Boulevard between Douglas Road and 
Chrysanthy Boulevard (Roadway Segment 43) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7ll: Participate in Improvements to Sunrise Boulevard between Douglas Road and Chrysanthy Boulevard 
(Roadway Segment 43). Improvements must be made to ensure that Sunrise Boulevard operates at an acceptable LOS D or better between Douglas Road and 
Chrysanthy Boulevard; specifically, this roadway segment should be widened to eight lanes. With implementation of this improvement, this segment would operate 
at an acceptable LOS; however, the improvement is inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires a maximum roadway cross 
section of six lanes or fewer. 

An alternative to this improvement is additional connectivity, such as the extensions of Chrysanthy Boulevard to Kiefer Boulevard, Jaeger Road to Grant Line Road, 
and Kiefer Boulevard to Sacramento. This alternative improvement has the potential to relieve traffic from this roadway segment and reduce the impact to a less-
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

than-significant level. 

Improvements to this roadway segment must be coordinated with the County. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvement (widening of Sunrise Boulevard) is 
inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and therefore may not be implemented. Furthermore, the necessary alternative addition of roadway 
connectivity falls under the jurisdiction of the County; neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the timing or implementation 

Impact 3.14-7mm: Unacceptable LOS on Rancho Cordova Parkway between Easton 
Valley Parkway and White Rock Road (Roadway Segment 47) under Cumulative 
(2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7mm: Participate in Improvements to Rancho Cordova Parkway between Easton Valley Parkway and White Rock 
Road (Roadway Segment 47). To improve operation on Rancho Cordova Parkway between Easton Valley Parkway and White Rock Road, this roadway segment 
must be widened to eight lanes. The identified improvement would more than offset the impacts specifically related to the Rio del Oro project on this roadway 
segment. However, because of other development in the region that would substantially increase traffic levels, this roadway segment would continue to operate at an 
unacceptable LOS even with the capacity improvements identified to mitigate Rio del Oro impacts. Furthermore, this improvement is inconsistent with the City’s 
Circulation Element/Plan because City policy requires a maximum roadway cross section of six lanes or fewer. 

An alternative to this improvement is additional connectivity, such as the extension of Chrysanthy Boulevard to Kiefer Boulevard, the extension of Jaeger Road to 
Grant Line Road, the extension of Kiefer Boulevard to Sacramento, and additional connectivity through the Aerojet site. This alternative improvement has the 
potential to relieve traffic from this roadway segment, but would not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Improvements to this roadway segment must be coordinated with the County and Aerojet. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because the identified improvement (widening Rancho Cordova Parkway) is 
inconsistent with the City’s Circulation Element/Plan and therefore may not be implemented. Furthermore, the alternative roadway connectivity would not reduce 
the project impact to a less-than-significant level. Additionally, the alternative addition of roadway connectivity falls under the jurisdiction of the County and 
Aerojet; neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the timing or implementation. 

Impact 3.14-7nn: Unacceptable LOS on Rancho Cordova Parkway between White 
Rock Road and Douglas Road (Roadway Segment 48) under Cumulative (2030) 
Conditions.  

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) SU NI 

HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7nn: Participate in Improvements to Rancho Cordova Parkway between White Rock Road and Douglas Road 
(Roadway Segment 48). To ensure that Rancho Cordova Parkway operates at an acceptable LOS D or better between White Rock Road and Douglas Road, high-
access control must be implemented on this roadway segment. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.14-7oo: Unacceptable LOS on Americanos Boulevard between White Rock 
Road and Douglas Road (Roadway Segment 50) under Cumulative (2030) Conditions. 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) SU NI 

HD: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7oo: Participate in Improvements to Americanos Boulevard between White Rock Road and Douglas Road (Roadway 
Segment 50). To ensure that Americanos Boulevard operates at an acceptable LOS D or better between White Rock Road and Douglas Road, this roadway segment 
must have high-access control. 

Impact 3.14-7pp: Unacceptable LOS at Various Merge, Diverge, and Weave Segments 
of U.S. 50 under Cumulative (2030) Conditions.  

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU NI 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.14-7pp: Participate in Improvements to U.S. 50 Merge, Diverge, and Weave Segments. To ensure that the U.S. 50 merge, 
diverge, or weave areas operate at an acceptable LOS, the following improvements to the U.S. 50 corridor are required: 

► Ramp metering must be added on the Mather Field Road and Zinfandel Drive eastbound on-ramps. 

► An auxiliary lane must be constructed from Mather Field Road and Sunrise Boulevard. 

► Traffic-signal timing at freeway interchanges must be coordinated with adjacent City intersections to minimize impacts of vehicle queue spillback onto U.S. 50.

► Parallel facilities to U.S. 50 must be constructed, including improvements to SR 16, extension of International Drive into and through the project site, extension 
of Kiefer Boulevard, construction of Easton Valley Parkway, and connectivity of International Drive to Old Placerville Road. 

► HOV lanes must be extended from Sunrise Boulevard to downtown Sacramento (or, in an interim project, to Watt Avenue). 

► HOV enhancements to existing interchanges must be provided, such as bypass lanes at existing metered on-ramps. 

Improvements to these merge, diverge, and weave areas must be coordinated with Caltrans and the County. 

The impact conclusion reached in this DEIR/DEIS is significant and unavoidable because several of the identified improvements fall under the jurisdiction of 
Caltrans and the County; and neither City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over the timing or implementation. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

3.15 AIR QUALITY 

Program Level and Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.15-1: Generation of Temporary, Short-Term Construction Emissions of 
ROG, NOX, and PM10 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.15-1: Implement Measures to Control Construction-Generated Air Pollutant Emissions. To reduce short-term 
construction emissions, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall implement the measures described below. In addition to the measures identified below, 
construction operations shall comply with all applicable SMAQMD rules and regulations. 

► Phase 1 of all action alternatives for Rio del Oro would result in construction-generated emissions that exceed the SMAQMD threshold of significance, even 
after implementation of the SMAQMD “standard construction mitigation.” Therefore, the project applicant(s) shall pay SMAQMD an off-site mitigation fee for 
implementation of any of these alternatives for the purpose of reducing impacts to a less-than-significant level. The specific fee amounts shall be calculated 
when the construction emissions can be more accurately determined. This calculation would occur when an alternative has been selected, the project has been 
approved, and the Phase 1 improvement plans have been prepared. Calculation of fees associated with future, subsequent project phases shall be conducted 
before the approval of grading plans. It is estimated, based on information available at this time, that the off-site construction mitigation fees would range from 
$4,404,845 to $5,461,587 for development Phase 1, depending on which alternative is selected. 

► The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall pay into SMAQMD’s off-site construction mitigation fund to further mitigate construction-generated 
emissions of NOX that exceed SMAQMD’s daily emission threshold of 85 lb/day. The calculation of daily NOX emissions is based on the current 2006 cost of 
$14,300 to reduce 1 ton of NOX. The final mitigation fee shall be calculated using the current SMAQMD off-site construction mitigation fee calculation 
methodology available and fee rate established by SMAQMD at the time of the approval of each project phase. The determination of the final mitigation fee 
shall be conducted in coordination with SMAQMD before any demolition or ground disturbance occurs for any project phase. 

► Calculation of and payment of the fee for development Phase 1 and all subsequent project phases shall also be included in the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) for the project. 

► The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall reduce NOX and visible emissions from heavy-duty diesel equipment by implementing the following 
measures: 

• A plan shall be developed for approval by the City, in consultation with SMAQMD, demonstrating that the heavy-duty (>50 hp), off-road vehicles to be 
used in the construction project (including owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles) will achieve a projectwide fleet-average 20% NOX reduction and 
45% particulate reduction compared to the most recent ARB fleet average at the time of construction. Acceptable options for reducing emissions include 
the use of late-model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, particulate-matter traps, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, 
and/or such other options as become available. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

• A comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction equipment equal to or greater than 50 hp that shall be used for an aggregate of 40 or more hours 
during any portion of project construction shall be submitted to the City and SMAQMD. The inventory shall be updated and submitted monthly throughout 
the duration of the project, except that an inventory shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no construction operations occur. At least 48 hours 
before heavy-duty off-road equipment is used, the project applicant(s) shall provide SMAQMD with the anticipated construction timeline, including the 
start date, and the name and phone number of the project manager and on-site foreman. 

• Emissions from off-road, diesel-powered equipment used on the project site shall not exceed 40% opacity for more than 3 minutes in any 1 hour. Any 
equipment found to exceed 40% opacity (or Ringlemann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately, and SMAQMD shall be notified of noncompliant equipment 
within 48 hours of identification. A visual survey of all in-operation equipment shall be made at least weekly. A monthly summary of visual survey results 
shall be submitted to SMAQMD throughout the duration of the construction project, except that the monthly summary shall not be required for any 30-day 
period in which no construction operations occur. The monthly summary shall include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed, as well as the dates of 
each survey. SMAQMD and/or other officials may conduct periodic site inspections to determine compliance. 

• Emulsified diesel or diesel catalysts shall be used on applicable heavy-duty construction equipment. 

• All of the above measures shall be included in all construction plans and specifications. 

• Payment into SMAQMD’s construction mitigation fund to offset construction-generated emissions of NOX that exceed SMAQMD’s daily emission 
threshold of 85 lb/day shall be made. The calculation of daily NOX emissions, for determination of offset fee mitigation, shall be conducted in coordination 
with SMAQMD and shall be based on the construction plan and equipment inventory to be prepared by the project representative. 

► As recommended by SMAQMD, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall reduce fugitive-dust emissions by implementing the following measures: 

• Dust emissions on all disturbed areas, including storage piles that are not being actively used for construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized using 
water, a chemical stabilizer or suppressant, or vegetative ground cover (keeping soil moist at all times). 

• Dust emissions on all on- and off-site unpaved access roads shall be effectively stabilized using water or a chemical stabilizer or suppressant. 

• When materials are transported off-site, such materials shall be covered and effectively wetted to limit visible dust emissions, and at least 2 feet of 
freeboard space shall be maintained from the top of the container. 

• The accumulation of project-generated mud or dirt from adjacent public streets shall be limited or expeditiously removed at least once every 24 hours when 
operations are occurring. After materials are added to or removed from the surfaces of outdoor storage piles that have the potential for fugitive-dust 
emissions, such storage piles shall be effectively stabilized using sufficient water or a chemical stabilizer or suppressant. 

• On-site vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph. 

• Wheel washers shall be installed for all trucks and equipment exiting unpaved areas, or wheels shall be washed to remove accumulated dirt before such 
vehicles leave the site. 

• Sandbags or other erosion control measures shall be installed to prevent runoff of silt to public roadways from adjacent project areas with a slope greater 
than 1%. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

• Excavation and grading activities, except soil stabilization activities, shall be suspended when winds exceed 20 mph. The extent of areas simultaneously 
subject to excavation and grading shall be limited to the minimum area feasible. 

Timing: Before the approval of all grading plans and throughout project construction for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works and Planning Departments and Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.15-2: Generation of Long-Term Operational (Regional) Emissions of ROG, 
NOX, and PM10 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.15-2a: Implement Measures to Control Long-Term Operational (Regional) Emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10. 
The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall submit a copy of the Operational Air Quality Plan developed in consultation with and approved by SMAQMD to 
the City. The Operational Air Quality Plan shall include measures to reduce operational air quality impacts associated with the project by a minimum of 15%, and 
these measures shall be included in the Rio del Oro Specific Plan. The project applicant(s) shall implement all measures included in the Operational Air Quality 
Plan. (The Operational Air Quality Plan is included in Appendix L of this DEIR/DEIS.) 

Timing: Before the approval of grading plans and throughout project construction, as appropriate for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Public Works, Building and Safety, and Planning Departments and Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 
District. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Mitigation Measure 3.15-2b: Locate Electrical Outlets to Support Use of Electrical Landscaping Equipment. The project applicant(s) for all project phases 
shall promote a reduction in residential emissions by encouraging the installation of conveniently located electrical outlets within the front, side, and rear yards of all 
residential structures, as appropriate, to support the use of electrical landscaping equipment. 

Timing: Throughout project construction of all residential phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.15-3: Generation of Local Mobile-Source CO Emissions Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.15-4: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Short- and Long-Term Emissions of 
Toxic Air Contaminants 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.15-4: Develop a Plan to Reduce Emissions and Implement Measures to Control Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to 
Toxic Air Emissions. The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall develop a plan to reduce the exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs from project 
construction and operation. The plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval before the approval of any grading plans. 

With respect to project construction, the plan may include such measures as scheduling activities when the residences are the least likely to be occupied, requiring 
equipment to be shut off when not in use, and prohibiting heavy trucks from idling. Applicable measures shall be included in all project plans and specifications for 
all project phases. 

With respect to project operation for all project phases, the plan may include such measures as the following: 

► Before the issuance of any certificates of occupancy or final inspections for on-site sensitive land uses (e.g., residences, schools) in close proximity to mining 
operations (i.e., within 1,000 feet), the City shall ensure that associated mining activities have concluded. 

► Proposed commercial/convenience land uses (e.g., loading docks) that have the potential to emit TACs shall be located as far away as possible from existing 
and proposed sensitive receptors (i.e., 1,000 feet). 

► When determining the exact type of facility that would occupy the proposed commercial/convenience space, the project shall take into consideration the 
facility’s TAC-producing potential. 

The following additional guidelines are recommended in ARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (California Air Resources 
Board 2005a) and are considered to be advisory and not regulatory: 

► Sensitive receptors, such as residential units and daycare centers, shall not be located in the same building as dry-cleaning operations that use 
perchloroethylene. Dry-cleaning operations that use perchloroethylene shall not be located within 300 feet of any sensitive receptor. A setback of 500 feet shall 
be provided for operations with two or more machines. Large gasoline stations (defined as facilities with a throughput of 3.6 million gallons per year or greater) 
and sensitive land uses shall not be sited within 300 feet of each other. Small gasoline-dispensing facilities (less than 3.6 million gallons of throughput per year) 
and sensitive land uses shall not be sited within 50 feet of each other. 

Timing: Before the approval of all grading plans and throughout project construction, where applicable for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.15-5: Possible Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Odorous Emissions Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.15-5: Implement Measures to Control Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Odorous Emissions. The project 
applicant(s) for all project phases shall implement the following measures: 

► Commercial/convenience land uses that have the potential to emit objectionable odors shall be located as far away as feasible from existing and proposed 
sensitive receptors. 

► Delivery areas shall be located as far away as feasible from existing and proposed sensitive receptors. 

► The odor-producing potential of land uses shall be considered when the exact type of facility that would occupy commercial/convenience areas is determined. 

► Before the approval of building permits, odor control devices shall be identified to mitigate the exposure of receptors to objectionable odors if a potentially 
odor-producing source is to occupy space in the commercial/convenience area. The identified odor control devices shall be installed before the issuance of 
certificates of occupancy for the potentially odor-producing use. The odor-producing potential of a source and control devices shall be determined in 
coordination with SMAQMD and based on the number of complaints associated with existing sources of the same nature. 

Timing: Before the approval of building permits and certificates of occupancy for commercial uses for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Building and Safety and Planning Departments. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.15-6: Possible Exposure to Hazardous Indoor Emissions of Air Pollutants Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.15-7: Increase in Long-Term Atmospheric Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.15-7a: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.15-2a and 3.15-2b. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Mitigation Measure 3.15-7b: Incorporate Green Building Measures into Residential Construction. The project applicant(s) for all residential phases shall 
participate in the GreenPoint Rated program. Each home shall be built to achieve the GreenPoint Rated label by earning a minimum of 50 total points and meeting 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

the minimum point thresholds in specific categories: Energy (30), Indoor Air Quality/Health (5), Resources (6), and Water (9). The measures to achieve these points 
are outlined in the New Home Construction Green Building Guidelines (Build It Green 2007) and grouped into sections corresponding to the various stages of 
construction. The measures incorporated into the project to achieve the GreenPoint Rated label may include but are not limited to the following: 

► Site: Manage the construction process to minimize disruptions to the building site, reduce waste, and prevent pollution of air, soil, and waterways. 

► Foundation: Incorporate recycled fly ash in concrete, using frost-protected shallow foundations in cold climates, and installing radon-mitigation measures 
where appropriate. 

► Landscaping: Utilize strategies to keep pollutants out of waterways, reduce water use, promote healthy soils, create fire-safe landscaping, and reduce excessive 
outdoor lighting. 

► Structural Frame and Envelope: Implement measures to address the building’s structural frame, including the walls, floors, and roof, for more durable 
buildings that use energy and other resources more efficiently. 

► Exterior Finish: Install siding, roofing, and decking materials that will hold up well for decades and help protect the home from moisture damage, fire, and 
general wear and tear. 

► Insulation: Follow proper insulation installation techniques, and use insulation products with recycled content and low or no formaldehyde emissions. 

► Plumbing: Design the plumbing system to reduce hot-water runs, insulate hot-water pipes, and install water-efficient toilets. 

► Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning: Utilize high-efficiency heating and cooling equipment and effective ductwork and ventilation for better indoor 
air quality. 

► Renewable Energy: Pre-plumb or install solar hot water systems and pre-wire or install photovoltaic systems. 

► Building Performance: Design and build high-performance homes that meet or exceed the state’s building energy efficiency standards by including improved 
insulation, installation of energy efficient windows, installation of tankless hot-water heaters, and other measures.  

► Finishes: Utilize healthier options for paints, trim, cabinets, and countertops that perform well and are readily available and promote environmentally 
preferable materials for interior finishes. 

► Flooring: Utilize finish flooring materials that are attractive, long-lasting, and environmentally friendly. 

► Appliances: Install high-efficiency residential appliances that can significantly cut a home’s energy and water use, including dishwashers, clothes washers, and 
refrigerators that exceed minimum Federal efficiency standards. 

► Other: Utilize innovative approaches to green building that go beyond the basic measures described in these guidelines. 

Timing: Throughout project construction of all residential phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Building and Safety and Planning Departments. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Mitigation Measure 3.15-7c: Incorporate Green Building and Development Measures. Each increment of new development within the project site requiring a 
discretionary approval (e.g., proposed tentative subdivision map, conditional use permit), shall be subject to a requirement, the details of which shall be established 
through project-specific environmental review, that GHG emissions from construction and operation of the increment of development at issue will be reduced by 
30% from business-as-usual 2006 emissions.  In determining 2006 business-as-usual emissions, the assumptions and analysis regarding traffic and operational 
conditions of the project used in the EIR/EIS may be utilized. 

For each increment of new development, the developer shall submit to the City, prior to the release of any project-specific environmental document, a proposed 
mitigation plan that lists the measures selected to be implemented as part of the proposed development increment and/or consideration of previously implemented 
measures in the specific plan area, including analysis demonstrating the associated reduction in GHG emissions.  The list shall reflect the then-current state of the 
regulation of GHG emissions and climate change, which is expected to continue to evolve under the mandate of AB 32. The mitigation plan shall be accompanied 
by an analysis demonstrating why, in the developer’s view, the selected measures are both feasible and efficacious. The City , in consultation with the SMAQMD, 
shall review the mitigation report for the applicable increment of development and shall include the proposed mitigation strategy and accompanying analysis, with 
any changes considered by City staff to be necessary and potentially feasible, as part of the project-specific environmental review for the proposed increment of new 
development. After receiving and considering any public input on the proposed mitigation strategy, the City shall ultimately approve the strategy (with 
modifications, if considered necessary and feasible) prior to granting any requested discretionary approval for that increment of development.  In determining what 
sort of measures should appropriately be imposed by a local government under the circumstances to attain the overall, project-wide 30% emissions requirement, the 
City shall consider the following factors: 

► The extent to which rates of GHG emissions generated by motor vehicles traveling to, from, and within the project site are projected to decrease over time as a 
result of regulations, policies, and/or plans that have already been adopted or may be adopted in the future by ARB or other public agency pursuant to AB 32, or 
by EPA; 

► The extent to which mobile-source GHG emissions, which at the time of writing this EIR comprise a substantial portion of the state’s GHG inventory, can also 
be reduced through design measures that result in trip reductions and reductions in trip length; 

► The extent to which GHG emissions emitted by the mix of power generation operated by SMUD, that will serve the project site, are projected to decrease 
pursuant to the Renewable Portfolio Standard required by SB 1078 and SB 107, as well as any future regulations, policies, and/or plans adopted by the federal 
and state governments that reduce GHG emissions from power generation; 

► The extent to which replacement of CCR Title 24 with the California Green Building Standards Code or other similar requirements will result in new buildings 
being more energy efficient and consequently more GHG efficient; 

► The extent to which any stationary sources of GHG emissions that would be operated on a proposed land use (e.g., industrial) are already subject to regulations, 
policies, and/or plans that reduce GHG emissions, particularly any future regulations that will be developed as part of ARB’s implementation of AB 32, or other 
pertinent regulations on stationary sources that have the indirect effect of reducing GHG emissions; 

► The extent to which the feasibility of existing GHG reduction technologies may change in the future, and to which innovation in GHG reduction technologies 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

will continue, affecting cost-benefit analyses that determine economic feasibility; and 

► Whether the total costs of proposed mitigation for GHG emissions, together with other mitigation measures, required for the proposed development, are so great 
that a reasonably prudent property owner would not proceed with the project in the face of such costs.  

In considering how much, and what kind of, mitigation is necessary in light of these factors, the City shall consider the following list of options, though the list is 
not intended to be exhaustive, as GHG reduction strategies and their respective feasibility are likely to evolve over time. These measures are derived from multiple 
sources including the Mitigation Measure Summary in Appendix B of the California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association (CAPCOA) white paper, CEQA & 
Climate Change (CAPCOA 2008), the California Attorney General’s Office (2008) and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air District Draft GHG Measures (2009). 

Energy Efficiency 

► Include clean alternative energy features to promote energy self-sufficiency (e.g., photovoltaic cells, solar thermal electricity systems). 

► Site buildings to take advantage of shade and prevailing winds and design landscaping and sun screens to reduce energy use. 

► Install efficient lighting in all buildings (including residential). Also install lighting control systems, where practical. Use daylight as an integral part of lighting 
systems in all buildings. 

► Install Energy Star compliant highly reflective roofing materials. 

► Install light-colored “cool” pavements, and strategically located shade trees along all bicycle and pedestrian routes. 

Project developers should be encouraged to incorporate “green building” points into the construction and design of all projects (including additions of 25,000 square 
feet of office/retail commercial or 100,000 square feet of industrial floor area)  for which “green building” points are available. Such points may be achieved 
through conformity with the checklists identified by New Home Construction Green Building Guidelines available at www.builditgreen.org (which were developed 
to apply to residential construction, but which include measures that are also pertinent to commercial construction), or through any similar list that distinguishes 
specific measures targeting efficiencies in energy, resource use, or other measures that would also directly or indirectly result in GHG emission reductions.  Specific 
efficiencies that would reduce GHG emissions shall be implemented where feasible, for all project areas including site design, landscaping, foundation, structural 
frame and building envelope, exterior finishing, plumbing, appliance use, insulation, heating, venting and air conditioning, building performance, use of renewable 
energy, finishes, and flooring. 

Project developers should be encouraged to incorporate any combination of the following strategies to reduce heat gain of the non-roof impervious site landscape 
(including roads, sidewalks, courtyards, parking lots, and driveways) into the construction and design of all new (additions of 25,000 square feet of office/retail 
commercial) projects: 

► Shaded (Within 5 years of occupancy) 

► Paving materials with a Solar Reflective Index (SRI) of at least 29 

► Open grid pavement system (pavement that is less than 50% impervious and contains vegetation in the open cells) 

► Parking spaces under cover (defined as underground, under deck, under roof, or under building). Any roof used to shade or cover parking should have an SRI of 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

at least 29. 

► Optional level of LEED certification, such as silver or gold which can allow for further reductions in energy consumption and GHG emissions.  

Water Conservation and Efficiency 

The Project includes water conservation as part of the project.  In addition, the project would comply with Title 22, Chapter 32.180, “Water Use and Conservation,” 
of the City’s Municipal Code, which specifies design criteria for irrigation systems and requirements for plant selection. These requirements include but are not 
limited to: installation of irrigation systems that minimize overspray and runoff, use of control valves to account for different site-specific characteristics and use of 
rain shutoff systems, and installation of plants that are suited to the local climate and require moderate amounts of water (Sections 22.180.070 and 22.180.080). In 
addition, the following should be considered: 

► With the exception of ornamental shade trees, use water-efficient landscapes with native, drought-resistant species in all public area and commercial 
landscaping.  

► Install the infrastructure to use recycled water for landscape irrigation. (Part of the project) 

► Install water-efficient irrigation systems and devices, such as soil moisture-based irrigation controls. 

► Design buildings and lots to be water-efficient. Install water-efficient fixtures and appliances. (e.g., Ultra low-flow toilets, no flow urinals etc.) 

► Restrict watering methods (e.g., prohibit systems that apply water to non-vegetated surfaces). Prohibit businesses from using pressure washers for cleaning 
driveways, parking lots, sidewalks, and street surfaces unless required to mitigate health and safety concerns.  

Solid Waste Measures 

Project developers should be encouraged to incorporate any combination of the following strategies: 

► Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste (including, but not limited to, soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard). 
► Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste at all buildings. 
► Provide adequate recycling containers in public areas, including parks, school grounds, paseos, and pedestrian zones in areas of mixed-use development. 
► Provide education and publicity about reducing waste and available recycling services. 

Transportation and Motor Vehicles 

Project developers should be encouraged to incorporate any combination of the following strategies: 

► Promote ride sharing programs at employment centers (e.g., by designating a certain percentage of parking spaces for ride sharing vehicles, designating 
adequate passenger loading and unloading zones and waiting areas for ride share vehicles, and providing a web site or message board for coordinating ride 
sharing). 

► Provide the necessary facilities and infrastructure in all land use types to encourage the use of low or zero emission vehicles (e.g., electric vehicle charging 
facilities and conveniently located alternative fueling stations). 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

► At commercial land uses, all forklifts, “yard trucks,” or vehicles that are predominately used on-site at non-residential land uses should be electric-powered or 
powered by biofuels (such as biodiesel [B100]) that are produced from waste products, or shall use other technologies that do not rely on direct fossil fuel 
consumption. 

► Provide the necessary facilities and infrastructure to encourage the use of low or zero-emission vehicles (e.g., electric vehicle charging facilities and 
conveniently located alternative fueling stations).  

► Prioritized parking within new commercial and retail areas shall be given to electric vehicles, hybrid vehicles, and alternative fuel vehicles. 

► Incorporate bicycle lanes, routes, and intersection improvements into street systems within the Specific Plan.  

► For commercial land uses, provide adequate bicycle parking near building entrances to promote cyclist safety, security, and convenience.  

► For commercial land uses, provide “end-of-trip” facilities including showers, lockers, and changing space. 

► Create Class II bicycle lanes and walking paths directed to the location of schools, parks and other destination points.  

► Construction of transit facility/amenity (bus shelters, bicycle lockers/racks, etc.) for existing public and private transit. 

► Provide secure bicycle storage at public parking facilities. 

► Design site and building placement to facilitate the expansion and use of alternative modes of transportation, and integrate the project site with the surrounding 
development and circulation pattern by creating street and pedestrian/bicycle access throughout the project site to enable trips without depending exclusively on 
major roads, secondary roads, or the automobile. 

► Design roadways to reduce motor vehicle speeds and encourage pedestrian and bicycle trips by featuring traffic calming features. 

Timing: Throughout project construction of all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.15-7d: Locate Electrical Outlets to Support Use of Electrical Landscaping Equipment. The project applicant(s) for all project phases 
containing residential uses shall promote a reduction in residential emissions by encouraging the installation of conveniently located electrical outlets within the 
front, side, and rear yards of all residential structures, as appropriate, to support the use of electrical landscaping equipment. 

Timing: Throughout project construction of all residential phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.15-8: Generation of Temporary, Short-Term Construction Emissions of 
ROG, NOX, and PM10 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.15-1. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.15-9: Generation of Long-Term Operational (Regional) Emissions of ROG, 
NOX, and PM10  

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.15-2. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.15-10: Generation of Local Mobile-Source CO Emissions Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.15-11: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Short- and Long-Term Emissions 
of Toxic Air Contaminants 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.15-4. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.15-12: Possible Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Odorous Emissions Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.15-5. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.15-13: Possible Exposure to Hazardous Indoor Emissions of Air Pollutants  Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.15-14: Increase in Long-Term Atmospheric Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, No 
Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.15-2, 3.15-7a, and 3.15-7b. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

3.16 NOISE 

Program Level 

Impact 3.16-1: Temporary Exposure to Construction-Generated Noise Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, No 
Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.16-1: Implement Measures to Prevent Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Temporary Construction-Generated Noise. 
To reduce impacts associated with noise generated during construction activities, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall conform to the following 
requirements: 

► Noise-generating construction operations shall be limited to the hours between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. Monday through Friday, and between 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. on 
Saturday and Sunday. 

► All construction equipment and equipment staging areas shall be located as far as possible from nearby noise-sensitive land uses. 

► All construction equipment shall be properly maintained and equipped with noise-reduction intake and exhaust mufflers and engine shrouds, in accordance with 
manufacturers’ recommendations. Equipment engine shrouds shall be closed during equipment operation. 

► All motorized construction equipment shall be shut down when not in use to prevent idling. 

► The following measures shall be required for exterior activities that involve the use of heavy-duty construction equipment (see Table 3.16-8) located within 800 
feet of occupied noise-sensitive daytime land uses (e.g., school classrooms, childcare and convalescent care facilities, inpatient medical facilities, places of 
worship): 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

• Individual operations and techniques shall be replaced with quieter procedures (e.g., using welding instead of riveting, mixing concrete off-site instead of on-
site). 

• Written notification of construction activities shall be provided to all noise-sensitive receptors located within 800 feet of construction activities. Notification 
shall include anticipated dates and hours during which construction activities are anticipated to occur and contact information, including a daytime telephone 
number, for the project representative to be contacted in the event that noise levels are deemed excessive. Recommendations to assist noise-sensitive land uses 
in reducing interior noise levels (e.g., closing windows and doors) shall also be included in the notification. 

• To the extent feasible, acoustic barriers (e.g., lead curtains, sound barriers) shall be constructed to reduce construction-generated noise levels at affected noise-
sensitive land uses. The barriers shall be designed to obstruct the line of sight between the noise-sensitive land use and on-site construction equipment. When 
installed properly, acoustic barriers can reduce construction noise levels by approximately 8–10 dBA (EPA 1971).  

Timing: During all phases of project construction. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.16-2: Potential Exposure to Stationary-Source Noise Generated by On-Site 
Land Uses 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, No 
Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.16-2: Implement Measures to Reduce Potential Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Stationary Source–Generated 
Noise. To reduce potential long-term exposure of sensitive receptors to noise generated by City-controlled, project-related stationary noise sources from private 
activities, the City shall evaluate individual facilities, subdivisions, and other project elements for compliance with the City Noise Ordinance and policies contained 
in the City General Plan. All project elements shall comply with City noise standards. The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall implement the following 
measures to assure maximum reduction of project interior and exterior noise levels from operational activities. 

► The proposed land uses shall be designed so that on-site mechanical equipment (e.g., HVAC units, compressors, generators) and area-source operations (e.g., 
loading docks, parking lots, and recreational-use areas) are located as far as possible from or shielded from nearby noise-sensitive land uses. 

► Residential air conditioning units shall be located a minimum of 10 feet from adjacent residential dwellings, including outdoor entertainment and relaxation areas, 
or shall be shielded to reduce operational noise levels at adjacent dwellings or designed to meet City noise standards. Shielding may include the use of fences or 
partial equipment enclosures. To be effective, fences or barriers need to be continuous or solid, with very few gaps, and must block the line of sight to windows of 
neighboring dwellings. Achieved noise reductions from fences or barriers can vary, but typically range from approximately 5 to 10 dBA, depending on construction 
characteristics, height, and location. 

► To the extent feasible, residential land uses located within 2,500 feet and within the direct line of sight of major noise-generating commercial and industrial land 
uses (e.g., loading docks, manufacturing facilities, equipment/vehicle storage and repair facilities, and material processing areas such as concrete batch plants) shall 
be shielded from the line of sight of these facilities by construction of a sound barrier. To be effective, fences or sound barriers need to be continuous or solid, with 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

very few gaps, and must block the line of sight to windows of neighboring dwellings. Achieved noise reductions from fences or barriers can vary, but typically 
range from approximately 5 to 10 dBA, depending on construction characteristics, height, and location. The developer shall obtain the services of a professional 
acoustician to determine the design and location of noise barriers to be constructed. 

► Dual-pane, noise-rated windows; mechanical air systems; exterior wall insulation; and other noise-reducing building materials shall be used. 

In addition, the City shall seek to reduce potential long-term exposure of sensitive receptors to noise generated by project-related stationary noise sources from 
public activities on school grounds, in neighborhood and community parks, and in open-space areas. Specifically, the City shall encourage the controlling agencies 
(i.e., schools and park and recreation districts) to implement measures to reduce project interior and exterior noise levels to within acceptable levels, including but 
not limited to the following: 

► On-site landscape maintenance equipment shall be equipped with properly operating exhaust mufflers and engine shrouds, in accordance with manufacturers’ 
specifications. 

► For maintenance areas located within 500 feet of noise-sensitive land uses, the operation of on-site landscape maintenance equipment shall be limited to the least 
noise-sensitive periods of the day, between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. 

► Outdoor use of amplified sound systems within 500 feet of noise-sensitive land uses shall be permitted only between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. Sunday through Thursday, 
and between 7 a.m. and 11 p.m. on Friday and Saturday. 

► During subsequent environmental review of future project phases, the project applicant(s) shall demonstrate that the amphitheater and adjacent residences have 
been designed to reduce noise exposure to noise-sensitive uses to the maximum extent feasible. An acoustical engineer with experience in the prediction and 
mitigation of outdoor theater sound levels shall be consulted prior to design and construction of the proposed amphitheater and residences proposed within 1,500 
feet of the amphitheater. The acoustical engineer shall identify all feasible mitigation measures available for reducing noise-related impacts to nearby noise-
sensitive receptors. Mitigation measures may include, but are not limited to, orientation and location of amphitheater, construction of noise barriers, limitations on 
speaker orientation, limitations on noise-generation levels, and hours of activity. The project applicant(s) shall incorporate the mitigation measures into the design 
and operation of the amphitheater and nearby residential uses. 

Timing: During design review and before the approval of all improvement plans, where applicable for all project phases. For measures that the City should 
encourage other agencies to undertake, before the approval of final maps for all project phases for noise-generating school and park and recreation sites. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Building and Safety and Planning Departments. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.16-3: Potential Exposure to Off-Site Stationary-Source Noise Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, No 
Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.16-2. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.16-4: Project-Generated Increases in Traffic Noise Levels on Area Roadways.  Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct, No 
Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.16-5: Compatibility of Proposed Land Uses with Projected Noise Levels Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m), 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

No Direct, No 
Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.16-5: Implement Measures to Improve Land Use Compatibility with Noise Sources. To meet City noise standards set 
forth in the City General Plan and Noise Ordinance and improve compatibility between project land uses and noise sources, the project applicant(s) for all project 
phases shall implement the following for all project phases: 

► Implement Mitigation Measure 3.16-2 described above. 

► Obtain the services of a consultant (such as a licensed engineer or licensed architect) to develop noise attenuation measures for the proposed construction of on-
site noise-sensitive land uses (i.e., residential dwellings and school classrooms) that will produce a minimum composite Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating 
for buildings of 30 or greater, individually computed for the walls and the floor/ceiling construction of buildings, for the proposed construction of on-site noise-
sensitive land uses (i.e., residential dwellings and school classrooms). 

► When tentative subdivision maps and commercial uses are proposed, the project applicant(s) shall conduct a site-specific acoustical analysis to determine 
predicted roadway noise impacts attributable to the project, taking into account site-specific conditions (e.g., site design, location of structures, building 
characteristics). The acoustical analysis shall evaluate stationary- and mobile-source noise attributable to the proposed use or uses and impacts on nearby noise-
sensitive land uses, in accordance with adopted City noise standards. Feasible measures shall be identified to reduce project-related noise impacts. Measures 
may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• construction of exterior sound walls; 

• use of increased noise-attenuation measures in building construction (e.g., dual-pane, sound-rated windows; exterior wall insulation); and 

• limiting noise-generating operational activities associated with proposed commercial land uses, including truck deliveries. 

In addition, to reduce impacts associated with noise generated during ongoing mining activities, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall implement the 
following measures where mining activities would be located within 1,100 feet of occupied noise-sensitive daytime land uses (e.g., school classrooms, childcare and 
convalescent care facilities, inpatient medical facilities): 

► Written notification of mining activities shall be provided to noise-sensitive receptors located within 1,100 feet of mining activities. Notification shall include 
anticipated hours during which mining activities are anticipated to occur and contact information, including a daytime telephone number, for the project 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

representative to be contacted if noise levels are deemed excessive. The notification shall also include recommendations to assist noise-sensitive land uses in 
reducing interior noise levels (e.g., closing windows and doors). 

► Occupied noise-sensitive receptors shall not be located within 1,100 feet of mining equipment/activities unless a temporary barrier is constructed in accordance 
with the following specifications: 

• The barrier shall be placed as close to the noise source or as close to the receptor as possible and shall break the line of sight between the source and receptor. 

• The barrier shall be constructed of three-quarter-inch Medium Density Overlay (MDO) plywood sheeting, or other acceptable material that has a surface 
weight of 2 pounds per square foot (lb/sf) or greater and a demonstrated STC rating of 25 or greater, as defined by American Society for Testing and Materials 
(ASTM) Test Method E90. 

• If a temporary acoustical curtain is used, the material shall be weather and abuse resistant and shall exhibit superior hanging and tear strength during 
construction, with a surface weight of at least 1 lb/sf. The material shall have a minimum breaking strength of 120 pounds per inch (lb/in) per Federal Test 
Method Standard (FTMS) 191 A-M5102 and a minimum tear strength of 30 lb/in per ASTM D117. Based on the same test procedures, the absorptive material 
facing shall have a minimum breaking strength of 100 lb/in and a minimum tear strength of 7 lb/in. The material shall have an STC rating of 25 or greater, 
based on certified sound transmission loss data taken according to ASTM Test Method E90. It shall also have a Noise Reduction Coefficient rating of 0.70 or 
greater, based on certified sound absorption coefficient data according to ASTM Test Method C423.  

• When barrier units are joined together, the mating surfaces of the barrier sides shall be flush with each other. Gaps between barrier units, and between the 
bottom edge of the barrier panels and the ground, shall be closed with material that will completely close the gaps, and be dense enough to attenuate noise. 

Furthermore, to reduce impacts associated with aircraft noise, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall implement the following measures: 

► Ensure that aviation easements are prepared before completion of final maps, and submitted with the final maps to the Department of Airports. Such aviation 
easements shall acknowledge the property’s location within the MAPA and shall grant the right of flight and unobstructed passage of all aircraft into and out of 
Mather Airport.  

► Provide notification in a public report, to be prepared by the California Department of Real Estate, disclosing to prospective buyers that parcels to be purchased 
are located within the MAPA and that an aviation easement exists for aircraft into and out of Mather Airport. Revise relevant portions of project land use plans 
to be compatible with the existing noise contours if the proposed Mather Airport noise contours are not adopted. 

► Project-related residential development within the MAPA boundaries but outside the 60-dB CNEL contour shall be subject to the following conditions before 
approval by the City of Rancho Cordova: 

• minimum noise insulation to protect persons from excessive noise within new residential dwellings (including detached single-family dwellings) that limits 
noise to 45 dB CNEL with windows closed in any habitable room; 

• notification in the public report prepared by the California Department of Real Estate disclosing to prospective buyers that the parcel is located within the 
applicable airport planning policy area and that aircraft operations can be expected to overfly that area at varying altitudes less than 3,000 feet above 
ground level; and 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

• execution and recordation with the County Recorder of avigation easements prepared by the County Counsel’s office on each individual residential parcel 
contemplated in the development. All avigation easements recorded pursuant to this policy shall, once recorded, be copied to the Director of Airports and 
shall acknowledge the property location within the appropriate airport planning policy area and shall grant the right of flight and unobstructed passage of 
all aircraft into and out of the appropriate airport. 

Exceptions: New accessory residential dwellings on parcels zoned Agricultural, Agricultural Residential, Interim Agricultural, Interim General Agricultural, or 
Interim Limited Agricultural shall be exempt from the airport planning policy area’s prohibitions.  

Timing: Before the recordation of small-lot final maps and during all project construction activities for all project phases where applicable.  

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.16-6: Potential Exposure to Single-Event Aircraft Noise Levels Exceeding 
Applicable Standards 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, No 
Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.16-5. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.16-7: Temporary Exposure to Construction-Generated Noise Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, No 
Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.16-1. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.16-8: Potential Exposure to Stationary-Source Noise Generated by On-Site 
Land Uses 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, No 
Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.16-2. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS1 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.16-9: Potential Exposure to Off-Site Stationary-Source Noise Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, No 
Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.16-3. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.16-10: Project-Generated Increases in Traffic Noise Levels on Area Roadways Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct, No 
Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.16-11: Compatibility of Proposed Land Uses with Projected Noise Levels Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

Direct & 
Indirect 
SU(m) 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.16-5. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.16-12: Potential Exposure to Single-Event Aircraft Noise Levels Exceeding 
Applicable Standards 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
SU(m), No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.16-6. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

1 “Phase 1” refers to development of the portion of the project site owned by Elliott Homes. As evaulated in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, Phase 1 consisted of the 

property shown in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS Exhibit 2-14. The Phase 1 boundaries have been revised as shown in Exhibit 2-1 in Chapter 2, “Minor Modifications to the Proposed Project” of 

this FEIR/FEIS. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

3.5 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—WATER SUPPLY      

Program Level      

Impact 3.5-1: Need for Initial Water Supplies for Development Phase 1A.  Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-2: Need for Initial Water Supplies for the Remaining Phase 1 
Development.  

Direct & S, 
No Indirect 

Direct & S, 
No Indirect 

Direct & S, 
No Indirect 

Direct & S, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.5-2: Submit Proof of Water Supply Availability. 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 
subdivision maps, parcel maps, use permits, and other project-specific discretionary land-use entitlements or approvals: 

► 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 provide 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. The project 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. 

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: 

► An assured water supply and delivery system shall be available or reasonably foreseeable 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. 

► The project applicant, water agency (or agencies), or water company (or companies) providing water service to the project site shall 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 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 
nonresidential approval or entitlement. This assurance of water supply shall identify that the water provider has legal entitlement to the water source and that 
the water source 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. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Timing: Before approval of project-specific discretionary land-use entitlements and approvals (subsequent to the approval of the specific plan), including all final 
small-lot maps; or for nonresidential projects, before issuance of use permits, building permits, or other entitlements. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-2 would reduce significant impacts related to the need for initial water supplies to serve the remaining Phase 1 
development under the under the Proposed Project, High Density, Impact Minimization, and No Federal Action Alternatives to a less-than-significant level 
because the City would require written certification verifying the availability of a long-term, reliable water supply for the project or that needed improvements will 
be in place prior to occupancy. 

If water supply for remaining Phase 1 development is not available because of unknown or unforeseeable events after approval and construction of the remaining 
Phase 1 development begins, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-2 would result in the curtailment of development, resulting in a partially built-out project. 
Impacts associated with the curtailment of development are evaluated below in Impact 3.5-4. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-3: Need for Initial Off-Site Water Conveyance Facilities.       

Air Quality LTS LTS LTS LTS No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Biological Resources LTS LTS LTS LTS No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Cultural Resources Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Environmental Justice No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Land Use Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Noise Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Paleontological Resources Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Parks and Recreation Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Population, Employment, and Housing Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Public Services Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Traffic and Transportation No Direct 
or Indirect 

No Direct 
or Indirect 

No Direct 
or Indirect 

No Direct 
or Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Utilities and Service Systems Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Visual Resources Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.5-3: Submit Proof of an Off-Site and On-Site Infrastructure Delivery System or Assure that Adequate Financing 
is Secured. 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: 

► 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, 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. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

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: 

► Off-site and on-site water infrastructure sufficient to provide adequate water to the subdivision shall be in place prior to 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. 

► Off-site and on-site 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. 

Timing: Before the approval of project-specific, discretionary land-use entitlements and approvals (subsequent to the approval of the specific plan), including all 
final small-lot maps, or for nonresidential projects, before the issuance of use permits, building permits, or other entitlements. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 would reduce direct, potentially significant impacts under the Proposed Project, High Density, Impact Minimization, 
and No Federal Action Alternatives related to off-site water conveyance facilities to a less-than-significant level, because off-site water conveyance facilities 
sufficient to convey water supplies to subdivisions or nonresidential uses would be in place before recordation of any final small-lot subdivision map, or before the 
City approves any similar project-specific, discretionary approval or entitlement required for nonresidential uses. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.4-3, 
3.6-1, and 3.9-3 from the 2006 DEIR/DEIS would reduce indirect significant impacts under the Proposed Project, High Density, Impact Minimization, and No 
Federal Action Alternatives related to off-site water conveyance facilities to a less-than-significant level, because adverse impacts on cultural resources would be 
avoided, appropriate BMPs would be implemented to control erosion, and a traffic plan would be developed and implemented during construction activities. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-4: Temporary Curtailment of Project Development.       

Land Use Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Population, Employment, and Housing Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Environmental Justice Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Utilities and Service Systems Indirect & 
S 

Indirect & 
S 

Indirect & 
S 

Indirect & 
S 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Public Services Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Paleontological Resources Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Cultural Resources Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Biological Resources Indirect & 
S 

Indirect & 
S 

Indirect & 
S 

Indirect & 
S 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Visual Resources Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Parks and Recreation Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Traffic and Transportation Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Air Quality Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Noise Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure: Implement the same mitigation measures called for in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and in this Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS, as specifically set forth in Table ES-1. 

Implementation of the same mitigation measures called for in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS would reduce potentially significant and significant impacts related to 
curtailment of development for the same reasons elaborated in each section of Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation 
Measures” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-5: Increased Demand for Permanent Water Supplies.  Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-6: Need for Water Conveyance Facilities to Deliver Long-Term Water 
Supplies.  

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Indirect 
and Direct 
SU 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-3. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 would reduce direct, potentially significant impacts under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact 
Minimization Alternatives related to on-site and off-site water conveyance facilities to a less-than-significant level, because water conveyance facilities sufficient 
to convey water supplies to subdivisions or nonresidential uses would be in place before recordation of any final small-lot subdivision map, or before City 
approval of any similar project-specific, discretionary approval or entitlement required for nonresidential uses. If on-site or off-site water conveyance facilities are 
delayed or not constructed, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 would cause project development to be permanently curtailed because existing water 
supplies may not be available to meet the demands of the project. Impacts associated with permanent curtailment of development are discussed in Impact 3.5-7. 

Regarding expansion of Zone 40 water supply facilities and infrastructure, implementation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts is the responsibility of Zone 
40. Such measures would be implemented in accordance with the certified Zone 40 EIR prepared by SCWA. Impacts on seven issue areas would remain 
significant and unavoidable after implementation of mitigation. 

Similarly, implementation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts related to the expansion of the FRWP water supply facilities and infrastructure is the 
responsibility of SCWA and EBMUD. Such measures would be implemented in accordance with the certified FRWP EIR/EIS prepared by FRWA. Impacts on six 
issue areas would remain significant and unavoidable after implementation of mitigation. 

NF: Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-3. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 would reduce direct potentially significant impacts under the No Federal Action Alternative related to off-site water 
conveyance facilities because the construction and financing of water conveyance facilities sufficient to convey water supplies to subdivisions or nonresidential 
uses would be reasonably foreseeable before recordation of any final small-lot subdivision map, or before City approval of any similar project-specific, 
discretionary approval or entitlement required for nonresidential uses. However, impacts would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 under the No Federal Action Alternative would result in indirect off-site impacts related to water supply to 
surrounding development in Rancho Cordova, as follows: 

► Construction of new off-site alternative alignments of water conveyance facilities would be necessary to serve surrounding development. These alternative 
alignments would require separate CEQA review; therefore, the full extent of impacts cannot be determined. However, it is assumed that implementation of 
alternative pipeline alignments would result in significant impacts on biological resources, as well as significant construction-related impacts (i.e., 
construction-related traffic, air-quality emissions, water quality, and noise impacts). 

► If new water conveyance facilities with alternative alignments could not be constructed off-site, temporary or permanent curtailment of planned development 
in the surrounding area could result from a lack of necessary water conveyance facilities. Curtailing planned off-site development could result in its own set of 
potentially significant impacts, including a lack of funding that might be necessary to implement infrastructure (e.g., roads, sewer, and water) required on a 
regional or local level. 

Identification of alternative water supply pipeline alignments would fall under the jurisdiction of the County and SWCA; therefore, neither the City nor the project 
applicant(s) could guarantee approval of these alternative pipeline alignments. Additionally, it is possible that these alternative alignments would be inconsistent 
with SWCA’s WSMP and would be subject to separate CEQA compliance. For these reasons, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If the 
County, SWCA, and other potentially affected agencies cooperate in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in 
the short term but eventually could be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term, depending on the outcome of the separate CEQA evaluation (if 
needed). 

Regarding expansion of Zone 40 water supply facilities and infrastructure, implementation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts is the responsibility of Zone 
40. Such measures would be implemented in accordance with the certified Zone 40 EIR prepared by SCWA. Impacts on seven issue areas would remain 
significant and unavoidable after implementation of mitigation. 

Similarly, implementation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts related to the expansion of the FRWP’s water-supply facilities and infrastructure is the 
responsibility of SCWA. Such measures would be implemented in accordance with the certified FRWP EIR/EIS prepared by SCWA. Impacts on six issue areas 
would remain significant and unavoidable after implementation of mitigation. 

If on-site or off-site water conveyance facilities are delayed or not constructed, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 would cause project development to 
be curtailed. Impacts associated with the curtailment of development are discussed in Impact 3.5-7. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.5-7: Permanent Curtailment of Project Development.  Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-8: Use of Nonpotable-Water Supplies and Infrastructure.  Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-9: Effects of Global Climate Change on Surface-Water and Groundwater 
Supplies.  

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Project Level (Phase 1) 

Impact 3.5-10: Need for Initial Water Supplies for Development Phase 1A.  Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS, No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-11: Need for Initial Water Supplies for the Remaining Phase 1 
Development.  

Direct & S, 
No Indirect 

Direct & S, 
No Indirect 

Direct & S, 
No Indirect 

Direct & S, 
No Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-2. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.5-12: Need for Initial Off-Site Water Conveyance Facilities.   

Air Quality LTS LTS LTS LTS No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Biological Resources LTS LTS LTS LTS No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Cultural Resources Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Environmental Justice No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct / 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Land Use Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Noise Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Paleontological Resources Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Parks and Recreation Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Population, Employment, and Housing Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Public Services Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Traffic and Transportation No Direct 
or Indirect 

No Direct 
or Indirect 

No Direct 
or Indirect 

No Direct 
or Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Utilities and Service Systems Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

Indirect & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Visual Resources Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-3. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-13: Temporary Curtailment of Project Development.   

Land Use Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Population, Employment, and Housing Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Environmental Justice Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

Direct & 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Utilities and Service Systems Indirect & 
S 

Indirect & 
S 

Indirect & 
S 

Indirect & 
S 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Public Services Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Paleontological Resources Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Cultural Resources Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Biological Resources Indirect & 
S 

Indirect & 
S 

Indirect & 
S 

Indirect & 
S 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Visual Resources Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Parks and Recreation Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Traffic and Transportation Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Air Quality Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S No Direct, 
No Indirect 

Noise Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-4. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.5-14: Increased Demand for Permanent Water Supplies.  Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-15: Need for Water Conveyance Facilities to Deliver Long-Term Water 
Supplies.  

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Direct & 
PS 

Indirect 
and Direct 
SU 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-3. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-16: Permanent Curtailment of Project Development.  Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-17: Use of Nonpotable-Water Supplies and Infrastructure.  Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.5-18: Effects of Global Climate Change on Surface-Water and 
Groundwater Supplies.  

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

Direct & 
LTS. No 
Indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

3.10 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Program Level 

Impact 3.10-1: Loss and Degradation of Jurisdictional Wetlands and Other Waters 
of the United States, and Waters of the State.  

Direct & 
Indirect S 

Direct & 
Indirect S 

Direct LTS 
& Indirect 
S. 

Indirect S 
& SU 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a: Secure Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit and Implement All Permit Conditions, and Ensure No Net Loss of 
Wetlands, Other Waters of the United States, and Associated Functions and Values. Before the approval of grading and improvement plans and before any 
groundbreaking activity associated with each distinct project phase, the project applicant(s) for each project phase requiring the fill of wetlands or other waters of 
the United States or waters of the state shall obtain all necessary permits under Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA or the State’s Porter-Cologne Act for the 
respective phase. The project applicant(s) shall commit to replace, restore, or enhance on a “no net loss” basis (in accordance with USACE, the Central Valley 
RWQCB, and the Natural Resources Element of the City General Plan) the acreage of all wetlands and other waters of the United States subject to USACE 
jurisdiction and waters of the state subject to RWQCB jurisdiction and the City General Plan that would be removed, lost, and/or degraded with implementation of 
project plans for that phase. Wetland habitat shall be restored, enhanced, and/or replaced at an acreage and location and by methods agreeable to USACE, the 
Central Valley RWQCB, and the City, as appropriate depending on agency jurisdiction, and as determined during the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting 
processes. 

To accomplish this mitigation, the project applicant(s) shall take the following steps: 

► The project applicant(s) shall conduct an assessment of representative portions of the proposed wetland preserves within the Rio del Oro property and any 
other proposed preserve areas using the California Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM) for Wetlands. Data shall be used to evaluate current conditions and 
serve as a baseline for future monitoring. The following requirements apply to the assessment of the proposed wetland preserves: 

• The field assessment shall be conducted during the flowering period for plant species associated with vernal pools, typically March through June. 

• The investigation shall define and evaluate assessment areas. Such areas shall be analyzed using 17 different metrics organized into four main attributes 
developed for vernal pool systems (California Rapid Assessment Method for Wetlands Depressional Field Book, Version 5.0, September 2007). Those 
attributes are: buffer and landscape context, hydrology, physical structure, and biotic structure. 

• CRAM scores shall be calculated for each assessment area by adding up the component metrics of each attribute and converting the sum into a percentage of 
the maximum score possible for that attribute. 

• The CRAM analysis shall also include a discussion of potential stressors associated with human activities within or surrounding the wetlands assessed, which 
may provide qualitative information regarding the CRAM scores. 

The data collected during the initial assessment shall serve as the baseline (preproject condition), to which data collected during future monitoring efforts shall 
be compared. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

► As part of the Section 404 permitting process, a draft wetland MMP has been developed for the project (Appendix Q) by ECORP Consulting on behalf of the 
project applicant(s) (ECORP 2009). Before any ground-disturbing activities that would adversely affect wetlands and before engaging in mitigation activities 
associated with each phase of development, the project applicant(s) shall submit the draft wetland MMP to USACE, the Central Valley RWQCB, and the City 
for review and approval of those portions of the plan over which they have jurisdiction. Once the MMP is approved and implemented, mitigation monitoring 
will continue for a minimum of 510 years from completion of mitigation, or human intervention (including recontouring and grading), or until the 
performance standards identified in the approved MMP have been met, whichever is longer. Monitoring reports shall include baseline CRAM scores and the 
CRAM scores from all previous years shall be plotted to show the “restoration trajectory.” 

The plan shall be prepared to the satisfaction of the City, in accordance with the City’s Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance, as well as to the satisfaction 
of those agencies with jurisdiction over all or portions of the plan. 

► In conjunction with preparation and implementation of an approved wetland MMP, the project applicant(s) shall prepare and submit plans for the creation of 
jurisdictional waters of the United States, including wetlands, at an adequate mitigation ratio to offset the aquatic functions and values that would be lost at the 
project site, account for the temporal loss of habitat, and contain an adequate margin of safety to reflect anticipated success. The MMPs must demonstrate how 
the aquatic functions and values that would be lost through project implementation will be replaced. The habitat MMP for jurisdictional wetland features will 
need to be consistent with USACE’s December 30, 2004, Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal Guidelines. The wetland MMP shall also mitigate 
impacts on vernal pool and seasonal wetland habitat, and shall describe specific method(s) to be implemented to avoid and/or mitigate any off-site project-
related impacts. The wetland creation section of the habitat MMP shall include the following: 

• target areas for creation; 
• a complete biological assessment of the existing resources in the target areas, including a CRAM analysis conducted during the wet season to establish 

baseline conditions; 
• specific creation and restoration plans for each target area; 
• performance standards for success that will illustrate that the compensation ratios are met; and 
• a monitoring plan, including schedule and annual report. As requested by EPA, the monitoring plan shall incorporate CRAM analysis and the following 

elements: 
– intensive monitoring of hydrology early on (this can be phased out as created wetlands are achieving target standards); 
– CRAM analysis conducted annually for 5 years after any construction adjacent to assessment areas to determine whether these areas are retaining 

functions and values; 
– analysis of CRAM data, including assessment of potential stressors, to determine whether any remedial activities may be necessary; 
– corrective measures if performance standards are not met; 
– monitoring of vegetation communities and targeted special-status species as success criteria for hydrologic function have become established and the 

creation site “matures” over time;  
– reference locations for comparison to compensatory vernal pools to document success; 
– adaptive management measures to be applied if performance standards are not being met; 
– responsible parties for monitoring and preparing reports; and 
– responsible parties for receiving and reviewing reports and for verifying success or prescribing implementation or corrective actions. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

• An operations and management plan for the Preserve shall be prepared and submitted to USACE and USFWS for review and approval. The plan shall 
include detailed information on the habitats present within the target area, the long-term management and monitoring of these habitats, legal protection 
for the target area (e.g., conservation easement, declaration of restrictions), and funding mechanism information (e.g., endowment). 

► For each phase of development, including off-site project-related impacts, the project applicant(s) shall secure the permits and regulatory approvals described 
below and shall implement all permit conditions. For each respective phase, all permits, regulatory approvals, and permit conditions for effects on wetland 
habitats shall be secured before implementation of any grading activities within 250 feet of waters of the United States or wetland habitats, including waters of 
the state, that potentially support federally listed species. The setback may be reduced to a distance approved by the City and USFWS if a wetland avoidance 
plan is developed and implemented by a qualified biologist. The wetland avoidance plan must be approved by USFWS and the City and shall demonstrate that 
all direct and indirect impacts on wetlands will be avoided. Project phases in upland areas with no wetlands or waters of the United States within 250 feet, and 
no overland hydrologic flow patterns, the disturbance of which may affect such waters, may begin construction before these particular permits are obtained. 
Buffers around wetlands that do not support federally listed species shall be a minimum of 50 feet from the edge of these features in accordance with 
conditions of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and associated best management practices (BMPs). See Section 3.4, 
“Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality,” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS for a further discussion of the NPDES. 

• Authorization to place dredged or fill material into waters of the United States shall be secured from USACE through the CWA Section 404 permitting 
process before any fill is placed in jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the United States. USACE has determined that the project will require an 
individual permit. In its final stage and once approved by USACE, the proposed MMP for the project is expected to detail proposed wetland restoration, 
enhancement, and/or replacement activities that would ensure no net loss of aquatic functions and values in the project vicinity. Approval and 
implementation of the wetland MMP shall fully mitigate all impacts on jurisdictional waters of the United States, including jurisdictional wetlands. In 
addition to USACE approval, approval by the City and the Central Valley RWQCB, as appropriate depending on agency jurisdiction, and as determined 
during the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting processes, will also be required. To satisfy the requirements of the City and the Central Valley RWQCB, 
mitigation of impacts on nonjurisdictional wetlands beyond the jurisdiction of USACE shall be included in the same mitigation and monitoring plan. All 
mitigation requirements determined through this process shall be implemented before grading plans are approved. Wetland mitigation must be approved 
before any impacts on wetlands waters of the United States or waters of the state commence. 

• Water quality certification pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA will be required before issuance of a Section 404 permit. Before construction in any areas 
containing wetland features, the project applicant(s) shall obtain water quality certification for the applicable phase of the project. Any measures required 
as part of the issuance of water quality certification shall be implemented. 

If Section 401 and 404 permit requirements ensure no net loss of all wetland features, including vernal pools, and these requirements are addressed before any 
ground-disturbing activities, no additional mitigation will be required by the City. Written approval from the City indicating that these requirements fulfill all no-
net-loss obligations must be obtained before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activities in any project phase containing 
wetland features. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activities for any project development phase containing wetland features. 
The MMP must be approved before any impact on wetlands can occur. Mitigation shall be implemented on an ongoing basis throughout and after construction, as 
required. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board; and City of Rancho Cordova Planning 
Department, as appropriate depending on agency jurisdiction, and as determined during the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting processes and in compliance 
with the City’s Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance. 

NF: The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall commit to replace, restore, or enhance on a “no net loss” basis (in accordance with the Central Valley 
RWQCB and the Natural Resources Element of the City General Plan) the acreage of all waters of the state. Waters of the state include all nonjurisdictional 
wetlands that would be removed, lost, and/or degraded with implementation of project plans for that phase that require permitting from the resource agencies. 
Wetland habitat shall be restored, enhanced, and/or replaced at an acreage and location and by methods agreeable to the Central Valley RWQCB and the City. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.10-1b: Include in Drainage Plans All Wetlands that Remain On-Site. A model-based watershed analysis was 
conducted by ECORP Consulting (Appendix Q) to determine hydrologic effects on wetlands within the 507-acre preserve. The long-term viability of the preserve 
was analyzed using all of the following factors: 

► the size of the preserve, 
► the amount of watershed area required to support the wetlands within the preserve, 
► the potential impacts from the construction of Rancho Cordova Parkway and Americanos Boulevard, 
► the construction of the mitigation wetlands within the preserve, and 
► the watershed area needed to support the hydrologic function of each mitigation wetland. 

The proposed construction design includes measures to reduce interference with the hydrology that sustains vernal pools on-site, including the use of con-span 
bridge systems (Exhibits 2-7 and 2-8 in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS) as natural substrate span crossings over Morrison Creek. Rancho Cordova Parkway and Americanos 
Boulevard would cross Morrison Creek with a clear span of the delineated wetlands within the channel bank, so no construction would occur within the channel 
and no fill or modification of the channel would be required. 

GIS analysis of a LiDAR-derived topographic model (Appendix Q) and wetland delineation data were used to determine the watershed-to-wetland ratio (WWR) 
for the wetlands within the preserve. It was found that the proposed configuration of the preserve conserves almost 100% of the original watershed area and would 
not negatively affect the hydrologic function of the vernal pools. GIS analysis calculated the mean watershed ratio of existing vernal pools in the preserve at 
7.14:1. This WWR would be maintained for all existing vernal pools, except that the WWR of one small pool (0.053 acre) would be reduced to 6.62:1. The 
adverse effect on this vernal pool should not be considered significant because pools of this size class require a WWR of only 3.26:1 to maintain functionality. 

To minimize indirect effects on water quality and wetland hydrology, the project applicant(s) of each project phase shall include drainage plans in their 
improvement plans and shall submit the drainage plans to the City Public Works Department for review and approval. Before approval of these improvement 
plans, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall commit to implement all measures in their drainage plans to avoid and minimize erosion and runoff into 
Morrison Creek and all wetlands that would remain on-site. Appropriate runoff controls such as berms, storm gates, detention basins, overflow collection areas, 
filtration systems, and sediment traps shall be implemented to control siltation and the potential discharge of pollutants. For runoff during construction, see Section 
3.4, “Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality,” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS for a further discussion of the NPDES (Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan). 

The project shall result in no net change to peak flows into Morrison Creek and associated tributaries. The project applicant(s) shall establish a baseline of 
conditions for drainage on-site. The baseline-flow conditions shall be established for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 20-year storm events. These baseline conditions shall be used 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

to develop monitoring standards for the stormwater system on the project site. The baseline conditions, monitoring standards, and a monitoring program shall be 
submitted to USACE and the City for their approval. The engineered channel and detention basins shall be designed and constructed to ensure that the 
performance standards, which are described in Section 3.4, “Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality,” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS are met. The discharge site into 
Morrison Creek and associated tributaries shall be monitored to ensure that preproject conditions are being met. Stormwater runoff from Rancho Cordova Parkway 
would be discharged out of the wetland preserve to the north and south, and runoff from the central portion of the road would drain into a water quality treatment 
swale before being discharged into the wetland preserve (Exhibit 3.10-4). Runoff from Americanos Boulevard would be directed into a water quality treatment 
basin before being discharged into Morrison Creek (Exhibit 3.10-5). The water quality swale and treatment basins would be designed according to the Stormwater 
and Water Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento and South Placer Regions (Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership 2007) and shall meet the 
performance standards described in Section 3.4, “Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality,” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. Corrective measures shall be implemented 
as necessary. The mitigation measures will be satisfied when the monitoring standards are met for 5 consecutive years without undertaking corrective measures to 
meet the performance standard. 

Timing: Before approval of improvement and drainage plans, and on an ongoing basis throughout and after project construction, as required for all project phases. 

Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; and City of Rancho Cordova Public Works and Planning Departments. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.10-2: Loss and Degradation of Sensitive Natural Communities.  Direct & 
Indirect 
LTS 

Direct & 
Indirect 
LTS 

Direct & 
Indirect 
LTS 

Direct & 
Indirect 
LTS 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.10-2a: Secure and Implement Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement. A Section 1602 streambed alteration 
agreement from DFG will be required for construction affecting the bed and bank of Morrison Creek. As a condition of issuance of the streambed alteration 
agreement, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall prepare a habitat MMP. The draft wetland MMP shall address impacts on the stream channel of 
Morrison Creek and shall include mitigation of impacts on riparian habitats to the satisfaction of DFG, subject to limitations on its authority set forth in Fish and 
Game Code Section 1600 et seq. The MMP shall include performance standards and success criteria to ensure that mitigation habitat would be successfully 
maintained. 

Any conditions of issuance of the streambed alteration agreement shall be implemented as part of project construction activities that adversely affect the bed and 
bank and current and historic riparian habitat associated with Morrison Creek that is within the area subject to DFG jurisdiction. The agreement shall be executed 
by the project applicant(s) and DFG before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any construction activities in any project phase that could 
potentially affect the bed and bank of Morrison Creek and its associated current and historic riparian habitat. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any construction activities (including clearing and grubbing) that affect the bed and bank or 
current and historic riparian habitat associated with Morrison Creek. 

Enforcement: California Department of Fish and Game. 

NF: No mitigation measures are required because the No Federal Action Alternative would not result in alteration to the bed or bank of Morrison Creek. 
Therefore, a streambed alteration agreement from DFG would not be needed as it would under the action alternatives. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.10-2b: Preserve, Restore, or Create Riparian Habitat at Satisfactory Ratio to Fulfill Local Planning Framework 
Requirements. Goal NR.1, Policy NR 1.9 of the City General Plan calls for the protection and preservation of the diverse wildlife and plant habitats in Rancho 
Cordova and incorporation of “large interconnected wooded open space corridors in new development areas to provide movement corridors, and nesting sites for 
migratory songbirds and raptors.” Portions of the on-site riparian habitat such as the 57 acres of cottonwood willow riparian woodland and 4 acres of willow scrub 
have been determined to provide important habitat for wildlife, both at present and in the long term, because of existing conditions that support the perpetuation of 
these habitats. To implement Goal NR.1, a habitat MMP shall be developed and implemented to replace the 57 acres of cottonwood willow riparian woodland and 
4 acres of willow scrub at no-net-loss acreage to preserve the overall habitat functions and values. Elements of the habitat MMP may include habitat preservation 
on-site, enhancement of on-site riparian habitat types, or enhancement or protection of habitat off-site. The specific ratios of habitat lost to habitat created shall be 
determined by the City in consultation with DFG as a trustee agency protecting the wildlife resources of the state. The ratios shall be consistent with the City’s 
policy and shall be adequate to protect and preserve the diverse resources in the City. 

Any conditions of issuance of the riparian MMP shall be implemented as part of project construction activities that adversely affect riparian habitat. The riparian 
habitat MMP shall be developed by the project applicant(s) and submitted to the City before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any construction 
activities in any project phase that could potentially affect the cottonwood willow riparian woodland and willow scrub on-site. The cottonwood–willow riparian 
forest habitat and willow woodland shall be either preserved or replaced on- or off-site on a no-net-loss basis because it provides functioning riparian habitat that is 
self-sustaining at the present time. If preservation of this on-site habitat type is chosen, the hydrology that supports this habitat must also be preserved to ensure the 
long-term viability of this habitat type. 

The remainder of the riparian habitat on the project site consists mostly of old senescent trees and shrubs and does not appear to be regenerating. It is likely that 
portions of these communities would not persist at the site under the current environmental conditions even without project implementation. Because of the poor 
quality of the majority of the riparian habitat on the project site, the project mitigation for this riparian habitat shall be limited to the replacement and/or restoration 
of its current function and value (which consists of nesting and foraging habitat for raptors and other birds, as well as foraging habitat and shelter for numerous 
common wildlife species) as determined acceptable to the City in consultation with DFG as a trustee agency. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any construction activities and before removal of any riparian vegetation as required for any 
project phase. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department in consultation with California Department of Fish and Game. 

NF: No mitigation measures are required because the No Federal Action Alternative would not result in adverse effects on riparian habitat in addition to those 
habitats protected and addressed under City policy. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.10-3: Loss of Oak Woodland and Individual Oak Trees.  Direct & S. 
No indirect 

Direct & S. 
No indirect 

Direct & S. 
No indirect 

Direct & S. 
No indirect 

No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.10-3: Perform Tree Survey and Avoid or Replace Native Oak Trees and Other Native Trees Scattered 
Throughout the Project Site. Before the approval of any development in areas identified to contain trees, the City shall require that a determinate survey of tree 
species and size be performed. If any native oaks or other native trees of 6 inches or greater dbh, multitrunk native oaks or native trees of 10 inches or greater dbh, 
or nonnative trees of 18 inches or greater dbh that have been determined by a qualified professional to be in good health are found to exist in the development area, 
such trees shall be avoided if feasible. If such trees cannot feasibly be avoided, the project applicant(s) for all project phases containing trees shall implement one 
of the following measures: 

► All such trees that will be removed or otherwise damaged by project implementation shall be replaced at an inch-for-inch ratio. A replacement tree planting 
plan shall be prepared by a qualified professional or licensed landscape architect and shall be submitted to the City for approval before removal of trees; OR 

► The project applicant(s) shall submit a mitigation plan that provides for complete mitigation of the removal of such trees in coordination with the City by a 
method comparable to an inch-by-inch replacement. The mitigation plan shall be subject to City approval. 

► The tree planting or mitigation plan shall include monitoring requirements and success criteria, as determined by a qualified professional, to ensure that 
replacement trees survive to maturity and can be reasonably expected to persist for the normal life span of the particular species being monitored. Monitoring 
of replacement trees shall continue for a period of five years following planting and trees that do not survive or meet the success criteria shall be replaced. 

Loss of trees mitigated through implementation of mitigation measures associated with riparian habitat impacts shall not be subject to this mitigation measure. If 
the City adopts a tree preservation ordinance at any time in the future, any future development activities shall be subject to that ordinance instead. 

Timing: Before the approval of any development in any project phase that contains areas that have been identified to contain trees. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.10-4: Loss and Degradation of Habitat for Special-Status Wildlife.  Direct & 
Indirect S 

Direct & 
Indirect S 

Direct & 
Indirect S 

Indirect S No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a: Secure Take Authorization for Federally Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Implement Permit Conditions. 
No project construction shall proceed in areas supporting potential habitat for federally listed vernal pool invertebrates, or within adequate buffer areas (250 feet or 
lesser distance deemed sufficiently protective by a qualified biologist with approval from USFWS), until a BO has been issued by USFWS and the project 
applicant(s) have abided by conditions in the BO (including conservation and minimization measures) intended to be completed before on-site construction. 
Conservation and minimization measures shall include preparation of supporting documentation describing methods to protect existing vernal pools during and 
after project construction, a detailed monitoring plan, and reporting requirements. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

A revised draft wetland MMP was developed by ECORP Consulting in September 2007 June 2009 and is the applicant’s proposed plan for addressing project 
impacts on habitats that potentially support federally listed vernal pool invertebrates. The draft MMP, included in Appendix Q to this document, is subject to 
review and approval by the appropriate regulatory agencies. Project implementation would result in the fill of 33.9 acres of habitat that could potentially support 
federally listed vernal pool invertebrates. This habitat consists of 17.5 acres of vernal pools, 4.2 acres of seasonal wetland swale, and 12.2 acres of seasonal 
wetlands. Indirect impacts on an additional 2.2 acres of vernal pools would also result from project implementation. 

Proposed mitigation in the draft MMP includes a combination of on-site preservation and compensatory mitigation (i.e., creation of vernal pools), as well as off-
site mitigation through purchase of a 160-acre property, known as the Cook Property, and credit purchase in the Clay Station Mitigation Bank. The Cook Property 
mitigation proposal would preserve 21.7 acres of existing wetland habitat, including 2.7 acres of vernal pools, 2.6 acres of seasonal wetland swale, and 9.9 acres of 
seasonal wetland within the Mather Core Recovery Area that could potentially support federally listed branchiopods. Surveys in the vicinity of the Cook Property 
have identified vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and the property is contiguous with other conservation properties that support vernal pool 
habitat. The Clay Station Mitigation Bank would provide compensatory mitigation in the form of 13 16.7 acres of created vernal pool habitat that has been 
monitored for approximately 10 years met success criteria and currently supports both vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp. Proposed on-site 
mitigation consists of designation of a 507-acre wetland preserve in the southern portion of the project site. A total of 20.4 acres of existing vernal pools would be 
retained in the proposed preserve and an additional 17.9 13.4 acres would be restored and created in the preserve under the proposed MMP. The proposed preserve 
also contains 2.5 acres of seasonal wetland swale, 3.3 acres of seasonal wetland, 0.6 acre of pond, and 1.9 acres of ephemeral drainage. All of these features, as 
well as that portion of Morrison Creek that is within the 507-acre wetland preserve, would be preserved. In addition, the proposed draft MMP proposes creation of 
20.8 16.9 acres of seasonal wetlands within the drainage parkways open space corridors that would be developed for the project. 

In summary, the project would directly or indirectly affect 36.1 acres of potential vernal pool branchiopod habitat; the proposed MMP would preserve 41.4 acres 
of potential habitat and would create 51.6 47.8 acres of potential habitat. This would result in a preservation ratio of 1.15:1 and a compensatory mitigation ratio of 
1.43:11.32:1, which would result in no net loss of vernal pool or seasonal wetland habitat that could potentially support federally listed vernal pool invertebrates. 
The details of the MMP are still being developed and reviewed by USACE, and the September 2007 June 2009 draft is not the final, approved version. 

The project applicant(s) shall complete and implement a habitat MMP that will result in no net loss of acreage, function, and value of affected vernal pool habitat. 
The final habitat MMP shall be consistent with guidance provided in Programmatic Formal Endangered Species Act Consultation on Issuance of 404 Permits for 
Projects with Relatively Small Effects on Listed Vernal Pool Crustaceans within the Jurisdiction of the Sacramento Field Office, California (USFWS 1996) and 
the SSCHCP (if adopted) or shall provide an alternative approach that is acceptable to the City, USACE, and USFWS and accomplishes no net loss of habitat. 

The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall ensure that there is sufficient upland habitat within the target areas for creation and restoration of vernal pools 
and vernal pool complexes to provide ecosystem health. A watershed analysis of the hydrologic function of the wetland preserve was conducted by ECORP 
Consulting on behalf of the project applicant(s) (Appendix Q). GIS analysis of a hydrologic model created from LiDAR-derived topography and wetland 
delineation data was used to determine the minimum watershed area required to support hydrologic function of the wetlands within the preserve. It was found that 
the proposed configuration of the preserve would conserve almost 100% of the original watershed area and would not negatively affect the hydrologic function of 
existing vernal pools. The land used to satisfy this mitigation measure shall be protected through a conservation easement acceptable to USACE, the City, and 
USFWS. 

The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall identify the extent of indirectly affected vernal pool and seasonal wetland habitat, either by identifying all such 
habitat within 250 feet of project construction activities or by providing an alternative technical evaluation. If a lesser distance is pursued, this distance shall be 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

approved by USFWS. The project applicant(s) shall preserve acreage of vernal pool habitat for each wetted acre of any indirectly affected vernal pool habitat at a 
ratio approved by USFWS at the conclusion of the Section 7 consultation. This mitigation shall occur before the approval of any grading or improvement plans for 
any project phase that would allow work within 250 feet of such habitat, and before any ground-disturbing activity within 250 feet of the habitat. The project 
applicant(s) will not be required to complete this mitigation measure for direct or indirect impacts that have already been mitigated to the satisfaction of USFWS 
through another BO or mitigation plan. 

A standard set of BMPs shall be applied to construction occurring in areas within 250 feet of off-site vernal pool habitat, or within any lesser distance deemed 
adequate by a qualified biologist (with approval from USFWS) to constitute a sufficient buffer from such habitat. Refer to Section 3.4, “Drainage, Hydrology, and 
Water Quality,” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS for the details of BMPs to be implemented. 

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans, before any ground-disturbing activities within 250 feet of said habitat, and on an ongoing basis 
throughout construction as applicable for all project phases as required by the mitigation plan, BO, and/or BMPs. 

Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NF: The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall obtain an incidental take permit under Section 10(a) of ESA. No project construction shall proceed in areas 
supporting potential habitat for federally listed vernal pool invertebrates, or within adequate buffer areas (250 feet or lesser distance deemed sufficiently protective 
by a qualified biologist with approval from USFWS), until a BO has been issued by USFWS and the project applicant(s) have abided by conditions in the BO 
(including all conservation and minimization measures). Conservation and minimization measures are likely to include preparation of supporting documentation 
describing methods to protect existing vernal pools during and after project construction. 

Under the No Federal Action Alternative, interagency consultation under Section 7 of ESA would not occur; therefore, the project applicant(s) would be required 
to develop a habitat conservation plan to mitigate impacts on federally listed vernal pool invertebrates, or participate in the SSCHCP, if available. The project 
applicant(s) shall complete and implement, or participate in, a habitat conservation plan that shall compensate for the loss of acreage, function, and value of 
affected vernal pool habitat. The habitat conservation plan shall be consistent with the goals of the Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and 
Southern Oregon (USFWS 2005) and must be approved by USFWS. 

The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall ensure that there is sufficient upland habitat within the target areas for creation and restoration of vernal pools 
and vernal pool complexes to provide ecosystem health. The land used to satisfy this mitigation measure shall be protected through a fee title or conservation 
easement acceptable to the City and USFWS. 

The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall identify the extent of indirectly affected vernal pool and seasonal wetland habitat, either by identifying all such 
habitat within 250 feet of project construction activities or by providing an alternative technical evaluation in support of a lesser indirect impact distance. If a lesser 
distance is pursued, this distance shall be approved by USFWS. The project applicant(s) shall preserve 2 wetted acres of vernal pool habitat for each wetted acre of 
any indirectly affected vernal pool habitat. This mitigation shall occur before the approval of any grading or improvement plans for any project phase that would 
allow work within 250 feet of such habitat, and before any ground-disturbing activity within 250 feet of the habitat. The project applicant(s) will not be required to 
complete this mitigation measure for direct or indirect impacts that have already been mitigated to the satisfaction of USFWS through another BO or mitigation 
plan. 
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Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

A standard set of BMPs shall be applied to construction occurring in areas within 250 feet of off-site vernal pool habitat, or within any lesser distance deemed 
adequate by a qualified biologist (with approval from USFWS) to constitute a sufficient buffer from such habitat. Refer to Section 3.4, “Drainage, Hydrology, and 
Water Quality,” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS for the details of BMPs to be implemented. 

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans, before any ground-disturbing activities within 250 feet of said habitat, and on an ongoing basis 
throughout construction as applicable for all project phases as required by the habitat conservation plan, BO, and/or BMPs. 

Enforcement: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.10-1a and 3.10-1b. 

Mitigation Measures 3.10-1a and 3.10-1b are discussed above under Impact 3.10-1. 

NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.10-4b: Obtain Incidental Take Permit for Impacts on Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. No project construction shall 
proceed in areas containing VELB habitat (i.e., elderberry shrubs) until a BO has been issued by USFWS, and the project applicant(s) for all project phases have 
abided by all pertinent conditions in the BO relating to the proposed construction, including conservation and minimization measures, intended to be completed 
before on-site construction. Conservation and minimization measures are likely to include preparation of supporting documentation that describes methods for 
relocation of relocating and maintaining existing shrubs and maintaining existing shrubs and other associated vegetation in the preserve. 

Relocation of existing elderberry shrubs and planting of new elderberry seedlings shall be implemented on a no-net-loss basis. Detailed information on monitoring 
success of relocated and planted shrubs and measures to compensate (should success criteria not be met) would also likely be required in the BO. Ratios for 
mitigation of VELB habitat will ultimately be determined through the ESA Section 7 consultation process with USFWS, but shall be a minimum of “no net loss.” 
Although Section 7 consultation for the project is ongoing, a draft VELB mitigation plan has been developed by ECORP Consulting (Appendix R). Because the 
proposed MMP is in draft form and a final BO has not been issued by USFWS, the proposed MMP may be modified in the future. Details from this draft plan are 
provided under the impact discussion above. Section 7 consultation for the project is ongoing, and a VELB mitigation plan is being developed by ECORP 
Consulting. The final VELB mitigation plan may includes creation of two on-site preserve areas, transplanting of all existing shrubs to the on-site preserve areas, 
as well as planting of 2,997 elderberry seedlings in the proposed preserve areas and drainage parkways open space corridors, and purchase of 154.2 credits in a 
USFWS-approved mitigation bank. Based on the current (dated) knowledge of the number of shrubs on-site and the latest VELB preservation guidelines, it is 
expected that approximately 3,088 seedlings would need to be planted over an area of approximately 25 acres to fulfill VELB mitigation requirements and no net 
loss of habitat. Implementation of this the final approved plan would satisfy mitigation requirements for the removal of elderberry savanna, a sensitive habitat as 
identified by DFG, as well as single elderberry shrubs. A copy of the USFWS-approved mitigation plan shall be submitted to the City before the approval of any 
grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activities within 100 feet of VELB habitat for all project phases. 

Should delisting of VELB occur, a mitigation plan that would compensate for the removal of elderberry savanna, a sensitive habitat as identified by DFG, would 
still be required. The mitigation plan shall be submitted to and approved by DFG and the City before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any 
ground-disturbing activities that would affect elderberry savanna for all project phases. 
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Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activity within 100 feet of VELB habitat as applicable for all project 
phases, and on an ongoing basis as required by the mitigation plan and/or BO. 

Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; California Department of Fish and Game (if VELB delisted); 
and City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NF: As long as VELB remains a species protected under ESA, the project applicant(s) shall obtain an incidental take permit under Section 10(a) of ESA for 
VELB. No project construction shall proceed in areas containing VELB habitat (i.e., elderberry shrubs) until a BO has been issued by USFWS, and the project 
applicant(s) for all project phases have abided by all pertinent conditions in the BO relating to the proposed construction, including all conservation and 
minimization measures. Conservation and minimization measures are likely to include preparation of supporting documentation that describes methods for 
relocation of existing shrubs and maintaining existing shrubs and other vegetation in the preserve. 

Under the No Federal Action Alternative, interagency consultation under Section 7 of ESA would not occur; therefore, the project applicant(s) would be required 
to develop a habitat conservation plan to mitigate impacts on VELB, or participate in the SSCHCP, if available. If participation in the SSCHCP is not available or 
not chosen, the project applicant(s) shall complete and implement, or participate in, a habitat conservation plan that will compensate for the loss of VELB habitat. 
Relocation of existing elderberry shrubs and planting of new elderberry seedlings shall be implemented on a no-net-loss basis. Detailed information on monitoring 
success of relocated and planted shrubs and measures to compensate (should success criteria not be met) would also likely be required in the BO. Ratios for 
mitigation of VELB habitat will ultimately be determined through the ESA Section 10(a) consultation process with USFWS, but shall be a minimum of “no net 
loss.” Based on the current (dated) knowledge of the number of shrubs on-site and the latest VELB preservation guidelines, it is expected that approximately 3,088 
seedlings would need to be planted over an area of approximately 25 acres to fulfill VELB mitigation requirements and no net loss of habitat. 

Should delisting of VELB occur, a mitigation plan that would compensate for the removal of elderberry savanna, a sensitive habitat as identified by DFG, would 
still be required. The mitigation plan shall be submitted to and approved by DFG and the City before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any 
ground-disturbing activities that would affect elderberry savanna for all project phases. 

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activity within 100 feet of VELB habitat as applicable for all project 
phases, and on an ongoing basis as required by the habitat conservation plan and/or BO. 

Enforcement: California Department of Fish and Game (if VELB delisted), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.10-4c: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Raptors and, if Found, Establish Appropriate Buffers. To 
mitigate impacts on Swainson’s hawk and other raptors (including burrowing owl) for all project phases, the project applicant(s) shall retain a qualified biologist to 
conduct preconstruction surveys and to identify active nests on and within 0.5 mile of the project site and active burrows on the project site. The surveys shall be 
conducted before the approval of grading and/or improvement plans (as applicable) and no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days before the beginning of 
construction for all project phases. To the extent feasible, guidelines provided in Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in 
the Central Valley (Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee 2000) shall be followed. If no nests are found, no further mitigation is required. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

If active nests are found, impacts on nesting Swainson’s hawks and other raptors shall be avoided by establishment of appropriate buffers around the nests. No 
project activity shall commence within the buffer area until a qualified biologist confirms that any young have fledged and the nest is no longer active. DFG 
guidelines recommend implementation of 0.25- or 0.5-mile buffers, but the size of the buffer may be adjusted if a qualified biologist and the City, in consultation 
with DFG, determine that such an adjustment would not be likely to adversely affect the nest. Monitoring of the nest by a qualified biologist during and after 
construction activities will be required if the activity has potential to adversely affect the nest. 

If active burrows are found, a mitigation plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval before any ground-disturbing activities. The City shall consult 
with DFG. The mitigation plan may consist of installation of one-way doors on all burrows to allow owls to exit, but not reenter, and construction of artificial 
burrows within the project vicinity, as needed. If active burrows contain eggs and/or young, no construction shall occur within 50 feet of the burrow until young 
have fledged. Once it is confirmed that there are no owls inside burrows, these burrows may be collapsed. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading and improvement plans, before any ground-disturbing activities, and during project construction as applicable for all 
project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.10-4d: Prepare and Implement a Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation Plan. The project applicant(s) for all project phases 
shall implement one of the following measures: 

► Before the approval of grading and improvement plans or before any ground-disturbing activities, whichever occurs first, the project applicant(s) shall 
preserve, to the satisfaction of the City, suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat to ensure 1:1 mitigation of habitat value for Swainson’s hawk foraging 
habitat lost as a result of the project, as determined by the City after consultation with DFG and a qualified biologist. 

The 1:1 habitat value shall be based on Swainson’s hawk nesting distribution and an assessment of habitat quality, availability, and use within the City’s 
planning area. If specific data for Rancho Cordova’s Swainson’s hawk habitat are not available at the time that this mitigation measure is being implemented, 
the mitigation ratio shall be consistent with the 1994 DFG Swainson’s Hawk Guidelines included in the Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to 
Swainson’s Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of California. Such mitigation shall be accomplished through either the transfer of fee title or 
perpetual conservation easement. The mitigation land shall be located within the known foraging area and within Sacramento County. The City, after 
consultation with DFG, will determine the appropriateness of the mitigation land. 

Before approval of such proposed mitigation, the City shall consult with DFG regarding the appropriateness of the mitigation. If mitigation is accomplished 
through conservation easement, then such an easement shall ensure the continued management of the land to maintain Swainson’s hawk foraging values, 
including but not limited to ongoing agricultural uses and the maintenance of all existing water rights associated with the land. The conservation easement 
shall be recordable and shall prohibit any activity that substantially impairs or diminishes the land’s capacity as suitable Swainson’s hawk habitat. 

The project applicant(s) shall transfer said Swainson’s hawk mitigation land, through either conservation easement or fee title, to a third-party, nonprofit 
conservation organization (Conservation Operator), with the City and DFG named as third-party beneficiaries. The Conservation Operator shall be a qualified 
conservation easement land manager that manages land as its primary function. Additionally, the Conservation Operator shall be a tax-exempt nonprofit 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

conservation organization that meets the criteria of Civil Code Section 815.3(a) and shall be selected or approved by the City, after consultation with DFG. 
The City, after consultation with DFG and the Conservation Operator, shall approve the content and form of the conservation easement. The City, DFG, and 
the Conservation Operator shall each have the power to enforce the terms of the conservation easement. The Conservation Operator shall monitor the 
easement in perpetuity to assure compliance with the terms of the easement. 

The project applicant(s), after consultation with the City, DFG, and the Conservation Operator, shall establish an endowment or some other financial 
mechanism that is sufficient to fund in perpetuity the operation, maintenance, management, and enforcement of the conservation easement. If an endowment 
is used, either the endowment funds shall be submitted to the City to be distributed to an appropriate third-party nonprofit conservation agency, or they shall 
be submitted directly to the third-party nonprofit conservation agency in exchange for an agreement to manage and maintain the lands in perpetuity. The 
Conservation Operator shall not sell, lease, or transfer any interest of any conservation easement or mitigation land it acquires without prior written approval 
of the City and DFG. 

If the Conservation Operator ceases to exist, the duty to hold, administer, manage, maintain, and enforce the interest shall be transferred to another entity 
acceptable to the City and DFG. The City Planning Department shall ensure that mitigation habitat is properly established and is functioning as habitat by 
conducting regular monitoring of the mitigation site(s) for the first 10 years after establishment of the easement. OR 

► The project applicant(s) may participate in a future City Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat Ordinance (once adopted) as an alternative to the measure above. OR 

► The project applicant(s) may participate in a future habitat conservation plan (once adopted) as an alternative to the above measures. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading, improvement, or construction plans and before any ground-disturbing activity in any project development phase that 
would affect Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.10-1a, 3.10-1b, and 3.10-4a to Reduce Impacts on Western Spadefoot Toad. 
Measures 3.10-1a and 3.10-1b are discussed above under Impact 3.10-1. Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a was discussed previously under this impact (Impact 3.10-4). 
These measures would ensure no net loss of western spadefoot habitat. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading, improvement, or construction plans and before any ground-disturbing activity in any project development phase that 
contains vernal pools or other seasonal wetland habitats.  

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NP: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 1-2 
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1) Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

of the Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration, as Identified in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Impact Alternatives 

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP 

Impact 3.10-5: Loss and Degradation of Special-Status Plants and Habitat for 
Potential Special-Status Plants.  

Direct S Direct S Direct PS LTS No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.10-5: Incorporate Measures to Protect Greene’s Legenere in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan. Direct impacts on the 
population of Greene’s legenere located within the wetland preserve shall be avoided to the maximum extent feasible. 

An MMP for Greene’s legenere is being developed on behalf of the project applicant(s) by ECORP Consulting. Before the approval of grading plans or any 
ground-breaking activity within 250 feet of any Greene’s legenere population, the mitigation plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval. The plan 
shall be submitted concurrently to DFG and USFWS for review and comment, and the City may consult with these entities before approval of the plan. The plan is 
required to maintain viable plant populations on-site and shall include avoidance measures for the existing population to be retained and mitigation measures for 
the populations to be directly affected. Possible avoidance measures include fencing of the population before construction and exclusion of project activities from 
the fenced-off areas, and construction monitoring by a qualified botanist to keep construction crews away from the population. Indirect impacts (i.e., changes in 
hydrology) shall be minimized by placing culverts to the vernal pool where this population occurs, if necessary. Possible mitigation for the two populations of 
Greene’s legenere that would be removed during construction of the drainage parkway includes the collection of seeds from the existing populations and 
inoculation of the collected seeds into existing or compensatory vernal pools within the wetland preserve. 

The mitigation plan proposes that the best option for the successful germination of seeds would be to inoculate existing pools that are similar in size and depth and 
hydration period, and with similar associated species as the pools that currently support Greene’s legenere. Mitigation for the populations of legenere proposed to 
be directly affected shall commence before the approval of any plans for, or any ground-breaking activities near, the locations of such legenere populations. 
Monitoring of the existing population of Greene’s legenere and the seeded populations shall be conducted in conjunction with monitoring of vernal pools and shall 
continue for a minimum period of 5 years, as specified in Mitigation Measure 3.10-1. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-breaking activity within 250 feet of any Greene’s legenere population, including 
grubbing and clearing, for any project development phase. Ongoing monitoring shall occur for a minimum of 5 years following the completion of all construction 
activities. 

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 

NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 3.10-6: Cumulative Biological Resources Impacts.  SU SU SU SU No Direct, 
No Indirect 

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.10-3 and 3.10-5 would reduce the direct project-specific impacts on protected trees and special-
status plants to a less-than-significant level. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.10-1a, 3.10-1b, 3.10-2, 3.10-4a, 3.10-4b, 3.10-4c, and 3.10-4d would reduce 
but not fully eliminate impacts on biological resources. Even with implementation of the proposed mitigation and regional enforcement of the USACE “no-net-
loss” standard, the value of the region as it relates to the long-term viability of these resources would be substantially diminished. The Rio del Oro project would 
result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to significant cumulative biological resources impacts, including the loss and degradation of 
sensitive habitats, habitat for special-status wildlife, and habitat for special-status plants; and loss/ displacement of special-status wildlife. 
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2 MINOR MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

Since release of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, the project applicants have continued to refine 
the features of the Proposed Project. As a result of these planning refinements, the Proposed Project has 
undergone minor modifications that are identified in the following discussion. These modifications would not 
substantially increase the intensity or severity of an impact or create a new significant impact, as discussed further 
below. Therefore, these minor modifications do not require recirculation of the EIR or a supplement to the EIS.  

2.2 SUMMARY OF MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.2.1 LAND USE CHANGES 

The Proposed Project’s land use acreages have been revised as shown below. 

Table 2-1 
Land Uses Evaluated in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and the 

2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Land Use Acres 
% of 
Total 
Acres 

% of 
Total 
Units 

Units 

Residential 
Single Family 1,597 41.7% 69% 7,985 
Medium Density 237 6.1% 16% 1,896 
High Density 86 2.2% 15% 1,720 

Subtotal 1,920 50% 100% 11,601 
Village Services and Employment 
Village Commercial 20 0.5%   
Local Town Center 22 0.5%   
Regional Town Center 111 3.0%   
Business Professional 86 2.5%   
Industrial Park (MP) 282 7.4%   

Subtotal 521 13.9%   
Education 
High/Middle School 78 2.0%   
Middle School 20 0.5%   
Elementary School 54 1.4%   

Subtotal 152 3.9%   
Open Space & Public 
Community Park 107 2.8%   
Public/Quasi Public 9.5 0.3%   
Park 63 1.6%   
Storm Water Detention 39 1.0%   
Wetland Preserve 507 13.2%   
Drainage Parkway 143 3.7%   
Private Recreation 54 1.4%   
Open Space 12 0.3%   
Open Space/Preserve 24 0.6%   
Landscape Corridor 44 1.2%   
Greenbelt 50 1.3%   
Major Roads 183 4.8%   

Subtotal 1,235.5 32.2%   
Total 3,828.5 100%  11,601 

Source: Data compiled by City of Rancho Cordova in 2009 

 

Table 2-2 
Proposed 2009 Changes to Land Uses 

 

Land Use Acres 
% of 
Total 
Acres 

% of 
Total 
Units 

Units 

Residential 
Single Family 1,518.5 39.7% 65% 7,593 
Medium Density 256.0 6.7% 18% 2,048 
High Density 98.0 2.6% 17% 1,960 

Subtotal 1,872.5 49.0% 100% 11,601 
Village Services and Employment 
Village Commercial 20.0 0.5%   
Local Town Center 20.0 0.5%   
Regional Town Center 113.0 3.0%   
Business Professional 86.0 2.2%   
Industrial Park (MP) 283.0 7.4%   

Subtotal 522.0 13.6%   
Education 
High/Middle School 78 2.0%   
Middle School 20 0.5%   
Elementary School 54 1.4%   

Subtotal 152 3.9%   
Open Space & Public 
Community Park 107 2.8%   
Public/Quasi Public 7.5 0.2%   
Park 67.5 1.8%   
Storm Water Detention 39.0 1.0%   
Wetland Preserve 510.0 13.3%   
Drainage Parkway 138.0 3.6%   
Private Recreation 54.0 1.4%   
Open Space 12.0 0.3%   
Open Space/Preserve 22.0 0.6%   
Landscape Corridor 82.0 2.1%   
Greenbelt 51.0 1.3%   
Major Roads 192.0 5.0%   

Subtotal 1,282.0 33.4%   
Total 3,828.5 100%  11,601 

Source: Data compiled by City of Rancho Cordova in 2009 
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The proposed changes shown in Table 2-2 are minor, and the total project acreage and number of dwelling units 
have not changed. These minor modifications fall within the range of environmental impacts evaluated in the 
2006 DEIR/DEIS and the 2008 RDEIR/RDEIS; therefore, no changes to the analysis or the mitigation measures 
are required because these modifications would not substantially increase the intensity or severity of an impact or 
create a new significant impact. 

2.2.2 CHANGES TO THE CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA ENTITLEMENT PROCESS 

The entitlements for the Rio del Oro project analyzed in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS included a specific plan, public 
facilities financing plan, public facilities infrastructure/phasing plan, Phase 1 tentative subdivision map for the 
portion of the site owned by Elliott Homes, and development agreement for a 3,828-acre mixed-use community 
east of Sunrise Boulevard between White Rock Road and Douglas Road. The development application was 
originally submitted to the County before City incorporation in 2003. Upon incorporation, the City took over 
responsibility for the evaluation of and action on the Proposed Project.   

In summer 2008, the City Council held two meetings to consider several important project issues related to 
financing, phasing, and project infrastructure. In spring 2009, the applicant team and the City agreed to pursue the 
concept of phasing project entitlements for the project. The goal is to limit the request for approval at this time to 
the adoption of the Rio del Oro Specific Plan (Specific Plan) (with corresponding environmental analysis and 
development agreement). Entitlements to implement the project, such as subdivision maps and details of 
financing, phasing, and overall map conditions, would be part of a subsequent entitlement process. Details of the 
current entitlement request are provided below.  

The changes to the entitlement process are applicable to the City’s entitlement process only. These entitlement 
changes do not change the federal NEPA and permitting process. Appropriate changes to the Executive Summary, 
Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” and appropriate resource sections of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS reflecting the changes to the 
entitlement process have been made as shown in Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the  
2006 DEIR/DEIS and 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS” of this FEIR/FEIS. 

CURRENT CITY ENTITLEMENTS BEING SOUGHT 

California law allows cities and developers considerable flexibility to decide how to “package” the long list of 
development approvals necessary for most major planned developments. One method of processing development 
approvals is to combine all or almost all of the plans and permits required to plan, analyze, subdivide, and start 
building a project into a single large set of approvals that a city council considers at one time. However, with 
proper environmental analysis and by following the required procedures, several other communities around the 
state have at times found it useful to allow major developments to be packaged into two or more sequential rounds 
of development approvals. This multiphase or multitier approach has been followed in this region (e.g., in Sutter 
County, for the Sutter Pointe Specific Plan) and in other areas of the state. 

The current proposal is to process the Rio del Oro Specific Plan in two separate phases or “tiers” of development 
approvals for each of the two property owners (i.e., Elliott Homes and GenCorp). Separate but concurrent Tier 1 
entitlements for each of the property owners would include the Specific Plan (and corresponding amendment to 
the Aerojet Special Planning Area [SPA]), a Tier 1 development agreement, and certification of the EIR for the 
project. The Tier 1 development agreements would vest, to some extent, the Specific Plan and the City would 
consider future approval of project entitlements consistent with the land uses and other details in the Specific 
Plan.  

Tier 1 entitlements would establish the zoning of the property, but would not allow for physical development of 
the site. The primary intent of the tiered entitlement process set forth in the GenCorp Tier 1 development 
agreement is to ensure, to the City’s satisfaction, that the provisions of the Rio del Oro Specific Plan, the project’s 
financing plan, and the phasing master plan are uniformly applied in the entire Specific Plan area, to both the 
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GenCorp and Elliott Homes properties. Critical to the Tier 2 entitlements is that the financing, phasing, and 
overall project conditions of approval would be determined and memorialized in the form of development 
agreements before or in conjunction with the maps and other entitlements associated with physical development 
of the site.  

TIER 1 ENTITLEMENTS FOR THE RIO DEL ORO SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT 

Tier 1 project entitlements being sought separately but concurrently at this time by the two property owners 
consist of adoption of the Specific Plan, amendment to the existing Aerojet SPA, Tier 1 development agreements 
for the entire project, and certification of the EIR. Each entitlement is described in more detail below. 

Adoption of the Rio del Oro Specific Plan 

The Specific Plan establishes the land use plan (zoning map) and zoning regulations for development within the 
3,828-acre project site. Consistent with state law, a specific plan can establish zoning regulations that are different 
and unique to the project site. The Specific Plan includes information about the project’s objectives, its 
relationship to other City documents, setting and surroundings, land use and circulation, environmental resources, 
public utilities, public services, and implementation. Related plans in the appendices to the Specific Plan include 
the Rio del Oro Development Standards and Design Guidelines and the On-Site Infrastructure Phasing Plan. 

Adoption of the Specific Plan with the first tier of approvals would establish and vest (through the development 
agreements) the zoning of the property, the land plan and corresponding development standards, circulation 
system, plan for services and utilities, preliminary on-site phasing, and plan for implementation and financing. 
Subsequent development would be subject to compliance with all provisions of the adopted Specific Plan. As 
described above, determination of additional project details (finance plan, phasing master plan, and overall project 
conditions of approval) would be required before formal subdivision and any physical development of the site 
may occur. 

Amendment to the Aerojet Special Planning Area 

In 1995, Sacramento County adopted the Aerojet SPA Ordinance, which included surface mining and use 
regulations for much of the Aerojet land holdings, including the Rio del Oro project site. Adoption of the Specific 
Plan requires a corresponding amendment to the Aerojet SPA to remove the 3,828-acre project site. 

Development Agreements 

As stated above, the current proposal is to process the Rio del Oro Specific Plan in two separate phases, or tiers, 
of development approvals for each of the two property owners. The Tier 1 entitlements include the Specific Plan 
and a Tier 1 development agreement for each of the two property owners. The terms of the Tier 1 development 
agreements would be nearly identical; one agreement would apply to Elliott Homes’ property and the other would 
apply to GenCorp’s property. GenCorp would have the vested right to proceed with development of its property 
in accordance with the Tier 1 entitlements. The Tier 1 entitlements would also commit the City to consider future 
approval or denial of Tier 2 and subsequent project entitlements consistent with the land uses and other standards 
and requirements set forth in the Tier 1 entitlements, including the Specific Plan. The Tier 1 development 
agreements would not guarantee approval of the Tier 2 entitlements or subsequent entitlements. In the Tier 1 
development agreements, the City would agree that the Specific Plan is essentially the blueprint for the 
development of the project site and that the City and developers would both work toward the development it 
describes. The City would acknowledge that the Rio del Oro Specific Plan includes the land uses and approximate 
acreages for the project as shown and described in the Specific Plan. In the Tier 1 development agreements, both 
parties agree that the City would not firmly promise to approve development as described in the Specific Plan 
until all of the developers within the Specific Plan area agree to the financing plan, phasing master plan, and 
overall project conditions of approval.  
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TIER 2 ENTITLEMENTS FOR THE RIO DEL ORO SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT 

The City is not required to process the Tier 2 development agreements for GenCorp and Elliott Homes 
simultaneously. The project applicant that requests approval of its Tier 2 development agreement first would work 
with the City to prepare a single financing plan, phasing master plan, and set of master large-lot maps for the 
entire specific plan area. That applicant’s development agreement would be approved at the same time as the 
plans and master large-lot maps. The City and property owners agree that before any Tier 2 entitlements are 
approved and before physical development would be allowed, including development under the Tier 2 
development agreements, all of the developers within the Specific Plan area would agree to the financing plan, 
phasing master plan, and overall project conditions of approval. If Elliott Homes requests approval of its Tier 2 
development agreement first, then the City may deny approval of the GenCorp Tier 2 development agreement and 
other Tier 2 entitlements for areas subject to the GenCorp Tier 1 development agreement unless GenCorp agrees 
to comply with the terms of the financing plan, phasing master plan, and master large-lot tentative map conditions 
of approval, as established by the City and Elliott Homes. The GenCorp Tier 2 development agreement would be 
approved at the same time as, but not before, the City approves the financing plan and phasing master plan for the 
entire Specific Plan area, and a large-lot tentative map for the GenCorp property (which would include the master 
conditions of approval to implement the Specific Plan, the financing plan, and the phasing master plan). 

CHANGES TO MITIGATION MEASURES RELATED TO ENTITLEMENT CHANGES 

As a result of the limited-entitlement approach, mitigation measures associated with this EIR/EIS have been 
modified to correspond to the project sequencing. Namely, the timing of Mitigation Measures 3.5-2, 3.5-3, 3.5-4, 
3.6-1, 3.13-2a, 3.13-2c, 3.14-1, 3.14-6, and 3.14-7, and 3.16-5 has been revised and Impact/Mitigation Measure 
3.14-4 has been removed (see Chapter 5, “Corrections to the DEIR/DEIS,” for details). The EIR/EIS now 
analyzes more details than are currently included in the proposed Tier 1 entitlement. Certification of the EIR with 
additional project details does not constitute approval or entitlement of the more detailed project. Rather, 
certification of the EIR is a statement that compliance with the environmental process has occurred. Subsequent 
entitlements (Tier 2 entitlements) will be evaluated in accordance with CEQA to determine whether any 
additional environmental review is required at the time the Tier 2 entitlements are requested beyond what is 
evaluated in the Rio del Oro Specific Plan EIR/EIS. None of the modifications to the mitigation measures would 
create any new significant impact not previously disclosed. 

2.2.3 TRAFFIC ANALYSIS FOR PROPOSED LAND USE PLAN CHANGES 

From a trip generation perspective, the appropriate changes identified in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 were incorporated by 
Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants into the Travel Demand Forecasting (TDF) model used for the impact 
assessment in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. The results indicate that: 

► the shift from Single Family to Medium and High Density Households reduces the trip generation 
characteristics for that use; 

► the increase in Local Town Center, Regional Town Center, and Industrial Park increases trip generation 
characteristics for their respective land uses; 

► the decrease in Public/Quasi Public use reduces the trip generation for that land use; and 

► the other modifications have no tangible affect on trip generation. 

Overall, the changes in the specific plan would result in a net decrease of approximately 900 daily trips (which 
equates to a reduction of approximately 0.4% of the daily traffic generated from the Rio del Oro Specific Plan 
project). To verify this, Fehr & Peers ran the TDF model used for the 2006 DEIR/DEIS to estimate how the shift 
in land use could affect traffic volumes around the specific plan area. Traffic volumes on adjacent roadways are 
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generally expected to decrease, although the model does show some minor increases on some segments (likely 
because of the location of the land use changes or simply noise associated with a multicounty TDF model). The 
changes in traffic volumes on roadways in the specific plan area generally vary by less than 1% of the roadway 
segment’s capacity and are not expected to result in any new impacts not previously identified, or any changes in 
the significance conclusions or mitigation measures already identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. 

2.2.4 CHANGES TO PROPOSED PHASING 

Since the time the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS were prepared and circulated for public review, 
the applicants’ proposed phasing plan has changed, as shown in FEIR/FEIS Exhibit 2-1. The proposed Phase 1 
boundary is larger than, and no longer coincides with, the Phase 1 area that was evaluated at a project level in the 
2006 DEIR/DEIS and the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. However, as discussed in Section 2.2.2 above, the requested 
project entitlements have also changed, and the project applicants are no longer seeking approval of specific 
development applications for Phase 1 or any other portion of the project site at this time. When specific 
development applications are received, the City, as CEQA lead agency, will review the areas evaluated in this 
EIR/EIS at a program level and the areas evaluated at a project level, as shown in Exhibits 2-4 and 2-14 of the 
2006 DEIR/DEIS, and at that time will determine what, if any, additional environmental analysis may be 
necessary. To clarify for decision makers and to the public exactly what area of the project site was evaluated at a 
project level as “Phase 1” in this EIR/EIS, Exhibit 2-14 from the 2006 DEIR/DEIS is not being replaced with 
Exhibit 2-1; instead, FEIR/FEIS Exhibit 2-1 is included here for informational purposes only. The changes to the 
proposed phasing do not change the federal NEPA or permitting processes. 

2.2.5 REVISED FIGURES 

Exhibits 2-4, 2-12, and 2-13 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS have been revised to show the project’s land use plan, 
roadway circulation plan, and bikeway and trails plan consistent with the 2009 changes to the Specific Plan (see 
Chapter 5, “Corrections to the DEIR/DEIS”). 

2.2.6 MATRIX OF RIO DEL ORO SPECIFIC PLAN CHANGES 

A summary of the changes to the Specific Plan and a comparison with the original text as proposed in 2006 has 
been prepared by the City, and is attached as Table 2-3. These changes are minor and fall within the range of 
environmental impacts evaluated in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and the 2008 RDEIR/RDEIS; therefore, no changes to 
the analysis or the mitigation measures are required because these modifications would not substantially increase 
the intensity or severity of an impact or create a new significant impact. As stated in Section 2.2.4 above, when 
specific development applications are received in the future, the City, as CEQA lead agency, will review the areas 
evaluated in this EIR/EIS at a program level and the areas evaluated at a project level, as shown in Exhibits 2-4 
and 2-14 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, and at that time will determine what, if any, additional environmental analysis 
may be necessary. The NEPA and permitting process described in the DEIR/DEIS and RDEIR/SDEIS remains 
unchanged as a result of the changes to the Specific Plan. 
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Summary of Changes to the Rio del Oro Specific Plan (Prepared by the City of Rancho Cordova) 
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Page/Reference Old Text Page/Reference New Text 

p. 1-2, § 1.3 The Rio Del Oro Specific Plan is designed as a 
mixed-use community, which includes a variety of 
residential uses, commercial services, employment, 
parks, schools, public uses and open space uses. The 
RDOSP is planned as a smart suburb where residents 
can live work and play. The project purpose and 
objectives are: 

p. 1-2, § 1.3 The Rio Del Oro Specific Plan (RDOSP) is designed 
as a balanced, mixed-use community in keeping with 
the City’s vision as defined in the General Plan and 
implementing the smart growth and building block 
concepts in the Rio Del Oro land use plan. 
Specifically, Rio Del Oro establishes a new 
“District” within the City of Rancho Cordova, 
comprised of neighborhoods and villages. The 
project integrates village centers, regional town 
centers and a local town center with a variety of 
residential uses, commercial services, employment, 
parks, schools, public uses and open space uses. The 
project purpose and objectives are as follows: 

p. 1-2, § 1.3.1  Contribute to the economic development of the 
City of Rancho Cordova and the greater 
Sacramento region by providing a mixed use 
community that is consistent with the objectives 
of the City of Rancho Cordova while bringing a 
positive image to the City and helping to create an 
identity for the city. 

p. 1-2, § 1.3.1 The RDOSP project serves to contribute to the 
economic development of the City of Rancho 
Cordova and the greater Sacramento region by 
providing a mixed use community that is consistent 
with the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan while 
bringing a positive image to the City and helping to 
create an identity for the city. Specifically, Rio Del 
Oro responds to and parallels the following General 
Plan Land Use goals: 
 
 Goal LU.1: Achieve a balanced and integrated 

land use pattern throughout the community 
 Goals LU.2: Establish growth patterns based on 

smart growth principles and the City building 
blocks concept 

 Goal LU.3: Establish Rancho Cordova as a 
destination place in the region 

 Goal LU.6: Ensure development of the Planning 
Areas consistent with the City’s vision 
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Summary of Changes to the Rio del Oro Specific Plan (Prepared by the City of Rancho Cordova) 

December 2006 Version October 2009 Version 

Page/Reference Old Text Page/Reference New Text 

p. 1-2, § 1.3.2  p. 1-2, § 1.3.2 The following project objectives serve to implement 
the project purpose: 

p. 1-3, § 1.3.2, 
Last two bullets 

 Facilitate the implementation of regional and City 
transportation circulation linkages, especially 
Rancho Cordova Parkway and Americanos 
Boulevard from the project site north of U.S. 50. 

 Facilitate the expansion and use of alternate 
modes of transportation. 

p. 1-3, § 1.3.2, 
Last two bullets 

 Facilitate (via fair share contributions or other 
additional measures as may be negotiated in the 
development agreements) the implementation of 
regional and City transportation circulation 
linkages, especially Rancho Cordova Parkway and 
Americanos Boulevard from the project site north 
of U.S. 50. 

 Facilitate (via fair share contributions or other 
additional measures as may be negotiated in the 
development agreements) the expansion and use 
of alternate modes of transportation. 

p. 1-3, §1.4 Development of the RDOSP requires the approval of 
the following entitlements by the City of Rancho 
Cordova: 
 
 Amendment to the Rancho Cordova General Plan 
 Adoption of the Rio Del Oro Specific Plan 
 Amendment to the Aerojet Special Planning Area 

(SPA) Ordinance (SZC 95-0014) 
 Amendment to the Urban Policy Area Boundary, 

if needed 
 Adoption of a Public Facilities Financing Plan 
 Large Lot Subdivision Maps and Tentative 

Subdivision Maps for Phase 1 
 Adoption of Development Agreements 
 
Development of the RDOSP requires the approval of 
the following actions by State, Federal and other 
agencies: 
 

p. 1-3, § 1.4 Development of the RDOSP requires the approval of 
the following entitlements by the City of Rancho 
Cordova: 
 
 Adoption of the Rio Del Oro Specific Plan 
 Amendment to the Aerojet Special Planning Area 

(SPA) Ordinance (SZC 95-0014) 
 Amendment to the Urban Policy Area Boundary, 

if needed 
 Adoption of a Tier 1 Development Agreement(s) 
 
Development of the RDOSP requires the approval of 
the following actions by State, Federal and other 
agencies: 
 
 Regional Water Quality Control Board Permits 

(Section 401) 
 Clean Water Act Permits (Section 404) 
 Streambed Alteration Agreements (Section 1602) 
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 Regional Water Quality Control Board Permits 
(Section 401) 

 Clean Water Act Permits (Section 404) 
 Streambed Alteration Agreements (Section 1602) 
 Agreement pursuant to Section 7 of the Federal 

Endangered Species Act 
 Annexation to SCRSD/CSD#1 
 
Future approvals may include, but are not limited to 
the following: 
 
 Subdivision Maps for areas outside of Phase 1 
 Lot Line Adjustments 
 Engineering Improvement Plans 
 Design Review (if needed) 
 Use Permits 
 

 Agreement pursuant to Section 7 of the Federal 
Endangered Species Act 

 Annexation to SCRSD/CSD#1 
 
Future approvals will require the approval of single 
Financing Plan and a Phasing Master Plan prior to or 
contemporaneous with the approval of any Large Lot 
Maps. Tier 2 Development Agreement shall also be 
approved contemporaneous with the approval of the 
Large Lot Maps. Large Lot Maps and Tier 2 
Development Agreements may be processed 
separately, so long as the phasing, financing and 
details of other Specific Plan implementation 
measures will be implemented to the City 
satisfaction. Other future approvals may include, but 
are not limited to the following: 
 
 Adoption of the Tier 2 Development Agreements 
 Adoption of the Rio Del Oro Affordable Housing 

Agreement(s) 
 Adoption of a Public Facilities Financing Plan 
 Large Lot Maps 
 Tentative Subdivision Maps 
 Lot Line Adjustments 
 Engineering Improvement Plans 
 Design Review (if needed) 
 Use Permits 

p. 1-4, §1.5.2, 
third ¶ 

When conflicts occur between the provisions in the 
Rancho Cordova Zoning Ordinance and the RDOSP 
Development Standards, the provisions of this 
Specific Plan shall apply. 

p. 1-5, §1.5.2, 
third ¶ 

When conflicts occur between the provisions in the 
Rancho Cordova Zoning Ordinance and the RDOSP 
Development Standards, the provisions of this 
Specific Plan and Development Standards shall 
apply. 
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p. 1-4, §1.5.3 In accordance with the City of Rancho Cordova 
Zoning Ordinance Chapter 12, Article 1, the project 
will execute a Development Agreement subject to the 
provisions of the Specific Plan. The Rio Del Oro 
Development Agreement, as it relates to the 
development of the Plan Area, will set forth the 
needed infrastructure improvements, the timing and 
method for financing improvements and other 
specific performance obligations of the property 
owner and the City of Rancho Cordova.  

p. 1-5, §1.5.3 Implementation of the policies set forth in this 
Specific Plan document will be governed by a series 
of development agreements between the City and the 
developers. A multi-tier approach to development 
agreement execution will establish the conditions of 
and mitigation measures for Project development. 
The first tier development agreement(s) will be 
executed as part of the Specific Plan approval 
process. The Tier 1 development agreement(s) will 
outline the general provisions and procedures that 
will apply to all phases of project development. The 
City and Project developers will enter into separate 
second tier development agreements covering one or 
more subsequent phases of Project development. The 
Tier 2 development agreement(s) will specify the 
project conditions and policies particular to each 
phase of development and will be executed prior to 
approval of the first Large Lot map. Prior to or 
contemporaneous with the approval of any Large Lot 
Map and/or Tier 2 Development Agreement, the City 
shall adopt a single Financing Plan and a Master 
Phasing Plan that will specify the financing and 
timing for infrastructure development applicable to 
the entire Specific Plan area. The Tier 2 
Development Agreements and the conditions of 
approval on all subsequent entitlements will set forth 
the needed infrastructure improvements, the timing 
and method for financing improvements and other 
specific performance obligations of the property 
owner and the City of Rancho Cordova. 
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p. 1-4, §1.5.4 Concurrent with approval of this Specific Plan, a 
Public Facilities Financing Plan was adopted by the 
Rancho Cordova City Council. The Public Facilities 
Financing Plan defines the specific mechanisms 
which will be required to fund the capital costs of all 
infrastructure necessary as a result of Specific Plan 
build-out. The Financing Plan also defines funding 
for the maintenance of new infrastructure and public 
services needed by the future residents and business 
within the Plan Area. 

p. 1-6, §1.5.4 Subsequent to approval of this Specific Plan and 
prior to the approval of the first Large Lot Map for 
residential units, a Public Facilities Financing Plan 
will be adopted by the Rancho Cordova City 
Council. The Public Facilities Financing Plan will 
apply to the entire Specific Plan Area and shall 
defines the specific mechanisms which will be 
required to fund the capital costs of all infrastructure 
necessary as a result of Specific Plan build-out. The 
Financing Plan also defines funding for the 
maintenance of new infrastructure and public 
services needed by the future residents and business 
within the Plan Area. 

p. 1-4, §1.5.5 Concurrent with the approval of this Specific Plan, a 
comprehensive Public Facilities Infrastructure/ 
Phasing Plan was adopted by the City Council. The 
Public Facilities Infrastructure/Phasing Plan provides 
specific details regarding the phasing, sizing and 
costs of public facilities described in this document. 
The Public Facilities Infrastructure/Phasing Plan 
defines the facility requirement to develop each 
phase of the Plan Area. The plan also includes maps 
showing the alignment and location of facilities, cost 
estimates and construction timing requirements. 

p. 1-6, §1.5.5 Concurrent with the approval of this Specific Plan, a 
comprehensive Public Facilities Infrastructure/ 
Phasing Plan was adopted by the City Council. The 
Public Facilities Infrastructure/Phasing Plan, 
Appendix B, provides information regarding the 
general phasing, sizing and costs of public facilities 
described in this document. A more detailed phasing 
plan (“Phasing Master Plan”) will be adopted by the 
City prior to or contemporaneous with the approval 
of any Large Lot Maps, and shall define in detail the 
facility requirements to develop each phase of the 
Plan Area. The plan also includes maps showing the 
alignment and location of facilities, cost estimates 
and construction timing requirements. 

The improvements and requirements described in 
Appendix B are based on the standards and policies 
in effect at the time of the RDOSP approval, but 
notwithstanding anything in this Phasing Plan to the 
contrary, should any of such standards and/or 
policies change in the future, then these 
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improvements and requirements may also change. 
Furthermore, these improvements and requirements 
may change as provided in the future Phasing Master 
Plan, the Tier 2 Development Agreements, the terms 
of which shall prevail in the event of any 
inconsistency with the Public Facilities 
Infrastructure/Phasing Plan. 

p. 1-5, §1.6 This Specific Plan implements and is consistent with 
the goals, policies and objectives of the Rancho 
Cordova General Plan. If conflicts occur between 
subsequent amendments to the Rancho Cordova 
General Plan and this Specific Plan, the provisions of 
this Specific Plan shall govern. 

p. 1-6, §1.6 The City of Rancho Cordova General Plan serves as 
the long-term policy guide for the physical and 
economic growth of the City. By virtue of state law, 
all development plans, project and activities must be 
consistent with the General Plan. The guiding 
principles and project objectives of the Rio Del Oro 
Specific Plan parallel the goals of the General Plan, 
as outlined in Section 1.3. This Specific Plan 
implements and is consistent with the goals, policies 
and objectives of the Rancho Cordova General Plan, 
as amended. If conflicts occur between subsequent 
amendments to the Rancho Cordova General Plan 
and this Specific Plan, the provisions of this Specific 
Plan shall govern. 

p. 2-3, §2.4.5 The Plan Area is located approximately 2 miles 
northeast of Mather Airport. The northwestern 
portion of the Plan Area lies within the runway 
approach pattern and is subject to noise levels of 60 
to 70 CNEL. The Mather Airport Policy Area 
(MAPA) and the Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
(CLUP) govern and restrict uses within this area to 
ensure compatibility. 

p. 2-3, §2.4.5 The Plan Area is located approximately 2 miles 
northeast of Mather Airport. The northwestern 
portion of the Plan Area lies within the runway 
approach pattern and is subject to noise levels of 60 
to 70 CNEL. The Mather Airport Policy Area 
(MAPA) and the Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
(CLUP) govern and restrict uses within this area to 
ensure compatibility. Specifically, residential uses 
are not permitted within the Mather Airport noise 
contour zone. The noise contours are subject to 
revision and refinement as part of the Mather Airport 
Master Plan (MAMP). If new noise contours 
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affecting the Rio Del Oro Plan Area are subsequently 
adopted as part of the MAMP, the RDOSP may be 
modified or amended as outlined in Section 8.3 to 
allow for additional residential uses in conjunction 
with non-residential uses as part of a mixed use 
project (vertical or horizontal). 

p. 3-2,  
Exhibit 3-1 

Village Core 
 Envisioned as the central hub to civic and 

recreational activities to the community. 
 103 acre community park. 
 Middle/High School hub provided amenities in 

combination with the local town center. 

p. 3-2,  
Exhibit 3-1 

Village Core 
 Envisioned as the central hub to civic and 

recreational activities to the community. 
 107 acre community park. 
 Middle/High School hub provided amenities in 

combination with the local town center.  

p. 3-2,  
Exhibit 3-1 

Regional Town Center 
 76 acres of retail/lifestyle center for customers in 

both Rancho Cordova & surrounding markets. 

p. 3-2,  
Exhibit 3-1 

Regional Town Center 
 75 acres of retail/lifestyle center for customers in 

both Rancho Cordova & surrounding markets. 

p. 3-3, § 3.2, 
third bullet 

…In addition, a shuttle system is proposed to provide 
linkages to the planned light rail station at Rancho 
Cordova Parkway/Folsom Boulevard and to connect 
to Capital Center. 

p. 3-3, § 3.2, 
third bullet 

…In addition, a City managed shuttle system is 
proposed to provide linkages to the planned light rail 
station at Rancho Cordova Parkway/Folsom 
Boulevard and to connect to Capital Center. 

p. 3-3, § 3.2.1.1, 
second ¶ 

The 22± acre site is envisioned to facilitate a variety 
of commercial mixed uses and public/quasi public 
uses with a “main street” feel. 

p. 3-3, § 3.2.1.1, 
second ¶ 

The 20± acre site is envisioned to facilitate a variety 
of commercial mixed uses and public/quasi public 
uses with a “main street” feel. 

p. 3-5, § 3.2.1.5 The Rio Del Oro open space network will provide 
flood control and allow for recreation opportunities 
within the Plan Area. An integral concept of the 
RDOSP is to provide… 

p. 3-5, § 3.2.1.5 The Rio Del Oro open space network will provide 
flood control and allow for recreation opportunities 
within the Plan Area. Recreational opportunities may 
occur in all areas except for the wetland preserve. An 
integral concept of the RDOSP is to provide… 
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p. 3-7, Exhibit 
3-2 and p. 3-8, 
Table 3-1 

 

Land 
Use 

Acres 
% of 
Total 
Acres 

% of 
Total 
Units 

Units 

Residential 
SF 1,597 41.7% 69% 7,985 

MD 237 6.1% 16% 1,896 
HD 86 2.2% 15% 1,720 

Subtotal 1,920 50% 100% 11,601 
Village Services and Employment 

VC 20 0.5%   
LTC 22 0.5%   
RTC 111 3.0%   
BP 86 2.5%   
MP 282 7.4%   

Subtotal 521 13.9%   
Education 
HS/MS 78 2.0%   

MS 20 0.5%   
ES 54 1.4%   

Subtotal 152 3.9%   
Open Space & Public 

CP 107 2.8%   
P/QP 9.5 0.3%   
Park 63 1.6%   
SWD 39 1.0%   
WP 507 13.2%   
DP 143 3.7%   
PR 54 1.4%   
OS 12 0.3%   

OS/P 24 0.6%   
LC 44 1.2%   

p. 3-7, Exhibit 
3-2 and p. 3-8, 
Table 3-1 

 

Land 
Use 

Acres 
% of 
Total 
Acres 

% of 
Total 
Units 

Units 

Residential 
SF 1,518.5 39.7% 65% 7,593 

MD 256.0 6.7% 18% 2,048 
HD 98.0 2.6% 17% 1,960 

Subtotal 1,872.5 49.0% 100% 11,601 
Village Services and Employment 

VC 20.0 0.5%   
LTC 20.0 0.5%   
RTC 113.0 3.0%   
BP 86.0 2.2%   
MP 283.0 7.4%   

Subtotal 522.0 13.6%   
Education 
HS/MS 78 2.0%   

MS 20 0.5%   
ES 54 1.4%   

Subtotal 152 3.9%   
Open Space & Public 

CP 107 2.8%   
P/QP 7.5 0.2%   
NP 67.5 1.8%   

SWD 39.0 1.0%   
WP 510.0 13.3%   
DP 138.0 3.6%   
PR 54.0 1.4%   
OS 12.0 0.3%   

OS/P 22.0 0.6%   
LC 82.0 2.1%   



 

 

R
io del O

ro Specific Plan Project FEIR
/FEIS 

 
AEC

O
M

C
ity of R

ancho C
ordova and U

SAC
E 

2-17 
M

inor M
odifications to the Proposed Project

Table 2-3 
Summary of Changes to the Rio del Oro Specific Plan (Prepared by the City of Rancho Cordova) 

December 2006 Version October 2009 Version 

Page/Reference Old Text Page/Reference New Text 

GB 50 1.3%   
ROW 183 4.8%   

Subtotal 1,235.5 32.2%   
Total 3,828.5 100%  11,601 

 

GB 51.0 1.3%   
ROW 192.0 5.0%   

Subtotal 1,282.0 33.4%   
Total 3,828.5 100%  11,601 

p. 3-9, § 3.4.1, 
first ¶ 

The SF district permits single-family development, 
with a density range of 2.1 to 6 dwelling units per 
acre. The size and type of lots anticipated will range 
from one half-acre executive lots to moderate sized 
lots with half-plexes and second units encouraged. 
Use of alternative garage configurations, porches and 
front courtyards are encouraged and are further 
addressed in the Development Standards and Design 
Guidelines. 

p. 3-9, § 3.4.1, 
first ¶ 

The SF district permits single-family development, 
with a density range of 2.1 to 6 dwelling units per 
acre. The size and type of lots anticipated will range 
from one half-acre executive lots to moderate sized 
lots with half-plexes and second units encouraged. 
Portions of the highlighted parcels shown on Exhibit 
3-3 are candidate locations where executive housing 
may be executed. Use of alternative garage 
configurations, porches and front courtyards are 
encouraged and are further addressed in the 
Development Standards and Design Guidelines. 
 
Exhibit 3-3: Candidate locations for executive 
housing added. 

p. 3-10, § 3.5.1 …The Local Town Center is located within the 
Village Core, providing a unique setting to blend the 
retail and office uses with the adjacent Community 
Park and public uses.  

p. 3-11, § 3.5.1 …The Local Town Center is located within the 
Village Core, providing a unique setting to blend the 
retail and office uses with the adjacent Community 
Park and public uses. Due to the current noise 
contours of Mather Airport, residential uses are not 
permitted within the TLC. However if at such time 
the noise contours are amended, the City will 
encourage the vertical and/or horizontal integration 
of high density residential units in conjunction with 
the non-residential uses of the property. The RDOSP 
may be modified or amended as outlined in Section 
3.8 or Section 8.4. 
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p. 3-12, § 3.6, 
second and third  

…The proximity of the employment land uses to 
Rancho Cordova Parkway, a designated transit line, 
and to the Town Center, will contribute to the ability 
of workers to use alternative transit modes and have 
services nearby, thus reducing vehicle trips. 

MP uses are also located adjacent to the existing 
Security Park industrial complex in the southeast 
corner of the Plan Area… 

p. 3-13, § 3.6, 
between second 
and third ¶ 

…The proximity of the employment land uses to 
Rancho Cordova Parkway, a designated transit line, 
and to the Town Center, will contribute to the ability 
of workers to use alternative transit modes and have 
services nearby, thus reducing vehicle trips. 

The RDOSP supports the concept of mixed use in 
order to encourage trip reduction and transit use as 
well as supporting a vibrant shopping and 
employment center. However, due to current noise 
contours of Mather airport, residential uses are not 
permitted in the employment center within the 
northwestern portion of the Plan Area, which 
includes BP, MP, the White Rock RTC and the Local 
Town Center. If subsequent adoption of the Mather 
Airport Master Plan shrinks the noise contour zone, it 
is anticipated that the Specific Plan may be modified 
or amended to allow the addition of residential uses 
to employment parcels, specifically the LTC, White 
Rock RTC and the BP and MP parcels along Rancho 
Cordova Parkway. Any additional residential uses 
would be developed in conjunction with non-
residential uses as part of a mixed use project 
(vertical or horizontal) while striving to maintain the 
employment capabilities on the site. The RDOSP 
may be modified or amended as outlined in Section 
3.8 or Section 8.4. 

MP parcel 25B, located north of International Drive, 
is a potential location for an approximate 40 acre 
sports park facility. The Specific Plan anticipates the 
possible future direction by the City to locate the 
recreation facility on MP designated land by 
including recreation uses as conditionally permitted 
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uses in the MP district. 

MP uses are also located adjacent to the existing 
Security Park industrial complex in the southeast 
corner of the Plan Area… 

p. 3-12, § 3.7, 
first ¶ 

Approximately 170 acres of parks, 507 acres of 
wetland preserve, 152 acres of public uses, such as 
schools, and approximately 366 acres of 
miscellaneous open space type of uses are designated 
within the RDO Plan Area.  

p. 3-13, § 3.7, 
first ¶ 

Approximately 174 acres of parks, 510 acres of 
wetland preserve, 159 acres of public uses, such as 
schools, and approximately 398 acres of 
miscellaneous open space type of uses are designated 
within the RDO Plan Area. 

p. 3-13, § 3.7.2, 
first ¶ 

A total of 3 sites are designated for public/ quasi 
public use. This zoning is applied to a 5 acre parcel 
located within the Village Core, anticipated to 
accommodate a number of uses, such as a day care, 
transit center, library or post office which will 
support the community use of the Village Core. The 
two additional sites are approximately 2 acres and 
may also accommodate similar uses. Public/Quasi 
Public uses may also be allowed within other land 
use designations as outlined by the Development 
Standards/Design Guidelines. 

p. 3-14, § 3.7.2, 
first ¶ 

A total of 2 sites are designated for public/ quasi 
public use. This zoning is applied to a 5 acre parcel 
located within the Village Core, anticipated to 
accommodate a number of uses, such as a day care, 
transit center, library or post office which will 
support the community use of the Village Core. The 
additional site, approximately 2 acres, is located at 
the corner of Rio Del Oro Parkway and White Rock 
Road and may also accommodate similar uses. 
Public/Quasi Public uses may also be allowed within 
other land use designations as outlined by the 
Development Standards/Design Guidelines. 

p. 3-13, § 3.7.3, 
first ¶ 

Parks are allocated within the RDOSP, comprised of 
one Community Park and 8 neighborhood parks. 

p. 3-14, § 3.7.3, 
first ¶ 

Parks are allocated within the RDOSP, comprised of 
one Community Park and 9 neighborhood parks. 

p. 3-13, § 3.7.3, 
first and second 
¶ 

…community gathering facilities such as an 
amphitheater and plaza. The joint high school/middle 
school is also located adjacent to the Community 
Park, providing a joint facility of over 180 acres in 
size. 

The neighborhood parks are intended to serve as a 
focal point for each neighborhood, providing a 
gathering place with smaller scale recreational 

p. 3-14, § 3.7.3, 
between first 
and second ¶ 

…community gathering facilities such as an 
amphitheater and plaza. Please refer to the 
Development Standards and Design Guidelines for a 
complete list of all allowed public uses. The joint 
high school/middle school is also located adjacent to 
the Community Park, providing a joint facility of 
over 180 acres in size. 
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facilities, such as tot lots, playgrounds, multi-use turf 
fields and BBQ picnic areas… 

In addition to the designated Community Park site, 
the City has identified a potential site for a sports 
park which may be located just north of the Rio Del 
Oro Community Park on MP parcel 25B. The 
Specific Plan anticipates the possible future decision 
by the City to locate this facility on this site by 
allowing recreation uses as conditionally permitted in 
the MP district. 

The neighborhood parks are intended to serve as a 
focal point for each neighborhood, providing a 
gathering place with smaller scale recreational 
facilities, such as tot lots, playgrounds, multi-use turf 
fields and BBQ picnic areas… 

p. 3-13, § 3.7.4, 
first ¶ 

The 51 acre private recreation site is located adjacent 
to Americanos Boulevard and the wetland preserve.  

p. 3-15, § 3.7.4, 
first ¶ 

The 54 acre private recreation site is located adjacent 
to Americanos Boulevard and the wetland preserve.  

p. 3-14, § 3.7.6 A 507-acre wetlands preserve area is located in the 
southern portion of the project, protecting Morrison 
Creek and 52% of the existing vernal pools and 
associated upland habitat. Vernal pool creation, 
maintaining approximately 250’ buffers from 
existing vernal pool features, will occur within this 
preserve area also. 

impacts will occur to elderberry shrubs and smaller 
wetland features that have become established among 
the tailings. Potential impacts to Valley Elderberry 
Longhorn Beetle (VELB) will be mitigated on-site 
within two preserves and several mitigation areas; 
impacts are described in Section 5.4. Mitigation for 
non-vernal pool wetland habitat impacts will occur 
within drainage corridors and open space/detention 
areas within the Plan Area boundaries. 

p. 3-16, § 3.7.6 A 510-acre wetlands preserve area is located in the 
southern portion of the project, protecting Morrison 
Creek and 52% of the existing vernal pools and 
associated upland habitat. Vernal pool creation, 
maintaining approximately 250’ buffers from 
existing vernal pool features, will occur within this 
preserve area also. 
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p. 3-15, § 3.8, 
second ¶ 

…subdivision design or other considerations. To 
request a minor density adjustment, the owner or 
owners of both the transfer and receiving parcels 
shall submit to the Planning Director a Request for 
Minor Density Adjustment, identifying the impacted 
parcels, designating the number of units requested for 
transfer and providing other documentation as 
required by the Planning Director to determine 
compliance with all of the unit transfer criteria 
below. 

p. 3-16, § 3.8, 
second ¶ 

…subdivision design or other considerations. If 
subsequent adoption of the Mather Airport Master 
Plan shrinks the noise contour zone, the City of 
Rancho Cordova will encourage and allow the 
transfer of density to facilitate the addition of high 
density residential development in conjunction with 
non-residential uses, specifically in the LTC 
designation. 

Minor density adjustment, if consistent with the 
following criteria, are contemplated by and within 
the intent of this Specific Plan and the RDO EIR and 
will not require an amendment to the Specific Plan or 
the City’s General Plan. 

p. 3-15, § 3.8, 
after fourth 
bullet 

If, in the opinion of the Planning Department… 

If the Planning Director determines that the minor 
density adjustment is not consistent with the criteria, 
the minor density adjustment shall be denied or may 
be referred or appealed to the Planning Commission 
for resolution. Any determination of consistency 
may, at the discretion of the Planning Director, be 
forwarded to the Planning Commission for review. In 
the case when applicants request density adjustments 
that do not comply with the above criteria, such 
requests shall require an amendment to the Specific 
Plan.  

p. 3-16, § 3.8, 
after fourth 
bullet 

To request a minor density adjustment, the owner or 
owners of both the transfer and receiving parcels 
shall submit an Administrative Permit to the 
Planning Director identifying the impacted parcels, 
designating the number of units being transferred and 
providing other documentation as required by the 
Planning Director to determine compliance with the 
above units transfer criteria. The applicant shall also 
provide a revised Specific Plan Table 3-2 Parcel 
Summary reflecting the adjusted unit counts and 
densities. The revised table will be the official record 
tracking unit allocations to each large lot residential 
parcel. 

If the Planning Director determines that the minor 
density adjustment is not consistent with the criteria, 
the minor density adjustment shall be denied. The 
Planning Director may also refer the matter to the 
Planning Commission for consideration to determine 
if the minor density adjustment is consistent with the 
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criteria set forth herein. The land owner may also 
appeal the determination of the Planning Director to 
the Planning Commission. All decisions of the 
Planning Commission are subject to appeal to the 
City Council. 

p. 3-17,  
Table 3-2 

 p.3-18,  
Table 3-2 

Table 3-2 revised and updated. 

p. 4-4, § 4.3.1.1 4.3.1.1 6 Lane Major Arterials with Enhanced Transit 
Corridor 

 Rancho Cordova Parkway (north of Wetland 
Preserve) 

 Rio Del Oro Parkway (west of Rancho Cordova 
Parkway) 

This portion of Rancho Cordova Parkway will be the 
primary connector from the central core of the Plan 
Area to a future interchange with Highway 50 
between Sunrise Boulevard and Hazel Avenue. This 
portion of Rio Del Oro Parkway serves as a primary 
entry to the Plan Area from Sunrise Boulevard.  

These roadways will provide a 16’ landscaped 
median, 3 travel lanes in each direction with the 
inside lane to accommodate an enhanced transit 
corridor. 8’ wide sidewalks are provided within a 36’ 
landscape corridor on each side. 

p. 4-4, § 4.3.1.1 4.3.1.1 6 Lane Major Arterials with Enhanced Transit 
Corridor 

 Rancho Cordova Parkway (north of Wetland 
Preserve) 

 Rio Del Oro Parkway (west of Rancho Cordova 
Parkway) 

 International Drive (west of Rancho Cordova 
Parkway) 

 White Rock Road 

This portion of Rancho Cordova Parkway will be the 
primary connector from the central core of the Plan 
Area to a future interchange with Highway 50 
between Sunrise Boulevard and Hazel Avenue. 
These portions of Rio Del Oro Parkway and 
International Drive serve as entries to the Plan Area 
from Sunrise Boulevard. White Rock Road runs 
along the northern periphery of the Plan Area and 
serves as the primary east-west parallel route to 
Highway 50. These roadways will provide a 16’ 
landscaped median, 3 travel lanes in each direction 
with the inside lane to accommodate an enhanced 
transit corridor. 8’ wide sidewalks are provided 
within a variable width landscape corridor on each 
side. 
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p. 4-6, § 4.3.1.3 4.3.1.3 International Drive (west of Rancho Cordova 
Parkway) 

International Drive west of Rancho Cordova 
Parkway will provide a future entry into the Plan 
Area connecting the zoned MP to the existing MP 
located outside the Plan Area.  

This roadway will provide a 16’ landscaped median, 
3 travel lanes in each direction with the inside lane to 
accommodate an enhanced transit corridor, and an 8’ 
sidewalk within a 15’ landscape corridor. 

p. 4-6, § 4.3.1.3 4.3.1.3 International Drive (east of Rancho Cordova 
Parkway) 

International Drive east of Rancho Cordova Parkway 
will provide access from White Rock Road to the 
zoned MP and BP lane in the Plan Area.   

This roadway will provide a 16’ landscaped median, 
2 travel lanes in each direction with an auxiliary lane 
in each direction and an 8’ sidewalk within a 15’ 
landscape corridor. 

p. 4-7, § 4.3.1.4 4.3.1.4 4 Lane Major Arterial 

 Americanos Boulevard 
 Portion of International Drive & 
 Portion of Rio Del Oro Parkway 

Americanos Boulevard will be the primary north to 
south roadway on the eastern side of the Plan Area. 
This roadway will provide a 16’ landscaped median, 
2 travel lanes in each direction and 8’ wide sidewalks 
within a 31’-39’ varying width landscape corridor. 

p. 4-7, § 4.3.1.4 4.3.1.4 4 Lane Major Arterial 

 Americanos Boulevard 
 Portion of Rio Del Oro Parkway 

Americanos Boulevard will be the primary north to 
south roadway on the eastern side of the Plan Area.  

This roadway will provide a 16’ landscaped median, 
2 travel lanes in each direction and 8’ wide sidewalks 
within a 31’-39’ varying width landscape corridor. 
The landscape corridor and sidewalks will not be 
provided along the west side of Americanos 
Boulevard adjacent to the wetland preserve. 

p. 4-9, § 4.3.2.1 4.3.2.1 2 Lane Secondary Roads with Expansion to 4 
Lanes 

 Rio Del Oro (north of the Drainage Parkway) 
 International Drive (east of Road B) 

This portion of Rio Del Oro Parkway will extend 
from the Drainage Parkway through the central 
portion of the Plan Area to White Rock Road. 
International Drive, east of Road B, will provide the 

p. 4-9, § 4.3.2.1 4.3.2.1 2 Lane Secondary Roads with Expansion to 4 
Lanes 

 Rio Del Oro (north of the Drainage Parkway) 
 Centennial Drive 
 Villagio Drive from White Rock to Collector B 

and from Douglas Road to the Morrison Creek 
Bridge. 
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primary east-west circulation through the Plan Area, 
connecting to Americanos Boulevard. 

These roadways will provide a right-of-way to 
accommodate future expansion to 4 lanes. Initial 
improvements provide a 36’ landscaped median, 1 
travel lane in each direction, Class II bike lanes and 
8’ wide sidewalks in a 31’ landscape corridor. 

This portion of Rio Del Oro Parkway will extend 
from the Drainage Parkway through the central 
portion of the Plan Area to White Rock Road. 
Centennial Drive provides internal circulation for the 
Plan Area beginning at International Drive and 
terminating just east of Americanos Boulevard. 
Centennial Drive will ultimately be extended through 
future residential areas (Large Lot Parcels 2 and 3) 
east to Grant Line Road. Segments of Villagio Drive 
are also planned as 2 lane secondary roads, which 
serve to disseminate traffic in to the Plan Area from 
Douglas Road and White Rock Road. These 
roadways will provide a right-of-way to 
accommodate future expansion to 4 lanes. Initial 
improvements provide a 36’ landscaped median, 1 
travel lane in each direction, Class II bike lanes and 
8’ wide sidewalks in a 31’ landscape corridor. 

p. 4-10, § 4.3.2.2 4.3.2.2 2 Lane Limited Access Arterial 

 Villagio Drive 

Villagio Drive will link White Rock Road to Douglas 
Boulevard and runs parallel to Rio Del Oro Parkway 
through the center of the Plan Area. The roadway 
will provide a 16’ landscaped median, 1 travel lane in 
each direction and 8’ wide sidewalks in a 31’ width 
landscape corridor. 

p. 4-10, § 4.3.2.2 4.3.2.2 Lane Limited Access Arterial 

 Central portion of Villagio Drive 

Villagio Drive will run parallel to Rio Del Oro 
Parkway through the center of the Plan Area. The 
roadway will provide a 16’ landscaped median, 1 
travel lane in each direction and 8’ wide sidewalks in 
a 31’ width landscape corridor. 

Access requirements along the limited access portion 
of Villagio Drive are: 

a. Traffic signals and median breaks will be 
permitted at a minimum spacing of 700 feet for 
non-residential parcels and 800 feet for residential 
parcels, measured from the roadway/intersection 
centerline. 
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b. Driveways will not be permitted within 250 feet of 
signalized intersections. 

c. Consolidation of driveways and secondary road 
access locations will be required when deemed 
feasible. 

d. On-street parking will be prohibited. 
e. Signalized intersections will provide a minimum 

single right hand and left hand turn pockets on all 
approaches. 

p. 4-16, § 4.3.4 ** § 4.3.4 in old document is § 4.3.5 in new 
document. 

4.3.4 Landscape Corridors/Easements 

…Landscape easement are not separate parcels, 
however, the easement will be dedicated to landscape 
enhancements. Landscape corridors or easements 
may be reduced in width at intersections in order to 
accommodate intersection improvements such as turn 
lanes, acceleration lanes, etc. Refer to the Rio Del 
Oro Development Standards/ Design Guidelines for 
more specific information on landscape corridors, 
easements, setback requirements and uses allowed 
within landscape easements. 

p. 4-17, § 4.3.5 ** § 4.3.4 in old document is § 4.3.5 in new 
document. 

4.3.5 Landscape Corridors/Easements 

…Landscape corridors or easements widths may be 
reduced for intersection improvements. A minimum 
of 15 feet of width shall be maintained at widened 
intersections in order to accommodate intersection 
improvements such as turn lanes, acceleration lanes, 
etc. Refer to Section 4.3.4 and the Rio Del Oro 
Development Standards/ Design Guidelines for more 
specific information on landscape corridors, 
easements, setback requirements and uses allowed 
within landscape easements. 

p. 4-16, § 4.3.5 ** § 4.3.5 in old document is § 4.3.4 in new 
document. 

4.3.5 Intersection Improvements 

Traffic control devices will be installed at 
intersections within the RDOSP based on analysis of 
future traffic calculations at full build-out of the Plan 
Area. Traffic signal and possible roundabout 
locations are reflected in Exhibit 4-2, Circulation 
Plan. Several possible roundabout locations are 

p. 4-16, § 4.3.4 ** § 4.3.5 in old document is § 4.3.4 in new 
document. 

4.3.4 Intersection Improvements 

Traffic control devices will be installed, when 
warranted, at intersections within the RDOSP based 
on analysis of future traffic calculations at full build-
out of the Plan Area. Possible traffic signal locations 
are reflected in Exhibit 4-2, Circulation Plan. White 
Rock Road and International Drive are expressway 
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proposed where two-lane streets intersect and would 
otherwise require some form of stop control. Use of 
roundabouts in these locations may result in better 
traffic operations and provide traffic calming. 
However, if the streets are widened to 4 lanes in the 
future, the roundabouts may be modified to a 
signalized intersection if conditions warrant. 

corridors, therefore the traffic signals shall be limited 
to those shown on Exhibit 4-2. Roundabouts may be 
considered as an alternative traffic control option at 
two locations on Villagio Drive. Additional traffic 
signal locations will be considered by the City at the 
tentative subdivision map and project development 
phases to ensure that minimum signal spacing 
requirements are met. The use of roundabouts will be 
evaluated at the time of tentative subdivision map for 
the adjacent residential villages. Major streets will 
have widened rights-of-ways at intersections in order 
to accommodate standard intersection improvements 
such as turn lanes and acceleration lanes. In addition, 
the transit corridors along Rancho Cordova Parkway, 
White Rock Road and International Drive may 
accommodate additional widening for transit vehicle 
queue bypass turnout and widened medians for 
pedestrian refuge. Intersection improvements at all 
arterial intersections to facilitate pedestrian safety 
will be determined by Public Works at the time of 
tentative maps and/or improvement plans, in 
accordance with the adopted City improvement 
standards. Exhibit 4-3 illustrates a transit corridor 
widened intersection.  

Exhibit 4-3, Transit Corridor Widened Intersection, 
inserted. 

p. 4-16, § 4.3.6 4.3.6 Traffic Calming 

The purpose of traffic calming measures is to create 
livable neighborhoods by managing traffic volumes 
and speeds. Traffic calming measures should be 
applied where appropriate on local streets to soften 
the impact of motor vehicles. 

p. 4-17, § 4.3.6 4.3.6 Traffic Calming 

The purpose of traffic calming measures is to create 
livable neighborhoods by managing traffic volumes 
and speeds. Traffic calming measures should be 
applied where appropriate on local streets to soften 
the impact of motor vehicles. The City of Rancho 
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Consideration should be given to enhanced 
landscaping upon entering local neighborhood 
streets. Other traffic calming devices that can be 
applied include traffic circles, bulb outs and raised 
intersections. Bulb outs are pedestrian enhancements 
that shorten the pedestrian crossing distance at 
intersections or mid-block crossings through a 
narrowing of the street, typically by eliminating 
parking. Raised intersections provide for reduced 
speeds and pedestrian enhancements through a raised 
profile where roadways approach an intersection, 
operating similarly to flat top road humps. There is 
presently no direct transit service to the project site. 
The closest transit routes provided by Regional 
Transit are routes 28, 73, 74, 91 and 109. The routes 
generally follow Folsom Boulevard and Highway 50 
as main travel routes, with Route 73 traveling closest 
to the project site on Sunrise Boulevard and White 
Rock Road. 

In the absence of development, no service is 
proposed to locations in the Plan Area. Future 
expansion of RT to the area will depend on adequate 
funding and suitable residential density to support 
transit service. The RDOSP includes a system and 
facilities to promote public  transportation including 
a transit center, bus turnouts, enhanced transit 
corridors, incentives 
to use public transit, etc. 

Cordova Neighborhood Traffic Management 
Program should be utilized as a resource at the time 
of Tentative Subdivision Maps to select the most 
effective traffic calming designs and measures.  

Consideration should be given to enhanced 
landscaping upon entering local neighborhood 
streets. Other traffic calming devices that can be 
applied include traffic circles, bulb outs and raised 
intersections. Bulb outs are pedestrian enhancements 
that shorten the pedestrian crossing distance at 
intersections or mid-block crossings through a 
narrowing of the street, typically by eliminating 
parking. Raised intersections provide for reduced 
speeds and pedestrian enhancements through a raised 
profile where roadways approach an intersection, 
operating similarly to flat top road humps.  

p. 4-17, § 4.4 ** § 4.4 in old document is § 4.5 in new document 
(no text changes). 

p. 4-17, § 4.4 Section 4.4, Public Transportation text and Exhibit 
4-4, Public Transit Plan inserted. 
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p. 4-17, § 4.5, 
final sentence 

** § 4.5 in old document is § 4.6 in new document. 

…The Class I and II bicycle trails/lanes are reflected 
in Exhibit 4-3, Bikeway and Trails Plan.  

p. 4-21, § 4.6, 
final sentence 

** § 4.5 in old document is § 4.6 in new document.  

…The Class I and II bicycle trails/lanes are reflected 
in Exhibit 4-5, Bikeway and Trails Plan.  

p. 4-17, § 4.5.1 ** § 4.5.1 in old document is § 4.6.3 in new 
document (no text changes). 

p. 4-25, § 4.6.3 ** § 4.5.1 in old document is § 4.6.3 in new 
document (no text changes). 

p. 4-19, § 4.5.2 ** § 4.5.2 in old document is § 4.6.1 in new 
document. 

4.5.2 Class I Bicycle Paths 

When complete, the RDOSP will provide over 15 
miles of Class I, paved off-street bike paths as 
depicted in Exhibit 4-3. The RDOSP Class I bicycle 
system provides connectivity within the Plan Are for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. In addition, the paths 
accommodate emergency and maintenance vehicle 
access to open space. Class I bicycle path widths are 
planned as 10’ of pavement flanked by 2’ of 
decomposed granite. These trails will be located 
within varying widths of greenbelts, parks, open space 
and drainage parkways as shown in Exhibit 4-4. 

The RDOSP Class I bicycle paths have been divided 
into six distinct trails. The Village Trail starts at the 
western boundary of the Plan Area and runs through 
a greenbelt before looping through the Community 
Park, linking theMiddle School/High School site, 
Local Town Center and Loop Trail. The Loop Trail 
connects the northern drainage parkway to White 
Rock Road and then back to the Community Park. 
Forking off the Loop Trail, the Central Trail follows 
both sides of the drainage parkway running east to 
west in the Plan Area. - The Morrison Creek Trail 
begins at the western end of the Loop Trail. It runs 

p. 4-21, § 4.6.1 ** § 4.5.2 in old document is § 4.6.1 in new 
document. 

4.6.1 Class I Bicycle Paths 

When complete, the RDOSP will provide over 15 
miles of Class I, paved off-street bike paths as 
depicted in Exhibit 4-5. The RDOSP Class I bicycle 
trails are a destination-oriented system that provides 
connectivity between major employment centers, 
neighborhood cores, schools, parks and open space, 
and other amenities within the Plan Area. Class I 
bicycle path widths are planned as 10’ of pavement 
flanked by 2’ of decomposed granite and the 
Regional Class I trail segments should be 12’ of 
pavement. These trails will be located within varying 
widths of greenbelts, parks, open space and drainage 
parkways as shown in Exhibit 4-6. The Class I 
system has been designed to minimize conflicts with 
physical barriers such as major streets and creeks, 
and reduce potential travel disruption as 
approximately shown on Exhibit 4-5. This is 
achieved through the use of off-street bike lanes, at-
grade and grade separated pedestrian and bicycle 
crossings where feasible. Exhibits 4-7 and 4-8 depict 
conceptual development and design features for 
future bikeway undercrossing occurring in 
conjunction with a vehicular bridge crossing of the 
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along the northern boundary of the wetlands preserve 
linking the eastern portion of the Plan Area to the 
West Trail. The West Trail runs along the western 
boundary of the Plan Area primarily in greenbelts 
terminating at White Rock Road. The North Trail 
branches off the West Trail and provides the northern 
most villages of the Plan Area with a connection to 
the rest of the bikeway trail system. 

The Class I system has been designed to minimize 
barriers and reduce potential travel disruption. 
Culvert crossings are planned at many locations 
throughout the Plan Area. At grade street, crossings 
will occur where Class I paths do not cross at a 
drainage location. 

The RDOSP promotes frequent connections between 
the Class I system and adjacent uses. Where a single 
loaded street abuts open space, park or drainage 
parkway, the Class I path may replace the standard 
sidewalk on the open space side of the street. Where 
a cul-de-sac or loop street, multi-family or non-
residential use abuts the Class I path, a paved link 
shall be provided to the path to the extent feasible. 
The Class I system within an open space area may 
meander to minimize environmental impacts and 
create visual interest. 

Barriers (bollards, rail fence, post and cable, posts, 
etc.) shall be provided along bike paths adjacent to 
open space preserve areas regulated by a Section 404 
permit issued under the Federal Clean Water Act as 
shown in Exhibit 4-5. Such barriers shall comply 
with the 404 permit regarding use of the preserve 
area, and with City design, maintenance and public 

primary drainage way along Rancho Cordova 
Parkway. Examples of at-grade bikeway crossing are 
provided in the Rio Del Oro Design Standards and 
Development Guidelines. In addition, the Class I 
bikeway paths may accommodate emergency and 
maintenance vehicle access to open space.  

The RDOSP Class I bicycle path system consists of 
six distinct trails. The Rio Del Oro Trail serves as the 
backbone of the Class I trail system. This trail 
traverses from the northeast to the southwest portion 
of the plan area, creating a connected system of 
parks, paseos, neighborhood greens, and open spaces 
along a naturalized greenway. The Rio Del Oro trail 
also connects key origins and destinations within the 
Plan Area and provides direct connectivity to 
neighboring communities. 

The West Trail runs along the western boundary of 
the Plan Area, primarily in greenbelts, and connects 
White Rock Road, International Drive, Sunrise 
Boulevard, Rio Del Oro Parkway, and Douglas Road. 
The Park Loop Trail provides internal circulation, 
connecting the Community Park, neighborhood 
parks, Regional Town Center, schools and various 
housing types. The North Trail branches off the West 
Trail and provides the northern most villages of the 
Plan Area with a connection to the rest of the 
bikeway trail system. The Americanos Trail is a 
north-south trail that will provide connections to the 
Sunrise-Douglas Plan Area to the south, allowing 
interconnectivity between uses. The Morrison Creek 
Trail is the most natural of all of the Class I bicycle 
trails in the Plan Area and provides the community 
with a direct link to the Morrison Creek Wetland 
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safety standards. Preserve along the southern periphery of the 
community. While serving as a functional link 
between the eastern portion of the Plan Area and the 
Rio Del Oro Trail, the Morrison Creek Trail is 
intended as a passive recreational amenity that 
provides miles of scenic open space and wildlife 
viewing to recreational bicyclists and walkers.  

The RDOSP promotes frequent connections between 
the Class I system and adjacent uses. Where a single 
loaded street abuts open space, park or drainage 
parkway, the Class I path may replace the standard 
sidewalk on the open space side of the street. Where 
a cul-de-sac or loop street, multi-family or non-
residential use abuts the Class I path, a paved link 
shall be provided to the path to the extent feasible. 
The Class I system within an open space area may 
meander to minimize environmental impacts and 
create visual interest. 

Barriers (bollards, rail fence, post and cable, posts, 
etc.) shall be provided along bike paths adjacent to 
open space preserve areas regulated by a Section 404 
permit issued under the Federal Clean Water Act as 
shown in Exhibit 4-9. Such barriers shall comply 
with the 404 permit regarding use of the preserve 
area, and with City design, maintenance and public 
safety standards. 

p. 4-20, § 4.5.3 ** § 4.5.3 in old document is § 4.6.2 in new 
document (no text changes). 

p. 4-25, § 4.6.2 ** § 4.5.3 in old document is § 4.6.2 in new 
document (no text changes). 

p. 5-5, § 5.3 5.3 WETLAND PRESERVATION AND 
MITIGATION 

Although the development of the project will be 

p. 5-5, § 5.3 5.3 WETLAND PRESERVATION AND 
MITIGATION 

Although the development of the project will be 
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concentrated on the highly disturbed areas that were 
mined in the 1920s and 1950s, unavoidable impacts 
to wetland features will occur. 

A 505-acre preserve area in the southern portion of 
the site will be created. This area contains the highest 
concentration of vernal pools on the project site. 
Over one-half the total acreage of vernal pools are 
located within the proposed preserve. Other wetland 
features within the preserve include seasonal wetland 
swales, seasonal wetlands, ponds, and ephemeral 
drainages. The majority of Morrison Creek is located 
within the preserve area. Vernal pool creation 
(maintaining approximately 250’ buffers from 
existing vernal pool features) will occur within this 
preserve area also.  

Mitigation for non-vernal pool wetland habitat 
impacts will occur within drainage corridors and 
open space/ detention areas within the project 
boundaries. Approximately 19.5 acres of seasonal 
wetland habitat will be constructed within two 
detention basins that are contiguous with the 
proposed drainage corridors. Additional wetland 
habitat will be established within the major drainage 
corridors on the site. These corridors will contain 
low-flow channels, emergent marsh, and 
riparian habitat. Assuming an average low- flow 
channel width of 10 feet bordered by 10 feet of 
associated riparian and/or wetland habitat to each 
side, the corridors will support approximately 19 
acres of wetlands and riparian habitat (6.5 acres of 
channel, 12.3 acres of riparian/wetland). 

concentrated on the highly disturbed areas that were 
mined in the 1920s and 1950s, unavoidable impacts 
to wetland features will occur. 

A 507-acre area located in the southern portion of the 
Project containing the highest quality and density of 
vernal pools will be set aside as a Wetland Preserve. 
Within the Wetland Preserve, 20.413 acres of vernal 
pools, 2.457 acres of seasonal wetland swales, 3.354 
acres of seasonal wetlands, 0.616 acre of pond, and 
1.889 acres of ephemeral drainage will be preserved. 
The portion of Morrison Creek located within this 
area will also be preserved and enhanced. An 
additional 13.449 acres of vernal pools and 0.752 
acres of seasonal wetland swales are proposed to be 
restored/created within the Wetland Preserve. On-site 
success monitoring of both preserved and constructed 
vernal pool habitat within the Wetland Preserve will 
be conducted for over a ten-year period.   

Mitigation for non-vernal pool wetland habitat 
impacts will occur within drainage corridors and 
open space/ detention areas within the project 
boundaries. The corridors will range from 200 to 300 
feet wide and will consist of meandering low-flow 
channel, adjacent wetlands, riparian plantings, and a 
bike trail. Approximately 16.941-acres of seasonal 
wetlands and 8.402-acres of channel/low flow will be 
created onsite, within the corridors and open 
space/detention areas.  

In addition to the onsite mitigation, there will be two 
offsite mitigation locations. The 160-acre Cook 
Property, located south of Highway 16 in Sacramento 
County, is proposed as additional mitigation for the 
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Rio del Oro project. The Cook Property is bordered 
to the north and west by existing conservation 
properties, to the east by Eagles Nest Road, and to 
the south by Florin Road. A preliminary wetland 
assessment conducted by ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
(ECORP) identified the following wetland habitats 
on the property; 2.67-acres of vernal pools, 9.90-
acres of seasonal marsh, 2.63-acres of seasonal 
wetland swales (12.53-acres of seasonal wetland) as 
well as other waters including a 6.51-acre pond and 
0.58-acre intermittent drainage (Frye Creek). The 
remainder of the property includes associated 
uplands and approximately 21-acres of irrigated 
pasture. The likelihood of presence of listed vernal 
pool invertebrates, as well as the property’s 
proximity to other regional conservation areas, 
makes it ideal to mitigate impacts to biological 
resources resulting from the Rio del Oro project. A 
conservation easement will be created for this 
preserve and managed by Sacramento Valley 
Conservancy or other conservation oriented third 
party. 

The Rio del Oro project will also purchase 16.666 
acres of seasonal wetland habitat at the Clay Station 
Mitigation Bank located approximately 15 miles 
south of the Rio del Oro project. These wetlands 
have been reserved by the project applicants to 
mitigate for impacts at Rio del Oro. The Rio del Oro 
project is within the service area of the Clay Station 
Mitigation Bank.  

p. 5-5, § 5.4 The following surveys have been conducted in the 
RDOSP Area to date: 

p. 5-6, § 5.4 The following surveys have been conducted in the 
RDOSP Area to date: 
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 Results of Surveys for Special-Status Wildlife 
Species at the Aerojet Property, Sacramento 
County, California, Miriam Green Associates, 
April 1999 

 Jurisdictional Delineation Rio del Oro Property, 
Gibson and Skordal, June 1999 

 Listed Vernal Pool Branchiopods Wet Season 
Survey, Gibson and Skordal, August 2000 

 Listed Vernal Pool Branchiopods Wet Season 
Survey, Gibson and Skordal, July 2001 

 Elderberry Survey, Gibson and Skordal, 
September 2000 

 Rio del Oro, Rancho Cordova, California – Rare 
Plant Survey, ECORP Consulting, Inc., November 
2003 

 Wetland Delineation, ECORP Consulting, Inc., 
July 2004 

 Results of Surveys for Special-Status Wildlife 
Species at the Aerojet Property, Sacramento 
County, California, Miriam Green Associates, 
April 1999 

 Jurisdictional Delineation Rio del Oro Property, 
Gibson and Skordal, June 1999 

 Listed Vernal Pool Branchiopods Wet Season 
Survey, Gibson and Skordal, August 2000 

 Listed Vernal Pool Branchiopods Wet Season 
Survey, Gibson and Skordal, July 2001 

 Elderberry Survey, Gibson and Skordal, 
September 2000 

 Rio del Oro, Rancho Cordova, California – Rare 
Plant Survey, ECORP Consulting, Inc., August 
2003 

 Rio del Oro, Rancho Cordova, California – Rare 
Plant Survey, ECORP Consulting, Inc., November 
2003 

 Wetland Delineation, ECORP Consulting, Inc., 
July 2004 

 Wetland Resource Assessment, ECORP 
Consulting, Inc., November 2004 

 Late Season Special-Status Plant Survey, ECORP 
Consulting, Inc., August 2006 

 Soil Investigation of Rio del Oro Wetland 
Preserve, Davis Consulting Earth Scientists, Inc., 
August 2007 

 Watershed Analysis of the Hydrologic Function of 
the Rio del Oro Preserve for Preservation of 
Existing Wetlands and Construction of Mitigation 
Wetlands, ECORP Consulting, Inc., September 
2007 
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p. 5-9, § 5.5, 
second ¶ 

Project implementation will also results in impacts to 
potential habitat for the Federally threatened valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle. The project site currently 
supports 329 elderberry shrubs scattered throughout 
the dredger tailings. Two elderberry preserves 
(totaling 24 acres) are proposed on the project site. A 
total of 34 shrubs will be preserved in these areas. 
The remaining 295 shrubs will be impacted through 
project implementation. A VELB Mitigation Plan 
will be developed in consultation with the USFWS 
that will include onsite preservation, transplantation 
of impacted elderberries to the preserve areas and 
other areas as approved by the USFWS. 

Mitigation for the non-Federally listed species would 
be determined by the California Department of Fish 
and Game and local jurisdictions. 

p. 5-10, § 5.5, 
second ¶ 

Project implementation will also results in impacts to 
potential habitat for the Federally threatened valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle. The project site currently 
supports 329 elderberry shrubs scattered throughout 
the dredger tailings. An elderberry preserves (totaling 
12 acres) is proposed on the project site. A total of 19 
shrubs will be preserved in this area. The remaining 
310 shrubs will be impacted through project 
implementation. The current VELB Mitigation Plan 
proposes to transplant and plant elderberry seedlings 
and associated plantings per the USFWS Guidelines 
into the onsite preserves and purchase 449.6 credits 
at an offsite mitigation bank. There will be eight 
building phases, starting with phase one, located in 
the northwestern portion and mid-northern portions 
of the project. The onsite 12-acre preserve will be 
established concurrent to Phase One build out. Prior 
to grading per phase, surveys will be conducted on 
all areas to be disturbed to identify transplant and 
mitigation for all impacts. Mitigation for the non-
Federally listed species would be determined by the 
California Department of Fish and Game and local 
jurisdictions. 

p. 6-1, § 6.1 …Phasing of infrastructure improvements and 
funding obligations are detailed in the Public 
Facilities Financing Plan and the RDO Development 
Agreements. 

p. 6-1, § 6.1 …Phasing of infrastructure improvements, detailed 
in Appendix B, Infrastructure Master Plan, is 
preliminary based on current standards and policies; 
and funding obligations, final improvements and 
phasing will be determined in conjunction with Tier 
2 entitlements.  

p. 6-1, Table 6-1 Sanitary Sewer provider listed as SRCSD/CSD-1 p. 6-1, Table 6-1 Sanitary Sewer provider listed as SRCSD/SASD 

p. 6-1, § 6.2 The following section summarizes the information 
contained within the “Sewer Master Plan For Rio 

p. 6-1, § 6.2 The following section summarizes the information 
contained within the “Sewer Master Plan For Rio 
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Del Oro, April 2006” prepared by Wood Rodgers, 
Inc. This document is part of the technical studies on 
file prepared in support of the Specific Plan and EIR. 
The sewer system is designed to be consistent with 
the General Plan policies and District standards. Rio 
Del Oro is located within the Sacramento Regional 
County Sanitation District (SRCSD) and County 
Sanitation District No. 1 (CSD-1). SRCSD is 
responsible for the interceptor collection (sanitary 
sewers which are designed to carry flows in excess of 
10 million gallons per day) and treatment of 
wastewater. CSD-1 is responsible for the local 
collection facilities including trunk sewers with 
capacity of 1 million to 10 million gallons per day. 

Del Oro, April 2007” prepared by Wood Rodgers, 
Inc. This document is part of the technical studies on 
file prepared in support of the Specific Plan and EIR. 
The sewer system is designed to be consistent with 
the General Plan policies and District standards. Rio 
Del Oro is located within the Sacramento Regional 
County Sanitation District (SRCSD) and Sacramento 
Area Sewer District, formerly county Sanitation 
District No. 1 (SASD/CSD-1). SRCSD is responsible 
for the interceptor collection (sanitary sewers which 
are designed to carry flows in excess of 10 million 
gallons per day) and treatment of wastewater. SASD 
is responsible for the local collection facilities 
including trunk sewers with capacity of 1 million to 
10 million gallons per day. 

p. 6-2, § 6.2.2 …The Master Plan also identifies the Mather 
Interceptor, which would run south of, and tie into, 
the Bradshaw Interceptor. Recently, SRCSD staff has 
revisited the usefulness of the Mather interceptor and 
have determined that it may no longer be a cost 
effective facility. Staff is currently considering 
removing it from the SRCSD Master Plan. The 
SRCSD Master Plan envisioned that prior to 
construction of the Laguna Creek Interceptor, the 
Mather interceptor might provide interim service to 
RDOSP. Since that time, SRCSD has formulated a 
plan to relocate the Bradshaw Interceptor, and 
eliminate the Mather interceptor, along a route 
referred to as the Missile-Mather Route. The Aerojet 
interceptor would still be installed and would tie into 
the Laguna Creek Interceptor. 

p. 6-2, § 6.2.2 …The Master Plan also identifies the Mather 
Interceptor, which would run south and east of, and 
tie into, the Bradshaw Interceptor. The SRCSD 
Master Plan envisioned that prior to construction of 
the Laguna Creek Interceptor, the Mather interceptor 
will provide service to RDOSP. The Aerojet 
interceptor would still be installed and would tie into 
the Laguna Creek Interceptor. 

p. 6-2, § 6.2.2 References to CSD-1 in old document changed to 
SASD/CSD-1 in new document. 

p. 6-2, § 6.2.2 References to CSD-1 in old document changed to 
SASD/CSD-1 in new document. 
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p. 6-3, § 6.2.2, 
fifth ¶ 

…This exhibit combines the information contained in 
the SRCSD and CSD-1 Master Plans, the Sunrise 
Douglas Sewer Master Plan and information made 
available by the CSD-1 relative to the current plans 
to obviate the need for a separate Mather interceptor 
line. This map identifies… 

p. 6-3, § 6.2.2, 
fifth ¶ 

…This exhibit combines the information contained in 
the SRCSD and SASD/CSD-1 Master Plans, the 
Sunrise Douglas Sewer Master Plan and information 
made available by the SASD/CSD-1. This map 
identifies... 

p. 6-3, § 6.2.2, 
sixth ¶ 

…The Bradshaw Interceptor is currently scheduled to 
be online in 2005/2006 up to the west side of the 
Folsom South Canal… 

p. 6-3, § 6.2.2, 
sixth ¶ 

…The Bradshaw Interceptor is currently scheduled to 
be online in 2008 up to the west side of the Folsom 
South Canal… 

p. 6-6, § 6.3 The following section summarizes the information 
contained within the “Rio Del Oro Plan Area Water  
Supply Master Plan, August 2004” prepared by 
Wood Rodgers, Inc. This document is part of the 
technical studies on file prepared in support of the 
Specific Plan and EIR. The water system is designed 
to be consistent with the General Plan policies and 
Agency standards. Rio Del Oro currently lies outside 
the SCWA’s existing water service areas and study 
zones. SCWA will serve as the water wholesaler and 
California American Water Company (Cal-Am) and 
Zone 41 will operate and maintain parts of the 
distribution system in the Plan Area. Proposed water 
transmission and distribution facilities must be 
developed in accordance with SCWA’s standards for 
the water system improvements. Once constructed, 
the facilities are planned to be annexed into Zone 41. 

p. 6-6, § 6.3 The following section summarizes the information 
contained within the “Rio Del Oro Plan Area Water 
Supply Master Plan, March 2007” and the “Non-
Potable Water Study for Rio Del Oro, June 2007” 
prepared by Wood Rodgers, Inc. These documents 
are part of the technical studies on file prepared in 
support of the Specific Plan and EIR. The water 
system is designed to be consistent with the General 
Plan policies and Agency standards. Rio Del Oro 
currently lies outside the Sacramento County Water 
Agency’s (SCWA) existing water service areas and 
study zones. SCWA will serve as the water 
wholesaler and California American Water Company 
(Cal-Am) and Zone 41 will operate and maintain 
parts of the distribution system in the Plan Area. 
Proposed water transmission and distribution 
facilities must be developed in accordance with 
SCWA and Cal-Am standards for the water system 
improvements. Once constructed, the facilities are 
planned to be annexed into Zone 41 and Cal-Am. 



 

 

R
io del O

ro Specific Plan Project FEIR
/FEIS 

 
AEC

O
M

C
ity of R

ancho C
ordova and U

SAC
E 

2-37 
M

inor M
odifications to the Proposed Project

Table 2-3 
Summary of Changes to the Rio del Oro Specific Plan (Prepared by the City of Rancho Cordova) 

December 2006 Version October 2009 Version 

Page/Reference Old Text Page/Reference New Text 

p. 6-6, § 6.3.1 …The Sunrise water system is located along Sunrise 
Boulevard north of Douglas Road. 

…The Mather Field water system is located… 

p. 6-6, § 6.3.1 …The SCWA Sunrise water system is located along 
Sunrise Boulevard north of Douglas Road.  

…The SCWA Mather Field water system is 
located… 

p. 6-6, § 6.3.2, 
first ¶ 

Montgomery Watson Harza (MWH), under contract 
to SCWA, prepared the Water System Infrastructure 
Plan (WSIP) for the Sunrise Corridor/Mather/Sunrise 
Douglas/Rio Del Oro Area (MWH, April 2004) to 
serve as a steering document for both SCWA and the 
development community in the planning, design, and 
construction of major infrastructure in the Sunrise 
Douglas, Mather and RDO areas. The WSIP provides 
the water supply and major water infrastructure 
requirements to meet build-out requirements of the 
Rio Del Oro and Sunrise Douglas Community Plan 
area. In addition, the WSIP produced a water 
distribution model representative of the build-out 
condition that is used in this study by adjusting the 
model to conditions representative of the Rio Del 
Oro Project. Lastly, the WSIP provides the 
assumptions needed for the water demand 
calculations and system design criteria used in this 
report. 

p. 6-6, § 6.3.2, 
first ¶ 

Montgomery Watson Harza (MWH), under contract 
to SCWA, prepared the Zone 40 Water System 
Infrastructure Plan (WSIP) (MWH, April 2006) to 
serve as a steering document for both SCWA and the 
development community in the planning, design, and 
construction of major infrastructure within Zone 40. 
The WSIP provides the water supply and major water 
infrastructure requirements to meet significant 
milestones in water supply development within Zone 
40 and buildout conditions. In addition, the WSIP 
produced a water distribution model representative of 
the different phases and the build-out condition that 
is used by adjusting the model to conditions 
representative for RDOSP. Lastly, the WSIP 
provides the assumptions needed for the water 
demand calculations and system design criteria used 
in designing the RDOSP water system. 

p. 6-7, § 6.3.2, 
fifth ¶ 

The water supply source for the RDOSP will be Zone 
40’s Central (surface) Water Treatment Plant (C-
WTP). The C-WTP has multiple contracts for the 
supply of water. On an average year the C-WTP will 
have entitlements not exceeding 78,000 AF/year 
(48,360 gpm). A portion of the entitlements is 
assumed to be available to serve the Sunrise 
Corridor/Mather/Sunrise Douglas Service Areas 
including the RDOSP. 

p. 6-8, § 6.3.2, 
fifth ¶ 

The water supply source for the RDOSP will be Zone 
40’s Vineyard (surface) Water Treatment Plant (V-
WTP). The V-WTP has multiple contracts for the 
supply of water. On an average year the V-WTP will 
have entitlements not exceeding 78,000 AF/year 
(48,360 gpm). A portion of the entitlements is 
assumed to be available to serve the Sunrise 
Corridor/Mather/Sunrise Douglas Service Areas 
including the RDOSP. 
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p. 6-12, § 6.4 The following section summarizes the information 
contained within the “Master Drainage Study Rio 
Del Oro, August 2005” prepared by Wood Rodgers, 
Inc. This document is part of the… 

p. 6-12, § 6.4 The following section summarizes the information 
contained within the “Master Drainage Study Rio 
Del Oro, August 2005” and the “Addendum”, 
October 2005, and the “Rio Del Oro: North Offsite 
Channel Analysis, April 2006 prepared by Wood 
Rodgers, Inc. These documents are part of the … 

p. 6-14, § 6.4.2 The onsite drainage system will include trunk storm 
drains, drainage parkways, detention basins, and 
local collection and conveyance infrastructure, 
Exhibit 6-7. 

…The goal of these channels is to provide an 
aesthetically and environmentally preferable 
alternative to enclosed drainage systems while 
maintaining effective site drainage. The majority of 
historical Morrison Creek streambed through the 
project will be preserved as part of the site 
development plan. Grading and realignment is 
required in the eastern open space tract to contain 
seasonal flows to an active channel and define the 
100- year floodplain in this area. 

… All runoff from the project will flow through a 
water quality facility prior to discharge from the site. 

p. 6-15, § 6.4.2 The onsite drainage system will include trunk storm 
drains, drainage parkways including water quality 
facilities and channels, detention/water quality 
basins, pump stations and local collection and 
conveyance infrastructure, Exhibit 6-7. 

…The goal of these channels is to provide an 
aesthetically and environmentally preferable 
alternative to enclosed drainage systems while 
maintaining effective site drainage and providing 
water quality facilities. The majority of historical 
Morrison Creek streambed through the project will 
be preserved as part of the site development plan. 
Grading and realignment is required in the eastern 
open space preserve to contain seasonal flows to an 
active channel and define the 100- year floodplain in 
this area. 

… All runoff from the project will flow through a 
water quality facility prior to discharge from the site. 
Exhibit 6-8 depicts a conceptual illustration of the 
central (6 acre) storm water detention basin which is 
situated along the primary east – west drainage 
parkway. Exhibit 6-9 depicts a conceptual illustration 
of the large (26 acre) storm water detention located 
in the southwest portion of the Plan Area. 
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p. 6-14, § 6.4.2, 
third  

The project proposes to include three storm water 
detention/water quality facilities and online BMP 
facilities within the drainage parkways. All runoff 
from the project will flow through a water quality 
facility prior to discharge from the site. 

p. 6-14, § 6.4.2, 
third ¶ 

The project proposes to include three storm water 
detention/water quality facilities and online BMP 
facilities within the drainage parkways. All runoff 
from the project will flow through a water quality 
facility prior to discharge from the site. Exhibit 6-8 
depicts a conceptual illustration of the central (6 
acre) storm water detention basin which is situated 
along the primary east-west drainage parkway. 
Exhibit 6-9 depicts a conceptual illustration of the 
large (26 acre) storm water detention located in the 
southwest portion of the Plan Area.  

p. 6-16, § 6.6.1 …See Exhibit 6-8 for the anticipated locations of the 
substations and 6 Kv lines. 

p. 6-20, § 6.6.1 …See Exhibit 6-10 for the anticipated locations of 
the substations and 6 Kv lines. 

p. 7-1, § 7.1 …Phasing and financing obligations relating to 
public services are outlined in the Public Facilities 
Financing Plan and in the Implementation and 
Administration Element, Section 8, of this Specific 
Plan. Table 7-1 summarizes the public service 
providers to the Rio Del Oro Plan Area. 

p. 7-1, § 7.1 …Phasing and financing obligations relating to 
public services are outlined in the Public Facilities 
Financing Plan and in the Implementation and 
Administration Element, Section 8, of this Specific 
Plan. Full details of the phasing and funding will be 
adopted as part of the Tier 2 entitlements. Table 7-1 
summarizes the public service providers to the Rio 
Del Oro Plan Area. 

p. 7-1, Table 7-1 Parks and Recreation provider listed as “Cordova 
Parks and Recreation District”. 

p. 7-1, Table 7-1 Parks and Recreation provider listed as “Cordova 
Recreation and Park District”. 

p. 7-1, § 7.2 Rio Del Oro is located within the Cordova 
Recreation and Park District (CRPD), which 
encompasses approximately 75 square miles of land. 
The RDO Parks and Recreation Master Plan provides 
for a full range of recreational opportunities 
including active and passive parks, natural open 
space and parkway corridors. The parks and open 
space program is structured to provide a distribution 
of facilities to meet the needs of future residents of 

p. 7-1, § 7.2 Rio Del Oro is located within the Cordova 
Recreation and Park District (CRPD), which 
encompasses approximately 75 square miles of land. 
The RDO Parks and Recreation Master Plan provides 
for a full range of recreational opportunities 
including active and passive parks, natural open 
space and parkway corridors. The parks and open 
space program is structured to provide a distribution 
of facilities to meet the needs of future residents of 
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the Plan Area. 

The City of Rancho Cordova General Plan includes 
an Open Space, Parks and Trails Element that 
provides goals, policies and actions aimed at 
providing an integrated open space system for the 
community at large. The RDO land use plan  
complies with the open space element in providing 
approximately 250 acres of greenbelts, greenways 
and landscape corridors. The description of each of 
these elements of open space is described in Section 
7.2.2.  

The CRPD standard for park acreage is 5 acres of 
active park per 1,000 population. Based on the 
factors for each type of residential dwelling type, the 
total parkland required for the Plan Area is 159 acres, 
as shown in Table 7-2. Exhibit 7-1 
designates the specific locations of the major park 
facilities, providing a total of approximately 170 
acres of parkland. 

the Plan Area. 

The standards for parks and open space in the City 
are set forth in the policies in the Open Space, Parks 
and Trails Element in the City’s General Plan, in 
standards set forth by CRPD for parks and open 
space dedication, and in City ordinances 
implementing park dedication requirements. The 
combination of these policies is aimed to provide an 
integrated parks and open space system for the 
community at large, and includes three parks and 
open space categories: parks, mandatory open space 
(MOS) and performance based open space (PBOS). 
The policies applicable to this project require: (1) 
five acres of parks per 1,000 residents, comprised of 
Community Parks and neighborhood parks; (2) 1.75 
acres of MOS per 1,000 residents, comprised of (a) 
.85 acres per 1,000 population of open turf and tree 
canopy, (b) .40 acres per 1,000 population of 
community-wide facilities; and (c) .50 acres per 
1,000 residents of neighborhood greens. Additional 
PBOS shall be included in a development project to 
achieve overall policies of the City as set forth in its 
General Plan. There is no specified amount of PBOS 
required for dedication. 

The City, CRPD and the developers have 
implemented the foregoing standards in a manner 
that meets the requirements, goals and objectives of 
the General Plan policies, the CRPD requirements 
and City ordinances. Table 7-2 details the park and 
open space dedication requirements that shall govern 
the Rio Del Oro Specific Plan. Table 7-3 provides a 
summary of the allocation of parks and mandatory 
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open space provided in the Plan Area. 

Exhibit 7-1 designates the specific location of the 
major park facilities, providing a total of 171.80 
acres of active park land. In addition, Rio Del Oro 
will provide an additional 40 acres for a Sports Park, 
creating a total of approximately 211.80 acres for 
active park and recreational facilities in the Plan area. 
As noted in more detail below, 15.73 acres also is 
provided for Neighborhood Greens. The total acreage 
provided in the Rio Del Oro project for park 
dedication is 227.53 acres, which is 7.31 acres in 
excess of the applicable park dedication 
requirements. The allocation of the credit for this 
excess acreage shall be determined between the City, 
CRPD and the landowners in appropriate 
agreements.  

p. 7-3, Table 7-2 This table has been deleted and replaced.  p. 7-3, Table 7-2 New Table 7-2, Parks and Mandatory Open Space 
Requirements, inserted. 

  p. 7-4, Table 7-3 New Table 7-3, Summary of Provided parks and 
Mandatory Open Space, inserted. 

p. 7-3, § 7.2.1 Active parks include the centrally located 
Community Park and 8 neighborhood parks. 

p. 7-6, § 7.2.1 Active parks include the centrally located 
Community Park and 9 neighborhood parks. 

p. 7-3, § 7.2.1.1 The Community Park will include a wide variety of 
active, passive and cultural uses. See Exhibit 7-3. 

p. 7-6, § 7.2.1.1 The Community Park will include a wide variety of 
active, passive and cultural uses. Exhibit 7-3 depicts 
the schematic illustration of the Community Park 
concept, which is subject to revision and refinement. 

In addition to the designated Community Park site, 
the City has identified a potential site for a 40 acre 
sports park which may be located just north of the 
Rio Del Oro Community Park on MP parcel 25B. 
The Specific Plan anticipates the possible future 
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decision by the City to locate this new facility on this 
site by allowing recreation uses as conditionally 
permitted in the MP district.  

p. 7-6, § 7.2.1.2 …Amenities may include open turf-grass play areas, 
a youth soccer field, picnic area, tot-lot and half 
basketball court as depicted in Figure 7-4 to the right. 

p. 7-9, § 7.2.1.2 …Amenities may include open turf-grass play areas, 
a youth soccer field, picnic area, tot-lot and half 
basketball court as depicted in Figure 7-4 to the right. 
Final park design, amenities and improvements will 
be determined by CRPD and the City of Rancho 
Cordova. 

p. 7-6, § 7.2.2 Section 7.2.2 from old document further divided into 
two new sections: 7.2.2.1, Mandatory Open Space 
and 7.2.2.2, Performance Based Open Space.  

Section 7.2.2.1, Greenways in old document was 
converted into a subsection of Section 7.2.2.2, 
Performance Based Open Space. 

7.2.2.2, Paseos/Parkways in the old document is 
renumbered in the new document to Section 7.2.2.3. 

Section 7.2.2.3 Landscape Corridors in old document 
was converted into a subsection of 7.2.2.3, 
Paseos/Parkways. 

Table 7-3 in old document deleted.  
 

  

p. 7-11,  
Table 7-4 

 

 K-6 
(ES) 

7-8 
(MS) 

9-12 
(HS) 

SF/MD 9,881 9,881 9,881 
Student/DU Factor .299 .104 .107 
Subtotal SF/MD 
Students: 

2,954 1,028 1,057 

HD/VC 1,720 1,720 1,720 
Student/DU Factor .150 .052 .054 

p. 7-18,  
Table 7-4 

 

 K-6 
(ES) 

7-8 
(MS) 

9-12 
(HS) 

SF/MD 9,641 9,641 9,641 
Student/DU Factor .299 .104 .107 
Subtotal SF/MD 
Students: 

2,883 1,003 1,032 

HD/VC 1,960 1,960 1,960 
Student/DU Factor .150 .052 .054 
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Subtotal HD/VC 
Students: 

258 89 93 

Total Student 
Generation 

3,212 1,117 1,150 

School Student 
Capacity: 

600 800 2,000 

Schools Required: 5.35 1.4 .58 
Schools Provided: 6 2 1   

Subtotal HD/VC 
Students: 

294 102 91 

Total Student 
Generation 

3,177 1,105 1,123 

School Student 
Capacity: 

600 800 2,000 

Schools Required: 5.3 1.4 0.5 
Schools Provided: 6 2 1 

 

p. 7-9, § 7.4.1 Law enforcement for the Community will be 
provided entirely by City of Rancho Cordova Police 
Department. The City’s goal for staffing standards is 
1 officer per 1000 residents and one support staff 
member for every 3 officers, approximately 31 
officers and 10 support staff are required to serve the 
Community portion of Plan Area. 

p. 7-16, § 7.4.1 Law enforcement for the Community will be 
provided entirely by City of Rancho Cordova Police 
Department. The City’s goal for staffing standards is 
1.1 officer per 1000 residents and one support staff 
member for every 3 officers, approximately 36 
officers and 12 support staff are required to serve the 
Community portion of Plan Area. 

p. 7-10, § 7.5.1 The Plan Area development will pay fees as part of 
the Citywide Capital Facilities fee to fund library 
services. Library is a permitted use in the P/QP land 
use category. 

p. 7-17, § 7.5.1 The Plan Area development will fund its proportional 
share of library services in the Plan Area. Library is a 
permitted use in the P/QP land use category. 

p. 8-1, § 8.1 The City of Rancho Cordova is the public agency 
responsible for the administration the Specific Plan 
and related documents. The RDOSP shall be 
implemented consistent with all City rules, 
regulations and policies. 

p. 8-1, § 8.1 The City of Rancho Cordova is the public agency 
responsible for the administration of the Specific 
Plan and related documents. The RDOSP shall be 
implemented consistent with all adopted City rules, 
regulations and policies. 

p. 8-1, § 8.2 8.2 Subsequent Entitlements 
 

Development within the Plan Area is subject to 
approval of subsequent entitlements by the City. 
Subsequent approvals may include, but are not 
limited to, tentative subdivision maps, rezones, 
conditional use permits, variances, tree permits and 
design review permits. Individual project 

p. 8-1, § 8.2 8.2 Entitlements 
 

Development within the Plan Area is subject to 
approval of subsequent entitlements by the City, and 
will be governed by a series of development 
entitlements between the City and the developers. A 
multi-tier approach to entitlement execution will 
establish the conditions of an mitigation measures for 
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applications will be reviewed to determine 
consistency with the RDOSP and other regulatory 
documents. 

Project development. Due to the fact that the limited 
entitlement does not include overall project 
conditions and financing, there will be multiple 
phases, (Tiers) of development entitlements as 
follows: 
 

Tier 1 Entitlement. (new text added). 
 

Tier 2 Entitlements. (new text added). 
 

Subsequent Entitlements. (new text added). 

p. 8-1, § 8.2.1  …Application and processing requirements shall be 
in accordance with the Rancho Cordova Zoning 
Ordinance and other regulations, unless otherwise 
modified by this Specific Plan. All subsequent 
development projects, public improvements and 
other activities shall be consistent with this Specific 
Plan, the Specific Plan development agreements, and 
all applicable City policies, requirements and 
standards…. 

p. 8-2, § 8.2.1 …Application and processing requirements shall be 
in accordance with the Rancho Cordova Zoning 
Ordinance and other adopted regulations, unless 
otherwise modified by this Specific Plan or the Tier 1 
or Tier 2 Development Agreements. All subsequent 
development projects, public improvements and 
other activities shall be consistent with this Specific 
Plan, the Tier 1 or Tier 2 Development Agreements, 
and all adopted City policies, requirements and 
standards…. 

p. 8-2, § 8.3 During the long-term build-out of the Rio Del Oro 
Plan Area, amendments to the adopted Specific Plan 
may be necessary because of changing 
circumstances. Additionally, because of unforeseen 
circumstances, some design guidelines or 
development standards may not be feasible on a 
particular parcel. In these situations, the procedures 
listed below will be followed to amend the adopted 
Specific Plan.  

Typically, property owners will request amendments 
to a Specific Plan. There may also be circumstances 
where the City may wish to request an amendment to 

p. 8-3, § 8.3 During the long-term build-out of the Rio Del Oro 
Plan Area, amendments to the adopted Specific Plan 
may be necessary because of changing 
circumstances. Additionally, because of unforeseen 
circumstances, some design guidelines or 
development standards may not be feasible to 
implement on a particular parcel. In these situations, 
the procedures listed below will be followed to 
amend the adopted Specific Plan.  

Typically, property owners will request amendments 
to a Specific Plan. There may also be circumstances 
where the City may wish to request an amendment to 
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the Plan. For example, the City may propose an 
amendment to the Plan to address 
shifting land use patterns outside the Plan Area. 

the Plan. For example, the City may propose an 
amendment to the Plan to address shifting land use 
patterns outside the Plan Area. Any proposal by the 
City to amend the RDOSP will follow procedures set 
forth in the Tier 1 Development Agreement. 

p. 8-2, § 8.3.1 Any proposed amendments to the Specific Plan can 
include, but are not limited to changing land use 
designations, design criteria, development standards 
or policies. Amendments to this adopted Specific 
Plan shall be categorized by the Planning Director as 
either an amendment or an administrative 
modification. Amendments will require Planning 
Commission and City Council approval. 
Modifications may be reviewed and acted upon by 
the Planning Director or Zoning Administrator with 
no Planning Commission or City Council review, 
unless appealed. Application filing fee and a detailed 
justification statement which explains in detail why 
an amendment or administrative modification to the 
Specific Plan is warranted, and any exhibits deemed 
necessary by the Planning Director shall be 
submitted with the request to amend the plan. All 
requirements of CEQA will be applicable. 

p. 8-3, § 8.3.1 Any proposed changes to the Specific Plan can 
include, but are not limited to changing land use 
designations, design criteria, development standards 
or policies. Changes proposed to this adopted 
Specific Plan shall be categorized by the Planning 
Director as either an amendment or minor revision. 
Amendments will require Planning Commission and 
City Council approval. Minor revisions may be 
reviewed and acted upon by the Planning Director or 
Zoning Administrator with no Planning Commission 
or City Council review, unless appealed. Application 
filing fee and a detailed justification statement which 
explains in detail why an amendment or minor 
revision to the Specific Plan is warranted, and any 
exhibits deemed necessary by the Planning Director 
shall be submitted with the request to change the 
Specific Plan. All requirements of CEQA will be 
applicable. 

p. 8-3, § 8.3.1.1 Second bullet: 

 Significant changes to the distribution of land uses 
beyond that allowed by Section 3.8 Minor Density 
Adjustments or other changes affecting land use 
are proposed which may substantially affect the 
Specific Plan. 
 
 

p. 8-3, § 8.3.1.1 Second bullet: 

 Significant changes to the distribution of land uses 
beyond that allowed by Section 3.8 Minor Density 
Adjustments or other changes affecting land use 
are proposed which may substantially affect the 
Project Purpose and Objectives as set forth in this 
Specific Plan. 
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Fifth bullet: 

 Any change proposed to the Plan, which could 
significantly increase environmental impacts or 
other changes determined to be significant by the 
Planning Director.  

Fifth bullet: 

 Any change proposed to the Plan, which could 
significantly increase environmental impacts 
beyond the levels determined as significant in the 
certified Final Environmental Impact Report. 

p. 8-3, § 8.3.1.2 8.3.1.2 Administrative Modification 
 

An administrative modification shall be allowed 
when one of the following criteria is met: 
 

 The Planning Director determines that the 
modification does not have a significant impact on 
the character of the Plan. 

 The proposed adjustments to the development 
standards or design guidelines are offset by the 
merits of the design and do not significantly 
change the anticipated physical characteristics of 
the development. 

 The proposed changes to the alignment of arterial 
streets, which if adopted, would not substantially 
alter the land use or circulation concepts set forth 
in this Specific Plan. 

 The proposed changes to the alignment of 
collector or secondary streets maintain the general 
land use pattern. 

 Adverse environmental impacts are not 
significantly increased by the proposal. 

 The proposed change to the approved Phasing 
Plan will not result in an increase in the total 
number of units proposed for a particular phase. 

 The request is in compliance with Minor Density 
Adjustments. 

p. 8-4, § 8.3.1.2 8.3.1.2 Minor Revisions 
 

A minor revision shall be permitted if authorized 
under the criteria set forth in the Zoning Code, 
included but not limited to the following:  
 

 Requests for an adjustment that are 30% of less of 
quantifiable or measureable standards contained in 
the Specific Plan or Development Standards or 
Design Guidelines.  

 Requests for an adjustment that the Planning 
Director determines do not have a significant 
impact on the character of the Plan as set forth in 
the Project Purpose, Guiding Principles and 
Objectives of this Specific Plan and the proposed 
adjustments to the development standards or 
design guidelines are offset by the merits of the 
design and do not significantly change the 
anticipated physical characteristics of the 
development. 

 The proposed changes to the alignment of arterial 
streets, which if adopted, would not substantially 
alter the land use or circulation concepts set forth 
in this Specific Plan. 

 The proposed changes to the alignment of 
collector or secondary streets maintain the general 
land use pattern. 
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 The proposed changes do not significantly 
increase any environmental impacts that were 
determined to be significant in the certified Final 
Environmental Impact Report. 

 The proposed change to the approved Phasing 
Plan will not result in an increase in the total 
number of units proposed for the entire Plan Area. 

 The request is in compliance with Minor Density 
Adjustments. 

p. 8-3, § 8.4 The RDOSP provides for a comprehensively planned 
infrastructure system with coordinated phasing and 
construction of facilities. A total of 5 phases are 
proposed in the RDOSP. Phase 1 has 4 sub-phases 
and additional sub-phases are anticipated to occur 
with in the other phases of the Plan Area. The 
geographic boundaries of each phase are reflected on 
Exhibit 8-1, with land use by phase summarized in 
Table 8-1. 

Infrastructure requirements for each phase of 
development include all on-site backbone 
infrastructure and off-site facilities necessary for 
each phase to proceed. The City may require through 
Specific Plan conditions, map conditions or 

Development Agreement, provisions that offsite 
improvements are necessary or beneficial in 
conjunction with a particular phase of development. 
Included infrastructure improvements are roadway, 
sewer, water, recycled water, storm drainage, dry 
utility, recreation, school and other facilities and 
improvements. Development will occur by phase in 
sequential order. The opportunity exists for certain 
parcels to move forward out of sequence, subject to 

p. 8-4, § 8.4 The RDOSP provides for a comprehensively planned 
infrastructure system with coordinated phasing and 
construction of facilities. A total of 9 phases are 
proposed in the RDOSP. The geographic boundaries 
of each phase are reflected on Exhibit 8-1. The On-
Site Rio Del Oro Infrastructure Phasing Plan is 
provided in Appendix B, which includes a listing, by 
phase, of improvements and specific details relating 
to those improvements. 

Infrastructure requirements for each phase of 
development include all on-site infrastructure 
necessary for each phase to proceed. The City shall 
approve a single Phasing Master Plan prior to or 
contemporaneous with the approval of any Tier 2 
Entitlements. The City will require, through map 
conditions and/or Tier 2 Development Agreement 
provisions, those off-site improvements which are 
necessary or beneficial in conjunction with a 
particular phase of development in order to 
implement the provisions of the Phasing Master Plan. 

The improvements and requirements described in 
Appendix B are based on the City standards and 
policies in effect at the time of this Specific Plan 
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review and approval of the City. Once development 
is initiated, some phases may have reduced 
infrastructure requirements if improvements are 
provided in an earlier developed phase. 

A full listing of improvements, and specific details 
relating to those improvements, are included in the 
Specific Plan development agreements. All in-tract 
sewer, storm drain, water and dry utilities will be 
installed as part of individual project improvements. 

approval. Notwithstanding anything in Appendix B 
to the contrary, should any of such City standards 
and/or policies change in the future, then these 
improvements and requirements may also change. 
Furthermore, these improvements and requirements 
may change as provided in the future Phasing Master 
Plan and/or the Tier 2 Entitlements, the terms of 
which shall prevail in the event of any inconsistency 
with the On-Site Infrastructure Phasing Plan.   

p. 8-5, Table 8-1 Table 8-1 was deleted and does not appear in the 
new document. 

  

p. 8-7, § 8.5  p. 8-7, § 8.5 Section 8-5 was completely revised and expanded. 

Source: Data provided by City of Rancho Cordova in 2009 
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3 MASTER RESPONSES 

This chapter presents responses to common environmental issues raised in multiple comments. These have been 
termed “master responses.” They are identified by topic so that reviewers can readily locate all relevant 
information pertaining to an issue of concern. When issues are addressed in the broader context provided by 
master responses, the interrelationships between some of the individual issues raised can be better clarified. It is 
also possible to provide a single explanation of an issue that is more thorough and comprehensive than separate, 
narrowly focused responses without any context. Because it avoids unnecessary repetition of information, use of 
master responses also streamlines the FEIR/FEIS. Chapter 4 of this FEIR/FEIS contains the comment letters and 
responses to specific comments received on the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS for the Rio del 
Oro Specific Plan. 

MASTER RESPONSE 1: ADEQUACY OF LONG-TERM WATER SUPPLY 

A number of commenters have expressed concern regarding the termination of the agreements between 
Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA) and Aerojet and the Boeing Company relating to the provision of 
Groundwater Extraction and Treatment (GET) water and the effect of the termination on the availability of the 
long-term water supply for the project. As discussed in the 2008 Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS 
(2008 RDEIR/SDEIS), the long-term water for the project consists of two supplies: 1,500 acre-feet per year (afy) 
provided through SCWA conjunctive-use supplies (which include surface water entitlements and groundwater) 
and 7,391 afy from the more than 15,000 afy of GET water. Aerojet currently extracts and treats contaminated 
groundwater at various GET facilities at or near its property in eastern Sacramento County. The GET facilities are 
operated under one or more 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 
(DTSC). The directives require extraction of contaminated groundwater; treatment of the groundwater; and 
appropriate discharge of treated groundwater, principally to the American River. In addition, since preparation of 
the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, the design flow for the GET facilities discharging to the American River has been 
increased to more than 20,000 afy. 

The more than 15,000 afy of GET water that is currently discharged to the American River by Aerojet is available 
for diversion. Under a 2003 agreement between Aerojet and SCWA, SCWA was authorized to make such a 
diversion at the Freeport Regional Water Project (FRWP) on the Sacramento River. The agreement granted to 
SCWA the GET water discharged to the American River, and in exchange for this water, among other matters, 
SCWA agreed to provide replacement water to Golden State Water Company (GSWC) and Cal-American Water 
Company (Cal-Am) through a replacement water supply project (the Eastern Sacramento County Replacement 
Water Supply Project [RWSP]) and to provide water for development for the Aerojet properties (including Rio 
del Oro) in excess of the replacement water-supply obligations. (Agreement Between Sacramento County, the 
Sacramento County Water Agency, and Aerojet General Corporation with Respect to Groundwater and Related 
Issues within the Eastern Portion of Sacramento County [August 27, 2003]) (Aerojet-SCWA Agreement). The 
Aerojet-SCWA Agreement allowed either party to terminate the agreement if SCWA has not certified the FEIR 
for the RWSP and approved the RWSP by a specified date. The specified date passed, and SCWA opted to 
terminate the agreement. SCWA and Aerojet have entered into a new 2010 Agreement under which Aerojet is 
transferring 8,900 afy of GET water to SCWA. Under the 2010 Agreement, SCWA acknowledges that the 8,900 
afy will provide SCWA with sufficient available water to supply the Project, and SCWA shall further confirm this 
fact in writing to the City. The 8,900 afy along with other available Zone 40 water (including the 1,500 afy 
provided through SCWA conjunctive-use supplies) is sufficient to meet the Project demand of 8,891 afy. The 
amount of water available under the 2010 agreement – 8,900 afy – is sufficient for build-out for the entire project, 
even if the 1,500 afy expected through the SCWA conjunctive-use supplies, for whatever reason, do not become 
available as expected.  
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Additionally, there are two other GET facilities (also under environmental agency oversight) that presently 
discharge to Morrison Creek but that can, through construction of new pipelines, discharge to the American River. 
One of the GET facilities discharging to Morrison Creek is operated by McDonnell Douglas Corporation 
(MDC)/Boeing, which, along with Aerojet, is obligated to remediate groundwater migrating from portions of 
property formerly owned by MDC/Boeing and currently owned by Aerojet. SCWA also entered into an 
agreement with MDC/Boeing under which SCWA would be granted GET water from the facility that 
MDC/Boeing operates allocable to MDC/Boeing (Agreement Between Sacramento County, the Sacramento 
County Water Agency, and McDonnell Douglas Corporation with Respect to Groundwater and Related Issues 
within the Eastern Portion of Sacramento County [August 29, 2003]) (MDC-SCWA Agreement). The MDC-
SCWA Agreement contained a different termination clause, and that agreement was terminated because SCWA 
did not approve the RWSP by the date specified in that agreement. It is important to note that the termination of 
the MDC-SCWA Agreement does not affect the water available to serve the Rio del Oro project because the 
additional GET water contemplated under the MDC-SCWA Agreement is not necessary to serve the project. (See 
2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, page 3.5-7.) 

Notably, although SCWA did not approve the RWSP, as discussed on page 3.5-7 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, the 
Rio del Oro project would not rely on the RWSP for water. The RWSP DEIR describes the 15,000 afy of GET 
water that is available for diversion at the FRWP; however, this 15,000 afy is already being discharged to the 
American River and is separate and apart from any additional GET water that would be developed under the 
RWSP. The approval and construction of the RWSP, therefore, is not required to ensure that GET water is 
available for the Rio del Oro development. As discussed above, the water needed to supply the project (8,891 afy) 
would come from the 8,900 afy of GET water that Aerojet is making permanently available to SCWA under the 
2010 Agreement and other available Zone 40 water (including the 1,500 afy provided through SCWA 
conjunctive-use supplies).  

Because Aerojet is already discharging the 15,000 afy of GET water to the American River, the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS acknowledges that, in the event the 2003 agreement between Aerojet and SCWA is terminated, 
this GET water could be made available to SCWA at FRWP through implementation of the Aerojet-County 
Agreement, a modified agreement, or a new agreement. (See 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, page 3.5-7.) Such a diversion 
strategy is impliedly permitted under the 2010 Agreement. As Aerojet and SCWA have entered into the 2010 
Agreement, the termination of the2003 agreement, does not undermine the analysis in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, 
which demonstrates a reasonable likelihood of adequate long-term water supply (i.e., that future water sources 
will be available) for the project pursuant to the holding in Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City 
of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 432 (“future water supplies identified and analyzed must bear a 
likelihood of actually proving available”). In fact, the 2010 Agreement strengthens the conclusion reached in the 
2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, as the Agreement specifically identifies the Rio del Oro project as a recipient of up to 8,900 
afy of this GET water, and requires SCWA to further confirm in writing that the transfer of the GET water will 
provide SCWA with sufficient available water to supply Rio del Oro.  

MASTER RESPONSE 2: DISAGREEMENT REGARDING THE CONCLUSIONS 
REACHED IN THE DEIR/DEIS 

The State CEQA Guidelines and the NEPA regulations require that decisions regarding the significance of 
environmental effects addressed in an EIR and an EIS be based on substantial evidence. The State CEQA 
Guidelines recognize that other evidence suggesting a different conclusion may exist. The 2006 DEIR/DEIS 
provides a comprehensive evaluation of the project’s environmental impacts in compliance with CEQA, the State 
CEQA Guidelines, the NEPA regulations, and in accordance with the professionally accepted methodology for 
evaluating impacts on environmental resources. The 2006 DEIR/DEIS, the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, and this 
FEIR/FEIS present substantial evidence to support the conclusions drawn within these documents regarding the 
significance of the project’s environmental effects. Under CEQA, when commenters disagree about 
environmental conclusions, the EIR need only summarize the main points of disagreement and explain the lead 
agency’s reasons for accepting one set of judgments instead of another. Section 15151 of the State CEQA 
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Guidelines states, “Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize 
the main points of disagreement among the experts.” See also Greenbaum v. City of Los Angeles (2nd Dist. 1984) 
153 Cal.App.3d 391, 413 (200 Cal.Rptr. 237) and Browning-Ferris Industries v. City Council (6th Dist. 1986) 181 
Cal.App.3d 852, 862–863 (226 Cal.Rptr. 575). Similarly, under NEPA, when commenters disagree with 
environmental conclusions, the lead agency must “identify opposing views found in the comments such that 
differences of opinion are readily apparent,” and the agency must provide a “good faith, reason[ed] analysis in 
response.” See State of California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753 (9th Cir. 1982). The lead agencies will ultimately 
determine which conclusion is appropriate, based on the substantial evidence presented in the EIR/EIS and other 
documents in the whole of the record. 

The comment letters and responses to them present summaries of the areas of disagreement. In some cases, there 
is no substantial evidence offered by commenters to support a different conclusion. For this reason, no further 
response to disagreements presented in the comment letters is necessary. If evidence is provided by the 
commenter to support the disagreement with the EIR/EIS’s conclusion, the evidence is summarized and 
considered in making the EIR/EIS’s conclusion. The City of Rancho Cordova (City) and USACE will review and 
consider all the substantial evidence in the whole of the record in making their decisions about the project and its 
environmental effects. 

MASTER RESPONSE 3: COMMENTS OUTSIDE THE CEQA PUBLIC REVIEW 
PERIOD 

A number of comments received during the public comment period for the 2008 RDEIR were submitted based on 
information contained in the 2006 DEIR, not the 2008 RDEIR. The notice of availability for the 2008 RDEIR 
stated that pursuant to procedures set forth in Section 15088.5(f)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, reviewers 
should limit their comments to the materials contained in the RDEIR. The notice of availability further stated that 
the City (as CEQA lead agency) would only respond to comments on the 2006 DEIR that were received during 
the initial circulation period of the 2006 DEIR, and to comments received during the recirculation period that 
relate only to the portions of the 2008 RDEIR that were revised. 

Therefore, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), those comments received during the public 
comment period for the 2008 RDEIR that pertain to information contained only in the 2006 DEIR are outside the 
scope of the documents identified in the 2008 RDEIR notice of availability for which comments were invited. As 
a result, no response by the City (as CEQA lead agency) is required. However, the City has responded in an effort 
to promote full discussion and disclosure of environmental issues associated with the project.  

Note that under NEPA, USACE continues to accept public and agency comments on the EIS throughout the 
course of the environmental document, regardless of the public comment period dates. 
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4 COMMENTS AND INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter contains the comment letters received on the December 2006 draft environmental impact report/draft 
environmental impact statement (2006 DEIR/DEIS) and the April 2008 recirculated DEIR/supplemental DEIS 
(2008 RDEIR/SDEIS) for the Rio del Oro Specific Plan project. Following each comment letter are individual 
responses to those comments not addressed in Chapter 3, “Master Responses.” Section 4.2 describes the format of 
the responses to comments. Commenters on the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, their associated 
agencies, and assigned letter identifications are listed in Section 4.3. Section 4.4 presents the comment letters 
received on the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and comments made during the public hearing on the project held January 11, 
2007, and the responses to those comments that are not addressed in master responses. Each comment contained in 
the comment letter is summarized in italics at the beginning of each comment response in Section 4.4. Section 4.5 
presents the comment letters received on the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS and comments made during the public hearing 
on the project held May 22, 2008, and the responses to those comments that are not addressed in master responses.   

4.2 FORMAT OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment letters and responses to comments are arranged in the following order: 

► Section A: Federal Agencies 
► Section B: State Agencies 
► Section C: Regional and Local Agencies 
► Section D: Others 
► Section E: Commenters at the Public Hearing 

Each letter and each comment within a letter have been given an identification number. Responses are numbered so 
that they correspond to the appropriate comment. Where appropriate, responses are cross-referenced between 
letters or with a master response. 
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4.3 LISTS OF COMMENTERS 

4.3.1 COMMENTERS ON THE 2006 DEIR/DEIS 

Table 4-1 provides a list of all agencies and persons who submitted comments on the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and who 
commented on that document during the public hearing. 

Table 4-1 
List of Commenters on the 2006 DEIR/EIS 

Commenter Agency Date Letter ID Page Number 

Section A: Federal Agencies 

Susan K. Moore, Field Supervisor U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service February 12, 2007 USFWS A1-1 

Laura Caballero, Environmental 
Specialist 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation February 5, 2007 Reclamation A2-1 

Patricia Sanderson Port, Regional 
Environmental Officer 

U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Office of the Secretary, Office of 
Environmental Policy and 
Compliance 

February 5, 2007 USDI A3-1 

Nova Blazej, Manager, 
Environmental Review Office 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region IX 

February 15, 2007 EPA A4-1 

Section B: State Agencies 

Kevin Boles, Environmental 
Specialist, Rail Crossings 
Engineering Section, Consumer 
Protection and Safety Division 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

December 18, 2006 CPUC B1-1 

Bridget Binning, Environmental 
Review Unit 

California Department of Health 
Services 

December 21, 2006 DHS B2-1 

Sandy Hesnard, Aviation 
Environmental Specialist 

California Department of 
Transportation, Division of 
Aeronautics 

January 2, 2007 Aero B3-1 

Terry Roberts, Director, State 
Clearinghouse 

Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research 

January 23, 2007 SCH B4-1 

Alexander MacDonald, Senior 
Engineer 

California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, Central 
Valley Region 

February 2, 2007 CVRWQCB-1 B5-1 

Greg K. Vaughn, Senior Engineer, 
Storm Water/Water Quality 
Certification Unit 

California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, Central 
Valley Region 

February 6, 2007 CVRWQCB-2 B6-1 

Bruce De Terra, Office Chief, 
Office of Transportation 
Planning—South 

California Department of 
Transportation, District 3—
Sacramento Area Office 

February 9, 2007 Caltrans B7-1 

Section C: Regional and Local Agencies 

City-required revisions to the 2006 
DEIR/DEIS 

City of Rancho Cordova No date City C1-1 

Helen Lu and Jose Ramirez, 
Senior Civil Engineer 

Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District 

No date SRCSD1 C2-1 
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Table 4-1 
List of Commenters on the 2006 DEIR/EIS 

Commenter Agency Date Letter ID Page Number 

Don Lockhart, Assistant Executive 
Officer 

Sacramento Local Agency 
Formation Commission 

December 14, 2006 LAFCo C3-1 

Matthew G. Darrow, Senior Civil 
Engineer 

County of Sacramento, 
Department of Transportation 

December 15, 2006 DOT C4-1 

George H. Booth, Senior Civil 
Engineer 

Sacramento County Department 
of Water Resources 

January 26, 2007 SCDWR1 C5-1 

Joseph J. Hurley, Assistant Air 
Quality Planner Analyst 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District 

January 29, 2007 SMAQMD C6-1 

John Kilpatrick, P.E., Senior 
Planning Engineer 

California American Water 
Company 

January 29, 2007 Cal-Am C7-1 

Geri Wickham, Planning/Project 
Manager 

Folsom Cordova Unified School 
District 

January 29, 2007 FCUSD C8-1 

Daniel Jones, Assistant Engineer II  Sacramento County Water 
Agency 

January 31, 2007 SCWA C9-1 

J. Glen Rickelton, Airport Noise 
Officer 

Sacramento County Airport 
System 

February 1, 2007 SCAS C10-1 

Traci Canfield, Planner Sacramento Regional Transit 
District 

February 2, 2007 RT C11-1 

Robert Sherry, Planning Director Sacramento County Planning and 
Community Development  

February 5, 2007 ComDev C12-1 

Michael Meyer, CSD-1/SRCSD 
Policy and Planning 

Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District 

February 9, 2007 SRCSD2 C13-1 

Mark Rains, Associate Civil 
Engineer 

Sacramento County Department 
of Water Resources 

February 12, 2007 SCDWR2 C14-1 

Section D: Others 

Thomas W. Smith, P.E., G.E., 
Manager—Sacramento Office, 
Water Resources/Geotechnical 
Engineer 

Ayres Associates January 26, 2007 Ayres D1-1 

Carol W. Witham California Native Plant Society Febr uary 1, 2007 CNPS D2-1 

James G. Moose, Attorney at Law Remy, Thomas, Moose, and 
Manley, LLP 

February 5, 2007 RTMM D3-1 

Alta Tura Habitat 2020 February 5, 2007 Habitat D4-1 

Florence M. LaRiviere, 
Chairperson 

Citizens Committee to Complete 
the Refuge 

February 9, 2007 Citizens D5-1 

Section E: Commenters at the Public Hearing 

Alex MacDonald California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, Central 
Valley Region 

January 11, 2007 Hearing E1-1 

Alta Tura Habitat 2020 January 11, 2007 Hearing E2-1 
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Table 4-2 provides a list of all agencies and persons who submitted comments on the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS during 
the public review period and who commented on that document during the public hearing. 

Table 4-2 
List of Commenters on the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 

Commenter Agency Date Letter ID Page Number 

Section A: Federal Agencies 

Nova Blazej, Manager, 
Environmental Review Office 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region IX 

July 11, 2008 EPA-R RA1-1 

Section B: State Agencies 

Alexander McDonald, Senior 
Engineer 

California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, Central 
Valley Region 

June 13, 2008 CVRWQCB-R RB1-1 

Kim F. Wilhelm, P.E., Northern 
California Regional Engineer, 
Drinking Water Field Operations 
Branch, Division of Drinking 
Water and Environmental 
Management 

California Department of Public 
Health 

May 22, 2008 DHS-R RB2-1 

Section C: Regional and Local Agencies 

Robert Sherry, Planning Director Sacramento County Planning and 
Community Development  

July 7, 2008 ComDev-R RC1-1 

J. Glen Rickelton, Manager, 
Planning & Environment 

Sacramento County Airport 
System 

June 20, 2008 SCAS-R RC2-1 

Sarenna Deeble, P.E., Policy and 
Planning 

Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District 

June 16, 2008 SRCSD-R RC3-1 

John Coppola, Principal Civil 
Engineer 

Sacramento County Water 
Agency 

July 3, 2008 SCWA-R RC4-1 

Salam A. Khan, P.E., 
Development Services 

Sacramento Area Sewer District May 8, 2008 SASD-R RC5-1 

Kamal Atwal, P.E., T.E., 
Associate Transportation Engineer 

Sacramento County Department 
of Transportation 

April 30, 2008 DOT-R RC6-1 

Traci Canfield, Planner Sacramento Regional Transit 
District 

June 12, 2008 RT-R RC7-1 

Sandra Hamameh Sacramento Housing Alliance July 7, 2008 SHA-R RC8-1 

Section D: Others 

Carol W. Witham California Native Plant Society May 28, 2008 CNPS-R RD1-1 

William D. Kopper William D. Kopper, Attorney at 
Law 

June 18, 2008 Kopper-R RD2-1 

Joshua Basofin, California 
Representative 

Defenders of Wildlife July 7, 2008 DOW-R RD3-1 

Section E: Commenters at the Public Hearing 

Kim Wilhelm California Department of Public 
Health 

May 22, 2008 T-DHS RE1-1 
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4.4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE 2006 DEIR/DEIS 
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Letter 
USFWS 

Response 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Susan K. Moore, Field Supervisor 
February 12, 2007 

 
USFWS-1 The comment states that the hydrology of the site will be significantly altered by an 

increase in impervious surfaces. The comment also raises issues regarding indirect 
impacts on vernal pool crustaceans and protected plants, impacts from changes in 
groundwater levels, and impacts on Morrison Creek from project and cumulative 
development. 

This comment was addressed on pages 3.10-25 and 3.10-44 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. 
Drainage and hydrology impacts are analyzed in Section 3.4 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, and 
impacts on the proposed on-site vernal pool preserve are analyzed in Section 3.10. (2006 
DEIR/DEIS, page 3.10-25.) The following information describes those analyses. 

The wetland preserve has been configured to preserve the hydrologic integrity of the 
vernal pools and crustacean habitat. A hydrologic analysis of the topography of the 
preserve area using Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) was used to establish the 
preserve boundary, maintaining a buffer of 250 feet from the proposed development, and 
maintaining the watersheds necessary to support preserved habitat. Using the LIDAR 
technology, ECORP Consulting, Inc. (ECORP) biologists, hydrogeomorphologists, and 
geographic information system (GIS) technicians mapped the microwatersheds of vernal 
pools and other wetlands within the preserve (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, Appendix Q, as 
updated in 2009 and shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS). Using the resulting data, 
they determined that the mean watershed size required for each acre of vernal pool at Rio 
del Oro is approximately 7.14 acres. 

The analysis suggests that the proposed Rio del Oro preserve could accommodate and 
support an additional 50 acres of vernal pool habitat. However, the project proposes to 
construct only 13.5 acres of vernal pool habitat within the 507-acre preserve. Further GIS 
analysis will be conducted and historic topography, historic aerial photography, and the 
results of a soils investigation will be reviewed in an effort to refine the restoration and 
construction of this habitat so that each wetland feature would be supported by a large 
enough watershed. The results of this analysis will dictate the optimal location of the 
proposed vernal pools, ensuring that they would not replace more upland watershed area 
than required to sustain the existing depressional wetlands. A total of 30 historic 
preserved vernal pools would be used as reference vernal pools for the vernal pool 
compensatory mitigation and would be monitored along with the constructed and other 
historic features in the area. 

The LIDAR analysis was also used to analyze the effects of the proposed Rancho 
Cordova Parkway and Americanos Boulevard on existing and proposed habitat within the 
preserve. The analysis indicated that the proposed road does not compromise any vernal 
pools’ watershed to the point that it does not retain a watershed/wetland acreage ratio of 
7.14:1, with the exception of one small vernal pool (0.053 acre). Although the mean 
watershed ratio for all vernal pools was calculated at 7.14:1, further analysis shows that 
wetlands of this size class require a watershed ratio of approximately 3.26:1. The 
proposed alignment of Rancho Cordova Parkway maintains a watershed ratio of 6.62:1 
for this particular pool and greater than 7.14:1 for all other pools downstream of the road; 
therefore, the proposed Rancho Cordova Parkway and Americanos Boulevard alignments 
should not adversely affect existing or proposed vernal pool habitat. 
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The project is designed to direct summer flows to the drainage corridors that would be 
created throughout the project. These drainage corridors include water quality treatment 
swales and basins to treat stormwater and summer flows before flows are released into 
the proposed created low-flow channels and adjacent wetland habitat. Increased flows 
caused by an increase in impervious surfaces would be directed to these drainage 
corridors and would not enter Morrison Creek anywhere upstream of the proposed vernal 
pool preserve. The portion of Morrison Creek that would receive increased runoff is 
downstream of the vernal pool preserve. From the project site, Morrison Creek flows 
directly into Mather Lake on the west of Sunrise Boulevard. There are no off-site vernal 
pools downstream of the proposed preserve that would be adversely affected by increased 
runoff. The on-site vernal pool preserve would not receive any summer nuisance flows. 

The project applicant(s) propose to construct detention basins to attenuate runoff flows to 
predevelopment levels. Because detention basins have been incorporated into the project 
design, peak-flow rates would not increase. Urban runoff would be treated as required by 
state and local stormwater quality standards in the detention basins and drainage channels 
proposed to be constructed within the project site. Incorporating low-impact development 
features, along with the required water quality features, would aid in reducing flows to 
near natural conditions. Therefore, indirect effects on the hydrology of off-site waters, 
such as Mather Creek, would also be minimized. 

The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS acknowledges that vernal pools and other wetland habitat types 
within the proposed preserve and on adjacent parcels could be adversely affected by 
habitat fragmentation and indirect impacts resulting from the proposed construction of 
13.5 acres of vernal pools  proposed as part of the project applicant(s)’ wetland 
mitigation and monitoring plan (MMP). (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, page 3.10-27.) The 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS also acknowledges that the effects of habitat fragmentation can extend 
beyond the boundaries of an area proposed for development.  

The proposed residential development would include various low-impact development 
design features, including bioretention ponds and vegetated swales for water quality 
treatment, pervious strips, and permeable pavements. This treated, mitigated flow would 
enter Morrison Creek near the proposed Americanos Boulevard. The residential area is 
relatively small in relation to this watershed (approximately 3%), and the proposed low-
impact development features, water quality ponds, and retention/detention ponds required 
by local agencies would be implemented. As a result, the LIDAR analysis for the project 
indicates that the peak flows, runoff volumes, and runoff durations of the wetland 
preserve area would likely not be changed substantially. 

The proposed construction design includes the use of Con-Span® bridge systems as 
natural-substrate span crossings over Morrison Creek. The Con-Span bridge consists of 
two small footings on each side of the spanned area and a long overhead arch that would 
bridge the delineated wetland. No improvements within the spanned area are required. 
These natural-substrate span crossings would also allow wildlife movement and minimize 
habitat fragmentation. Properly sized Con-Span bridge crossings allow for more natural 
flows of stormwater while allowing wildlife movement under roadways. Therefore, 
Rancho Cordova Parkway and Americanos Boulevard would cross Morrison Creek with 
a clear span of the delineated wetlands within the channel bank and would not change the 
direction of drainage flows or alter the hydrology in the area. 

Most of the runoff from Rancho Cordova Parkway would be discharged from the wetland 
preserve to the north and south through sloped gutters. The remainder, collected from the 
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central portion of the road, would drain into a bioswale for water quality treatment before 
being released into the proposed wetland preserve (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, Exhibit 3.10-4). 

The existing Morrison Creek watershed at Douglas Road is approximately 1,830 acres. 
This watershed consists of approximately 1,003 acres upstream of the Rio del Oro 
western project boundary and 827 acres on-site. There are scattered areas of mine tailings 
in this watershed, although most of the tailings exist outside this watershed to the north.  

The project would preserve most of the on-site watershed as part of the preserve area, 
with the exception of approximately 53 acres of proposed residential development and 
construction of approximately 3,000 feet of Americanos Boulevard perpendicular to 
Morrison Creek across the proposed preserve area near the eastern boundary. The 
watershed shape and size would not change significantly from the existing conditions on-
site, and this project would not change the watershed off-site. The project would modify 
60 acres of the 1,830-acre watershed area, or approximately 3% of the total watershed 
area. 

The proposed development would include various design features characteristic of low-
impact development, including water quality ponds, and retention or detention ponds for 
water quality, peak-flow control, and volume control to maintain flow regime and water 
chemistry of Morrison Creek at predevelopment levels. The connection to Morrison Creek 
to the southwest of the project site would be maintained, the creek would be maintained in 
its existing condition through most of the project site, and most of the on-site watershed 
would be preserved. Drainage pipe systems would discharge runoff into the created 
drainage parkways with vegetated water quality swales. Stormwater detention basins would 
be used to store stormwater and attenuate peak flows. Therefore, project construction is not 
expected to adversely affect downstream flows on Morrison Creek. For these and the many 
other reasons discussed in the preceding paragraphs, project development is not expected 
to result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to significant 
cumulative regional impacts on Morrison Creek that could affect habitat quality for 
organisms that live in the creek or connected downstream wetlands and other waters. 

In addition, proposed mitigation measures would minimize impacts to the extent feasible. 
Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a requires the project applicant(s) to obtain all necessary 
permits under Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) or the state’s Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act). As part of that process, the 
mitigation measure commits the project applicant(s) to replace, restore, or enhance on a 
“no net loss” basis all wetlands and other waters of the United States or waters of the 
state that would be lost or degraded as part of the project. Aquatic habitat shall be 
restored, enhanced, and/or replaced at an acreage and location and by methods agreeable 
to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (Central Valley RWQCB), and the City of Rancho Cordova (City) 
as appropriate. See the wetland MMP (Appendix Q of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, as 
updated in 2009 and attached to this FEIR/FEIS). 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-1b in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS requires the project applicant(s) 
to submit drainage plans for review and approval. The mitigation measure includes 
several performance standards designed to minimize impacts on the preserved wetlands 
and other waters of the United States. The project applicant(s) must minimize erosion and 
runoff into Morrison Creek and all wetlands and other waters of the United States that 
would remain on-site. Appropriate runoff controls would be implemented to control 
siltation and potential discharge of pollutants. The mitigation measure also commits the 
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project applicant(s) to establishing baseline conditions and developing a monitoring 
program and standards to ensure that the performance standards are met. 

The comment also states that the increased water table could result in perennially flooded 
wetlands. 

The change in groundwater levels described in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS would not result in 
perennial flooding in the vernal pool preserve because groundwater levels would not 
reach the wetlands. The current depth to groundwater typically ranges between 50 feet 
and 160 feet below the current ground surface. Implementing the Proposed Project 
Alternative would raise the groundwater level by 6 feet in the long term. As set forth in 
the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, “the estimated changes in the depth to groundwater as a result 
of project implementation would be minimal and well within the existing range of natural 
seasonal variations” (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, page 3.10-28).  

USFWS-2 The comment states that “substantial construction-related alteration of drainages” can 
result in decreased cyst viability, decreased hatching success, and decreased 
survivorship for vernal pool species. 

This comment is addressed on pages 3.10-27 and 3.10-28 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS requires preparation of a storm water 
pollution prevention plan that would minimize construction-related stormwater impacts 
on the preserve area. In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.10-1b of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS 
requires the project applicant(s) to minimize erosion and runoff into Morrison Creek and 
all wetlands and other waters of the United States that would remain on-site, as described 
in response to comment USFWS-1.  

The wetland preserve has been designed to maximize protection of existing and 
compensatory vernal pool habitat. Drainage would be designed to direct summer 
nuisance flows to low-flow channels that would be constructed along the perimeter of the 
preserve and parallel a proposed trail system. The preserve configuration is also designed 
to maintain existing hydrology in preserved and compensatory vernal pool habitat. 
Development areas adjacent to the preserve generally flow away from the preserve and 
would not compromise the hydrology of the protected resources. Drainage studies 
prepared for the project and submitted show that urban stormwater would not flow to the 
wetland preserve. 

See response to comment USFWS-1 for a discussion of the hydrology in the vernal pool 
preserve area and proposed mitigation.  

USFWS-3  The comment states that overland runoff of contaminants could adversely affect the 
vernal pool crustaceans in the vernal pool preserve area. 

This comment is addressed on pages 3.10-26 and 3.10-44 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. As 
described above, urban runoff from the project would be directed to the proposed 
drainage corridors and would not enter Morrison Creek anywhere upstream of the 
proposed vernal pool preserve, except where noted in response to comment USFWS-1. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-1b in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS would further 
minimize this impact. See also response to comment USFWS-1 for a description of the 
LIDAR analysis conducted for the project, method of directing runoff away from the 
proposed preserve, and explanation of the use of bioswales and water quality treatment 
ponds to ensure that runoff would be treated before entering the proposed preserve. 
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USFWS-4 The comment states that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) expects that the loss 
of supporting upland vernal pool grasslands will lead to a loss of habitat and ecosystem 
function. 

The proposed 507-acre preserve would contain approximately 432 acres of supporting 
upland grassland habitat surrounding approximately 75 wetted habitat acres when the 
project is completed. No adverse impacts are anticipated from implementation of the on-
site vernal pool compensatory mitigation. The proposed vernal pool restoration and 
creation plan has been designed in consultation with USFWS staff. Vernal pool habitat 
that is evident in historic aerial photographs would be restored in their original locations 
and compensatory habitat would occur on appropriate soils located 200 feet away from 
existing features, where possible. The proposed compensatory habitat has also been 
analyzed using ArcGIS software tools and a LIDAR-derived topographic model (see 
response to comment USFWS-1). This analysis confirms that the microwatersheds for all 
preserved wetlands would be maintained and hydrological functions would not be altered. 
This analysis is the same analysis that USFWS has recently required at other approved 
vernal pool compensation sites and mitigation banks. Therefore, impacts on habitat and 
ecosystem function would be minimized. It is acknowledged, however, on page 3.10-65 
of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS that removing approximately 3,300 acres of potential habitat 
for special-status wildlife, and the associated habitat fragmentation, could potentially 
contribute to the decline of vernal pool branchiopods, valley elderberry longhorn beetle 
(VELB), Swainson’s hawk, and western spadefoot toad populations in the region. It is 
also acknowledged on page 3.10-71 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS that the loss of nearly 
1,500 acres of annual grassland habitat would contribute substantially to the regional loss 
of this biological resource that provides important functions  to special-status plant and 
animal species.  

USFWS-5 The comment states that USFWS expects the loss of connectivity between the proposed 
project site and adjacent habitat to disrupt the episodic connectivity that is needed to 
sustain the metapopulations of vernal pool crustaceans in Sacramento County. 

The project has been designed to allow connections to existing conservation areas and/or 
proposed conservation areas to the maximum extent possible. The properties located 
south of the proposed project site, south of Douglas Road (i.e., Anatolia) have been 
permitted and approved, and do not offer any possible open space connections. As 
explained in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, the proposed wetland preserve would connect to 
the conservation area identified in the advisory document A Conceptual-Level Strategy 
for Avoiding, Minimizing, & Preserving Aquatic Resource Habitat in the Sunrise-
Douglas Community Plan Area (June 2004), developed by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), USFWS, and USACE, adjacent to the east of the project site, 
just north of the proposed North Douglas Road. As stated previously, the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS acknowledges that habitat fragmentation resulting from the Rio del Oro 
project could potentially contribute to the decline of vernal pool branchiopods, leading to 
the conclusion in Impact 3.10-4 that the impact on special-status wildlife species would 
remain significant and unavoidable even after mitigation.   

The comment also recommends a conservation strategy that strives to preserve 
approximately 75%–85% of the on-site vernal pools in order to be consistent with the 
Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon (Recovery 
Plan) and recent biological opinions issued for the projects in the SunRidge Specific Plan 
area.  
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The Recovery Plan addresses 33 plant and animal species that occur exclusively or 
primarily within a vernal pool ecosystem. The overall goals of the Recovery Plan are to 
achieve and protect in perpetuity self-sustaining populations of the vernal pool species, 
provide for delisting of 20 federally listed plant and animal species, and ensure the long-
term conservation of the 13 species of special concern. (Recovery Plan, page viii.) 

The project site is within the Mather core area of the Southeastern Sacramento Valley 
vernal pool region. The Recovery Plan designates the Mather core area as a “Priority 1” 
area. Core areas were identified as Priority 1 in cases where they were occupied by very 
narrowly endemic species (with few populations and narrow or disjunct distributions that 
are known to be, or are likely to be, genetically or ecologically distinct) or where the core 
area supported a high diversity of the species covered by the plan. The Mather core area 
is listed as a Priority 1 area because of the presence of Sacramento Orcutt grass and a 
“high number of rare species in the area.” The Recovery Plan lists Sacramento Orcutt 
grass, slender Orcutt grass, vernal pool fairy shrimp, and vernal pool tadpole shrimp as 
listed species that are present in the area. Although the Recovery Plan does not establish 
regulatory requirements, Priority 1 recommends the protection of 85%–95% of the 
sustainable vernal pool habitat within the Mather core area. 

It is important to note that the Recovery Plan sets goals for the entire core area, not just 
the area of the project. The protection goals are not necessarily intended to apply on a 
project-by-project basis, but rather focus on “sustainable” habitat. Also, it should be 
noted that recovery plans are not enforceable regulatory documents binding on local 
planning agencies. (The Fund for Animals v. Rice, 1995 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 22389, *11–
*12 M.D. Fla. 1995 [“[t]he Florida Panther Recovery Plan . . . presents merely guidelines 
and not requirements vested with the force of law”]; Oregon Natural Resource Council v. 
Turner, 863 F.Supp. 1277–1284 [D.Or. 1994] [“the development and publication of a 
recovery plan in and of itself would not have afforded the endangered species any 
additional protection”; “[t]he recovery plan presents a guideline for future goals but does 
not mandate any actions, at any particular time, to obtain those goals”]. See also National 
Wildlife Federation v. National Park Service, 669 F.Supp. 384, 388–389 [D.Wy. 1987], 
which notes that the language of the statute does not support the plaintiff’s assertion that 
Endangered Species Act [ESA] Section 4[f] obligates the Secretary of the Interior to 
develop and implement a recovery plan, and that once the plan is developed, all 
concerned agencies must adhere to it.) 

The Rio del Oro project would preserve approximately 70% of the vernal pools within 
the core recovery area located within the project boundaries. The project applicant(s), in 
consultation with USFWS, have also secured an additional property—known as the Cook 
property—for additional mitigation of impacts on vernal pools. The 160-acre Cook 
property is also within the Recovery Plan’s Mather core area and contains an additional 
22+ acres of wetland habitat, including 15.5 acres of vernal pool, seasonal wetland, and 
seasonal wetland swale habitat (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, Appendix Q, Figure 16, as updated 
in 2009 and shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS). 

The general plan consistency tables in Appendix P of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS address 
the consistency of the project with policy provisions of the City of Rancho Cordova 
General Plan (City General Plan). The project retains existing connectivity along 
Morrison Creek by retaining its corridor in the wetland preserve and open space drainage 
corridors to the west (which is already affected by existing development and Sunrise 
Boulevard) and provides for a connection to the east, consistent with the City General 
Plan’s conceptual land use plan for the Grant Line West Planning Area (Figure LU-20 of 
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the City General Plan). Mitigation plans for wetlands and other waters of the United 
States and Swainson’s hawk are also described in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. USFWS is 
currently preparing a biological opinion for the project. All of these project-related 
actions would contribute to the project’s consistency with the provisions of the City 
General Plan’s Action NR.1.7.1 (“mitigate project so that it does not contribute to the 
decline of species populations that impact the viability of the regional population”). 

USFWS-6 The comment states that USFWS believes that the nature and type of the edge effects 
would change with the construction of residential development adjacent to VELB habitat. 
The comment also states that the most recent elderberry survey is nearly 7 years old and 
USFWS requires an updated survey. 

The 2006 DEIR/DEIS, as the comment notes, reaches a similar conclusion. After 
consultation with USFWS, the project applicant(s) developed a revised VELB mitigation 
plan in June 2009 (shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS). The 2009 draft VELB 
mitigation plan includes 3,230 elderberry plantings plus 4,170 associated native 
plantings, totaling 7,400 plantings required for compensatory mitigation, as determined 
according to the USFWS conservation guidelines for VELB (USFWS 1999). One 
mitigation credit is equivalent to 10 plants (five elderberry seedlings and five associated 
native plants), so 740 mitigation credits are needed to compensate for the loss of 
elderberry shrubs on the project site. The 2009 draft VELB mitigation plan proposes to 
satisfy 290.4 mitigation credits through plantings within a 12-acre on-site preserve and to 
purchase 449.6 credits at an off-site mitigation bank approved by USFWS. The 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS and this FEIR/FEIS conclude, however, that impacts on VELB would 
remain significant and unavoidable because the on-site elderberry preserve would 
eventually be surrounded by development and isolated from larger areas of potential 
habitat and would not be expected to result in any measurable benefit to the species. 
There are no feasible mitigation measures to fully reduce the impact on VELB to a less-
than-significant level. 

In 2007, ECORP Consulting surveyed a subsample of the project site, using a 
methodology agreed to by USFWS, to determine whether elderberry shrub numbers in 
2007 were consistent with those documented in 2000. The subsample surveys and 
analysis of survey results concluded that there was no substantial difference in the 
number of elderberry shrubs or the number of stems present in 2000 and 2007. Stem 
diameter was found to be substantially greater in 2007 than in 2000 and the updated stem 
size data were considered in determining the compensatory mitigation ratios proposed in 
the 2009 VELB mitigation plan (Appendix R of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS). 
Preconstruction surveys for elderberry shrubs would be conducted for each project phase 
and the elderberry data gathered during those surveys would be used to calculate final 
ratios for compensatory mitigation.   

USFWS-7  The comment states that two occurrences of the endangered Sacramento Orcutt grass 
and two occurrences of the threatened slender Orcutt grass are located in the Anatolia 
Preserve adjacent to the southern boundary of the project site. The comment states that 
because of the hydrological connection of this site to occupied habitat and because 
incomplete information was provided in the survey report, USFWS does not accept the 
May 2003 survey results as definitive. 

The 2006 DEIR/DEIS noted that the two species were unlikely to occur. Although 
suitable habitat is present in vernal pools and swales, the species were not found during 
special-status plant surveys conducted at the project site in 2003. (2006 DEIR/DEIS, 
pages 3.10-8 to 3.10-9.) Although these surveys were protocol-level surveys and thus 
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constitute substantial evidence that the plants do not occur on-site, USFWS nevertheless 
requested an additional season of surveys. 

ECORP Consulting completed additional late-season surveys for Sacramento Orcutt 
grass and slender Orcutt grass during summer 2006. Those survey results, which were 
submitted to USFWS in 2006, confirm that these plant species are not present on the site 
(see page 3.10-66 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS). No hydrological connection exists 
between the project site and the slender Orcutt grass in the Montelena preserve 
(erroneously identified as the Anatolia preserve in the comment). Hydrological 
connectivity between these two sites was eliminated during development activities on the 
Montelena project site in 2006. 

USFWS-8  The comment suggests analyzing an alternative that maintains a high density of 
development of 11,601 units on a smaller project footprint to avoid and minimize the 
effects on listed species and their habitat.  

The Impact Minimization Alternative was analyzed in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS. This alternative was formulated to provide a reduced level of 
environmental impacts relative to the Proposed Project Alternative, while still meeting 
some of the City’s goals and objectives under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and satisfying USACE’s overall project purpose under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and CWA Section 404(b)(1), to provide a large-scale 
mixed-use community within Sacramento County. The Impact Minimization Alternative 
does include a higher density of development than the Proposed Project Alternative by 
reducing the acreage of single-family residential development from 1,597 acres to 
1,032.5 acres and increasing the acreage of high-density residential development from 86 
acres to 173.5 acres. The result is that the Impact Minimization Alternative would result 
in development of 10,560 residential units, compared to the 11,601 units of the Proposed 
Project Alternative. Total acreages of nonresidential uses (commercial, industrial, 
business) would also be reduced from 521 acres to 493 acres under the Impact 
Minimization Alternative. 

The Impact Minimization Alternative was analyzed in detail in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and 
the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. No evidence has been presented that increasing the density of 
development while maintaining a smaller development footprint would further reduce 
any of the impacts on listed species and their habitats associated with this alternative. 

The 2006 DEIR/DEIS also considered, but rejected for full analysis, the Increased 
Preserve/No Regional Town Center Alternative, which would increase the size of the 
wetland preserve from 507 acres to 1,106 acres. This alternative is problematic for 
reasons other than the total number of housing units and thus was rejected for further 
analysis. Principally, under this alternative, the proposed regional town center could not 
be located in the southwest corner of the project site. Because of the lack of a feasible 
regional town center and other substantial losses in City funding, this alternative would 
not satisfy the key CEQA objectives of the Proposed Project Alternative. Therefore, this 
alternative was eliminated from further consideration (see 2006 DEIR/DEIS pages 2-79 
through 2-81). 

USFWS-9 The comment states that the Impact Minimization Alternative is most consistent with 
USFWS’s recommendations regarding protection of vernal pools and wetlands and 
habitat protection. 
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The comment is noted. Both the City and USACE will evaluate the feasibility and/or 
practicability of the Impact Minimization Alternative and the Proposed Project 
Alternative before any decision documents are issued or project approvals are granted. 

USFWS-10  The comment recommends that additional consideration be given to the construction of 
roads through the wetland preserve area and the exploration of alternate routing or 
design of roads that, as currently proposed, bisect the preserve area. The comment 
expresses a concern that locating Rancho Cordova Parkway and Americanos Boulevard 
in the proposed preserve area would compromise the integrity of the preserve area and 
would allow additional impacts through runoff from the road and fragmentation of the 
watershed. The comment also recommends that roads not be constructed through the 
drainage parkway. 

The proposed roadways have been designed to reduce impacts on the preserve through 
the implementation of mitigation measures described in 2006 DEIR/DEIS Section 3.4, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality” and in 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS Section 3.10, “Biological 
Resources.” The City is fairly limited on alternate routing for the roads. The City General 
Plan identified Rancho Cordova Parkway as a major road necessary to relieve the already 
congested traffic on Sunrise Boulevard. The southern connection point of Rancho 
Cordova Parkway has already been established by previous approval and development of 
the SunRidge projects to the south making alternate routing difficult. Given the City’s 
minimum requirements for road width and curve radii, the proposed route of Rancho 
Cordova Parkway is the least impacting yet practicable design. The roadway has been 
configured to reduce direct impacts on wetlands and other waters of the United States and 
the use of culverts and Con-Span bridge crossings has been incorporated to maintain the 
existing hydrology to the preserved wetlands and other waters while allowing for wildlife 
movement. 

See response to comment USFWS-1 for a discussion of the impacts of the roadways on 
the preserve. 

The drainage parkways would be created in areas that do not currently contain any 
wetland or species values. The drainage parkways are meant to capture and convey runoff 
and nuisance flows, provide water quality treatment, and serve as a buffer to 
compensatory habitat. These parkways would not be connected with the 507-acre vernal 
pool preserve and are not meant to serve as wildlife movement corridors. Therefore, 
having roads intersect the drainage parkways should not interfere with their proposed 
functions and it would not be feasible to avoid road crossings over the drainage 
parkways.   

USFWS-11 The comment recommends widening the proposed drainage parkways along the 
reconstructed channels to 400 feet to facilitate the control of weedy plant species and to 
provide an adequate buffer to any wildlife in these corridors from disturbance.  

It should be noted that the drainage parkways do not currently exist; the parkways would 
be created in areas that may have historically contained drainage features but no longer 
contain any wetland or species values. The drainage corridors have been designed to 
provide buffers to proposed compensatory habitat and water quality treatment for 
adjacent runoff that is equivalent to what would be required if the drainage corridors were 
existing features. The drainage parkways would not be connected with the 507-acre 
vernal pool preserve and are not meant to serve as wildlife movement corridors. The 
drainage corridors would be managed as required by an agency-approved operations and 
maintenance (O&M) plan, which would include measures to manage invasive nonnative 
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species. The O&M plan would, at a minimum, be approved by USACE, USFWS, and the 
City before project implementation. 

USFWS-12 The comment recommends that a conservation easement be established over the entire 
proposed preserve area before groundbreaking on the proposed project.  

As described on page 2-25 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, an easement would be established 
over the proposed preserve concurrent with the first phase of project development. This 
easement would allow management of the preserve for wetland and wildlife habitat in 
perpetuity as well as activities (e.g., habitat restoration, reclamation of developed area, 
groundwater well monitoring and maintenance) that are necessary to carry out the 
project’s mitigation plan and other required monitoring activities. 

To clarify these project features, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this final environmental 
impact report/final environmental impact statement (FEIR/FEIS), Table 2-1 on page 2-14 
of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS has been modified to include a footnote to “Wetland Preserve”: 

* An easement would be established over the wetland preserve during 
development Phase 1, with construction of the preserve features to take place 
during Phases 3 and 5. 

In addition, the last paragraph on page 2-21 (continuing onto page 2-22) describing the 
wetland preserve has been revised as follows: 

The proposed project includes a 507-acre wetland preserve that would contain 
18.234 acres of vernal pools and 8.006 acres of seasonal wetland habitats. An 
easement would be established over the wetland preserve The wetland preserve 
would likely be established during development Phase 1, with construction of the 
created wetlands within the preserve proposed to take place during Phases 3 and 
5 (see Table 2-1) although it would be expanded and continue to be improved as 
later phases come on line. The exact timing of events within the wetland preserve 
would be determined by USACE’s Clean Water Act Section 404 permit 
requirements. The wetland preserve would not function as a mitigation bank. 

USFWS-13  The comment states that USFWS is opposed to mining activities occurring within 
proposed preserves. 

No mining activity is proposed to take place in any of the proposed preserves on the 
project site.  

USFWS-14  The comment states that USFWS expects to evaluate the effects of remedial activities on 
federally listed species through a separate formal consultation. The comment mentions 
specific sites within the proposed preserve, including the Kappa/Gamma complex, the 
“metal-lined hole,” and the Alpha complex. 

A soil vapor extraction system has been operating at the Alpha Complex since 2002 to 
remove volatile organic compounds from the soil. (The location of the Alpha Complex 
can be found in the updated 2006 DEIR/DEIS Exhibit 3.13-1, “Map of Areas Subject to 
Remedial Investigation,” presented in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS.) A feasibility study is 
in progress to address percholorate in soil and contaminants in groundwater. The cleanup 
process at the Alpha Complex would not affect vernal pools within the preserve. 
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The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) approved a remedial 
action plan for institutional control (land use restrictions) for the Kappa/Gamma Complex 
in January 2006. (The location of the Kappa/Gamma Complex can be found in the 
updated 2006 DEIR/DEIS Exhibit 3.13-1, “Map of Areas Subject to Remedial 
Investigation,” presented in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS.) These land use restrictions 
would be defined before development of this area. Remedial activities at the 
Kappa/Gamma Complex would not involve removing soil that could affect vernal pools.  

The cleanup for the “metal-lined hole” as required by DTSC would entail demolishing 
the structure. With implementation of appropriate construction practices, no vernal pools 
would be affected. 

The cleanup of White Rock Dump No. 1 as required by DTSC consists of capping the 
dump. As reported in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, dump closure activities would require 
elderberry shrubs located in the area to be removed and relocated or replaced. (2006 
DEIR/DEIS, pages 3.10-33 to 3.10-34.) ECORP Consulting prepared a revised draft 
VELB mitigation plan in 2009 that provides the proposed plan of the project applicant(s) 
to mitigate the removal of elderberry shrubs from the project site, including those that 
would be affected by cleanup of the White Rock Road Dump. (See attached Appendix 
R.) 

Final mitigation for impacts on federally listed species, including VELB, resulting from 
project implementation would be determined through Section 7 consultation with 
USFWS and incorporate recommendations provided in the final biological opinion for 
the project.   
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From: Ben Ritchie  
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2007 4:47 PM 
To: Patrick Angell 
Cc: Pam Johns 
Subject: FW: Rio del Oro Development 
 
 
Please see Laura's comment on the Rio EIR/EIS below.   
 
________________________________ 
 
From: Laura Caballero [mailto:LCABALLERO@mp.usbr.gov]  
Sent: Mon 2/5/2007 4:44 PM 
To: Ben Ritchie 
Cc: esparkman@cityofranchocordova.org; Jeff Beiswenger-RC; Kathryn 
Schroeder; Robert Schroeder 
Subject: Rio del Oro Development 
 
 
 
Ben, 
 
Please add the following condition to the Rio del Oro project tentative 
map and the EIS/EIR comments: 
 
The City of Rancho Cordova must provide the Bureau of Reclamation an 
opportunity to review the Rio del Oro Specific Plan Master Drainage Plan 
and the City of Rancho Cordova must obtain the Bureau of Reclamation's 
approval of the Rio del Oro Specific Plan Master Drainage Plan prior to 
the  City of Rancho Cordova's final approval and entitlement of the Rio 
del Oro Specific Plan and tentative map. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Laura Caballero 
Environmental Specialist 
Bureau of Reclamation 
7794 Folsom Dam Road 
Folsom, CA  95630 
Ph (916) 989-7172 
Fax (916) 989-7208 
Cell (916) 295-0694 
 
 
 

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Text Box
Reclamation - 1



 

AECOM  Rio del Oro Specific Plan FEIR/FEIS 
Comments and Individual Responses A2-2 City of Rancho Cordova/USACE 

Letter 
Reclamation 

Response 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Laura Caballero, Environmental Specialist 
February 5, 2007 

  
Reclamation-1 The comment states that the City must provide the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 

(Reclamation) an opportunity to review the Rio del Oro Specific Plan Master Drainage 
Plan and that the City must obtain Reclamation’s approval of the plan before the City's 
final approval and entitlement of the Rio del Oro Specific Plan and tentative map. 

The comment is noted. The project does not propose any off-site improvements in the 
vicinity of the Folsom South Canal at this time. 

 



 
 

February 5, 2007 
 
ER# 06/1179 
 
Patrick Angell 
City of Rancho Cordova 
2729 Prospect Park Dr. 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 
 
Anna Sutton 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
1325 J Street, Room 1480 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922 
 
 
Subject: Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Proposed Rio 
del Oro Specific Plan Project, City of Rancho Cordova, Sacramento County, CA 
 
 
Dear Mr. Angell and Ms. Sutton, 
 
The U.S. Department of the Interior has received and reviewed the subject document and 
has no comments to offer. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review this project.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Patricia Sanderson Port 
Regional Environmental Officer 
 
 
cc: OEPC, HQ,  
      FWS, CNOO 

United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 520 

Oakland, CA 94607 
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Letter 
USDI 

Response 

U.S. Department of the Interior  
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance  
Patricia Sanderson Port, Regional Environmental Officer 
February 5, 2007 

  
USDI-1 The comment states that the U.S. Department of the Interior has no comments to offer on 

the Rio del Oro Specific Plan DEIR/DEIS.  

The comment is noted.  
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Letter 
EPA 

Response 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 
Nova Blazej, Manager, Environmental Review Office 
February 15, 2007 

  
EPA-1 The comment states that EPA is concerned that the DEIS has not demonstrated that 

wetlands have been avoided to the greatest extent practicable. 

The purpose of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS is to analyze the impacts of the Proposed Project 
and alternatives to the project. Although the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS does eliminate certain alternatives from further consideration because of 
their infeasibility, the document is not meant to satisfy the requirements of the CWA 
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (Guidelines) (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 230). 
EPA is being given the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Section 
404(b)(1) alternatives information prepared by the project applicants. Using the 2006 
DEIR/DEIS, the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, and other available information, USACE will 
conduct a full analysis for compliance with the Guidelines within the record of decision 
(ROD). In accordance with the Guidelines, no discharge of dredged or fill material shall 
be permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge that would have 
less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have 
other significant adverse environmental consequences. USACE will continue 
coordination with EPA to ensure compliance with the Guidelines.  

The comment also states that EPA is concerned that adequate mitigation for project 
impacts on waters of the United States and habitat has not been demonstrated.  

Section 3.10 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS provides numerous feasible mitigation measures 
to address project impacts on waters of the United States and habitat. The mitigation 
measures have been revised and updated in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. The applicant also 
has submitted a revised wetland MMP to address impacts (see Appendix Q of this 
FEIR/FEIS). In its comment, EPA does not provide specific additional mitigation 
measures that it would like to see incorporated. The intent of this FEIR/FEIS is to 
evaluate the potential significant impacts of the Proposed Project and other alternatives, 
as well as to identify mitigation measures to help reduce these impacts. Before issuance 
of a permit, USACE will ensure, pursuant to its regulations (33 CFR 320–332) and the 
Guidelines, that impacts on waters of the United States are avoided and minimized to the 
maximum extent practicable, and that unavoidable impacts are compensated, as explained 
in response to comment EPA-1. 

The comment also states that there should be a distinct plan for mitigation of air quality 
impacts in the area.  

Section 3.15 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS provides numerous feasible mitigation measures to 
address temporary, short- and long-term project impacts on air quality. See also responses 
to comments SMAQMD-1 through SMAQMD-6 from the Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District (SMAQMD), in Section C, “Regional and Local 
Agencies,” of this chapter. In its comment, EPA does not provide specific mitigation 
measures that it would like to see incorporated into the air quality plan. 

EPA-2 The comment requests that the FEIS include additional information, specifically, that it 
do all of the following: (1) demonstrate that waters of the United States have been 
avoided to the greatest extent practicable, and/or make modifications such as low-impact 
development mitigation measures; (2) clearly document the avoidance; (3) support the 
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selection of the Proposed Project Alternative as the Least Environmentally Damaging 
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) based on objective economic criteria; and (4) include a 
detailed analysis of the Increased Preserve Alternative to satisfy the Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines.  

These items will be addressed in the Section 404(b)(1) LEDPA analysis within the ROD. 
See responses to comments EPA-1 and EPA-2. 

The comment also states that EPA is supportive of an increased amount of wetland 
preserve, as mentioned in the USFWS biological opinion.  

The comment is noted. USFWS has not yet issued a biological opinion for the project, 
although a draft biological opinion was issued on April 25, 2006 (USFWS File Number 
1-1-06-1108), and a revised draft was issued on August 11, 2009 (USFWS File Number 
1-1-04-F-0006). USACE will not issue the ROD until the biological opinion has been 
issued by USFWS. In addition, USACE will not issue a permit until all requirements of 
the Guidelines are met, as discussed in responses to comments EPA-1 and EPA-2. 
However, the EIR will be certified before the final biological opinion is issued. 

EPA-3 The comment expresses a concern that the plan to create vernal pools within the vernal 
pool preserve would double the existing density of vernal pools, and that this “vernal 
pool packing” may cause disruption to the hydrology of existing swales and pools. 

The project applicant(s) have proposed to mitigate impacts on vernal pools by 
restoring/creating 13.5 acres of vernal pools and to preserve 20.4 acres of vernal pools 
within the proposed preserve. This would result in a vernal pool density of 6.7%. This 
proposal would not result in a doubling of the existing density, but would increase the 
density by approximately 2.5%. This density is consistent with densities found to occur in 
other vernal pool complexes in the region and includes re-creation of wetlands that had 
historically existed on the site.  

As indicated by the hydrologic analysis described on pages 3.10-33 through 3.10-35 of 
the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, project implementation is not expected to decrease watershed 
ratios below levels necessary to sustain existing depressional wetlands or the proposed 
13.5 acres of compensatory vernal pools. According to the model, the proposed on-site 
wetland preserve could accommodate and support an additional 50 acres of vernal pool 
habitat without compromising the existing hydrology. See response to comment USFWS-
1.  

EPA-4 The comment notes that a “large number of wetlands” would be created in detention 
basins and questions whether credit should be given for such features.  

The 2006 DEIR/DEIS (page 2-22) stated that: 

Seasonal wetland habitats would be created in the three detention basins 
proposed on the site. Approximately 60% (19.5 acres) of the basins would be 
designed to function as seasonal wetlands. Furthermore, 186 acres of drainage 
corridors would be established on the project site. Low-flow channels and 
riparian wetland would be established in the proposed drainage corridors. These 
corridors would range from 200 feet to 300 feet wide and would consist of 
meandering low-flow channel, adjacent wetlands, riparian plantings, and a bike 
trail. Assuming an average low-flow channel width of 10 feet and 10 feet of 
associated riparian habitat on either side, project implementation would create an 
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additional 12.3 acres of riparian habitat and 6.53 acres of low-flow channel. 
These corridors would reestablish defined drainage corridors for the site that 
have not been present since the dredging operations completely altered the 
character and topography of the majority of the site. 

Since publication of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, a revised wetland MMP has been developed 
and the project applicant no longer proposes creation of compensatory seasonal wetlands 
within the detention basins. The revised MMP proposes establishment of 187 acres of 
open space corridors containing 16.9 acres of created seasonal wetlands and 8.4 acres of 
created low-flow channel. The most current draft (June 2009) of the wetland MMP 
(Appendix Q) is attached to this FEIR/FEIS. Additional wetland mitigation measures are 
proposed in Mitigation Measures 3.10-1a and 3.10-1b (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, pages 3.10-
40 through 3.10-45). 

EPA-5 The comment states that a preserve bisected by Rancho Cordova Parkway may not be 
consistent with USFWS’s Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and 
Southern Oregon, and that a more complete analysis of the Recovery Plan and the draft 
goals of the South Sacramento County Habitat Conservation Plan (SSCHCP) is required 
for overall compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines.  

See also response to comment USFWS-5 for a discussion of the Recovery Plan and 
response to comment USFWS-1 for discussion impacts on the preserved wetlands 
resulting from the proposed Rancho Cordova Parkway design.  

Project consistency with the SSCHCP is not required under CEQA or NEPA because the 
SSCHCP has not been adopted. The SSCHCP is not scheduled for completion, adoption, 
and implementation until 2011. The SSCHCP currently assumes that the proposed on-site 
wetland preserve is established. It is also expected that this project will receive its 404 
permit approvals and associated biological opinion before the SSCHCP is adopted. 

 

EPA-6 The comment recommends a “comprehensive, coordinated approach” to conservation 
land management with the Sunrise Douglas Community Plan area, which is immediately 
south of the Rio del Oro project site.  

The Rio del Oro project has been designed to allow connections to existing conservation 
areas and/or proposed conservation areas to the maximum extent possible. The properties 
located directly south of the Rio del Oro project site have been permitted and approved, 
and do not offer any possible open space connections. As explained in the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS (page 3.10-26), the proposed wetland preserve would connect to the 
agency-proposed conservation area identified in A Conceptual-Level Strategy for 
Avoiding, Minimizing, & Preserving Aquatic Resource Habitat in the Sunrise-Douglas 
Community Plan Area (June 2004) adjacent to the eastern portion of the project site, just 
north of the proposed North Douglas Road.  

EPA-7 The comment expresses concerns about cumulative effects on the aquatic ecosystem—
specifically, calls for development within areas of Sacramento County that support high-
density aquatic resources without measures to mitigate these impacts. The comment 
states that the DEIS appears not to have adequately captured proposed impacts from the 
developments at Mather Air Field, Cordova Hills, Excelsior Estates, the Waegell Family 
property within and adjacent to the Sunrise Douglas Community Plan area, and the 
Regional Connector Transportation project sponsored by the Sacramento Area Council 
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of Governments (SACOG). As stated in the comment, these developments would affect 
more than 15,000 acres and have the potential to degrade more than 600 acres of waters 
of the United States. 

The cumulative impacts analysis was revised in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS to include 
impacts on biological resources from the proposed Mather Field, Cordova Hills, 
Excelsior Estates, and the Arboretum (Waegell) projects. (See Table 3.10-4, page 3.10-69 
of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS.) As determined in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, cumulative 
impacts on biological resources would remain significant and unavoidable because even 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation and regional enforcement of the USACE 
“no-net-loss” standard, the value of the region as it relates to the long-term viability of 
these resources would be substantially diminished. There is no feasible mitigation 
available that could fully mitigate this impact when considered cumulatively with the 
adverse effects on similar aquatic resources resulting from all existing and proposed 
projects in the region. 

EPA-8 The comment states that the FEIS should assure that the dense creation of vernal pools 
as proposed in the project will be effective for restoration and will not disrupt the 
hydrology of the existing swales and pools and should clearly establish the expected 
functions of wetlands to be created in the detention basins.  

See responses to comments USFWS-1, USFWS-2, and EPA-3 for a discussion of the 
hydrologic functions of the preserve as well as vernal pool densities. No compensatory 
wetland habitat will be created in the drainage basins (see response to comment EPA-4). 

EPA-9 The comment recommends that the FEIS should include a more complete analysis of 
compliance with USFWS’s Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and 
Southern Oregon, December 2005 and the draft goals of the SSCHCP.  

See responses to comments USFWS-5 (second part of comment and response) and EPA-
5 for a discussion of the Recovery Plan and the SSCHCP. As noted in response to 
comment EPA-5, the SSCHCP remains in draft form and an analysis of the plan’s 
consistency would be premature at this time.  

The comment also states that the project proponent should establish the same monitoring 
and assessment procedures used in the Sunrise Douglas Community Plan area for any 
preserve area at the project site, and to coordinate with landowners in the Sunrise 
Douglas Community Plan area to ensure that there is one conservation easement holder 
for all these preserves.  

The comment is noted. The holder of the conservation easement will be identified during 
the processing of the CWA Section 404(b)(1) permit and through negotiation of an 
incidental take statement from USFWS. The project applicant(s) have preliminarily 
contacted Sacramento Valley Open Space regarding management of the proposed 
preserve (Rutledge, undated pers. comm.). 

EPA-10 The comment states that the FEIS should carefully evaluate and mitigate the cumulative 
impacts on the regional aquatic ecosystem.  

See response to comment EPA-7 for a discussion of cumulative impacts on the aquatic 
ecosystem in Sacramento County.  
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The comment also states that the FEIS should evaluate the feasibility of a larger wetland 
preserve that encompasses the southern boundary of the project, and recommends a 
1,310-acre contiguous preserve as proposed in the USFWS biological opinion. 

The Impact Minimization Alternative, which was analyzed in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and 
the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, would preserve nearly the entire southern boundary of the 
project site. The feasibility of this alternative, as well as others, will be considered by the 
City when it considers the merits of the project and in its CEQA findings. USACE will 
consider the practicability of this alternative in its 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis. EPA’s 
opinion regarding a 1,310-acre contiguous preserve alternative is noted. As noted in 
response to comment EPA-2 above, USFWS has not yet issued a biological opinion for 
the project, although a draft biological opinion has been provided to USACE. Although 
USFWS has proposed that the preserve be increased to 1,310 acres, there is no further 
information on the boundaries of such a preserve or how such a preserve would reduce 
impacts. The 2006 DEIR/DEIS and 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS analyzed a reasonable range of 
alternatives, including an alternative that would not involve any fill of waters of the 
United States. 

EPA-11 The commenter disagrees that compliance with the CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines 
has been shown, citing DEIR/DEIS page 2-3. The comment states that the project does 
not appear to be the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative.  

Neither the 2006 DEIR/DEIS nor the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS asserts that the document 
satisfies the requirements of the Guidelines. Before project approval, USACE must 
determine whether the Proposed Project Alternative is the LEDPA. This determination 
must be supported by the CWA Section 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis. USACE will 
consider EPA’s comments when reviewing that analysis. See responses to comments 
EPA-1 and EPA-2. 

EPA-12 The comment recommends that the FEIS show project compliance with the Section 
404(b)(1) Guidelines by analyzing the Increased Preserve Alternative and clearly define 
the economic goals used to eliminate that alternative. The commenter would also like 
justification for how the LEDPA was chosen. The comment suggests that the Proposed 
Alternative be modified further to reduce impacts on waters of the United States. In 
addition, the comment states that the FEIS should discuss specifically the transportation 
infrastructure impacts from the off-site alternatives. 

See response to comment EPA-11 for a discussion of compliance with the Guidelines.  
See responses to comments Habitat-5, USFWS-1, and USFWS-10 for responses related 
to roadway impacts on biological resources.  

EPA-13 The comment notes that information in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS about air quality planning 
documents is out of date.  

Air quality planning documents have been released since the previous version of the Rio 
del Oro 2006 DEIR/DEIS was published. As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the 
first paragraph on page 3.15-16 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS is hereby revised as follows: 

Although the region has made significant progress in reducing ozone, a problem 
has arisen with regard to another requirement set forth in the CAA. The region’s 
transportation plan must conform and thus show that it does not harm the 
region’s chances of attaining the ozone standard. The SIP is tied to a “motor 
vehicle emissions budget” (MVEB); transportation planners must ensure that 
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emissions anticipated from plans and improvement programs remain within this 
budget. The region is not required to update the SIP before the ozone (8-hour) 
plans are due in 2006. However, since a conformity lapse began on October 4, 
2004, an expedited process to prepare a plan is under way.  

In the March 14, 2006, Federal Register posting, EPA found that the MVEBs for 
2008 were determined to be adequate for transportation conformity purposes. 
The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) was able to 
demonstrate that the 2006 Metropolitan Transportation Plan and the 2006/2008 
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program for the Sacramento region 
were below the 2008 MVEB. The Sacramento Regional Nonattainment Area 8-
Hour Attainment Demonstration Plan, which was completed December 19, 2008, 
updated the allowable motor vehicle emissions budgets for ROG and NOX for 
2008 using the new EMFAC model (EMFAC2007) and population and travel 
activity figures. In addition, it established new budgets for several other years up 
to and including the attainment deadline year. After EPA finds these new budgets 
adequate, then SACOG must demonstrate that emissions from subsequent 
transportation plans will be below the emission budget levels established in this 
new air quality plan (SMAQMD 2009). 

EPA-14 The comment notes that the project requires consultation and coordination with 
SMAQMD on requirements for general conformity, as it must conform to the applicable 
state implementation plan (SIP) required under Section 110(a) of the federal Clean Air 
Act (CAA) before the action is otherwise approved.  

According to EPA’s detailed comments (page 5), the Rio del Oro project is subject to the 
General Conformity Rule since it is sponsored and supported by a federal agency. The 
DEIS notes that with the exception of the No Project Alternative, both Phase 1 
construction and operational emissions will exceed general conformity de minimis 
thresholds: 100 tons per year (TPY) for PM10 and 50 TPY for NOX and ROG. However, 
the DEIS does not disclose if coordination with the SMAQMD has taken place. This is 
important as all emissions from the project will have to be mitigated through reductions, 
offsets, controls, etc. in order to comply with the Clean Air Act and proceed with the 
project. 

EPA rightfully notes that this project, a federal action, must demonstrate conformity with 
the SIP’s purpose of fulfilling CAA requirements. However, the commenter states that 
the project is “sponsored and supported by a federal agency,” which is an inaccurate 
statement. This distinction is important because the degree to which the General 
Conformity Rule applies depends on whether the project is considered a “federal action” 
or whether it is “sponsored and supported by a federal agency.” The federal action in 
question is the federal approval of the Section 404 CWA permit, and the project is not 
“sponsored and supported by a federal agency.”  

The definition for “federal action” states that where the federal action is a permit, license, 
or other approval for some aspect of a nonfederal undertaking, the relevant activity is the 
part, portion, or phase of the nonfederal undertaking that requires the federal permit, 
license or approval (40 CFR 93.152).  

According to 40 CFR 93.153(b), the General Conformity Rule requirements apply only to 
the project (or portion of the project) with which the federal agency is directly involved—
in this case, the actions pursuant to the Section 404 permit. Thus, although the project 
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would involve converting approximately 3,800 acres of land, only approximately 70 
acres of wetlands and other waters of the United States/waters of the state would be 
directly and indirectly affected by the permit. Ultimately, it is the federal agency granting 
the permit, in this case, USACE, that determines the scope of the federal action. See 
Sierra Club v. United States Army Corps of Eng'rs (2006) 450 F. Supp. 2d 503, 515–516. 

According to 40 CFR 93.153, a conformity determination is required only when the 
direct and indirect emissions of the relevant criteria pollutants and precursor pollutants 
specifically caused by the federal action equal or exceed certain de minimis thresholds. 

Direct emissions are defined as those emissions of a criteria air pollutant or its precursors 
that are caused or initiated by the federal action and occur at the same time and place as 
the action. 

As specified in 40 CFR 93.152, indirect emissions are defined as emissions of a criteria 
pollutant or its precursors that:  

(1) Are caused by the federal action, but may occur later in time and/or may be 
further removed in distance from the action itself but are still reasonably 
foreseeable; and 

(2) The federal agency can practicably control and will maintain control over due to 
a continuing program responsibility of the federal agency.  

Because the federal agency would not maintain control over emissions that would result 
from implementing the proposed land uses (e.g., operational emissions), part 2 of the 
definition of indirect emissions would not be met. Thus, only direct emissions from the 
federal action (e.g., construction emissions associated with permitting the fill of wetlands 
and other waters of the United States on the project site) would be subject to the 
conformity rule. 

Before a federal action is taken, it must be evaluated for conformity with the SIP. The 
purpose of the general conformity program is to ensure that actions taken by the federal 
government do not undermine state or local efforts to achieve and maintain national 
ambient air quality standards. According to 40 CFR 93.153(b), however, the General 
Conformity Rule requirements apply only to the project (or portion of the project) with 
which the federal agency is directly involved—in this case, the actions pursuant to the 
Section 404 permit. Thus, only those emissions from the equipment and motor vehicles 
used in the filling operation, from support equipment, and from equipment used to move 
the fill material would be included in the analysis. If it is found that the federal action 
would create emissions above de minimis threshold levels specified in EPA regulations, 
or if the activity is considered regionally significant because its emissions exceed 10% of 
an area’s total emissions, the federal action cannot proceed unless mitigation measures 
are specified that would bring the project into conformance. If the de minimis threshold is 
not exceeded, no further analysis is required. General conformity with respect to the 
project will be determined in the ROD.  

It is worth noting that the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area completed its 
contribution to the 8-hour ozone SIP, the Sacramento Region 8-Hour Ozone Attainment 
and Reasonable Further Progress Plan (8-Hour Ozone Plan) in December 2008 (ARB 
2008). The emissions inventory projections contained in the 8-Hour Ozone Plan were 
based, in part, on vehicle activity projections data from SACOG. These data were 
obtained in April 2008. Because the City of Rancho Cordova adopted its general plan 
update in 2006, it is reasonable to assume that growth anticipated in the City General 
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Plan (which includes the proposed Rio del Oro project) is included in the on-road mobile-
source portion of the emissions budget contained in the 8-Hour Ozone Plan. 

The 2006 DEIR/DEIS includes a CEQA-compliant air quality analysis as well as 
mitigation measures (see Section 3.15, “Air Quality,” of the DEIR/DEIS). If the project is 
approved, these mitigation measures will be adopted and incorporated into the project, 
and compliance will be monitored pursuant to the City’s mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program (MMRP) that also will be adopted following EIR certification as part 
of the project approval. A conformity determination is not required for CEQA 
compliance; therefore, the City is proceeding with this FEIR. Under NEPA, however, 
such a determination is required to complete the NEPA process and before a ROD can be 
issued. USACE is coordinating with EPA to resolve this issue in conjunction with 
USACE’s FEIS.  

EPA-15 The comment recommends that the FEIS ensure that mitigation from Chapter 3.15 
[Section 3.15, “Air Quality”] of the DEIS is implemented, include updated information 
on the SIP and metropolitan transportation plan (MTP) and how they will guide the 
project’s mitigation measures, and include the recommendations from SMAQMD. 

See responses to comments EPA-13 and EPA-14 for discussions of mitigation of air 
quality impacts and compliance with conformity requirements. 

EPA-16 The comment recommends that the FEIS document the status of the biological opinion 
and document which USFWS-recommended mitigation measures will be implemented. 

The April 25, 2006, biological opinion referred to in the comment was merely a draft 
biological opinion. Because consultation with USFWS is ongoing, further discussion in 
the FEIR/FEIS is not warranted. 

The comment also requests a more detailed habitat map of the proposed action and 
increased preservation alternatives, to more clearly weigh impacts. 

Exhibit 3.10-1 in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS contains a detailed map of the habitat types 
currently existing at the project site. The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS (pages 3.10-1 to 3.10-17) 
contains a detailed discussion of the biological resources at the site. The 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS then discusses the potential impacts of each alternative on these 
resources. This analysis is sufficient to weigh the impacts of the alternatives. 

EPA-17 The comment states that it is unclear how the proposed project will be designed with the 
pedestrian first in mind, as specified in the City General Plan.  

The proposed Rio del Oro land use plan is generally consistent with the land use and 
smart growth provisions of the Land Use Element of the City General Plan as well as the 
“Conceptual Land Plan for the Rio del Oro Planning Area” (see City General Plan Figure 
LU-26, page 80). The proposed Rio del Oro land use plan includes two designated 
Village Commercial sites, one designated Local Town Center, and two designated 
Regional Town Centers. High Density Residential (18.1 to 40 dwelling units per acre 
[du/ac]), Medium Density Residential (6.1 to 18.0 du/ac), and Single Family Residential 
(2.1 to 6.0 du/ac) uses are located immediately adjacent to these sites to promote 
pedestrian use (see 2006 DEIR/DEIS Exhibit 2-4). This is consistent with the City 
General Plan’s smart-growth concepts promoting pedestrian use, as described on pages 
7–14 of the City General Plan’s Land Use Element. As identified in the DEIR for the 
City General Plan, this overall land use pattern, consistent with the SACOG Blueprint, 
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would provide for a decrease in total vehicle miles traveled outside of the city (see City 
General Plan DEIR Table 4.5-5 on page 4.5-21).  

The comment also notes that the DEIS does not justify why the High Density Alternative 
would develop the same amount of land as the proposed project. 

The alternatives identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS are intended to address the range of 
potential land use development of the site in order to provide adequate disclosure of 
methods to avoid or minimize environmental impacts of the project, as required by 
CEQA and NEPA. The 2006 DEIR/DEIS includes an “Impact Minimization Alternative” 
that consists of a reduction of the development footprint of the site, while retaining a 
substantial amount of the development proposed under the Rio del Oro Specific Plan.  

EPA-18 The comment notes that community-designed strategies for smart growth design of 
planned communities can achieve economic goals while meeting environmental measures 
and then details some of these measures. The comment notes that no information is 
included on the feasibility of the roadway improvement measures and feeder bus services 
for the area included in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2025 (MTP 2025).  

The proposed Rio del Oro Specific Plan provides roadways that would be incorporated 
into the City’s transit system as set forth in the Transit Master Plan (August 2006), which 
further refines the planned transit system under the City General Plan. This system 
includes the establishment of a “Signature Transit Route” for potential streetcar use along 
Rancho Cordova Parkway, neighborhood transit service in the project area associated 
with White Rock Road and Zinfandel Drive, and “bus rapid transit” routes along Sunrise 
Boulevard, White Rock Road, Rancho Cordova Parkway, Grant Line Road, and Jackson 
Road. As part of this, the project would be required to participate in capital improvements 
for transit as set forth in Mitigation Measure 3.14-3a of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. 

The MTP 2025 identifies implementation of bus rapid transit on the Sunrise Boulevard 
corridor, and has earmarked approximately $20 million for this improvement. 
Sacramento County’s (County’s) mobility study also identifies various treatments for 
Sunrise Boulevard in this area. Additionally, the MTP 2025 has earmarked roadway 
capacity improvements on Sunrise Boulevard ($10 million to widen the roadway from 
north of Douglas Road to Grant Line Road) and Zinfandel Drive ($4.79 million to 
construct a new roadway from Douglas Road to the current south terminus). Please note 
that these improvements have been identified as Tier I (funded) improvements. 

In addition to the above referenced improvements, capacity expansion to Mather Field 
Road, Zinfandel Drive, and Sunrise Boulevard have all been identified as conditions of 
approval to various specific plans or are in the City’s or County’s impact fee programs. 

It should be noted that, because these improvements are included in a variety of funding 
mechanisms, the assessment contained in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS assumes that they are 
feasible as they were assumed to be fully funded at the time the EIR/EIS assessment 
commenced. 

EPA-19 The comment expresses concern that not all measures have been examined that could 
minimize unavoidable impacts. The comment also suggests incorporating “Low Impact 
Development” (LID) principles into the design of the Rio del Oro project and lists 
specific modifications: including 100-foot minimum buffer zones from avoided waters, 
minimizing impervious cover, establishing a new legal status for avoidance areas, giving 
an independent third party responsibility for and oversight of the preserve areas, 
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analyzing the practicability of front-loaded streets, siting detention basins off-stream 
where practicable, and ensuring that recreational trails are placed outside buffer zones. 
Finally, the comment requests more information about transit options and plans for the 
area to mitigate further congestion and significant air quality impacts from an increase 
in vehicle miles traveled. 

The specific LID features to be incorporated to minimize impacts on aquatic resources 
will be determined as part of the specific design. The commenter’s suggested LID 
modifications will be taken into consideration when final design features are determined. 

The Rio del Oro project is planned to be designed and constructed consistent with the 
requirements of the Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento and South 
Placer Regions (2007) (Stormwater Manual), published by the Cities of Citrus Heights, 
Elk Grove, Folsom, Galt, Rancho Cordova, Roseville, and Sacramento and the County of 
Sacramento. The Stormwater Manual provides locally adapted information for design and 
selection of three categories of stormwater quality control measures: source control, 
runoff reduction, and treatment control. The Stormwater Manual identifies best 
management practices (BMPs) and LID principles to follow to achieve stormwater 
quality, conserve water, and promote greater runoff treatment efficiencies through “green 
infrastructure.” 

Several LID features would likely be incorporated: disconnected impervious areas, 
increased pervious areas, maximized street efficiency (less pavement), vegetated swales, 
and if soils are appropriate, infiltration features such as porous pavement, infiltration 
swales, infiltration basins, and typical BMPs.  

Project features consistent with the Stormwater Manual include its water quality ponds 
and its retention or detention ponds for water quality, peak flow control, and volume 
control outside of the preserve. Appropriate runoff controls such as berms, storm gates, 
detention basins, overflow collection areas, filtration systems, and sediment traps would 
be used to control siltation and the potential discharge of pollutants. These features would 
also be designed to meet the performance standards described in Section 3.4, “Drainage, 
Hydrology, and Water Quality,” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. 

The Rio del Oro Specific Plan and Master Drainage Study details these features. 
Stormwater runoff generated within the project site would be collected in new drainage 
systems that would include water-quality treatment measures. Three proposed detention 
basins would detain peak flows and ensure that the project would meet water quality 
objectives for long-term urban runoff.  

The wetland preserve has also been configured to preserve the hydrologic integrity of the 
vernal pools and crustacean habitat. A hydrologic analysis of the topography of the 
preserve area was used to establish the preserve boundary. The preserve would maintain a 
buffer of 250 feet from the proposed development and would maintain the watersheds 
necessary to support preserved habitat.   

The quality and function of the proposed compensatory wetlands would not be 
compromised by project-related stormwater runoff. The project is designed to direct 
flows to the drainage corridors that would be created throughout the project site. These 
corridors would range from 200 feet to 300 feet wide and would consist of meandering 
low-flow channel, adjacent wetlands, riparian plantings, and a bike trail. 
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The wetlands created within the drainage corridors and detention basins would be 
consistent with the Guiding Principles for Constructed Treatment Wetlands (EPA 2000). 
This guidance states that “[i]n general, wetlands constructed or restored for the primary 
purpose of treating wastewater will not be recognized as compensatory mitigation to 
offset wetland losses authorized under federal regulatory programs.” The drainage 
corridors include water quality treatment swales and basins, for which no compensatory 
mitigation credit is proposed. These swales and basins would serve to filter and treat 
stormwater and nuisance flows before being released into the proposed low-flow 
channels and adjacent wetland habitat proposed to be created. The increased flows caused 
by the proposed increase in impervious surfaces would be directed to these drainage 
corridors and not connected to the vernal pool habitat proposed to be permanently 
preserved within the 505-acre vernal pool preserve. Because the existing site has been 
heavily mined, the wetlands in the proposed drainage corridors would represent an 
improvement of wetland function and aquatic environment over baseline conditions, and 
historical function would be restored. Note that the wetland MMP no longer includes 
construction of seasonal wetlands within the 26-acre detention basin. 

The drainage corridors would also be managed as required by an agency-approved O&M 
plan, which would include measures to manage invasive nonnative species. The on-site 
vernal pool preserve would not receive any nuisance flows. Additionally, flows from 
these drainage corridors would not enter Morrison Creek within or upstream of the 
proposed vernal pool preserve, with two exceptions: a bioswale at Rancho Cordova 
Parkway and a water quality basin adjacent to the east side of Americanos Boulevard. 
Because of low spots at Rancho Cordova Parkway, some runoff would drain into a 
vegetated water quality swale that would be constructed adjacent to the road within the 
preserve. This water treated by the water quality swale would be discharged into the 
preserve. LIDAR analysis confirms that this discharge would not affect the vernal pools 
within the preserve. Adjacent to the east side of Americanos Boulevard, stormwater 
runoff, and nuisance flows from a single-family residential area would be directed into a 
water quality basin, treated, and subsequently discharged into Morrison Creek at the 
upstream end of the preserve.  

See responses to comments EPA-17 and EPA-18 regarding transit options, as well as the 
Rio del Oro Air Quality and Emissions Reduction Plan, which describes plans to mitigate 
the air quality impacts of project development. 

The Rio del Oro Specific Plan is consistent with the City General Plan from a land use 
perspective. The City General Plan’s land use component is consistent with SACOG’s 
preferred Blueprint alternative, which was developed to reduce vehicle miles traveled and 
minimize impacts related to congestion and air quality.  

The specific plan accommodates the City General Plan’s Circulation Element and fee 
program, which identifies transit opportunities along Rancho Cordova Parkway, links to 
existing and future light-rail stations, and potential future bus routes on area roadways. 

EPA-20 The comment notes the uses for which Morrison Creek is subject to Central Valley 
RWQCB regulation and the contaminants of which the creek was found to have elevated 
levels. The comment states that the FEIS should address the additional impacts of the 
proposed developments on Morrison Creek, include updated information on sampling 
results, and include mitigation as appropriate.  

The information requested by the commenter regarding sampling results is contained on 
pages 3.4-8 through 3.4-11 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. An analysis of project-related effects 
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on water quality is contained in 2006 DEIR/DEIS Impacts 3.4-3 (construction-related 
effects) and 3.4-4 (long-term effects from urban runoff). As specified on pages 3.4-25 
and 3.4-29 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, the mitigation measures associated with these 
impacts would reduce the impacts of project development on water quality in Morrison 
Creek to a less-than-significant level. 
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Letter 
CPUC 

Response 

California Public Utilities Commission 
Rail Crossings Engineering Section 
Kevin Boles, Environmental Specialist  
December 18, 2006 

 
CPUC-1 The comment recommends that the Rio del Oro project be planned with consideration of 

the safety of the rail corridor in mind, including grade separations for major 
thoroughfares, improvements to existing at-grade highway-rail crossings to 
accommodate increased traffic volumes, and fencing to limit access onto the railroad 
right-of-way. The commenter expresses concern about the impact of increased traffic on 
the existing at-grade highway-rail freight rail crossing on Sunrise Boulevard. 

The commenter is correct in stating that the Proposed Project Alternative would add 
traffic to the existing at-grade rail crossing on Sunrise Boulevard. Mitigation Measure 
3.14-7w requires the project applicant(s) to contribute funding toward the Rancho 
Cordova Parkway interchange with U.S. Highway 50 (U.S. 50), which would have a 
grade-separated rail crossing and should shift some traffic from the existing rail crossing 
on Sunrise Boulevard. However, freight rail service in this area is infrequent, and the City 
has no plans to add vehicle grade separation because a grade separation is already in 
place for the existing light rail line.   
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Letter 
DHS 

Response 

California Department of Health Services 
Environmental Review Unit 
Bridget Binning 
December 21, 2006 

 
DHS-1 The comment states that if the City plans to develop a new water supply well or modify 

the existing domestic water treatment system to serve the Rio del Oro project site, an 
application to amend the water system permit must be reviewed and approved by the 
California Department of Health Services’ Sacramento District office, and these future 
developments may be subject to separate environmental review. 

The comment is noted. The project does not propose to alter any existing well or 
treatment facilities, but would connect to existing water distribution facilities in the 
project area (see Section 3.5, “Utilities and Service Systems—Water Supply,” of the 
2008 RDEIR/SDEIS). 
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Letter 
AERO 

Response 

California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics Sandy Hesnard, 
Aviation Environmental Specialist  
January 2, 2007 

 
AERO-1 The comment states that a planned elementary school appears to be within 2 miles of one 

of the Mather Airport runways, and notes that Education Code Section 17215 requires a 
school site investigation by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 
Division of Aeronautics, before land is acquired for a proposed school site located within 
2 miles of an airport runway. The comment directs the City to the Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics’ school site evaluation criteria.  

Implementation of development Phase 1 would include constructing an elementary 
school west of Sunrise Boulevard, north of the proposed Rio del Oro Parkway, and east 
of the proposed Rancho Cordova Parkway. Mather Airport is approximately 2 miles from 
the proposed elementary school site. The project applicant(s) have agreed to ensure that 
the school site is outside the 2-mile radius from the end of the runway.  

AERO-2 The comment concurs with the statement in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS that no residential 
development will occur in the 60 A-weighted decibel (dBA) or greater community noise 
equivalent level (CNEL) area. 

The comment is noted. 

The comment also notes that, as discussed in Section 11010 of the Business and 
Professions Code and Sections 1102.6, 1103.4, and 1353 of the Civil Code, any person 
who intends to offer land for sale or lease within an airport influence area must disclose 
that fact to the buyer. The comment states that this requirement applies to all new 
development within the Mather Airport Policy Area (MAPA) but outside the 60-dBA 
CNEL contour, not just to new residential development as stated in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. 

The comment is noted.  Mitigation Measure 3.16-5 (2006 DEIR/DEIS page 3.16-32) 
requires notification to prospective buyers of all parcels located within the Mather 
Airport Policy Area. 
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Letter 
SCH 

Response 

Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
January 23, 2007 

 
SCH-1 The comment acknowledges that the Rio del Oro project has complied with the State 

Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to 
CEQA, and includes a list of state agencies that reviewed the 2006 DEIR/DEIS.  

The comment is noted. The City acknowledges the assistance of the State Clearinghouse 
in facilitating participation by the appropriate state agencies in the review process for the 
Rio del Oro 2006 DEIR/DEIS. 
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11020 Sun Center Drive, Suite 200, Rancho Cordova  95670-6114 
Phone (916) 464-3291 • FAX (916) 464-4797 

Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources, and 
ensure their proper allocation and efficient use for the benefit of present and future generations.

Recycled Paper 

2 February 2007 

Patrick Angell     Anna Sutton 
City of Rancho Cordova Planning Depart. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
2729 Prospect Park Drive        Sacramento District 
Rancho Cordova, CA   95670   Regulatory Branch  

   1325 J Street, Room 1480 
       Sacramento, CA   95814-2922 

RIO DEL ORO SPECIFIC PLAN, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMACT STATEMENT 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject draft EIR.  Regional Board staff reviewed 
the document and a portion of our comments is provided in this letter.  A subsequent letter is 
being drafted by the Stormwater Section of our office regarding the adequacy of the report in 
addressing wetland mitigation and stormwater runoff issues.  That letter will follow shortly.  Our 
initial set of comments is as follows: 

A General Comments: 

1. The report needs to discuss the potential adverse health affects associated with natural 
occurring levels of arsenic that are present on the property.  Only in that manner can it 
be determined if mitigation measures are needed to allow construction and inhabitation 
of the property.  A copy of pertinent sections of a report regarding the background metal 
concentrations on the property has been previously provided to City Planning staff.  See 
specific comment B13, below. 

2. Additional evaluation of the short-term and long-term water supply issues needs to 
occur, as it is not certain that the supplies that are being relied upon will be able to 
serve the project.  See specific comments B2 through B4, below.

3. A figure depicting the locations of the areas of potential/known soil contamination along 
with the proposed development for those areas should be included in the document.
This figure would be useful in helping the reader determine whether sensitive 
development (residences, schools, etc.) are appropriately placed in regards to potential 
exposure to hazardous wastes. 

4. The proposed development of the Alpha/IOC-1 Complex (Area 44) is designated as 
private recreation.  What does private recreation entail?  The area should not be used 
for activities that will present adverse impacts onto the adjacent wetlands preserve.
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Activities such as golf courses discharge pollutants that are incompatible with a wetland 
preserve.

B Specific Comments: 

1. Page 3.4-29, Impact 3.4-5.  What is the net reduction in groundwater recharge 
associated with infiltration of rainfall caused by the proposed project when compared to 
the current undeveloped conditions?  Was this taken into account in developing the 
estimate of a net recharge increase due to the importation of surface water supplies and 
the infiltration of irrigation water by the proposed project?

2. Page 3.5-1, Section 3.5.1,paragraph 5.  The short-term water supply may need to be 
available past 2011 as Sacramento County may not be able to complete its Zone 40 
water supply project by that time.  In addition, the long-term water supply to be provided 
by that project may not be available as the CEQA document for Sacramento County’s 
Eastern Sacramento County Water Supply project is still undergoing review at is should 
not be assumed that the supply of water from that proposed project can be counted on 
at this time for supplying the Rio Del Oro project.  This fact is even stated in Appendix D 
of the Rio Del Oro CEQA document 

3. Page 3.5-8, Impact 3.5-1, first paragraph.  This impact deals with not having permanent 
water supply facilities in place by 2010.  In previous portions of the document it is stated 
that the supplies will not be available until 2011.  As stated above, there project may not 
be completed even by 2011 and the supply of water cannot be guaranteed until that 
project has completed CEQA. 

4. Page 3.5-8, Impact 3.5-1, Options for Temporary Water Supplies.  This section provides 
three potential water supply projects to supply the temporary water needed by the 
project.  Two of those options, B and C, would likely not be available for the project as 
needed in summer/fall 2007.   For Option B, there are many regulatory and public 
hurdles that would need to be overcome to allow using wellhead treatment systems on 
Golden State Water Company wells that have been taken out of service due to 
pollution.  The supply under Option B would likely not be available for a number of years 
at best.  As for Option C, there are even more significant issues than are present under 
Option B that will need to be addressed as the treatment plant and extraction wells, and 
the operators of the GET J facility, will need to be able to meet the requirement of the 
Department of Health Services (DHS).  As the system stands today, we would 
recommend to DHS to not allow the use of the effluent from GET J as a direct source of 
potable water supply. It needs to be demonstrated that Option A is sufficient by itself for 
the short-term project needs. 

5. Page 3.5-11, Impact 3.5-2. Aerojet is under orders to remediate the polluted 
groundwater not only from the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
and Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC), but also from the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region (Regional Board). 

6. Page 3.5-12, Impact 3.5-2, first paragraph.  Aerojet does not demonstrate to the USEPA 
and DTSC that it meets NPDES requirements.  The NPDES permit is issued by the 
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Regional Board and Aerojet must demonstrate to our office that the permit limits are 
being met.  Sacramento County may have stated that they will not accept the water 
unless it meets requirements, however, unless the water meets the requirements there 
would be no water discharged to the American River from the treatment systems that 
the County could accept. 

7. Page 3.5-14, Impact 3.5-2, first paragraph.  As stated above, the determination of 
whether or not the water supplies from the Remediated Water Supply Project will be 
available until after the CEQA document is completed for that project. 

8. Page 3.5-15, Impact 3.5-2, first paragraph.  The purple-pipe system for use of reclaimed 
water should be provided not only for all “major landscaping and open space areas” but 
for non-potable purposes at all residential, commercial and industrial buildings and 
landscaping.  It would appear to be ludicrous to not utilize the effluents from the existing 
and planned major groundwater extraction and treatment systems in the vicinity of the 
project for supplying water for non-potable purposes.  A significant portion of the 20,000 
acre-feet of water per year would not have to be sent down to the Sacramento River, 
withdrawn from the river at Freeport, transported across Sacramento County to the 
Vineyard treatment plant, and then pipe the water from that facility up to Rio Del Oro 
development.  Direct utilization of water from the GET facilities for non-potable purposes 
is a more efficient use of the water.  In the future, as available water from the GETs is 
potentially reduced, the area will be able to accept additional reclaimed water from the 
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District.  Even if the GET water is not directly 
used, the purple piping will allow the sanitation district to reclaim a larger portion of its 
flow in the future. 

9. Page 3.10-4, Exhibit 3.10-2.  The figure does not correctly identify the location of the 
former White Rock Road Dump No.1.  It should be shown to be located approximately 
2000 feet southeast of the former By-Dry facility along White Rock Road. 

10. Page 3.10-32, Impact 3.10-2, third paragraph.  This paragraph states that the 57 acres 
of cottonwood-willow riparian forest on the site present the highest habitat value of all 
the riparian habitat types present.  As this forest is adjacent to the proposed wetland 
preservation area, we recommend that the wetland preservation area be expanded to 
include this cottonwood-willow riparian forest. 

11. Exhibit 3.13-1.  This exhibit depicts areas that are subject to an RI/FS.  The Central 
Area OU is not depicted on the figure and includes all of the soils between the known 
source areas shown on the figure, excluding the Elliot Homes property to the west listed 
as “excluded area.” 

12. Page 3.13-5, Section 3.13-1, third paragraph.  The last sentence states that USEPA has 
delegated its authority on the soils under the ISEO.  Where is this documented that the 
USEPA has delegated its authority in this manner?  USEPA is letting the State 
(Regional Board and DTSC) address the soil contamination on the project site that 
could be associated, at least in part, to the Aerojet Superfund site north of the Rio Del 
Oro project.  Those sites include the former GET F Sprayfield and the Propellant Burn 
Area.  In addition, not all of the groundwater contamination on the project site that is 
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emanating from the Superfund site will be dealt with under the cleanup under the 
Superfund program.  A portion of the groundwater contamination from the Superfund 
site will be handled by the cleanup of the IRCTS site. 

13. Page 3.13-6, Section 3.13.1, Site Contamination.  The initial parts of this section include 
paragraphs on residual mercury, and lead and asbestos.  An additional paragraph 
should be added to talk about arsenic, as there are significant concentrations of arsenic 
in the soils.  The paragraph would be similar to those on mercury and lead by 
discussing the potential risks associated with arsenic.  As provided in our comments on 
several other CEQA documents (most recently for the Sunridge Specific Plan) recently 
being prepared by the City of Rancho Cordova, the concentrations of arsenic in the soils 
at the site (likely as well in properties in the vicinity of the site) are three orders of 
magnitude above the Preliminary Remediation Goal of 0.062 mg/kg established by 
USEPA and the California Human Health Screening Level of 0.07 m/kg.  The average 
background concentration of arsenic is 6.8 mg/kg, with a maximum value of 15 mg/kg.
As arsenic concentrations are naturally occurring, remediation of arsenic by those 
Aerojet and/or McDonnell-Douglas is not required.  Nevertheless, the arsenic 
concentrations need to be evaluated an a determination made as to whether or not any 
measures need to be required prior to allowing the property to be used for residential or 
commercial purposes. 

14. Page 3.13-9, Section 3.13.1, Municipal Landfill.  It is proposed that the landfill will 
consolidate a relatively small amount of material from White Rock Road Dump No.2 (on 
Aerojet-property north of White Rock Road) with the waste materials at the Municipal 
Landfill (White Rock Road Dump No. 1).  This consolidation will be done pursuant to 
waste discharge requirements issued by the Regional Board.  The projected end-use is 
as stated. 

15. Page 3.13-10, Section 3.13.1, By-Dry site.  The By-Dry site is part of the Central Area 
Operable Unit. 

16. Page 3.13-10, Section 3.13.1, Cleanup Processes.  The Cleanup and Abatement Order 
discussed in this section addresses perchlorate.  If the perchlorate is on the IRCTS 
property, then it too is covered by the Order. 

17. Page 3.13-11, Section 3.13.1, Western Groundwater Operable Unit.  The reader should 
be informed that the WGOU is being remediated under USEPA and Regional Board 
orders as part of the Aerojet Superfund site remediation.  Under a separate IRCTS 
project, Aerojet is evaluating the construction of extraction wells downgradient from the 
former GET F Sprayfield within the WGOU. 

18. Page 3.13-20, Impact 3.13-2.  Aerojet and the State will also maintain the ability to 
operate and maintain groundwater extraction wells, conveyance piping and treatment 
facilities on the site.  The mitigation measures only discuss monitor wells. 

19. Appendix D, page 1, paragraph 2.  It is stated that the revised Water Supply 
Assessment (WSA) will supersede that adopted by SCWA’s Board of Directors.  Do 

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Text Box
CVRWQCB-1-22

sacramento
Text Box
CVRWQCB-1-20

sacramento
Text Box
CVRWQCB-1-19

sacramento
Text Box
CVRWQCB-1-17

sacramento
Text Box
CVRWQCB-1-16

sacramento
Text Box
CVRWQCB-1-15 cont.

sacramento
Text Box
CVRWQCB-1-18

sacramento
Text Box
CVRWQCB-1-21



Patrick Angell and Anna Sutton - 5 - 2 February 2007 

they have to adopt the revised WSA in order for it to be valid or does certification of the 
CEQA document validate the WSA? 

20. Appendix D, page 2, first bullet.  The CEQA process for the RWSP is not yet completed. 
 The date provided in this bullet is Summer 2006. 

If you have questions regarding these comments, please call me at (916) 364-4625 or by e-
mail at amacdonald@waterboards .ca.gov. 

ALEXANDER MACDONALD 
Senior Engineer 

cc:   Ed Cargile, Department of Toxic Substances Control, Sacramento 
 Rodney Fricke, Aerojet-General Corporation, Sacramento 
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Letter 
CVRWQCB-1 

Response 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region 
Alexander MacDonald, Senior Engineer 
February 2, 2007 

 
CVRWQCB–1-1 The comment states that the 2006 DEIR/DEIS needs to discuss the potential adverse 

health effects associated with naturally occurring levels of arsenic that are present on the 
property, and refers to an accompanying report regarding background metal 
concentrations on the property that was previously submitted to City Planning staff.  

Please see new Appendix S, attached to this FEIR/FEIS, Memorandum Prepared by Lee 
Shull of Montgomery, Watson, Harza to David Suderquist of Youngdahl Consulting 
Regarding Arsenic in the Soil at the Rio del Oro Site (2007). In his 2007 memorandum, 
Dr. Shull summarizes available data regarding the naturally occurring arsenic at the 
project site and provides the following conclusions: 

1. The human health screening level values of arsenic are very conservative indicators 
of theoretical upper-bound cancer risk and therefore should be used with caution in 
risk management decision making. 

2. Because the bioavailability of naturally occurring arsenic in soil is generally low, the 
amount of arsenic absorbed into the body is thereby reduced, resulting in lowered 
potential for adverse health impacts. 

3. In accordance with EPA guidance and the National Contingency Plan, human 
exposure levels to carcinogenic substances that result in a theoretical upper-bound 
cancer risk of less than 1 x 10-4 do not pose an unacceptable risk. 

The concentrations of measured arsenic in the soil on the project site are an average of 
6.8 mg/kg and maximum of 15 mg/kg, which are within the range of theoretical upper-
bound cancer risk of 1 x 10-4, which is considered by EPA to be safe and protective of 
human health. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are required.  

CVRWQCB–1-2 The comment questions whether short-term and long-term water supplies being relied 
upon would be able to serve the Rio del Oro project, and states that additional evaluation 
is needed.  

Section 3.5, “Utilities and Service Systems—Water Supply,” was recirculated in April 
2008 and provided additional information evaluating short- and long-term water supplies 
to serve the project. (See 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, pages 3.5-1 through 3.5-95.) For specific 
responses to the commenter’s concerns, see responses CVRWQCB–1-6 and 
CVRWQCB–1-7. 

CVRWQCB–1-3 The comment states that the 2006 DEIR/DEIS should include a figure depicting the 
locations of the areas of potential/known soil contamination along with the proposed 
development for those areas.  

The information requested by the commenter is contained in Exhibits 2-4 and 3.13-1 of 
the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. 
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CVRWQCB–1-4 The comment asks what uses will be allowed in Alpha/IOC-1 Complex (Area 44), and 
states that the area should not be used for activities that will present adverse impacts 
onto the adjacent wetland preserve.  

The uses within the private recreation area would be compatible with the remedial action 
plan approved by DTSC. The potential uses within the private recreation area include but 
are not limited to a golf practice and instructional facility, private aquatic facility, 
equestrian facility, and similar uses. Final uses have not been selected and would be 
subject subsequent environmental review. Area 44 is hydrologically disconnected from 
the vernal pool preserve area. The parcel drains to the northwest, away from the proposed 
preserve located to the south. 

CVRWQCB–1-5 The comment asks what would be the net reduction in groundwater recharge associated 
with infiltration of rainfall caused by the proposed project when compared to current 
conditions. It asks whether this was taken into account when a net increase in recharge 
was estimated (in Impact 3.4-5) based on importing surface water supplies and 
infiltration of irrigation water.  

The net reduction in groundwater recharge associated with rainfall infiltration was taken 
into account when the net increase in recharge was estimated in Impact 3.4-5. Please see 
new Appendix T, attached to this FEIR/FEIS, Rio del Oro Development Project, 
Groundwater Impact Evaluation, Technical Memorandum prepared by Water Resources 
& Information Management Engineering, Inc. (WRIME) in 2005.  

CVRWQCB–1-6 The comment states that short-term water supplies may need to be available past 2011 
because the County may not be able to complete its Zone 40 water supply project by that 
time. The comment further states that it should not be assumed that water from the 
proposed Eastern Sacramento County Water Supply Project (which is still undergoing 
CEQA review) can be counted on to supply the Rio del Oro project. The comment also 
notes that the 2006 DEIR/DEIS is inconsistent regarding when permanent water supplies 
will be in place, in that Impact 3.5-1 says that the facilities will not be in place until 
2010, whereas other parts of the document say that the supplies will not be available 
until 2011. The commenter reiterates that both dates may be incorrect because the supply 
of water cannot be guaranteed until the CEQA process for the Eastern Sacramento 
County Water Supply Project has been completed. 

As noted on 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS pages 3.5-34 through 3.5-36, GSWC has indicated that 
it has the ability to supply water for Phase 1A of the project for development up to “600 
dwelling units.” The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS includes a signed letter from Ernest Gisler, the 
engineering and planning manager at GSWC, stating that GSWC would have water 
supply adequate to serve the initial phases of development up to 600 dwelling units and 
that water supplies would be provided by GSWC until long-term water facilities have 
been constructed by SCWA. (See 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, page 5-2 [Gisler, Ernest. 
Engineering and planning manager. Golden State Water Company (formerly Southern 
California Water Company), Rancho Cordova, CA. July 29, 2005—letter to Russell 
Davis of Elliott Homes regarding water supply].) As discussed on page 3.5-34 of the 
2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, County Improvement Standards (2006) assume 1 gallon per minute 
(gpm) per dwelling unit; therefore, 600 dwelling units would require a maximum water 
supply of 600 gpm, or 968 afy. As shown in Table 3.5-9, the total demand for the 861 
units in Phase 1A is 902.6 afy. Therefore, the 968-afy water supply available from 
GSWC would be sufficient to satisfy the demand for Phase 1A. Because GSWC indicated 
that it would have water supply adequate to serve Phase 1A and that this water would be 
available until the water facilities necessary for delivery of long-term water by SCWA 
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(Vineyard Surface Water Treatment Plant [WTP], the Freeport Regional Water Project, 
and the North Service Area Pipeline Project) are constructed and online, this water supply 
is considered a reliable permanent source of potable water. 

The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS also discusses Option A and Option B as sources of initial 
water for the remaining development within Phase 1 (above and beyond the first 600 
units in Phase 1A). The discussion of Option A notes that the water would come from 
GSWC wells that were decommissioned because of groundwater contamination, that the 
wells contain low concentrations of contaminants that are potentially above the action 
levels, and that wellhead treatment would be applied to wells that exceed regulatory 
criteria to treat the water to drinking water standards. The discussion further notes that 
the California Department of Health Services (recently renamed the California 
Department of Public Health) would need to approve the wellhead treatment and 
describes the potential impacts that could be associated with implementing Option A. 
(See 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, pages 3.5-36 and 3.5-37.) A similar discussion is provided for 
Option B, which would involve piping groundwater treated at an Aerojet General 
Corporation (Aerojet) GET facility to the Coloma/Pyrites WTP to be blended with 
groundwater and surface water supplies. As discussed on 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS page 3.5-
6, Aerojet’s GET facilities currently extract and treat contaminated groundwater and are 
operated under one or more directives from EPA, RWQCB, and DTSC. The discussion 
regarding Option B also notes that the GET water is treated to drinking water standards 
and describes the potential impacts that could be associated with implementing Option B. 
(See 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, page 3.5-37.) Furthermore, although not legally required 
because a reasonably likely long-term water supply has been identified, the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS also identifies potential alternative sources of initial water supply for 
Option A and Option B and analyzes temporary curtailment of development, which could 
be implemented if these initial water supplies are not available. (See 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS, pages 3.5-39 and 3.5-40 and Impact 3.5-2 [analyzing the impacts of 
curtailment of development after Phase 1A for the remaining development of Phase 1 
until the long-term water supply is available].)  

Moreover, the project does not rely on the approval of the Eastern Sacramento County 
Water Supply Project (also referred to as the Replacement Water Supply Project 
[RWSP]) for its long-term water supply. The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS clarifies that approval 
of the RWSP is not required for the 7,391 afy of GET water to provide water supply for 
the project. (See 2008 RDEIR/SDEIR, page 3.5-64.) The purpose of the RWSP was to 
address diversion and discharge points and facilities to use GET water to replace 
contaminated water, supply water for development of Aerojet lands, and augment 
Cosumnes River flows. However, the RWSP was not approved. Even though the RWSP 
was not approved, the long-term water supply for the project could be provided through 
Zone 40 water supplies, including 1,500 afy provided through SCWA conjunctive-use 
supplies, which include surface water entitlements and groundwater, and with 7,391 afy 
from the 8,900 afy of GET water Aerojet is transferring to SCWA under the 2010 
Agreement which comes from the more than 15,000 afy of GET water that Aerojet 
currently discharges to the American River. (See 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, pages 3.5-58 
through 3.5-64; Master Response 1.) 

As identified in Chapter 2 of this FEIR/FEIS, the project applicants are currently not 
pursuing land use entitlements that would result in the immediate development of the 
project site.  
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CVRWQCB–1-7 The comment states that Options B and C for providing temporary water supply to the 
Rio del Oro project site (described in Impact 3.5-1 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS) would likely 
not be available for the project for several years, and that it needs to be demonstrated 
that Option A is sufficient by itself for short-term project needs. The supply under Option 
B would likely be unavailable because of the difficulty of allowing use of wellhead 
treatment systems on Golden State Water Company wells that have been taken out of 
service due to pollution. Option C presents even more significant issues related to the 
need to meet the California Department of Health Services’ requirements for the 
treatment plant and extraction wells and the Groundwater Extraction and Treatment 
(GET) J facility. 

As discussed above, the options for short-term water supplies were revised in the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS. As noted on 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS pages 3.5-34 through 3.5-36, GSWC 
indicated that it would have water supply adequate to serve Phase 1A (identified as 
Option A in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS) and that this water would be available until the water 
facilities necessary for delivery of long-term water by SCWA (Vineyard Surface WTP, 
the Freeport Regional Water Project and the North Service Area Pipeline Project) are 
constructed and online. This water supply is considered a reliable source of potable 
water.  

Option A and Option B (identified in similar form as Options B and C in the 2006 
DEIR/DEIS) are presented in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS as sources of initial water for the 
remaining development within Phase 1, and the discussions of each option acknowledge 
the regulatory requirements and health issues associated with implementing these 
supplies, as well as the potential impacts associated with implementing either option. 
Furthermore, the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS also identifies potential alternative sources of 
initial water supply for Option A and Option B and analyzes temporary curtailment of 
development, which could be implemented if these initial water supplies are not 
available. (See 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, pages 3.5-39 and 3.5-40 and Impact 3.5-2 
[analyzing the impacts of curtailment of development after Phase 1A for the remaining 
development of Phase 1 until the long-term water supply is available].) 

CVRWQCB–1-8 The comment states that Aerojet is under orders to remediate polluted groundwater not 
only from EPA and DTSC (as stated in Impact 3.5-2), but also from the Central Valley 
RWQCB. 

The commenter is correct. As stated under “Local Regulatory Authority for Remedial 
Activities at the Project Site” on page 3.13-17 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, “EPA, DTSC, 
and the Central Valley RWQCB have regulatory authority over chemicals that originate 
from the Aerojet NPL [National Priorities List] site and have migrated into groundwater 
beneath the IRCTS [Inactive Rancho Cordova Test Site, those lands within the area for 
Rio del Oro proposed development phases 2–5].” The specific text referred to by the 
commenter in Impact 3.5-2 was deleted during preparation of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. 

CVRWQCB–1-9 The comment states that Aerojet must demonstrate to the Central Valley RWQCB, not to 
EPA and DTSC as stated in Impact 3.5-2 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, that its treated 
groundwater meets National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
requirements. The comment further states that while the County may have stated that it 
would not accept treated Aerojet groundwater unless it meets all NPDES requirements, 
there would be no water discharged to the American River from the treatment systems 
that the County could accept unless the water meets the requirements. 
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The comment is noted. The specific text referred to by the commenter in Impact 3.5-2 
was deleted during preparation of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. 

CVRWQCB–1-10 The comment states that the determination of whether the water supplies from the 
Eastern Sacramento County Water Supply project cannot be made until after the CEQA 
document is completed for that project. 

As discussed in response CVRWQCB–1-6, the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS clarifies that the 
7,391 afy of long-term water for the project is not proposed to be met through the RWSP. 
(See 2008 RDEIR/SDEIR, page 3.5-64.) The purpose of the RWSP was to address 
diversion and discharge points and facilities to use GET water to replace contaminated 
water, supply water for development of Aerojet lands, and augment Cosumnes River 
flows. The RWSP was a project under which SCWA would receive essentially all of 
Aerojet’s GET water discharged to the American River, and in return, SCWA would 
have certain obligations to provide water for certain uses. The RWSP is not required to 
ensure that GET water is discharged to the American River in quantities sufficient for the 
Rio del Oro development (which is occurring now without the RWSP). The GET water to 
supply the project would come from the more than 15,000 afy of GET remediated water 
that Aerojet is already extracting, treating, and discharging to the American River. 
Aerojet has discharged and will continue to discharge more than 15,000 afy of GET 
water with or without the approval of the RWSP. The GET water is an available water 
supply in Zone 40. SCWA and Aerojet have also entered into a new 2010 Agreement 
under which Aerojet is transferring 8,900 afy of GET water to SCWA. Under the 2010 
Agreement, SCWA acknowledges that the 8,900 afy will provide SCWA with sufficient 
available water to supply the Project.  Thus, it remains a reasonably likely supply for the 
project under the standards set forth in Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. 
City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412. (See Master Response 1.) 

CVRWQCB–1-11 The comment states that the purple-pipe system for use of reclaimed water should be 
provided for all nonpotable purposes at all residential, commercial, and industrial 
buildings and landscaping, not just for major landscaping and open space areas, and 
should include direct utilization of water from Aerojet’s GET facilities. 

Resolution 11-2006, adopted by the City Council on February 6, 2006, includes the use 
of nonpotable water for “urban irrigation use only in new parks, golf courses, school 
fields, streetscapes, etc.” The Non-Potable Water Master Plan (February 2007, updated 
June 2007) includes the above use, including irrigation of commercial and industrial land 
uses. These nonpotable water uses are consistent with the Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District’s (SRCSD’s) “Scenario C.”  

The Non-Potable Water Master Plan discusses the fact that the source of the nonpotable-
water system has not been defined yet by the County. The potential supply source 
includes recycled water from SRCSD and also reclaimed water from the GET facilities. 
There is potential to use a combination of the supply sources for Rio del Oro depending 
on the timing and volume available from the sources.  

Wood Rodgers has prepared the Non-Potable Water Study for the Rio del Oro Specific 
Plan (February 2007). The areas identified to be served by the nonpotable-water system 
include those with land uses designated as park, streetscape, landscape corridor, 
greenbelt, school, commercial, public/quasi-public, private recreation, and business park. 
This is consistent with the policy adopted by the City.  
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CVRWQCB–1-12 The comment notes that the location of White Rock Road Dump No. 1 is not correctly 
identified on Exhibit 3.10-2 (2006 DEIR/DEIS, page 3.10-4).  

The City and USACE believe that the commenter is actually referring to Exhibit 3.10-1 
(2006 DEIR/DEIS, page 3.10-3), which was recirculated in 2008. Exhibit 3.10-1 
inadvertently highlighted the dredge pit with rice hull ash as habitat and incorrectly 
labeled it as White Rock Dump. The dump is located approximately 3,000 feet to the 
west. As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, Exhibit 3.10-1 on page 3.10-3 of the 
2008 RDEIR/SDEIS is hereby revised to reflect this correction.  

CVRWQCB–1-13 The comment recommends including the 57 acres of cottonwood willow riparian forest 
on the site in the wetland preserve area. 

The Impact Minimization Alternative includes the expansion of the hydrologically intact 
cottonwood willow riparian forest into the area preserved by the project. USACE is 
evaluating this and other alternatives to determine the LEDPA. In addition, the adoption 
of the preferred alternative is at the discretion of the City Council; no revisions to the 
2006 DEIR/DEIS are warranted. 

CVRWQCB–1-14 The comment states that the Central Area Operable Unit (OU) should have been included 
in Exhibit 3.13-1 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, which depicts areas that are subject to 
remedial investigation and feasibility study.  

As described on page 3.13-10 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, the Central Area OU is composed 
of the buffer lands that separate the smaller OUs discussed on pages 3.13-7 through 3.13-
10 and shown in Exhibit 3.13-1. As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, Exhibit 3.13-
1 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS is hereby revised to add a label for the Central Area OU.  

CVRWQCB–1-15 The comment requests documentation of the statement made on page 3.13-5 (third 
paragraph) of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS that EPA has delegated its authority for soils to 
DTSC under the Imminent and Substantial Endangerment Order (ISEO) issued by DTSC 
to Aerojet and McDonnell Douglas Corporation (MDC) in 1991. The comment states that 
EPA is letting the Central Valley RWQCB and DTSC address the soil contamination on 
the project site that could be associated with the Aerojet Superfund site north of the Rio 
del Oro project site. It also states that a portion of the groundwater contamination on the 
Rio del Oro project site emanating from the Superfund site will be handled by the 
cleanup of the IRCTS. 

The IRCTS/Rio del Oro property is specifically excluded from the EPA Consent Decree 
(Superfund) process, except at the Propellant Burn Area, because of Aerojet disposal 
activities. EPA delegated its authority at the Propellant Burn Area to the ISEO (Fricke, 
pers. comm., 2006). 

CVRWQCB–1-16 The comment suggests that the discussion of site contamination (by residual mercury, 
asbestos, and lead) on 2006 DEIR/DEIS page 3.13-6 be expanded to include the potential 
risks associated with presence of arsenic in soils on the Rio del Oro project site because 
arsenic concentrations in site soils exceed the Preliminary Remediation Goal established 
by EPA and the California Human Health Screening Level by three orders of magnitude. 
The comment notes that remediation of naturally occurring arsenic concentrations by 
Aerojet and MDC are not required, but that it should be determined whether any 
measures would be required before allowing the property to be used for residential or 
commercial purposes. 
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See response to comment CVRWQCB–1-1. 

CVRWQCB–1-17 The comment states that a proposal has been made to consolidate a relatively small 
amount of material from White Rock Road Dump No. 2 (on Aerojet property north of 
White Rock Road) with the waste materials at the municipal landfill (White Rock Road 
Dump No. 1), pursuant to waste discharge requirements issued by the Central Valley 
RWQCB. As stated on page 3.13-10 (“Municipal Landfill [White Rock Dump No. 1]”) of 
the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, the site is proposed as a park adjacent to an open-space preserve 
designated under the Rio del Oro project.  

The comment is noted. The City and USACE thank the commenter for the clarification.  

CVRWQCB–1-18 The comment states that the By-Dry site is part of the Central Area OU (described on 
2006 DEIR/DEIS page 3.13-10).  

The comment is noted. 

CVRWQCB–1-19 The comment refers to the discussion of the 1997–2000 Cleanup and Abatement Order 
from the Central Valley RWQCB under “Cleanup Processes” beginning on page 3.13-10 
of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, noting that the order addresses perchlorate. The comment states 
that if the perchlorate is on the IRCTS property, then it too is covered by the order.  

The comment is noted. 

CVRWQCB–1-20 The comment refers to the discussion of the Western Groundwater Operable Unit 
(WGOU) on page 3.13-11 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, stating that the WGOU is being 
remediated under EPA and Central Valley RWQCB orders as part of the Aerojet 
Superfund site remediation. The comment further states that under a separate IRCTS 
project, Aerojet is evaluating the construction of extraction wells downgradient from the 
former GET F sprayfield within the WGOU. 

The commenter is correct: Aerojet is still evaluating the potential for source control 
extraction wells downgradient of the sprayfield. 

CVRWQCB–1-21 The comment refers to Impact 3.13-2 (2006 DEIR/DEIS page 3.13-20) regarding 
possible delays in development of future land uses from remediation activities. The 
comment states that Aerojet and the state will maintain the ability to operate and 
maintain not only monitoring wells (as stated in the impact), but groundwater extraction 
wells, conveyance piping, and treatment facilities on the site. 

The comment is noted. As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the last sentence of 
Impact 3.13-2 on page 3.13-20 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS for the Proposed Project, High 
Density, Impact Minimization, and No Federal Action Alternatives is hereby revised to 
read as follows: 

Aerojet will also retain right of access to certain properties to operate and 
maintain the monitoring wells, extraction wells, and conveyance piping; and/or to 
conduct other remediation activities. 

CVRWQCB–1-22 The comment notes that Appendix D of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS states that the revised water 
supply assessment (WSA) will supersede that adopted by the board of directors of the 
Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA), and asks whether the SCWA board must 
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adopt the revised WSA for it to be valid or whether certification of the CEQA document 
validates the WSA.  

SCWA approved the revised WSA on June 6, 2006.  

CVRWQCB–1-23 The comment notes that the CEQA process for the Eastern Sacramento County Water 
Supply Project is not yet completed, while Appendix D of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS 
anticipated a completion date of summer 2006. 

As noted in Master Response 1 and response to comments CVRWQCB–1-6, the RWSP 
was not approved by the County. However, the RWSP is not required to find that the 
water supply for the project is reasonably likely because the 15,000 afy of GET water is 
currently discharged in the American River and available for diversion and up to 8,900 
afy of this water is available to supply the project under the under the 2010 Agreement 
between Aerojet and SCWA. (See Master Response 1.) 
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Letter 
CVRWQCB-2 

Response 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region, Storm 
Water/Water Quality Certification Unit 
Alexander MacDonald, Senior Engineer 
February 6, 2007 

 
CVRWQCB–2-1 The comment states that in addition to obtaining an NPDES General Permit for Storm 

Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities, the project applicant(s) must 
meet the City’s postconstruction stormwater requirements. The comment notes that 
postconstruction stormwater BMPs are required pursuant to waste discharge 
requirements (WDRs) for Storm Water Discharges from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
Systems (MS4s) in cities within Sacramento County, including Rancho Cordova. The 
commenter provides all of the Central Valley RWQCB’s general stormwater quality 
conditions, some of which are addressed in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, to ensure that the 
project applicant(s) better understand the Central Valley RWQCB’s requirements. 

The comment is noted. The storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) for the 
project is subject to all legally required elements.  

CVRWQCB–2-2 The comment describes USACE Section 404(b)(1) guidance that must be followed by the 
project applicant(s) to assure approval of their water quality certification application 
under Section 401 of the federal Clean Water Act. The proposed Rio del Oro Mitigation 
Plan included in Appendix C of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS provides compensatory mitigation 
through on-site preservation and creation of wetlands at a ratio slightly greater than 1:1. 
The comment notes that the Central Valley RWQCB may require greater mitigation 
ratios for impacts on waters of the state and suggests that the project applicant(s) 
consider on-site mitigation alternatives with greater mitigation ratios. 

The comment is noted. A revised wetland MMP is included as Appendix Q of this 
FEIR/FEIS. The project is subject to all legal requirements for water quality certification. 
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Letter 
Caltrans 

Response 

California Department of Transportation, District 3—Sacramento Area Office 
Bruce De Terra, Office Chief, Office of Transportation Planning—South 
February 9, 2007 

 
Caltrans-1 The comment notes that 2006 DEIR/DEIS transportation Mitigation Measures 3.14-1a 

through 3.14-1d, 3.14-1k, 3.14-1n, 3.14-1q, 3.14-1r, 3.14-1aa, 3.14-1bb, 3.14-1ff, and 
3.14-1jj all require coordination and cooperation with Caltrans and either the City or the 
County. The comment requests a meeting between Caltrans and the City and the project 
applicant(s) to determine the proportional share of funding for the identified mitigation 
measures and timing for implementation of mitigation, and requests that Caltrans 
participate in the development of the mitigation financing plan.  

As described in Chapter 2 of the FEIR/FEIS, the project applicants propose a two-tier 
entitlement process. The traffic improvement mitigation measures would be adopted as 
condition of approval of the Tier 1 entitlements, which would include adoption of the Rio 
del Oro Specific Plan. The actual amount of the project’s fair-share contribution and 
timing of implementation of traffic improvements in the mitigation measures shall be 
identified as part of the Tier 2 entitlements for the project, which are required before any 
physical development of the property (see Chapter 2 and the general requirements for 
Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 in this FEIR/FEIS). Therefore, the actual amount of the fair-
share funding and timing of implementation will be determined at that time and Caltrans 
will be given an opportunity to comment on the plan. 

Caltrans-2 The comment states that when mitigation projects are implemented on State Highway 
System rights-of-way, encroachment permits and other coordination with Caltrans will 
be necessary.  

The comment is noted. See response to comment Caltrans-1. 
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SECTION C 
Regional and Local Agencies 





Based on further review of mitigation measures identified in the Rio del Oro Specific Plan DEIR-EIS, the 
following modifications are proposed by City Staff to be worked into the Final EIR/EIS: 

• Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a would be modified as shown in red italics below in order to 
allow for circumstances where grading is required to implement wetland mitigation: 

  
3.10-1a: Secure Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit and Implement All Permit Conditions, and 
Ensure No Net Loss of Wetlands, Other Waters of the United States, and Associated Functions and 
Values. Before the approval of grading and improvement plans and before any groundbreaking activity 
associated with each distinct project phase, the project applicant(s) for each project phase requiring the fill of 
wetlands or other waters of the United States or waters of the state shall obtain all necessary permits under 
Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA or the State’s Porter-Cologne Act for the respective phase. The project 
applicant(s) shall commit to replace, restore, or enhance on a “no net loss” basis (in accordance with USACE, 
the Central Valley RWQCB, and the Natural Resources Element of the City General Plan) the acreage of all 
wetlands and other waters of the United States subject to USACE jurisdiction and waters of the state subject 
to RWQCB jurisdiction and the City General Plan that would be removed, lost, and/or degraded with 
implementation of project plans for that phase. Wetland habitat shall be restored, enhanced, and/or replaced at 
an acreage and location and by methods agreeable to USACE, the Central Valley RWQCB, and the City, as 
appropriate depending on agency jurisdiction, and as determined during the Section 401 and Section 404 
permitting processes. 

To accomplish this mitigation, the project applicant(s) shall take the following steps: 

►        As part of the Section 404 permitting process, a draft wetland mitigation and monitoring plan has 
been developed for the project (Appendix C) by ECORP on behalf of the project applicant(s). Before any 
ground-disturbing activities that would adversely affect wetlands, and before engaging in mitigation 
activities associated with each phase of development, the project applicant(s) shall submit the draft 
wetland mitigation and monitoring plan to USACE, the Central Valley RWQCB, and the City for review 
and approval of those portions of the plan over which they have jurisdiction. Once the mitigation and 
monitoring plan is approved and implemented, mitigation monitoring will continue for a minimum of 5 
years from completion of mitigation, or human intervention (including recontouring and grading), or until 
the performance standards identified in the approved mitigation and monitoring plan have been met, 
whichever is longer. 

The plan shall be prepared to the satisfaction of the City, in accordance with the City’s Grading and 
Erosion Control Ordinance, as well as to the satisfaction of those agencies with jurisdiction over all or 
portions of the plan. 

►        In conjunction with preparation and implementation of an approved wetland mitigation and 
monitoring plan, the project applicant(s) shall prepare and submit plans for the creation of 
jurisdictional waters of the United States, including wetlands, at an adequate mitigation ratio to offset 
the aquatic functions and values that would be lost at the project site, account for the temporal loss of 
habitat, and contain an adequate margin of safety to reflect anticipated success. The mitigation and 
monitoring plans must demonstrate how the aquatic functions and values that would be lost through 
project implementation will be replaced. The habitat mitigation and monitoring plan for jurisdictional 
wetland features will need to be consistent with USACE’s December 30, 2004, Habitat Mitigation and 
Monitoring Proposal Guidelines. The wetland mitigation and monitoring plan shall also mitigate 
impacts on vernal pool and seasonal wetland habitat, and shall describe specific method(s) to be 
implemented to avoid and/or mitigate any off-site project-related impacts. The wetland creation section 
of the habitat mitigation and monitoring plan shall include the following: 

●         target areas for creation; 
●         a complete biological assessment of the existing resources in the target areas; 
●         specific creation and restoration plans for each target area; 
●         performance standards for success that will illustrate that the compensation ratios are met; and 
●         a monitoring plan, including schedule and annual-report format. 
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►        For each phase of development, including off-site project-related impacts, the project applicant(s) shall 
secure the permits and regulatory approvals described below and shall implement all permit conditions. For 
each respective phase, all permits, regulatory approvals, and permit conditions for effects on wetland 
habitats shall be secured before implementation of any grading activities within 250 feet of waters of the 
United States or wetland habitats, including waters of the state, that potentially support federally listed 
species. The setback may be reduced to a distance approved by the City and USFWS if a wetland avoidance 
plan is developed and implemented by a qualified biologist. The wetland avoidance plan must be approved 
by USFWS and the City and shall demonstrate that all direct and indirect impacts on wetlands will be 
avoided. Project phases in upland areas with no wetlands or waters of the United States within 250 feet, and 
no overland hydrologic flow patterns, the disturbance of which may affect such waters, may begin 
construction before these particular permits are obtained. Buffers around wetlands that do not support 
federally listed species shall be a minimum of 50 feet from the edge of these features in accordance with 
conditions of the NPDES permit and associated best management practices (BMPs). 

●         Authorization to place dredged or fill material into waters of the United States shall be secured 
from USACE through the CWA Section 404 permitting process before any fill is placed in 
jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the United States. USACE has determined that the 
project will require an individual permit. In its final stage and once approved by USACE, the 
proposed mitigation and monitoring plan for the project is expected to detail proposed wetland 
restoration, enhancement, and/or replacement activities that would ensure no net loss of aquatic 
functions and values in the project vicinity. Approval and implementation of the wetland 
mitigation and monitoring plan shall fully mitigate all impacts on jurisdictional waters of the 
United States, including jurisdictional wetlands. In addition to USACE approval, approval by the 
City and the Central Valley RWQCB, as appropriate depending on agency jurisdiction, and as 
determined during the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting processes, will also be required. To 
satisfy the requirements of the City and the Central Valley RWQCB, mitigation of impacts on 
nonjurisdictional wetlands beyond the jurisdiction of USACE shall be included in the same 
mitigation and monitoring plan. All mitigation requirements determined through this process shall 
be implemented before grading plans are approved. ITALIC TEXT TO BE DELETED Wetland 
mitigation must be approved before any impacts on wetlands commence. 

●         Water quality certification pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA will be required before issuance 
of a Section 404 permit. Before construction in any areas containing wetland features, the project 
applicant(s) shall obtain water quality certification for the applicable phase of the project. Any 
measures required as part of the issuance of water quality certification shall be implemented. 

If Section 401 and 404 permit requirements ensure no net loss of all wetland features, including vernal pools, and these 
requirements are addressed before any ground-disturbing activities, no additional mitigation will be required by the City. 
Written approval from the City indicating that these requirements fulfill all no-net-loss obligations must be obtained before 
the approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activities in any project phase containing wetland 
features. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activities for any project 
development phase containing wetland features. The mitigation and monitoring plan must be approved before 
any impact on wetlands can occur. Mitigation shall be implemented on an ongoing basis throughout and after 
construction, as required. 
Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board; and City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department, as appropriate depending on agency 
jurisdiction, and as determined during the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting processes and in 
compliance with the City’s Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance. 
  

• Mitigation Measure 3.13-2a would be modified as shown in red italics below in order to 
clarify that it does not apply to Phase 1 and that the provisions of this mitigation measure 
allow for other regulatory processes that clear subsequent phases: 
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3.13-2a: Require the Project Applicant(s) to Cooperate with Aerojet and Regulatory Agencies to 
Preserve, Modify, or Close Existing Groundwater Monitoring Wells. The project applicant(s) for all 
project phases (with the exception of Phase 1 which has been cleared for development) shall submit copies of 
tentative maps for residential subdivisions and for nonresidential uses to Aerojet, DTSC, and the Central 
Valley RWQCB or any successor in interest for review and approval. Aerojet, DTSC, and the Central Valley 
RWQCB or any successor shall work with the project applicant(s) to establish the preservation, modification, 
or closure of existing groundwater wells. If necessary, Aerojet, MDC, or any successor may purchase lots 
from the project applicant(s) to maintain access to monitoring wells. Development shall not proceed until 
DTSC and the Central Valley RWQCB have approved Aerojet’s or a successor’s plan for well preservation, 
modification, or closure. The requirements of this mitigation may be superceded by actions by the regulatory 
agencies that clears subsequent phases of the site for development.  Documentation of such actions shall be 
provided to the City as part of tentative subdivision map applications. 
Timing: Before approval of tentative maps for all project phases beyond Phase 1. 

Enforcement: California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, Aerojet General Corporation, and City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department. 
  
 

• Mitigation Measure 3.14-3a is associated with transit.  This mitigation measure is expected 
to be modified to require pariticpation in the CitywideTransit-Related Services Special Tax 
Area.  The following is proposed language from Public Works: 

Revised MM 3.14-3a: Participate in Capital Improvements for Transit Service.  The project 
applicant(s) for all project phases shall participate in providing transit-related services through 
annexation to the City’s Transit-Related Services Special Tax Area and payment of the tax.  
Capital improvements for transit services will be part of the City’s Transportation CIP and will 
include the construction and operation of the streetcar system, purchase of a shuttle fleet and 
construction of a maintenance facility.  The project’s fair-share participation for those facilities will 
be satisfied through payment of the transportation fee.  Capital improvement costs for on-site 
ancillary facilities are not in the City Transportation CIP.  In order to fulfill the need for on-site 
facilities, the developer shall provide on-site transfer and connection facilities at appropriate 
locations as part of site development plans.  Transfer facilities shall be provided at major arterial 
intersection.  All transfer, fair collection and information facilities shall be provided at land uses 
that are major transit transfer points or destinations.  These sites include major commercial and 
recreational land uses.   

  

• Mitigation Measure 3.14-6 involves the fair-share payment of costs that are not currently 
included in the City's Fee Program.  The City is currently working  having the fee program 
updated.  Planning and Public Works staff will continue to work on this issue. No specific 
changes to this mitigation language have been developed yet. 

  

•   Mitigation Measure 3.15-1 includes the application of the SMAQMD off-site construction 
mitigation fund. While the City generally supports efforts of SMAQMD, we expect to have 
further discussions with the SMAQMD regarding the application of this measure on projects 
of Rio's size as well as in relation to recent comments we have received from SMAQMD on 
the DEIR-EIS.  We will be setting up meetings with the District and EDAW on this issue. 
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AECOM  Rio del Oro Specific Plan FEIR/FEIS 
Comments and Individual Responses C1-4 City of Rancho Cordova/USACE 

Letter 
City 

Response 

City of Rancho Cordova 
City-required revisions to the 2006 DEIR/DEIS 
No date 

 
City-1 The City proposes to revise Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, “Secure 

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit and Implement All Permit Conditions, and Ensure 
No Net Loss of Wetlands, Other Waters of the United States, and Associated Functions ,” 
to allow for circumstances where grading is required to implement wetland mitigation. 

As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the following text included in Mitigation 
Measure 3.10-1a on page 3.10-30 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

► Authorization to place dredged or fill material into waters of the United 
States shall be secured from USACE through the CWA Section 404 
permitting process before any fill is placed in jurisdictional wetlands or other 
waters of the United States. USACE has determined that the project will 
require an individual permit. In its final stage and once approved by USACE, 
the proposed mitigation and monitoring plan for the project is expected to 
detail proposed wetland restoration, enhancement, and/or replacement 
activities that would ensure no net loss of aquatic functions  in the project 
vicinity. Approval and implementation of the wetland mitigation and 
monitoring plan shall fully mitigate all impacts on jurisdictional waters of the 
United States, including jurisdictional wetlands. In addition to USACE 
approval, approval by the City and the Central Valley RWQCB, as 
appropriate depending on agency jurisdiction, and as determined during the 
Section 401 and Section 404 permitting processes, will also be required. To 
satisfy the requirements of the City and the Central Valley RWQCB, 
mitigation of impacts on nonjurisdictional wetlands and waters of the state 
beyond the jurisdiction of USACE shall be included in the same mitigation 
and monitoring plan. All mitigation requirements determined through this 
process shall be implemented before grading plans are approved. Wetland 
mitigation must be approved before any impacts on wetlands waters of the 
United States or waters of the state commence. 

City-2 The City proposes to revise Mitigation Measure 3.13-2a of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, 
“Require the Project Applicant(s) to Cooperate with Aerojet and Regulatory Agencies to 
Preserve, Modify, or Close Existing Groundwater Monitoring Wells,” to clarify that it 
does not apply to Phase 1 and that the provisions of this mitigation measure allow for 
other regulatory processes that clear subsequent phases. 

As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, Mitigation Measure 3.13-2a on pages 3.13-20 
and 3.13-21 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.13-2a: Require the Project Applicant(s) to Cooperate with 
Aerojet and Regulatory Agencies to Preserve, Modify, or Close Existing 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall submit copies of tentative 
maps for residential subdivisions and for nonresidential uses to work with 
Aerojet, DTSC, and the Central Valley RWQCB or any successor in interest for 
review and approval. Aerojet, DTSC, and the Central Valley RWQCB or any 



 

Rio del Oro Specific Plan FEIR/FEIS  AECOM  
City of Rancho Cordova/USACE C1-5 Comments and Individual Responses 

successor shall work with the project applicant(s) to establish the preservation, 
modification, or closure of existing groundwater monitoring wells. If necessary, 
Aerojet, MDC, or any successor may purchase lots from the project applicant(s) 
to maintain access to monitoring wells. Development shall not proceed until 
DTSC and the Central Valley RWQCB have approved Aerojet’s or a successor’s 
plan for well preservation, modification, or closure. If groundwater wells are to 
be affected by proposed tentative maps, then the project applicant(s) or 
successors shall provide City with evidence that the relocation, modification, or 
closure of the well(s) is approved by the appropriate agencies as part of the City’s 
final map approval process and before development.      

Timing: Before approval of small-lot tentative maps for any portion of the project 
site except the Phase 1 area as shown in Exhibit 3.13-1. 

City-3 The City Public Works Department proposes to revise Mitigation Measure 3.14-3a of the 
2006 DEIR/DEIS, “Participate in Capital Improvements for Transit Service,” to require 
participation in the Citywide Transit-Related Services Special Tax Area.  

As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, Mitigation Measure 3.14-3a on page 3.14-76 
of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3a: Participate in Capital Improvements for Transit Service. 
The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall participate in capital 
improvements for transit service. in providing transit-related services through 
annexation to the City’s Transit-Related Services Special Tax Area and payment 
of the tax. Capital improvements for transit services will be part of the City’s 
Transportation CIP and will include the construction and operation of the 
streetcar system, purchase of a shuttle fleet, and construction of a maintenance 
facility. The project’s fair-share participation and the associated timing of the 
improvements shall be identified in the project conditions of approval and/or the 
project’s development agreement. Improvements shall be coordinated, as 
necessary, with Sacramento RT. will be satisfied through payment of the 
transportation fee. Capital improvement costs for on-site ancillary facilities are 
not in the City Transportation CIP. In order to fulfill the need for on-site 
facilities, the project applicant(s) shall provide on-site transfer and connection 
facilities at appropriate locations as part of site development plans. Transfer 
facilities shall be provided at major arterial intersections. All transfer, fare 
collection, and information facilities shall be provided at land uses that are major 
transit transfer points or destinations. These sites include major commercial and 
recreational land uses. 

City-4 The comment states that the City is currently working on an update to its fee program, 
and that therefore, no specific changes to Mitigation Measure 3.14-6 of the 2006 
DEIR/DEIS, “Pay Fair-Share Cost of Identified Improvements that Are Not Fully Funded 
by the City’s Fee Program,” have yet been developed.  

As required by Mitigation Measure 3.14-6 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, the project 
applicant(s) would be responsible for paying its fair share of transportation improvements 
as the project builds out. The City has stated that the project applicant(s) will need to 
prepare a fair-share analysis for affected transportation facilities that are not included in 
the City’s current Development Impact Fee Program. No changes to the text of the 
mitigation measure contained in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS are required. However, as shown 
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Comments and Individual Responses C1-6 City of Rancho Cordova/USACE 

in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the timing of Mitigation Measure 3.14-6 on page 3.14-78 
of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS is hereby revised as follows: 

Timing: As a condition of project approval and/or as a condition of the 
development agreement for all project phases As part of Tier 2 entitlements and 
before any physical development of the property (excluding on-site wetland fill 
and mitigation activities). 

City-5 The comment states that while the City generally supports the efforts of SMAQMD, it 
expects to set up meetings with SMAQMD and [AECOM, formerly] EDAW regarding the 
application of Mitigation Measure 3.15-1 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, “Implement Measures 
to Control Construction-Related Air Pollutant Emissions,” on projects of the size of Rio 
del Oro and in relation to comments received from SMAQMD on the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. 

The comment is noted. See responses to comments SMAQMD-1 through SMAQMD-6, 
below.  
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PROJECT NAME: DRAFT EIR/EIS, SPECIFIC AND PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING PLANS
FOR RIO DEL ORO (DATED DEC. 2006)
Control Number
State Clearinghouse Number:  2003122057 
Reviewer Names: Helen Lu (HLu), Jose Ramirez (JRR)   

Consultant Team:   

Comments Description:  Review Comments Related to Recycled Water Senior Civil Engineer: Jose Ramirez  

No. Page No. and 
or Section No. COMMENTS 

REVIEWER 
INITIALS RESPONSE 

CONSULTANT 
INITIALS 

DRAFT EIR/EIS REPORT

1 Exhibit 2-9a Include a conceptual layout for an on-site 
“non-potable/recycled water system”. 

JRR

2 Pg. 2-33, 
Fourth 
paragraph 
from top  

Revise the second and third sentences as 
follows: “The Sacramento Regional 
County Sanitation District (SRCSD) is 
currently in the process of developing a 
Water Recycling Master Plan (WRMP)
Opportunities Study (WROS).  The
WRMP WROS will examine 
opportunities…” 

JRR

3 Pg. 2-33, 
Sixth
paragraph 
from top 

Revise the first sentences as follows: 
“Initial analysis for the WRMP WROS
indicates that…”                

JRR

PUBLIC REVIEW FOR DRAFT RIO DEL ORO SPECIFIC PLAN  

4 Pg. 6-8, 
First paragraph  

Revise the last two sentences of the first 
paragraph as follows:  “SRSCD is 
currently in the process of developing a 
Water Recycling Master Plan (WRMP)
Opportunities Study (WROS).  The 
WRMP WROS will examine…”  

JRR

5 Exhibit 6-4 Include a conceptual layout for an on-site 
“non-potable/recycled water system”. 

JRR

PUBLIC REVIEW FOR DRAFT RIO DEL ORO PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING PLAN  

6 Tables 3, 4, 5,  
7, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, and 16 

Include a rough cost estimate for an on-
site “non-potable/reclaimed water” 
system. 

JRR

7 Pg, 49, 
Add bullet 
item? 

Please verify if the RDOSP can participate 
in an SCWA/SRCSD Non-
Potable/Reclaimed Water Program.  

JRR

8 Pg, 49, 
Add bullet 
item? 

Please verify if we can add a bullet item 
for a “Non-Potable/Reclaimed Water” 
System. 

JRR

9 Table 17,  
Pg. 69 

Can we add a “Non-Potable/Reclaimed 
Water Component” to Table 17? 

JRR

10 Map A-2, 
Appendix A 

Include a conceptual layout for an on-site 
“non-potable/recycled water system”. 

JRR
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AECOM  Rio del Oro Specific Plan FEIR/FEIS 
Comments and Individual Responses C2-2 City of Rancho Cordova/USACE 

Letter 
SRCSD1 

Response 

Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District 
Helen Lu and Jose Ramirez, Senior Civil Engineer 
No date 

 
SRCSD1-1 The comment asks that Chapter 2 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS include a conceptual layout for 

an on-site “non-potable/recycled water system.” 

As shown on page 3.5-86 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, Exhibit 3.5-2 shows a conceptual 
layout for an on-site nonpotable/recycled water system. 

SRCSD1-2 The comment asks that the second and third sentences of the fourth paragraph of 2006 
DEIR/DEIS page 2-33 be revised to change the name of SRCSD’s water recycling study 
to “Water Recycling Opportunities Study.” 

The change requested by the commenter was made in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS (page 3.5-
25). 

SRCSD1-3 The comment asks that the first sentence in the sixth paragraph of 2006 DEIR/DEIS page 
2-33 be revised to change the abbreviation for SRCSD’s water recycling study to 
“WROS.” 

The text referred to by the commenter was deleted in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. 

SRCSD1-4 The comment asks that the last two sentences of the first paragraph of page 6-8 of the Rio 
del Oro Specific Plan be revised to change the name of SRCSD’s water recycling study to 
“Water Recycling Opportunities Study.” 

The requested change to the text of the specific plan has been made. 

SRCSD1-5 The comment asks that Chapter 6 of the draft Rio del Oro Specific Plan include a 
conceptual layout for an on-site “non-potable/recycled water system.” 

A new exhibit has been created for the Rio del Oro Specific Plan (Exhibit 6-5a) that 
shows a conceptual layout for an on-site “nonpotable/recycled water system.” 

SRCSD1-6 The comment asks that the draft Rio del Oro Public Facilities Financing Plan include a 
rough cost estimate for an on-site “non-potable/reclaimed water” system.  

Since the release of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, the project applicant(s) have provided further 
specifications on the potential for using recycled water on-site, as identified in their Non-
Potable Water Study for Rio del Oro Specific Plan (February 2007). These specifications 
include preliminary cost estimates (see Appendix E of the Non-Potable Water Study for 
Rio del Oro Specific Plan). 

SRCSD1-7 The comment asks for verification whether the Rio del Oro Specific Plan can participate 
in an SCWA/SRCSD Non-Potable/Reclaimed Water Program. 

See response to comment SRCSD1-6 above regarding the potential of using recycled 
water on-site.  
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SRCSD1-8 The comment asks whether a bullet item for a “Non-Potable/Reclaimed Water” System 
can be added on page 49 of the draft Rio del Oro Public Facilities Financing Plan. 

The requested bullet will be added to the Public Facilities Financing Plan at the time 
specific development entitlements are sought. (See Chapter 2, “Minor Modifications to 
the Proposed Project,” of this FEIR/FEIS.) 

SRCSD1-9 The comment asks whether a “Non-Potable/Reclaimed Water Component” can be added 
to Table 17 of the draft Rio del Oro Public Facilities Financing Plan. 

The requested item will be added to Table 17 of the Public Facilities Financing Plan at 
the time specific development entitlements are sought. (See Chapter 2, “Minor 
Modifications to the Proposed Project,” of this FEIR/FEIS.) 

SRCSD1-10 The comment asks that Appendix A of the draft Rio del Oro Public Facilities Financing 
Plan include a conceptual layout for an on-site “non-potable/recycled water system.” 

A new exhibit will be created in the Rio del Oro Public Facilities Financing Plan (Map A-
9 to Appendix A) to show a conceptual layout for an on-site “nonpotable/recycled water 
system” at the time specific development entitlements are sought. (See Chapter 2, “Minor 
Modifications to the Proposed Project,” of this FEIR/FEIS.) 
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From: Lockhart. Don [Donald.Lockhart@SacLAFCo.org]
Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2006 2:16 PM 
To: Patrick Angell 
Subject: RE: Rio del Oro SP 
Kindly note that any such action will be subject to LAFCo proceedings, after the local land use entitlement process is 
completed. If either or both Districts Spheres of Influence need to be amended, that also should be discussed. Thank you for 
the information. 

Don Lockhart, AICP 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Sacramento LAFCo 
1112 I Street, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2836 
916.874.2937
916.874.2939 (FAX) 
Donald.Lockhart@SacLAFCo.org  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

This e-mail and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and privileged material for the sole use of the 
intended recipient. Any review, copying, or distribution of this email (or any attachments thereto) by other than Sacramento 
LAFCo or the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. 

If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately and permanently delete the original and any copies
of this email and any attachments thereto. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

From: Patrick Angell [mailto:PAngell@pacificmunicipal.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2006 9:47 AM 
To: Lockhart. Don 
Subject: RE: Rio del Oro SP

Sorry it has taken me a while to get back to you.  A portion of the Specific Plan area will need to be annexed to SRCSD and CSD-1.

From: Don Lockhart [mailto:Donald.Lockhart@SacLAFCo.org]
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2006 4:16 PM 
To: Patrick Angell 
Subject: Rio del Oro SP

Hi Pat, just received a CD for the EIR/EIS. Kindly advise, does the SP envision any boundary changes, or service extensions 
outside of city limits? Thanks, Don  

Don Lockhart, AICP 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Sacramento LAFCo 
1112 I Street, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2836 
916.874.2937
916.874.2939 (FAX) 
Donald.Lockhart@SacLAFCo.org  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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This e-mail and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and privileged material for the sole use of the 
intended recipient. Any review, copying, or distribution of this email (or any attachments thereto) by other than Sacramento 
LAFCo or the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. 

If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately and permanently delete the original and any copies
of this email and any attachments thereto. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO EMAIL DISCLAIMER: 
This email and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and 
privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review, 
copying, or distribution of this email (or any attachments thereto) by other 
than the County of Sacramento or the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. 

If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately 
and permanently delete the original and any copies of this email and any 
attachments thereto. 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
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Letter 
LAFCo 

Response 

Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission 
Don Lockhart, Assistant Executive Officer 
December 14, 2006 

 
LAFCo-1 The comment states that annexation of a portion of the Rio del Oro Specific Plan area 

into the service areas of SRCSD and County Sanitation District No. 1  
(CSD-1) would be subject to proceedings by the Sacramento County Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCo) after the local land use entitlement process is 
completed. The comment also states that the Sacramento LAFCo will need to be involved 
if the sphere of influence of either SRCSD or CSD-1 would need to be amended.  

As stated by the commenter, annexation of the Rio del Oro project site into the service 
areas of SRCSD and CSD-1 (which is now known as the Sacramento Area Sewer 
District) must be approved by the Sacramento LAFCo before these districts could provide 
wastewater service to the project. The policies and guidelines for annexation approval by 
the Sacramento LAFCo are provided on page 3.1-14 of 2006 DEIR/DEIS Section 3.1, 
“Land Use.” Consistency with Sacramento LAFCo guidelines for annexation of the 
project site to SRCSD and CSD-1 (Sacramento Area Sewer District) are discussed under 
Impacts 3.1-1 and 3.1-4. As described in Impact 3.1-1 on 2006 DEIR/DEIS page 3.1-23, 
the Sacramento LAFCo would need to conduct proceedings to consider an amendment to 
the sphere of influence.  
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AECOM  Rio del Oro Specific Plan FEIR/FEIS 
Comments and Individual Responses C4-2 City of Rancho Cordova/USACE 

Letter 
DOT 

Response 

County of Sacramento, Department of Transportation 
Matthew G. Darrow, Senior Civil Engineer 
December 15, 2006 

 
DOT-1 The comment states that the Rio del Oro Specific Plan should be subject to the 

assumptions recently identified by the multijurisdictional coalition established by the 
director of the County Department of Transportation regarding regional transportation 
issues in the east Sacramento/west El Dorado County region. 

The transportation assessment in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS acknowledges the coalition 
referred to by the commenter—the 50 Corridor Mobility Coalition—and its integral role 
in developing infrastructure improvements to the region. The specific plan is consistent 
with the findings of the coalition, and it accounts for regional mobility improvements 
throughout the specific plan area. 

DOT-2 The comment states that the County expects the traffic impacts of the Rio del Oro Specific 
Plan to be mitigated by the development to the extent that the development is responsible 
for the impacts, and that the financing for these improvements should be identified in a 
public facilities financing plan. 

The comment is noted. Improvements will be identified in the Rio del Oro project’s 
conditions of approval and/or financing plan as part of subsequent entitlements (see 
Chapter 2, “Minor Modifications to the Proposed Project,” of this FEIR/FEIS for a 
further discussion of Tier 2 entitlements). The required mitigation measures and their 
conditions will also be provided in the City’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program. 



Municipal Services Agency 
 
Department of Water 
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Terry Schutten, County Executive 
Cheryl Creson, Agency 

Administrator 

 

Main:  827 7th St., Rm. 301, Sacramento, CA 95814  •  (916) 874-6851  •  fax (916) 874-8693  •  www.saccounty.net 
(search: DWR) 

Drainage Operations & Maint.:  3847 Branch Center Rd. #4, Sacramento, CA 95827  •  (916) 875-RAIN  •  fax 
(916) 875-7160 

“Managing Tomorrow’s Water Today” 

January 26, 2007 
 
Economic & Planning Systems 
Tim Youmans 
2150 River Plaza Drive, Ste 400 
Sacramento, CA  95833 
Fax:  (916)649-2070 
 
Copy:  riodeloro@cityofranchocordova.org 
 
Copy: Tim Crush, Wood Rodgers 
 
SUBJECT: Rio del Oro Specific Plan Infrastructure and Public Facilities 
Financing Plan 
http://www.cityofranchocordova.org/city_departments/planning_rio_del_oro.html 
 
Dear  Tim:   
 
I have reviewed the drainage section of the subject IPFFP and have a few 
comments. 
 

1. This report is for information only and can not take precedence over the 
Sacramento County Water Agency Code.  

 
2. Teichert (and Granite) operate the mining pit, known as Aspen VI, adjacent 

to Morrison Creek downstream of Rio del Oro.  The miners are suggesting 
that upstream developers should pay some, yet to be quantified, amount for 
the use of their land as the proposed ultimate condition detention basin that 
will serve to attenuate peak flows in the creek.  

 
3. The trunk drainage quantities have not been reviewed.  Revise unit prices for 

pipes to accurately reflect the 2006 Zone 11 Credit Schedule (for example, the 
report lists 30” SD pipe at $60 versus $55.46 in the credit schedule, rounding 
error is similar throughout). 

 
4. Please assure that off-site drainage improvements are included, such as work 

immediately upstream of the inverted siphon under the Folsom South Canal 
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(basin improvements, box culvert under Sunrise, and floodwalls), per Wood- 
Rodgers’ study. 

 
5. Detention basin credit per acre should state “land” and the value will be 

based on the lowest of the appraised value dated the earliest date of a map 
application for any map that is conditioned to construct the basin, or the 
amount shown in the Zone 11 fee plan ($100,000 plus ENR inflator since 
2004, approx $110,000 in 1996 $$).  This might mean that the $130,000 per 
acre shown is too high.    

 
6. Detention basin excavation has not been included, specifically, in the report.  

This should be shown as a separate line item at the credit schedule unit price 
per cubic yard. 

 
7. Channel excavation is credited per cubic yard and should be shown that way. 

 
8. Channel and basins will be hydro-seeded and the area unit price should be 

shown. 
 

9. Mitigation measures, such as landscaping and associated irrigation, is not 
credited by Zone 11A 

 
10. Engineering is credited at 8% of the construction credits, excluding land 

costs.  
 

NOTE:  Please find Zone 11 fee/credit schedule on line at –www.saccodwr.org  
search-    2006 reports and publications zone 11 fee 

 
Consequently, the total credit amount shown on sheet 6 of Table B-1 as $28,906,673 
is incorrect.  Page 25 indicates that the total Storm Drainage cost is $38,505,173, a 
difference of $9.6 million.  Stormwater pump stations the entire difference in the 
cost versus the credits, shown at an estimated cost of $9.6 million.   
 
Stormwater pump stations are for the benefit of the developer because they allow 
for a smaller detention basin footprint and thereby allow for additional developable 
land.  Pump stations are excluded from Zone 11A credits pursuant to Section  
2.55.04 ( C) of the Sacramento County Water Agency Code, Title 2.   
 
The drainage corridor should be designed in such a way as to be aesthetically 
pleasing amenities to the community while incorporating flood control, drainage, 
storm water quality, trails, park features, and all requirements of the federal and 
state regulators.   
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Detention basins shall not only be designed to be an aesthetic amenity, but must 
limit mosquito gestation.  
 
Landscaping, operations and maintenance within the channels, basins, and 
preserve areas shall be by a third party and financed in perpetuity by a mechanism 
other than the Storm Water Utility.  Furthermore, the Clean Water Act, Section 
404 permit will likely require a preserve management program. 
 
The finance plan should include analysis of the long term operation and 
maintenance cost of the stormwater pump stations and a mechanism for assuring 
that these costs are funded.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
George H. Booth 
Senior Civil Engineer 
(916)874-6484 
Email:  boothg@saccounty.net 
 
CC. Mark Rains, Pete Hall – Water Resources 
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AECOM  Rio del Oro Specific Plan FEIR/FEIS 
Comments and Individual Responses C5-4 City of Rancho Cordova/USACE 

Letter 
SCDWR1 
Response 

Sacramento County Department of Water Resources 
George H. Booth, Senior Civil Engineer 
January 26, 2007 

 
SCDWR1-1 The comment states that the Rio del Oro Specific Plan Infrastructure and Public 

Facilities Financing Plan is for information only and cannot take precedence over the 
SCWA Code.  

The comment is noted. 

SCDWR1-2 The comment states that Teichert (and Granite) operate the mining pit known as Aspen 
VI adjacent to Morrison Creek downstream of the Rio del Oro project site. The comment 
notes that the miners are suggesting that upstream developers should pay some yet-to-be-
quantified amount for the use of their land as the proposed detention basin that will serve 
to attenuate peak flows in Morrison Creek. 

Since the date this comment was made, negotiations between the Sacramento County 
Department of Water Resources (SCDWR) and the mining companies (Teichert and 
Granite) have progressed. There is currently no plan for or discussion about having 
upstream developers pay for the proposed detention basin that would serve to attenuate 
peak flows in Morrison Creek. SCDWR and the mining companies have been working 
with a consultant (Wood Rodgers) to identify the existing condition with regard to 
detention/flooding within the mining reach of Morrison Creek. The Rio del Oro Drainage 
Master Plan is designed to attenuate flows to predevelopment levels so that the project 
would not increase the existing detention/flooding within the mining reach.  

SCDWR1-3 The comment states that the trunk drainage quantities have not been reviewed and that 
unit prices for pipes should be revised in the Rio del Oro Specific Plan Infrastructure and 
Public Facilities Financing Plan to accurately reflect the 2006 Zone 11 Credit Schedule. 

The Rio del Oro Specific Plan Infrastructure and Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) 
will be updated in the future to be consistent with the latest version of the Zone 11 Credit 
Schedule, which is updated annually. The existing PFFP costs can be adjusted using the 
annual increases. The schedule increased by 5.28% in 2007 and by 1.43% in 2008. 

SCDWR1-4 The comment asks that off-site drainage improvements, such as work immediately 
upstream of the inverted siphon under the Folsom South Canal, be included in the Rio del 
Oro Specific Plan Infrastructure and Public Facilities Financing Plan. 

As requested by the commenter, the off-site drainage improvements may be included in 
the update of the PFFP, which will be included as part of the Tier 2 entitlements for the 
project. Those entitlements must be approved before any physical development of the 
property may occur (see the discussion of the project entitlement process in Chapter 2, 
“Minor Modifications to the Proposed Project,” of this FEIR/FEIS). 

SCDWR1-5 The comment says that detention basin credit per acre, as shown in the Rio del Oro 
Specific Plan Infrastructure and Public Facilities Financing Plan, should state “land,” 
and that the value will be based on the lowest of (1) the appraised value dated the 
earliest date of a map application for any map that is conditioned to construct the basin, 
or (2) the amount shown in the Zone 11 fee plan. The comment states that, as a result, the 
$130,000 per acre credit shown in the plan might be too high. 

The PFFP will be updated to include the land value and the credit per acre will be 
updated. The PFFP will be included as part of the Tier 2 entitlements for the project, 
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which must be approved before any physical development of the property may occur (see 
the discussion of the project entitlement process in Chapter 2, “Minor Modifications to 
the Proposed Project,” of this FEIR/FEIS). 

SCDWR1-6 The comment states that detention basin construction should be added to the Rio del Oro 
Specific Plan Infrastructure and Public Facilities Financing Plan as a separate line item, 
at the credit schedule unit price per cubic yard.  

The PFFP will be updated to include the detention basin construction at the credit 
schedule unit price per cubic yard. The PFFP will be included as part of the Tier 2 
entitlements for the project, which must be approved before any physical development of 
the property may occur (see the discussion of the project entitlement process in Chapter 
2, “Minor Modifications to the Proposed Project,” of this FEIR/FEIS). 

SCDWR1-7 The comment states that channel excavation should be credited per cubic yard in the Rio 
del Oro Specific Plan Infrastructure and Public Facilities Financing Plan.  

The PFFP will be updated to include the channel excavation construction at the credit 
schedule unit price per cubic yard. The PFFP will be included as part of the Tier 2 
entitlements for the project, which must be approved before any physical development of 
the property may occur (see the discussion of the project entitlement process in Chapter 
2, “Minor Modifications to the Proposed Project,” of this FEIR/FEIS). 

SCDWR1-8 The comment states that the area unit price for hydroseeding channel and basins should 
be shown in the Rio del Oro Specific Plan Infrastructure and Public Facilities Financing 
Plan.  

The PFFP will be updated to include the unit price for hydroseeding channel and basins. 
The PFFP will be included as part of the Tier 2 entitlements for the project, which must 
be approved before any physical development of the property may occur (see the 
discussion of the project entitlement process in Chapter 2, “Minor Modifications to the 
Proposed Project,” of this FEIR/FEIS). 

SCDWR1-9 The comment states that mitigation measures, such as landscaping and associated 
irrigation, are not credited by Zone 11A as indicated in the Rio del Oro Specific Plan 
Infrastructure and Public Facilities Financing Plan. 

The PFFP will be updated to identify items credited by Zone 11A. The PFFP will be 
included as part of the Tier 2 entitlements for the project, which must be approved before 
any physical development of the property may occur (see the discussion of the project 
entitlement process in Chapter 2, “Minor Modifications to the Proposed Project,” of this 
FEIR/FEIS). 

SCDWR1-10 The comment states that engineering should be credited at 8% of the construction credits, 
excluding land costs, rather than 20% as shown in the Rio del Oro Specific Plan 
Infrastructure and Public Facilities Financing Plan. 

The plan includes a 20% engineering credit based on estimated engineering/design and 
other soft costs. The PFFP is using 20% for all engineering items and will be updated to 
identify that Zone 11A credits 8% for engineering and that engineering cost above the 8% 
may be subject to reimbursement from other funding sources (e.g., supplemental drainage 
fees, community facilities district [CFD]/Mello-Roos bonds).  

SCDWR1-11 The comment states that the total credit amount for drainage shown in the Rio del Oro 
Specific Plan Infrastructure and Public Facilities Financing Plan is incorrect.  
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Each of the costs discussed is eligible for credits. The drainage costs were determined per 
acre and an estimate of total costs was made to determine the order of magnitude of 
potential credits, based on Zone 11A fees current as of 2006. The credits listed, 
moreover, are at or below the amount of current credits. The actual credit amount will not 
be determined until approval of the final improvement plan, and the PFFP will be 
updated as identified above to be consistent with Zone 11A credits. 

SCDWR1-12 The comment states that the drainage corridor should be designed to be aesthetically 
pleasing to the community while incorporating flood control, drainage, stormwater 
quality, trail, and park features, and meeting all federal and state regulatory 
requirements. The comment further states that detention basins must limit mosquito 
gestation as well as being designed as an aesthetic amenity. 

The Rio del Oro project includes 187 acres of drainage corridors and open space. The 
corridors would range from 200 to 300 feet wide and would consist of a meandering low-
flow channel, adjacent wetlands, riparian plantings, and a bike trail. Moreover, these 
drainage corridors include water quality treatment swales and basins, for which no 
compensatory credit is sought. These swales and basins would provide a cleansing and 
polishing function, treating stormwater and nuisance flows before their release into the 
proposed low-flow channels and adjacent wetland habitat that would be created. 
Increased flows caused by an increase in impervious surfaces would be directed to these 
drainage corridors and are not connected to the vernal pool habitat that would be 
permanently preserved within the 507-acre vernal pool preserve. The drainage corridors 
would also be managed as required by an agency-approved O&M plan, which would 
include measures to manage invasive nonnative species. Three detention basins (7, 6, and 
26 acres in size) would be constructed as part of the project for flood protection.   

With respect to mosquito gestation, the City requires the design and construction of water 
retention structures, drainage ditches, swales, and mitigated wetlands to incorporate 
wetland mosquito management guidelines to reduce the potential for transmission of 
mosquitoborne disease. The project would incorporate Mitigation Measure 3.13-6, which 
requires the project applicant(s) to develop a set of site-specific wetland mosquito 
management guidelines, to receive approval of the guidelines from the City, and to 
implement such guidelines before the start of construction of each project phase.  

SCDWR1-13 The comment states that a third party shall provide landscaping, operations, and 
maintenance within the channels, basins, and preserve areas and a mechanism other than 
the stormwater utility shall provide financing in perpetuity. The comment also states that 
the CWA Section 404 permit will likely require a preserve management program. 

The commenter’s recommendation, stating that a third party should provide the 
landscaping and O&M for the preserve areas, channels, and basins, is noted. A detailed 
O&M plan would be developed for the vernal pool preserve, the drainage corridors, and 
the elderberry preserve. These plans would identify, among other things, the habitat 
manager, the manager’s responsibilities, and the long-term funding mechanism. These 
plans would be submitted for SCDWR agency review and approval. 

With respect to financing, the project applicant(s) would be required to establish an 
endowment or some other financial mechanism that would be sufficient to fund 
management of the preserves and corridors in perpetuity, as stated on page 3.10-35 of the 
2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. The particular method of funding would be negotiated by the 
permitting agencies and the project applicant(s) during the permit approval process, 
which would not conclude until after completion of the CEQA and NEPA processes. 
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SCDWR1-14 The comment asks that the Rio del Oro Specific Plan Infrastructure and Public Facilities 
Financing Plan analyze the long-term O&M costs of the stormwater pump stations and 
include a mechanism for assuring that these costs are funded. 

As noted in Chapter 7 of the PFFP, “[a] separate analysis of ongoing operations and 
maintenance funding will be prepared and will provide a detailed discussion of the costs 
and potential funding sources for operations and maintenance of RDOSP facilities, as 
well as, public services (e.g., parks programming).” This separate analysis has not yet 
been prepared, but should cover the O&M costs of the stormwater pump stations. 

SCWA Zone 11A maintains several pump stations. As noted in the second paragraph of 
Chapter 7 of the PFFP, however, “if a funding shortfall is deemed to exist, a Mello Roos 
CFD, Community Services District (CSD), Lighting and Landscaping District (LLD), or 
some other funding mechanism will be established.” Thus, if Zone 11A were unable to 
fund the O&M of pump stations, a supplemental drainage maintenance fee would be 
established.  
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Larry Greene 
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER

January 29, 2007 

Mr. Patrick Angell 
City of Rancho Cordova 
2729 Prospect Park Drive 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 

SUBJECT:  Rio Del Oro Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement 

                    State Clearinghouse #: 2003122057 
 AQMD NO: SAC200400073 

Dear Mr. Angell:  

Thank you for submitting the Rio Del Oro Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement to the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District (District) for review. District staff comments follow.  

1. The District endorses Appendix L, the Rio Del Oro Air Quality and Emissions 
Reduction Plan. The District anticipates that implementation of the Mitigation 
Measures described in the plan will lead to a 15 percent reduction in 
Operational Emissions from projects located within the specific plan area. 

2. There is a close relationship between land use decisions and air quality. It is the 
position of the district that personal vehicle use and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
decline when the average residential density of an area increases. This decline in 
VMT results in a reduction in vehicle emissions. Consequently, it is the position of 
the District that the High Density Alternative will have the least impact on 
regional air quality. The district recommends that the city implement the High 
Density Alternative.

3. Section 3.15, page 22 contains a description of Mitigation Measure 3.15-1: 
Implement measures to Control Construction-Generated Air Pollutant Emissions.
This description includes the following statement: 

“The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall pay into SMAQMD’s off-site 
construction mitigation fund to further mitigate construction-generated emissions 
of NOX that exceed SMAQMD’s daily emission threshold of 85 lb/day.”  

The District recommends the addition of the following sentence at the end of the 
6th paragraph to clarify how off-site construction mitigation fees are to be 
calculated:  

“The Final Mitigation fee will be calculated using the most current SMAQMD off-
site construction mitigation fee calculation methodology (with the most current 
fee) available the time of demolition or ground disturbance.” 

777 12th Street, 3rd Floor  Sacramento, CA 95814-1908 
916/874-4800 916/874-4899 fax 
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4. Appendix K includes a list of Air Quality Modeling assumptions used when the 
calculations for the anticipated short-term construction emissions resulting from 
phase one of the project were made. The fist assumption in the list states 
“Assume that only approximately half of the area to be developed under phase 
1 needs to be graded.” The district recommends that this statement be 
expanded and clarified to demonstrate the basis for this assumption. 

5. The district recommends that Appendix K be expanded to include copies of the 
SMAQMD off-site construction mitigation fee calculation spreadsheets used to 
determine the estimated off-site construction mitigation fee for the different 
project alternatives. 

6. Finally, this project is subject to the District’s rules and regulations at the time of 
construction. Section 3.15, page 44 contains a summary of regional and local 
plans, policies, regulations, and laws. Included in this summary is text from the 
Districts Rules and Regulations Statement. This statement has recently been 
updated to reflect the fact that as of October 26, 2007 Rule 417-Wood Burning 
Appliances prohibits the installation of any new, permanently installed, indoor or 
outdoor, uncontrolled fireplaces in new or existing developments. Please update 
the text in the Final version of the Rio Del Oro EIR/EIS with the description of rule 
417 in the updated Rules and Regulations Statement. A copy of the updated 
Rules and Regulations Statement is attached to this document 

Please do not hesitate to contact me at (916) 874-2694 or jhurley@airquality.org if you 
have any questions regarding this letter.  

Sincerely, 

Joseph J. Hurley 
Assistant Air Quality Planner Analyst 

C: Larry Robinson, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

Enc: Updated SMAQMD Rules and Regulations Statement 

777 12th Street, 3rd Floor  Sacramento, CA 95814-1908 
916/874-4800 916/874-4899 fax 
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SMAQMD Rules & Regulations Statement (revised 1/07) 

The following statement is recommended as standard condition of approval or 
construction document language for all development projects within the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD): 

All projects are subject to SMAQMD rules and regulations in effect at the time of 
construction.  A complete listing of current rules is available at www.airquality.org or by 
calling 916.874.4800.  Specific rules that may relate to construction activities or building 
design may include, but are not limited to: 

Rule 201: General Permit Requirements.  Any project that includes the use of equipment 
capable of releasing emissions to the atmosphere may require permit(s) from SMAQMD 
prior to equipment operation.  The applicant, developer, or operator of a project that 
includes an emergency generator, boiler, or heater should contact the District early to 
determine if a permit is required, and to begin the permit application process.  Portable 
construction equipment (e.g. generators, compressors, pile drivers, lighting equipment, 
etc) with an internal combustion engine over 50 horsepower are required to have a 
SMAQMD permit or a California Air Resources Board portable equipment registration. 

Rule 403: Fugitive Dust. The developer or contractor is required to control dust emissions 
from earth moving activities or any other construction activity to prevent airborne dust 
from leaving the project site. 

Rule 417: Wood Burning Appliances.  Effective October 26, 2007, this rule prohibits the 
installation of any new, permanently installed, indoor or outdoor, uncontrolled 
fireplaces in new or existing developments. 

Rule 442: Architectural Coatings.  The developer or contractor is required to use 
coatings that comply with the volatile organic compound content limits specified in the 
rule. 

Rule 902: Asbestos.  The developer or contractor is required to notify SMAQMD of any 
regulated renovation or demolition activity.  Rule 902 contains specific requirements for 
surveying, notification, removal, and disposal of asbestos containing material. 
Other general types of uses that require a permit include dry cleaners, gasoline stations, 
spray booths, and operations that generate airborne particulate emissions. 

777 12th Street, 3rd Floor  Sacramento, CA 95814-1908 
916/874-4800 916/874-4899 fax 

www.airquality.org 
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Letter 
SMAQMD 
Response 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
Joseph J. Hurley, Assistant Air Quality Planner Analyst 
January 29, 2007 

 
SMAQMD-1 The comment states that SMAQMD endorses the Rio del Oro Air Quality and Emissions 

Reduction Plan (Appendix L of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS), noting that implementation of the 
plan’s mitigation measures would lead to a 15% reduction in operational emissions from 
projects located within the specific plan area.  

The comment is noted. 

SMAQMD-2 The comment states that SMAQMD recommends that the City implement the High 
Density Alternative, as this alternative would have the least impact on regional air 
quality.  

The comment is noted. The City will carefully consider the analysis of all alternatives 
contained in the EIR/EIS before making a decision on the preferred alternative and which 
alternative will be approved. In addition, USACE will review all alternatives contained in 
the EIR/EIS and additional information for compliance with applicable regulations, 
including the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (see responses to comments EPA-1, EPA-2, 
and EPA-11).  

SMAQMD-3 The comment recommends that 2006 DEIR/DEIS Mitigation Measure 3.15-1, 
“Implement Measures to Control Construction-Generated Air Pollutant Emissions,” add 
language to clarify how off-site construction mitigation fees are to be calculated.  

As requested by the commenter, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the 
second bullet point in Mitigation Measure 3.15-1 on 2006 DEIR/DEIS page 3.15-22 is 
hereby revised to read as follows: 

► The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall pay into SMAQMD’s off-
site construction mitigation fund to further mitigate construction-generated 
emissions of NOX that exceed SMAQMD’s daily emission threshold of 85 
lb/day. The calculation of daily NOX emissions is based on the current 2006 
cost of $14,300 to reduce 1 ton of NOX. The final mitigation fee shall be 
calculated using the current SMAQMD off-site construction mitigation fee 
calculation methodology available and fee rate established by SMAQMD at 
the time of the approval of each project phase. The determination of the final 
mitigation fee shall be conducted in coordination with SMAQMD before any 
demolition or ground disturbance occurs for any project phase. 

SMAQMD-4 The comment recommends substantiating the assumption in 2006 DEIR/DEIS Appendix 
K that approximately half of the Rio del Oro Phase I site would require grading. 

This is because much of the site is already graded as a result of the mining activities on-
site. The assumption that only half of the site would need to be graded is conservative 
from an emissions standpoint for CEQA and NEPA analysis purposes, as probably less 
than half of the site would actually be graded. 
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SMAQMD-5 The comment recommends that Appendix K of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS include copies of the 
off-site construction fee calculation spreadsheets. 

As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the off-site construction fee calculation 
worksheets are hereby added as Appendix K-6 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. 

SMAQMD-6 The commenter provides updated SMAQMD rule language, as Rule 417—Wood Burning 
Appliances has been recently updated. 

As requested by the commenter, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, page 3.15-
14 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS is hereby revised as follows to reflect the addition of the new 
SMAQMD rule language: 

► Rule 417: Wood Burning Appliances. Installation of any new, permanently 
installed, indoor or outdoor, uncontrolled fireplaces in new or existing 
developments is prohibited.  
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California American 
Water 
4701 Beloit Drive 
Sacramento, CA 95838-
2434 
 
T (916) 568-4251 
F (916) 568-4260 
 
 

January 29, 2007 
 
Patrick Angell 

City of Rancho Cordova 
2729 Prospect Park Drive 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 

 
Subject: California American Water Comments on the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement for the Rio Del Oro Specific Plan 
 
 
Dear Mr. Angell: 
 

California American Water’s existing Security Park service area boundary is within 
the proposed Rio Del Oro project, and in fact encompasses a significant portion of 
the Rio Del Oro project.   Cal-Am concurs with the concept that Cal-Am will serve 
future development within its Security Park service area with wholesale water 
purchased from SCWA Zone 40.  For the convenience of development, a change to 
the Security Park service area boundary seems reasonable; however, the following 
exceptions are taken: 

 

• Modifying the service area boundary is not a trivial matter and it is the opinion 
of Cal-Am that the DEIR has not weighted this issue accordingly. 

• As of current, Cal-Am has not been involved in discussions of a redraw of the 
Security Park service area boundary, nor has Cal-Am approved or consented 
to any modifications to the Security Park service area boundary as the plan 
indicates. 

• Any modifications to the Cal-Am Security Park service area boundary shall 
require approval by Cal-Am, and will involve approvals by the CPUC, 
LAFCO, and the County. 

• Prior to any agreement to modify the Cal-Am Security Park service area 
boundary,  Cal-Am will require a clear understanding of the infrastructure 
configuration, pumping and storage needs, ownership of infrastructure, and 
points of connection to Zone 40. 
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• It appears that reclaimed water is intended to be used for major landscape 
and public park irrigation.  The DEIR lacks details relative to amount of water 
offset, ownership, and system requirements for use of this resource. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIR for the Rio Del Oro Specific 
Plan.   It is the intention of Cal-Am to work toward a mutually beneficial solution to 
the water needs of this project.  If you have any questions, or need further 
information, please let me know. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
John Kilpatrick, P.E. 
Sr. Planning Engineer 
 
CC: Anna Sutton / U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Tom Glover / Cal-Am 

 Andy Soule / Cal-Am 

 Alicia Brundage / Cal-Am 

 Fred Feizollahi / Cal-Am 

 Raymond Yang / Cal-Am 
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Letter 
Cal-Am 

Response 

California American Water Company 
John Kilpatrick, P.E., Senior Planning Engineer 
January 29, 2007 

 
Cal-Am–1 The comment asserts that the 2006 DEIR/DEIS has not sufficiently weighed the issue of 

modifying the California American Water Company (Cal-Am) service area boundary, 
and states that modifications to the Cal-Am Security Park service area boundary must be 
approved by Cal-Am, the California Public Utilities Commission, the LAFCo, and the 
County. 

The Security Park area is a small industrial area serviced by a Cal-Am water system. The 
Security Park region of the draft Rio del Oro Plan Area Water Supply Master Plan (Draft 
Rio WSMP) includes both the Security Park and lands immediately surrounding it, and 
therefore includes some of the lands that are located within the project site. However, the 
Security Park itself is not part of the project site. It is expected that water supply for both 
the existing Security Park and the new-growth portion of the larger franchise area would 
be wholesaled from Zone 40 to Cal-Am. 

The existing Cal-Am service area is within the project site, but is a rectangular shape that 
does not follow proposed land uses and street alignments for the project site. The service 
area cuts through proposed residential subdivisions, commercial lots, park sites, and 
school sites. Currently, the parcels split by the boundary would require service by the two 
separate water purveyors. SCWA has proposed a boundary modification to Cal-Am that 
provides a more logical separation between the Zone 41 retail area and the Cal-Am retail 
area. Cal-Am is currently reviewing the proposed boundary change and water service 
agreements. For the proposed boundary adjustment and water supply agreements to take 
place, however, several steps must be taken. A formal request for a service boundary 
change must be made to the City, Cal-Am must accept the proposed boundary change, 
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and the Sacramento LAFCo must 
approve the proposed boundary change, and SWCA and Cal-Am must enter into a 
wholesale water agreement.  

The engineers for the project applicant(s) met with Cal-Am on March 1, 2007, to provide 
additional information on the proposed boundary modification. An executive summary of 
the project and boundary adjustment history was sent to Cal-Am on April 4, 2007. Also 
on April 18, 2007, the City made the formal request to change the Cal-Am service area. 
In October 2007, Cal-Am requested a copy of the Draft Rio WSMP and the Non-Potable 
Water Study for Rio del Oro, and Wood Rodgers provided copies of these documents on 
October 26, 2007. In August 2009, John Kilpatrick, senior planning engineer at Cal-Am, 
contacted Wood Rodgers, stated that he was proceeding with processing of the Cal-Am 
boundary adjustment, and requested the CAD files of the boundary change.  Wood 
Rodgers provided the CAD file on August 12, 2009. 

Cal-Am–2 The comment states that Cal-Am requires understanding of infrastructure needs prior to 
modification of the Security Park area boundary. 

See response to comment Cal-Am-1, above. 

Cal-Am–3 The comment states that the 2006 DEIR/DEIS lacks details about the amount of water 
offset, ownership, and system requirements for use of reclaimed water for major 
landscape and public park irrigation.  
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Please see the following text in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS: Impact 3.5-8; Tables 3.5-20, 
3.5-21, 3.5-22, and 3.5-23; and Exhibit 3.5-2. 
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Letter 
FCUSD 

Response 

Folsom Cordova Unified School District 
Geri Wickham, Planning/Project Manager 
January 29, 2007 

 
FCUSD-1 The comment provides corrected teacher-student ratios for schools in the Folsom 

Cordova Unified School District (FCUSD) for inclusion in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS.  

As requested by the commenter, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the first 
full paragraph on page 3.6-3 is hereby revised as follows: 

The Folsom Cordova Unified School District (FCUSD) provides educational 
services to approximately 18,000 students in the cities of Folsom and Rancho 
Cordova. FCUSD schools currently include 19 elementary schools, four middle 
schools, and two high schools, plus continuing-education high schools and adult 
education. The teacher-student ratio is 1:19 32 for K, 1:19 for grades 1–3, 1:31 
for grades 4–6, 1:27 for grades 7–8, and 1:29 28 for grades 4 9–12. Special 
education classes generally have a teacher-student ratio of 1:12 or less, and 
continuation high schools have a ratio of 1:15 of less. On a district level, FCUSD 
is operating at or near capacity for its elementary and high schools. The school 
district has experienced considerable growth in the past few years. Table 3.6-1 
identifies the 2003–2004 school year enrollment for FCUSD in September 2003. 

FCUSD-2 The comment clarifies which elementary schools are grades K–5 rather than K–6 and 
corrects the status of Folsom Lake High School listed in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. 

As requested by the commenter, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, Table 3.6-
1 on page 3.6-3 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS is hereby revised as follows: 

Table 3.6-1 
Folsom Cordova Unified School District Enrollment, 2003–2006a 

School Name Grade Current 
Enrollment 

Student 
Capacity 

% of 
Capacity 

Remaining
Capacity 

Blanche Sprentz Elementary K –5 353 383 92 30 
Carl Sundahl Elementary K–6 435 534 81 99 
Cordova Gardens Elementary K–6 421 464 91 43 
Cordova Lane Elementary K–5 586 598 98 12 
Cordova Meadows Elementary K–6 5 4 14 459 90 45 
Cordova Villa Elementary/ 
Reymouth 

K–5 5 07 483 105 -24 

Empire Oaks Elementary K–5 409 598 68 189 
Folsom Hills Elementary K–6 580 689 84 109 
Gold Ridge Elementary K–5 544 598 91 54 
Mather Heights Elementary  K–6 5 3 69 422 87 53 
Natoma Station Elementary K–6 593 672 88 79 
Oak Chan Elementary K–6 5 5 96 641 93 45 
PJ Shields Elementary K–6 5 3 81 453 84 72 
Rancho Cordova Elementary K–6 441 566 78 125 
Riverview Elementary K–6 257 351 73 94 
Sandra J. Gallardo Elementary K–6 5 5 91 618 96 27 
Theodore Judah Elementary K–6 348 547 64 199 
White Rock Elementary K–6 593 642 92 49 
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Table 3.6-1 
Folsom Cordova Unified School District Enrollment, 2003–2006a 

School Name Grade 
Current 

Enrollment 
Student 
Capacity 

% of 
Capacity 

Remaining
Capacity 

Williamson Elementary K–5 406 428 95 22 
Folsom Middle 6–8 1,059 1,194 89 135 
Mills Middle 6–8 1,112 1,170 95 58 
Mitchell Middle 6–8 7 34 8 51 86 117 
Sutter Middle 6–8 1,027 1,378 75 351 
Cordova High  9–12 2 ,108 2 ,148 98 40 
Folsom High  9–12 2,537 2,268 112 -269 
Folsom Lake High (Continuation) 10 9–12 109 1 58 69 49 
Kinney High (Continuation)  9–12 238 225 106 -13 
Kitty Hawk (Alternative)/Mather 
Youth Academy Community Day 

 6–12 117 225 52 108 

Walnutwood High (Alternative)  1–12 176 158 111 -18 
a Student enrollment in the district changes daily as more students enroll and others leave; 

therefore, Table 3.6-1 does not reflect exact current (2009) enrollment. 

Sources: California Department of Education, Educational Demographics Unit 2004; FCUSD 2004 

 

In addition, the second sentence of the first full paragraph on page 3.6-4 is hereby revised 
as follows: 

The district opened Sandra J. Gallardo Elementary School for K–6 5 students in 
August 2004 to accommodate rapid growth in the Folsom area.  

FCUSD-3 The comment corrects the discussion in 2006 DEIR/DEIS Section 3.6 regarding funding 
for construction of new schools. 

As requested by the commenter, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the fourth 
full paragraph on page 3.6-4 is hereby revised as follows: 

The school district is funded by 50% state and 50% local sources. State funding 
is based on a per-pupil grant. The district can receive local funding through 
developer impact fees, tax revenue from Mello-Roos districts, and General 
Obligation (GO) bonds. Developer impact fees are the major source of funding 
for the district and generally finance approximately one-third of school 
construction costs. In addition to developer impact fees, FCUSD can receive 
local funding through tax revenue from Mello-Roos districts and General 
Obligation (GO) bonds. Based on its Facility Needs Assessment, FCUSD 
demonstrated the need to for levy Level II developer fees (described in Section 
3.6.2, “Regulatory Framework”) in the Rancho Cordova SFID that are higher 
than the statutory fee. As of August 2005, Level II fees for residential 
development are $4.57 per square foot and $0.36 per square foot for 
commercial/industrial construction (FCUSD 2005). Developer fees may be used 
to finance construction of new schools and equipment, and to reconstruct existing 
facilities to maintain adequate housing for all the district’s students. Mello-Roos 
districts are defined tax areas usually associated with new residential 
subdivisions, which are often used for additional school taxes. 
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FCUSD-4 The comment provides clarification on the sufficiency of the development impact fee to 
fund construction of new school facilities and of the school impact fee to fund 
construction of facilities needed to house students generated by new development. The 
comment further states that the project alternatives could have a significant, direct 
impact on school services and facilities if the local funding portion for the required future 
schools is not secured. 

Payment of the development impact fees would provide the maximum level of funding 
legally required under state law, and would fully mitigate project-related impacts on 
schools. With payment of the state-mandated school impact fees, implementation of the 
Proposed Project Alternative would have a less-than-significant, direct impact on school 
services and facilities in the long term. Regardless, the project applicant(s) have prepared 
a public facilities financing plan to ensure that adequate local funding is available to 
provide school facilities necessary to serve the project, which will be subject to Tier 2 
entitlement process for the project (see Chapter 2 of this FEIR/FEIS).  

As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the discussion of Impact 3.6-5 under the 
Proposed Project Alternative that appears in the first paragraph on 2006 DEIR/DEIS page 
3.6-14 is hereby revised as follows: 

As required by state law, the project applicant(s) would pay the state-mandated 
school impact fees to FCUSD. As of August 2005, the developer is charged 
Level II fees of $4.57 per square foot for residential development and $0.36 per 
square foot for commercial development in the FCUSD boundaries. The City 
would determine the assessable square footage that would be subject to the fee at 
the time of development (FCUSD 2005). TFor FCUSD, this fee is typically an 
insufficient amount to fund 100% of new school facility construction. Thus, other 
local funding sources (see discussion in “Affected Environment”) would be 
needed to construct schools. However, the California Legislature has declared 
that the school impact fee is deemed to be full and adequate mitigation under 
CEQA. (Government Code Section 65996.) With payment of the state-mandated 
school impact fees, and assuming that all six proposed elementary schools are 
constructed, implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative would have a 
less-than-significant, direct impact on school services and facilities in the long 
term. No indirect impacts would occur. 

As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the second paragraph of the discussion of 
Impact 3.6-5 under the High Density Alternative on 2006 DEIR/DEIS page 3.6-14 is 
hereby revised as follows: 

The project applicant(s) would pay the state-mandated school impact fees to 
FCUSD. TFor FCUSD, this fee is typically an insufficient amount to fund 100% 
of new school facility construction and operation; however, the California 
Legislature has declared that the school impact fee is deemed to be full and 
adequate mitigation under CEQA. Therefore, implementation of the High 
Density Alternative would have a less-than-significant, direct impact on school 
services and facilities in the long term. No indirect impacts would occur. 
[Greater] 
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As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the second paragraph of the discussion of 
Impact 3.6-5 under the Impact Minimization Alternative on page 3.6-15 is hereby revised 
as follows: 

The project applicant(s) would pay the state-mandated school impact fees to 
FCUSD. TFor FCUSD, this fee is typically an insufficient amount to fund 100% 
of new school facility construction and operation; however, the California 
Legislature has declared that the school impact fee is deemed to be full and 
adequate mitigation under CEQA. Therefore, implementation of the Impact 
Minimization Alternative would have a less-than-significant, direct impact on 
school services and facilities in the long term. No indirect impacts would occur. 
[Lesser] 

As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the discussion of Impact 3.6-5 under the No 
Federal Action Alternative that appears in the first paragraph on page 3.6-15 is hereby 
revised as follows: 

The project applicant(s) would pay the state-mandated school impact fees to 
FCUSD. TFor FCUSD, this fee is typically an insufficient amount to fund 100% 
of new school facility construction and operation; however, the California 
Legislature has declared that the school impact fee is deemed to be full and 
adequate mitigation under CEQA. Therefore, implementation of the No Federal 
Action Alternative would have a less-than-significant, direct impact on school 
services and facilities in the long term. No indirect impacts would occur. 
[Lesser] 

As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the discussion of Impact 3.6-6 under the 
Proposed Project Alternative that appears in the first paragraph on page 3.6-16 is hereby 
revised as follows: 

As discussed above, the project applicant(s) would pay the state-mandated school 
impact fees to FCUSD. TFor FCUSD, this fee is typically an insufficient amount 
to fund 100% of new school facility construction and operation; however, the 
California Legislature has declared that the school impact fee is deemed to be full 
and adequate mitigation under CEQA. Therefore, implementation of the 
Proposed Project Alternative would have a less-than-significant, direct impact 
on school services and facilities in the long term. No indirect impacts would 
occur. 

As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the second paragraph of the discussion of 
Impact 3.6-6 under the High Density Alternative on page 3.6-16 is hereby revised as 
follows: 

As discussed above, the project applicant(s) would pay the state-mandated school 
impact fees to FCUSD. TFor FCUSD, this fee is typically an insufficient amount 
to fund 100% of new school facility construction and operation; however, the 
California Legislature has declared that the school impact fee is deemed to be full 
and adequate mitigation under CEQA. Therefore, implementation of the High 
Density Alternative would have a less-than-significant, direct impact on school 
services and facilities in the long term. No indirect impacts would occur. 
[Greater] 
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As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the second paragraph of the discussion of 
Impact 3.6-6 under the Impact Minimization Alternative on page 3.6-17 is hereby revised 
as follows: 

As discussed above, the project applicant(s) would pay the state-mandated school 
impact fees to FCUSD. TFor FCUSD, this fee is typically an insufficient amount 
to fund 100% of new school facility construction and operation; however, the 
California Legislature has declared that the school impact fee is deemed to be full 
and adequate mitigation under CEQA. Therefore, implementation of the Impact 
Minimization Alternative would have a less-than-significant, direct impact on 
school services and facilities in the long term. No indirect impacts would occur. 
[Lesser] 

As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the second paragraph of the discussion of 
Impact 3.6-6 under the No Federal Action Alternative on page 3.6-17 is hereby revised as 
follows: 

As discussed above, the project applicant(s) would pay the state-mandated school 
impact fees to FCUSD. TFor FCUSD, this fee is typically an insufficient amount 
to fund 100% of new school facility construction and operation; however, the 
California Legislature has declared that the school impact fee is deemed to be full 
and adequate mitigation under CEQA. Therefore, implementation of the No 
Federal Action Alternative would have a less-than-significant, direct impact on 
school services and facilities in the long term. No indirect impacts would occur. 
[Lesser] 

As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the last paragraph of the discussion of Impact 
3.6-11 under the Proposed Project Alternative on page 3.6-21 (continuing onto page 3.6-
22) is hereby revised as follows: 

Because the Phase 1 elementary school would not have sufficient capacity for all 
800 students generated during development Phase 1, approximately 188 students 
would not be accommodated by this school facility. Portable classrooms could be 
added to existing school sites to accommodate additional students, or students 
could be bused to nearby schools that have additional capacity (Washburn, pers. 
comm., 2005). However, as required by state law, the project applicant(s) would 
pay the state-mandated school impact fees to FCUSD to mitigate impacts on 
schools. As of August 2005, the developer is charged Level II fees of $4.57 per 
square foot for residential development and $0.36 per square foot for commercial 
development in the FCUSD boundaries. The City would determine the assessable 
square footage that would be subject to the fee at the time of development 
(FCUSD 2005). TFor FCUSD, this fee is typically insufficient to fund 100% of 
new school facility construction. Thus, other local funding sources (see 
discussion in “Affected Environment”) would be needed to construct schools. 
However, the California Legislature has declared that the school impact fee is 
deemed to be full and adequate mitigation under CEQA. With payment of the 
state-mandated school impact fees, implementation of the Proposed Project 
Alternative would have a less-than-significant, direct impact on school services 
and facilities in the short term. No indirect impacts would occur. 
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As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the discussion of Impact 3.6-12 under the 
Proposed Project Alternative that appears in the first paragraph on page 3.6-24 is revised 
as follows: 

As required by state law, the project applicant(s) would pay the state-mandated 
school impact fees to FCUSD. As of August 2005, the developer is charged 
Level II fees of $4.57 per square foot for residential development and $0.36 per 
square foot for commercial development in the FCUSD boundaries. The City 
would determine the assessable square footage that would be subject to the fee at 
the time of development (FCUSD 2005). TFor FCUSD, this fee is typically 
insufficient to fund 100% of new school facility construction. Thus, other local 
funding sources (see discussion in “Affected Environment”) would be needed to 
construct schools. However, the California Legislature has declared that the 
school impact fee is deemed to be full and adequate mitigation under CEQA. 
Because the project applicant(s) would pay the state-mandated school impact 
fees, and because the Phase 1 combined middle school/high school would have 
sufficient capacity to accommodate students living at the project site, 
implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative would have a less-than-
significant, direct impact on school services and facilities in the short term. No 
indirect impacts would occur. 

FCUSD-5 The comment notes that school capacities, enrollment, and student yield rates have 
changed since the time the 2006 DEIR/DEIS was prepared and that these rates will 
continue to change over time. The comment also states that an additional local funding 
source for new school facilities will need to be identified. 

Thank you for noting that the capacities, enrollment, and student yield rates have changed 
since the time the 2006 DEIR/DEIS was prepared and that these rates will continue to 
change over time. No revisions to the 2006 DEIR/DEIS are required. 

The project applicant(s) will continue to coordinate with FCUSD through development of 
all project phases to ensure that the available school sites would have sufficient capacity 
to meet the demands of students and to ensure there would be no shortfall of school 
services or facilities. In addition, the project applicant(s) have prepared a public facilities 
financing plan to identify adequate funding sources for school facilities necessary to 
serve the project, which will be subject to Tier 2 entitlement process for the project (see 
Chapter 2 of this FEIR/FEIS). 

 



Department of Water Resources 
Keith DeVore, Director 

Including service to the cities of 
Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY

WATER AGENCY 

Main:  827 7th St., Rm. 301, Sacramento, CA 95814    (916) 874-6851    fax (916) 874-8693    www.scwa.net 
Facilities Operations & Admin.:  3847 Branch Center Rd. #1, Sacramento, CA 95827    (916) 875-RAIN    fax (916) 875-6884 

Elk Grove Office: 9280 W. Stockton Blvd., Suite 220, Elk Grove, CA 95758    (916) 875-RAIN    fax (916) 875-4046

“Managing Tomorrow’s Water Today” 

TO: Patrick Angell 
PAngell@pacificmunicipal.com
Rancho Cordova Planning 

FROM: Daniel Jones 
  Assistant Engineer II 
  Sacramento County Water Agency 

DATE: January 31, 2007 

SUBJECT: Comments for the Rio Del Oro Specific Plan Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Rio Del Oro Specific Plan Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement. The comments that 
follow have been discussed with various interested parties during the past several years.  
There are several significant outstanding issues that need resolution in order to meet 
certain conditions. 

General Comments: 

1. The Rio Del Oro Plan Area Water Supply Master Plan Draft August 2004 is cited 
as the basis for water supply discussions in the Specific Plan and Specific Plan 
DEIR.  Much of the information in this Draft August 2004 Master Plan is 
outdated and it contains a number of factual errors. 

2. The Water Agency has not received any data to support the proposed phasing of 
water supply infrastructure and therefore cannot determine if the proposed 
phasing of water facilities construction/projections of cost are accurate. 

3. There is as yet no wholesale agreement between Golden State Water Company 
and the Water Agency for an interim (“gap”) supply of water for initial 
development; until the terms of such an agreement are defined, it is not possible 
to determine what facilities will need to be constructed with the initial phase, nor 
the limits of initial development if this is to be the source of water supply.

4. A portion of proposed Phase 1B lies in the California American Water Company 
service area. Given that there has been no response from Cal-Am regarding 
boundary adjustments and wholesale supply from SCWA, these documents need 
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to acknowledge the existing boundary and Cal-Am must determine if it can 
provide water in its service area. The existing service area boundary also bisects a 
number of proposed residential parcels, which is not acceptable. 

5. The City has adopted resolution 11-2006 requiring installation of a non-potable 
water system: a study is required that identifies proposed non-potable water uses, 
configuration of a distribution system (including storage), and estimated costs. 

6. The Rio Del Oro Land Use Plan maps shown in the Specific Plan and Specific 
Plan DEIR/EIS do not show where the required water supply infrastructure will 
be located.  The Land Use Plan maps must show water supply infrastructure 
needed to supply water to Rio Del Oro as shown in the current version of the 
Zone 40 Water System Infrastructure Plan (WSIP). 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.  Thank you, 

Daniel Jones 
Sacramento County Water Agency 
(916) 874-6084 
jonesd@saccounty.net

2/2/2007 2
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Letter 
SCWA 

Response 

Sacramento County Water Agency 
Daniel Jones, Assistant Engineer II 
January 31, 2007 

 
Note to the Reader: This commenter sent identically worded letters to the City of Rancho Cordova and USACE on 
January 31, 2007. The responses below respond to the identical comments presented in both letters. 
 
SCWA-1 The comment states that information in the Rio del Oro Plan Area Water Supply Master 

Plan Draft August 2004 is outdated and that the master plan contains factual errors. 

The 2004 WSMP was based on the most current information available from SCWA at the 
time. SCWA adopted a new water system infrastructure plan in November 2006. An 
updated WSMP was submitted on April 2, 2007. The use of the information contained in 
the Draft Rio WSMP was limited to land use and water demands under the Proposed 
Project Alternative to calculate buildout water demands for the project. The information 
identified in the Draft Rio WSMP is a reliable source of land use and water demands. 
(See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Long-Term Water Supply,” in Chapter 3 of 
this FEIR/FEIS.) 

SCWA-2 The comment states that SCWA has not received any data to support the proposed 
phasing of water supply infrastructure and therefore cannot determine whether the 
proposed phasing of water facilities construction and cost projections are accurate. The 
comment also states that there is as yet no wholesale agreement between Golden State 
Water Company (GSWC) and SCWA for an interim (“gap”) supply of water, so it cannot 
be determined what facilities will need to be constructed with the initial phase.  

As discussed in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS on page 3.5-35, GSWC would supply water to 
SCWA, and new GSWC water conveyance infrastructure would be required to convey 
initial water to SCWA’s existing infrastructure in White Rock Road to supply the initial 
water for the project. The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS acknowledges that for GSWC to deliver 
an initial water supply, an agreement must be reached with SCWA describing capital 
improvements required to deliver the water, the source of funding for any such 
improvements, the price of initial water, and a commitment of the initial supply. Other 
existing agreements that address water supply in this area may need to be amended. It is 
expected that GSWC could begin to deliver water within 6–12 months after execution of 
a wholesale water delivery agreement with SCWA. The project applicant(s) are currently 
working with GSWC and SCWA to secure any necessary agreements to provide initial 
water supplies to the project. 

In February 2007, SCWA indicated that it would take the lead in drafting a wholesale 
agreement with GSWC to supply gap water to Rio del Oro. Although no agreement yet 
exists between SCWA and GSWC for delivery of the initial water supply to the project 
site, the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, based on meetings with SCWA, describes the anticipated 
off-site water conveyance facilities for the initial water supply. (See Impact 3.5-3 on page 
3.5-42 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS.) 

As described in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS (Exhibit 3.5-1), these facilities would include a 
new 16-inch water transmission main connecting an existing GSWC storage tank to an 
existing 16-inch SCWA transmission main, and then to project facilities. The new 
pipeline would originate at an existing 5-million-gallon storage tank within the Villages 
at Zinfandel development southwest of the project site. The line would follow Baroque 
Drive north to Kilgore Road, then north to White Rock Road, and would then follow 
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White Rock Road across the Folsom South Canal. The new transmission main would be 
placed underground parallel to an existing GSWC water transmission main within the 
existing road rights-of-way. The new transmission main would be suspended underneath 
the existing White Rock Road bridge crossing over the Folsom South Canal, and would 
connect with SCWA’s existing 16-inch transmission main at the intersection of Luyung 
Drive and White Rock Road. The new water transmission main would require an in-line 
booster pump to drive water supplies along the intertie. The booster pump would be 
placed at one of four potential locations, as depicted in Exhibit 3.5-1 of the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS. 

Although the new pipeline is needed to convey initial water supplies from the GSWC 
system to the project area, it would remain in use after the long-term water supplies for 
the project were constructed and online. The pipeline would then serve as an active 
intertie between GSWC’s existing system and the existing SCWA system. As such, the 
pipeline would provide redundancy to both systems and act as a conveyance mechanism 
for SCWA to provide replacement water to GSWC in the future. 

Furthermore, the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS acknowledges that the new GSWC infrastructure 
described above, required for initial water conveyance facilities to serve the project, has 
not been constructed and that final design plans and specifications have not been 
submitted or approved. These off-site water conveyance facilities have not been subject 
to CEQA or NEPA compliance; therefore, the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS provides a site-
specific impact analysis, noting in Impact 3.5-3 that the water supply pipeline would be 
placed in previously disturbed rights-of-way of existing roads. 

SCWA-3 The comment states that a portion of the proposed Phase 1B lies within the Cal-Am water 
service area, and that the 2006 DEIR/DEIS must acknowledge that Cal-Am must 
determine if it can provide water. The comment also states that the existing service area 
boundary unacceptably bisects proposed residential parcels.  

See response to comment Cal-Am–1, above. 

SCWA-4 The comment states that because the City has adopted a resolution requiring installation 
of a nonpotable water system, a study must be prepared identifying proposed nonpotable 
water uses, configuration of a distribution system (including storage), and estimated 
costs. 

A preliminary study titled Non-Potable Water Study for Rio del Oro Specific Plan Area 
(dated February 2007) was submitted to SCWA on January 31, 2007. The study 
identified the service area and demands for nonpotable water and presented the proposed 
nonpotable-water backbone system. A preliminary cost estimate was also included. 
Storage facilities, including pumps, were not analyzed or presented in detail because the 
exact source and supply of nonpotable water is not known at this time.  

SCWA-5 The comment states that the Rio del Oro land use plan maps do not show where the 
project water supply infrastructure from Zone 40 water supply will be located, and that 
this information must be included in the land use plan. 

The proposed Rio del Oro land use plan shows the proposed water supply infrastructure 
per the approved Zone 40 Water System Infrastructure Plan (April 2006). See 2006 
DEIR/DEIS Exhibits 2-8a, 2-8b, and 2-8c. The Rio del Oro land use maps and water 
maps are consistent with the Zone 40 Water System Infrastructure Plan in showing on-
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site water supply infrastructure. Exhibits referenced are from the Draft Rio WSMP and 
the Zone 40 Water Supply Infrastructure Plan.  

Storage tanks and pump stations are shown located north of White Rock Road and in the 
Security Park. Clarification is needed from SCWA whether additional infrastructure is 
required. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Long-Term Water Supply,” in 
Chapter 3 of this FEIR/FEIS for further information. 
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February 1, 2007 

Mr. Bill Campbell 
City of Rancho Cordova 
Department of Planning 
2729 Prospect Park Drive 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 

RE: City of Rancho Cordova’s Draft Environmental Impact Report for Rio Del Oro 
Specific Plan; State Clearing House # 2003122057 

Dear Mr. Campbell: 

The Sacramento County Airport System (Airport System) is pleased to provide com-
ment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Rio Del Oro Specific Plan 
(Plan).  The project site is approximately 1.4 nautical miles east of Mather Airport’s 
Runway 22L at the project’s point of closest proximity to the runway.  And while signifi-
cant portions of the site lie directly underneath the final approach course to runway 22L 
(the primary runway used by large air cargo aircraft) as well as within Mather’s 60 dbA 
Community Noise Equivalent Level contour, the Airport System recognizes and appre-
ciates that the Plan and DEIR were developed to prohibit new residential land uses 
within the 60 CNEL contour. 

The Airport System strongly supports the commitment referenced in Impact 3.1-2 that 
“no project-related residential development would occur in the 60-db CNEL or above 
noise contours”.  The Airport System also strongly supports the full implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 3.16-5 and 3.16-6 to address identified impacts 3.16-5, 3.16-6, 
3.16-11, and 3.16-12 as a condition of approval for development within the project area.

Regarding mitigation measure 3.16-5, the Airport System recommends that it be 
amended to include the applicable condition language currently placed upon other simi-
lar projects in unincorporated Sacramento County as shown below: 

6900 Airport Boulevard  Sacramento, California 95837  phone (916) 874-0719  fax (916) 874-0636 
www.saccounty.net  www.sacairports.org 

County Executive 
Terry Schutten 

Sacramento County 
Airport System 
G. Hardy Acree, Director of Airports County of Sacramento 

Sacramento International Airport 
Mather Airport 

Executive Airport 
Franklin Field 
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Ted Buford 
September 14, 2005 
Page 2 of 2 

New project related residential development within the MAPA boundaries but outside 
the 60 db CNEL contour shall be subject to the following conditions prior to approval by 
the City of Rancho Cordova: 

1. Minimum noise insulation to protect persons from excessive noise within new 
residential dwellings, including detached single family dwellings, that limits noise 
to 45 db CNEL, with windows closed, in any habitable room. 

2. Notification in the Public Report prepared by the California Department of Real 
Estate disclosing to prospective buyers that the parcel is located within the appli-
cable Airport Planning Area  and that aircraft operations can be expected to over-
fly that area at varying altitudes less than 3,000 feet Above Ground Level (AGL). 

3. Execution and recordation with the Sacramento County Recorder of Avigation 
Easements prepared by the Sacramento County Counsel’s Office on each indi-
vidual residential parcel contemplated in the development in favor of the County 
of Sacramento.  All avigation easements recorded pursuant to this policy shall, 
once recorded, be copied to the Director of Airports and shall acknowledge the 
property location within the appropriate Airport Planning Policy Area and shall 
grant the right of flight and unobstructed passage of all aircraft into and out of the 
appropriate airport. 

Exceptions: New accessory residential dwellings on parcels zoned agricultural, 
Agricultural Residential, Interim Agricultural, Interim General Agricultural, or In-
terim Limited Agricultural, shall be exempt from the Airport Planning Policy Areas 
prohibitions. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions regarding these comments.  
Airport staff will certainly be available to assist in the preparation, review, and recorda-
tion of any Mather Airport avigation easements that are ultimately required as a condi-
tion of approval for residential development within this project.  Thank you for your con-
sideration of these comments. 

Sincerely,

J. Glen Rickelton 
Airport Noise Officer 
Sacramento County Airport System 

C:
Monica Newhouse – Manager, Planning and Environmental
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Letter 
SCAS 

Response 

Sacramento County Airport System 
J. Glen Rickelton, Airport Noise Officer 
February 1, 2007 

 

SCAS-1 The comment expresses support for the commitment to no project-related residential 
development in the 60-decibel (dB) community noise equivalent level (CNEL) or above 
noise contours, as expressed in 2006 DEIR/DEIS Impact 3.1-2, “Compatibility with the 
Mather Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.” The comment also expresses support for 
the implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.16-5 and 3.16-6, which include a variety of 
measures intended to improve land use compatibility with noise sources. 

The comment is noted. 

SCAS-2 The comment recommends that Mitigation Measure 3.16-5, “Implement Measures to 
Improve Land Use Compatibility with Noise Sources,” be amended to include additional 
language to reflect conditions placed on other similar projects in unincorporated 
Sacramento County. 

As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the following language is hereby added at the 
end of Mitigation Measure 3.16-5, immediately preceding the specifications for timing 
and enforcement, on 2006 DEIR/DEIS page 3.16-32: 

Project-related residential development within the MAPA boundaries but outside 
the 60-dB CNEL contour shall be subject to the following conditions before 
approval by the City of Rancho Cordova: 

► minimum noise insulation to protect persons from excessive noise within 
new residential dwellings (including detached single-family dwellings) that 
limits noise to 45 dB CNEL with windows closed in any habitable room; 

► notification in the public report prepared by the California Department of 
Real Estate disclosing to prospective buyers that the parcel is located within 
the applicable airport planning policy area and that aircraft operations can be 
expected to overfly that area at varying altitudes less than 3,000 feet above 
ground level; and 

► execution and recordation with the County Recorder of avigation easements 
prepared by the County Counsel’s office on each individual residential parcel 
contemplated in the development. All avigation easements recorded pursuant 
to this policy shall, once recorded, be copied to the Director of Airports and 
shall acknowledge the property location within the appropriate airport 
planning policy area and shall grant the right of flight and unobstructed 
passage of all aircraft into and out of the appropriate airport. 

Exceptions: New accessory residential dwellings on parcels zoned Agricultural, 
Agricultural Residential, Interim Agricultural, Interim General Agricultural, or 
Interim Limited Agricultural shall be exempt from the airport planning policy 
area’s prohibitions. 
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Letter 
RT 

Response 

Sacramento Regional Transit District  
Traci Canfield, Planner 
February 2, 2007 

 
RT-1 The comment states that 2006 DEIR/DEIS Exhibit 3.14-4, “Existing Transit Service,” 

needs to be updated with accurate bus routes and the light rail extension to Folsom. 

As requested by the commenter, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, Exhibit 
3.14-4 has been updated to reflect the current transit routes in the Rio del Oro Specific 
Plan area. 

RT-2 The comment states that the description of light rail service on 2006 DEIR/DEIS page 
3.14-7 needs to be updated to reflect service to Folsom, which began in October 2005. 

Since initiation of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, the light rail extension from the Sunrise 
Boulevard station to the city of Folsom has been completed. This extension operates on 
30-minute headways between approximately 5:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. in the city of 
Folsom during typical work weeks. On Saturdays, it operates on 30-minute headways 
between 7:30 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.; on Sundays and holidays it operates on 30-minute 
headways between 10:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. in Folsom. 

The comment also requests that Route 91 be added to the description of fixed-rate bus 
service in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. 

At the time that the commenter commented on the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, Route 91 provided 
connectivity between Citrus Heights and Rancho Cordova, beginning near the Interstate 
80/Riverside Avenue interchange and extending south along Sunrise Boulevard to the 
Sunrise Boulevard light rail station. The route operated on 30- to 60-minute headways 
between approximately 6:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. during the work week and on 60-minute 
headways between 9:45 a.m. and 6:30 p.m. on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. 
However, Route 91 was one of several routes cut by Sacramento Regional Transit’s 
Board of Directors during its August 27, 2007, meeting in response to a gap in the 
agency’s adopted fiscal year 2008 budget caused by state budget cuts to transportation. 
Route 91 was eliminated from service effective January 6, 2008. Therefore, a description 
of this bus route has not been added to the description of fixed-rate bus service in the 
2006 DEIR/DEIS.  

RT-3 The comment specifies requirements for transit right-of-way and future transit facilities 
along the Rio del Oro property.  

The City and the project applicant(s) would work with the Sacramento Regional Transit 
District regarding the details of the Bus Rapid Transit corridor areas within the project 
site before the approval of subdivision maps. 

RT-4 The comment recommends that overall density of development be increased with higher 
densities within one-quarter to one-half mile of transit corridors.  

The proposed Rio del Oro land use plan is generally consistent with the land use and 
smart growth provisions of the Land Use Element of the City General Plan, as well as the 
“Conceptual Land Plan for the Rio del Oro Planning Area” (see Figure LU-26 on page 80 
of the City General Plan). The proposed land use plan for Rio del Oro includes two sites 
designated Village Commercial, one designated Local Town Center, and two designated 
Regional Town Centers. High Density Residential (18.1 to 40 dwelling units per acre 
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[du/ac]), Medium Density Residential (6.1 to 18.0 du/ac), and Single Family Residential 
(2.1 to 6.0 du/ac) uses are located immediately adjacent to these sites to promote 
pedestrian and transit use (see 2006 DEIR/DEIS Exhibit 2-4). This is consistent with the 
City General Plan’s smart-growth concepts promoting pedestrian and transit use, as 
described on pages 7–14 of the City General Plan’s Land Use Element, which calls for 
these neighborhoods to be designed within 1/3 mile of village and town centers that are 
expected to have transit service (specifically along Rancho Cordova Parkway).  

RT-5 The comment asks that Robert Hendrix of Regional Transit Facilities be contacted to 
determine whether bus shelter pads should be provided, and that such pads be provided if 
found to be appropriate. 

As part of tentative map approval, the City would contact Sacramento Regional Transit to 
identify whether bus shelter pads should be provided. 

RT-6 The comment asks that the project proponents consider the impact of project design on 
transit accessibility. 

The project is designed to provide maximum connectivity for alternative modes of travel, 
consistent with the City General Plan’s Circulation Element, which accounts for planned 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities. Mitigation Measure 3.14-2 (page 3.14-75 of the 
2006 DEIR/DEIS) calls for the project applicant(s) to develop and provide options for 
alternative transportation modes by implementing pedestrian and bicycle facilities to the 
satisfaction of the City Public Works Department, and by developing and implementing 
safe and secure bicycle parking at schools and commercial centers. Mitigation Measures 
3.14-3a and 3.14-3b (page 3.14-76 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS) require the project 
applicant(s) to participate in capital improvements for transit service and to coordinate 
with the 50 Corridor Transportation Management Association and comply with the City’s 
transportation system management ordinance.   

RT-7 The comment notes that connectivity of pedestrian ways and amenities such as pavers, 
vertical curbs, tree shading, lighting, and trellises will encourage walking to transit. 

The roadway standards identified for the Rio del Oro Specific Plan area include a 
landscaping strip between the travel way and sidewalks that would provide shading for 
pedestrian travel. 

RT-8 The comment states that transit information shall be displayed in a prominent location in 
the residential sales/rental office, through a homeowner’s association, or with real estate 
transactions and in office/commercial clients, customers and employees. 

Measure #8 of the Rio del Oro Air Quality Emissions Reduction Plan (included as 
Appendix L of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS) requires transit kiosks to be provided at multiple 
locations within the specific plan area. 

RT-9 The comment states that parking competes with transit usage, and that therefore, parking 
for the project should not exceed the required standards for the City. 

The proposal is a specific plan and therefore the City does not have details on a specific 
development. Parking required for individual development would be subject to the City's 
Zoning Ordinance. The proposed specific plan project mirrors the City General Plan that 
promotes other forms of transportation, in regards to the "building blocks" of land use 
mix, transit planning for the area, bikeways, and trails.  



 

AECOM  Rio del Oro Specific Plan FEIR/FEIS 
Comments and Individual Responses C11-6 City of Rancho Cordova/USACE 

RT-10 The comment states that bicycle parking facilities should be provided at building/store 
entrances.  

See responses to comments RT-6 and RT-9, above. 

RT-11 The comment recommends that retail, office, and commercial buildings be located with 
no more than two rows of parking between the streets and the buildings, to increase 
pedestrian access.  

See response to comment RT-9, above. 

RT-12 The comment states that the project applicant(s) shall join the 50 Corridor 
Transportation Management Association. 

As suggested by the commenter, the project applicant(s) will join the 50 Corridor 
Transportation Management Association. 

RT-13 The comment states that before the issuance of any building permit, the property owner 
shall participate in a financing mechanism for funding of programs and services to 
implement trip reduction measures. 

As suggested by the commenter, the project shall participate in the City’s impact fee 
program, which currently identifies funding for transit improvements. 

RT-14 The comment states that employers should offer employees subsidized transit passes at a 
50% or greater discount.  

The comment is noted. The project applicant(s) will work with employers to encourage 
use of transit facilities in the specific plan area. 

RT-15 The comment suggests developing a program to offer transit passes at a 50% or greater 
discount to new homeowners for a period of 6 months or more. 

The comment is noted. The project applicant(s) will work with developers to encourage 
use of transit facilities in the specific plan area. 
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Letter 
ComDev 

Response 

Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 
Robert Sherry, Planning Director 
February 5, 2007 

 
ComDev-1 The comment requests consideration of alternative areas for preservation of elderberry 

bushes.  

Alternative locations for elderberry preserves (and VELB) were considered. The current 
location of the proposed preserve consists of the highest density of elderberry plants on 
the site. According to general compensation guidelines for impacts on VELB, as 
stipulated by the Conservation Guidelines for Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 
(USFWS 1999), complete avoidance can be assumed when a 100-foot buffer is 
established and maintained around all elderberry plants containing stems measuring 1 
inch or greater in diameter at ground level. The Rio del Oro 12-acre VELB preserve 
would have 100-foot buffers against surrounding land uses. Further, the preserve is 
expected to have a high likelihood of survivability because the number of shrubs that 
currently exist on the site indicates that appropriate conditions exist. Additional 
mitigation would be provided through purchase of credits at a USFWS approved 
mitigation bank. Please see revised Exhibit R attached to this FEIR/FEIS, and revised 
Exhibit 3.10-3 in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS. See also response to comment ComDev-2, 
below. 

ComDev-2 The comment states that it is unclear which preserves will be used for the transplanting 
of elderberries, or if the mitigation will occur off-site. The comment also recommends 
that all mitigation for impacts on elderberries occur on-site.  

Mitigation Measure 3.10-4b requires the project applicant(s) to obtain incidental take 
coverage through the Section 7 consultation process with USFWS. The mitigation 
measure requires that the relocation of existing elderberry shrubs and planting of new 
elderberry seedlings be implemented on a no-net-loss basis. 

Since publication of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, the project applicant(s) proposed mitigation 
plan for VELB has been revised. The revised mitigation plan includes 3,230 elderberry 
plantings plus 4,170 associated native plantings, totaling 7,400 plantings required for 
compensatory mitigation.  One mitigation credit is equivalent to 10 plants (five 
elderberry seedlings and five associated native plants) so a total of 740 mitigation credits 
are needed to compensate for the loss of elderberry shrubs on the project site. The 2009 
draft VELB mitigation plan attached as Appendix R to this FEIR/FEIS proposes to 
establish one 12-acre on-site preserve containing 19 previously existing elderberry 
shrubs, and plant additional elderberry seedlings and associated native plants in that 
preserve for a total of 290.4 on-site mitigation credits. The remaining 449.6 credits 
needed would be purchased from a USFWS approved off-site mitigation bank. The 310 
elderberry shrubs that would be directly affected by project implementation would be 
transplanted either to the on-site preserve or to an appropriate off-site location approved 
by USFWS. 

ComDev-3 The comment states that the connectivity of the drainage parkway to Open 
Space/Preserve areas and public parks could create a significant impact from unwanted 
human disturbance in the preserve areas.  

As described on page 3.10-28 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, wildlife-passable boundary 
fencing would be installed around the preserve, and informational signage or kiosks 
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would be erected along trails outside the preserve boundary to educate the public about 
the importance and benefit of wetlands. The Preserve area would not contain any trails. 

ComDev-4 The comment states that a wider buffer along Morrison Creek should be required to 
allow for more natural meander, and to allow for habitat connectivity to downstream 
preserves. 

Morrison Creek would be located mostly within the proposed 507-acre preserve and 
would maintain its existing meander. The reconstructed portion of the creek west of the 
preserve is proposed to have a meander consistent with the existing proposed preserve 
portion of the creek and would be adjacent to a 26-acre detention basin. Morrison Creek 
leaves the project site at the southwest corner, where the creek is currently is piped under 
Sunrise Boulevard. The Rio del Oro project has incorporated a large extension of the 
preserve upstream (east) of the project site to allow for connectivity to potential open 
space corridors to the east. 

ComDev-5 The comment states that the specific plan’s circulation diagram does not show any high-
volume roadways that would provide adequate mobility from east to west.  

Two east-west connections in the specific plan area would provide adequate mobility for 
east-west connections. International Drive extends from the western boundary of the 
specific plan area to White Rock Road, and Centennial Drive extends eastward from 
International Drive to the specific plan area’s east boundary. 

ComDev-6 The comment suggests making Villagio Drive a six-lane road in order to downgrade 
Rancho Cordova Parkway.  

Rancho Cordova Parkway is designated as a six-lane road in the City General Plan. Its 
location at the southern end of the project site has essentially been fixed by prior project 
approvals. Making Villagio Drive a six-lane road would not be consistent with the City 
General Plan, nor would it provide for an adequate connection to areas south of the 
specific plan area; it would also result in increased impacts to biological resources. 
Therefore, expanding Villagio Drive would likely not reduce the need for a six-lane road 
at Rancho Cordova Parkway. See response to comment USFWS-1 for further detail on 
Rancho Cordova Parkway. 

ComDev-7 The comment states that it is unclear whether the City or development fees from the 
proposed project will pay for the Zinfandel Drive extension. Shared financing should be 
considered because the roadway is located within the County’s jurisdiction. 

The extension of Zinfandel Drive from the southern border of the Villages of Zinfandel to 
Douglas Road would be funded by both the City and the County. 

ComDev-8 The comment states that the lack of concentrated high-density housing and office/retail 
under the Preferred Alternative could reduce the effectiveness of future transit in the 
project area.   

The comment is noted. The land use plan for the Proposed Project promotes transit use by 
providing mixed-use land uses and dense residential areas that promote alternative forms 
of transportation consistent with SACOG’s preferred Blueprint alternative (see 2006 
DEIR/DEIS, page 3.1-25). Please note that the High Density Alternative would also 
support future transit in the area. 
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ComDev-9 The comment states that aviation easements could be required for proposed development 
near the higher noise contours from Mather Field. The comment suggests that the City 
contact the County Department of Airports. 

Mitigation Measure 3.16-5 (2006 DEIR/DEIS page 3.16-32) addresses the requirement 
for aviation easements.  See also response to comment SCAS-2. 

ComDev-10 The comment expresses a concern about using the proposed wetland preserve for 
stormwater detention purposes.  

The Rio del Oro project does not include stormwater detention in the wetland preserve. 
Stormwater detention facilities are located in areas identified as “SWD” within the 
development portion of the site (see Exhibit 2-9a, “On-Site Water Supply Facilities,” in 
the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS). The closest SWD facility is more than 1,000 feet from the 
proposed wetland preserve. 
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Letter 
SRCSD2 

Response 

Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District 
Michael Meyer, CSD-1/SRCSD Policy and Planning 
February 9, 2007 

 
SRCSD2-1 The comment suggests revising page 2-34, paragraph 5 where it discusses flows into the 

Bradshaw Interceptor and suggests changing references to the Laguna Creek 
Interceptor. 

As requested by the commenter, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the fifth 
paragraph under “Sewer” on 2006 DEIR/DEIS page 2-34 is hereby revised as follows: 

Planned off-site improvements and sewer shed boundaries are shown in Exhibit 
2-10b. The Aerojet and Laguna Creek Interceptors, as designated in the SRCSD 
Interceptor System Master Plan 2000, would service the proposed development 
under the specific plan. The Aerojet Interceptor (Section 2) would run along the 
western side of the project site, then south along Sunrise Boulevard to a 
connection point with the Laguna Creek Interceptor. Discharge from the entire 
Rio del Oro project site would ultimately flow into the Laguna Creek Interceptor, 
which is not scheduled for completion until after 2024. Interim facilities for 
portions of the area to be served would flow into the Bradshaw Interceptor upon 
its completion. Total interim flows into the Bradshaw Interceptor from all 
projects is on a first-come, first-served basismay not exceed 39 mgd in the year 
2020. It is assumed that up to 10 mgd of flows generated by the Rio del Oro 
project would need to be serviced on an interim basis. Initial development 
(development Phase 1) of the proposed project would require construction of on-
site facilities to a common point near the intersection of Sunrise Boulevard and 
Douglas Road, where off-site facilities would then be required to convey flows to 
existing facilities. 

SRCSD2-2 The comment points out that page 2-34, paragraph 6 does not include a plan for an 
SRCSD interim pump in the project area and suggests revising text to reflect the 
anticipated Mather Interceptor in 2010. 

The comment is noted. As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the sixth paragraph 
under “Sewer” on 2006 DEIR/DEIS page 2-34 is hereby revised as follows: 

Interim facilities are shown in Exhibit 2-10c. These interim facilities may be 
necessary if the Mather Interceptor is not online by 2010. The following features 
would likely be constructed: 

SRCSD2-3 The comment details revisions for the notes in Exhibit 2-10a. 

As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the notes on Exhibit 2-10a have been changed 
to reflect the commenter’s revisions on Notes 2 and 3. The comments on Notes 4 and 5 
are noted. These changes will be reflected in the Rio del Oro Sewer Master Plan. 

SRCSD2-4 The comment requests that “Laguna Interceptor” be changed to “Laguna Creek 
Interceptor” in Exhibit 2-10b. 

In response to the commenter’s request, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, 
Exhibit 2-10b has been updated. These updates will also be reflected in the Rio del Oro 
Sewer Master Plan. 
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SRCSD2-5 The comment details revisions for page 3.5-3 in paragraph 4 of the wastewater section. 

In response to the commenter’s request, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, 
the fifth sentence of the fourth paragraph under “Wastewater” on 2006 DEIR/DEIS page 
3.5-3 is hereby revised as follows: 

The AJ and Laguna Creek Interceptors, as designated in the 2000 SRCSD 
Interceptor System Master Plan, would be constructed by SRCSD and would 
serve the project site beginning in 2020.24; however, SRCSD is currently 
updating the Interceptor Master Plan and the interceptor project completion 
schedule is subject to change. 

SRCSD2-6 The comment details revisions for the text on page 3.5-4, paragraph 1. 

In response to the commenter’s request, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, 
the last sentence of the first paragraph of 2006 DEIR/DEIS page 3.5-4 is hereby revised 
as follows: 

Project-related facilities evaluated include the Bradshaw, AJ, Mather, and 
Laguna Creek Interceptors. 
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Letter 
SCDWR2 
Response 

Sacramento County Department of Water Resources 
Mark Rains, Associate Civil Engineer 
February 12, 2007 

 
SCDWR2-1 The comment states that drainage facilities may undergo minor modifications during 

refinement of the drainage study and improvement plan review.  

The comment is noted. 

SCDWR2-2 The comment states that the drainage facilities must be reviewed and the drainage basins 
and pump stations should be aesthetically detailed.  

The proposed drainage facilities for Rio del Oro are identified in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS 
and conceptual drainage study to a level of detail consistent with the requirements of a 
specific plan. The City convened several workshops on the project between 2004 and 
2008; the workshops included consideration of the aesthetic qualities of drainage 
facilities (detention facilities, open space channels, and pump stations). The proposed 
drainage facilities will be designed consistent with the City’s design principles. 

SCDWR2-3 The comment states that the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s approval will be needed 
because they control the downstream drainage facilities. 

Consistent with other projects upstream of the Folsom South Canal, the proposed 
drainage facilities will be subject to review by Reclamation. The drainage facilities 
constructed by Reclamation across the Folsom South Canal are required to pass upstream 
drainage flows. The Rio del Oro project’s drainage design has been completed consistent 
with the existing capacity of Reclamation’s facilities. Typically, Reclamation reviews 
project designs to ensure that proposed improvements would not result in 100-year peak 
flows that threaten to spill into the Folsom South Canal at the overcrossings. The design 
of the drainage system for Rio del Oro is based on limiting flow from the proposed 
development to existing capacities at Folsom South Canal crossings. Runoff from the 
development would not exceed the allowable apportioned flow based on these capacities. 
Furthermore, the net peak flows from the Rio del Oro site would be less than the existing 
net peak flows. 

SCDWR2-4 The comment states that the mining tailings in the Rio del Oro area do not produce runoff 
and, thus, should not be included in the apportionment of the capacity of the Folsom 
South Canal crossings. 

The apportionment presented in the 2005 master drainage study is based on the existing 
crossings of the Folsom South Canal, which are limited in capacity. These capacities 
(which are less than existing 100-year flows, whether or not the tailings are contributing 
runoff), were distributed evenly to the future conditions watershed to present an 
“allowable” 100-year peak runoff flow per acre of developed land. These apportioned 
flow rates are not based on whether or not the tailings contribute runoff under existing 
conditions, only on the available capacity and on the future area draining to each 
crossing. In consultation with the SCDWR, it was decided that modeling the existing 
runoff from the tailing areas was not appropriate and that the proposed upstream area 
should be used to determine the allowable future flow rates. 

Apportioning the capacity only to areas that currently produce runoff would greatly 
increase the allowable runoff rate in these areas, while preventing areas that include 
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tailings from discharging any storm runoff at all. The total allowable flow, however, 
would remain the same. 

The County Department of Water Resources staff agreed with this method at the time of 
preparation of the 2003 and 2005 drainage master plans. 

SCDWR2-5 The comment states that the 2003 and 2005 drainage studies do not address impacts from 
potential increases in runoff. The comment also specifies a 2006 study for inclusion in the 
DEIR. 

The supplemental study, dated April 20, 2006, and entitled Rio del Oro: North Offsite 
Channel Alternative Analysis, was prepared to address an existing flooding condition on 
Sunrise Boulevard at the request of the County Department of Water Resources. The 
existing flooding problem at Sunrise Boulevard is primarily a peak-flow issue. The 
drainage facilities constructed with the Rio del Oro project would alleviate the peak-flow 
flooding of Sunrise Boulevard. The additional volume was also addressed by the 
supplemental study. 

SCDWR2-6 The comment states that the 2003 and 2005 drainage studies do not discuss impacts and 
mitigation from increasing flows toward the central overchute. 

The projected increase in peak flows to the central Folsom South Canal crossing resulted 
from using the existing capacity. The central Folsom South Canal crossing was not being 
used to its existing capacity. In consultation with the County Department of Water 
Resources, using the available capacity of each Folsom South Canal crossing was 
determined to be the most economical and best engineering solution for the regional 
drainage improvements. This increase was reflected in the Morrison Creek 
Hydrologic/Hydraulic Analysis (Wood Rodgers, May 28, 2004). A HEC-RAS model of 
the creek developed for this analysis assessed the capacity of the existing Morrison Creek 
and tributaries downstream (west of) the Folsom South Canal. This model used peak 
flows consistent with the Rio del Oro Master Drainage Study. County Department of 
Water Resources staff members concurred with this approach during the development of 
the 2003 and 2005 drainage master plans. 

SCDWR2-7 The comment states that it is unclear from the exhibits and drainage study what 
improvements will be required through the wrecking yard. 

The impacts of the Rio del Oro project to the central conveyance and the required 
improvements are addressed in the Addendum to the Master Drainage Study, Rio del Oro 
(Wood Rodgers, October 25, 2005, pages 2-3, Figure 3).  

SCDWR2-8 The comment requests a breach analysis for all levees associated with the project. 

No levees are proposed for the Rio del Oro project. A breach analysis pertains to levee 
systems and is not required for the project. 

SCDWR2-9 The comment assumes that a separately funded preserve manager will aesthetically 
maintain the drainage corridors and that the Stormwater Utility will be responsible for 
other maintenance. 

The City conducted several workshops on the drainage corridors/open space/trail system. 
The City subsequently identified that the aesthetic maintenance and habitat management 
would not be the responsibility of Stormwater Utility and would be funded and 
maintained by other agencies. 
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SCDWR2-10 The comment states that the finance plan should include a component for compensating 
miners downstream of the project. 

The total volume of runoff entering the mining pits was estimated in the Morrison Creek 
Hydrologic/Hydraulic Analysis (May 2004/July 2004) and the Technical Memorandum—
Morrison Creek Mining Pit 100-Year Volume Analysis (Wood Rodgers, January 12, 
2006).  

SCWA is responsible for funding regional drainage improvements. If the County 
Department of Water Resources determines that additional storage is required within the 
mining reach of Morrison Creek, then SCWA should fund these facilities through its 
Zone 11 fees. The Rio del Oro Finance Plan specifies that the Rio del Oro project will 
participate in the SCWA Zone 11 fee program. 

SCDWR2-11 The comment states that a study should be prepared showing how the flows of developed 
areas will meet the downstream constraints and defining the parameters of a new pump 
station that will be required. 

The drainage study and pump station parameters are engineering, design-level plans that 
would be completed before project implementation. However, they are not necessary for 
an analysis of environmental impacts associated with the specific plan, which is largely 
programmatic in nature. 

The Folsom South Canal is the downstream drainage constraint. The drainage study 
prepared for the project identifies that the project will detain storm water runoff to less 
than predevelopment flows to meet the flow constraints of the Folsom South Canal. The 
channels downstream of the Folsom South Canal can pass the peak flows from the 
Folsom South Canal; therefore, there are no constraints downstream of the Folsom South 
Canal. The project has less peak runoff leaving the site than existing conditions; 
therefore, there are no downstream constraints.  

The pump station proposed for the southwest corner of Phase 1 is addressed in the 2005 
master drainage study. The pump station is discussed in the “Proposed Detention Basins” 
section on page 26 of the study. The operational description included in this study is of 
adequate detail for a specific plan. A design report, including further detail, will be 
provided at the time of construction. 

SCDWR2-12 The comment states that size and design criteria for the water quality detention basins 
should be specified according to the Sacramento City/County Drainage Manual, Volume 
2: Hydrology Standards. 

The water quality basins identified in the master drainage study were designed according 
to the Sacramento City/County Drainage Manual, Volume 2: Hydrology Standards 
(December 1996). The final detailed design drawings will address this requirement. 

SCDWR2-13 The comment states that it is not allowed to release urban stormwater/runoff into creek 
systems before treatment pursuant to Finding No. 57 of the stormwater permit. 

The proposed water quality basins were designed in the master drainage study according 
to the Sacramento City/County Drainage Manual, Volume 2: Hydrology Standards 
(December 1996). The final detailed design drawings will address this requirement. The 
Rio del Oro project will comply with the stormwater permit/regulations that are in effect 
at the time of construction. 
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Letter 
Ayres 

Response 

Ayres Associates 
Thomas W. Smith, P.E., G.E., Manager—Sacramento Office, Water Resources/ 
Geotechnical Engineer  
January 26, 2007 

 
Ayres-1 The comment, made at the request of a landowner at 3601 Grant Line Road, asks how 

and where the street labeled as “International Drive” eventually connects to Grant Line 
Road.  

Consistent with the City General Plan, the street labeled as International Drive is 
expected to ultimately connect to Grant Line Road, through the property east of the Rio 
del Oro Specific Plan area. However, it is likely that this connectivity would not occur 
until development of that parcel occurs. Therefore, although the specific plan 
accommodates ultimate connectivity to Grant Line Road, the roadway would not extend 
past the specific plan area as part of the Rio del Oro Specific Plan. 

 





sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Text Box
CNPS - 6

sacramento
Text Box
CNPS - 5

sacramento
Text Box
CNPS - 4

sacramento
Text Box
CNPS - 3

sacramento
Text Box
CNPS - 2

sacramento
Text Box
CNPS - 1



sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Text Box
CNPS-12

sacramento
Text Box
CNPS-11

sacramento
Text Box
CNPS-10

sacramento
Text Box
CNPS-9

sacramento
Text Box
CNPS-8

sacramento
Text Box
CNPS-7



sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Text Box
CNPS-12 cont.

sacramento
Text Box
CNPS-13



 

Rio del Oro Specific Plan FEIR/FEIS  AECOM  
City of Rancho Cordova/USACE D2-5 Comments and Individual Responses 

Letter 
CNPS 

Response 

California Native Plant Society  
Carol W. Witham  
February 1, 2007 

 
CNPS-1 The comment applauds the establishment of a 507-acre wetland preserve, but states a 

concern over “flaws” in the preserve design. The comment specifically states that 
creation of artificial vernal pools within an existing vernal pool landscape causes direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts on naturally occurring vernal pool landscapes and the 
biota that depend upon them; could disrupt or reduce the hydroperiod of the natural 
periods and may decrease their habitat value for aquatic-phase-dependent species (e.g., 
listed crustaceans); removes upland habitat for pollinators that are essential to vernal 
pool plant reproduction; removes upland habitat for species that use the pools only 
during certain life stages (e.g., western spadefoot toad); and removes habitat for upland-
dependent native plant species.  

See responses to comments USFWS-1, USFWS-2, USFWS-3, and USFWS-4 for 
discussions of impacts on the existing vernal pools within the proposed preserve. 

CNPS-2 The comment states that indirect and cumulative effects of locating Jaeger Road (Rancho 
Cordova Parkway) in the proposed preserve have not been analyzed in the 2006 
DEIR/DEIS.  

The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS acknowledges that constructing the road through the preserve 
could disrupt or eliminate hydrologic connectivity that is important to preserve vernal 
pools and the plant and wildlife species that inhabit the pools. However, a hydrologic 
modeling analysis conducted for the proposed preserve using ArcGIS software tools and 
a LIDAR-derived, fine-scale topographic model indicates that construction of Rancho 
Cordova Parkway and Americanos Boulevard would not jeopardize the hydrological 
integrity of vernal pools in the preserve because microwatersheds would be maintained. 
(2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, page 3.10-27.)  

The comment does not specify what additional indirect or cumulative effects could result 
from the road’s location. 

See responses to comments USFWS-1 and USFWS-10 for discussion of impacts on the 
proposed wetland preserve from Rancho Cordova Parkway and proposed mitigation 
measures. 

CNPS-3 The comment states that the preserve is isolated from other vernal pool grassland 
landscapes and therefore has an increased probability of losing species through 
stochastic events.  

The proposed preserve has been designed to provide connectivity to other grassland areas 
to the extent feasible. The majority of the Rio del Oro site, north of the proposed 
preserve, is dredger tailings, which contain wetlands that have been determined by 
USACE to be isolated with no connection to interstate and/or foreign commerce and are 
therefore not jurisdictional. Although these wetlands may provide habitat for vernal pool 
species, as identified by USFWS, they do not have a hydrologic connection to the 
proposed preserve or other downstream waters. Existing or approved roads, homes, and 
other infrastructure are located to the south of the proposed preserve, leaving no potential 
for connectivity to the south. As explained in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, the proposed 
wetland preserve would connect to the agency-proposed conservation area identified in A 
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Conceptual-Level Strategy for Avoiding, Minimizing & Preserving Aquatic Resource 
Habitat in the Sunrise-Douglas Community Plan Area (June 2004) immediately east of 
the project site, just north of the proposed North Douglas Road. (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, 
page 3.10-26.) USFWS conservation goals in the vernal pool recovery plan favor 
preservation within the Mather Core Area, and the proposed preserve has been located in 
the portion of the project site best suited for preservation and creation of vernal pool 
habitat. 

CNPS-4 The comment states that the high edge-to-area ratio and the extension of Jaeger Road 
(Rancho Cordova Parkway) would increase indirect impacts on the proposed preserve 
and serve as sources for disturbance, nonnative biota introduction, water pollution, 
predation by domestic pets, etc. 

The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS acknowledges the potential for indirect impacts associated with 
locating Rancho Cordova Parkway through the proposed preserve. (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, 
page 3.10-27.) See response to comments USFWS-1 and USFWS-10 for a discussion of 
design elements of the road that would minimize impacts to the extent practicable, and 
limitations on locating the road elsewhere.  

At approximately 507 acres, the proposed preserve would be one of the largest in the 
region. Agency policies favoring on-site preservation as well as the existing and 
approved development surrounding the site limit the ability of the project to improve the 
edge-to-area ratio. See responses to comments USFWS-1, USFWS-2, USFWS-3, 
USFWS-4, and USFWS-5 for further discussion of design considerations and mitigation 
measures that would protect the biological functions of the vernal pool habitat within the 
preserve.  

CNPS-5 The comment states that the preserve must be managed by persons experienced in natural 
lands management, not the City of Rancho Cordova. The comment also states that the 
preserve will require active and adaptive management, not just maintenance.  

The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS explains that the project applicant(s) would need to implement 
an MMP approved by USACE, the Central Valley RWQCB, and the City. (2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS, page 3.10-28.) Any MMP would also require approval by USFWS as 
part of the Section 7 consultation process. Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a provides 
additional information on the details of the required MMP. A revised draft MMP was 
completed in June 2009 and specifies that responsibility for long-term maintenance of the 
preserve would be assumed by a conservation-oriented third party such as the Sacramento 
Valley Open Space Conservancy or the Wildlife Heritage Foundation. The O&M plan 
will describe long-term methods, including compensatory mitigation, conservation 
easements, funding and management details of the proposed preserve.  

The 2006 DEIR/DEIS reported that once the MMP is implemented, long-term ownership 
of the proposed wetland preserve may be assumed by the City. (2006 DEIR/DEIS, pages 
3.10-35 and 3.10-36.) Preserve management, however, would be conducted by a 
USACE-approved conservation-oriented organization in accordance with a USACE-
approved conservation easement and O&M plan.  

The comment is noted.  

CNPS-6 The comment states that the mitigation and monitoring plan does not discuss the ongoing 
need for vegetation management within the proposed preserve or provide guidance or 
parameters for how to accomplish vegetation or other ecological management.  
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The wetland MMP presented in Appendix C of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS was a draft; a 
revised version of the draft plan was presented in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS (see Appendix 
Q). The MMP was updated in June 2009 and is attached to this FEIR/FEIS. The 2009 
draft MMP and Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, page 3.10-40 through 
3.10-43) specify that vegetation monitoring will be conducted periodically for the first 10 
years after vernal pool construction or until success criteria have been met, whichever is 
longer. The 2009 draft MMP proposes success criteria for vegetation and the MMP and 
Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a specify that corrective measures must be implemented if 
success criteria are not being met. The revised draft MMP prepared in 2009 states that the 
City, Sacramento Valley Open Space Conservancy, the Wildlife Heritage Foundation, or 
other third-party organization could become the long-term owner of the proposed 
preserve; however, management of the preserve would be provided by a conservation-
oriented organization approved by USACE. 

The final wetland MMP will be subject to approval by USACE, the Central Valley 
RWQCB, the City, and USFWS. The plan is intended to describe the mitigation of 
impacts on certain jurisdictional features and the monitoring of those constructed or 
restored habitats. Actual vegetation management will be discussed in the long-term 
management plan, which will be prepared under separate cover. Vegetation management 
would include such tasks as thatch management, grazing management, control of 
invasive weeds, and the establishment of native vegetation.  

CNPS-7 The comment calls the success criteria for the created vernal pools “totally arbitrary and 
unacceptable” and states that the EIS/EIR fails to provide data demonstrating that the 
success criteria will appropriately mimic the natural pools being destroyed. The comment 
also states that no remediation measures have been included in the mitigation plan. 

The proposed draft wetland MMP was revised in 2009 and this draft is attached as 
revised Appendix Q to this FEIR/FEIS. The 2009 draft MMP proposes that constructed 
vernal pools and their nearest neighbor pools must meet the success criteria listed in 
Table 3 at the end of the 10-year monitoring period, and after 3 years of no human 
intervention. Table 3 from Appendix Q is reproduced below. 

Table 3. Success Criteria for Compensatory Vernal Pools 
Category Criteria 

Hydrology Depth and duration of ponded water in constructed and neighbor pools 
should be within the range exhibited by reference pools. 

Vegetation (1)  Absolute and relative cover of each vernal pool endemic1 in 
constructed and neighbor pools should be within the range exhibited by 
reference pools. 

(2)  The number of vernal pool endemics in constructed and neighbor pools 
should be within the range exhibited by reference pools. 

(3)  The number and cover of nonnative species in constructed  and 
neighbor pools should be within the range exhibited in reference pools.    

1 As defined in the California Department of Fish and Game’s list: Catalog of Plant-Species Known to be 

Associated with Vernal Pools (DFG 1998) or other species that are not listed, but are recognized by vernal 

pool biologists to be associated with vernal pools. 

 

The comment also states that there are no success criteria for ensuring that the take of 
listed species has been fully mitigated.  
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The 2009 draft MMP proposes vernal pool branchiopod surveys be conducted in years 1, 
2, 3, 5, 7, and 10 of the monitoring period. Surveys would be conducted of the 
constructed, nearest neighbor, and reference pools and would include two sampling visits 
per year, one early in the rainy season and one later in the rainy season. The surveys 
would be conducted according to USFWS guidelines, but would not follow the 2-week 
sampling protocol. 

In addition to these measures, it is anticipated that the USFWS final biological opinion 
will include terms and conditions that implement reasonable and prudent measures to 
minimize the risk of take of listed species.  

CNPS-8 The comment states that a 5-year monitoring period is insufficient for determining the 
success of created vernal pool habitat, and that a 10-year monitoring program is the 
minimum monitoring period necessary.  

USACE and USFWS will evaluate the necessary duration of monitoring through the 
CWA Section 404 permitting process and the Section 7 consultation process. The revised 
draft MMP prepared in 2009 proposes monitoring for 10 years and Mitigation Measure 
3.10-1a stipulates that “mitigation monitoring will continue for a minimum of 10 years 
from completion of compensatory mitigation, or human intervention (including 
recontouring and grading), or until the performance standards identified in the approved 
MMP have been met, whichever is longer.  

The monitoring period would begin with the first rainy season following the construction 
activities. Monitoring would be extended beyond the 10-year period only for those 
wetlands that are not meeting success criteria.  

CNPS-9 The comment states that direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on natural vernal pools 
that are being preserved also require monitoring.  

The meaning of the comment is unclear. All vernal pools created as compensatory 
mitigation for direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts would be subject to the same 
mitigation and monitoring requirements. Under the 2009 draft MMP, previously existing 
vernal pools found within the same watersheds as constructed vernal pools  (i.e., nearest 
neighbor pools) would undergo the same monitoring requirements. 

CNPS-10 The comment states that the proposed project conflicts with the City General Plan related 
to protection and preservation of natural wetland resources.  

The comment does not explain any perceived inconsistency with the City General Plan. 
The 2006 DEIR/DEIS states that implementing the Rio del Oro project could conflict 
with the Natural Resources Element of the City General Plan, although the ultimate 
decision on consistency lies with the City Council. (2006 DEIR/DEIS, page 3.10-26.) 

Rio del Oro project design provides protection of a majority of the highest quality 
wetland habitat on the site and provides connectivity to general plan–designated Natural 
Resources areas east of the site along Morrison Creek and new open space corridors 
associated with project drainage channels (see analysis associated with Policy NR.1.1 and 
NR.1.8). 

Consistency with the City General Plan is discussed further on pages 3.10-36 and 3.10-37 
and Appendix P of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. 
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CNPS-11 The comment states the commenter’s opinion that compliance with other regulatory 
requirements such as obtaining a Section 404 permit, Section 401 certification, or ESA 
incidental take statement is not in and of itself mitigation under NEPA or CEQA.  

The comment is noted. 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a requires the 
project applicant(s) to obtain a permit for fill of waters of the United States and waters of 
the state before conducting any groundbreaking activity. The mitigation measure 
establishes performance criteria and monitoring criteria that assure, to the degree feasible, 
that impacts on wetlands and species would be mitigated to the degree feasible. For 
example, Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a requires the project applicant(s) to commit to 
replace, restore, or enhance the acreage of all wetlands and other waters of the United 
States subject to USACE jurisdiction, and of all waters of the state subject to Central 
Valley RWQCB jurisdiction and the City General Plan, that would be removed, lost, 
and/or degraded with project implementation. The acreage must be replaced, restored, or 
enhanced on a “no net loss” basis in accordance with the requirements of USACE, the 
Central Valley RWQCB, and the Natural Resources Element of the City General Plan. 
Thus, no impacts on aquatic resources could occur until specific mitigation is in place. 
USACE and USFWS would retain authority to review the efficacy of mitigation 
measures and prescribe remedial measures through the permit process, if necessary. 

CNPS-12 The comment states that the cumulative impacts analysis should include the foreseeable 
Cordova Hills project.     

The proposed Cordova Hills project was added to the cumulative impact analysis in the 
2008 RDEIR/SDEIS.  

CNPS-13 The comment expresses disappointment and frustration about permitting of projects that 
have significant and unavoidable impacts, that allow habitat creation as mitigation for 
loss of natural habitat, and that do not ensure that species and habitat are afforded the 
appropriate resources and management to ensure their long-term survival.  

The comment notes the commenter’s frustration with federal, state, and local land use 
authorities’ permitting of projects. The comment is noted. 
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Letter 
RTMM 

Response 

Remy, Thomas, Moose, and Manley, LLP  
James G. Moose, Attorney at Law 
February 5, 2007 

 
RTMM-1 The comment, made on behalf of Elliott Homes and GenCorp, states that the project 

applicant(s) believe that Mitigation Measure 3.14-3a, “Participate in Capital 
Improvements for Transit Service,” is sufficiently open-ended to make it financially 
infeasible from the standpoint of the project applicant(s). The comment urges the City to 
identify specific transit capital improvements that must be funded as it prepares the 
FEIR/FEIS, finalizes the public facilities financing plan, and works with the project 
applicant(s) to draft a development agreement, and to quantify precisely the “fair-share” 
contributions required of the project applicant(s).   

As shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, Mitigation Measure 3.14-3a of 2006 
DEIR/DEIS page 3.14-76 is hereby revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3a: Participate in Capital Improvements for Transit 
Service. The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall participate in capital 
improvements for transit service providing transit-related services through 
annexation to the City’s Transit-Related Services Special Tax Area and payment 
of the tax. Capital improvements for transit services will be part of the City’s 
Transportation CIP and will include the construction and operation of the 
streetcar system, purchase of a shuttle fleet and construction of a maintenance 
facility. The project’s fair-share participation and the associated timing of the 
improvements shall be identified in the project conditions of approval and/or the 
project’s development agreement. Improvements shall be coordinated, as 
necessary, with Sacramento RT.for those facilities shall be satisfied through 
payment of the transportation fee. Capital improvement costs for on-site ancillary 
facilities are not in the City Transportation CIP. To fulfill the need for on-site 
facilities, the developer shall provide on-site transfer and connection facilities at 
appropriate locations as part of site development plans. Transfer facilities shall be 
provided at major arterial intersections. All transfer, fare collection and 
information facilities shall be provided at land uses that are major transit transfer 
points or destinations. These sites include major commercial and recreational 
land uses.   

RTMM-2 The comment, made on behalf of Elliott Homes and GenCorp, states that Mitigation 
Measure 3.14-6, “Pay Fair-Share Cost of Identified Improvements that Are Not Fully 
Funded by the City’s Fee Program,” is financially infeasible from the standpoint of the 
project applicant(s) because it is so open-ended. The comment urges the City to quantify 
precisely the “fair-share” contributions required of the project applicant(s) and to 
reconsider whether to continue to pursue, through development fees, other items on its 
Citywide “wish list” that the project applicant(s) regard as less essential than properly 
sized roads. The comment also questions whether the mitigation measure has the 
required “nexus” and “rough proportionality” to the impacts it is intended to mitigate. 

The commenter is referred to revisions made to this mitigation measure provided in 
Chapter 1 (Table 1-1) of this FEIR/FEIS, requiring the determination of project 
contributions to roadway improvements to be provided in the project’s public facility 
financing plan associated with Tier 2 entitlements.   
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RTMM-3 The comment, made on behalf of Elliott Homes and GenCorp, states that the SMAQMD 
off-site construction mitigation fee included in Mitigation Measure 3.15-1, “Implement 
Mitigation Measures to Control Construction-Generated Air Pollutant Emissions,” is too 
high (currently $14,300 per 1 ton of oxides of nitrogen [NOX] reduced) in absolute terms 
and in light of the temporary nature of the impacts at issue.  

The fee is reasonably related to the size of the projects and its impacts, and does not 
result in an unacceptably high cost. In the case of construction of development Phase 1, 
assuming that the upper boundary for the possible mitigation fee is calculated at the 2006 
rate, and that 100% of the cost is passed on to home buyers rather than affecting the 
developer’s overall profit margin, this would result in approximately $1,850 per home 
above the selling price. This additional amount would be less than 1% of the home’s 
value, and would not likely dissuade a potential home buyer from purchasing the home. 
No economic infeasibility can be demonstrated by this or any similar example. 

RTMM-4 The comment, made on behalf of Elliott Homes and GenCorp, suggests that SMAQMD 
does not have statutory authority to impose a fee on new development in order to mitigate 
construction emissions.  

The California Air Resources Board (ARB) is charged with implementing the federal and 
California Clean Air Acts. ARB oversees air quality management districts, which are 
responsible for implementing the federal and state acts on a local and regional scale. The 
goal of both ARB and the districts is to ensure that their respective regions attain the air 
quality standards established by the federal and California Clean Air Acts. SMAQMD is 
the local agency in Sacramento County responsible for compliance with air quality 
regulations. Section 40961 of the California Health and Safety Code directs SMAQMD 
and other air quality management districts to review decisions by public agencies that 
may have an adverse impact on air quality, which includes proposed development 
projects, and to influence those decisions to mitigate or avoid air quality impacts. 
SMAQMD carries out this responsibility, in part, by reviewing and commenting on the 
CEQA analysis of project impacts and by suggesting feasible mitigation measures that 
may decrease those impacts to the greatest extent possible. SMAQMD has also 
developed a program for use by lead agencies to offset air emission impacts that cannot 
be fully reduced to less-than-significant levels or avoided. This program uses fees 
collected from development projects to finance the retrofitting or purchase of lower-
polluting equipment or vehicles.  

RTMM-5 The comment, made on behalf of Elliott Homes and GenCorp, suggests that there is 
neither any evidence of a nexus between the impact at issue and the fee that would be 
required by Mitigation Measure 3.15-1 nor any information showing the “rough 
proportionality” of the fee amount to the extent of the project impacts.  

According to SMAQMD, project-generated construction-related emissions are considered 
to have a significant adverse air quality impact if they cannot be reduced to levels below 
SMAQMD’s threshold of significance (85 pounds per day for NOX) through application 
of on-site construction mitigation. These remaining impacts can be mitigated, however, if 
the project applicant pays a fee that is used to purchase off-site construction mitigation. 
SMAQMD uses the fee to purchase off-site emissions reductions through its Heavy Duty 
Incentive Program. Under that program, owners of heavy-duty equipment in Sacramento 
County receive funds to offset the cost of repowering or retrofitting their old engines with 
cleaner engines or technologies. Real, quantifiable emission reductions occur throughout 
the Sacramento region as a result of this program. 
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Under this approach, the agency approving the project calculates the off-site mitigation 
fee and includes it, if applicable, in the environmental document, conditions of project 
approval, and MMRP. SMAQMD has developed a spreadsheet for fee calculation that is 
available for use by agencies or the public. The fee calculation takes into account the 
excess construction emissions, the number of days those emissions are emitted, and the 
cost to reduce emissions. For examples of projects funded through SMAQMD’s off-site 
construction fee program, see 
<http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/ProjectsfundedwithMitFees.pdf>.  

As explained in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS (page 3.15-2), the formation of ozone is a regional 
problem that is not tied to specific sources of emissions. Ozone is not directly emitted, 
but rather is created through a complex chemical reaction between two ozone precursors: 
reactive organic gases (ROG) and NOX. Although ozone precursors are emitted at 
specific sources, they do not immediately react to form ozone. Instead, once the 
precursors are emitted, they mix in the atmosphere and contribute to the formation of 
ozone. Meteorological patterns dictate whether, and where, the pollutants actually react 
within the region to form ozone. Consequently, it is not necessary to restrict mitigation 
measures to location-specific on-site reductions. Rather, to control ozone it is important 
to control the overall level of precursor emissions within the Sacramento Ozone 
Nonattainment Region. ARB- and SMAQMD-approved plans to achieve the federal and 
state ozone standards are premised on this regional approach to reducing ozone 
precursors.  

The SMAQMD Incentive Program helps to reduce overall levels of precursor pollutants 
by reducing emissions from vehicles and equipment operated within the region. Mobile 
sources account for 125 tons of the 143 tons per day of NOX emitted within the region. 
Construction-related off-road equipment accounts for approximately 9% of the total NOX 
inventory (SMAQMD 2006:3-6).  

The amount of the construction mitigation fee is directly related to the daily construction-
related NOX impact, as identified in the environmental document, and the cost of 
providing off-site emissions reductions. The SMAQMD calculation formula ensures that 
a close nexus exists between each project’s emissions and the level of reductions 
achieved through the mitigation fee.  

In sum, the construction mitigation fee is closely related to the impact at issue. The fee is 
used to mitigate emissions from the same type of source (i.e., construction-related 
emissions of NOX exhaust in the Sacramento region) and is targeted toward off-site rather 
than on-site emission sources. The fee amount is feasible and calculated in a manner that 
mitigates roughly the same amount of NOX emissions generated by the project in excess 
of the threshold. Actual emissions reductions resulting from projects funded by off-site 
mitigation fees are monitored and tracked by SMAQMD through contractual agreements 
with funding recipients. 

RTMM-6 The comment states that the fee required by Mitigation Measure 3.15-1 is problematic 
because it is so open-ended. 

The timing of fee rate determination and calculation has been clarified on pages 3.15-22 
through 3.15-23 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. The fee would be remitted to SMAQMD by the 
project applicant(s) before groundbreaking. The fee revenue would be allocated by 
SMAQMD for emissions reduction programs beginning soon after project construction 
(usually within 6–12 months).  
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RTMM-7 The comment states that for the reasons described in comments RTMM-3 through 
RTMM-6, Mitigation Measure 3.15-1 as currently drafted is financially infeasible from 
the standpoint of the project applicant(s). 

For the reasons stated above, no financial infeasibility has been demonstrated. 

RTMM-8 The comment lists additional references to biological resources surveys to add. 

Since the time of this comment, Section 3.10 was recirculated in the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS. As requested by the commenter, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this 
FEIR/FEIS, the following additional resources surveys listed by the commenter are 
hereby added to the list of references in Chapter 5 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS: 

ECORP Consulting, Inc. 2006. Late Season Special-Status Plant Survey for Rio 
del Oro, Sacramento County, California.  

Miriam Green Associates. 1999. Results of Surveys for Special-Status Wildlife 
Species at the Aerojet Property, Sacramento County, California. 

Sugnet and Associates. 1995. Special-Status Species Determination, Aerojet 
Property, Sacramento County, California. 

RTMM-9 The comment states that the areas labeled as elderberry savanna in Exhibit 3.10-1 should 
not be considered elderberry savanna. 

Vegetation classifications used in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS are based on Holland’s 
Terrestrial Natural Communities of California (Holland 1986). Elderberry savanna is the 
best-fit community description for the areas labeled as elderberry savanna in Exhibit 
3.10-1. Holland describes elderberry savanna as “an open, winter-deciduous shrub 
savanna dominated by Sambucus mexicana, usually with an understory of introduced 
annual grasses and forbs.” This description is accurate for the vegetation found in the 
areas labeled as elderberry savanna and the commenter provides no justification for the 
assertion that elderberry savanna is not an accurate name and does not propose an 
alternative classification that more accurately describes this community.   

RTMM-10 The comment states that native Northern California black walnut appears unlikely to 
occur on-site based on the description of walnut trees on-site on page 3.10-12 of the 2006 
DEIR/DEIS and that the potential for occurrence of this species in Table 3.10-1 should 
be revised from “known to occur” to “unlikely to occur.”  

Since the time this comment was provided, Section 3.10 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS has 
been recirculated. As requested by the commenter, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this 
FEIR/FEIS, Table 3.10-1 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS has been revised as follows:  

Species 
Status Habitat and Blooming 

Period 
Potential for Occurrence 

USFWS DFG CNPS 
Northern California 
black walnut 
Juglans hindsii 

_ _ 1B Riparian scrub, riparian 
woodland. 
Blooms April-May 

Known Unlikely to occur; walnut trees 
were identified at the project site during 
the tree survey in 2003 (Sierra Nevada 
Arborists 2003); however, they are likely 
to be hybrids between Juglans hindsii 
and J. regia. 
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RTMM-11 The comment states that the results of the 2006 late-season special-status surveys should 
be cited where appropriate (e.g., slender and Sacramento Orcutt grass). 

The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS includes discussion and citation of the 2006 late-season special-
status plant surveys.  

RTMM-12 The comment states that Table 3.10-2 should be revised to state “Known to occur on-site, 
suitable nesting and foraging habitat present” for Cooper’s hawk, northern harrier, and 
western spadefoot toad, and “Likely to occur year round; suitable foraging habitat 
present; however, unlikely to nest as no suitable nesting habitat is present” for tricolored 
blackbird. 

The table was revised as suggested in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS (pages 3.10-10 and 3.10-
11), with the exception of the suggested revision to tricolored blackbird. Page 3.10-13 of 
the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS states that no suitable nesting habitat is present on the project 
site for tricolored blackbird. As requested by the commenter, and as shown in Chapter 5 
of this FEIR/FEIS, the following revision has been made to Table 3.10-2 in the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS:  

Species 
Listing Status 

Habitat Potential for Occurrence 
Federal State 

Tricolored blackbird 
Agelaius tricolor 

_ SC Forages in agricultural land and 
grasslands; nests in marshes and other 
areas that support cattails or dense 
thickets 

Likely to occur forage year-
round; suitable foraging habitat 
present on-site; unlikely to nest; 
no suitable nesting habitat 
present 

 

RTMM-13 The comment asks that information be added in to the EIR/EIS on page 3.10-11 about 
late-season special-status plant surveys conducted by ECORP in 2006, and mention that 
no special-status plants were observed. 

Information about the late-season special-status plant surveys conducted by ECORP in 
2006 was provided on page 3.10-66 and in Table 3.10-1 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. 

RTMM-14 The comment asks that a reference to USFWS’s Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting 
Botanical Inventories for Federally Listed, Proposed and Candidate Plants, referenced in 
the text, be included in the References chapter of the EIR/EIS. 

This reference was included on page 5-8 of Chapter 5, “References,” of the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS. 
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RTMM-15 The comment asks that the results of vernal pool branchiopod surveys conducted 
throughout the project site in 1994 be incorporated into the EIR/EIS because they 
provide information about distribution in portions of the site not surveyed by Gibson and 
Skordal (2000, 2001). 

As requested by the commenter, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the 
following revisions have been made to Table 3.10-2 in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS: 

Species 
Listing Status 

Habitat Potential for Occurrence 
Federal State 

INVERTEBRATES 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
Branchinecta lynchi 

T – Vernal pools in valley and 
foothill grasslands 

Known to occur; suitable habitat 
present; documented on-site 
during focused surveys (Sugnet 
and Associates 1994; Gibson & 
Skordal 2000b, 2001) 

Vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp 
Lepidurus packardi 

E – Vernal pools in valley and 
foothill grasslands 

Known to occur; suitable habitat 
present; documented on-site 
during focused surveys (Sugnet 
and Associates 1994; Gibson & 
Skordal 2000b) 

 

As requested by the commenter, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, the 
following revision has been made to the first paragraph under “Federally Listed Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates” on page 3.10-54 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS: 

Suitable habitat for three federally listed vernal pool invertebrates is present on 
the project site. The vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp 
have been identified in vernal pools located along the outer edges of the project 
site. Potential habitat for conservancy fairy shrimp is also present on the project 
site. Surveys for special-status aquatic invertebrates were conducted by Sugnet 
and Associates during February and March 1994. The surveys were conducted by 
pulling a D-frame 150-micron aquatic dip net across each pool. Each wetland 
basin present on the project site was sampled. The surveyors identified vernal 
pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp at numerous locations; 
however, the surveys did not identify any vernal pool conservancy fairy shrimp. 
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp were encountered in vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, 
and swales throughout the project site while vernal pool fairy shrimp were 
restricted primarily to vernal pools in the southern half of the project site. Vernal 
pool tadpole shrimp and conservancy fairy shrimp are Federally listed as 
endangered. Vernal pool fairy shrimp is federally listed as threatened. 

RTMM-16 The comment recommends removing the designation of “federal species of concern” for 
California linderiella in the EIR/EIS because USFWS’s Sacramento office no longer 
maintains a species of concern list. 

California linderiella was removed from the list of potentially occurring special-status 
species (Table 3.10-2) and from the impact analysis in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. 
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RTMM-17 The comment asks that a reference to the late-season special-status plant surveys 
conducted by ECORP in 2006 be added on page 3.10-12 of the EIR/EIS. 

See response to comment RTMM-13. 

RTMM-18 The comment states that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers verified the Rio del Oro 
wetland delineation prepared by ECORP on January 10, 2005, not in September 2004 as 
stated in the EIR/EIS. 

As requested by the commenter, and as shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR/FEIS, all 
references in Section 3.10, “Biological Resources,” of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS to 
verification of the wetland delineation in 2004 have been changed to 2005. 

RTMM-19 The comment states that a mapping error resulted in direct impacts on vernal pools being 
overstated, and that direct impacts total 15.072 acres. 

This comment is addressed on page 3.10-25 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. 

RTMM-20 The comment states that references to elderberry savanna should be deleted from Impact 
3.10-2. 

See response to comment RTMM-9. 

RTMM-21 The comment asks that the EIR/EIS describe what proportion of “riparian” habitat has 
reached senescence and what proportion is associated with wetlands or other waters of 
the United States. The comment asks for quantification of what is meant by terms such as 
“a majority of riparian habitat,” “small areas,” and “most of the riparian…” 

Page 3.10-46 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS explains that most of the riparian vegetation on 
the site, with the exception of 4 acres of willow woodland and 57 acres of cottonwood-
willow riparian forest, is slowly dying off because supporting hydrology is lacking. 
Therefore, what is meant by “most of the riparian” and “a majority of riparian habitat” is 
everything other than the 4 acres of willow woodland and the 57 acres of cottonwood-
willow riparian forest. Page 3.10-47 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS states, “removal of 
functionally intact riparian habitat such as the cottonwood–willow riparian forest and the 
willow woodland (approximately 61 acres total) would be considered a significant 
impact.” In-depth analysis to determine how long each specific stand of riparian 
vegetation might persist under existing conditions was not conducted, and therefore more 
specific quantification cannot be provided. Although the majority of riparian habitat, 
generally meaning all but the 61 acres of willow woodland and cottonwood-willow 
riparian forest, does not appear to be self-sustaining over the long term, it is certainly 
providing important habitat functions in the present and loss of this habitat cannot be 
dismissed as insignificant. There would be at least a temporal loss between the time it 
would take for this habitat to gradually disappear over a period of decades and the time 
frame for removal with project development. 

RTMM-22 The comment states that the elderberry mitigation plan is being developed through 
consultation with USFWS and will be “approved” by that agency through USACE’s 
Section 7 consultation. 

This comment is addressed on pages 3.10-61 and 3.10-62 of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. 
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RTMM-23 The comment states that the statement that Impact 3.10-4 would be significant and 
unavoidable should be revised to more accurately reflect the potential acreages of 
special-status species’ habitat that could be adversely affected by the project. 

The acreage of habitat present on the project site, as discussed under Impact 3.10-4 in the 
2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, is based on the information provided in the baseline studies, 
including the verified wetland delineation. The preparers of the EIR/EIS are unaware of 
any inaccuracies in the information provided and the comment does not specify what 
acreage numbers are inaccurate. 

RTMM-24 The commenter provides additional information regarding the purchase of and proposal 
to preserve and protect a 160-acre parcel in Sacramento County to offset unavoidable 
losses to vernal pool habitat. 

This comment was addressed on pages 3.10-28 through 3.10-35 of the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS and in Appendix Q. 

 
 
 



sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat-1

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat-2



sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat-3

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat-4

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat-5

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat-6



sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat- 10

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat-9

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat- 11

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat-8

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat-7

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat- 12



sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat- 14

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat- 13

sacramento
Text Box
Habitat- 12 cont.



 

Rio del Oro Specific Plan FEIR/FEIS  AECOM  
City of Rancho Cordova/USACE D4-5 Comments and Individual Responses 

Letter 
Habitat 

Response 

Habitat 2020 
Alta Tura, Member 
February 5, 2007 

 
Habitat-1 The comment states that the vernal pool/wetland preserve is well-chosen for the site and 

commends the effort to create higher housing densities, particularly in Phase 1, and early 
planning for trails.   

The comment is noted. 

Habitat-2 The comment states that the proposed preserve as designed will be “unviable” and 
therefore will not truly mitigate the project’s impact on wetlands. 

The commenter has not provided any information to support the assertion that the 
proposed preserve would be “unviable,” nor did the comment specify how the proposed 
preserve would be “unviable,” therefore, specific responses cannot be provided for this 
comment. However, responses to comments USFWS-1, USFWS-2, USFWS-3, USFWS-
4, and USFWS-5 provide additional information on the viability of the proposed 
preserve. 

The comment states a concern that the “riparian forest” is not being preserved.  

The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS provides a detailed discussion of the quantity and quality of 
riparian habitat and impacts on that habitat. (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, page 3.10-46 to page 
3.10-48.) The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS concludes that the Proposed Project and High Density 
Alternatives would result in direct and indirect significant impacts. (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, 
page 3.10-47.) Mitigation Measure 3.10-2b requires the project applicant(s) to develop 
and implement a habitat MMP to replace the 57 acres of cottonwood willow riparian 
woodland and 4 acres of willow scrub at no-net-loss acreage to preserve the overall 
habitat functions . (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, pages 3.10-50 to 3.0-51.) Nevertheless, the 
2008 RDEIR/SDEIS concludes that impacts on riparian habitat would remain significant 
and unavoidable. 

The comment states that the opportunity for higher densities and more mixed use as set 
up in the SACOG Blueprint is not being met, and that the potential impacts of soil and 
groundwater contamination and their remediation have not been taken fully into account. 

The EIR finds that the Proposed Project Alternative is consistent with the SACOG 
Blueprint (see 2006 DEIR/DEIS, pages 3.1-9 through 3.1-13 and page 3.1-25). The 
Proposed Project Alternative is consistent with Smart Growth principles. The High 
Density Alternative is also consistent with the SACOG Blueprint (see 2006 DEIR/DEIS, 
pages 3.1-9 through 3.1-13 and 3.1-25). 

The City believes that the potential impacts of soil and groundwater contamination have 
been fully and thoroughly taken into account and appropriately analyzed in the 2006 
DEIR/DEIS. Section 13 therein contains 29 pages of text and exhibits, including a 
thorough description of all known on-site soil and groundwater contamination along with 
a table (Table 3.13-1) listing the remediation status of each operable unit. The City 
believes that Section 13, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” provides a thorough impact 
analysis of the appropriate thresholds, which are based on Appendix G of the State 
CEQA Guidelines. 
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Habitat-3 The comment states that the EIR/EIS does not clarify relationships such as contamination 
and its potential impacts on the project, the effect of roads through the wetland preserve, 
and the impacts of supplying water. 

The City believes that the potential impacts of soil and groundwater contamination have 
been fully and thoroughly taken into account and appropriately analyzed in the 2006 
DEIR/DEIS. Please see response to comment Habitat-2, above. 

With regard to the effects of roads through the wetland preserve, see response to 
comment Habitat-4, below. 

The impacts of supplying water were addressed in Section 3.5, “Utilities and Service 
Systems—Water Supply,” of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. 

Habitat-4 The comment states that the EIR/EIS is unclear about when the wetland preserve will be 
established, how the wetlands to the east of the six-lane Rancho Cordova Parkway will 
be affected by the Phase 3 construction and road, and how and when those impacts will 
be mitigated.  

See responses to comments USFWS-1 and USFWS-10 for discussion of impacts on the 
proposed wetland preserve from proposed Rancho Cordova Parkway and proposed 
mitigation measures. 

As specified in Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, pages 3.10-40 to 3.10-
43), a mitigation plan must be implemented before the approval of grading or 
improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activities for any project development phase 
containing wetlands or other waters of the United States or waters of the state. The MMP 
must be approved before any impact on wetlands or waters of the United States or waters 
of the state can occur. Mitigation must be implemented on an ongoing basis throughout 
and after construction, as required. The project applicants have proposed that the 
conservation easement be established over the wetland preserve during development 
Phase 1, with construction of the preserve features to take place during Phases 3 and 5.  

The comment also suggests requiring an O&M plan as a condition of approval.  

Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS requires the project applicant(s) 
to obtain a CWA Section 404 permit before conducting any groundbreaking activity that 
requires fill of waters of the United States or waters of the state. The project applicant(s) 
will also need to obtain incidental take coverage through USACE’s consultation with 
USFWS through Section 7 of the ESA. An O&M plan will be required before permit 
approval. 

The comment also suggests requiring compatibility with habitat conservation plan (HCP) 
preserve management standards as a mitigation measure.  

The SSCHCP is not scheduled for completion, adoption, and implementation until 2011. 
The SSCHCP currently assumes that the proposed on-site wetland preserve is established.  
It is also expected that this project will receive its 404 permit approvals and associated 
biological opinion before the SSCHCP is adopted. 

Habitat-5 The comment asks what evidence exists that the proposed culverts for roads crossing the 
preserve will adequately protect wildlife. The comment also states that terrestrial animals 
will be unable to use the culverts when the creek is full.  
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As shown in 2006 DEIR/DEIS Exhibits 2-7 and 2-8, the Rio del Oro project would 
incorporate Con-Span arched bridges in areas where the proposed roads would cross 
Morrison Creek and the proposed preserve. The Con-Span design allows movement of 
wildlife by spanning the width of movement corridors, including streams. As shown in 
Exhibit 2-8, the Con-Span bridges would allow adequate room for movement by 
terrestrial wildlife, even when Morrison Creek is full. 

The comment also asks why Rancho Cordova Parkway is six lanes through the preserve 
and states that the EIR should discuss the alternative of making Villagio Drive six lanes 
and eliminating the road through the preserve or moving it to the west side of the 
preserve.  

Rancho Cordova Parkway is designated as a six-lane road in the City General Plan. Its 
location at the southern end of the project site has essentially been fixed by prior project 
approvals. Making Villagio Drive a six-lane road would not be consistent with the City 
General Plan, nor would it provide for adequate connection to areas south of the project 
site. Therefore, expanding Villagio Drive would likely not reduce the need for a six-lane 
road at Rancho Cordova Parkway. See responses to comments USFWS-1 and USFWS-10 
for further detail on Rancho Cordova Parkway. 

The comment also suggests consideration of elevating roads through the preserve or 
adding several culverts.  

Based on the current Rio del Oro Specific Plan Public Facilities Finance Plan, 
constructing Rancho Cordova Parkway from Villagio Drive to Douglas Road (the portion 
of the roadway that would cross the proposed wetland preserve) would cost 
approximately $5,019,000. Based on bridge cost factors provided by City Public Works 
staff (in 2007 dollars), elevating Rancho Cordova Parkway in the proposed wetland 
preserve area would substantially increase the cost of this roadway section, to 
approximately $97,200,000. This cost is economically infeasible and would adversely 
affect current fees and financial planning by the City associated with its CIP for roadway 
improvements. 

The 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS acknowledges that constructing roads in the proposed preserve 
could disrupt or eliminate hydrologic connectivity that is important to support vernal 
pools and the plant and wildlife species that inhabit the pools. (2008 RDEIR/SDEIS, page 
3.10-27.) However, measures to minimize such impacts have been incorporated into the 
project design and the hydrologic analysis indicates that Rancho Cordova Parkway would 
not compromise the hydrological integrity of the preserved wetlands, as discussed in 
response to comment USFWS-1. 

The comment does not suggest what additional analysis or mitigation measures should be 
included in the EIR/EIS. 

Habitat-6 The comment states that moving Americanos Boulevard to the eastern boundary would 
lessen the impact of the road on the wetland.  

The proposed footprint of Americanos Boulevard was designed to minimize impacts on 
wetlands. Locating the road farther east would affect a connected preserve in the eastern 
property, and would not provide the necessary transportation connections contemplated 
by the Circulation Element of the City General Plan. 
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Habitat-7 The comment states that the FEIR/EIS should discuss the flooding that has occurred in 
Anatolia, south of Rio del Oro, and show how the Rio del Oro stormwater conveyance 
will be effective.  

The County Department of Water Resources developed a report addressing the flooding 
problems that occurred in January 2006 (Flood Review Report for Anatolia II 
Subdivision, City of Rancho Cordova, prepared by Sacramento County Department of 
Water Resources, January 2006). This report states: “Water Resources has concluded that 
the subject flooding occurred in the Anatolia area because of construction activity and 
temporary construction design.” The Anatolia flooding was caused by construction issues 
and was not a design issue. 

Habitat-8 The comment states that the EIR/EIS does not address impacts of sedimentation on 
creekbeds and loss of vegetation and open space from accelerated erosion of urban 
creeks from urban stormwater runoff. The comment asks that a hydrogeomorphic 
evaluation of runoff to the Morrison Creek tributary be conducted to ensure that the 
postdevelopment hydrograph matches the predevelopment hydrograph over the full range 
of rainfall frequencies and duration.   

The proposed Rio del Oro project has been designed consistent with the requirements of 
the County Department of Water Resources and the criteria of the Central Valley 
RWQCB. The drainage system would include vegetated swales and treatment BMPs 
constructed with the project in the open space/drainage channel areas. The three proposed 
detention basins would also provide facilities to treat stormwater consistent with the 
regional municipal stormwater permit issued by the Central Valley RWQCB. The project 
includes a drain pipe system designed to capture runoff and stormwater and discharge to 
created drainage parkways with vegetated water quality swales. Project design also includes 
three stormwater detention basins that would be used to attenuate peak flows, thereby 
maintaining peak flows in Morrison Creek at existing levels. 

Habitat-9 The comment states that stormwater that flows to Morrison Creek needs to be treated en 
route through vegetative swales/constructed treatment wetlands and management 
practices to ensure that the creek is neither overwatered nor dewatered.  

The stormwater from the proposed Rio del Oro project would pass through the vegetated 
swales and treatment BMPs constructed with the project in the open space/drainage 
channel areas. The three proposed detention basins would also provide facilities to treat 
stormwater consistent with the regional municipal stormwater permit issued by the 
Central Valley RWQCB. 

Habitat-10 The comment recommends preservation of the cottonwood-willow riparian forest and 
replacing surrounding land uses with a higher density. 

See response to comment Habitat-2 for a discussion of impacts on the cottonwood-willow 
riparian area. 

Habitat-11 The comment states that the regional impact of the lower density proposed project needs 
to be fully disclosed, citing higher greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, cost of roads and 
other infrastructure, underutilization of public transit and loss of funding, and 
accelerated loss of habitat and open space.  

The City is uncertain as to which alternative the commenter is referring to when it states 
“the lower density proposed project.” The DEIR/DEIS evaluates five alternatives at an 
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equal level of detail: proposed project, high density, impact minimization, no federal 
action, and no project. Assuming that the commenter is referring to the Impact 
Minimization Alternative, see Impacts 3.15-7 and 3.15-14 in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS 
related to greenhouse gas emissions. See Impacts 3.10-1 through 3.10-6 in the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS related to loss of habitat and open space. Cost of roads and other 
infrastructure, and loss of funding related to public transit, are not physical impacts on the 
environment and therefore are not required to be analyzed in this EIR/EIS.  

Habitat-12 The comment asks who determines the appropriateness of limits on future land uses 
imposed by DTSC, what would happen if major modifications to the land uses in the Rio 
del Oro land use plans were required based on DTSC findings, and what the range of 
impacts would be if amendments to the plan were required. 

DTSC has the authority to place limits on future land uses, as stated in Impact 3.13-2 in 
the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. Based on the many years worth of hazards materials investigations 
previously conducted on the project site, there is no potential for “major modifications” 
to the land use plan as suggested by the commenter.  If minor modifications to the land 
use plan (as contemplated by Impact 3.13-2) were to be required in the future, the City, as 
CEQA lead agency, would be required to review any environmental documents in effect 
at the time of the requested land use modification to determine whether the range of 
potential impacts from the DTSC-required land use change would be substantially 
different from, or substantially the same as, the impacts identified those environmental 
documents.  

The comment suggests adding a figure to the FEIR that depicts areas being investigated 
for contamination and cleaned, overlain by the proposed future land uses and the 
development phase. The comment also suggests including an account of each identified 
toxic site, status of the Remediation Action Plan for that site, when cleanup is expected to 
begin and end, and the proposed land use and phase. 

The information requested by the commenter is contained in Exhibit 2-4, Exhibit 3.13-1, 
pages 3.13-6 through 3.13-14, and Table 31.3-1 of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. 

The comment requests a discussion of known and expected impacts of cleanup on the 
development, including contamination/remediation on land and groundwater not on the 
project site that may affect the project, and a discussion of the effects of cleanup delays.  

Please see Impacts 3.13-1 and 3.13-2 in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS regarding impacts of 
cleanup on the development and the effects of cleanup delays. Cleanup activities off the 
project site would have no impact on project site development because (1) remediation of 
soil is site-specific, (2) the Rio del Oro development project is prohibited by law from 
using groundwater flowing underneath the surface (either on or off the site), and (3) the 
groundwater table is more than 100 feet below the ground surface and therefore no one at 
the project site would come into contact with it (see Impact 3.13-1). 
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Habitat-13 The comment requests that the water supply impacts of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS be reviewed 
to ensure that all impacts have been disclosed in light of the California Supreme Court’s 
recent ruling on the Vineyard water supply.  

Please see Section 3.5, “Utilities and Service Systems—Water Supply,” of the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS, which was prepared in compliance with the California Supreme Court’s 
direction in the Vineyard case. 

Habitat-14 The comment requests additional explanation of how remediated groundwater might be 
used for water supply. 

Please see Section 3.5, “Utilities and Service Systems—Water Supply,” of the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS and Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Long-Term Water Supply,” in 
Chapter 3 of this FEIR/EIS.   
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Letter 
Citizens 

Response 

Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge 
Florence M. LaRiviere, Chairperson 
February 9, 2007 

 
Citizens-1 The comment repeats impacts listed in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, and notes that it is not clear 

whether the indirect impacts may occur on-site (through mitigation creation activities, 
etc., or to waters of the United States or state outside the specific area plan boundaries).  

The 2.2 acres of indirect impacts on vernal pools discussed on page 3.10-22 are impacts 
on vernal pools within the project boundaries. The Rio del Oro project would not result in 
direct or indirect impacts on vernal pools or other waters of the United States off-site. 

Citizens-2 The comment states that the proposed project is not the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative, and states that a larger preserve is necessary.  

To receive a permit to fill waters within USACE jurisdiction, the project applicant(s) 
must demonstrate that the Proposed Project Alternative is the LEDPA. The project 
applicant(s) have submitted to USACE a detailed analysis of the practicability of the 
various alternatives analyzed in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, plus several additional 
alternatives. USACE has not yet made a determination on the LEDPA. The determination 
will be made in the ROD. See responses to comments EPA-1 and EPA-2. 

Citizens-3 The comment states a concern regarding creation of vernal pools within the proposed 
vernal pool preserve.  

See responses to comments USFWS-1 and USFWS-4 for a discussion of the design of 
created vernal pools within the proposed preserve. 

Citizens-4 The comment expresses the commenter’s opinion that the extension of Jaeger Road 
(Rancho Cordova Parkway) through the preserve is unacceptable, and suggests the road 
should be realigned or elevated.  

See responses to comments Habitat-5, USFWS-1, and USFWS-10 for a discussion of the 
impacts of Rancho Cordova Parkway, its alignment, and the potential to elevate the 
roadway.  

Citizens-5 The comment states the commenter’s opinion that ownership of the proposed preserve 
should not be handed over to the City.  

See response to comment CNPS-5 for an explanation of ownership and management of 
the proposed preserve. 

Citizens-6 The comment states that additional protocol-level special-status plant surveys should be 
conducted.  

In June and July 2006, a late-season special-status plant survey was conducted, which 
was the second special-status plant survey for the project site. Surveys were conducted 
according to California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and USFWS protocols. No 
targeted special-status plants were observed within the project site. 
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Citizens-7 The comment states that a 10-year monitoring program for mitigation areas should be 
required.  

See response to comment CNPS-8 for a discussion of the draft 2009 MMP. 

Citizens-8 The comment suggests measures to be included in the wetlands mitigation and 
monitoring plan, including establishing baseline data and performance criteria.  

See response to comment CNPS-7 for a discussion of the success criteria for the wetland 
MMP (draft 2009 MMP). 

In early summer 2008, the California Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM) was used to 
evaluate baseline conditions of the project wetlands. The use of CRAM in establishing 
baseline conditions and in future monitoring, as well as proposed success criteria, is 
described in the 2009 draft wetland MMP attached as revised Appendix Q to this 
FEIR/FEIS. 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS requires that the final approved 
wetland MMP include success criteria and performance standards along with remedial 
actions to be taken if success criteria are not being met. 

Citizens-9 The comment suggests that preservation of habitat and mitigation should occur in 
advance of fill activities. Additional phases of development should not be allowed to 
proceed if monitoring indicates degradation of existing jurisdictional water or created 
habitat is not meeting success criteria. 

See response to comment USFWS-12 for a discussion of the phasing of mitigation. 
Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS shall be implemented before the 
approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activities for any 
project development phase containing wetland features or other waters of the United 
States or waters of the state. The MMP must be approved before any impact on waters of 
the United States or waters of the state can occur. Mitigation shall be implemented on an 
ongoing basis throughout and after construction, as required. 

 



 

 

SECTION E 
Commenters at the Public Hearing 
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Public 
Hearing 

Response 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region 
Alex MacDonald 
January 11, 2007 

 
Hearing-1 The comment suggests that the 2006 DEIR/DEIS should evaluate the potential risks 

associated with arsenic, although the high levels of arsenic are naturally occurring, and 
determine whether mitigation measures are needed to prevent human health problems.  

Please see response to comment CVRWQCB–1-1 

Hearing-2 The comment recommends that the project use recycled water in common areas, medians, 
and landscape irrigation.  

The project includes a recycled water plan (Non-Potable Water Master Plan [Wood 
Rodgers, February 2007]).  See response to comment CVRWQCB–1-11 regarding areas 
identified to be served by nonpotable water. Please also see Section 3.5, “Utilities and 
Service Systems—Water Supply,” in the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. 

Hearing-3 The comment questions the reliability of water sources for the Rio del Oro project as 
described in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS.  

Please see Section 3.5, “Utilities and Service Systems—Water Supply,” of the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS, which was prepared in compliance with the California Supreme Court’s 
direction in the Vineyard case and addresses the concerns raised by the commenter.  See 
also responses CVRWQCB-2 and CVRWQCB-6. 
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Public 

Hearing 
Response 

Habitat 2020 
Alta Tura 
January 11, 2007 

 
Hearing-4 The comment requests that the environmental document include a map showing toxic 

sites in the specific plan area, what land use is being proposed for each site, and the 
phase at which that use would be expected to occur.  

The information requested by the commenter is contained in 2006 DEIR/DEIS Exhibits 
2-4 and 3.13-1. 

Hearing-5 Commenter expresses concern over the use of remediated groundwater and the impact of 
this water on users. The remediated water is planned for use at the Rio del Oro Specific 
Plan area only and has been determined to be a reliable source of potable drinking 
water.  

The remediated water, or GET water, is planned for use on Aerojet lands, including Rio 
del Oro, has been determined to be a reliable source of potable drinking water. (See 
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Long-Term Water Supply,” in Chapter 3 of this 
FEIR/FEIS and Section 3.5, “Utilities and Service Systems—Water Supply,” of the 2008 
RDEIR/SDEIS.) 

Hearing-6 The comment expresses concerns about a six-lane road going through the proposed 
preserve and the effectiveness of culverts as mitigation for the roadway.  

See responses to comments USFWS-1 and USFWS-10 and Mitigation Measure 3.10-1b 
of the 2008 RDEIR/SDEIS. 

Hearing-7 The comment states that the project’s hydrology and storm water drainage elements 
should be examined more closely, citing the flooding of new homes in the Anatolia area.  

The County Department of Water Resources developed a report addressing the flooding 
problems that occurred in January 2006 (Flood Review Report for Anatolia II 
Subdivision, City of Rancho Cordova, prepared by Sacramento County Department of 
Water Resources, January 2006). This report states “Water Resources has concluded that 
the subject flooding occurred in the Anatolia area because of construction activity and 
temporary construction design.” The Anatolia flooding problem was due to construction 
issues and was not a design issue. 
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