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APPENDIXG 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
AND RESPONSES TO NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

The City of Woodland submitted a Notice of Preparation for this DEIR on May 12, 1995. The City received 
written responses from the following parties, as attached. 

Date of Letter! 
Response Entity .. Signature 

June 5,1995 Yolo Co. Dept of Public Health; Environmental Paul Fitzmaurice 
: Health Services 

June 7,1995 U.S. Anny COlps of Engineers Walter Yep . 

June 8,1995 California Department of Transportation Ken Champion 
(June 28, 1995) 

, 
JUne 13, 1995 League of Women Voters Marie E. Bryan and 

Lois V. Linford 

June 14, 1995 Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District Jim Antone 

June 15, 1995 California Department of Fish and Game L. Ryan Broddrick 

June 15, 1995 Yolo County Local Agency Formation Charlotte Nevills 
Commission 

June 15, 1995 Hefner, Stark & Marois (representing Conaway. Timothy D. Taron 
Conservancy Group) 

June 15, 1995 William Abbott & Associates (representing William W. Abbott 
Heidrick partnership) 

June 19, 1995 William Abbott & Associates (representing William W. Abbott 
Heidrick partnership) 

June 21, 1995 California Department of Conservation Thomas J. Gibbs 
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CITY OF WOODLAND DRAFf GENERAL PLAN EIR 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

PROJECr DESCRIPI10N 

The subject of the Draft EnviTonmentallmpact Report is a comprehensive update of the "City of 
Woodland General P1fln. Following is information regarding the project background, 
locatio~' characteristics of die plan, and possible impacts of the plan to be assessed in the 
Draft EIR. 

Project Background 

The City's existing General Plan was adopted in 1988. Six mandatory elements of the 
General Plan will be included within the new General Plan (policy Document and Background 
Report) including the following: (1) Land Use Element, (2) Circulation Element, (3) Safety 
Element, (4) Noise Element, (5) Open Space Element, and (6) Conservation memento The 
1988 General Plan elements will be superseded with adoption of the revised General Plan. 
The seventh mandatory element, the Housing Element, was adopted in 1993 to meet specific 
statutory deadline requirements and will not be amended at this time. 

A Draft General Plan Background Report is also being prepared to provide the factual 
foundation for new general plan policy and to serve as the environmental setting for the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for this project. 

Project Location 

Woodland is located in central Yolo County 20 miles northwest of Sacramento on Interstate 5 
and 10 miles north of Davis on State Route 113. The Yolo Bypass is located approximately 
three mUes east of the city, Willow Slough is located about one mile to the southeast, and 
Cache Creek is located approximately two miles to the north. 

As of Iamary 1994, Woodland encompassed approximately 10.2 square miles, or 6,560 acres, 
of incorporated territory. The existing urban limit line (sphere of influence) includes another 
1,640 acres of unincorporated area. The Planning Area for the Draft General Plan includes 
approximately 12,500 acres, including all territory within Woodland's existing urban limit line 
plus an expanded area to the northeast, east, and south that is currently unincorporated County 
territory. Most of the unincorporated area is currently vacant land or in agricultural use, but 
this area also includes the Yuba College site, regional park site, the City's existing wastewater 

. treatment plant site, and the City's wastewater spray fields. Figure 1 shows the boundaries of 
the current city limits, urban limit line, and Planning Area. Note that the entire Planning Area 
will not be designated for urban uses. 

Project Characteristics 

Adoption of a new General Plan is intended to accomplish the following: 

Woodland Draft General Plan ElR NOP 
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Update and provide internally consistent general plan goals, policies, and implementation 
measures. 

Provide a comprehensive environmental asSessment of impacts associated with growth and 
defme appropriate mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate significant effects. 

Provide an analysis of infrastructure and service leve~ requirements. 

The Woodland General Plan will provide for a larger urban growth boundary to accommodate 
population and employment growth through the year 2015. As of January 1994, the city of 
Woodland bad a population of 42,474 according to California Department of Finance 
estimates. - The Sacramento Area Council -of GovernmentS (SACOG) projects Woodland 
population to grow to of 64,700 by the year 2015. SACOG projects employment-to increase 
from 15,367 in 1994 to 35,420 in 2015. 

The Draft General Plan will provide for new residential, commercial, office, and industrial 
development to accommodate demand over the next 20 years. The Draft Plan will also 
provide for- the preservation of existing residential neighborhoods and the maintenance and 
enhancement of Downtown . 

. The Plannjng Area proposed for the Draft General Plan is shown in the Figure 1. Within the 
. Planning Area, the Draft General Plan will analyze two alternatives for residential growth to 

the south to accommodate the same population, as described below: 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 2 

Designate development Ih mile south of the current city limits (i.e., a 
straight line halfway between the southern city limits and CR 95A). (See 
Figure .2). 

Between CR 98 and East Street, close off the collector streets that are 
stubbed to the south as a means of providing for a more permanent urban 
edge in this location. (S~ Figure 3). The band of development on the 
south would widen as it extends east to include the four smaller parcels 
immediately west of the railroad tracks for a community park. East of East 
Street, urban development would be designated south to include the area 
where the Christian School is planned. East of SR 113, urban development 
would be desjgnated in the area between the city limits and CR 25A as 
needed to accommodate projected population, but to the extent possible this 
development would be focused toward the northern part of this area. 

Under either southern growth alternative, the Draft Plan will require new residential 
neighborhoods to be designed through specific plans for large areas, with associated 'growth 
management tools, and will require a mix of single family and multi-family housing and 
supporting neighborhood commercial, parks (community and neighborhood), schools, and 
institutional uses. 

Woodland Draft General Plan EIR NOP 



The Draft General Plan will also examine two alternatives for the area between Road 102· and 
the wastewater treatment plant. The primary alternative for this area would be nonresidential 
uses, but residential uses of this area will also be considered if feasible. . 

Industrial development will be accommodated on vacant industrial land within the city and on 
·an additional 395 acres outside the existing city limits on the northeast (i.e., the remaining . 
Spreckels property). 

The area north of Kentucky is designated for residential uses in the current General Plan, but 
is being considered for redesignation because of new information that" this area would be 
subject to flooding from Cache Creek. Land north of Kentucky Avenue between the Southern 
Pacific Railroad Main Line and Road 98B would be designated for industrial and commercial 
service uses with an emphasis on agricultural research or biotechnology uses. The remainder 
of land between County Road 98 and 98B will be designated for rural residential development. 

The Draft General Plan will provide for additional commercial development along East Street 
and expansion of the County Fair Mall. The Draft Plan will also promote development of a 
golf course on non-prime agricultural lands . 

The Draft General Plan will designate the area between Road 103 and the eastern boundary of 
the City-owned lands (900-acre Contadina spray fields from the railroad trackslRoute 16 south 
to Willow Slough) as Urban Reserve, with the intent that this area would not begin to develop 
for 15 to 20 years. 

The Draft General Plan will also explore methods of developing a permanent urban limit line. 

Possible Impacts 

The Draft EIR is to be prepared on the Draft General Plan to assess the cumulative impacts of 
growth and public facility and. service requirements to serve projected growth. Pursuant to 
Section 15060 (c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City determined that an EIR was 
required for the Draft General Plan and therefore it was not necessary to prepare an initial 
study or checklist for this project. 

Development that would be accommodated under the Draft General Plan may result in adverse 
environmental impacts. The General Plan's policies and implementation programs are 
intended to substantially reduce the plan's impacts. The Draft EIR will assess the following 
possible effects of the Draft General Plan: . 

Land Use, Housing, and Popullltion! Assessment of the . impacts of proposed land use 
changes on land use, housing. and population and analysis of consistency with local, regional, 
and federal land use plans and policies. 
Transportation: Assessment of impacts on transportation, including traffic, transit services 
and facilities, rail services and facilities, and airport facilities and services. Possible impacts 
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of the General Plan include generation of substantial additional vehicle trips which may have a 
substantial impact on existing transportation systems, including Interstate 5 and State Routes 
16 and 1.13. 

Public Facilities and Services: Assessment of impacts of development under the plan on 
public facilities and services, including the following: water supply and delivery system, 
waStewater collection and disposal, drainage system, general government, law enforcement, 
fire protection, schools, parks, and public utilities. 

Natural Environment, Agriculture, and Safety: Assessment of impacts on the natural 
environment, agriculture, and safety concerns, including the following: water resources, 

! agricultural land, wildlife habitat areas, special-status species, air quality, and safety issues, 
including seismic and geologic conditions, wildland and urban tire potential, and tloodiilg. 
Likely impacts of the General Plan include the conversion of agricultural land to 
urban/suburban development. This conversion is assumed to be irreversible and will therefore 
result in the permanent loss in agricultural and open space resources. It is also anticipated that 
development under the· Draft General .Plan will result in air pollutant emissions including 
ozone, particulate matter (PMI0), and possibly carbOn monoxide, which could lead to a 
deterioration in ambient air quality. 

Noise: Identification and evaluation of future noise levels resulting from traffic, rail 
operations, and aircraft. Potential impacts of the General Plan include increased noise levels 
on existing roadways that may result in increased noise exposure for existing noise-sensitive 
uses. 

Mandatory CEQA Sections: Discussion of mandatory CEQA sections, including analysis of 
alternatives, significant irreversible effects, growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts . 

WoodJond Draft General Plan EIR NOP 
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City Limits, Urban Limit Line, and Planning Area 
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NOTICE'()F PREPARATION 
MAIUNG UST 

~Mr. Steve Jenldn~ 
volo County Community Development 

\ :92 West Beamer St 
l .>'lfoodland CA 96695 

t. :alifomia State Department 
Of Fish and Game 
·701 Nimbus Road 

\ ancho Cordova; CA 95670 
t . 

( .iba Community College 
41605 Gibson Road 
II· )Odland CA 95776 

~, 

volo County Administrative Officer 
; ,25 Court Street 
~ Joodland CA 95695 

"'1ff Loux 
ity of Davis 

~-d Russell Blvd 
Davis CA 95616 , 

.. 

Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento CA 95814 

Mrs. 8izabeth Kemper 
LAFCO 
292 West Beamer St 
Wood1and CA 95695 

CAL TRANS 
District THREE 
P. O. Box 911 
Marysville CA 95901 

Woodland Joint Unified 
School District 
Joan Butt 
526 MarshaU Avenue 
Woodland CA 95695 

Yolo County Sheriff Department 
41797 Gibson Road 
Woodland CA 95776 

Mr. Steve Patek 
City of West Sacramento 
1951 South River Road 
West Sacramento CA 95691 

Armv Corp of Engineers 
Sacramento District Office 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento CA 95814-2922 

P G &. E Properties 
Bert Bangsberg 
4615 CoweD Blvd 
Davis CA 95616 

Elizabeth Zemmels 
Yolo Co Supt of Schools 
1240 Harter Ave 
Woodland CA 95776 

Yolo County Farm Bureau 
POBox /6Sb 
Woodland CA 95776 

-David Jones 
Legal Services 
619 North Street 
Woodland CA 95695 

COPIES OF THE ATIACHED LEGAL NOTICE WAS MAILED TO ALL 
PERSONS ON TIllS LIST ON 5112/95 BY: JOANNE YOUNG 
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF 
DRAFT EIR/seOPING SESSION 

FOR CITY OF WOODLAND GENERAL PLAN 

A Draft Environmental. Impact Report (EIR) will be prepared 'for a 
comprehensive update of the City of Woodland General Plan. If you have 
any comments as to the content of the Draft EIR, you are invited to submit 
them in writing to the City of Woodland-Community Development, 300 First 
Street, Woodland, California by June 15, 19~5. 

The Community Development Department is holding a Scoping Session on 
the Draft EIR for the comprehensive update of the General Plan on May 30, 
1995 at 1 :30 P.M. in the City Council Chambers, City HaU, 300 First Street, 
Woodland, California. The public is invited to attend the meeting and 
Indicate environmental items that should be addressed in the Draft EIR. For 
more information on the Notice of Preparation and the EIR you can contact 
Howard Nies, Senior Planner, in the Community Development De'partment at 
661-5820. 

Janet M. Ruggiero 
Community Development Director 
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JUN-16-95 FRI 14:35 CITY OF WOODLAND P.01 

1. 

2. 

YOLO COUNTY DEPARTl\fENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
ENVIRON~1ENTAJ.J IIEALTH SERVI 

10 Cottonwood ~ rn~ 
Woodland, CA 95695 

(916) 666~864,6 · . ~ I 6·1900 

Ti tIe: Notice of 

T)pe: Notice of Prep - EIR 

Location: City of Woodland 

AppHcant:City of Woodland APN: _n....;.l..'-a_--,-__ 

Date Received by E.H.: --=J~un::.::e::....:::SJ~1:..:.9.:.:9S: ______________ _ 

Em"ironmeutal He31th. bas'evaluatcd./rc'\'iewed,the abo\'e:referenced 'project proposal and · . 
would like to commeot as f6Uows: 

volkl Property - While within the Urban Limit Line, this property seems to be left 
out of the discussion. The staff report discusses Kentucky Ave. between SP &. 
9Sa but not the Volkl property e:>:cept stating the area north of Kentucky is subject 
to flooding. The future of Volkl property,. especially. the borrow pit area, should 
be discussed further. 

will sewer and water services be provided to Yuba College, Monroe Center and Yolo 
County Animal Services? 

3. The plan states that the area around the wasta-v"ater treat:mant plan is to be 
non-residential but residential "lOUld be considered if feasible. Gas chlorine 
treai:rnent practices at the sewcrtre:atmentplant can. pose .a hazard. to any . 
adjacentlXlpulation • . '.Phis issue . should be .addressed for , any, proposed. use involving 
human occup-:mcyaround t.'t£e . sewer ·trca.tmont ·plant • ...... 

Post·lt" Fay. NOle 7671 

Phono ~ Pnono 4/ 
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" 
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JUN-16-95 FRI 14:41 CITY OF WOODLAND P.01 

,-,t.'. : I. 

post-lte Fax Note 7671 

Environmental Health Recommends! Phono Ir 

Approval of Project. o 

~; 4l~ ~ Approval with Condition: ' . 
y ... !1-

EIR o ND 

No Recommendation until the following additional information is availabJe for 
evaluation: 

0 ' Others: 

;0 This project requires DO further review or e~a.luation by Enyironmental Healtb. 

Our, office , 0 bas f&l. has. Dot: prevjouslyreviewed an · appli~tion . on :any portion:of. :. 
this project. 

PROJECT EVALUATED BY: Fa'll w. Fitzmaurice Date: June 16« 1995 
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8:21 CXTY OF WOODLAND 

R£PLYTO 
ATTCNflOH OF 

Planning Division 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMV ENGINEER. DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO 

CaRP$ OF ENGINEERS 
1325 J STREET 

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814-2922 

lune 7, 1995 

Ms. Janet M. Ruggiero 
Community Development Dir~tor 
Community:Devclopment Department . 
City of Woodland 
300 First Street . 
Woodland,. C31ifomia 95695 :. 

Dear Ms. Ruggiero: 

We have reviewed the notice of preparation of a draft environmental 
impact report to update the City of Woodland General Plan, as requested in 
your May 12, '1995, letter: 

The proposed plan will not affect existing Cotps p~ojects or studies. 
However, any wetlands or other "waters of the United States" should be 
identified, and development affecting these areas should be avoided to the 
maximum extent practicable. Development involving fill in waters of the 
United States may .require a:Departmentof,the: Army:permit:cunder . ' , 
Section 404. of.the .Clean Water Act. ' :Please~ contactour.RegulatoryBranch ; 
at (916) 5S7~S2S2for additional information ',on;permit' requirements; ' , 

If we can be of further :assistan~, please contact us. 

Sincerely, 

\)~~.~ 
~.JU"Wa1ter Yep 
\ -Chief, Planning Division 

P.133 



,;IUN-14-95 'WED 16: 1033 C:r TY OF l-JOO'DLAND P -. 121"2 

.1!E.afjue of ~omen 'V~.te'ti 
<W oodtand, eo.il f o'tnlo. 956/&ll!-.r£ /i'd--

\, 
"\ 

. l!l!JI h . -0/Jt; . , 
, l21 WestS1reet / i Jt.fN / ~, 
Woodland: CA 95695 . L 4 1.Ot-. 
June , 3, 1995 '. .,. '" -.......... -v::iS ! : -" -I,.. Cl i), .... .. 

", .'Vil Y (lJ. ,: .. .. _ 
. .... fln'l r'i /."" .J . to" :;:.( 1;/. :.;-' 

City of Woodland.,Community· Development. r'
j ':'"'':~~''''' 

300 First Street " ~.:' .-
" Woodland, California '. 

.f':'·'- •••• 

The League of Wotnen :' Voters ~, of; W'oodland-' bas developed a local program which 
, includes positions on both industrial Land Use and Water. These questions are 
based on these two positions, The League ($quests that these questions be 
discussed in the EIR for the Woodland General Plan Update. 

1.. Will there be mechanisms included in the EIA to encourage ·'clean. stable. non
polluting 'industries who have modest water needs" to locate In Woodland? 

2, Will the balance among "industrial development. hOU$il"lg development al"ld City 
service capabHlity" be maintained? and if so. how? 

·3. The Woodland League , considers the availability oLhollsit)9 and city services, 
and the issue; of environmental ;;prot~ction ' extreme!Y :lmportant 'when : attracting 
new industry to ·Wood~and.:, How will ,these .is$U~$ : be ,' addressed in. the · EI A? 

4, ihe League is concerned that the quality and quantity of the drinkll'lg water be 
~ddres$ed in the EIR How do~s the city plan to provide water for a population 
of 64,700 in the year 2015? 

5. Will there be water., meters :, installed : Of) . new development? in established 
n~? . 

6, . Will additional conservations measures be used? What ml9ht they be? Will 
there be plumbing fOr gray water? 

7. Witl the wastewater plan to be adopte.d later ,this year (1995) be suffiCient tor a 
population of 64,700? ' 

8. Does the city propOse 10 Llse .'surface' .water for drinking?: If . so. 'discuss "the 
treatment plant including site and cost: What !wlll be the cost for the home
owners bill? 

9. tf seven wells in Woodland continue to need chtorinatiolt will further ~f1orts be 
made to 'find the source of the contamination? 

, 
.' 

" , 
" 
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'. 10~ . . QOes ·'Woodlao<kplan,·tobe·activefydnvolved,in preserviflg:the :integity . of the 
aquifer in Cache' Creek?<,", .. ' ~ '. " . . ' 

:., : 

. 
,. 

... . 

, " 

11. ' Will the EIR discuss the potential contaminatjon : to " the" aquifer ,of.' th~. wet\ pit.m1ng .. - -
along Cache Creek? 

, Thank you ·for theqpportuf'uty to:S1.tbmil'~th~se: questions, .. ':' 

. . ' 'tt(a;'tuA.' , ;fq,*{c..., .. '. ~?::I~/Y?M 
. Marie E. Bryan. Pres(q0t , lois. V. Unford. , Natura~;S~~$ Chair 

:-0 •• 
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JUN-19-95 MON 8:17 btTY d~ WOOnLAN~ 

1947 Galihw C()urt. ~uih: IIXI • lIavj.~, ClIli(orlllii ~h~j IIi -. . - . -- - -

, 'June 14, 1995 

J~ct Ruggiero 
Com/nunity DovelopOlc)Dt Director 

," Ciry of Woodland 
. Communit)' Dovalopmont Doput!1\ont " , , 
,300 First Street 
WoodlMd, CA9S69S 

, DouJM~t: 

.- .. ~ .... 

The Notleo of Prepo.rtl.tion for cb~ City of Wood1:Uld Oen~rA1 Plnn DrAft EIR (DEIR) statos that th¢ DEIR propo~o~ to 
asSGSS pos9ible adVOt~ impacts of proposod IAtld USO, on the trM.$portt\ti\)n sY3tQm including traffic and trMSil 
~rvieC)$ and facilitlc)s, and alr qUltlily. 

In lccordnnce with Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA OuideliM!I, th<' Di:;lrict recommonds that th~ DEIR 
altornAtivos analysis consjd~r tronsit-pcdeta:riu.n-bicycle oriented land Uge and tiM.spolta~ion pllll.¢ms IO\a9i1ist in tho 
Attninmcnt of the trM.'IpOnation and nir quality objC)OtiVob5 of thl) OOl\~,ral Plan, Consid'>fatioft ~hould bo plaoed on 
tho uso of the "livable comoo\lrlitios" eOllCopt of dovolopmont with Clmrh~13is on A mix of tosidontil\l, commorciAI and 
roer~(iotl.l\l U80S, aU ofwhieb are loolttod within ¢1I~i wnlkinc ,di~tMcoS of /!IMh othor. includil'l£ community 
"cenrcrsH and oth~r pubUc plAces tor civic and¢\lltural u~s, Tho concept includos streets. sidowo.lks and pllth5 Ih9.t 
are intog(uto'dwith the transit system Md provido CullY connect6d ·wRlko.ble" routos of RcceS5 throughout th~ 
commuOlty. Specific oloment9 ro bo considered-in the Ml\lysi$ .should. include, but:noH\ec~9!1{\fily lim.itod to the usc ' 
of mixed ,useMdtransit otlc.o.tod,dovcloptnont :(FODS);'.o.ofgbborhood eelltors, '",Ii vahle ft ;st(oots Md ·· ~rIn6I\hlo· , , 
stroot netwo(ks, ~ integrtlt,oll 'of public open ,space:andgroonbolt9,"And ,potontial;use oftrllffic calming techniques, and : ' .. 
traffic citclos Md 'roul:\dtl1x)utsas alt¢('Mtivcs,ro convonlionaLsigMtcdintersecriou,' 

The District b¢lioV09 that the abovo Altobrnlltivo dcvelop"1GUt pnttolftS hAve ~jgt\ifionnt 10118 i.eI'm trnMpor1lltion, air 
quality, and saf6ty bonefits, and should be givon considobfCltiollllS M alt~NU.ltivo in the DEIR to convobntioMI suburban 

,., developmont ptUtern9 nnd associnttld impact9, 

, Thank you for the oppomlnity to revj~w~ ll.o.d .con\monton ,the.Notico of. Propnr<ltion '(Qr tho Woodll1.nd Gon~((\1 Vlun 
.Draft BLR. 

If you havo MY qU~!ltiQns I may ho roached at 757-3653; 

Sincurilly, 

,,()~ a;i;;;7 
J~tone , 
AssociAte Air Quality PlnnMr 

Post-it" Fax Notef. " '1': 7671. D" t/l~-lq .. 1 $J~a~~ .. ,; I 
To '0; ".J~d ~ from '!I (A.J~&.. ~ 
C\l/Uf:pl.~"; eu 

(11\\1111,; I, Ph\lllu ~ ~ ~/~ 582-0 
FilxlI .ft'3/) 

f ;l~ ~ 
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JUN-20-95 TUE 8:41 CITY OF WOO-DLAt-.fD · 

Post·it~ Fax Note 7671 
5TA1£ OF CAlIFORNIA-YHE RESOURces AGENCY to G!Jwrnor 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
REGION ~ 
1701 NIMBUS 1I0AO, SUITE A 
RANCHO CQAOOVA, CA 95670 

f'hono. 

FnlCM Faxil ~;" ~ ' 
"" . , "" . . 

(916) 355-1020 • 

, I 
" ... 

Ms. Heidi Tscudin 
·City of Woodland 
'300 First street 

June 15, 1995 . 

Woodland, Calif6rnia 9~695 . 

Dear Ms. Tscudin:: 

The Departmeht . o~Pish · and~Game '(DFG) has reviewed the 
Notice of Preparation :for ,. a Draft t" Envirorunental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the comprehensive update of the CIty OF WOODLAND 

. 'GENERAL PLAN, SCH# 95053061-

This project consists of development and adoption of a new 
General Plan for the city of Wo,odland, which will accomplish the 
'following': update and provide internally consistent general plan 
goals, policies, and implementation measures; provide a 
comprehensive environmental assessment of impacts associated with 
qrowth and define appropriate mitigation measures to reduce or 
eliminate ·significant effects; and provide an analysis of 
infrastrUcture and service level requirements. This Woodland 
General Plan will provide for a larger urban growth boundary to 
accommodate population and. em.ployment. growth .through the · year 
2015 • . The Planning Area for :thisupdat·ed·· .. Draft ,General Plan. 
includes approximately .. 12·, SOO,"acres, including: all territory 
within. Wo·odland'.s existing, urban .'limit line-plus· aney.panded area 
to the northeast, east, and south that is currently 
unincorporated County. Most of the unincorporated part of the 
area is currently vacant land or in agricultural use, but this 
area also inCludes the Yuba College site, regional park site, the 
City's existing wastewater treatment plant site, and the City's 
wastewater spray fields. 

The DFG recommends that the Draft EIR address and mitigate 
the following concerns: 

1. Impacts on habitat for the Swainson's hawk 
(Buteo swainsoni), a state-listed threatened species. 

2. Impacts on sensitive ' and .state-and F.ederallY' listed, pla.nt 
species including but. not . .limited·-to .the,."following: .:. • 

'::.. -

-'. 

,
', ' 

Ferr,is': bird" s'-beak .(Cordylanthus ." palmtittis) .. ; ,.Alkalimilk" :.; 
vetCh (-Astragalus t~ner var. ' tener)r Ferris's milk-vetch : 
(Astragalus tener var. ferrisiae); Heckard's pepper
grass(Lepidium latipes var. heckardii); and Brittle 
scale(AtrinJ~ depressa). . 
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3. Impacts upon wetlands , :includi'ng vernal pools .< ' All ,' , . 
streams , and wetlands · should·, be ,·identifiedand<protecte~~ ·. , ,' .. 
Intermittent ,streams and swales. should.: be protected \by ' a -,':. ' 
50-foot nonbuilding setback' buffer established on each: 
side of the stream. Permanent streams should be protected 
by a minimum non-structure , setback . buf,fer of 100 feet on 
each. side of the waterway. , 

" .. 4. Impacts on the Valley ·Elderberry Longhorn, 
beetl~ (Desmocerus" californicus . dlmorphus) ,., ." , . 

5. " This ,project's 'growth inducing and cumulative impacts upon 
the ~rea's fish and wildlife values. 

The City of Woodland is currently participatinq in the 
preparation of a county .... wide Habitat Managernent Plan (HMP) which 
will address many of these concerns when completed. The ' HMP 
would be the preferred method of mitigating for impacts to the 
State-and Federally listed species and we appreciate Woodland's 
efforts on the plan. 

In order to oomply with Public Resources Code Section 
21081.6, a detailed monitoring program must be developed 'for all 
required mitigation conditions. The ntonitoring program should 
include the , following'::, 

" ' 

1., spe'c-if.ic cr,iteria: to- measure the effectiveness of : 
mitigation .. 

2. Annual monitoring for a minimum of five years. 

3. Annual monitoring reports (suhmittedto the lead agency 
and . the: OFG)' " each ; of which .include )corrective 
recommendations :that 'shall 'be implemented in 'order to 
ensure that mitiqati~n efforts are successful. 

The applicant should be advised that work consistinq of but 
not limited to diversion or obstruction of the natural flow or 
'changes in the channel, bed, or bank of any river, stream, or 
lake, will require notification to t he DFG as r equired by Fish 
and Game Code, Section. 1600 et seq.· The notification (with fee)" 
and subsequent , agre,ement, ', . mus t be ,·completed ., prior to ', initiatin'g: .',: " 
any such' work., .. Not i.fication ,to "the ' DFG ,should . be made ;a f ter:"' the ", 
project· is approved by the "lead, 'agency. : The ,:'a'greement: process :",', 
should not be used in .l i eu . of spe.cific ' mitigatIon ·measures to be 
incl~ded as conditions of project appr'oval by the lead agency. 

\
\ 

" 
" :., 
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P. 0~ : , 

Pursuant to . Publ ie .. Resources. Code :.,Sections ;, 21092< and ;' , ,, 
';':'21092. 2i:the. DFG·requests ., written'notification,:,of" proposed', ' :· ; .... 

';actions : and '· pending. decisions:;: reqardinq, this '.project· • .. ' ,Written'; 
':notification should be sent to this office • . . . 

If we c~n' be' of further as'sistance,.~please contact : . . . 
Mr. Roger Scoonover, Associate wildlife Bioloqist,· telephone 
(916) 666-3407, or .Ms. Cindy Chadwick, ' Environmental Services" 

.Supervisor, ~'Oepartment ;-of . Fish and ,.Garne, ;- Re9i(m ;~ 2 'i · 1701 , Ni1\\bus · . 
. Road, telephone" (916) . 355"'703·0-. 

Sincerely, 

_··~~ei)tiiif;.;~u 
I~ L. Ryan Broddrick 

Regi.onal Manaqer 

co: Mr. Roger Scoonover 
Department of Fish and Game 
Rancho cordova, California 

Ms. cindy Chadwick. 
Department. of Fish' :and Gallie'· 
Rancho ' Cordova "California : ", 

Ms. Julie Horenstein 
Department of Fish and Game 
Rancho Cordova, California 

,. 
" 

-", 

," 
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YOLO CO~'TY 
LOCAL .AGENCY.FORMATION COMMISSION 

292 WEST BEAMER STREET 
WOODLAl'I1>t CALIFORNIA !)S69S 

(916) ~(j-8048 

Post·lr' Fax Note · 7671 
Janet M. Ruggiero, Director 
Community Development Departme.nt 
City of Woodlaha . 

To 

300. First Street . 
Woodland, CA 95695 > 

Fox 1/ . 

~~~~~~~~~--------------~ 

Subject: 

Dear Janet: 

: . 
Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
update of the Woodland General Plan. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Notice of Preparation for the 
comprehensive update of the Woodland General Plan. The information provided on 
the Notice of Preparation indicates that the issues LAFCO will look for in the 
Environmental Impact Report will be addressed. 

Local Agency Formation. Commissions are charged with the responsibility of: 
preservation of agricultural land, orderlY.·.developmentan.d{the provision 'of. vrban 
services .. Be.fore annexation oLany:of,the Jandwithil1.the, proposed General Plan area . 

. could take place; lAFCO. would be< required to~: evaluatetheJour ' major concerns that ' 
apply to the General Plan Update. These concerns are: the loss· of prime agricultural 
land to development, the effect the proposed development will have on adjacent 
agriculturallands,- the orderly expansion of city boundaries, and the ability of the City; 
to provide urban services to the area. 

The: two alternatives proposed incorporate land that is not within the current City of 
Woodland Sphere of influence. The City's Sphere' of influence will be revised upon 
completion of the General Plan process. The Yolo County LAFCQ's Standards of 
Evaluation, Sphere of Influence Methodology and the Agricultural Conservation Policy, 
as well as factors set out in Government Code §56000, et. seq. will be used by the 
LAFCO Commission in their evaluation of the City of Woodland Sphere of Influence. 

During. the environmental . review . process/the City~ should review the:- AgriculturaL" -: "' 
Conservation Policy as it applies".to' the proposed:revision to :.the ,City',s·.,urban·Limit ,,,: ..... -
Line and planning area. This document contains the Commission's intent concerning : 
the preservation of prime agricultural land. Section 4B.2 of the policy presents a 
menu of choices for cities to partially mitigate for the loss of prime agricultural land. 
These measures may include, but are not limited to: the acquisition and dedication of 

~. 

' ,' -
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farmland, development rights, open space and conservation easements to permanently 
protect adjacent and other agriculturallar1ds within the county; participate in -other 
development ' programs (such as transfer or purchase .of development rights); 
payments tOJespoosible, recogniz.ed governmentand. non~profit organjzatio~s fo~:such _ , - ' '" 

::'purposes; the . establishment of 'open ':space, and similar buf.fers. to,shield"agricultural ;: , 
',. operations ·fr.om the effects -ot-development.'-. _ _ -- - . -

-' In addition, the environmental document should analyze the impacts of development _ 
-on city service$" including drainage and flooding ·si.tuations .... The .overall · financial , :;, 
'impact of these 'projects on the City's and~County' s ability to p(ov.ide services should .- -

"also be considered.- , 

'-,If you have any questions concerningthis"respohse;-, please call me. 

Sincerely, 

Charlotte NeVills 
Assistant Executive Officer 

LAFCO~ TRS\WOLDGP.EIR 

, 
.: 

:j ., 
., . 
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June .15, 1995 

Ms. ;JlInct M.Ruggicro . 
Community Development .Director·" 
City or Woodland'~ 
300 First Street . 
Woodland, california 95695 . 

ftc: Notke ot Prepnntion for the Cit)' or Woodland 
Druft General Plan DEIR 

Dear Ms. Ruggiero: 

Hand Delivered 

Our firm rcprc$ent~ the Comlway Conservancy Group, the owners of the 
Conaway Properly and Conaway Ranch, whkh properties are located generally 1<> Lhe 
east of Lho City of Woodland's waste waler trealment plant and the City's existing 
wastewater di$pc>saf site ("City.Propcrty"), .and. both north .. and south of Interstate.S, 
a.,> ' more cparticularly . .Shown.- on~the :~m~lp included '~wiih,:this ~.letter r(Exhibit.A).: .;As . 
previously:cxpresscd to lhe·.cily,:and. as.mme-Jully·sct,rorth~· hcrcin, our client believes .. . 
lhatdcvelopmcnt of the. Conaway.:Propcrty·' and:-the; City. Property'; ("City/Conaway ... . 
Properly") as dC$cribcd herein is a feasible and environmentally superior alternative 
to the proposed d<..'Vclopmcnt includcdin the Draft General Plan. We are concerned 
.at this early,stage in the pf()ce5.~ that the, Notice .of Preparation C'NOP") andilhe 
Draft Environmental ImpaccRepon (~DEJR") .for,;thc General Plan update docsnol 
include lhe'City/Conaway;.Pmpcrty :altcrnative and .falls to' fully explore and address 
the impacts associated therewith to foster the meaningful public participation and 
informed decision making required by the California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA") process. 

Based on :our . review. .of the NOP:,and appli~able~,CEQA' requirements,' we 
respectfully submit· that ~the ,omission-; of :lhe-.CHy/COnaW'<l.Y·· Property as a . project·-: .. 
alternative will render; the DEIRfor.lhecitY's GeneralPlari'aipdatclcgally in~dcquate,» 
and therefore believe that this alternative "must hciridudcd within the environmental'·
analysis for the General Plan Update. ·Furthermore. to ensure that all interested 
parties obtain adequate nolice of the City·s intent to study this alternative and the 

. .-
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cnvironIncntal impacts associated therewith, we;also request that: the NOP: be revised . 
and redistributed to all interested particsto include such additional· alternative. : 

Requirements of CijOA. 

"One of the , fundamental :goals of CEQ A; as set Corth ·in Section 21002 otthe 
Public' Resource.~·; C()de,·: ' is · that "public , agencies should ' not : approve·: projects as . 
proposed 'if there ,aro Ceasiblealternativcs or feasible mitigation measures available 
'which would substantially lessen the signilicant environmental effect of such projccts, 
and that the procedures required by [CEQA) are intended to assist public agencies in 
systcm'ltically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the 
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially 
lessen: such significant cn·ccts." Thi~ section of the Act has been intcrpreted by the 
CEQA guidelines and the courts (0 require the inclusion of a reasonable range of 
alternatives within an EIR. Such a range of alternatives is necessary to ensure that 
significant environmental damage is substantially lessened or avoided where feasible 
and to promote the public participation and informed decisIon m~king desired by 
CEQA 

In pariicular, ' CEQAGuic1cline',15126(d)rcquires, anEIRto : ~dcscribe ,'8 range 
of reasonahle alternatives 10 the project, ()f to the location ' of the 'project, which 
would feasibly attain most or (he basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen ', any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the " alternativcs.~ Similarly, the California Supreme Court in 
Laurel Height~ Improvement As);ocialion v. ~ Regent5. of the Univcrsit~ of California 
(1988) 47 CaI.3d 376, found an SIR to be defective duo to its cursory analysis of 
alternal'iv(.'S and directed the Regents to explore the potential to I()cate its proposed 
cxpansion of facilities at other sites, t.'Vcn though the University had then purchased 
the site for its proposed proje<::t. In thi~r regard, the Supreme Court emphasized: that 
"without meaningful, analysis . ,of, altcrmltivcs in the EIR, neither . the courts ,non the 
,public can fuUill , theic'propcrmlc.l)in' the CEQA~ proccss;", 

This need (ormeaningfuJ analysis of ahernalivchvas furthcr;expande&'in >Kines 
County F~rm Bureau v. City of HMford (5th Dist. 1990) 221 Cat. App. 3d 692 to 
require a "quantitative; comparative analysis" of the rdative environmental imp~cts an~ 
feasibility of project alternatives. In that case, the City had entered into a contract 

" " 

.' 
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with ,4 utility .to . use. coal for, its . cogeneration. power ~ plant .and included a ·limited" 
analysis of a "natural gas" ,alternative in:,thc. EIR • . The. court" held that tbe prior 
contract did not preclude the city's obligation under CEQA to include "substantial 
information" about · the altcrnative and found. that.. where information on the 
comparative merits of an alternative was "readily available". the city's failure ·to 
consider. such informatiun was an .abuse.'otdt<;crelion. under.. CEQA Guideline s~tion.: .. 
15151.'. :(Sce;als(>;San' Bernadino·Varley Audi1oon·Socicly v. County of San 'Bernadino ;'. 

, (4th Dist. 1984) t5SCaI.App. 3d .738, '"which held . that an EIR was defective where 
. it generally referred to other alternatives having similar environmental impacts-and 
Cailed to consider the potential environmental benefits or feasibility of a land trade 
that would have allowed tho project to be built on less sensitive land; and set alse San 
Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rc.~c.uc Center v. County of S(ani.~lam; (5th Dist. 1994) 27 
.Cal. : J\pp. 4th 713, which held ' that the project .proponent (in this case. the City) has 
the burden to provide an adequate discussion of alternatives and must explain in 
mcanin~ruldcLan1he basis for any condusion that there are no feasible alternatives 
to the project). 

Finally, the. nccdforoIull and adequate consideration and analysis. of all feasible "" 
alternatives is heightened. in ·this case whc~e: the .. City.~ is' consideringJ heupdate of its . 
General ' Plantharwil1serVe:. as .the ~basjs':for; aILfuture::devc1opment : dccL<;ions· for the '. '. 
next twenty years. In Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors ("Goleta II")· 
(1990) S2 Cal. 3d 553, a project .opponent claimed that additional site·specific 
alternatives for beachfront resorlsnoedcd to be considered. The Supreme Court 
rejected this :claim, butin:'makingJhis;;deci&ion, the .court .placed significant emphasis 
on .the .role that: the general : pl~n· . plays·jn .. ,developing .. and considering alternaJives. 
The Supreme Court" noted that "the [general plan] 'planning process necessarily 
cornpels cities and counties to consider ahernative land-use goals, policies and 
implementation measures" and further stated that the "identification and analysis of 
suitable alternative sites for the development of new hotels and resorts in the County's 
coastal zone was .predsclythe ~ task .of the (generaLplan]." . Given .Lhe importance'o'or 
the general . ptan: to . explore,: the . Cull .. : range:.:.o( :.altcrnativL,'s. for ' the City's' Culure ;. 
development, it · is imperative .aL this' early .' stage: in: thc ' N,OP_ process" to .· idcntiry.' and ~ : "., " 
analyze.feasible .altcrnativ,"'S·.' for the: ruturc~ growlh 'ornie City which may result in a. 
rcductionor elimination of signific~lnt environmental impacts. 

" 
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We ,are also. conccrncd.,that :thc cumulative impacts that would be ,associated", ' 
w~th ultimate development of the ' City/Conaway ·Property. in" conjunction 'with,the .· . 
alternatives presented in the NOP. must be considered and cannot be put on. hold 
by slaling ' that the . property will be placed.Jn an , U rhan Reserve category. .cor lal~f " 
dcvelo·pment. The time Ccamefor the General Plan 'update is twenty years, so any 
reasonably. foreseeable development within thaUime period must be considered'inthe . 
EIR analysis::(see. San-Franciscan for Reasonable Growth v.,' City and County of-San,' ." 
,Franci!:co (1st;;, Dist. 1984) '151 Cat. App. 3d 61; which requires all reasonably 
.foreseeable developmcnt to be included in the cumulative impac.ts analysis rcquired 
by CEQA). We Dotc, in this re~pect, that the historical growth pattern of tbe City 
has been Crom west to east. Most recently, industrial growth easterly along Main 
Street and the recent development of the Gibson Ranch area evidence the pattern 
of growth dirccled toward the City/Qmaway Property. Furthermore. past actions of 
the City establishing a framework for joint studies being undertaken between the City 
and PG&E Properties with respect to the City/Conaway Property suggest that some 
development thereof is reasonably foreseeable within the 20-year time frame for the 
update. In order to prepare the neccs~ary cumulative impacts analysis, the impacts 
of development of theChy!Contlway Propcrty,·will , need to be analyzed and . the 
information derivedthcrefrom~ can;and _sh{)uld ,be used, to, determine ,lhe-feasibility of ', " , 
development of the City/Con away; Property,: as". an "environmcntally superior alternative ' "", 
(see ' Kings County, supra). 

Im.pacts of Proposed Growth Under Draft General Plan 

An "envimnmcntally;,'supcrior ~' a1ternativeH wouJdbo ono that lessens or 
eliminates adverse environmeotal ' impacts a5sociated with the proposed project or 
improves the environment in aspects not addressed by the project: Before considering 
the relative merits of dG'Ycloping the City/Conaway Property as a gcncral ptan 
allernativc, we would like to summarize the adverse environmental impacts and 
unaddressed .envimnmcntal issues. associatcd 'wilhJhe -proposed Draft General Plan. 

The environmental. impacts · .that appear ',to , be: woese,ned ,by :,the,: Draft General/ " 
Plan as described' in ' the. NOP include; contiiluc<t ,rdi~tncc.upon and potentiaL 
overdrafting of groundwater: conversion of prime agricultural land: and potential 
convcr~ion of endangered and/or threatened species habitat with no foreseeable 
habitat rept(lccmcnl. The environmental opportunities thi.ll do nOl appear to be 

-
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addressed by the proposed .project include: polential ·tloodingof..the,Oty's northeast 
. area and the-potentiaHo' dc..'Vclop surrace-water rights' in conjunction. with .Conaway,·:. .' . 
holdings to the benefit of the City and existing groundwater users. 

CitylCO'naway Propcrt,yAltemative 

:i]n its action t~kenc in:;Novcmbcr, ·1994" :eslabtishing· the ·"Framework; for . a Joint " : 
:-City/ConawayLand ·Use'.and Water Review," the City acknowledged that development 
. of the City/Conaway Property would encourage developmerit on poor soil and preserve 

. prime ag lands and that the Conaway Co nservan (.)' Oroup had the land ownership, 
water rights and desire to plan Cor the future in a manner sensitive to local needs. · 
Based on the enclosed draft land use pIM that has previously been sent to City staff 
as part of the joint study discu~sions (Exhibit B) and on the goals and policies to be 
reatize(i by the General Plan update, development of the City/Conaway Property 
would be an environmentally superior, feasible alternative for the following reasons: 

1. Conversion of PrimcAg Land. _ As shown on the enclosed 
Prirrie!Non-Prirne Ag Land :attachment.(Exhibits:;C-l nnd C~2), the ,amount of 
pri~c ag land that would .be _ impaclcdby .. the : planncdd.:.'Velopment of ~ the·· -
City/COnaway-.. Propcrty :. would , be:. ,apprmdmatdy .;75 ',:acres . . ·In contrast, '" thc , 
amount of prime ag land ' that · would be impacted by the extension of 
development as shown in the Draft General Plan would be approximately 1,050 
acres for Alternative #1 and approximately 750 acres for Alternative #2; One 
of the fundamental General ~Pl(ln 'polick'S .for the City.is the preservation of 

-primc:ag-.iand, "which; poticy.:would .he promoted .·bylhe City/Conaway Properly 
alternative .. On the contrary, the Draft Ceneral Plan significantly. impacts prime 
agricultural land. 

2. ~alcr Resources. The Conaway Cons9['y'ancy Group has access tq 
surface water rights that could bo ,deYelopcd',and .used .to support development 
of the City/COnaway .Property. · Enclo~ed ,hcr(.'With- (Exhibit' D)~ is .information · ~ 
relative to thc!ie:water ;res()urccs~ copies. or whjeh .wc,re, previou.~ly madc' available .,0:"

to the City, Pr{>per use of these surface watct "rights; would · allow the City. to.:" 
implement a conjunctive u~e plan which would mitigate the City's existing 
significant groundwater overdraft impact. However, development as proposed 
by the Draft Gcneral..Plan has the potential to exacerbate the existing impact 
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This fact alone. compels. examination' of :the City/Co1l3wayPropcrty' alter,native " ~: 

in the General Plan DEIR, given"the :magnitude:and:scriousncss of the possible' , 
impact on the one hand, and the unique opportunity' presented by the 
City/Conaway Property on. the .. other.' ,-. 

3. Hahitat Imptie~.. . Development in the Sacramento Valley often 
~entailS /de.~truc(ion:or.sen$itive 'env.ironmentalhabitatthat requircsmitigation for . 
. the doss of habitat ~'as ' a ~condition oC: obtaining ~'any~· neecssary state or federal 
approvals Cor such development and to satisfy CEQA requirements to lessen the 
project's impactS on the environment. The owner of the Conaway Property 
has suhstantial acreage 'at its disposal through its ownership of the balance of 
Conaway Ranch to provide superior habitat mitigation. 

4, Ownership. An additional element of environmental superiority is 
the ability of the project to implement the plan and mitigation measures that 
will be associ(ttcd with any approved project. Because the ConawayPropcrty 
is held by a single owner, the ability to effectively implement a master plan and 
realize the environmental benefits and/or mitigation, anticipated ,therefor will be 
greatly enhanced with respect to this. alternative;.'" 

Based on tho foregoing . factors. ·· we · believe that development ' of the 
City/Conaway Property holds considerable potential to be an environmentally superior 
alternative to thellncw growth" areas idcntilied in the Draft General Plan. With 
respect to its fea~ibility,"thc.i, (lood,r:isk i~o the 'City/Con:a\\o-ayPropcrty, the proximity of 
the City/Conaway.:, Properly 'to ;the', City'scxistj~g wastewater treatment plant, the 
quality of the soil$ for such development and the ability to ' r¢\ocate the existing 
Conladina disposal operations from City property have been raised as concerns in 
prior hearings to suggest that this alternative is not feasible. However, given Lhe 
environmental benefits associated \\lith this alternative and the legal requirements that 
the. rejection of any alternative ,as infeasible·,must. be e>:plaincd "in, meaningful detail," 
the appropriate ,placeJor; studying·-the :CeasibiUty; oLthis: alternativ~and _devc1opingthe ', "'., ' 
facts "that can" providethe :.llmcaningCul.detail": required bycthe.: courts ' is in the-EIR. . ~ _: 

Furthermore. wc:beJicvc that the current fa.cts·support thc'fctlsibility of this alternative ; " 
with respect to these issues, as follows: 

,', 

" 
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. 1. F1oodRisks. . Although . concerns h_ave been • raised· that· .the· , 
City/Conaway Propcrlyis in the. floodplain and. vulnerable to : the- flood risk '" " 
associated with a catastrophic failure of the southern Cache Creek levee, our 
client hasdclormincd through its engineering studics on this i.~ue that a feasible 

, ~jand relatively efficient solution exists for mitigating the flood risk associated with · 
. -this slight.chancc oHailure. As previously shared ,with Cittstaft' in March 1995 
/(Exh!blf~E)/()urclicnt's :·consultant, ·:·Noltc, · and, Associatcs, ' has ; concluded ., that ; . _. 
the:, use of:·traditional and. relatively minimal"L100d "control ' improvements will 
.provide protection f()r Conaway Property and City Property, including the City's 
existing wastewater treatment plant. A map of the proposed improvements and 
copies ot correspondence between Conaway Conservancy and City staff are 
enclosed for your convenience (Exhibits D and E). 

Also, because the Draft General Pl'm and the new growth areas dc.~ribcd 
therein do not prescnt any opportunity to reduce this flood risk to cxi~tini areas 
of the City, the solution that makes the City/Conaway Property alternative 
feasible will also provide an additional environmental bcncfit to other properties 

, in the City benefitted thereby; .further. supporting our claim ·that this . alternative 
is environmentally supcrior .' to .. the 'Draft 'Gencral;Plan. , , 

2. Proximity loTreatment Plan!. A recent memorandum from CH2M . 
Hill, dated April 41 1995 Cor Mike Horgan, highlighted concerns regarding the 
potential desirability of establishing certain buteer areas adjacent to the City's 
Wa.~l(..·watcr".Trcatment PlanLand<ponds.where .tanduscs would be limited to 
·those .considered:: more "oompatible with . plant "operations. As noted in the 
memo, the suggested ' buffers were drawn from Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District policies for their treatment plant. Because different operating 
and environmental characterislic:s .may .apply between . the two plants, we are 
unsure of the validity of applying another district's policies to the City'S 
treatment· plant and reserve our_comment thereon until further research,of-the 
applicable' issues ' can be. pcrrormed.Futthermo(e;;'a.~ , noted 'onthe map dealing ;' . '" 
with the · potentiaL flood contro1..conccrn;·~(sce ~hiblts B, .O ~ and ,E) . .. the .. :,. · 
proposed open space area-Jor·conveying :flood :wa'tersJrom.Cachc Creek: to: .the~· 

south of the City/Conaway Property and to the balance of Con3way ~ancb will 
also provide a significant buffer between the wastewater treatment plant and the 
proposed d<..'Vdopment of the City/Conaway Property, Cor the benefit ot both 
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residential and quality business park'u.~ers.;Also,,:the.land uses ror.the property,-
can be sensitively designed .to provide even greater buCferingbctwecn these uses, . " ". 
while locating uses deemed compatible with plant operations within the 

.applicable buffer area. The concerns raised in. the CH2M Hilbmcmo .. arc 
. ' <suitable Cor further considcf'dtionin Lhe EIR. wher¢ CH2M Hill's initial reliance 
. >00 Sacramento ·standard~ . and the additional studiesdcscribcdby CH2M Hillin' 
\their:mcmo 'can' bc~consideredandi the"appropriate .analysistcan be: performed.· 
Fot· these,reasons, dt would be,cpremature at this stage or the environmental 
analysis' for the City's General Plan to find that this alternative cannot fca.~ibly 
satisfy the City's future growth needs. 

3. Soils. Similarly, the soils for the City/Conaway Property are similar 
. to soils found lhroughout . the Sacramento Valley and upon which urban 
development has occurred. Furthermorc, our client h.lS previously provided City 
stafr with information from its soils engineer regarding the feasibility of 
developing -on th(..'Sc soils, a copy of which is enclosed herewith (Exhibit F). 
AccordinglYi whilc the constraints and requirements for developing on these 
soils can be further addressed in ·theEIR as part of ·the alternatives analysis, the_ 
fac~ do not su.pporUhc .dismjss~l of this. alternative. as. being infeasible. due to 
soils • 

.4. Omtadina Relocation. As previously disclosed with City staff, our 
client's engineering consultants (West Yost) havo determined that the entire 
disposal system can' be 'feasibly: relocated 'and wo··have ,previously opined that the 
state ~and federaL grunts . associated with tht~projcct allow for such relocation. 
Copies of such determination and opinion arc enclosed herewith as Exhibits 
G nnd H, respectively. Accordingly, while the mechanisni for relocating such 
f~lcility will need to be addressed in the plan for development for this properly, 
aU evidence on this matter supports a finding that such relocation is feasible and 
would not impair. the development of the City/Conaway Property. 

..... , .. 

The Cit y/Comtway.: Pro pcdy aUernative> is, nota new ideaj .the concept .has-been:" ,: '-. 
discussed and acknowledgcd<by the City:for 'yearS., In October, of. 1993, the Conaway 
Conservancy Group m~de a formal presentation to the City Council requesting that 
·this alternative be studied in the Gencral Plan. Other requests followed, but to no 

.' 




