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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains the public and agency comments
received during the public review period for the Mitchell Farms Subdivision (proposed
project) and the responses to each of those comments. Hard copies of this document also
include those pages from the Draft EIR where text changes have been made in response to
the comments; the full Draft EIR, including these text changes, is provided electronically on
CD and also at on the City of Citrus Heights’s (City’s) website at: http://www.citrusheights.net/
914/Mitchell-Farms-Subdivision.
The Draft EIR was circulated for public review from March 22, 2018, through May 7, 2018. A
public hearing was held at the City of Citrus Heights Planning Commission on April 25, 2018, to
receive comments on the Draft EIR. Those comments and all written comments on the Draft EIR
received by the City are addressed in this Final EIR.

1.1

CEQA REQUIREMENTS

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the lead agency (the City) must
prepare and certify a Final EIR prior to a proposed project being approved. The contents of
the Final EIR are specified in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, which states that the
Final EIR shall consist of the following:


The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft EIR



A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR





Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in summary
The lead agency’s responses to significant environmental points raised in the review and
consultation process
Any other information added by the lead agency

As lead agency, the City must provide each agency that commented on the Draft EIR with a
copy of the lead agency’s responses to those comments within a minimum of 10 days before
certifying the Final EIR. The Final EIR allows commenting agencies and the public an
opportunity to review revisions to the Draft EIR and the responses to comments. This EIR
serves to inform the City’s consideration of the proposed project by disclosing the
environmental consequences that would result if the proposed project or one of the alternatives is
approved and implemented.
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1.2

CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT

The comments and responses that make up the Final EIR, in combination with the Draft EIR
included in this document as amended by the text changes, constitute the EIR that will be considered
for certification by the City decision makers. As required by Section 15090(a)(1)–(3) of the CEQA
Guidelines, in certifying a Final EIR, a lead agency must make the following three determinations:
1. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;

2. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and the
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to
approving the project; and

3. The Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis (14
California Code of Regulations (CCR) 15090(a)(1–3).
As required by CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, no public agency shall approve or carry out a
project for which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant environmental
effects of the project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings (Findings of
Fact) for each of those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for
each finding, supported by substantial evidence in the record. The possible findings are as follows:
1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR (14 CCR 15091).
Additionally, pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093(b), when a lead agency
approves a project that would result in significant unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in
the Final EIR, the agency must state in writing the reasons for supporting the action. The
Statement of Overriding Considerations must be supported by substantial evidence in the
lead agency’s administrative record.
The Findings of Fact are included in a separate document that will be considered for adoption by
the City’s decision makers at the time of project approval.
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1.3

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ORGANIZATION

This Final EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA (California Public Resources Code,
Section 21000 et seq.). It includes the following content:






1.4

Introduction (Chapter 1) – Includes a brief procedural history and summary of CEQA
requirements, a summary of how the document is organized, a list of the agency and
public comments received on the Draft EIR (Table 1-1), and a summary of text changes
made to the Draft EIR (Table 1-2).

Circulation Modification (Chapter 2) – Outlines the changes made as a result of the
minor alteration to the project’s internal circulation that was proposed subsequent to
public review of the Draft EIR.
Responses to Comments (Chapter 3) – Provides responses to all comments received
on the Draft EIR. The responses clarify, correct, and/or amplify text in the Draft EIR,
as appropriate.
Text Changes to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Chapter 4) – Presents the
text changes made to the Draft EIR either in response to comments or at the initiative of
the City. These changes are shown in strikeout/underline format. The revisions to the
Draft EIR text do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. Hard copies of this
document include only those pages from the Draft EIR where text changes have been
made. The text changes have been incorporated in the full Draft EIR, included in CD
copies of this document and available at on the City of Citrus Heights’s website at:
http://www.citrusheights.net/914/Mitchell-Farms-Subdivision.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

A total of seven comment letters were received and each letter and response is included in Chapter
4, Text Changes to the Draft Environmental Impact Report, as listed in Table 1-1. In addition, the
comments received at the Planning Commission hearing are addressed as Comment Letter 8. Each
comment letter is numbered and presented with brackets indicating how the letter has been divided
into individual comments. Each comment is given a binomial with the number of the comment
letter appearing first, followed by the comment number. For example, comments from Letter 1 are
numbered 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, and so on. Immediately following the letters are the responses, each with
binomials that correspond to the bracketed comments.
The focus of the responses to comments is on the disposition of significant environmental
issues raised in the comments, as specified by Section 15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines.
Comments have been reviewed, analyzed, and evaluated, and substantive comments on the
Draft EIR are addressed in the given a response. When a comment is not directed to
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significant environmental issues and does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of
the environmental analysis, the response indicates that no further response is necessary.
Table 1-1
Index of Commenters on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
Comment
Letter
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

1.5

Date of Letter
05.08.2018
03.29.2018
05.07.2018
05.14.2018
05.06.2018
04.14.2018
05.03.2018
04.25.2018

Commenter
California Governors Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse
Sacramento County Department of Transportation
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
Sacramento Area Sewer District
Norm Hill
McDermott et al.
Jack Sales
City of Citrus Heights Planning Commission and individuals

SUMMARY OF DRAFT EIR TEXT CHANGES

Table 1-2 identifies all changes made to the Draft EIR. These text changes provide additional
clarification for the responses to comments received on the Draft EIR and describe revisions
to the proposed project made by the project applicant. The text changes do not change the
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR regarding the significance of the proposed project’s
environmental impacts. The pages from the Draft EIR on which text revisions were made are
included in this Final EIR (Chapter 4).
Table 1-2
Summary of Draft Environmental Impact Report Text Changes
Draft EIR Page No.
1-9
1-11 to 1-15
1-16 to 1-17
1-19
3-7
3-8
3-10
4.2-1
4.3-18
4.3-24
Mitchell Farms Subdivision Final Environmental Impact Report
June 2018

Text Revision Made
Add clarifying language to Mitigation Measure 4.3c.
Add clarifying language to Mitigation Measure 4.3f
Add modifications to Mitigation Measure 4.5a to include minor
internal circulation alterations
Revise Mitigation Measure 4.6a to omit requirement for noise
attenuation wall in southwest corner of project site
Add clarifying language to the Circulation System description
Identify the existing Sacramento Municipal Utility District
easement on site.
Provide correct appendix reference.
Change “Greenback Boulevard” to “Greenback Lane.”
Removal of extra period
Add clarifying language to Mitigation Measure 4.3c
10282
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Table 1-2
Summary of Draft Environmental Impact Report Text Changes
Draft EIR Page No.
4.3-25 to 4.3-30
4.4-11 through 4.4-13

4.4-13
4.5-1
4.5-15 and 4.5-16
4.5-19
4.5-19
4.5-19
4.5-20 and 4.5-21
4.5-21
4.5-22
4.5-23
4.5-25
4.5-26
4.5-27 and 4.5-28
4.6-18 and 4.6-20

Figure 4.6-2
*

Text Revision Made
Add clarifying language to Mitigation Measure 4.3f
Add discussion of potential health and visual effects
associated with blue light from LEDs and requirements of the
Mitchell Farms Special Planning Area development standards
regarding lighting
Add citation for reference material used in the discussion of
blue light from LEDs.
Add language describing minor post-DEIR internal circulation
alteration
Add language describing minor post-DEIR internal circulation
alteration
Update Table 4.5-8 to reflect minor alteration to the project’s
internal circulation
Identify Greenback Lane/Fair Oaks Boulevard intersection as
having a change in traffic levels of service, consistent with data
shown in Table 4.5-8.
Add language describing minor post-DEIR internal circulation
alteration
Add clarifying language to Mitigation Measure 4.5a
Add language describing minor post-DEIR internal circulation
alteration
Add reference to Appendix H
Add reference to recommendations that result from the minor
post-DEIR internal circulation alteration
Add clarifying language
Update Table 4.5-10 to include the minor post-DEIR internal
circulation alteration
Add modifications to Mitigation Measure 4.5a to include minor
internal circulation alterations
Remove text from impact analysis and from Mitigation
Measure 4.6a to omit the requirement for a noise attenuation
wall in the southwest corner of project site. Noise levels at this
location would remain at 58 dB which is within the City’s
Normally Acceptable noise level and thus does not require
mitigation
Remove line indicating requirement for a noise attenuation wall
in the southwest project corner (near Lot AR).

Page numbering shown on PDFs in Chapter 4, Text Changes to the Draft Environmental Impact Report.
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CHAPTER 2
CIRCULATION MODIFICATION
Following the end of the public review period for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
(March 22, 2018 to May 7, 2018), minor changes to the internal project site circulation were
proposed by the applicant. This section outlines the proposed changes as well as the revised
transportation analysis. Analysis revision in this section is based on the Focused
Transportation Evaluation for Updated Mitchell Farms Project Memorandum by Fehr & Peers
and included in Appendix H.

2.1

PROPOSED PROJECT MODIFICATION

2.2

PROJECT UPDATE TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

The applicant proposed to change the size and uses of the Street B bridge, which crosses over
the South Branch of Arcade Creek. Under the original project proposal, the bridge would allow
for vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian access. Under the modified project proposal, the bridge
would allow only bicycle and pedestrian access and would not support vehicle traffic. Primary
vehicular access to the project site for proposed Villages 1, 2, and 3 would come from Fair
Oaks Boulevard, with emergency access to Sunrise Boulevard via the unpaved road along the
northern property boundary. All vehicular access to Villages 4 and 5 would come from Arcadia
Drive.
Methods of Analysis

Fehr & Peers evaluated the effects of this proposed circulation modification on future traffic
operations in the project vicinity. The approach used for the preparation for the revised analysis
was the same as used for the analysis of the original project design and consistent with the City of
Citrus Heights Transportation Impact Study Guidelines (City of Citrus Heights 2013). This
included use of the SimTraffic and Synchro software programs, as described in Section 4.5.3 of the
Draft EIR.
Trip Generation
No changes in land use quantities are proposed within the project site. Therefore, the Daily, AM
peak hour, and PM peak hour vehicular trip generation values shown in EIR Table 4.5-6 would be
unchanged. From a trip generation perspective, approximately 55 percent of the site’s trips are
generated by the land uses on the south side of the creek, while 45 percent are generated by the
land uses on the north side.

Mitchell Farms Subdivision Final Environmental Impact Report
June 2018

10282
2-1

2 – CIRCULATION MODIFICATION

Trip Distribution/Assignment
The proposed modification to the project’s street system would alter the route choice for trips
to/from Villages 1, 2, and 3 of the site (i.e., located north of the creek) along Sunrise Boulevard
and Fair Oaks Boulevard. As a result, the overall relative usage of Sunrise Boulevard would
decrease slightly while use of Fair Oaks Boulevard would increase slightly due to project access
to the north villages being provided exclusively from Fair Oaks Boulevard. The proposed
modification to the project’s street system would also cause a minor shift in trips traveling to /
from Villages 4 and 5. Overall, the elimination of the Street B vehicular bridge would cause project
usage of Arcadia Drive to decrease.

Project vehicular trip assignment was performed using the same methodology described in the
Mitchell Farms EIR Final Transportation Impact Study. The updated AM and PM peak hour
turning volumes for project trips are shown in Exhibit 1A and Exhibit 1B of Appendix H.
Comparing these exhibits to Figure 8A and Figure 8B of the Mitchell Farms EIR Final
Transportation Impact Study (Appendix C) shows that the following intersections would
experience the largest net increases in project traffic due to the re-distribution and re-assignment:




Greenback Lane / Arcadia Drive (Intersection 3): 14 additional project trips during the AM
peak hour and 17 additional project trips during the PM peak hour
Greenback Lane / Fair Oaks Boulevard (Intersection 4): 18 additional project trips during
the AM peak hour and 21 additional project trips during the PM peak hour
Fair Oaks Boulevard / Street A (Intersection 12): 21 additional project trips during the AM
peak hour and 22 additional project trips during the PM peak hour

Because the Street B bridge would not be open to vehicular traffic, there would no longer be any
background cut-through traffic passing through the project site. These trips would instead continue
to use the eastbound left-turn and southbound right-turn movements at the Greenback Lane / Fair
Oaks Boulevard intersection.

Changes in the Project Impacts analyzed in Section 4.5: Transportation

Impact 4.5-1: Would the project adversely affect traffic operations through study area intersections
or result in a conflict with General Plan policies related to vehicle transportation and circulation?
The Level of Service and average delay for the Street A/Fair Oaks Boulevard intersection shown in
Table 4.5-7 was updated consistent with the results provided in Appendix H and text was added to this
impact discussion to summarize the findings provided in Appendix H. The proposed alterations to the
internal circulation would not substantially increase any of the project’s potential traffic impacts and
the proposed project would continue to result in a less than significant impact.
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Impact 4.5-2: Would the project adversely affect circulation during construction?
Consistent with the recommendations in Appendix H, Mitigation Measure 4.5a was altered to include
considerations for vehicle queuing and construction vehicle traffic on Fair Oaks Boulevard in the
Construction Management Traffic Plan. The proposed alterations to the internal circulation would not
substantially increase any of the project’s potential impacts during construction and the proposed
project would continue to result in a less than significant impact with implementation of Mitigation
Measure 4.5a.
Impact 4.5-3: Would the project result in inadequate emergency access during construction and/or
operation?
No analysis changes were required as a result of the circulation modification. Text was added to this
impact identifying the vehicular access points for each portion of the project site (north and south of
the creek). The proposed project, including with the proposed circulation modification, would result
in a less than significant impact.
Impact 4.5-4: Would the project result in inadequate project site access, on-site circulation, and
parking?
Text was added to summarize the recommendations for improvements to onsite circulation presented
in Appendix H. These improvements are not necessary to reduce or avoid any significant traffic
impacts. Including the proposed alterations to internal circulation, the proposed project would result
in a less than significant impact related to on-site circulation.
Impact 4.5-5: Would the project adversely affect bicycle facilities and travel?
The proposed circulation modification affects vehicle traffic but would not alter any of the proposed
bicycle facilities. The proposed modification would not increase any impacts to bicycle facilities and
travel; the impacts would remain less than significant.
Impact 4.5-6: Would the project adversely affect pedestrian facilities and travel?
The proposed circulation modification affects vehicle traffic but would not alter any of the proposed
pedestrian facilities. The proposed modification would not increase any impacts to pedestrian facilities
and travel; the impacts would remain less than significant.
Impact 4.5-7: Would the project adversely affect public transit services?
The proposed circulation modification affects on-site vehicle traffic but would not alter any of the
existing public transit services in the area. The proposed modification would not increase any impacts
to public transit; the impact would remain less than significant.
Mitchell Farms Subdivision Final Environmental Impact Report
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Impact 4.5-8: Would the project contribute to cumulative adverse effects to transportation and
circulation?
The Level of Service and average delay for the Street A/Fair Oaks Boulevard intersection shown in
Table 4.5-10 was updated consistent with the results provided in Appendix H and text was added to
this impact discussion to summarize the findings provided in Appendix H. The proposed alterations
to the internal circulation would not substantially increase any of the project’s potential traffic impacts
and the proposed project would continue to result in a less than significant impact.

2.3

REVISED MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation Measure 4.5a was updated to include mitigation for potential construction related impacts
on Fair Oaks Boulevard. Because construction traffic serving Villages 1, 2, and 3 would not be able to
use the Street B bridge, this construction traffic would instead turn left from eastbound Greenback
Lane and then turn left into Street A.
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CHAPTER 3
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
All of the Draft EIR comments received by the City are presented at the beginning of this
chapter, followed by individual responses to each comment.
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Comment Letter 2

Katherine Waugh
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Kempenaar, Casey <ckempenaar@citrusheights.net>
Thursday, March 29, 2018 11:03 AM
Katherine Waugh; McDuffee, Colleen
Fwd: Mitchell Farms Subdivision Draft Environmental Impact Report
image001.jpg

Begin forwarded message:
From: "Darrow. Matthew" <DarrowM@SacCounty.NET<mailto:DarrowM@SacCounty.NET>>
Date: March 29, 2018 at 9:31:59 AM PDT
To: "Steinert. Kurtis" <SteinertK@saccounty.net<mailto:SteinertK@saccounty.net>>
Cc: "Atwal. Kamal" <atwalk@SacCounty.NET<mailto:atwalk@SacCounty.NET>>, "Blank. Dean"
<blankd@SacCounty.NET<mailto:blankd@SacCounty.NET>>, "King. Jeff"
<kingjeff@saccounty.net<mailto:kingjeff@saccounty.net>>,
"ckempenaar@citrusheights.net<mailto:ckempenaar@citrusheights.net>"
<ckempenaar@citrusheights.net<mailto:ckempenaar@citrusheights.net>>
Subject: RE: Mitchell Farms Subdivision Draft Environmental Impact Report
Kurtis,
We reviewed the DEIR and have the following comments that relate to transportation:
1. Page 4.5-12. Why are you not using ITE Trip Generation to generate traffic for the development? There should be
an explanation why this methodology is not being used. The proposed method may be under estimating the number of
trips being generated by the development. Yes, this development has a mixture of housing type but is not a mixed use
development in the sense that no land use will be included to allow work or shopping on site. So, internalization of trips
doesn't seem to apply. Also, if you are counting other housing product to generate a rate how are you sure that no
vacancies exist, etc. Also, the sample size of that product is small so the rate might not be applicable to this situation.
Better explanation of why you're using this approach may be warranted.

2-1

2. Page 4.5-19 Paragraph 1. This paragraph fails to list Greenback and Fair Oaks as an intersection that degrades from
LOS C to LOS D in the AM peak hour. The LOS would actually degrade at 3 locations.

2-2

3. General. While there are tables in the DEIR that show ADT on various roadway segments there is no analysis
showing the LOS associated with that ADT. Looking at Fair Oaks Boulevard, it may be true that the project does not
cause an impact but it would be nice to see what LOS the roadways will operate in the future. Specifically this roadway
will go to LOS F if widening from 2 to 4 lanes doesn't occur.
If you have any questions please let me know.
Thanks,
Matt
From: Steinert. Kurtis
Sent: Friday, March 23, 2018 8:51 AM
To: Atwal. Kamal; Blank. Dean; Cantelme. Steve; Darrow. Matthew; Ghirardelli. David; Grinstead. Michael; Hawkins. Tim;
Huot. Mike; Jensen. Cecilia; Leatherman. Jeff; Pahule. Chris; Singh. Surinder;
smithtodd@sacounty.net<mailto:smithtodd@sacounty.net>; King. Jeff
1
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Cc: Biner. Marianne
Subject: Mitchell Farms Subdivision Draft Environmental Impact Report
Hello all,
Attached is a Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR for the Mitchell Farms Subdivision in City of Citrus Heights. The
Project Description for this project is available at:
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.citrusheights.net%2F914%2F8056%2FMitchel
l-FarmsSubdivision&data=02%7C01%7Ckwaugh%40dudek.com%7C6b788d1d06654a744aab08d5959f50d7%7C82b8a27d5b4c4
dbeba360ee75edffcac%7C1%7C0%7C636579433858799139&sdata=QGZXbRXhIdgVdfU9bJtphiiSeOcLZnPwMRnVR0UtBr
k%3D&reserved=0. Comments are due to Citrus Heights on May 7, 2018 .
If you have comments please forward them in memo form to me by April 30, 2018. We will than assemble one letter for
Citrus Heights. Thank you.
Kurtis Steinert, AICP, Associate Planner Office of Planning and Environmental Review
827 7th Street, Room 225, Sacramento, CA 95814 | (916) 874-6929 (direct)
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=www.per.saccounty.net&data=02%7C01%7Ckwaugh%40dudek.com
%7C6b788d1d06654a744aab08d5959f50d7%7C82b8a27d5b4c4dbeba360ee75edffcac%7C1%7C0%7C636579433858799
139&sdata=J0%2BXt8lPXULIxnkct66gVdQQZ%2FNkcWZIHIVbvXh9Ano%3D&reserved=0<https://na01.safelinks.protectio
n.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.per.saccounty.net&data=02%7C01%7Ckwaugh%40dudek.com%7C6b788d1d
06654a744aab08d5959f50d7%7C82b8a27d5b4c4dbeba360ee75edffcac%7C1%7C0%7C636579433858799139&sdata=Z
NB3UKmmj5N%2Fw9Im1osLy3JoAGnZNPIaAvI7P1ak%2FLk%3D&reserved=0>
[cid:image001.jpg@01D2D640.8EB9D4C0]
County of Sacramento Email Disclaimer: This email and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and
privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review, copying, or distribution of this email (or any
attachments thereto) by other than the County of Sacramento or the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you are
not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately and permanently delete the original and any copies
of this email and any attachments thereto.
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Comment Letter 3

Sent Via E-Mail
May 7, 2018
Casey Kempenaar
City of Citrus Heights
Planning Division
6360 Fountain Square Drive
Citrus Heights, CA 95621
ckempenaar@citrusheights.net
Subject: Mitchell Farms Subdivision Draft EIR / SCH: 2017062078
Dear Mr. Kempenaar:
The Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) appreciates the opportunity to provide
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Mitchell Farms Subdivision
(Project, SCH 2017062078). SMUD is the primary energy provider for Sacramento County
and the proposed Project area. SMUD’s vision is to empower our customers with solutions
and options that increase energy efficiency, protect the environment, reduce global warming,
and lower the cost to serve our region. As a Responsible Agency, SMUD aims to ensure that
the proposed Project limits the potential for significant environmental effects on SMUD
facilities, employees, and customers.
It is our desire that the Project DEIR will acknowledge any Project impacts related to the
following:
•
•
•

3-1

Overhead and or underground transmission and distribution line easements.
Please view the following links on smud.org for more information regarding
transmission encroachment:
https://www.smud.org/en/Business-Solutions-and-Rebates/Design-andConstruction-Services
https://www.smud.org/en/Corporate/Do-Business-with-SMUD/LandUse/Transmission-Right-of-Way

Utility line routing
Electrical load needs/requirements
Energy Efficiency
Climate Change
Cumulative impacts related to the need for increased electrical delivery

3-2
3-3

SMUD would like to be involved with discussing the above areas of interest as well as
discussing any other potential issues. We aim to be partners in the efficient and sustainable

3-4

•
•
•
•
•

delivery of the proposed Project. Please ensure that the information included in this response
is conveyed to the Project planners and the appropriate Project proponents.
Environmental leadership is a core value of SMUD and we look forward to collaborating
with you on this Project. Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide input on this DEIR.
If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact SMUD’s Environmental
Management Specialist, Rob Ferrera, at rob.ferrera@smud.org or 916.732.6676.
Sincerely,

Nicole Goi
Regional & Local Government Affairs
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
6301 S Street, Mail Stop A313
Sacramento, CA 95817
nicole.goi@smud.org
Cc:

Rob Ferrera, Aaron Sussman

3-4
Cont.

Comment Letter 4

May 14, 2018
Casey Kempenaar
City of Citrus Heights
6360 Fountain Square Drive
Citrus Heights, CA 95621
Subject:
APN:

Mitchell Farms Subdivision Project – Draft EIR
243-0070-030;
243-0082-001; -002; -019; -021; -023; -028
243-0480-013; -014; -015; -016; -019; -020; -021; -025; -033

Dear Mr. Kempenaar,
The Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD) has reviewed the Draft EIR for the subject project.
The project applicant is proposing to develop the site as a master-planned residential community that
includes a total of 261 single-family residential units located on approximately 32 acres. The residential
development would be organized in five villages around the periphery of the site, as shown in Figure 2.
Three housing types are proposed, including 111 alley-loaded units, 72 cluster units, and 78 traditional
housing units. In addition, alleys and paseos (sidewalks) within the development would be private lots
owned and maintained by the Homeowners Association that would be established for the proposed
project.
In order for SASD to more fully evaluate the subject project’s impact on their systems, a level 3 sewer
study will be required. This study shall demonstrate the interim and permanent connection(s) to SASD’s
systems. This study may be refined by supplemental studies as the scope and details of the subject project
become more defined.
We expect that if the project is subject to currently established policies, ordinances, fees, and to
conditions of approval, then mitigation measures within the EIR will adequately address the sewage
aspects of the project.
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please call me at 916-876-6336 or Dillon Miele at
916-876-6480.
Sincerely,

Yadira Lewis

Yadira Lewis
SASD Development Services
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Comment Letter 7

Katherine Waugh
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kempenaar, Casey <ckempenaar@citrusheights.net>
Thursday, May 3, 2018 2:57 PM
Katherine Waugh
FW: Mitchell Farms Subdivision DEIR March 2018

Casey Kempenaar
Senior Planner
ckempenaar@citrusheights.net
6360 Fountain Square Dr. | Citrus Heights, CA
(916) 727-4740 | www.citrusheights.net

From: jesales@surewest.net <jesales@surewest.net>
Sent: Thursday, May 3, 2018 2:52 PM
To: Kempenaar, Casey <ckempenaar@citrusheights.net>; McDuffee, Colleen <CMcDuffee@citrusheights.net>
Cc: Tom Buford, Senior Planner <tbuford@cityofsacramento.org>; Scott Johnson <sjohnson@folsom.ca.us>
Subject: Mitchell Farms Subdivision DEIR March 2018

Greetings
I am writing in regards to Mitchell Farms Subdivision Draft Environmental Impact Report
MARCH 2018
Comments / Background
I have reviewed the EXECUTIVE SUMMARY and DEIR and noted specific reference to LED
lighting in a number of places in the document.
It is appropriate, desired and required that all lighting on this and all future projects
utilize LED or Solid State Lighting.
I have on numerous occasions and on other projects presented documents and
testimony on the issue of Color Temperature of LED based light sources and it's adverse
environmental impacts.

7-1

Recently I presented this information to the Citrus Heights Planning Commission with
positive comments from commissioners and staff.
CEQA Rulings
In view of the recent court rulings regarding LEDs I feel this and all future EIRs should
address the adverse impacts of excessive blue light in the color spectrum of many LED
luminaires and excessive glare in others.

1

7-2

Monterey County Superior Court Judge Lydia Villarreal ruled on December 20, 2016 that
the City of Monterey violated the California Environmental Quality Act when it install new
LED streetlights in 2009.
The City of Monterey claimed the new lights were exempt from CEQA, the judge
disagreed.
The petitioner claimed that new LED were “significantly brighter, emit a harsher quality
of light, and result in a greater light spread leading to light trespass.”
This statement refers to in large part to the color spectrum and where the hight Color
Temperature of LEDs are appear brighter and harsher. In addition there is a often the
case that light levels actually increase due to the energy efficiency of LEDs (we save
money on electricity so lets light it up).
The partitioner also noted “On the new street light fixtures, the bright light-emitting
diodes are directly visible to the naked eye from nearby and from blocks away.” this
indicates a very bad fixture design or improper insulation.
Apparently the Plaintiff provided the City with information regarding the City of The
Pittsburgh study, regarding impacts of LED street lights as well as a A 2007 New Yorker
article on street lighting.
The city code from Tucson, San Diego County were also noted.

7-2
Cont.

Ref. SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA DEC 20 2016 COUNTY OF MONTEREY, Turn
Down the Lights, Plaintiff/Petitioner, vs City of Monterey, Defendant/Respondent Case
No.: M116731
Apparently the Plaintiff provided the City with information regarding the City of The
Pittsburgh study, regarding impacts of LED street lights as well as a A 2007 New Yorker
article on street lighting.
In a news story the attorney who represents the Plaintiff noted “The June 2016
statement issued by the the American Medical Association warning of adverse
consequences of blue-rich LEDs that increases nighttime glare and reduce the sleephormone melatonin, which can lead to sleep problems.”
What will be done on this project to address the adverse impacts of LED
lighting (indoor and outdoor)?

Suggested Mitigation Measures
1. Require ALL LED lighting to be 3000K or less with preference for 2700K or less.
2. Require street and area lighting to be 2700K and dimmable.
3. Require adaptive controls (dimmable) of roadway, area and park lighting.
4. Require all outdoor lighting shall be certified "Dark Sky Approved" by the
International Dark Skies Association.

7-3

Notes on Municipal Lighting
A large number of cities and counties have adopted 3000K as standard.

7-4

2

Locally the City of Folsom has adopted 3000K as standard and the City of Davis adopted
2700K.
The City of Riverside and Riverside County for residential streets and parts of Los
Angeles have adopted 2700K.
See the “LED: Why 3000K or Less” for a list of municipalities who have adopted these
standards. http://www.darksky.org/lighting/3K/#list
Chicago is replacing all 270,000 street lights with 3000K LED streetlights.
Edmonds installs 37,000 fixtures new 3000K LED streetlights See links below.
Adaptive Controls References
The California Lighting Technology Center University of California, Davis is the authority
on this issue.
UC Davis Smart Lighting Initiative
https://cltc.ucdavis.edu/project/uc-davis-smart-lighting-initiative
Adaptive Exterior Lighting for the Health Care Sector
https://cltc.ucdavis.edu/adaptive-exterior-lighting-healthcare
Advanced Outdoor Lighting Control Systems
https://cltc.ucdavis.edu/san-diego-gas-and-electric-streetlighting-project
Outdoor Lighting
https://cltc.ucdavis.edu/research/outdoor-lighting
Other References
Judge Ruled Against City of Monterey Over LED Conversion on January 9, 2017
http://www.darksky.org/judge-ruled-against-city-of-monterey-over-led-conversion/
LED: Why 3000K or Less
http://www.darksky.org/lighting/3K/
Chicago urged to incorporate IDA recommendations to the City’s lighting plans.
http://www.darksky.org/wp-content/uploads/bsk-pdf-manager/Ligthing-Plan-Letter-ToMayor-Emanuel_61.pdf
AMA Report Affirms Human Health Impacts from LEDs on June 21, 2016
http://www.darksky.org/ama-report-affirms-human-health-impacts-from-leds/
AMA Report
http://darksky.org/wp-content/uploads/bsk-pdf-manager/AMA_Report_2016_60.pdf
Portsmouth LED Street Light Project 95 Percent Complete (3000K may actually be
2700K)
https://www.cityofportsmouth.com/publicworks/press-releases/portsmouth-led-streetlight-project-95-percent-complete
3
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Chicago Smart LED Street Lighting Installation Underway (ALL 3000K)
https://energywatchnews.com/chicago-smart-led-street-lighting-installation-underway/
Edmonds WA leads way as PUD installs 37,000 new 3000K LED streetlights
http://myedmondsnews.com/2017/07/edmonds-leads-way-pud-installs-new-ledstreetlights/
Riverside LED streetlights
https://www.riversideca.gov/utilities/led/default.asp
Prairie Village (Kansas) approves replacement of all street lights with LED models
(3000K)
https://shawneemissionpost.com/2017/03/21/prairie-village-approves-replacement-ofall-street-lights-with-led-models-61646
Regards
Jack Sales
5978 Woodbriar Way
Citrus Heights, California 95621
Telephone: 916-726-7405
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Comment Letter 8

Discussion and Public Hearing at City of Citrus Heights Planning Commission
Notes by Katherine Waugh
April 25, 2018
[This is not a transcript.]
Commissioner Discussion
Commissioner Schaefer asked (1) if the concern about pallid bat is site-specific or general, (2) if
parallel parking would be allowed on Arcadia Drive, (3) how the project addresses the 100-year
floodplain in the center of the site (including lot elevations and sidewalks), and (4) when the
recreation facilities would be constructed.

8-1

Commissioner Cox requested information regarding: (1) the proposed dedication of land to the
Sunrise Recreation and Park District and how that would affect maintenance funding, (2)
wetland banks (per the requirement in MM–4.3d), (3) tree removal and mitigation, (4) vehicle
access and whether the EIR conclusion that there would be no traffic impacts is correct given
that there are only two access points for the site, and (5) whether any fencing within the 100-year
floodplain must meet the City’s fencing requirements to allow passage of flood flows.

8-2

Commissioner Middleton asked if there were any concerns or mitigation measures
regarding wastewater.

8-3

Commissioner Lagomarsino requested information regarding connection of the on-site trail
to the Arcade Creek Preserve Park trail and noted that the cumulative traffic volumes seem
low considering that most families will have two cars and two jobs, but that tra nsit use could
reduce traffic.

8-4

Commissioner Blair inquired if the noise and air quality analyses considered the effects of buses
idling on Arcadia Drive.

8-5

Commissioner Duncan stated that the traffic numbers seem low, inquired if there is sufficient
water supply to serve the project, and asked whether parking for recreational vehicles would
be provided.

8-6

Referring to Draft EIR Table 4.5-7, Commissioner Cox asked if the 390 new trips per day on
Greenback Lane that the project would create would have an effect on existing traffic, such as
whether it would increase the commute time from the project area to Interstate 80. The
Commissioner also asked how the level of service letter grades are defined and whether the City
has plans to address existing or anticipated level of service deficiencies.

8-7

Public commenter Norman Hill noted that he had submitted a letter to the City regarding his
concerns about public safety (Comment Letter 5) and that his professional background included
serving as a chief counsel with the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. The
commenter stated that the EIR mentions that the roofs and walls of the proposed homes would be
fire proof but does not specify the materials that would be used.

8-8

Commenter Hill stated he is concerned about flooding, noting that the 100-year floodplain
mapping may be out of date and might not reflect the total amount of impervious surfaces in the
project area. If this is the case, the peak flows in the creeks would be higher than previously
mapped, and the proposed homes could be subject to flooding. The commenter also notes there is
a greater degree of variability and extremes in our weather patterns and recommends that the
proposed homes be constructed 4 feet above the 100-year floodplain, instead of the 2 feet above
the floodplain that is currently required by City ordinance.

8-9

Public commenter Michael Mallory stated that the noise measurement taken at the Sunrise
Boulevard and Sun Hill Drive intersection is not representative of noise levels along Sunrise
Boulevard, because it is at a signalized intersection. The commenter stated that he has measured
sound levels on Sunrise Boulevard and found that they regularly exceed 85 decibels throughout
the day and can reach over 100 decibels at times, particularly with vehicles racing on Friday and
Saturday nights. The commenter stated that the proposed project would increase noise levels on
Sunrise Boulevard, and therefore, the applicant should provide a taller noise attenuation wall for
existing residents along Sunrise Boulevard.

8-10

Following the close of the public hearing, Commissioner Cox requested additional information
regarding whether the flooding analysis considers the effects of prior development, when the
floodplain mapping was last updated, and whether requiring an additional increased elevation is
a reasonable measure to offset risks.

8-11

[End of meeting notes]

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment Letter 1

California Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse
Scott Morgan
May 8, 2018
1-1

The comment states that the Mitchell Farms Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) was received by the State Clearinghouse and distributed to relevant state
agencies for review and comment. The State Clearinghouse did not receive any
comments from any state agencies within the designated comment period.
The comment confirms that the City of Citrus Heights (City) properly circulated the
Draft EIR to state agencies. The comment does not address the content of the EIR or
the project’s environmental effects. No response is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 2

Sacramento County Department of Transportation
Matthew Darrow
March 29, 2018
2-1

The commenter asks why the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation rates were not used to estimate traffic for the development. The
commenter also asks about whether the housing projects that were counted may have
had vacancies or resulted in a small sample size. The commenter also asks about
internalization of trips within the project site.
The City of Citrus Heights’s Transportation Impact Study Guidelines (2013)1 provide
guidance for the City’s preferred method of estimating trip generation, stating:
Trip generation analysis should be primarily based on trip generation
rates derived from local empirical data. Recognizing that this is not
always possible, applicants may use the most recent version of the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation and
recommendations provided in the Trip Generation Handbook. If
multiple trip generation rate sources exist, the study shall provide a
comparison and use the rates that best reflect local conditions and
applicable regulatory constraints.
As is described in Section 4.5, Transportation (p.12), of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR), a mix of comparable local residential projects was selected for the trip
generation study. The proposed project includes 78 single-family detached units, 72
cluster units and 110 alley-loaded units. The sample projects selected for the trip
generation study had generally similar lot sizes and configurations to the proposed
project. Three of the sample projects consist of single family detached residences and the
fourth includes both single family detached and cluster units. As stated on page 23 of the
Transportation Impact Study, provided in Appendix C to the Draft EIR, this sample
project was “similar to the cluster and alley loaded units within the proposed project
(though it also included some attached units with a shared wall, unlike the units in the
proposed project).” As shown in Table 6 of the Transportation Impact Study, the sample
projects ranged from 42 to 141 dwelling units. The sample projects were each counted
for 2 days, with the results of the 2 days averaged for reporting purposes. Field
observations revealed that all residences in each study community were constructed with

1

City of Citrus Heights. 2013. Transportation Impact Study Guidelines. February 2013.
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the vast majority appearing to be occupied (as evidenced by maintained yard landscaping,
presence of window shades, no piles of newspapers, etc.). The three single-family
detached projects that were counted showed small levels of variation in trip rates. As
shown in Table 4.5-5 for these three projects, Trip Generation Study Site Characteristics,
in the Draft EIR, the AM peak hour trip rate (per unit) ranged from 0.61 to 0.69, and the
PM peak hour trip rate (per unit) ranged from 0.65 to 0.70. The commenter is correct that
the proposed Mitchell Farms Subdivision project does not qualify as a mixed-use project,
because it does not include any land uses that are complementary to the proposed
residential use. Accordingly, the proposed project does not qualify for any internalization
of trips. Table 4.5-6, Project Trip Generation, of the Draft EIR indicates that no internal
trip reductions were made when estimating the proposed project’s external vehicle trips.
In summary, the transportation analysis followed the City’s Transportation Impact
Study Guidelines and general best practices for transportation planning.
2-2

The commenter states that Section 4.5 (p.19) fails to list Greenback and Fair Oaks
among the intersections that would have a degraded level of service (LOS) under
existing plus project conditions.
The commenter is correct in that the Greenback Lane/Fair Oaks Boulevard
intersection would degrade from LOS C to D during the AM peak hour (with an
additional 3 seconds of delay). However, since LOS D operations are considered
acceptable on Greenback Lane, this intersection would continue operating acceptably.
Section 4.5 (p.19) of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect the correct LOS for the
Greenback Lane/Fair Oaks Boulevard intersection.

2-3

The commenter requests that roadway segments within or bordering unincorporated
Sacramento County be evaluated using Average Daily Traffic thresholds established
in Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, County of Sacramento, 2004.
The requested analyses were not performed for the Draft EIR, because they are not
required by the City’s Transportation Impact Study Guidelines. Nonetheless, in
preparation of this Final EIR, the requested analysis was completed, and the results
are presented in this response. The analysis focuses on Fair Oaks Boulevard north and
south of Greenback Lane, and Greenback Lane east of Fair Oaks Boulevard.
Table 2.2-1 displays average daily traffic volumes and LOS results for existing and
existing plus project conditions. Table 2.2-2 shows similar information for cumulative
and cumulative plus project conditions. The cumulative results consider the planned
widening (per the Sacramento County General Plan Transportation Plan) of Fair Oaks
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Boulevard north of Greenback Lane to four lanes and the planned widening of
Greenback Lane east of Fair Oaks Boulevard to six lanes.
These tables indicate that the proposed project would not cause any County of
Sacramento (County) roadways to worsen from acceptable (i.e., LOS E or better) to
unacceptable (LOS F), based on the County’s LOS standards per Policy CI-9 of the
County General Plan, Circulation Element (County of Sacramento 2017 2). The
proposed project would also not worsen to a significant degree (i.e., increase the v/c
ratio by 0.05 or more) operations on County roadways that are currently or projected
to operate unacceptably.
The commenter is correct that Fair Oaks Boulevard north of Greenback Lane would
operate at LOS F under cumulative conditions (without or with the proposed project)
if the roadway were not widened to four lanes. The proposed project would not
preclude the widening of this street to four lanes.

2

County of Sacramento. 2017. Sacramento County General Plan, Circulation Element. Adopted December 15,
1993. Amended December 13, 2013. County of Sacramento, Office of Planning and Environmental Review.
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Table 2.2-1
Existing and Existing Plus Project Level of Service
Street
Greenback
Lane

Location
East of Fair
Oaks
Boulevard

Fair Oaks
Boulevard

North of
Greenback
Lane

Fair Oaks
Boulevard

South of
Greenback
Lane

Facility
Type
Arterial,
Moderate
access
control
Arterial,
Moderate
access
control
Arterial,
Moderate
access
control

Existing
LOS
E

Existing Plus Project
Volumes
LOS
V/C
34,420
E
0.96

Maximum Volume for Given Service Level
A
B
C
D
E
21,600
25,200
28,800
32,400
36,000

Lanes
4

Volumes
34,200

21

16,560

E

0.92

16,710

E

0.93

10,800

12,600

14,400

16,200

18,000

4

16,620

A

0.46

16,780

A

0.47

21,600

25,200

28,800

32,400

36,000

V/C
0.95

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018.
Notes: LOS = level of service; V/C = vehicle-to-congestion ratio.
1
Results reported for two-lane undivided segment along project frontage (versus four-lane segment north of project, which has greater capacity).
2
Existing count source: Sacramento County traffic counts database: http://data.saccounty.net/dataviews/226330/traffic-counts.
Level of Service Criteria for Roadway Segments based on Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, County of Sacramento, 2004).
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Table 2.2-2
Cumulative No Project and Cumulative Plus Project Level of Service
Street
Greenback
Lane

Location
East of Fair
Oaks
Boulevard

Fair Oaks
Boulevard

North of
Greenback
Lane

Fair Oaks
Boulevard

South of
Greenback
Lane

Facility
Type
Arterial,
Moderate
access
control
Arterial,
Moderate
access
control
Arterial,
Moderate
access
control

Existing
LOS
B

Existing Plus Project
Volumes
LOS
V/C
37,910
C
0.70

Maximum Volume for Given Service Level
A
B
C
D
E
32,400
37,800
43,200
48,600
54,000

Lanes
61

Volumes
37,690

42

18,480

A

0.51

18,630

A

0.52

21,600

25,200

28,800

32,400

36,000

6

23,300

B

0.65

23,460

B

0.65

21,600

25,200

28,800

32,400

36,000

V/C
0.70

Source: Fehr & Peers 2018.
Notes: LOS = level of service; V/C = vehicle-to-congestion ratio.
1
Assumed to be widened to six lanes per the Sacramento County General Plan Transportation Plan.
2
Assumed to be widened to four lanes per the Sacramento County General Plan Transportation Plan and the City of Citrus Heights General Plan Circulation Element.
Level of Service Criteria for Roadway Segments based on Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, County of Sacramento, 2004.
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Response to Comment Letter 3

Sacramento Municipal Utility District
Nicole Goi
May 7, 2018
3-1

The comment states that the Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) has
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Mitchell Farms
Subdivision (proposed project) and requests confirmation that the Draft EIR has
evaluated overhead and underground transmission and distribution line easements.
Text has been added to Chapter 3, Project Description (p.8), of the Draft EIR
identifying the 30-foot wide SMUD easement along the northern boundary of the
project site. This easement crosses through eight of the proposed residential lots, as
shown in Draft EIR Figure 3-3, Proposed Tentative Subdivision Map, and is proposed
to be abandoned. This would not affect the existing unpaved access road to the
SMUD substation north of the project site.

3-2

The comment requests confirmation that the Draft EIR has evaluated energy
efficiency and climate change.
The Draft EIR provides a detailed analysis of the proposed project’s potential
contribution to climate change through greenhouse gas emissions in Section 4.8,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and a detailed analysis of the proposed project’s potential
energy consumption in Chapter 6, CEQA Considerations.

3-3

The comment requests confirmation that the Draft EIR has evaluated cumulative
impacts related to the need for increased electrical delivery.
Draft EIR Impact 4.10-6 addresses the proposed project’s potential to make a
considerable contribution to increased demand for electrical delivery under the
cumulative scenario. The proposed project would redevelop an infill site where
utilities are presently available; it would not extend infrastructure into areas that are
not currently served. As discussed in Section 4.2, Population and Housing, the
proposed project would develop 167 more residential units than were anticipated for
the project site under the City of Citrus Heights’s (City’s) General Plan and would
expand the total amount of residentially zoned land within the City by approximately
26 acres. Further, as stated in Section 4.8 due to slower than anticipated growth in
prior years, the total population of the City with implementation of the proposed
project would remain below the 2020 population projection identified in the General
Plan. Thus, the proposed project would not cause greater residential energy
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consumption within the City in the cumulative scenario than has been anticipated in
local and regional planning. SMUD’s will serve letter to the project applicant
confirms that there is adequate capacity in the SMUD system to serve the project.
3-4

The comment provides conclusory remarks and notes SMUD’s concern for efficiency
and sustainability.
The proposed project includes several design and mechanical features intended to
improve sustainability and energy efficiency. These are listed in the Draft EIR on
pages 3-9 and 3-10 of Chapter 3, Project Description. In addition, Draft EIR
Section 4.8 demonstrates that the proposed project would generate per capita
emissions that are well below the City’s targeted emissions rates, as established in
the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan. This indicates that the proposed
project would contribute to improved energy efficiency in the City and the project
region, and therefore would not impede achievement of SMUD’s goals towards
efficiency and sustainability.
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Response to Comment Letter 4
Sacramento Area Sewer District
Yadira Lewis
May 14, 2018

4-1

The commenter states that the Sacramento Area Sewer District has reviewed the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), provides a summary of the Mitchell
Farms Development (proposed project), and states that a Level 3 sewer study must
be prepared to demonstrate the interim and permanent connections to the
Sacramento Area Sewer District’s systems. The comment states that “if the project
is subject to currently established policies, ordinances, fees, and to conditions of
approval, then mitigation measures within the EIR will adequately address the
sewage aspects of the project.”
The comment confirms that the Draft EIR provides the appropriate analysis and
mitigation measures to ensure that the proposed project would not result in significant
adverse environmental effects due to demands for sewage conveyance. As described
in Draft EIR section 4.10, the Level 3 sewer study is required to document
topography, phasing and timing of development, interceptors and their capacity,
trunks and their capacity, reservation definition, any changes in sewage sheds,
collector pipes, residential street layout, manhole details, and any exceptions to
policy. The EIR and the proposed site plans provide details regarding project location
and vicinity, zoning, topography, drainage and sewage sheds, project description,
map of utilities, design of on-site sewer system (diameters, connections, etc.), and onsite and off-site flows. The EIR determines that along with the completion and
approval of the Level 3 sewer study as required by Mitigation Measure 4.10a, the
project’s design would ensure that the project’s impacts related to the need for new
wastewater infrastructure would remain less than significant.
It is noted that the proposed project summary provided in the comment states that the
proposed project would construct 261 residential units. Minor revisions were made to
the proposed project subsequent to circulation of the Notice of Preparation for the
Draft EIR. This included removing one of the originally proposed residential lots. The
proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR proposes to construct 260 single-family
residential units.
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Response to Comment Letter 5
Norman Hill
May 6, 2018

5-1

The comment identifies concern regarding potential flooding. The comment states
that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) discussion of the timing of peak
flows leaving the project site and the timing of peak flows in the South Branch of
Arcade Creek is misleading and erroneous, because it assumes a short-duration
rainfall event. The commenter describes his observations of Doppler radar images
during rainfall events, noting that there are times when periods of heavy rainfall
(yellow and orange bands on the Doppler radar) move slowly over the project
region, causing a longer-duration heavy rainfall. The comment asserts that the
Draft EIR does not fully disclose the potential for the proposed project to
contribute to or worsen flooding.
The preliminary drainage study for the proposed project used dynamic modeling to
evaluate runoff and peak flows in Arcade Creek under the 100-year flood conditions
and assuming a 24-hour storm. The 24-hour storm is not a short-duration rainfall
event. Further, the modeling is based on a 24-hour "synthetic" storm with a
hyetograph (distribution of rainfall intensity within the 24 hours) that incorporates
high intensities. The 100-year flood conditions were determined based on the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain mapping and data from
Sacramento County’s 2012 Arcade Creek floodplain mapping. The data from the
County’s 2012 study were used by West Yost and Associations in preparing an
update to the Gum Ranch hydrology study, which, in turn, was used by Watermark
Engineering in preparing the preliminary drainage analysis for the proposed project.
The discussion in the Draft EIR regarding the timing of peak flows is appropriate for
evaluating the proposed project’s potential to contribute to flooding because the
movement of storms over the watershed is generally not considered in the
determination of peak flows. It is correct that peak flows from the watershed can
coincide with peak flows from a downstream tributary area if the storm moves in a
downstream direction, however the project site is located at the downstream (west)
end of the watershed, and storms typically move easterly as they pass through the
region. Thus, rainfall would reach the project site before reaching other parts of the
watershed, and the peak runoff from the project site would enter the South Branch of
Arcade Creek before the peak upstream flows reach the project site.
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The Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership Hydromodification Management
Plan (HMP) (County of Sacramento 20171) determined that highly developed
watersheds, which are those with less than 5% developable area, have been
previously impacted by hydromodification. These areas are exempt from regulation
under the HMP, because the plan concludes that “development occurring here in the
future is not expected to worsen existing erosion problems or further degrade habitat
in the receiving streams.” In addition, the HMP states that the modeling prepared for
that plan shows that a 3% increase in impervious cover within a highly developed
watershed “results in a negligible impact to the flow duration and peak flow
frequency curves.” All of the watersheds within the City of Citrus Heights (City), as
well as the portion of the Arcade Creek South Branch Watershed located within
unincorporated Sacramento County, meet the definition of a “highly developed
watershed.” The Sacramento County Watershed Management Plan (County of
Sacramento 20092) identifies the Arcade Creek South Branch Watershed as
containing 1,657 acres and notes that a peak flow detention basin will be constructed
within the Gum Ranch Specific Plan area as that area builds out. The proposed
project would develop approximately 32 acres of the 56-acre project site. The project
proposes to rezone the project site to a Special Planning Area designation and to
establish site-specific development standards and design requirements. This includes
defining the maximum allowable lot coverage, which is the maximum percentage of
each residential parcel that can be occupied by primary and accessory structures, and
defining setbacks from property lines. The maximum lot coverage restriction and
setback requirements ensure that some amount of pervious surface remains on each
lot. Thus, less than 32 acres of new impervious surface would be created within the
project site due to the proposed development. This is less than 3% of the total area of
the Arcade Creek South Branch Watershed. Based on the amount of new impervious
surface the proposed project would create within this highly developed watershed, the
HMP analysis demonstrates that the Draft EIR correctly concludes that the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant impact related to increased runoff and
potential flooding.
5-2

1
2

The comment states that relying on the 100-year floodplain mapping to determine
necessary flood protection is not adequate, because storm intensity has been
increasing over the last 50 years and is expected to continue to increase due to climate
change. The comment recommends that the homes should be raised to 4 feet above

County of Sacramento. 2017. Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership Hydromodification Management
Plan. Finalized December 31, 2017.
County of Sacramento. 2009. Watershed Management Plan.
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the 100-year flood elevation, instead of the City’s current requirement that homes be
constructed at least 2 feet above the 100-year flood elevation.
The City’s flood protection requirements are based upon the 100-year floodplain
maps established by FEMA. This is a standard practice in flood protection locally,
regionally, and nationally. The FEMA floodplain maps for the project area were last
updated in 2008. The majority of the Arcade Creek Watershed is already developed,
and there has not been any major increases in the amount of impervious surfaces
since 2008. Therefore, the current 100-year floodplain mapping takes into account the
extent of impervious surfaces throughout the watershed. It also reflects the intensity
of storms that occurred in 1988 and 1996/1997 and the extent of the associated
flooding. In the 100-year flood, the maximum elevation of floodwaters is projected to
be approximately 160 feet above mean sea level in the southeastern corner of the
project site, approximately 157 feet above mean sea level near the center of the site,
and approximately 154 feet above mean sea level in the northwest corner of the
project site (Sacramento County 2018). As shown in the proposed site plans, the
residential lots along the proposed open space boundary would all be more than two
feet above the highest of these flood elevations. In Village 1, lot elevations along the
open space boundary would range in elevation from 170 feet above mean sea level
(msl) (Lot 1) to 164.2 (Lot 21). In Village 2, the lots along the open space boundary
would range from 164.5 to 165.8 feet (more than 7 feet above the flood elevation in
this area of 157 feet). In Village 3, lot elevations would decrease to 165 feet (Lot 90
in the northwest corner), which is 11 feet above the 100-year flood elevation of 154
feet in this area. In Village 4, the lowest proposed lot elevation is 163.1 (Lot 114),
which is approximately 6 feet above the 100-year flood elevation in this area.
Finally, in Village 5, the lots along the open space boundary are proposed to have
elevations ranging from 156.7 feet in the northwestern portion of this village (Lot
237), generally 158 feet for the lots along Lot W, and generally 160 to 161 feet for
the lots west of Street B. Lot 237 would be approximately 2.7 feet above the flood
elevation in this location, while other lots within Village 5 would range from 2.5 to
4.5 feet above the flood elevation.
In consideration of the suggestion that the proposed residences be elevated 4 feet
above the 100-year floodplain, the California Department of Water Resources
floodplain mapping was reviewed. Exhibits 3.5-1 and 3.5-2 show the extent of the
100-year floodplain and the extent of the 500-year floodplain within the project site.
The 500-year floodplain is only slightly larger than the 100-year floodplain and
would primarily be contained within the proposed open space area. The chance of a
500-year flood occurring in any given year is less than 0.2%; thus the 500-year
floodplain is defined by FEMA as an area of minimal flood hazard. The comment
Mitchell Farms Subdivision Final Environmental Impact Report
June 2018

10282
3.5-3

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

does not provide evidence or analysis demonstrating that adding 2 feet of additional
freeboard to the 100-year flood elevation is necessary or that this amount of
additional freeboard is based on a quantitative analysis of the potential for climaterelated increases in storm intensities. The floodplain mapping does not demonstrate a
need to raise homes an additional 2 feet above the 100-year floodplain elevation to
provide adequate protection from likely flood events, even considering the potential
for storm intensity to increase over time. Thus a requirement to locate all homes a
minimum of 4 feet above the 100-year flood elevation would be arbitrary and would
not decrease any significant impacts associated with the project. Further, although
there is no need for such a requirement, it is noted that most of the homes proposed
within the project site would be more than 4 feet above the 100-year floodplain.
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Exhibit 3.5-1 100-Year Floodplain

Source: Department of Water Resources. 2018. Best Available Maps, 100-Year Floodplain Layer. Accessed May 22, 2018. https://gis.bam.water.ca.gov/bam/.
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Exhibit 3.5-2 100-Year and 500-Year Floodplain

Source: Department of Water Resources. 2018. Best Available Maps, 100-Year and 500-Year Floodplain Layers. Accessed May 22, 2018. https://gis.bam.water.ca.gov/bam/.
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Response to Comment Letter 6
Leslee E. McDermott et al.
April 14, 2018

6-1

The commenter expresses desire for the proposed project to include affordable senior
housing and outlines both the need and the ideal price-point of the housing units. The
commenter attached 21 signatures of support.
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Section 4.2, Population and Housing,
includes an assessment of whether the proposed project would impair the City of
Citrus Heights’s (City’s) ability to meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocation
(RHNA), which establishes the number of new units of affordable housing needed
within the City, as determined by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments. This
analysis concludes that although the proposed project does not include any belowmarket-rate units, the impact would be less than significant, because the City has
sufficient land zoned for multi-family housing that could accommodate the City’s
RHNA obligations and because the range of lot and home sizes should facilitate units
that would be available at price points that are attainable for lower-income
households. The RHNA does not address the number of housing units needed for
specific sections of the population such as senior housing.
As provided in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(f) and 15131, CEQA does not
require a discussion of socioeconomic effects except where they would result in
physical changes to the environment. The Draft EIR provides sufficient analysis of
the proposed project’s potential environmental effects related to the need for
affordable housing within the City. The comment does not identify any inaccuracies
or inadequacies of the Draft EIR or identify an environmental effect that would result
if the proposed project does not provide affordable senior housing. No further
response is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 7
Jack Sales
May 3, 2018

7-1

The commenter introduces himself, establishes his interest in LED lighting, and mentions
that he has presented information to the Citrus Heights Planning Commission.
This comment does not specifically address any environmental impacts of the
proposed project and does not identify inadequacies or inaccuracies in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). No response is required.

7-2

The commenter states his opinion that this EIR and all future EIRs should include
discussion of adverse impacts regarding excessive levels of blue light in many LED
luminaires and excessive glare in others. The commenter summarizes the factual
background and Monterey County Superior Court decision regarding whether the
City of Monterey’s decision to replace streetlights with LED lights was exempt from
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The Mitchell Farms Subdivision Draft EIR addresses visual impacts in Section 4.4,
Visual Resources, and specifically addresses the issue of lighting and glare in Impact
4.4-3. This section of the Draft EIR has been revised to include a discussion of the
potential adverse health effects associated with excessive levels of blue light, as
suggested in this comment, and to document the proposed project design elements
that would reduce the potential for the project to create or contribute substantially to
such adverse health effects.
The proposed development standards for the Mitchell Farms Special Planning Area zone
district include requirements that lighting on public and private streets must have a color
temperature of 3000K or less and that lighting in common areas owned by the
Homeowners Association and on private residential properties must be certified “Dark Sky
Approved” by the International Dark Sky Association. The standards also require that
lighting within the open space area be certified “Dark Sky Approved” by the International
Dark Sky Association, pursuant to approval by the Sunrise Park and Recreation District.
Compliance with the lighting performance standards within the proposed Mitchell Farms
Special Planning Area zone district City Municipal Code would ensure that the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant impact associated with creation of new sources
of light.

7-3

The comment recommends four mitigation measures to reduce the potential for the
proposed project to create adverse effects related to excessive levels of blue light
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from LED sources. The recommended measures are: (1) requiring all LED lighting
have a color correlated temperature of 3000 Kelvin (K) or less (preferably 2700K);
(2) requiring all street and area lighting to be dimmable 2700K; (3) requiring adaptive
controls of roadway, street and area lighting; and (4) requiring all outdoor lighting be
certified “Dark Sky Approved” by the International Dark Sky Association.
All street light fixtures are required to comply with the Sacramento County Department
of Transportation: Operation and Management Division and the Sacramento County
Public Works standards. These standards outline the height of poles and spacing between
pole units. These standards also require that LEDs have a correlated color temperature of
4000K +/- 300 and a color rendition index of 65 or greater. Further, the proposed projectspecific SPA Development Standards include a requirement for all street lighting to have
a maximum color temperature of 3000K, and a requirement that all lighting within the
open space area, within areas held in common by the Homeowners Association, and all
lighting on private lots, whether attached to the home or free-standing residential lighting
shall be certified “Dark Sky Approved” by the International Dark Sky Association.
Consistent with these requirements, the specific street light fixtures proposed to be
installed by the project are 3000K. The street lights are necessary to ensure safety for
pedestrians, bicyclists, and motor vehicle traffic. A requirement for adaptive controls,
dimmable lighting, timers, and motion sensors would not be appropriate, because these
mechanisms could result in conflicts with City and County requirements and decreased
safety along Arcadia Drive. Further, these specific mechanisms would not be necessary
to ensure that street lights and lighting within individual residential lights do not cause
adverse human health impacts because all lighting in these areas must be “Dark Sky
Approved” by the International Dark Sky Association.
7-4

The commenter identifies several municipalities that have adopted regulations for
LED lights and several information sources regarding municipal lighting.
Information in the referenced documents was reviewed in preparation of this Final
EIR, and applicable information has been incorporated in the revised discussion of
lighting and glare impacts from Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.
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Response to Comment Letter 8

Discussion and Public Hearing at City of Citrus Heights Planning Commission
April 25, 2018
The Planning Commission’s consideration of this item began with a presentation by City of Citrus
Heights (City) staff and Dudek’s project manager summarizing the project components and key
issues addressed in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Planning Commissioners then asked
several clarifying questions, to which City staff and Dudek provided brief responses. These questions
are summarized as Comments 8-1 through 8-7, and responses are provided as follows.
Next, the Planning Commission opened the public hearing and received comments from two
individuals. Those comments are identified as follows in responses to Comments 8-8 through 811. Last, one Commissioner asked final clarifying questions, which are reflected as follows in
response to Comments 8-11.
8-1

Commissioner Schaefer asked (1) if the concern about pallid bat is site-specific or
general, (2) if parallel parking would be allowed on Arcadia Drive, (3) how the
project addresses the 100-year floodplain in the center of the site, and (4) when the
recreation facilities would be constructed.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Biological Resources, pallid bat more
commonly roosts in unoccupied buildings or structures but may roost in oak
woodlands. In addition, it is possible for this species to roost in occupied buildings.
All of these features are present within the project site. Mitigation Measure 4.3c
identifies requirements for pre-demolition building and tree surveys to identify any
pallid bat nurseries or roosting sites, and identifies additional requirements that must
be met to protect roosting activities and maternity colonies. A minor modification has
been made to this mitigation measure to clarify that surveys would be required prior
to tree removal in addition to prior to demolition of existing structures. The modified
text is provided in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.
The proposed project would provide improvements to Arcadia Drive to provide for
parallel parking and Class 2 bicycle lanes.
The proposed project would not place any structures within the 100-year floodplain,
although some sidewalks and portions of the proposed on-site trail would encroach
within the 100-year floodplain. All lots will be required to be graded such that the
elevation of the first floor of each residence is a minimum of 2 feet above the
100-year flood water elevation. Please refer to response to Comment 5-2 for
additional discussion regarding the 100-year floodplain.
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Recreation facilities would be constructed in phases along with the proposed
project development, as shown in Chapter 3, Project Description (Figure 3-7), of
the Draft EIR.
8-2

Commissioner Cox requested information regarding: (1) the proposed dedication of
land to the Sunrise Recreation and Park District and how that would affect
maintenance funding, (2) wetland banks (per the requirement in MM–4.3d), (3) tree
removal and mitigation, (4) vehicle access and traffic impacts, and (5) fencing within
the 100-year floodplain.
While the proposed land dedication has not been accepted by the Sunrise Recreation
and Park District, the district has indicated willingness to accept the land. The
proposed project would also become part of a Lighting and Landscaping District,
with an annual fee assessment paid by individual lot owners, to provide additional
funding for maintenance of recreational facilities.
Mitigation Measure 4.3d requires the project applicant to provide compensation for
the loss of wetlands and waters of the United States sufficient to meet the City of
Citrus Heights’s requirement that there be no net loss of wetland communities. This
can be accomplished through on-site replacement or off-site banking. In general,
wetlands mitigation banks require approval from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
before they can be used to satisfy Clean Water Act permitting requirements.
Typically, wetland mitigation bank sites are protected by a conservation easement or
other mechanism to ensure their long-term preservation. The funding provided by
individual project applicants provides support for monitoring, maintenance and
management of the mitigation bank, including undertaking habitat restoration actions.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3 and Impact 4.3-4, the proposed project would
result in the removal of a total of 1,048 trees that are regulated under the City’s Tree
Preservation Ordinance. Of these, 47 trees are dead or dying and are exempt from the
ordinance’s mitigation requirements. An additional 400 trees require further
assessment at the time that grading permits are sought for each construction phase to
determine if they necessitate mitigation, as required under Mitigation Measure 4.3f.
As described in Chapter 3 (p. 3-7) of the Draft EIR, vehicle access is provided at two
locations along Arcadia Drive and one location on Fair Oaks Boulevard. In addition,
an emergency vehicle access point would be located along the access drive to the
Sacramento Municipal Utility District substation, which connects to Sunrise
Boulevard. As discussed in Section 4.5, Transportation, and shown in Tables 4.5-8
and 4.5-10, traffic associated with the proposed project would increase delay at some
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intersections in the project area but would not cause any intersection to operate at an
unacceptable level of service.
The proposed project would be subject to all of the applicable requirements in the
City’s Municipal Code, including Section 106.30.040 Creekside Development and
Flood Hazard Mitigation and Section 106.30.050 Fences and Walls. Section
106.30.040 identifies requirements for the minimum amount of lot area outside the
100-year floodplain, creek setbacks, and for all development other than fences to
occur outside the 100-year floodplain, other than as allowed in this section. Section
106.30.040.E.2.b.1 defines requirements for fencing within the 100-year floodplain,
stating “Fences and other structures including culverts and bridges that must be
constructed within a floodway shall be designed to the requirements of the
Engineering Division to prevent obstructions or diversions of flood and drainage
flow, and to minimize adverse effects to natural riparian vegetation.”
8-3

Commissioner Middleton asked if there were any concerns or mitigation measures
regarding wastewater.
As discussed in Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, and Impacts 4.10-3 and
4.10-4, there is sufficient capacity at the wastewater treatment plant to serve the
proposed project. Mitigation Measure 4.10a requires further engineering analysis
regarding conveyance of wastewater. As indicated in Comment Letter 4, the
Sacramento Area Sewer District does not anticipate any adverse environmental
effects would result from providing wastewater conveyance for the proposed project.

8-4

Commissioner Lagomarsino requested information regarding connection of the onsite trail to the Arcade Creek Preserve Park trail and noted that the cumulative traffic
volumes seem low considering that most families will have two cars and two jobs, but
that transit use could reduce traffic.
The proposed on-site trail would tie into the City’s planned trail network. Trail users
would cross Sunrise Boulevard at the existing traffic signal at Sayonara.
As discussed in Section 4.5 and in response to Comment 2-1, the estimate of the
volume of traffic that would be generated by the proposed project was determined
based on traffic counts conducted at four similar residential areas near the project site.
The proposed project’s traffic volumes reflect the actual traffic volumes at these
similar areas, which are shown in Table 4.5-5, Trip Generation Study Site
Characteristics, of the Draft EIR. The projection of cumulative traffic volumes that
are not related to the proposed project (i.e., the traffic that would be on area roadways
in the future if the proposed project is not constructed) was determined based on the
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Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ Sacramento Regional Travel Demand
Model. Table 4.5-9 shows the average daily traffic on the study roadways under
cumulative no project and cumulative plus project conditions.
8-5

Commissioner Blair inquired if the noise and air quality analyses considered the
effects of buses idling on Arcadia Drive.
The noise analysis was based on measurements of noise levels within the project site.
These measurements were taken in both daytime and nighttime hours and captured
the noise of all existing traffic, including buses and trucks that use Arcadia Drive.
The air quality analysis focuses on the air pollution that would be generated by the
project. The California Air Resources Board recommends that residential uses be
setback 500 feet from “high traffic roadways” to avoid exposure to unhealthful levels
of air pollution, where high traffic roadways are those that carry 100,000 vehicle trips
per day in an urban setting and 50,000 vehicle trips per day in a rural setting1. As
shown in Table 4.5-1, there are fewer than 4,000 daily vehicle trips on Arcadia Drive.
Thus, the volume of traffic on Arcadia Drive is not sufficient to generate high levels
of localized air pollution, thus an assessment of health effects due to air pollutant
emissions from idling buses is not warranted.

8-6

Commissioner Duncan stated that the traffic numbers seem low and questioned if
there is sufficient water supply to serve the project and whether parking for
recreational vehicles would be provided.
Please refer to response to Comment 8-4 regarding the methods for projected traffic
volume determination.
As discussed in Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR, the Urban Water Management Plans
for the Citrus Heights Water District and San Juan Water District were relied upon to
document existing and projected supply and demand and the EIR determined that
there is sufficient water supply to serve the proposed project.
Parking is not generally considered to be an environmental issue unless a lack of
parking could contribute to increased vehicle traffic and congestion; thus, parking for
recreational vehicles is not required to be evaluated in the EIR.

California Air Resources Board. 2005. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective.
April 2005.
1
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8-7

Commissioner Cox referred to Draft EIR Table 4.5-7, which shows that the
proposed project would generate a total of 390 new trips per day on Greenback
Lane. The Commissioner asked about the effect of that volume of traffic, such as
whether it would increase the commute time from the project area to Interstate
80. The Commissioner also asked how the level of service letter grades are
defined and whether the City has plans to address existing or anticipated level of
service deficiencies.
Please refer to response to Comment 8-4 regarding the methods for determining the
projected traffic volumes. As shown in Tables 4.5-8 and 4.5-10, the proposed project
would increase the delay at some intersections. This could lengthen the average time
during commute periods to travel from the project area to Interstate 80. However the
increase in delay would remain less than significant, as discussed in Draft EIR
Impacts 4.5-1 and 4.5-8. Definitions of level of service are provided in Draft EIR
Table 4.5-4.
The City has a transportation plan adopted as part of the General Plan Circulation
Element, as well as a Capital Improvement Program, which is updated annually.
These plans and programs help the City prioritize and fund public improvements,
such as those that may be necessary to improve traffic circulation. However, it is
important to note that the City’s General Plan allows exceptions from the City’s level
of service standards on several local roadways. As stated in Section 4.5
Transportation (p. 4.5-8), “exceptions to LOS E are allowed for both roadway
segments and intersections along the following streets:

8-8

•

Sunrise Boulevard – south City limits to north City limits

•

Greenback Lane – west City limits to east City limits

•

Old Auburn Road – Sylvan Road to Fair Oaks Boulevard

•

Antelope Road – I-80 to Auburn Boulevard

•

Auburn Boulevard – Old Auburn Road to northern City limits.”

Public commenter Norman Hill noted that he had submitted a letter to the City
regarding his concerns about public safety (Comment Letter 5) and that his
professional background included serving as a chief counsel with the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. The commenter stated that the EIR
mentions that the roofs and walls of the proposed homes would be fire proof but does
not specify the materials that would be used.
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The commenter is correct that Section 4.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials (p.
4.11-19), of the Draft EIR states that non-combustible building materials would be
used for construction but does not specify which materials would be used. The
building elevations included in the proposed site plans indicate that hardi plank and
stucco would be used for building exteriors. The final determination of building
materials would be made at the time that building permits are issued and must meet
all applicable requirements of the California Building Code and California Fire Code
in effect at that time.
8-9

Commenter Hill stated he is concerned about flooding, noting that the 100-year
floodplain mapping may be out of date and might not reflect the total amount of
impervious surfaces in the project area. If this is the case, the peak flows in the creeks
would be higher than previously mapped, and the proposed homes could be subject to
flooding. The commenter also notes there is a greater degree of variability and
extremes in our weather patterns and recommends that the proposed homes be
constructed 4 feet above the 100-year floodplain, instead of the 2 feet above the
floodplain that is currently required by City ordinance.
As discussed in response to Comment 5-2, the 100-year floodplain mapping was last
updated in 2008 and reflects the extent of existing impervious surface within the
Arcade Creek South Branch Watershed. Further, the extent of the 500-year floodplain
does not extend substantially beyond the 100-year floodplain, and thus, the suggested
increased building elevation is not necessary to avoid or reduce a potentially
significant environmental effect.

8-10

Public commenter Michael Mallory stated that the noise measurement taken at the
Sunrise Boulevard and Sun Hill Drive intersection is not representative of noise levels
along Sunrise Boulevard, because it is at a signalized intersection. The commenter
stated that he has measured sound levels on Sunrise Boulevard and found that they
regularly exceed 85 decibels throughout the day and can reach over 100 decibels at
times, particularly with vehicles racing on Friday and Saturday nights. The
commenter stated that the proposed project would increase noise levels on Sunrise
Boulevard, and therefore, the applicant should provide a taller noise attenuation wall
for existing residents along Sunrise Boulevard.
Section 4.6, Noise (Figure 4.6-1), of the Draft EIR identifies the locations at which
noise measurements were taken as well as the locations at which future noise levels
were estimated. Measurements of the noise levels on Sunrise Boulevard were
obtained at the location labeled ST1, which is near the PetSmart store within the
Citrus Town Center. There are no traffic controls (signals or stop signs) at this
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location. In contrast, the location labeled M1, which is at the intersection of Sunrise
Boulevard and Sun Hill Drive, is a Modeled Receiver. At this location, future noise
levels were predicted based on the noise level measurements taken at ST1 and other
locations, data provided within the traffic impacts analysis, and industry-standard
noise modeling tools and programs.
As discussed in Section 4.6 (p. 4.6-2 and p. 4.6-3), the Draft EIR evaluates the noise
impacts using the average, or equivalent, sound level (Leq), over a given time period
(usually 1 hour). The Leq is the foundation of the day/night average noise descriptor
(Ldn) and shows very good correlation with community response to noise for the
average person. Based on the noise measurements collected at ST1, the Leq sound
level along Sunrise Boulevard is 72 decibels. As shown in Section 4.6 (Table 4.6-1)
of the Draft EIR, the noise levels referenced by the commenter correspond to the
noise levels created by a jet flyover at a distance of 300 meters, a gas-powered lawn
mower at 1 meter, or a diesel engine truck at 15 meters traveling at 50 miles per hour.
While there may be moments of high noise levels along Sunrise Boulevard, the
analysis of noise impacts relies upon the average sound level, consistent with the
City’s General Plan policies and noise ordinance. The noise measurements upon
which the EIR analysis is based accurately reflect the existing conditions, and the
noise modeling relies upon industry standard tools and methodology.
As shown in Section 4.5 (Table 4.5-7) of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would
add between 300 and 390 new daily vehicle trips to segments of Sunrise Boulevard
within the project area. The current traffic volumes on these segments range between
43,990 and 35,960 daily trips. As shown in Section 4.6 (Table 4.6-7) of the Draft
EIR, the additional traffic on Sunrise Boulevard due to the proposed project would
not increase the average noise levels along this roadway. The proposed project would
not result in increased noise exposure for existing residents along Sunrise Boulevard;
therefore, a taller noise attenuation barrier is not warranted.
8-11

Following the close of the public hearing, Commissioner Cox requested additional
information regarding whether the flooding analysis considers the effects of prior
development, when the floodplain mapping was last updated, and whether requiring
an additional increased elevation is a reasonable measure to offset risks.
Please refer to response to Comments 5-2, 8-1, and 8-9 regarding the date of the latest
floodplain mapping, the consideration of the effects of past development, and the
reasons why an additional increase in building elevation relative to the floodplain is
not a necessary measure.
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CHAPTER 4
TEXT CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR
Each page from the Draft EIR on which text changes have been made is presented in this
chapter. Text changes are shown in redline/strikeout format. The full Draft EIR, including
these text changes, is available for review on the City of Citrus Heights’s website at:
http://www.citrusheights.net/914/Mitchell-Farms-Subdivision.
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1 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Table 1-2
Impact Summary Table
Impact

Significance
Before Mitigation

Mitigation
special-status species potentially present in the project area, identify their habitat, and
the nature and purpose of protective measures including best management practices
(BMPs) and other required mitigation measures. They will also be instructed to avoid
wetlands and waters within the project area other than where impacts have been
authorized, prevent spills, and receive contact information for the qualified biologist.

Significance
After Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 4.3b
Should construction begin during the breeding season
(February 1 through September 30), a preconstruction nesting bird survey shall be
performed no sooner than 14 days prior to any groundbreaking activities or tree
removal to determine if there are any active nests within the project area (including a
200-foot buffer for raptors). If the site remains inactive for more than one month during
the breeding season and construction would resume during the breeding season,
another preconstruction nesting bird survey shall be performed no sooner than 14 days
prior to reactivation of construction activities on site. If any active nests are observed
during surveys, an avoidance buffer shall be determined and flagged by the qualified
biologist based on species, location and planned construction activity. These nests
shall be avoided until the chicks have fledged and the nests are no longer active, as
determined by the qualified biologist. Avoidance could consist of delaying construction
in close proximity to the nest during the nesting season or creating a buffer zone
between the nest and the activity. Project activities shall be confined to daylight hours
to prevent impacts to foraging nocturnal avian species.
Mitigation Measure 4.3c
No sooner than 30 days prior to demolition of any structures
and/or no sooner than 30 days prior to tree removal, a preconstruction roosting bat
survey shall be performed by a qualified biologist (i.e. a biologist with several years’
experience performing roosting bat surveys, capable of identifying signs of roosting
such as urine stains, guano piles, etc.) to determine if roosting bats or maternity
colonies exist in any of the structures or trees within the project area. Surveys must be
repeated for each year that demolition and/or tree removal would occur. If any active
roosts are observed, consultation with CDFW shall be sought to potentially develop an
exclusion plan, under the direction of CDFW. If maternity roosts are observed,
demolition shall be postponed until the maternity colonies have dispersed, usually
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Table 1-2
Impact Summary Table
Impact

Significance
Before Mitigation

Mitigation
or waters. The City shall inspect the silt fence and/or fiber rolls prior to commencement
of construction activities for each phase.

Significance
After Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 4.3f
The project applicant shall provide compensation for the loss
of oak trees that are protected under Section 106.39 of the Citrus Heights Municipal
Code and for the loss of valley oak woodland habitat. Mitigation for the loss of protected
trees may include onsite tree planting, off-site tree planting within the City Limits, or inlieu fee payment or a combination thereof, sufficient to meet the City of Citrus Heights’
requirement that one diameter inch of tree be planted for each diameter inch of tree
removed or that a revegetation plan approved by the City has been implemented. The
project applicant shall also provide compensationMitigation for the loss of valley oak
woodland shall bes sufficient to meet the City of Citrus Heights’ requirement that there
be no net loss of sensitive habitats. Tree planting that occurs within the City of Citrus
Heights as part of any valley oak woodland habitat restoration, revegetation, or creation
would also be applied to the required diameter inch replacement for the loss of
protected trees. Where tree planting as part of valley oak woodland habitat mitigation
occurs outside the City of Citrus Heights, it cannot be applied to the required diameter
inch replacement for the loss of protected trees. Prior to approval of improvement plans
and issuance of grading permits, the project applicant shall submit a detailed
ProtectedOak Tree Mitigation and Valley Oak Woodland Conservation plan that
includes the following:
Tree Removal Inventory: The project applicant shall submit an Arborist’s Report
inventorying the trees within the development footprint for the construction phase for
which improvement plans and grading permit applications are submitted. The inventory
shall document the species and size of each tree. For multi-stem trees, the diameter
inches shall be calculated by aggregating the total diameter at breast height of each
stem. For any trees that are recommended for removal due to the tree health and/or
condition, specific documentation of the health and condition that warrants removal
shall be provided.
Tree Replacement and Revegetation Program: The project applicant shall submit a
Tree Replacement and Revegetation Program that identifies all of the following:
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Impact

Significance
Before Mitigation
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• the number of protected trees to be removed from the project site and the total
diameter inches of those trees;
• the number, size and location of trees to be planted on-site;
• the number, size and location of any trees to be planted off-site;
• a maintenance and monitoring program for replacement trees (both on-site and offsite);
• if the applicant proposes to undertake revegetation, a revegetation plan meeting
the requirements of Section 106.39.060.C of the City of Citrus Heights Municipal
Code;
• for any off-site conservation easements that the applicant will obtain to mitigate
for the loss of valley oak woodland habitatin satisfaction of this mitigation
measure, the location of the subject property, a habitat assessment documenting
the type, extent and quality of the vegetation communities present on the subject
property, number of trees, and evidence of the willingness of the property owner
to place the property under a conservation easement; and
• the anticipated payment of fees to the Sacramento Tree Foundation, if any, and
the portion of the project’s required mitigation that the Sacramento Tree
Foundation fees would cover; and
• the anticipated amount, if any, to be paid to the City’s in-lieu fee for protectedoak tree
removal.
On Site Tree Planting: The project applicant shall replant oak trees within the project site
open space and landscape planters. The applicant shall to restore 5.12 acres of valley
oak woodland habitat on-site and/or plant replacement trees as mitigation for trees
removed as part of the project. Where valley oak woodland habitat is established or
revegetated within the site, trees planted may also be counted as mitigation for the loss
of protected trees subject to approval by the Planning Division.. Detailed landscaping
plans showing the placement of replacement trees shall be provided with the proposed
improvement plans for each construction phase. Supplemental irrigation shall be provided
to the tree replacement planting areas for three years; this shall be demonstrated on
landscaping plans. On site tree planting shall occur concurrent with construction activities
for each development phase. The City shall inspect replacement tree plantings prior to
issuance of any certificates of occupancy for each development phase.

Significance
After Mitigation
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In addition, trees planted by the project applicant in front yards of the proposed
residences and in landscape planters along public streets within the project site may be
applied towards the project’s mitigation requirements if the City first approves a longterm maintenance and management plan for them. This may include maintenance
through a landscape and lighting district or as a requirement of the Homeowners’
Association.
Offsite Tree Planting: The project applicant may undertake off-site replanting within
the City of Citrus Heights to mitigate for the loss of protected trees. Off-site replanting
shall occur on sites approved by the City of Citrus Heights prior to any planting
occurring. Any off-site replanting area shall be subject to a conservation easement or
other mechanism approved by the City to ensure the area is protected in perpetuity
(unless the site is within publicly owned park).
Replacement Tree Monitoring: Replacement trees planted by the project applicant
onsite and offsite shall be monitored by the project applicant for a period of 3 years.
The project applicant shall retain a qualified arborist or biologist to complete annual
monitoring reports, which shall be submitted annually to the City. The monitoring
reports shall provide information regarding the use of irrigation for the replacement
trees, any repairs needed for the irrigation system, any vegetation management that
has been completed or is recommended, and the survival rate of all replacement trees.
If any trees fail within the first 3 years after planting, the project applicant shall replace
those trees on site and monitor the newly planted trees for a total of 3 years from the
date of planting, unless other success criteria is established in a revegetation plan that
meets the requirements of Section 106.39.060.C of the City of Citrus Heights Municipal
Code and is approved by the City prior to approval of improvement or grading plans
and prior to the commencement of any tree planting under the proposed revegetation
plan.
Offsite Tree Planting and Valley Oak Woodland Conservation: For all Valley Oak
Woodland not restored or created onsite, tThe project applicant shall either obtain a
conservation easement and/or undertake off-site valley oak woodland habitat creation
and/or replanting/restoration , and/or pay an in lieu fee to the Sacramento Tree
Foundation to facilitate off-site replanting/restoration, and/or obtain a conservation
easement on valley oak woodland habitat within Sacramento County sufficient to

Significance
After Mitigation
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compensate for the proposed project’s direct impacts to 14.36 acres of valley oak
woodland habitat. Where valley oak woodland habitat is established or revegetated
within the City of Citrus Heights, trees planted may also be counted as mitigation for the
loss of protected trees subject to approval by the Planning Division. Where valley oak
woodland habitat is established or revegetated outside the City of Citrus Heights, trees
planted shall not be counted towards the mitigation for the loss of protected trees.
Where existing valley oak woodland habitat is protected by a conservation easement,
trees shall not be counted towards the mitigation for the loss of protected trees.
Off-site replanting/restoration, whether undertaken by the project applicant or by the
Sacramento Tree Foundation, shall occur on sites approved by the City of Citrus Heights.
Replacement planting/restoration sites shall be approved by the City prior to any planting
occurring. Where the project applicant undertakes off-site replanting/restoration, the
replanting/restoration areas shall be subject to a conservation easement or other
mechanism approved by the City to ensure the areas are protected in perpetuity. Any
replacement trees planted by the project applicant in an offsite location must be monitored
by the project applicant for a period of 3 years as described above unless a conservation
easement is established over the replacement planting area and that easement is granted
in favor of a land conservation organization.
Active management, irrigation, and monitoring is not required where an existing oak
woodland habitat area is protected under a conservation easement obtained in
satisfaction of this mitigation measure.
Any conservation easement obtained in satisfaction of this mitigation measure (whether
for conservation of an existing oak woodland or for conservation of an offsite
replacement planting area) shall prohibit any grading, vegetation removal (other than as
required for fuel management under an approved fire safe plan), and/or any
construction activities within the easement area. Any portion of the easement area that
is within 100 feet of a habitable structure shall not be counted toward the required
acreage (as such an area would be subject to vegetation removal for defensible space
requirements). The easement shall be recorded in perpetuity in favor of the City of
Citrus Heights or a land conservation organization approved by the City. Evidence of
the recordation of the conservation easement shall be provided to the City prior to
issuance of any grading permits for each development phase at the project site.

Significance
After Mitigation
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Impact

Impact 4.3-3. Interfere with resident
or migratory wildlife movement or
nursery sites
Impact 4.3-4. Conflict with the City of
Citrus Heights Tree Ordinance
Impact 4.3-5. Conflict with an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local policy
Impact 4.3-6. Contribute to
cumulative losses of biological
resources

Significance
Before Mitigation

Significance
After Mitigation

PS

Mitigation
Phased Replanting and Conservation: The project applicant may elect to undertake offsite tree planting and/or obtain conservation easements for each construction phase. Such
replacement planting and easements must be sufficient to offset the actual impacts
anticipated for the individual construction phase for which a grading permit is sought prior to
issuance of a grading permit for that phase.
In-lieu Fee: For any portion of the protectedoak tree removal that cannot be mitigated within
the City limits through on-site and off-site replanting, the project applicant shall pay the City’s
in-lieu fee for loss of protectedoak trees removal. Trees planted in on-site or off-site oak
woodland restoration efforts may be counted towards the tree replacement requirements in
the City’s Tree Preservation and Protection ordinance, only if they are within the City limits.
In-lieu fees paid to the City may be used by the City as described in the City’s Tree
Preservation and Protection ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 106.39). Such uses include
funding the City Arborist Services, which would provide support for property owners
throughout the City to maintain existing oak trees; propagating, purchasing, planting,
protecting and maintaining trees; or other educational or planted related efforts. This fee may
also be used by the City to undertake tree planting efforts on private or public land within the
City. Payment of the in-lieu fee may be phased as described above. Payment of the in-lieu
fee must be made prior to issuance of a grading permit for each development phase.
Mitigation Measure 4.3e (see above)

PS

Mitigation Measure 4.3f (see above)

NI

None required

NI

LTS

None required

LTS
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Impact

Impact 4.5-3. Result in inadequate
emergency access during
construction and/or operation

Significance
Before Mitigation

LTS

Mitigation
 Construction vehicle traffic shall be managed such that the available storage in
the left-turn pocket on southbound Sunrise Boulevard at Arcadia Drive is not
exceeded. Consideration shall be given to lengthening this turn pocket from 235
to 285 feet. This can be accomplished by converting a portion of the raised
median into the lengthened turn lane.
 Construction vehicle traffic shall be managed such that the project does not
further degrade vehicle queuing (which already exceeds the available storage)
in the eastbound left-turn lane at the Greenback/Fair Oaks Boulevard
intersection. Consideration shall be given to lengthening this turn pocket from
225 feet to 315 feet. This can be accomplished by reducing the available
storage in the left-turn pocket on westbound Greenback Lane at Sunrise Vista
Drive from 250 feet to 175 feet and relocating the raised median / Sunrise
Marketplace flags slightly to the west.
 Delivery trucks do not idle/stage on Arcadia Drive or Fair Oaks Boulevard,
blocking bus terminals or staging areas.
 During construction of the roundabout on Arcadia Drive, through access for
Regional Transit busses and delivery trucks is maintained.
 Construction of the Street A intersection at Fair Oaks Boulevard shall include
development of a dedicated northbound left-turn lane to accommodate
construction traffic.
 Trucks are precluded from using the Street A access on Fair Oaks Boulevard due
to the lack of a dedicated northbound left-turn pocket. At such time that a
dedicated left-turn pocket is constructed, delivery trucks must be prohibited from
idling/staging on Fair Oaks Boulevard.
 All construction employees shall park on site.
 Roadways, sidewalks, crosswalks, and bicycle facilities shall be maintained clear
of debris (e.g., rocks) that could impede travel and impact public safety
None required
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Impact
Impact 4.6-3. Expose people to
noise levels that exceed established
noise standards or generate a
substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels under existing
plus project conditions

Significance
Before Mitigation
PS

Impact 4.6-4. Expose people to
noise levels that exceed established
noise standards or generate a
substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in cumulative
plus project conditions

NI

Impact 4.7-1. Generate air pollutant
emissions that would cause or
contribute to a localized exceedance
of any ambient air quality standard or
exceed SMAQMD’s emission
thresholds

PS

Mitigation
Mitigation Measure 4.6a To address exterior living spaces noise impacts, sound wall
mitigation shall be incorporated into the development design. The wall shall be 6 feet tall
relative to the nearby proposed building pads. To ensure compliance with the City of
Citrus Heights 60 dBA Ldn exterior noise level standard, the project applicant shall install
6-foot-high solid noise barriers adjacent to the proposed residential uses along the
eastern boundary of the project site (at the rear of Lots 1 to 4) and, at the rear of lots 130
to 132 (adjacent to the roundabout), and southwest of Lot AR, as shown in Figure 4.6-2,
Proposed Sound Wall Locations, to reduce traffic noise levels. The noise barriers shall be
constructed of concrete or other solid material that is rigid and sufficiently dense (at least
20 kilograms/square meter) (FHWA 2015). The City of Citrus Heights shall ensure that the
noise barriers are shown on construction plans prior to issuance of grading permits and
shall verify the barriers have been constructed as required prior to issuance of certificates
of occupancy.
None required

Air Quality
Mitigation Measure 4.7a Prior to issuance of demolition permits, grading permits, or
building permits for the proposed project, the City of Citrus Heights shall ensure that site
plan notes include requirements for the contractor to implement the following Basic
Construction Emission Control Measures. Visual site inspections shall be conducted
throughout construction to ensure these measures are implemented appropriately:
A. All exposed surfaces shall be watered two times daily. Exposed surfaces include,
but are not limited to soil piles, graded areas, unpaved parking areas, staging
areas, and access roads.
B. Haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material on the site shall be
covered and/or shall maintain at least two feet of free board space. Any haul trucks
that would be traveling along freeways or major roadways shall be covered.
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provide for additional tree planting and/or revegetation to comply with the City’s Tree
Preservation and Protection ordinance.
The project site would be annexed into one of the City’s Landscape and Lighting Districts. This
would allow the City to collect maintenance fees from each property owner within the project
site to fund ongoing maintenance of the lighting and landscaping within public areas of the site.
Additionally, some funding from the City’s Landscape and Lighting District would be used to
help fund Sunrise Recreation and Park District maintenance costs.
Within the open space area, security lighting is proposed along the multi-use trail. The lights
would be placed on alternating sides of the trail approximately 150 feet apart.
Circulation System
The proposed project would include a circulation system of two-lane residential streets that
would range from 32 feet to 34 feet wide with a 6-foot-wide separated sidewalk on both sides of
the street in most cases. On the proposed Tentative Map (Burrell Consulting Group 2017),
roadways labeled as streets would be constructed and maintained as public streets, and roadways
labeled as alleys or as lots would be constructed and maintained as private streets. A roundabout
is proposed along Arcadia Drive where the road currently bends to the south to connect to
Greenback Lane. This roundabout would provide primary access to the project siteproposed
Villages 4 and 5. A second point of access off of Arcadia Drive would be at Street C, located
near the western project boundary. A third point of access would be provided at the project site’s
frontage on Fair Oaks Boulevard at proposed Street A. Street A would provide the primary
vehicular access to proposed Villages 1, 2 and 3. These villages would also be able to use an
emergency access point from the Sacramento Municipal Utility District access road off of
Sunrise Boulevard that would connect to Street L. Thus, two points of access would be provided
for each proposed residence. The project would also modify the portion of Arcadia Drive along
the project site boundary to add striping for a bike lane on the north side of the road.
Additionally, the project would provide for an emergency access point from the Sacramento
Municipal Utility District access road off of Sunrise Boulevard that would connect to Street L.
Parking
Each residential unit would include a two-car garage, and the Codes, Conditions, and
Restrictions for the development would include provisions requiring that residents maintain their
garages in a clear and clean condition to allow for parking, and to park their vehicles in the
garage. On-street parallel parking would be provided on all public streets, and some guest
parking would be provided throughout the project site.
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Public Infrastructure and Services
Water would be provided by the Citrus Heights Water District. Sewer collection and conveyance
services would be provided by Sacramento Area Sewer District, with treatment provided by the
Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. Collection and conveyance of stormwater
drainage would be provided by the City. Electrical service would be provided by the Sacramento
Municipal Utility District, whereas natural gas would be provided by Pacific Gas and Electric.
As shown in Figure 3-3, a 30-foot-wide Sacramento Municipal Utility District easement crosses
the northernmost portion of the project site. This easement was established for road and
incidental purposes. It is proposed to be abandoned. This would not affect the existing unpaved
access road to the Sacramento Municipal Utility District substation north of the project site.
The proposed project would include new water, sewer, and storm drain infrastructure on site
designed in compliance with City and provider specifications to serve the residential
development. Currently water, sewer, and storm drain connections within the project site are
limited to those necessary to serve the existing home and the existing golf course/disc golf use of
the site. A sewer line crosses the project site, generally along the South Branch of Arcade Creek,
within a 10-foot-wide easement. A second sewer line extends into the site from the east-west
segment of Arcadia Drive, within a 10-foot wide easement. The project’s on-site water, sewer,
and storm drain lines that would serve the proposed dwelling units would be located within the
roadway rights-of-way within the project site, within the proposed private roadways, and within
the proposed open space area. Additional discussion of public infrastructure and services is
provided in Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities.
Water Supply
The project site is currently served by the Citrus Heights Water District. The project would tie
into existing water lines located in Fair Oaks Boulevard and Arcadia Drive, and into water lines
within the adjacent Citrus Town Center west of the site and Heather Downs Apartments and
Montage Apartments north of the project site.
Residences would be served by a series of 8-inch-diameter and 12-inch-diameter water lines to
be located within project roadways.
Sewer
As noted above, existing trunk sewer lines are located on site along the South Branch of Arcade
Creek. The Sacramento Area Sewer District provides sewer service to the City, and sewage from the
project would be conveyed to the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District for treatment.
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Sustainable Project Features
The following sustainable features would be part of the proposed project:


Solar-power-generation equipment



High-performance heating and cooling equipment












High-performance walls and glazing
High-performance water heaters

Ultra-low-flow plumbing fixtures
Whole-house fans

High-efficiency (LED) lighting

Outlets for charging electric vehicles

Demand-response-enabled thermostats
Low-VOC coatings and sealants

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan implementation and management during
construction and operation
Construction waste management plans and tracking of construction debris diversion and
recycling capture

Off-Site Improvements
Based on the environmental impact analysis provided throughout this Draft EIR, one off-site
improvement is expected to be needed to mitigate the project’s potential environmental impacts:


Creating either a either a two-way left-turn lane on Fair Oaks Boulevard or a “gull wing”
configuration (raised median) to provide a dedicated channel for left turns into and out of
the project site at the Street A/Fair Oaks Boulevard intersection (Mitigation Measure
4.5b; see Section 4.5, Transportation).

In addition, recommendations are made in the Traffic Impacts Analysis (Appendix xC) for
other minor roadway modifications outside of the project site. The required and
recommended improvements would require modifications to existing roadways but would not
include widening roads or substantial construction activities that could result in any new
adverse environmental impacts.
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4.2

POPULATION AND HOUSING

This section of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) describes changes in population and
housing associated with implementation of the proposed Mitchell Farms Subdivision (project), and
evaluates whether those changes would result in significant environmental effects. Changes in
population, employment, and housing in and of themselves are generally characterized as social and
economic effects. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides that economic and
social effects are not considered significant effects on the environment unless the social and/or
economic changes are connected to physical environmental effects. A social or economic change
related to a physical change may be considered when determining whether the physical change is
significant (14 CCR 15382). The guidance for assessing economic and social effects is set forth in
Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines:
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on
the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed
decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting
from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social
changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in
any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus
of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.
An increase in population resulting from new development does not necessarily cause direct adverse
physical environmental impacts, but indirect physical environmental impacts such as increased
vehicle trips and associated increases in air pollutant emissions and noise could occur. These topics
are analyzed in Section 4.5, Transportation; Section 4.7, Air Quality; and Section 4.6, Noise.
None of the comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation for the project addressed
population, employment, or housing. The Notice of Preparation and comments received in
response to it are provided in Appendix A of this EIR.

4.2.1

Environmental Setting

The City of Citrus Heights (City) is located just south of the Placer County boundary within
northeast Sacramento County, California. The project site is located in a developed area of the
City near Greenback Lane to the south, Fair Oaks Boulevard to the east, and Sunrise Boulevard to
the west. At the time the City of Citrus Heights General Plan was adopted in 2011, the City was
approximately 98% built out. Of the vacant land available in the City, approximately threequarters is designated as residential. Commercial and office uses are primarily concentrated
around the historic Auburn Boulevard commercial corridor, the Greenback Boulevard Lane
commercial corridor, the Sunrise Boulevard commercial corridor, and in small centers along
arterials, including Antelope Road, Fair Oaks Boulevard, Madison Avenue, and San Juan
Mitchell Farms Subdivision DraftFinal Environmental Impact Report
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features to the open space area would not restrict the extent to which the corridor supports wildlife
movement. Additionally, the project proposes to replant oak trees within the open space area,
which would provide additional foraging and cover habitat for wildlife species that may cross the
project site. Further, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3e, which requires installation of silt
fencing, restrictions on vehicle staging locations, provision of spill kits to construction crews and
requirements that any spills be cleaned up immediately to ensure that construction activities do not
lead to degradation of water quality in the South Branch of Arcade Creek or wetlands that are
retained on site, would reduce the project’s potential to result in indirect impacts to the creek
corridor. The proposed site plan provides adequate protection of the creek corridor to maintain
wildlife movement opportunities for common and special-status wildlife, and with implementation
of Mitigation Measure 4.3e, the project’s impacts to wildlife movement would be less than
significant.
IMPACT 4.3-4

SIGNIFICANCE:

MITIGATION MEASURES:
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION:

Conflict with the City of Citrus Heights Tree Ordinance
Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure 4.3f
Less Than Significant

The City of Citrus Heights regulates all projects with the potential to affect any trees that are
protected under the City’s tree ordinance, found in Section 106.39.060 of the City of Citrus Heights
Municipal Code (City of Citrus Heights 2015). The project proposes to remove protected trees,
and to encroach within the protected zone of protected trees. . The protection zone is defined as a
radius equal to one foot beyond the tree canopy. Protected trees include:





Native oaks 6 inches or more in diameter at breast height, or multiple trunk oak trees 10
inches or more in diameter at breast height;

Mature trees 19 inches or more in diameter at breast height, excluding willows (Salix spp.),
fruit trees, eucalyptus (Eucalyptus spp.), alder (Alnus spp.), cottonwood (Populus spp.), pine
(Pinus spp.), catalpa (Catalpa spp.), fruitless mulberry (Morus spp.), or palm (spp.);
All trees 19 inches or more in diameter at breast height within 25 feet of a seasonal stream;
and

Trees planted as part of a condition of approval or mitigation requirement with a
discretionary permit.

The arborist report (Appendix B) identified a total of 1,526 trees within the project site, including
valley oak (Quercus lobata), blue oak (Quercus douglasii), interior live oak (Quercus wislizeni),
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performed no sooner than 14 days prior to reactivation of
construction activities on site. If any active nests are observed
during surveys, an avoidance buffer shall be determined and flagged
by the qualified biologist based on species, location and planned
construction activity. These nests shall be avoided until the chicks
have fledged and the nests are no longer active, as determined by the
qualified biologist. Avoidance could consist of delaying
construction in close proximity to the nest during the nesting season
or creating a buffer zone between the nest and the activity. Project
activities shall be confined to daylight hours to prevent impacts to
foraging nocturnal avian species.

Mitigation Measure 4.3c

No sooner than 30 days prior to demolition of any structures and/or
no sooner than 30 days prior to tree removal, a preconstruction
roosting bat survey shall be performed by a qualified biologist (i.e. a
biologist with several years’ experience performing roosting bat
surveys, capable of identifying signs of roosting such as urine stains,
guano piles, etc.) to determine if roosting bats or maternity colonies
exist in any of the structures or trees within the project area. Surveys
must be repeated for each year that demolition and/or tree removal
would occur. If any active roosts are observed, consultation with
CDFW shall be sought to potentially develop an exclusion plan, under
the direction of CDFW. If maternity roosts are observed, demolition
shall be postponed until the maternity colonies have dispersed, usually
between late August and the end of September. Project activities shall
be confined to daylight hours to prevent impacts to foraging bats.

Mitigation Measure 4.3d

The project applicant shall provide compensation for the loss of
wetlands and waters of the United States sufficient to meet the City
of Citrus Heights’ requirement that there be no net loss of wetland
communities. To achieve this, the project applicant shall obtain a
Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers to authorize impacts to wetlands and define the specific
requirements for replacement or compensation for the loss and the
project applicant shall carry out on-site replacement or off-site
banking to mitigate for impacts to wetlands. Minimum replacement
ratios shall be 1:1 for wetland habitat. If off-site mitigation is
chosen, the project applicant shall provide written evidence that
compensatory habitat has been established through the purchase of
mitigation credits at an approved wetlands mitigation bank. The
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amount of money required to purchase these credits shall be equal
to the amount necessary to replace wetland or habitat acreage and
value, including compensation for temporal loss. Evidence of
payment, which describes the amount and type of habitat purchased
at the bank site, shall be provided to the City prior to the issuance of
grading permits.
Mitigation Measure 4.3e

Installation of silt fencing shall be required for any construction
activity that occurs within 100 feet of the South Branch of Arcade
Creek, other than where direct impacts have been authorized
through permits obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
Grading and improvement plans for each construction phase shall
indicate the high water mark of the creek and shall delineate all
construction activity areas within that phase. Silt fencing shall be
installed at least 25 feet from the high water mark of the creek. All
equipment and vehicles shall be staged outside of waterways. Spill
kits shall be available on the site to crews working within the project
area and any spills shall be cleaned up immediately. Silt fence or
fiber rolls (i.e. straw wattles) shall be installed on slopes adjacent to
areas where trenching could cause erosion into nearby waterways,
or where construction occurs within 25 feet of wetlands or waters.
The City shall inspect the silt fence and/or fiber rolls prior to
commencement of construction activities for each phase.

Mitigation Measure 4.3f

The project applicant shall provide compensation for the loss of oak
trees that are protected under Section 106.39 of the Citrus Heights
Municipal Code and for the loss of valley oak woodland habitat.
Mitigation for the loss of protected trees may include onsite tree
planting, off-site tree planting within the City Limits, or in-lieu fee
payment or a combination thereof, sufficient to meet the City of
Citrus Heights’ requirement that one diameter inch of tree be planted
for each diameter inch of tree removed or that a revegetation plan
approved by the City has been implemented. The project applicant
shall also provide compensation Mitigation for the loss of valley oak
woodlands shall be sufficient to meet the City of Citrus Heights’
requirement that there be no net loss of sensitive habitats. Tree
planting that occurs within the City of Citrus Heights as part of any
valley oak woodland habitat restoration, revegetation, or creation
would also be applied to the required diameter inch replacement for
the loss of protected trees. Where tree planting as part of valley oak
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woodland habitat mitigation occurs outside the City of Citrus
Heights, it cannot be applied to the required diameter inch
replacement for the loss of protected trees. Prior to approval of
improvement plans and issuance of grading permits, the project
applicant shall submit a detailed Oak Protected Tree Mitigation and
Valley Oak Woodland Conservation plan that includes the
following:
Tree Removal Inventory: The project applicant shall submit an
Arborist’s Report inventorying the trees within the development
footprint for the construction phase for which improvement plans
and grading permit applications are submitted. The inventory shall
document the species and size of each tree. For multi-stem trees, the
diameter inches shall be calculated by aggregating the total diameter
at breast height of each stem. For any trees that are recommended
for removal due to the tree health and/or condition, specific
documentation of the health and condition that warrants removal
shall be provided.
Tree Replacement and Revegetation Program: The project
applicant shall submit a Tree Replacement and Revegetation Program
that identifies all of the following:







the number of protected trees to be removed from the project
site and the total diameter inches of those trees;
the number, size and location of trees to be planted on-site;

the number, size and location of any trees to be planted off-site;

a maintenance and monitoring program for replacement
trees (both on-site and off-site);

if the applicant proposes to undertake revegetation, a
revegetation plan meeting the requirements of Section
106.39.060.C of the City of Citrus Heights Municipal Code;
for any off-site conservation easements that the applicant
will obtain in satisfaction of this mitigation measureto
mitigate for the loss of valley oak woodland habitat, the
location of the subject property, a habitat assessment
documenting the type, extent and quality of the vegetation
communities present on the subject property, number of

Mitchell Farms Subdivision DraftFinal Environmental Impact Report
March June 2018

10282
4.3-26

4.3 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES





trees and evidence of the willingness of the property owner
to place the property under a conservation easement;
the anticipated payment of fees to the Sacramento Tree
Foundation, if any, and the portion of the project’s required
mitigation that the Sacramento Tree Foundation fees would
cover; and

the anticipated amount, if any, to be paid to the City’s in-lieu
fee for oak protected tree removal.

On Site Tree Planting: The project applicant shall replant oak trees
within the project site open space and landscape planters. The
applicant shall to restore 5.12 acres of valley oak woodland habitat
on-site and/or plant replacement trees as mitigation for trees
removed as part of the project. Where valley oak woodland habitat
is established or revegetated within the site, trees planted may also
be counted as mitigation for the loss of protected trees subject to
approval by the Planning . DetailedDivision. Detailed landscaping
plans showing the placement of replacement trees shall be provided
with the proposed improvement plans for each construction phase.
Supplemental irrigation shall be provided to the tree replacement
planting areas for three years; this shall be demonstrated on
landscaping plans. On site tree planting shall occur concurrent with
construction activities for each development phase. The City shall
inspect replacement tree plantings prior to issuance of any
certificates of occupancy for each development phase.
In addition, trees planted by the project applicant in front yards of
the proposed residences and in landscape planters along public
streets within the project site may be applied towards the project’s
mitigation requirements if the City first approves a long-term
maintenance and management plan for them. This may include
maintenance through a landscape and lighting district or as a
requirement of the Homeowners’ Association.
Offsite Tree Planting: The project applicant may undertake offsite replanting within the City of Citrus Heights to mitigate for the
loss of protected trees. Off-site replanting shall occur on sites
approved by the City of Citrus Heights prior to any planting
occurring. Any off-site replanting area shall be subject to a
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conservation easement or other mechanism approved by the City to
ensure the area is protected in perpetuity (unless the site is within
publicly owned park).
Replacement Tree Monitoring: Replacement trees planted by the
project applicant onsite and offsite shall be monitored by the project
applicant for a period of 3 years. The project applicant shall retain a
qualified arborist or biologist to complete annual monitoring
reports, which shall be submitted annually to the City. The
monitoring reports shall provide information regarding the use of
irrigation for the replacement trees, any repairs needed for the
irrigation system, any vegetation management that has been
completed or is recommended, and the survival rate of all
replacement trees. If any trees fail within the first 3 years after
planting, the project applicant shall replace those trees on site and
monitor the newly planted trees for a total of 3 years from the date
of planting, unless other success criteria is established in a
revegetation plan that meets the requirements of Section
106.39.060.C of the City of Citrus Heights Municipal Code and is
approved by the City prior to approval of improvement or grading
plans and prior to the commencement of any tree planting under the
proposed revegetation plan.
Offsite Tree Planting and Valley Oak Woodland Conservation:
For all Valley Oak Woodland not restored or created onsite, Tthe
project applicant shall either obtain a conservation easement and/or
undertake off-site valley oak woodland replanting/habitat creation
and/or restoration, and/or pay an in lieu fee to the Sacramento Tree
Foundation to facilitate off-site replanting/restoration, and/or obtain
a conservation easement on valley oak woodland habitat within
Sacramento County sufficient to compensate for the proposed
project’s direct impacts to 14.36 acres of valley oak woodland
habitat. Where valley oak woodland habitat is established or
revegetated within the City of Citrus Heights, trees planted may also
be counted as mitigation for the loss of protected trees subject to
approval by the Planning Division. Where valley oak woodland
habitat is established or revegetated outside the City of Citrus
Heights, trees planted shall not be counted towards the mitigation
for the loss of protected trees. Where existing valley oak woodland
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habitat is protected by a conservation easement, trees shall not be
counted towards the mitigation for the loss of protected trees.
Off-site replanting/restoration, whether undertaken by the project
applicant or by the Sacramento Tree Foundation, shall occur on sites
approved by the City of Citrus Heights. Replacement
planting/restoration sites shall be approved by the City prior to any
planting occurring. Where the project applicant undertakes off-site
replanting/restoration, the replanting/restoration areas shall be
subject to a conservation easement or other mechanism approved by
the City to ensure the areas are protected in perpetuity. Any
replacement trees planted by the project applicant in an off-site
location must be monitored by the project applicant for a period of
3 years as described above unless a conservation easement is
established over the replacement planting area and that easement is
granted in favor of a land conservation organization.
Active management, irrigation, and monitoring is not required where an
existing oak woodland habitat area is protected under a conservation
easement obtained in satisfaction of this mitigation measure.
Any conservation easement obtained in satisfaction of this mitigation
measure (whether for conservation of an existing oak woodland or for
conservation of an offsite replacement planting area) shall prohibit any
grading, vegetation removal (other than as required for fuel
management under an approved fire safe plan), and/or any construction
activities within the easement area. Any portion of the easement area
that is within 100 feet of a habitable structure shall not be counted
toward the required acreage (as such an area would be subject to
vegetation removal for defensible space requirements). The easement
shall be recorded in perpetuity in favor of the City of Citrus Heights or
a land conservation organization approved by the City. Evidence of the
recordation of the conservation easement shall be provided to the City
prior to issuance of any grading permits for each development phase at
the project site.
Phased Replanting and Conservation: The project applicant may
elect to undertake off-site tree planting and/or obtain conservation
easements for each construction phase. Such replacement planting
and easements must be sufficient to offset the actual impacts
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anticipated for the individual construction phase for which a grading
permit is sought prior to issuance of a grading permit for that phase.

4.3.5

References

In-lieu Fee: For any portion of the oak protected tree removal that
cannot be mitigated within the City limits through on-site and offsite replanting, the project applicant shall pay the City’s in-lieu fee
for oak loss of protected trees removal. Trees planted in on-site or
off-site oak woodland restoration efforts may be counted towards
the tree replacement requirements in the City’s Tree Preservation
and Protection ordinance, only if they are within the City limits. Inlieu fees paid to the City may be used by the City as described in the
City’s Tree Preservation and Protection ordinance (Municipal Code
Chapter 106.39). Such uses include funding the City Arborist
Services, which would provide support for property owners
throughout the City to maintain existing oak trees; propagating,
purchasing, planting, protecting and maintaining trees; or other
educational or planted related efforts. This fee may also be used by
the City to undertake tree planting efforts on private or public land
within the City. Payment of the in-lieu fee may be phased as
described above. Payment of the in-lieu fee must be made prior to
issuance of a grading permit for each development phase.
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adjacent to Arcadia Drive south of the project site is highly urbanized, travelers on this road are
considered to have relatively low sensitivity to changes in the project site’s visual character.
Key Viewpoint 3: Views from Sunrise Boulevard
As noted in Section 4.4.1 Environmental Setting, the northwest corner of the site is visible from
Sunrise Boulevard. No changes to the project site are proposed in this location. This area would
be included in the project site’s open space area.
Views of the site from other portions of Sunrise Boulevard are very limited and primarily consist
of isolated glimpses of the tree canopy. The project open space would extend south from the
northwest corner of the site more than halfway along the site’s western boundary. This would
ensure that substantial tree canopy is retained, and thus the limited views of the tree canopy for
travelers on Sunrise Boulevard would also be retained. There would be no impact to views from
Key Viewpoint 3.
IMPACT 4.4-3:

Create a new source of substantial light or glare.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

None

SIGNIFICANCE:

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION:

Less Than Significant
Less Than Significant

Security lighting for the existing on-site buildings are the only source of light currently on the
project site. Additional security lighting is proposed to be placed on alternating sides of the
multi-use trail spaced approximately 150 feet apart, and at locations where the trail interfaces
with streets and alleys within the proposed subdivision. A total of 28 light standards with a
maximum illuminance of 1.5 footcandles (the amount of light given by a single candle flame at a
distance of one foot from the flame) are proposed.
Residential development associated with the project represents a new source of lighting. No
building materials would be used that would induce a substantial amount of glare. Due to the
highly developed nature of the City, the project site is surrounded by significant existing sources
of light and glare. Surrounding land uses contribute light and glare to the region through interior
lighting of buildings within the residential areas to the east of the site and commercial areas to
the south and west of the site, overhead surface parking lighting within commercial areas, and
street lighting on Fair Oaks Boulevard. The contribution of proposed lighting on the project site
would be similar to existing light sources in the project vicinity and compatible with the
surrounding land uses. Furthermore, lighting in residential areas and along streets, parking areas,
and walkways would be designed and installed in locations that minimize light spillover onto
adjacent properties and into the sky, in keeping with the requirements of the Citrus Heights
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Municipal Code Section 106.35.040(A), which states that “outdoor lighting fixtures shall be
designed, located, installed, aimed downward or toward structures, and maintained in order to
prevent glare, light trespass, and light pollution.” Municipal Code Section 106.35.020 prohibits
any lighting that spills over into neighboring properties or the public right-of-way to exceed 0.5
foot candles within two feet of the property line of the light source.
The proposed project would include installation of street lights along Arcadia Drive and along
public streets internal to the project site. The street lights would be lit using LEDs, which
consume less energy and typically require less maintenance than conventional street lamps. In
2016, the American Medical Association (AMA) released a study that identified several potential
adverse consequences associated with use of LED technology (AMA 2016). Primarily, these
adverse consequences relate to the color of light provided by LEDs. Many LEDs emit a large
amount of blue light that the human eye perceives as a harsh white color. This blue light can
increase nighttime glare, which then reduces visual acuity and increases hazards. Additionally,
the blue-rich LEDs operate at a wavelength that can suppress melatonin production in humans,
which can interrupt circadian sleep rhythms. The AMA report states:
A number of controlled laboratory studies have shown delays in the normal
transition to nighttime physiology from evening exposure to tablet computer
screens, backlit e-readers, and room light typical of residential settings. These
effects are wavelength and intensity dependent, implicating bright, short
wavelength (blue) electric light sources as disrupting transition. These effects are
not seen with dimmer, longer wavelength light (as from wood fires or low wattage
incandescent bulbs). In human studies, a short-term detriment in sleep quality has
been observed after exposure to short wavelength light before bedtime. Although
data are still emerging, some evidence supports a long-term increase in the risk
for cancer, diabetes, cardiovascular disease and obesity from chronic sleep
disruption or shiftwork and associated with exposure to brighter light sources in
the evening or night.
The AMA report also notes that “measurements at street level from white LED street lamps are
needed to more accurately assess the potential circadian impact of evening/nighttime exposure to
these lights.”
In addition to these human health risks, excessive outdoor lighting disrupts many species that
need a dark environment. For instance, poorly designed LED lighting disorients some bird,
insect, turtle, and fish species.
The proposed development standards for the Mitchell Farms Special Planning Area zone district
include a requirement that all street lights on public and private streets shall have a color
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temperature of 3000K or less. This ensures that LED street lamps would not emit strong blue
light levels and, therefore, would not have the potential to contribute to or cause adverse effects
such as increased glare, melatonin suppression, and disruption of circadian rhythm. Additionally,
the proposed Mitchell Farms Special Planning Area development standards require that lighting
within private residential lots and common areas owned by the Homeowners Association be
certified “Dark Sky Approved” by the International Dark Sky Association. These requirements
would ensure that lighting within the project site does not create excessive light that can be seen
from offsite locations or that would cause adverse human health effects or adverse effects on
wildlife in the vicinity.
Consistency with the City’s Municipal Code, including the proposed development standards for
the Mitchell Farms Special Planning Area, would ensure that the project would have a less-thansignificant impact associated with creation of new sources of light and glare.
IMPACT 4.4-4:
SIGNIFICANCE:

MITIGATION MEASURES:

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION:

Contribute to cumulative impacts to the visual character
of the region
Less Than Significant
None

Less Than Significant

The City’s General Plan EIR analyzes the cumulative impacts to visual resources, including the
area containing the project site. The General Plan EIR finds that buildout of the General Plan
would have a less than significant impact on visual resources within the City (City of Citrus
Heights 2011b). Although development within the City associated with the City’s General Plan
would change the visual character of the City, adherence to policies and actions set forth by the
City’s General Plan would ensure that these changes serve to enhance the City’s visual character
by promoting development that is consistent with existing neighborhoods. As new development
and redevelopment activities associated with the General Plan would be compatible with existing
surrounding land uses, the visual character of the City would be maintained. Furthermore,
projects within the City are required to follow project design requirements, such as Community
Design Guidelines, which encourage design elements that are consistent with the development’s
surroundings. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur.

4.4.4

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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4.5

TRANSPORTATION

This section describes the results of the transportation impact analysis conducted to evaluate
potential transportation-related impacts of the proposed Mitchell Farms Subdivision (project) on
roadways, intersections, transit, and bicycle and pedestrian movements.
One comment was received in response to the Notice of Preparation regarding traffic and
transportation. The comment submitted by the Sacramento County Department of Transportation
requested that the traffic impact analysis evaluate impacts on Sacramento County intersections
and roadway segments based on the trip distribution estimates for the project. The Notice of
Preparation and comments received are included in Appendix A.
Preparation of this section was based on the Mitchell Farms EIR Final Transportation Impact
Study prepared by Fehr & Peers and included as Appendix C. In addition, this chapter has been
updated to include the conclusions reached in the Focused Transportation Evaluation for
Updated Mitchell Farms Project Memorandum which analyzed a minor alteration to the
project’s internal circulation that was proposed subsequent to public review of the Draft EIR.
This memorandum is provided as Appendix H.
The following traffic scenarios are analyzed in this section:





4.5.1

Existing Conditions: Represents the baseline condition upon which project impacts were
measured. The baseline condition represents conditions in spring 2017 (traffic counts
were collected in May).
Existing Plus Project Conditions: Reflects changes in travel conditions associated with
implementation of the proposed project.

Cumulative No Project Conditions: Reflects forecasted growth in the City of Citrus
Heights (City) and surrounding communities to 2036. This scenario does not include the
proposed project.
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions: Reflects forecasted growth in the City and
surrounding communities to 2036, including construction of the proposed project.

Environmental Setting

Study Area

The study area includes the following intersections along the Sunrise Boulevard and Greenback Lane
corridors. These intersections were selected based on their proximity to the project site, expected
usage by project traffic, and susceptibility for being impacted. Refer to Figure 4.5-1 for a map
showing the study intersections listed below.
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Trip Distribution
Figure 4.5-5 shows the expected distribution of project trips. Trip distribution was developed
based on the following data sources:




Review of existing travel patterns on Sunrise Boulevard, Greenback Lane, and Fair
Oaks Boulevard
Complementary land uses (e.g., shopping, schools, recreation) within the study area

Output from the Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ Sacramento Regional Travel
Demand Model

Trip distribution shows that the majority of trips use Sunrise Boulevard and Greenback Lane,
with many heading toward I-80 and U.S. Highway 50. Popular destinations include Sunrise
Mall and local shopping centers, employment in downtown Sacramento and Roseville, and
San Juan High School.
Trip Assignment
Assignment of project trips to the three primary access points considered internal project
circulation, location of parking spaces, and travel times associated with project trips. Multiple
travel time surveys were performed during the week of June 28, 2017, to estimate potential cutthrough traffic. Travel times were surveyed during the more congested time period, the PM peak
hour (see Appendix C).
Figure 4.5-6 shows the travel times of one arterial route and one cut-through route that could be
used to avoid congestion on arterials and at intersections. As shown in Figure 4.5-6, the inbound
cut-through route is 1 minute faster than the inbound arterial route. The outbound cut-through
route is approximately 15 seconds faster than the outbound arterial route. Given the travel times
associated with the cut-through routes, the following conclusions were reached:



Among inbound trips originating on the Greenback Lane corridor, approximately one out
of every five trips is expected to use Sun Hill Drive to Birdcage Street due to its slightly
faster travel time.
The reverse movement is not expected to occur frequently due to minimal travel time savings.

Under the project layout considered in the Draft EIR, the project would establish a new connection
between Fair Oaks Boulevard and Arcadia Drive, using the project roadways Street A and Street B.
Subsequent to public review of the Draft EIR, the project applicant proposed to modify the internal
circulation by converting the segment of Street B that crosses the South Branch of Arcade Creek to
a pedestrian and bicycle bridge and eliminating the vehicular connection between the portions of
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the project site north and south of the central open space area. Therefore there would not be a new
connection between Fair Oaks Boulevard and Arcadia Drive, and there would be no potential for
existing motorists to use the project roadways as a Project roadways were evaluated to the extent
that they may be used as a cut-through route to avoid Greenback Lane and intersection delay at the
intersection of Greenback Lane/Fair Oaks Boulevard. However, the following analysis of the
potential use of the project roadways as a cut-through route is retained for informational purposes.
Travel times from Greenback Lane/Sunrise Boulevard to Fair Oaks Boulevard/Welles Lane were
recorded in the PM peak hour. Then, travel time estimates were prepared for the project roadway
(i.e., Streets A and B) route based on road alignment, average travel speeds, traffic controls, and
other relevant conditions. The cut-through route was determined to be slightly slower than the
arterial route. However, it is possible that some motorists may perceive this route to be quicker
than remaining on Greenback Lane, given the amount of time spent driving versus waiting at an
intersection. Therefore, between 5% and 10% (depending on peak hour and direction of travel) of
trips that currently turn left from eastbound Greenback Lane onto Fair Oaks Boulevard (and turn
right from southbound Fair Oaks Boulevard onto Greenback Lane) were assumed to divert to
Arcadia Drive and the Mitchell Farms roadways.
As presented in the Draft EIR, Tthe resulting roadway daily traffic volumes and intersection LOS
is discussed under Impact 4.5-1 for existing plus project conditions and Impact 4.5-8 for
cumulative plus project conditions reflected the assumed amount of cut-through traffic. As
presented in this Final EIR, both impact discussions have been updated consistent with the
proposed modification to the internal circulation that would eliminate the use of the site for cutthrough traffic.
Significance Criteria
The significance criteria used to evaluate project impacts are based on Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), the City of Citrus Heights General Plan and the City’s
Transportation Impact Study Guidelines. The impact analysis evaluates the potential for the
project to result in significant project-specific and/or cumulatively considerable transportation
and circulation impacts. A significant impact would occur if any of the following occur:


The project-generated traffic affects traffic operations such that:

o an intersection that operates acceptably according to Policy 29.2 of the City’s General
Plan under the no project scenario would operate unacceptably; and/or

o an intersection that operates unacceptably according to Policy 29.2 of the City’s
General Plan under the no project scenario would experience more than 5% increase
in the total peak-hour traffic volume entering the intersection; and/or
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Table 4.5-8
Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Project Conditions
Intersection
Number

Intersection

Control

10

Arcadia Drive/Street C

SSSC

11

Arcadia Drive/Street B

Roundabout

12

Fair Oaks Blvd/Street A

SSSC

Peak
Hour
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

Existing Conditions
Average
Delay1,2
LOS1,2
30
C
Does not exist in this
scenario

Does not exist in this
scenario
Does not exist in this
scenario

Existing Plus Project
Conditions
Average
Delay1
LOS 1,2
30
C
1 (3)
A (A)
1 (4)
A (A)
4
A
4
A
4 (26)3 (23) A (CD)
6 (42)4 (44)
A (E)

Source: Appendix C
SSSC = side-street stop controlled
1
For signalized and all-way stop-controlled intersections, the overall average intersection control delay is reported in seconds per vehicle.
For side-street stop controlled intersections, the average control delay for the worst movement is reported in parenthesis, and for the
overall movement not in parentheses.
2
Average delay and LOS for signalized intersections is the weighted average for all movements.

As shown in Table 4.5-8, the addition of project-generated traffic to the roadways and
intersections in the study area would not result in any study area intersection operating at an
unacceptable LOS under Existing Plus Project Conditions. This table also shows that the
proposed project would cause modest increases in delay at several study intersections.
Although each intersection would continue to operate at acceptable levels, the increased delays
resulting from the addition of project-generated traffic would degrade the LOS at two three
locations. At the intersection of Greenback Lane/Arcadia Drive, the AM peak hour LOS would
decrease from A to B due to an additional 2 seconds of delay while the PM peak hour LOS
would decrease from B to C as a result of the additional 3 seconds of delay. The intersection of
Sunrise Boulevard/Antelope Road would experience an additional 1 second of delay in the AM
peak hour, which would drop the LOS from C to D. The intersection of Greenback Lane at Fair
Oaks Boulevard would experience an additional 3 seconds of delay in the AM peak hour,
which would change the LOS from C to D.
Table 4.5-8 shows that the three newly constructed intersections would operate with average
delays of LOS A in both peak hours. The traffic movement with the highest delay is the
eastbound left turn at the unsignalized intersection of Fair Oaks Boulevard/Street A. This
movement would operate at LOS D in the AM peak hour and LOS E in the PM peak hour.
The proposed project, under the original project layout evaluated in the Draft EIR or in the
layout that includes the proposed circulation modification, would not cause any intersection that
currently operates acceptably to fall below acceptable LOS and none of the study intersections
would operate at less than LOS E. Thus the project would have less-than-significant impacts on
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traffic operations and would not result in any conflicts with General Plan Policy 29.2, which
defines LOS E as the minimum acceptable intersection LOS. Additionally, the project proposes
to place alley-loaded homes fronting on Arcadia Drive, with two points of access into the
subdivision from Arcadia Drive. This project design is effective at minimizing the “number of
access points along arterial roadways, including by consolidating or relocating driveways to
provide for more efficient traffic movement” as required by General Plan Policy 29.8.
IMPACT 4.5-2:

Adversely affect circulation during construction

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Mitigation Measure 4.5a

SIGNIFICANCE:

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION:

Potentially Significant
Less Than Significant

Construction of the proposed project would generate a variety of truck and employee trips.
Construction staging and lane closures could cause adverse impacts to local traffic circulation if
not carefully planned. Adverse impacts associated with construction activities can include
reduced vehicle safety, interference with emergency vehicle transit through the area, traffic
hazards to bikes or pedestrians, damage to roadbeds, and truck traffic on roadways not
designated as truck routes. Construction of the proposed project could cause a temporary but
prolonged impact to transportation and circulation in the project vicinity. For these reasons,
traffic impacts during construction are considered potentially significant.
Mitigation Measure 4.5a requires the project applicant to develop and adhere to a Construction
Traffic Management Plan that identifies the number and size of trucks per day, expected
arrival/departure times, truck circulation patterns, location of truck staging areas, employee parking,
the proposed use of traffic control on public streets, and the proposed closures of public streets. The
Construction Traffic Management Plan must be reviewed and approved by the City prior to the start
of construction to ensure that its implementation would minimize traffic impacts to public streets and
maintain a high level of safety for all roadway users. The City would ensure that the Construction
Traffic Management Plan achieves the following performance standards:




Construction vehicle traffic shall be managed such that the available storage in the left-turn
pocket on southbound Sunrise Boulevard at Arcadia Drive is not exceeded. Consideration
shall be given to lengthening this turn pocket from 235 to 285 feet. This can be accomplished
by converting a portion of the raised median into the lengthened turn lane.
Construction vehicle traffic shall be managed such that the project does not further
degrade vehicle queuing (which already exceeds the available storage) in the eastbound
left-turn lane at the Greenback/Fair Oaks Boulevard intersection. Consideration shall be
given to lengthening this turn pocket from 225 feet to 315 feet. This can be accomplished
by reducing the available storage in the left-turn pocket on westbound Greenback Lane at
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Sunrise Vista Drive from 250 feet to 175 feet and relocating the raised median / Sunrise
Marketplace flags slightly to the west.

Delivery trucks do not idle/stage on Arcadia Drive or Fair Oaks Boulevard, blocking bus
terminals or staging areas.
During construction of the roundabout on Arcadia Drive, through access for Regional
Transit busses and delivery trucks is maintained.

Construction of the Street A intersection at Fair Oaks Boulevard shall include
development of a dedicated northbound left-turn lane to accommodate construction
traffic.
Trucks are precluded from using the Street A access on Fair Oaks Boulevard due to the
lack of a dedicated northbound left-turn pocket. At such time that a dedicated left-turn
pocket is constructed, delivery trucks must be prohibited from idling/staging on Fair
Oaks Boulevard.
All construction employees park on site.

Roadways, sidewalks, crosswalks, and bicycle facilities are maintained clear of debris
(e.g., rocks) that could otherwise impede travel and impact public safety.

With implementation of a Construction Traffic Management Plan as required by Mitigation
Measure 4.5a, impacts relating to traffic circulation and operations during project construction
would be less than significant.
IMPACT 4.5-3:
SIGNIFICANCE:

MITIGATION MEASURES:

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION:

Result in inadequate emergency access
construction and/or operation.

during

Less Than Significant
None Required

Less Than Significant

The proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access during project
construction or operation. Nearby traffic signals include emergency vehicle pre-emption, which
would ensure that emergency vehicles can move through an intersection as quickly as possible.
The California Fire Code requires a minimum of two access points to a project of this size. The
provision of these access points to the project site would satisfy this requirement and ensure that
adequate emergency access would be provided. Access would be provided from the main site
entrance at the Arcadia Drive/Street A roundabout, the Arcadia Drive/Street C intersection, the
Fair Oaks Boulevard/Street A intersection, and from the emergency-vehicle-only access point
along the northern boundary of the project site providing access from Sunrise Boulevard. The
minor alterations to the internal circulation of the project site proposed subsequent to public
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review of the Draft EIR would not affect the proposed project’s impact on emergency access
during construction or operation. Under the modified site plan, a minimum of two points of
access to public streets remain available for all areas of the project site. As discussed under
Impact 4.5-1, the addition of project-generated traffic would not cause unacceptable LOS or
substantial increases in delay or congestion that could slow the movement of emergency vehicles
through the area.
The project would be accessible from two public streets and the emergency-vehicle-only access
from Sunrise Boulevard. These access points are sufficient to ensure that emergency vehicles can
quickly reach all streets within the project site. For these reasons, impacts to emergency vehicle
access would be less than significant.
IMPACT 4.5-4:
SIGNIFICANCE:

MITIGATION MEASURES:

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION:

Result in inadequate project site access, on-site
circulation, and parking
Potentially Significant

Mitigation Measure 4.5b
Less Than Significant

Fehr & Peers evaluated the proposed project with respect to vehicle queues at project driveways,
vehicular access to the project site, onsite circulation, and parking (Appendix C and Appendix
H). The analysis determined that:


The site plans provide adequate space for the anticipated vehicle queues onsite.



The proposed recreational trail system includes adequate connections to the proposed
residences and adequate width and surfacing to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians.







The site plans conform to recommendations for the design of the roundabout at the
intersection of Arcadia Drive and proposed Street B. This roundabout would provide
adequate sight distance on all approaches, provide traffic calming on Arcadia Drive by
slowing traffic which would also improve sight distance for existing driveways on
Arcadia Drive, provide a comfortable pedestrian crossing or Arcadia Drive, and
accommodate large trucks and Sacramento RT buses.

The project proposes adequate parking spaces in garages, on driveways, in guest parking
pockets, and on project site streets to meet the typical parking demand. The project
includes 520 garage parking spaces, 156 driveway parking spaces, and 413 guest and onstreet parking spaces.

The project would create a significant impact to safety at the project site access onto Fair
Oaks Boulevard due to the lack of dedicated left-turn lanes or pockets along Fair Oaks
Boulevard. Mitigation Measure 4.5b identifies improvements that would be needed at
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this location to improve safety and ease of ingress and egress to the project site. These
include either creating a two-way left-turn lane along Fair Oaks Boulevard or
constructing a “gull wing” configuration to channelize northbound and eastbound leftturn movements to and from Fair Oaks Boulevard at proposed Street A.
Fehr & Peers provided additional recommendations for improvements to onsite circulation but
found that none of these additional recommendations are necessary to avoid a significant impact.
These recommendations include installing a stop-sign on the Street A approach to the Street
A/Street B intersection with a striped crosswalk on the Street A approach to provide access to the
Street B bridge and providing bicycle sharrows pavement markings on the Street B bridge. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5b, the project would result in less-than-significant
impacts related to vehicular access to and from the site, onsite circulation, and parking.
IMPACT 4.5-5:

Adversely affect bicycle facilities and travel

MITIGATION MEASURES:

None Required

SIGNIFICANCE:

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION:

Less Than Significant
Less Than Significant

The proposed project would not disrupt or alter any existing bicycle facilities, and would not add
trips to an existing bicycle facility that does not meet current design standards. The project would
reconstruct/restripe portions of Arcadia Drive, which is planned to have a Class II (on-street) bike
lane according to the City of Citrus Heights Bikeway Master Plan (City of Citrus Heights 2015) and
the City’s General Plan (Map 8, Planned Bike System) (City of Citrus Heights 2011). The project site
plan incorporates the planned bike lanes on both sides of Arcadia Drive. Thus the project is
consistent with the City of Citrus Heights Bikeway Master Plan (City of Citrus Heights 2015) and
General Plan (Map 8, Planned Bike System), and the project’s impacts to bicycle travel in the project
vicinity would be less than significant.
IMPACT 4.5-6:

Adversely affect pedestrian facilities and travel

MITIGATION MEASURES:

None Required

SIGNIFICANCE:

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION:

Less Than Significant
Less Than Significant

The proposed project would include pedestrian walkways that connect with existing
sidewalks on Arcadia Drive. The proposed pedestrian network within the project site would
include sidewalks along all public streets and trails through the open space area. The project
would also include a pedestrian crossing of Arcadia Drive via the west leg of the roundabout
at Arcadia Drive/Street B.
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Intersection Operations
Table 4.5-10 shows the operational results at the study intersections under cumulative conditions
for each analysis scenario. This analysis assumes no additional turn lanes or changes in traffic
control or signal timing at the study intersections. All intersections would operate acceptably
according to the City’s LOS policies.
As shown in Table 4.5-10, traffic generated by the proposed project (under the modified internal
circulation site layout) would not result in any study area intersections operating at unacceptable LOS
under Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. The proposed project would also not significantly
increase delay at any intersection although the project would increase delay by 2 seconds at the
intersection of Sunrise Boulevard and Antelope Road, causing the LOS at this location to decrease
from LOS D to LOS E. Because the intersection would still meet the City’s LOS standard, this
impact would be less than significant. Fehr & Peers provided recommendations for improvements
to offsite circulation related to ensuring adequate left-turn pocket lengths in the cumulative condition,
but found that none of these additional recommendations are necessary for the project to avoid
creating or making a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact. The City
anticipates considering these recommendations as conditions of approval for the project.
Table 4.5-10
Intersection Level of Service – Cumulative Plus Project Conditions

Intersection
Number
1
2

Intersection
Sunrise Blvd/Arcadia Drive–Sun Hill
Drive

Control
Signal

Sunrise Blvd/Greenback Lane

Signal

3

Greenback Lane/Arcadia Drive

Signal

4

Greenback Lane/Fair Oaks Blvd

Signal

5

Sunrise Blvd/Sayonara Drive–Arcade
Lake Lane

Signal

Sunrise Blvd/Antelope Road

Signal

Sunrise Blvd/Old Auburn Road

Signal

6
7
8

Sunrise Blvd/Birdcage Center–Sunrise
Mall

Signal
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Peak
Hour
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

Cumulative
Conditions
Avg.
Delay1
LOS1
18
B
30
C
39
D
49
D
13
B
24
C
56
E
48
D
16
B
19
B
12
B
26
C
53
D
54
D
56
E
62
E

Cumulative Plus
Project
Conditions
Avg.
Delay1,2 LOS1,2
20
B
32
C
41
D
52
D
16
B
27
C
59
E
46
D
18
B
20
B
12
B
27
C
54
D
56
E
56
E
65
E
10282
4.5-26

4.5 – TRANSPORTATION

Table 4.5-10
Intersection Level of Service – Cumulative Plus Project Conditions

Intersection
Number
9

Intersection
Fair Oaks Blvd/Old Auburn Road

Control
Signal

10

Arcadia Drive/Street C

SSSC

11

Arcadia Drive/Street B

Roundabout

12

Fair Oaks Blvd/Street A

SSSC

Peak
Hour
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

Cumulative
Conditions
Avg.
LOS1
Delay1
48
D
36
D
Does not exist in
this scenario
Does not exist in
this scenario

Does not exist in
this scenario

Cumulative Plus
Project
Conditions
Avg.
Delay1,2 LOS1,2
49
D
36
D
1 (4)
A (A)
1 (5)
A (A)
4
A
5
A
103
A (CD)
(3520)
75
A (BE)
(4715)

Source: Appendix C
1
Average delay and LOS for signalized intersections is the weighted average for all movements.
2
For signalized and all-way stop-controlled intersections, the overall average intersection control delay is reported in seconds per vehicle.
For side-street stop controlled intersections (SSSC), the average control delay for the worst movement is reported in parenthesis, and for
the overall movement is not in parentheses.

4.5.4

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.5a:

The project applicant shall develop a Construction Traffic
Management Plan to the satisfaction of the City of Citrus Heights’s
General Services Department. The plan shall include items such as
the number and size of trucks per day, expected arrival/departure
times, truck circulation patterns, location of truck staging areas,
location of employee parking, the proposed use of traffic control,
and proposed partial street closures on public streets. The City of
Citrus Heights’s General Services Department shall approve the
plan prior to the start of project construction.

The overall goal of the Construction Traffic Management Plan
would be to minimize traffic impacts to public streets and maintain
a high level of safety for all roadway users. The Construction
Traffic Management Plan shall achieve the following performance
standards throughout project construction:


Construction vehicle traffic shall be managed such that the
available storage in the left-turn pocket on southbound Sunrise
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Mitigation Measure 4.5b:

Boulevard at Arcadia Drive is not exceeded. Consideration
shall be given to lengthening this turn pocket from 235 to 285
feet. This can be accomplished by converting a portion of the
raised median into the lengthened turn lane.

Construction vehicle traffic shall be managed such that the
project does not further degrade vehicle queuing (which
already exceeds the available storage) in the eastbound left-turn
lane at the Greenback/Fair Oaks Boulevard intersection.
Consideration shall be given to lengthening this turn pocket
from 225 feet to 315 feet. This can be accomplished by
reducing the available storage in the left-turn pocket on
westbound Greenback Lane at Sunrise Vista Drive from 250
feet to 175 feet and relocating the raised median / Sunrise
Marketplace flags slightly to the west.
Delivery trucks do not idle/stage on Arcadia Drive or Fair Oaks
Boulevard, blocking bus terminals or staging areas.
During construction of the roundabout on Arcadia Drive,
through access for Regional Transit busses and delivery trucks
is maintained.
Construction of the Street A intersection at Fair Oaks
Boulevard shall include development of a dedicated
northbound left-turn lane to accommodate construction traffic.

Trucks are precluded from using the Street A access on Fair
Oaks Boulevard due to the lack of a dedicated northbound leftturn pocket. At such time that a dedicated left-turn pocket is
constructed, delivery trucks must be prohibited from
idling/staging on Fair Oaks Boulevard.
All construction employees shall park on site.

Roadways, sidewalks, crosswalks, and bicycle facilities shall
be maintained clear of debris (e.g., rocks) that could impede
travel and impact public safety.

The project applicant shall revise project plans to provide for
construction of either a two-way left-turn lane on Fair Oaks
Boulevard or a “gull wing” configuration (raised median) to
provide a dedicated channel for left turns into and out of the
project site at the Street A/Fair Oaks Boulevard intersection. The
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To ensure that the exterior noise levels in excess of 60 dB do not result in interference with
typical residential activities, the project must implement Mitigation Measure 4.6a, which requires
construction of sound walls to reduce ambient noise levels at the proposed residential properties.
As shown on Figure 4.6-2, the sound walls would be required along the eastern property line for
Village 1, Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4. These lots are expected to have high noise levels due to the
proximity of Fair Oaks Boulevard. As described in Mitigation Measure 4.6a, the project would
be required to construct a sound wall extending from the corner of Fair Oaks Boulevard and A
Street south 230 feet. The wall shall be placed between Lot P (trail area) and the rear property
lines for lots 1 through 4. Figure 4.6-2 also shows that the project would be required to construct
a sound wall along the eastern side of the proposed roundabout at the intersection of Arcadia
Street and Street B. The sound wall would be placed at the back of the sidewalk/along the
western property line for Lots 132 through 135. Finally, Figure 4.6-2 shows that a sound wall
would be required along the site’s frontage on Arcadia Drive west of proposed Street C.
With exterior noise levels above 60 dBA Ldn, interior noise levels require mitigation. Based on
the notes from Table 4.6-5, conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply
systems or air conditioning will normally suffice. The residential buildings are proposed to have
air conditioning as part of the buildings’ design, thus interior noise levels would be acceptable.
Interior Noise Impacts

Building interior noise levels within the project site would be dependent on the exterior noise
levels described above, and the level of noise attenuation achieved through standard construction
practices. The data collected from each of the four long-term monitoring locations indicate that
noise levels within the project site remain below 65 dB, with a CNEL of 57 dB for three locations
and a CNEL of 63 dB at one location, as shown in Table 4.6-3. This demonstrates that noise levels
at all of the proposed residences would remain within the Normally Acceptable (60 dB or lower) or
Conditionally Acceptable (65 dB or lower) noise levels for the City of Citrus Heights. The onsite
noise levels would be highest at the portions of proposed Villages 1 and 2 that are closest to the
existing apartment complexes. However, noise levels at the units are expected to remain in the
City’s Conditionally Acceptable range. For proposed residential buildings located in the
Conditionally Acceptable zones, fresh air supply system or air conditioning is required in order to
ensure interior noise levels are acceptable. This feature already incorporated into the project, and
thus the interior noise impacts are less than significant.
Electrical Substation
An electrical substation facility exists adjacent to a portion of the northern boundary of the
project. As discussed above, during the monitor and setup of LT4, an audible electrical buzz
could be heard emanating from the site but was inferred that the area roadway traffic noise
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As shown in Table 4.6-9, the project would not result in a substantial increase in traffic noise levels
relative to cumulative conditions without the project based on the FICON significance thresholds
shown in Table 4.6-4 as applicable to the projected noise levels for each location in the cumulative
scenario. Traffic noise levels are projected to exceed 65 dBA Ldn at locations M2, M3, and M7
for the cumulative project scenario while traffic noise levels at locations M1, M4 and M6 are
projected to remain below 65 dB. The addition of traffic generated by the proposed project
would not increase the noise level at any of these locations and thus the project would have no
impact related to traffic noise at these locations.
M5, M8 and M9 have absolute calculated noise level below 60 dBA Ldn, and therefore are
subject to a significance threshold of a 5 dB increase or more. The project would increase noise
levels at location M5 by 1 dB and at locations M8 and M9 by 2 dB, thus the project’s noise
impacts at these locations in the cumulative plus project scenario would be less than significant.
For Village 5, the Lots located along Arcadia Drive have potential noise impacts from this road.
The sound wall shall be constructed along portions of Arcadia Drive adjacent to proposed
residential lots as shown on Figure 4.6-2.

4.6.4

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.6a:

To address exterior living spaces noise impacts, sound wall
mitigation shall be incorporated into the development design. The
wall shall be 6 feet tall relative to the nearby proposed building
pads. To ensure compliance with the City of Citrus Heights 60
dBA Ldn exterior noise level standard, the project applicant shall
install 6-foot-high solid noise barriers adjacent to the proposed
residential uses along the eastern boundary of the project site (at
the rear of Lots 1 to 4), and at the rear of lots 130 to 132 (adjacent
to the roundabout), and southwest of Lot AR, as shown in Figure
4.6-2, Proposed Sound Wall Locations, to reduce traffic noise
levels. The noise barriers shall be constructed of concrete or other
solid material that is rigid and sufficiently dense (at least 20
kilograms/square meter) (FHWA 2015). The City of Citrus
Heights shall ensure that the noise barriers are shown on
construction plans prior to issuance of grading permits and shall
verify the barriers have been constructed as required prior to
issuance of certificates of occupancy.
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APPENDIX H

Project Update Traffic Impacts Analysis

MEMORANDUM

Date:

June 12, 2018

To:

Casey Kempenaar, Leslie Blomquist, and Colleen McDuffee – City of Citrus Heights

From:

John Gard and Rebecca Shafer – Fehr & Peers

Subject:

Focused Transportation Evaluation for Updated Mitchell Farms Project
RS18-3669

Fehr & Peers has completed an evaluation of the transportation-related changes resulting from a modification
to the roadway network for the proposed Mitchell Farms project in Citrus Heights, California. Specifically, this

memorandum analyzes how converting the B Street vehicular bridge over the South Branch of Arcade

Creek to a bicycle / pedestrian-only bridge would affect surrounding intersection operations.
Comparisons are made against findings from the Mitchell Farms EIR Final Transportation Impact Study and
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Mitchell Farms Subdivision (March 2018).
The sections of this memorandum are as follows:
•

Changes to Project Travel Characteristics

•

Changes to Project Impacts on Roadway Network

•

Review of Impact Statements and Mitigation Measures

•

Update to Project Access and On-Site Circulation

Changes to Project Travel Characteristics
Trip Generation
No changes in land use quantities are proposed within the project site. Therefore, the Daily, AM peak hour,
and PM peak hour vehicular trip generation values shown in Table 7 of the Mitchell Farms EIR Final
Transportation Impact Study would be unchanged. From a trip generation perspective, approximately 55
percent of the site’s trips are generated by the land uses on the south side of the creek, while 45 percent are
generated by the land uses on the north side.

1013 Galleria Boulevard | Suite 255 | Roseville, CA 95678 | (916) 773-1900 | Fax (916) 773-2015
www.fehrandpeers.com
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Trip Distribution / Assignment
The proposed modification to the project’s street system would alter the route choice for trips to / from Villages
1, 2, and 3 of the site (i.e., located north of the creek) along Sunrise Boulevard and Fair Oaks Boulevard. As a
result, the overall relative usage of Sunrise Boulevard would decrease slightly while use of Fair Oaks Boulevard
would increase slightly due to project access to the north villages being provided exclusively from Fair Oaks
Boulevard.
The proposed modification to the project’s street system would also cause a minor shift in trips traveling to /
from Villages 4 and 5. Overall, the elimination of the Street B vehicular bridge would cause project usage of
Arcadia Drive to decrease.
Project vehicular trip assignment was performed using the same methodology described in the Mitchell Farms
EIR Final Transportation Impact Study. The updated AM and PM peak hour turning volumes for project trips are
shown in Exhibit 1A and Exhibit 1B. Comparing these exhibits to Figure 8A and Figure 8B of the Mitchell Farms
EIR Final Transportation Impact Study shows that the following intersections would experience the largest net
increases in project traffic due to the re-distribution and re-assignment:
•

Greenback Lane / Arcadia Drive (Intersection 3): 14 additional project trips during the AM peak hour
and 17 additional project trips during the PM peak hour

•

Greenback Lane / Fair Oaks Boulevard (Intersection 4): 18 additional project trips during the AM peak

hour and 21 additional project trips during the PM peak hour
•

Fair Oaks Boulevard / Street A (Intersection 12): 21 additional project trips during the AM peak hour

and 22 additional project trips during the PM peak hour

Because the Street B bridge would not be open to vehicular traffic, there would no longer be any background
cut-through traffic passing through the project site. These trips would instead continue to use the eastbound
left-turn and southbound right-turn movements at the Greenback Lane / Fair Oaks Boulevard intersection.

Changes to Project Impacts on Roadway Network
As shown in Table 9 and Table 12 of the Mitchell Farms EIR Final Transportation Impact Study, the project would
not cause any study intersections to degrade to an unacceptable level of service (LOS) under Existing Plus
Project and Cumulative Plus Project AM and PM peak hour conditions. Furthermore, the increased overall
intersection delay caused by the addition of the project trips was typically closer to the lower limits of their
respective LOS thresholds than the upper limits (i.e., a signalized intersection operating at LOS B during the
peak hour has a delay closer to 10 seconds than 20 seconds). Therefore, the changes in project trips associated
with the street network modification are not expected to result in any degradations in LOS for Existing Plus
Project and Cumulative Plus Project AM and PM peak hours because the absolute magnitude of change in trips
is relatively small.
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Chapter 5 of the Mitchell Farms EIR Final Transportation Impact Study includes two recommendations for
potential lane configurations of the Fair Oaks Boulevard / Street A intersection, both of which include an
exclusive left-turn lane on the northbound approach. The recommendations, which are illustrated on Figure 12
of the report, are operationally identical.
Both configurations were revaluated using the same SimTraffic models applied in the original study under
Existing Plus Project and Cumulative Plus Project conditions. The Existing Plus Project delay and LOS results
are shown in Table 1, and the maximum queueing results are shown in Table 2. Technical calculations for this
analysis are in the attachment to this memorandum. Table 1 shows that the intersection would operate
acceptably with the additional project trips during the AM and PM peak hour under Existing Plus Project
conditions. Table 2 shows that the throat depth of the eastbound approach (160-feet) and the storage length
of the northbound left-turn lane (130-feet) provide enough length such that the maximum queues for these
movements do not exceed the available storage.

Table 1: Intersection Level of Service – Existing Plus Project Conditions
Intersection

Control

Fair Oaks Boulevard / Street A

Side-Street Stop-Control

LOS / Delay (s)
AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

A (C) / 3 (23)

A (E) / 4 (44)

The average control delay for the worst movement is reported in parenthesis and for the overall movement not in parenthesis.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018.

Table 2: Maximum Queues – Existing Plus Project Conditions
Intersection
Fair Oaks Boulevard / Street A

Movement

Storage (ft)

Maximum Queue (ft)
AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

NBL

130

50

50

EBL / EBR

160

100

75

Maximum queues are rounded up to the nearest 25 feet.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018.

The Cumulative Plus Project delay and LOS results are shown in Table 3, and the maximum queueing results
are shown in Table 4.

Table 3: Intersection Level of Service – Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Intersection
Fair Oaks Boulevard / Street A

Control
Side-Street Stop-Control

LOS / Delay (s)
AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

A (C) / 3 (20)

A (B) / 5 (15)

The average control delay for the worst movement is reported in parenthesis and for the overall movement not in parenthesis.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018.
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Table 4: Maximum Queues – Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Intersection

Movement

Fair Oaks Boulevard / Street A

Storage (ft)

Maximum Queue (ft)
AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

NBL

130

50

50

EBL / EBR

160

75

75

Maximum queues are rounded up to the nearest 25 feet.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018.

Review of Impact Statements and Mitigation Measures in DEIR
This section outlines the changes to the transportation impact statements and mitigations from the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the Mitchell Farms Subdivision to determine whether the modified project
would increase, decrease, or not alter the severity of identified impacts. Table 5 summarizes the expected
changes to impact statements 4.5-1 through 4.5-8 and any associated mitigation measures.

Table 5: Changes to Impacts and Mitigations
Conclusions from Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Mitchell Farms
Subdivision

Change Resulting from
Modified Project

Impact

Significance

Mitigation
Required

Significance
After
Mitigation

Impact 4.5-1: Adversely affect traffic
operations through study area
intersections or result in a conflict with
General Plan policies related to vehicle
transportation and circulation

Less Than
Significant

No

Less Than
Significant

No change

Impact 4.5-2: Adversely affect
circulation during construction

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation
Measure 4.5a

Less That
Significant

Modify Mitigation Measure 4.5a
to include mitigations for
potential construction impacts
on Greenback Lane and Fair
Oaks Boulevard

Impact 4.5-3: Result in inadequate
emergency access during construction
and / or operation

Less Than
Significant

No

Less That
Significant

No change

Impact 4.5-4: Result in inadequate
project site access, on-site circulation,
and parking

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation
Measure 4.5b

Less That
Significant

No change

Impact 4.5-5: Adversely affect bicycle
facilities and travel

Less Than
Significant

No

Less That
Significant

No change

Impact 4.5-6: Adversely affect
pedestrian facilities and travel

Less Than
Significant

No

Less That
Significant

No change
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Table 5: Changes to Impacts and Mitigations
Conclusions from Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Mitchell Farms
Subdivision

Change Resulting from
Modified Project

Significance

Mitigation
Required

Significance
After
Mitigation

Impact 4.5-7: Adversely affect public
transit services

Less Than
Significant

No

Less That
Significant

No change

Impact 4.5-8: Contribute to cumulative
adverse effects to transportation and
circulation

Less Than
Significant

No

Less That
Significant

No change

Impact

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018

Mitigation Measure 4.5a
Mitigation Measure 4.5a is recommended to be modified to include mitigation for potential constructionrelated impacts on Greenback Lane and Fair Oaks Boulevard. Since construction traffic serving the north villages
would not be able to use the Street B bridge, those trips would instead turn left from eastbound Greenback
Lane and then turn left into Street A.
Mitigation 4.5a should be modified as follows (changes are in red text):
Mitigation Measure 4.5a: The project applicant shall develop a Construction Traffic Management Plan to the
satisfaction of the City of Citrus Heights’ General Services Department. The plan shall include items such as the
number and size of trucks per day, expected arrival / departure times, truck circulation patterns, location of
truck staging areas, location of employee parking, the proposed use of traffic control, and proposed partial
street closures on public streets. The City of Citrus Heights’ General Services Department shall approve the plan
prior to the start of project construction.
The overall goal of the Construction Traffic Management Plan would be to minimize traffic impacts to public
streets and maintain a high level of safety for all roadway users. The Construction Traffic Management Plan
shall achieve the following performance standards throughout project construction:
•

Construction vehicle traffic shall be managed such that the available storage in the left-turn pocket on
southbound Sunrise Boulevard at Arcadia Drive is not exceeded. Consideration shall be given to

lengthening this turn pocket from 235 to 285 feet. This can be accomplished by converting a portion
of the raised median into the lengthened turn lane.

•

Construction vehicle traffic shall be managed such that the project does not further degrade vehicle

queuing (which already exceeds the available storage) in the eastbound left-turn lane at the
Greenback/Fair Oaks Boulevard intersection. Consideration shall be given to lengthening this turn
pocket from 225 feet to 315 feet. This can be accomplished by reducing the available storage in the
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left-turn pocket on westbound Greenback Lane at Sunrise Vista Drive from 250 feet to 175 feet and

relocating the raised median / Sunrise Marketplace flags slightly to the west.

•

Delivery trucks do not idle / stage on Arcadia Drive or Fair Oaks Boulevard, blocking bus terminals or

staging areas.

•

During construction of the roundabout on Arcadia Drive, through access for Regional Transit buses
and delivery trucks is maintained.

•

Construction of the Street A intersection at Fair Oaks Boulevard shall include development of a
dedicated northbound left-turn lane to accommodate construction traffic.

•

Trucks are precluded from using the Street A access on Fair Oaks Boulevard due to the lack of a

dedicated northbound left-turn pocket. At such time that a dedicated left-turn pocket is constructed,
delivery trucks must be prohibited from idling / staging on Fair Oaks Boulevard.

•
•

All construction employees shall park on site.

Roadways, sidewalks, crosswalks, and bicycle facilities shall be maintained clear of debris (e.g., rocks)
that could impede travel and impact public safety.

The 90-feet increase in the eastbound left-turn lane at Greenback Lane / Fair Oaks Boulevard would not only
accommodate any construction-related trips during the PM peak hour, but it would also handle the addition
of 21 project trips during this hour.

Review of Project Access and On-Site Circulation
This section summarizes the changes to Chapter 5 of the Mitchell Farms EIR Final Transportation Impact Study.
An update to Figure 13 from the report is shown in Exhibit 2.
Two changes in the previous recommendations are offered based on the modified project.

First, the

recommendation to install a stop-sign on the Street A approach to the Street A / Street B intersection has been
removed because the south leg of this intersection would be closed to vehicular traffic. There should still be a
striped crosswalk on the Street A approach of this intersection to provide a pedestrian connection to the trails
on either side of Street A and the Street B bridge which is only open to bicycle and pedestrian traffic. Second,
the recommendation to provide bicycle sharrows pavement markings on the Street B bridge has been removed
since the bridge would accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians only.
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SimTraffic Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs
Volume and Delay by Movement
Intersection 12

Direction
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Fehr & Peers

Movement
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
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Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
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Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total

Mitchell Farms EIR
Updated Existing Plus Project Conditions
AM Peak Hour

Fair Oaks Blvd/Street A
Demand
Volume (vph)
12
440

Side-street Stop

Served Volume (vph)
Average
Percent
12
95.8%
451
102.5%

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Average
Std. Dev.
LOS
6.8
3.6
A
3.0
0.5
A
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3.1

0.5
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4
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13
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Updated Existing Plus Project Conditions
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30
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Average Results from 10 Runs
Queue Length
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AM Peak Hour

Fair Oaks Bl/Street A
Demand
Volume (vph)
12
520

Side-street Stop

Served Volume (vph)
Average
Percent
10
81.7%
534
102.6%

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Average
Std. Dev.
LOS
8.9
2.9
A
6.0
0.7
A

532

543

102.1%

6.1

0.7

A

1,050
14
1,064
13

1,026
15
1,041
13

97.7%
106.4%
97.9%
96.2%

1.0
0.4
1.0
20.1

0.3
0.2
0.3
19.2

A
A
A
C

35
48

35
47

98.9%
98.1%

9.3
12.6

6.5
10.0

A
B

1,644

1,632

99.2%

3.1
17.1

0.7

A

6/12/2018

SimTraffic Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs
Volume and Delay by Movement
Intersection 12

Direction
NB

SB

EB

WB

Fehr & Peers

Movement
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Left Turn
Through
Right Turn
Subtotal
Total

Mitchell Farms EIR
Updated Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
PM Peak Hour

Fair Oaks Bl/Street A
Demand
Volume (vph)
30
1,060

Side-street Stop

Served Volume (vph)
Average
Percent
31
104.0%
1,065
100.4%

Total Delay (sec/veh)
Average
Std. Dev.
LOS
11.6
2.0
B
8.7
0.7
A

1,090

1,096

100.5%

8.8

0.7

A

810
10
820
7

800
11
810
6

98.7%
109.0%
98.8%
90.0%

0.6
0.1
0.6
15.1

0.1
0.2
0.1
19.8

A
A
A
C

19
26

19
25

98.4%
96.2%

7.3
9.1

6.1
9.0

A
A

1,936

1,931

99.8%

5.4
49.5

0.5

A

6/12/2018

SimTraffic Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs
Queue Length
Intersection 12
Fair Oaks Bl/Street A

Direction

Lane Group
Shared

Storage
(ft)
711

Mitchell Farms EIR
Updated Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
AM Peak Hour
Side-street Stop

Average Queue (ft)
Average
Std. Dev.
30
4

95th Queue (ft)
Average
Std. Dev.
58
9

Maximum Queue (ft)
Average
Std. Dev.
68
19

Block Time
Pocket
Upstream
0%
0%

EB

Left Turn

130
130

5
0

2
0

23
0

6
0

31
0

1
0

0%
0%

0%
0%

1,074
1,074

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0%
0%

0%
0%

NB

SBSB

Fehr & Peers

6/12/2018

SimTraffic Post-Processor
Average Results from 10 Runs
Queue Length
Intersection 12
Fair Oaks Bl/Street A

Mitchell Farms EIR
Updated Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
PM Peak Hour
Side-street Stop

Lane Group
Shared

Storage
(ft)
711

Left Turn
Through

130
130

15
0

4
0

41
0

5
0

40
0

11
0

0%
0%

0%
0%

Through
Through/Right

1,074
1,074

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0%
0%

0%
0%

Direction

Average Queue (ft)
Average
Std. Dev.
21
3

95th Queue (ft)
Average
Std. Dev.
49
5

Maximum Queue (ft)
Average
Std. Dev.
57
13

Block Time
Pocket
Upstream
0%
0%

EB

NB

SB

Fehr & Peers

6/12/2018

