


APPENDIX G

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. Army Corps 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
Commission

Charlotte Nevills

June 15, 1995

Hefner, Stark & Marois (representing Conaway
Conservancy Group)

Timothy D. Taron

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 DRAFT GENERAL PLAN EIR
NOTICE OF PREPARATION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The subject of the Draft Environmental Impact Report is a comprehensive update of the City of
Woodland General Plan. Following is information regarding the project background,
location,' characteristics of the 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 Element. 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1988 General Plan elements will be superseded with adoption of the revised General Plan.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 miles 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 Jamary 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:
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Update and provide internally consistent general plan goals, policies, and implementation
measures. A

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

Provide an analysis of infrastructure and service level 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 had 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 nclghborhoods and the maintenance and
enhancement of Downtown.

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

Figure 2).

Alternative 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. (See 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 designated 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.
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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 nonres1dentlal
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 (1 €., 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 mew 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 tracks/Route 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 Population: 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 113.

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 fire potential, and flooding.
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 (PM10), 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.
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NOTICE-OF PREPARATION
g MAILING LIST
£

l

H

*#Mr. Steve Jenkins

Volo County Community Development
‘92 West Beamer St

i.Voodland CA 95695

A

5‘ “alifornia State Department
of Fish and Game

*701 Nimbus Road
| ancho Cordova, CA 95670
.

'\ ba Community College
41605 Gibson Road
v“sodland CA 95776

L

Volo County Administrative Officer
» -25 Court Street
» Joodland CA 95695

-

“3ff Loux

ity of Davis
%3 Russell Bivd
Davis CA 95616

- o

' Office of Planning and Research

1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento CA 95814

Mrs. Elizabeth Kemper
LAFCO

292 West Beamer St
Woodland CA 95695

CAL TRANS

District THREE

P. 0. Box 911
Marysville CA 95901

Woodland Joint Unified
School District ‘
Joan Butt

526 Marshall 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

' Army Corp of Engineers

Sacramento District Office
1325 J Street
Sacramento CA 95814-2922

P G & E Properties
Bert Bangsberg
4615 Cowell Bivd
Davis CA 95616

Elizabeth Zemmels

Yolo Co Supt of Schools
1240 Harter Ave
Woodland CA 95776

Yolo County Farm Bureau
POBox /355
Woodland CA 95776

"David Jones

Legal Services
619 North Street
Woodland CA 95695

COPIES OF THE ATTACHED LEGAL NOTICE WAS MAILED TO ALL

PERSONS ON THIS LIST ON 5/12/95 BY: JOANNE YOUNG



NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF
DRAFT EIR/SCOPING 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. [f 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, 1995.

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 Hall, 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 Department at
661-5820.

Janet M. Ruggiero
Community Development Director

Pubbiohid. in m;);, Bowmwnst 57)5/95
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YOLO COUNYY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES
10 Cottonwood H @_E 1V E

Woodland, CA 95695 .
(916) 666-8646° JN | 619%

ROJECT EVALUATION

SR » 5%
SSSTEerae
ECT DESC

AN

LANAP R b

Title: Notice of Prep Draft EIR General Plan

Type: _Notice of Prep - EIR

Location: City of Woodland

Applicant: City of Woodland _APN: n/a

Date Received by E.H.: __June 5, 1995

Environmental Health bas:-¢valuated/reviewed the above referenced project proposal and-
would Like to comment as follows:

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 &.
98B but not the Volkl property except 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 sexrvices be provided to Yuba College, Monroe Centexr and Yolo
County Animal Services?

The plan states that the area around the wastewater treatment plan is to be
non-residential but residential would be considered if feasible. Gas chlorine
treatment practices at the sewer treatment plant can.pose.a hazard to any

adjacent population.. This issue. should be addressed: for. any. proposed. use ‘ involving
human® occupancy :around the. sewer treatment ‘plant.. ..

PostIt* Fax Not 7671 [0 ¢~/ G /
To g From

Co./Dopt. Co. ‘LU

Phono # Phong #

Faxv = 30 Fax &
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Post-it* Fax Not 7671 [Date G-/ .ﬁ;*ng’esb /
To : Fom /7 A
‘ l h R ds CosDont. Co, L
Environmental Health Recommends: ey o
: T FE30 = (P” 59//2/
B  Approval of Project. :

e Emmmmme Lo ——
var, ¢ [y Approval with Condition:

B ER 0

[0  No Recommendation until the following additional information is available for
evaluation:

[J  others:

O s project requires no further review or evaluation by Environmental Health,

Our.office . [1 bas B bhasnot previously reviewed an-application.on any portion:of
this project,

PROJECT EVALUATED BY: _Paul W. Fitzmaurice Date; __June 16, 1995
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1325 J STREET
REPLY TO ‘SACRAMENTQ, CALIFORNIA 95814-2922

ATTENTION OF June 7, 1995

Planning Division

Ms, Janet M. Ruggiero
Community Development Director
Community' Development Department

t JUIN 5
L

City of Woodland N c%{ UE' ey . \-
300 First Street: VELGILN] pi P
Woodland, California 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 Corps projects 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
maxitum extent practicable. Development involving fill in waters of the
United States may require a Department of the: Army ‘permit-under ..

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Please:contact our Regulatory: Branch

at (916) 557-5252 for additional information-on:perniit requirements..
If we can be of further assistance, please contact us.
Sincerely,

Walter Yep
Chief, Planning Division
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1121 West Street
Woodland, CA 85685
June 13. 1995

City of Woodland-Community Development,
300 First Street
Woodland. California -

The League of Women: Voters: of :Woodland: has developed a focal program which
includes positions on both industrial Land Use and Water. These questions are
based on these two positions. The League requests that these questions be
discussed in the EIR for the Woodland General Plan Update.,

1. Wil there be mechanisms included in the EIR to encourage “clean, stable. non-
polluting industries who have modest water needs" to locate in Woodland?

2. Will the balance among “industrial development, housing development and city
service capabiility" be maintained? and if so. how?

3. The Woodland League. considers the availability of -housing and city services,
and the issue: of environmental sprotection: extremely important ‘when: attracting
new industry to-Woodtand.: How will these issues.be addressed in.the EIR?

4.  The League is concerned that the quality and quantity of the drinking water be
addressed in the EIR  How does the city plan to provide water for a population
of 64,700 in the year 20157

5. Will there be water .meters:installed: on .new development? in established
areas?

6. Will additional conservations measurées be used? What might they be?  Will
there be plumbing for gray water?

7 Will the wastewater pian to be adopted later this: yeaf (1995} be sutticient tor a
population of 64.7007

8. Does the ¢ity propose 1o use surface water for drinkifg? If so. discuss the
reatment plant including site and cost:  What swill be the cost for the home-
owners bill?

9, It seven wells in Woodland continue to need chiorination. will further efforts be
made to find the source of the ¢contamination?



JURN—14-85 WED 14:04 CITY OF WOODLAND - . Blds LT

10, Does Woodland plan.to be- actwely involved in preserving the -integrity..of the
aquifer in Cache Creek?:~ .~ - -

11, Wil the EIR discuss the potential contamination to.the aquifer of the wet pit ming
along Cache Creek?

Thank you for the opportunity to: submit:these questions. -

M <. i ;&S;Mx“_, S % 7”% , M

Marie €, Bryan. Pre Lois. V. Linford. Natural Res8urces Chair
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“l_!')'d7 Galileo Court, Suite 103 « Davis. Califorma Y9616 (9146) 757 ‘u. 3 o (REH)) 3RT-3650 « Fax (916) 7523670

. :June 14, 1995

- Janot Ruggioro
Community Developmont Directar
* City of Woodliand
-Community Developmont Department . -
300 First Streot
Woodland, CA 95695

SUBJECT: - <Comments-on Notice:of Prépacation of-Dealt: EIR: for the City of Woodland General Plan.:
- Doar Ianet:

The Notico of Preparation for the City of Woedland General Plan Draft BIR (DEIR) states that tho DEIR proposes to
assess possible adverso impacts of proposed land use, on the transportation system including traffic and transit
sorvicos and facilitios, and alr quality.

In accordance with Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Quidelines, the District recommonds that the DEIR
altemativos analysis consider tmnsn-podestrmn-bncycle aricnted land use and traasportation puttoms tolagsist in tho
attainment of the transportation and air quality ohjoctives of the Goneral Plan.  Considoration should bo placed on
the uso of the "livable communitica" concopt of developmont with emphasis on a mix of residontial, commercial and
rocreqational uses, all of.which are locatod withia ¢asy walking -distances of each other. including community
“conters” and other public places for civic and cultural uses. Tho concept includes strects, sidowalks and paths that
are intogratod with the transit system and provide fully connceted "walkable® routos of access throughout the
commuaity. Specific cloments to bo considered in the analysis should include but:not: necessarily limited to the use -
of mixed use and-transit aticatod:doveloptont (TODs); noighborhood centors, “livable":stroots and “perineablo” - .
streot networks, integration-of public opén space and groon bolts, and potential:use of tralfic calming techaiques-and -
traffic circlos and roundabouts-as altecnatives-to convontional signaled:intorsectiony,= -

The District beliovos that the above alternative dovelopment pattorns have significant long torm transportation, air
quality, and safety bonefits, and should be givon considoration as an alternative in the DEIR to ¢onventional suburban
- development patterns and associntod impacts.

- Thank you for tho epportunity to roview.and.comment on.thé Notice of Proparation:for the Waodlund Genoral Plan
Draft EIR,

If you havo any questions 1 may bo roached at 757-3653.

Sincoroly,

O (Uit

Jigh Antone
Associate Ait Quality Plaanor

gl aingh eid\dukerop Postit* ‘. ax Nata: - - ¥ 7871 [Dato AL /‘7 ﬁ.Srn(lSOsb /

T ig“ma(m P !‘/0‘-*)0'\_:@:9:4
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- g Post-it* Fax Note 7671 (0% | -20 G Fages> 3
STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY To ;—f//,u/.) - = i Ehe il s L Gowernor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME GoDopl Co. R
REGION 2 Phon i
1701 NIMEUS ROAD, SUITE A i Y folol - 5820 &wgy
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670 o Faxd .
(916) 355-7020 T a— P
June 15, 1995 ;;??“‘4~3'”‘W f [%:
i !y
N ’ JUN l 9 I‘)(r') 'I
Ms, Heidi Tscudin . _ - i
City of Woodland . O '
300 First Street & "”l'vnz“'}i .
Woodland, California 95695 ““~ua”_

Dear Ms. Tscudin::

The Department.of Fish and.Game (DFG) has reviewed the
Notice of Preparation for:a Draft-Environmental 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 Woodland, which will accomplish the
following: Update and provide internally consistent general plan
goals, policies, and inmplementation measures; provide a
comprehensive environmental assessment of impacts associated with
growth and define appropriate mitigation measures to xreduce 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 employment growth .through the- year
2015. . The Planning Area for this updated 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. 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 Federally:listed: plant
species including but not limited to the . following::
Ferris’ bird‘’s-beak (Cordylanthus palmatus) ;. Alkali. m11k~
vetch (Astragalus tener var. tener); Ferrxis’s milk-vetch-
(Astragalus tenex var, ferrisiae); Heckard’s pepper-
grass (Lepidium latipes var. heckardii); and Brittle
scale(Atriplex depressa).
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Ms., Heidi Tscudin
Page Two

3. Impacts upon wetlands, including. vernal pools.. “All-
streams: and wetlands should . be.identified and protected. -
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 buffer of 100 feet on .
each side of the waterway.

4. Inpacts on the Valley Elderberry Longhorn: .
beetle (Desmocerus. californicus. dimorphus). .

5. ' This: progect's growth inducing and cumulatlve impacts upon
the area’s fish and wildlife values.

The City of Woodland is currently participating in the
preparation of a county-wide Habitat Management 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 oxrder to comply with Public Resources Code Section
21081.6, a detailed monitoring program must be developed for all
requlred mitigation conditions. The monitoring program should
include the following:-

1. Specific criteria to measure the effectiveness of "
mitigation.

2. Annual monitoring for a minimum of five years.

. 3. Annual monitoring reports (submitted to the lead agency -
and the: DFG), : each.of which .include:corrective
recommendations :that :shall be implemented in order to
ensure that mitigation efforts are successful.

The applicant should be advised that work consisting 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 the DFG as required by Fish
and Game Code Section 1600 et seq. The notification (with fee),
and subsequent agreement, must be.completed. prior to initiating -
any such work. Notification to the DFG should be made after-the
project is approved by the lead agency. . The.agreement . process: .:
should not be used in lieu. of spec¢ific mitigation measures to be -
included as conditions of project approval by the lead agency.
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Ms. Heidi Tscudin
“June 15, 1995
Page Three

Pursuant ‘to Public Resources Code:Sections 21092 :and -
7721092,2, -the. DFG- requests ‘written-notification:of. proposed

‘actions and pending- decisions regarding this: proyect. ertten
“notification should be sent to this office.

If we can be of further assistanée;;please*contdctﬁ»" 3
Mr. Roger Scoonover, Associate Wildlife Blologlst' telephone f
(916) 666-3407, or Ms. Cindy Chadwick," Environmental Services
Supervisor, “Department .of Fish and .Game, Region:2, 1701 Nxmbus
" Road, telephone (216) 355-7030.

Sincerely,

Cﬂm “t”“b M;;:),
'“'H7€%522§7/;p;/,A1¢4>7<;/ ''''

’#1 L. Ryan Broddrick
Regional Manager

cc: Mr. Roger Scoonover
Department of Fish and Game
Rancho Cordova, California

Ms. Cindy Chadwick.
Department..of Fish:and Game
Rancho:Coxdova, . California:’

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



JUN—-1&—9295 FRI 219 CITY OF WOODLAND

F.ai1
YOLO COUNTY
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
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Janet M. Ruggiero, Director To : From b
Community Development Department : [Cordont. Co. '
City of Woodland Prow T g e
300 First Street — #30 e bbf- & 320
Woodland, CA 95695 oAb ~7620 ™!
Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the

update of the Woodland General Plan.
Dear Janet:

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. development and:the provision -of urban

services. Before annexation of any-of.the land: within the. proposed General.Plan area.

could take place; LAFCO would be required to-evaluate the.four 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

agricultural lands, 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 Spher¢ 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 agricultural lands within the county; participate in other
development programs (such as transfer or purchase of development rights);
payments to responsible, recognized government and non-profit organizations forsuch-. -
purposes; the establishment of open:space and similar buffers to shield agricultural.. ..
-operations from the effects of development.. ‘

“In addition, the _ehviro_nmental_ document should analyze the impacts of development
on city services,. including drainage and flooding situations. . The overall: financial - «
‘impact of these projects on the City’s and-County’s ability to provide services should-
«also be considered...
“If you have any questions concerning:this.response,:please call me.
Sincerely,

Charlotte Nevilis
Assistant Executive Qfficer

LAFCOLTRS\WDLDGP.EIR
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Ms. Junct M. Ruggicro . Hand Delivered

UL B
et 200,

A

@

Communily Development Dircctor
City of Woodland. -

300 First Strect : ,
Woaodland, California 95695

Re: - Notice of Preparation for the City of Woodland
Draft General Plan DEIR

Dcar Ms. Ruggiero:

Our firm represents the Conaway Conservancy Group, the owncrs of the
Conaway Properly and Conaway Ranch, which propertics ate located gencrally to the
east of the City of Woodland's waste waler treatment plant and the City'’s existing

wastewater disposal site ("City Property”), and both north.and south of Iaterstate 5,
as- more _particularly. shown: on:the :map -included -with :this- letter, (Exhibit: A), :-As -
previously expressed ta the cily,: and as:more fully-sct. forth herein, our:client believes.
that - development: of the - Conaway- Property-and-the . City. Property-("City/Conaway

Property") as described hercin is a feasible and environmentally superior alternative
to the proposed development included in the Draft General Plan, We are concerned
at this carly stage in the process that the. Notice .of Preparation ("NOP") and ‘the
Draft Environmental Impact:Report ("DEIRY) for-the General Plan update docs not
include the City/Conaway. Property ‘alternative and fails to' fully explore and address
the impacts associated therewith to foster the meaningful public participation and
informed decision making required by the California Envitonmental Quality Act
("CEQA") process.

Based on our review. of- the NOP-.and applicable .CEQA ' requirements,we

respectfully submit- that - the . omission of - the:. City/Conaway - Properly as: a -project:
alternative will render the DEIR: for the city's General Plari:update-legally inadequate. .-

and therefore belicve that this alternative must be included within the environmental:-

analysis for the General Plan Update, “Furthermore, 10 ¢nsure that all interested
parties obtain adcquate notice of the City'’s intent to study this altcrnative and the

.
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environmental impacts: associated therewith, we-also request that:the NOP: be revised
and redistributed (0 all interested partics to include such additional alternative. .

Requirements of CEQA

:One of the fundamental ‘goals of CEQA; as set forth-int Section 21002 of the
Public- Resources - Code, is: ‘that’ "public ‘agencies: should - not: approve- projects as
proposed ‘if there .are feasible -alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available
which would substantially lessen the signilicant environmental effect of such projects,
and that the procedures required by [CEQA] are intended to assist public agencics in
systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially
lessen: such significant eflects.” This section of the Act has been interpreted by the
CEQA guidelines and the courls (0 requite the inclusion of a reasonable range of
alternatives within an EIR. Such a range of alternatives is nccessary to ensure that
significant cnvironmental damage is substantially lessened or avoided where feasible
and to promote the public participation and informed decision making desired by
CEQA.

In particular, CEQA ‘Guidcline: 15126(d) requires-an-EIR to "describe.a range
of reasonable altcrnatives 10 the project, or to the-location of the project, which
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and cvaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives.” Similarly, the California Supreme Court in
Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. ‘Regents of the University of California
(1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, found an EIR to be defective duc to its cursory analysis of
alternatives and directed the Regents to explore the potential to locate its proposed
expansion of facilitics at other sites, even though the University had then purchased
the site for its proposed project. In this regard, the Supreme Court emphasized: that
"without meaningful. analysis of  alternatives in the EIR, neither the courts nor: the
public can fulfill their proper-roles.in the CEQA ‘process.”. . .- .

This nced for:meaningful analysis of alicrnatives was further’expanded-in-Kings
County Farm Burcau v. City of Hanford (Sth Dist. 1990) 221 Cal. App. 3d 692 to
require a "quantitative, comparative analysis" of the relative cnvironmeatal impacts and
feasibility of project alternatives. In that case, the City had entered into a contract
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with .a utility to use. coal for its: cogencration power.plant .and included a-limited- -

analysis of a "natural gas" allernative in tho EIR. The court held that the prior - -

contract did not preclude the cily's obligation under CEQA 1o include "substantial
information" about  the altcrnative and found. that, where information on the ..
comparative mcrils of an alternative was "rcadily available”, the city's failure to
consider such information was an-abuse of discrction under. CEQA Guidcline soction. . .
15151, (See; also-San Bernadino-Valley Audubon Socicty v. County of San Bernadine -
.(4th Dist. 1984) 155 Cal. App. 3d-738,-which held that an EIR was dcfective where
_it generally referred to other alternatives having similar cavironmental impacts: and
failed to consider the potential eavironmental benefits or feasibility of a land trade
that would have allowed the project to be built on less sensitive land; and see also San
Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (Sth Dist. 1994) 27
Cal.-App. 4th 713, which held that the projeet proponent (in this case, the City) has
the burden to provide an adcquate discussion of alternatives and must explain in
meaningful detail the basis for any conclusion that there are no feasible alternatives
to the project).

* Finally, the nced for: [ull and adequate consideration and analysis. of all feasible ..
alternatives - is heightened.in-this case where: the City:is-considering: the update of its
Gencral-Plan: that: will serve as.the:basis for all future-devclopment decisions-for the -
next twenty years. In Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (“Golcta 11"
(1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, a project opponent claimed that additional site-specific
alternatives for beachfront resoris needed to be considered. The Supreme Court
rejected. this claim, but.in:making this.decision, the Court placed significant emphasis
. on the role that.the gencral:plan. plays.in . developing. and consideting alternatives.
The Supreme Court noted that "the [gencral plan) plasning process nccessarily
compels cilics and counties to consider alternative land-use goals, policics and
- implementation mcasurcs” 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 preciscly the task of the [gencral plan)" Given.the importance. of

the gencral. plan-to explore. the - full::range- of -alternatives - for - the City's™ future.. . .
development, itis imperative at this. early stage in the: NOP. process:to.identify and: - .

analyze feasible alternatives:for the: future: growth-of*the City which may result in a.-
reduction ot climination of significant eavironmental impacts.
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We are also concerncd . that the cumulalive impacts that would be -associated -
with ultimate development of the: City/Conaway Properly, in- conjunction with the-
alternatives presented in (he NOP, must be considered and cannot be put on:hold
by stating that the property will be placed.in an.Urban Reserve. category for. later.
dovclopment. The time frame for the General Plan update-is twenty years, so any
reasonably foresceable development within that time period must be considered-in the.
EIR analysis:(see San Franciscan for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San-
Francisco (1st:Dist. 1984) 151 Cal. App. 3d:61, which requires all rcasonably
forcsecable development 1o be included in the cumulative impacts analysis required
by CEQA). We note, in this respect, that the historical growth patiern of the City
has been from west 1o east.  Most recently, industrial growth casterly along Main
Strect and the recent development of the Gibson Ranch arca evidence the pattern
of growth dirccted toward the City/Conaway Property. Furthcrmore, 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 foresceable within the 20-year time frame for the
update. In order to prepare the necessary cumulative impacts analysis, the impacts
of development of the City/Conaway- Property. will:nced 10 be analyzed and . the
information derived ‘therefrom: can-and should .be used. to.determine the- feasibility of
development of the City/Conaway:Property: as: an-eavironmentaily superior alterpative
(see Kings County, supra).

Impacts of Proposed Growth Under Draflt General Plan

An "environmentally. ;superior - allernative” would -be one that lessens or
climinates adverse cnvironmeatal  impacts associated with the proposed project or
improves the environment in aspects not addressed by the project. Before considering
the relative merits of developing the City/Conaway Property as a general plan
alternative, we would like to summarize the adverse environmental impacts and
unaddressed .environmental issucs. associated with the proposed Draft General Plan.

The cnvironmental impacts that appear -to: be worsened by:the:Draft General:
Plan as described in the NOP include: continued. reliance ‘upon and potential
overdrafting of groundwater; conversion of prime agricultural land; and potential
conversion of endangered and/or threatened specics habitat with no foresceable
habitat replacement.  The environmeatal opportunitics that do not appear to be
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addressed by the proposed -project include: potential flooding of the.City's northeast:
-arca and the potential to-develop surface- water rights in- conjunction. with -Conaway. -
holdings to the benefit of the City and cxisting groundwater users.

“In its action taken-in:November; 1994, establishing the "Framework: for.a Joint, -
-City/Conaway Land Usc:and Water Review," the City acknowledged that development
~of the City/Conaway Property would encourage development on poor soil and preserve
-~ prime ag lands and that the Conaway Conservancy Group had the land ownership,
water rights and desire to plan for the future in a manner sepsitive to local needs.:
Based on the enclosed draft land use plan that has previously been sent to City stalf
as part of the joint study discussions (Exhibit B) and on the goals and policics to be
realized 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 Prime Ag lLand. As shown on the enclosed
Prime/Non-Prime: Ag Land-attachment (Exhibits :C-1 and C-2), the.amount of.
primc ag land . thal: would be impacted by the:planned development of the- -
City/Conaway: Property - would. be: approximatcly .75 actes. ~In contrast, the. -
amount of prme ag land thal- 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 -Plan policies - for the City is-the preservation of
“prime-ag land, which. policy-would be promoted by the City/Conaway Properly
alternative.. On the contrary, the Dralt General Plan significantly impacts prime
agricultural land.

2. Water Resources. The Conaway Conservancy Group has access to
surface water rights that could be.developed-and used to support developmoent
of the City/Conaway Property. - Enclosed herewith- (Exhibit. D) s information -
relative to these:water resources, copics of which were previously made-available ;-
to the City. Proper use.of these surface watci-rights: would allow the City. to:
implement a conjunctive use plan which would mitigate the City's existing
signilicant groundwater overdralt impact. However, development as proposed
by the Draft General Plan has the potential to exacerbate the existing impact.
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This fact alone. compels:cxamination-of the City/Conaway Propertyaltcrnative: -
in the General Plan DEIR, given the magnitude;and ‘scriousness of the possible - -
impact on the one hand, and the unique opportumty presented by the
City/Conaway Propcrty on. the other.

3, Habitat Impacts, Development. in the Sacramento Valley often
:entails destruction-of scnsitive -environmental-habitat that requircs mitigation for .
- -the:loss ‘of habitat-as a-condition of: obtaining -any-necessary state or federal
approvals for such development and to satisfy CEQA requirements to lessen the
project’s impacts on the environment. The owner of the Conaway Property
has substantial acrcage at its disposal through its ownership of the balance of
Conaway Ranch to provide superior habitat mitigation.

4. Ownership. An additional element of cnvironmental supcriority is
the ability of the project to implement the plan and mitigation mcasurcs that
will be associated with any approved project. Because the Conaway Property -
is held by a single owner, (he 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 the foregoing. factors,” we: belicve that development - of the
City/Conaway Property holds considerable potential to be an environmentally superior
alternative 1o the "new growth" areas identilied in the Draft General Plan, With
respect to its feasibility, .the:flood. risk o the ‘City/Conaway Property, the proximity of
the City/Conaway. Properly ‘to ithe- City's ‘existing wastewater treatment plant, the
quality of the soils for such devclopment and the ability to relocate the existing
Contadina disposal operations from City properly have been raised as concerns in
prior hcarings to suggest that this alternative is not feasible. However, given the
environmental benefits associated with this alternative and the legal requirements that
the. rejection of any alternative. as infeasible-must be explained "in meaning{ul detail,"

the appropriate:place for:studying the:feasibility:of (his-alternative and developing the: - -

facts that can provide the:"meaningful: detail” tequited by.the:courts is.in the EIR. -
Furthermore, we bclicve that the current faets support the feasibility of this alternative -
with respect to these issucs, as follows:
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‘1. Flood Risks, Although  concerns have: been -raiscd - that - the.
City/Conaway Property ‘is in the. flood. plain and_ vulncrable - to-the- flood risk -~ -
associated with a catastrophic failure of the southcrn Cache Creck levee, our
client has determined through its engineering studics on. this issue that a feasible

szand relatively efficient solution exists for mitigating the flood risk associated with:
. this slight chance of failure, As previously shared with City staff in March 1995
Z(Exhibit:E), our ‘clicnt's consultant,:Noltc. and Associates, has:concluded that - .
. ‘the-use- of “traditional and: relatively minimal flood-control improvements will

provide protection for Conaway Property and City Property, including the City's
existing wastewater trcatment plant. A map of the proposed improvements and
copics of correspondence between Conaway Conservancy and City staff are
enclosed for your convenience (Exhibits D and E).

Also, because the Draft General Plan and the new growth arcas deseribed
therein do not present any opportunity to reduce this flood risk to existing arcas
of the City, the solution that makes the City/Conaway Property alternative
feasible will also provide an additional environmental benefit to other propertics
in the City benefitted thereby, further supporting our ¢laim-that this altcrnative
is environmentally superiot to. the Draft: General ‘Plan. . .

2. Proximily to Treatment Plant. A recent memorandum from CH2M .
Hill, dated April 4, 1995 for Mike Horgan, highlighted concerns regarding the
potential desirability of establishing certain buffer areas adjacent to the City's

- Wastewater. Treatment Plant :and ponds, where land uscs would be limited to
-those. considered: more “compatible 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 characteristics may .apply botween 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 rescarch of-the
applicable issues can be.performed. - Furthetmore, as noted on the map dealing -
with the - potential flood control .concern:;(see. Exhibits B, ‘D .and E), .the...

proposed open space area for-conveying flood waters-from Cache Creck to:the: .
south of the City/Conaway Property and to the balance of Conaway Ranch will
also provide a significant buffer between the wastewater treatment plant and the
proposcd development of the City/Conaway Property, for the benefit of both
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residential and quality business park:users. :Also,-the land uscs for the property--
can be sensitively designed to provide even greater buffering between these uses,: - -

while locating uses deemed compatible with plant opcrations within the

“applicable buffer arca, The concerns raised in the: CH2M Hill.memo. aré.
-ssuitable for further consideration in the EIR, where CH2M Hill's initial reliance
- -on Sacramento standards and the additional studics described by CH2M Hill in -
“their‘memo:can- be:considered-and: the -appropriate analysis ‘can be; performed. :
‘For these .reasons, :it: would: be:premature at this stage of the environmental

analysis for the City’s General Plan to find that this aliernative cannot feasibly
satisfy the City's future growth noeds,

3. Soils. Similarly, the soils for the City/Conaway Property are similar

‘to soils found throughout the Sacramento Valley and upon which urban

development has occurred. Furthermore, our client has previously provided City
staff with information from its soils engincer regarding the feasibility of
developing on these soils, a copy of which is enclosed herewith (Exhibit F).
Accordingly, whilc the consiraints and requirements for devcloping on these
soils can be further addressed in the EIR as part of the alternatives analysis, the

facts do not support the dismissal of this.alternative as being. infcasible due to -

soils,

4. Contadina Relocation, As previously disclosed with City staff, our
client's cngincering consultants (West Yost) have determined that the entire
disposal system can:be {easibly relocated-and we have - previously opined that the

- state-and federal .grants associated with this project allow for such relocation.

Copies of such determination and opinion are cnclosed herewith as Exhibits
G and I, respectively.  Accordingly, while the mechanism for relocating such
facility will nced to be addressed in the plan for development for this property,
all evidence on this maticr supports a finding that such rclocation is feasible and
would not impait.the development of the City/Conaway. Property.

The City/Conaway. Properly alternativeis not -a now idea; the concept has-been -

discussed and acknowledged by the City:for years. - In October. of 1993, the Conaway:
Conscrvancy Group made a formal prescntation to the City Council requesting that
this alternative be studied in the General Plan.  Other requests followed, but to no





