COUNCIL AGENDA Meeting Date: December 2, 2025
REPORT

CITY OF GALT

FROM: Jenny Carloni, Community Development Department
BY: Kristyn Bitz, Principal Planner
SUBJECT: SHEFFIELD SUBDIVISION PROJECT

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive a presentation;

Open public hearing and receive comments;

Close the public hearing;

Adopt resolutions: (1) Approving the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
(“ISIMND”) for the proposed project, subject to a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(“MMRP”) in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA”); (2) Approving
amending the City's General Plan to change the land use designation for the project site from
Low Density Residential ("LDR") to Medium Density Residential (“MDR”); (3) Approving
amending the City's Northeast Area Specific Plan (“NEASP”) to increase the maximum density
allowed in NEASP Medium Density Residential district ("R-2") from six (6) du/ac to eight (8)
du/ac and to change the project site designation from Maximum Density Single-Family
Residential (“R-1-C SP”) to Medium Density Residential District (“R-2 SP”); and (4) Approving
a tentative subdivision map (“TSM”) for the subdivision of the project site into 65 single-family
residential lots with various infrastructure improvements; and

5. Introduce and waive the first reading (by title only) of an ordinance rezoning the project site
from Low-Density Single-Family Residential (“R1A”) to Medium-Density Residential District-
Planned Development (“R2-PD") and establish the applicable PD overlay development
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standards.

DISCUSSION:

LOCATION 13315 E. Stockton Boulevard, Galt CA
North of Ashboro Lane, east of E Stockton Boulevard, south of
Deadman’s Gulch, and west of Canyon Creek Park
(APNs 150-0012-007, -025, and -026).

City Manager Approval: %h’[ l_,-

TYPE OF ITEM: CO CILACTIONIntroduced Approved Denied Revised

____Consent Reso No Ord No

__ Departmental Moved By:

_X Public Hearing Seconded By:

___ Successor Agency Vote:

____ Other:
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Aaron Ross-Swain

FDC Nor-Cal Corp

555 University Ave, Ste. 116
Sacramento, CA 95825

OWNER / APPLICANT

EXISTING DESIGNATION | PROPOSED DESIGNATION
GENERAL PLAN | LDR MDR
NEASP R-1-C SP R-2 SP
ZONING R1A R2 PD
EXISTING USE Vacant single-family dwelling and vacant land

SURROUNDING USE North: Single-Family Residences and Deadman’s Gulch
South: Single-Family Residences
East: Canyon Creek Park, single-family homes

West: Stockton Boulevard, and State Route 99
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Background

The proposal is to develop an approximately 9.5-acre project site located at 13315 Stockton
Boulevard, in the City of Galt, California and identified by Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs) 150-
0012-007, -025, and -026. A map of the underlying property is shown in Attachment 6, attached



AGENDA REPORT- SHEFFIELD SUBDIVISION
DECEMBER 2, 2025 Page 3 of 10

hereto. The project site is flat and undeveloped except for one existing, vacant single-family
residence. The site consists of annual grassland with scattered trees throughout. The Deadman'’s
Gulch drainage channel and associated riparian corridor are located along the eastern boundary and
a portion of the northern boundary of the site.

The project site is within the City and City's General Plan and zoning as well as in the NEASP. The
NEASP area consists of approximately 1,247 acres that were annexed into the City for residential,
commercial, and public facility development, and is located east of State Route 99 between the
highway and Marengo Road, Twin Cities Road and the lone spur railroad tracks including a portion
south of the tracks. The NEASP's topography is flat and was largely undeveloped farmland bisected
by Deadman’s Gulch and its tributaries at the time of the NEASP adoption. The NEASP area is
largely built-out into single-family homes averaging low- and medium-density coverage. The Project
is the final remaining vacant R1A-zoned property in the NEASP.

Project Description

The proposed project, sometimes historically referred to as the Sheffield Project, is to demolish the
existing vacant single-family residence on the 9.5-acre site, subdivide the site into 65 single-family
residential lots, and build a single-family home on each ot with supporting infrastructure, resulting in
a gross density of 6.84 dwelling units per acre (du/ac) (collectively, “Project”). The proposed Project
is shown in more detail in Attachment 7 (project description) and Exhibit A to Attachment 5 (proposed
tentative subdivision map), both attached hereto. Primary site access would be provided by a new
roadway connecting to E. Stockion Boulevard to the west and connecting to Lyonia Drive to the
south.

Access and Circufation — The Project includes construction of a 48-foot-wide internal roadway
network for access and circulation. Access would be located east of East Stockton Boulevard and
north of Lyonia Drive. The proposed sireet names are Saner Street, that would connect to East
Stockton Boulevard and Lyonia Drive, and Sobey Street that would connect to Saner Street. The
internal streets would have curb, gutter, 5-foot sidewalks, and street trees on both sides of the street.

Utilities — Water services to the Project would be provided by the City of Galt through new water line
connections to the existing water systemn. A proposed storm drain would run along the internal
roadway and connect to the existing 24-inch storm drain on Lyonia Drive. The sanitary sewer service
would be provided by the City’s Public Works Department through new connections to the existing
sewer infrastructure in the project vicinity. Electricity services would be provided by Sacramento
Municipal Utility District (SMUD), gas services and would be provided by Pacific Gas & Electric
(PG&E), and telecommunications and cable services would be provided by American Telephone &
Telegraph (AT&T) and Comcast/Xfinity.

Landscaping — The proposed project would provide front yard landscaping for each of the 65 single-
family residential lots and street trees along the intemal roadway network and the eastern portion of
the multi-use trail in conformance with Galt Municipa! Code (GMC) 18.52 Landscape Standards, the
Galt Landscape Guidelines, and the NEASP requirements as applicable. Conceptual landscaping
for the Project, which will be the subject of a future design review application, is shown in Attachment
8 for reference.




AGENDA REPORT- SHEFFIELD SUBDIVISION
DECEMBER 2, 2025 Page 4 of 10

The proposed project required Planning Commission recommendation and now requires City
Council approval of:

* An IS/MND and adoption of a MMRP Program in compliance with CEQA
s GPA from LDR to MDR
o NEASP amendment from R-1-C SP to R2-PD SP and increased density for R-2 SP
¢ Rezone from R1A to R2-PD and adoption of development standards
e TSM
PROJECT ANALYSIS:

The proposed Project required the Planning Commission’s review and recommendation related to
CEQA, the City’s general plan, the applicable specific plan, the underlying zoning code, and a
proposed tentative map. At its regular meeting on Novemnber 13, 2025, the Planning Commission
recommended approval of all entitlements inclusive of three amendments with a 4-0 vote. Each
entittement is addressed in turn below. Note that design review, including landscaping, of the Project
will be done at a later date; nonetheless, a conceptual landscape plan is available and provided as
Attachment 8, attached hereto, for reference only.

CEQA Environmental Review

Prior to taking any action on the Project, the City Council is required to consider environmental
impacts in accordance with the CEQA, Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq. An Initial
IS/MND was prepared for the Project, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A to Attachment
1, with paper copies distributed to City Council on September 22, 2025. The IS/MND addresses all
potential impacts to the environment as a result of the Project, pursuant to CEQA. The IS/MND
concluded that mitigation is required for potential effects related to Aesthetics, Biological Resources,
Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, Transportation, Tribal Cultural Resources, and
Mandatory Findings of Significance. The IS/MND concludes that with the implementation of
mitigation measures, all impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. A MMRP has
been prepared in compliance with CEQA to ensure implementation of the mitigation measures
outlined in the IS/MND, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B to Attachment 1.

The IS/MND was issued and available for public review from September 19, 2025, to October 20,
2025. Five comment letters were received. The letters and the City’'s responses are shown in
Attachment 9.

General Plan Amendment

The Project proposes the development of 65 small-lot single-family detached residential lots across
9.5 acres, which results in a density of 6.84 du/ac. The site is designated in the General Plan as LDR
which allows a maximum. density of six (6) dwelling units per acre (du/ac). The MDR designation
allows up to eight (8) du/ac. Therefore, a GPA is needed to change the site from LDR to MDR. The
Project meets all other requirements of the underlying designations.

Pursuant to GMC Section 18.68.160 (E), an amendment to the General Plan may be adopted only
if (1) the proposed amendment is internally consistent with the General Plan and (2) the public
necessity, convenience, and general welfare require or clearly permit the adoption of the proposed
amendment. These are addressed below.
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FINDING #1: The proposed amendment is internally consistent with the General Plan.

DISCUSSION: Approval of the requested GPA from LDR to MDR is consistent with the City's
General Plan, consistent with neighboring communities and consistent with the vision of housing in
the NEASP as determined by staff in general review of the entire general plan and as specifically
detailed in the following policies:

Policy C-1.12 Grid-Like Street System: The City should encourage a grid-like street system in new
growth areas in order fo ease traffic flow, reduce traffic barriers, increase linkages between
communities, increase driver route choice, promote walking and biking, and disperse traffic: The
Sheffield Subdivision TSM is designed with a grid street pattern, and the extension of South
Deadman's Gulch Trail promotes walking and biking. The extension of Lyonia Drive links the
Ashboro Subdivision to the west to the Cedar Creek Subdivision to the east.

Policy COS-1.10 Protects natural features and supports sustainable fand use: Development of the
Project does not result in changes to the natural features of the open space area south of Canyon
Creek Park (APN 150-0480-049). Extension of the South Deadman’s Gulch Trail and Lyonia Drive
are improvements that take place on APN 150-0012-007 and 150-0030-012.

Policy COS-5.3 Encourage compact development patterns and infill to reduce vehicle trips and air
poliution: The Sheffield Subdivision TSM aligns with Galt's sustainability efforts and environmental
resource balancing due to the fact it's a more compact design that the property's current zoning
designation of R1C allows. I's also an infill project which reduces vehicles trips and air pollution
because residents will be accessing existing nearby services and amenities.

Policy COS-6.2 Encourage energy-efficient building orientation, landscaping, and site planning: The
layout of the Sheffield Subdivision TSMis oriented toward a north/south alignment, allowing southern
exposure fo the extent feasible. This provides natural heating in the winter months. It also allows for
cooling opportunities which can take advantage of shade or prevailing breezes.

Policy H-2.1 Encourage infill housing development on vacant and underutilized parcels within the
existing city fimits: The Project location is both an infill housing development and inclusive of
underutilized parcels within Galt’s city limits. Approval of the project demonstrates support for infill
and efficient use of land. Approval of the Project also supports the City in meeting its Regional
Housing Needs Allocation outlined in the Housing Element of the General Plan.

Policy H-1.2 Provide a variety of residential densities and housing types to meet the needs of all
economic segments of the community: Not all community members can afford to purchase a large
house on a large lot; likewise, not all community members want to live in a large house on a large
lot which results in a need for smaller lots and smaller homes. The Sheffield Subdivision is an
example of a residential density and housing type that meets the needs of all economic segments
of the Galt community. This subdivision will be required to comply with all design components and
development standards of the NEASP.

Policy LU-1.1 Phased Development: The General Plan requires phased development. The Project
is within the City's Phase | development location, and, because of that, it has been previously
determined this sort of development can be adequately served by public facilities, including the City's
wastewater treatment plant.
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Policy LU-1.6 Orderly Growth: The General Plan requires that the City shall ensure that development
occurs in an orderly sequence based on the logical and practical extension of public facilities and
services. The Project is an infill project within an area of existing residential development to the north,
east, and south and therefore close to existing public facilities and services.

Policy LU-2.2 Innovative Design for Planned Unit Development and Specific Plans: The General
Plan requires that the City shall require planned unit developments and specific plans to contain
innovative planning approaches which maximize the efficient use of parcels and public infrastructure.
The Project is both a planned development and within a specific plan, the NEASP discussed infra. It
has been designed with an efficient grid paftern to maximize use of the undeveloped parcels and
connection to nearby public infrastructure. This policy also requires the City to incorporate, among
other best practices, housing choice and multi-modal travel. As mentioned previously, not all home
buyers want or can afford a larger lot and/or a larger home, and muiti-modal travel will be available
with the extension of the South Deadman’s Guich Trail System.

Policy LU-5.2 Infill and Reuse of Existing Neighborhoods: The General Plan requires that the City
shall encourage infill and reuse in existing neighborhoods that maintain the character and quality of
the surrounding neighborhood and do not negatively affect surrounding land uses. The Project is an
infil! development adjacent to existing residential areas fo the north, east and south that will not
negatively affect the surrounding land uses.

Policy PFS-1.12 Require new development to pay its fair share of the cost of public facilities,
infrastructure, and services: Approval of the Sheffield Subdivision TSM will not burden existing
residents and maintains fiscal balance because the development will pay its fair share of the cost of
public facilities, infrastructure, and services.

FINDING #2: The public necessity, convenience, and general welfare require or clearly permit
the adoption of the proposed amendment.

DISCUSSION: The public necessity, convenience, and general welfare permit the adoption of the
proposed GPA. As noted above, the proposed GPA is compatible with the overall General Plan
plans, goals, and criteria and the proposed density is compatible with adjacent existing
neighborhoods. Further, the proposed GPA will provide needed housing at a higher density than
originally anticipated, thereby improving access to housing opportunities in the community and wider
state amidst a housing crisis. Buildout of the proposed Project results in improvements to the
circulation system with the off-site extension of Lyonia Drive, and extension of South Deadman’s
Gulch Trail improves the access to multi-modal transportation and open space opportunities. For
these reasons, the Project is a matter of public necessity, convenience, and improvement to the
general welfare and the GPA is merited.

Northeast Area Specific Plan Amendment
The Project site is designated in the NEASP as R-1-C SP. R-1-C SP allows approximately 4.3 du/ac.
The proposed Project has a gross density of 6.84 du/ac soc a NEASP amendment is required.

Staff review of the R-2 SP designation option revealed it has a maximum allowed density of six (6)
du/ac but this is inconsistent with the corresponding General Plan R2 designation, which allows up
to eight (8) du/ac. To make the specific plan and general plan consistent, staff first propose that the
NEASP R-2 SP designation be amended to allow up to eight (8) du/ac.
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Then, the Project requires a NEASP amendment to change the Project site designation to R-2 SP
thereby accommodating the proposed 6.84 du/ac plan.

To amend the NEASP, the Commission is required to make the following findings (see GMC §§
18.68.150 and 18.68.160):

FINDING #1: The proposed specific plan amendment is in conformance with the Galt General
Plan.

. DISCUSSION: Rezoning the parcel from maximum density single family residential to medium
density residential is compatible with surrounding land uses. Increasing the R-2 SP land use
designation for up to 8 du/ac aligns with Galt's residential zoning regulations in which the Medium-
Density Residential zoning district (R2) has an allowable residential density range of up to eight (8)
dwelling units per acre.

FINDING #2: The public necessity, convenience, and general welfare require or clearly permit
the adoption of the proposed amendment.

DISCUSSION: Land use and planning principles stress the importance of consistency across
documents and regulations. The change to R-2 SP overall is required to make the General Plan and
Specific Plan consistent, as well as consistent with underlying zoning.

Then, as discussed above under General Plan Amendment, the rezone of the specific Project
promotes orderly growth and smart infill development, with consistency shown in surrounding land
uses and is therefore a matter of public necessity, convenience, and promotion of the general welfare
to accommodate this residential development. To effectuate the Project, a change to the NEASP R-
2 SP designation is necessary.

Rezone and Planned Development Standards

The proposed Project is zoned R1A. R1A is intended for single-family homes on rural-suburban size
lots. The Project seeks more dense development and smaller lots than allowed in R1A. Therefore,
the Project requires rezone from R1A to R2-PD and adoption of Project-specific development
standards (“PD”). A copy of the proposed Project PD overlay standards is attached hereto as Exhibit

A to Attachment 4.

GMC 18.40.030 states that PD are to encourage creative and efficient approach to the use of land;
to maximize choice in the type of development available in the City; to encourage the efficient
allocation and maintenance of open space; to provide for the redistribution of overall density where
such rearrangement is desirable; and to provide the means for greater creativity and flexibility in
design than are provided under the strict application of the other zoning district regulations while at
the same time preserving the public interest, health, safety, welfare, and property values.

The R2 zoning designation generally permits single-family dwellings with minimum 5,500 square foot
lots, and duplexes with minimum 6,500 square foot lots. The Project will generally fit this but requires
minor deviation as the minimum lot size proposed is 3,825 sq. ft. The proposed PD will set the
development standards applicable to the Project site, allowing minor deviations from the R2 zoning
standards to account for unique aspects of the Project, including smaller lot sizes, setbacks, height,
floor area ratio, parking, and permitted uses to ensure reasonable, responsible, and uniform
development.




AGENDA REPORT- SHEFFIELD SUBDIVISION
DECEMBER 2, 2025 Page 8 of 10

Pursuant to GMC Section 18.68.150 (B), the City Council may approve a rezone only if the following
two findings are made:

FINDING #1: The proposed rezone is in conformance with the Galt General Plan and any
applicable specific plan.

DISCUSSION: Approval of the requested rezone from R1A to R2-PD is consistent with the City’s
General Plan and the City's NEASP as reviewed by staff generally and as discussed above. The
Project conforms with General Plan and NEASP policies related to residential development
including, but not limited to, thoughtful expansion, service by public services, and reasonable
densities, coverage, and uses. :

FINDING #2: The public necessity, convenience, and general welfare require or clearly permit
the adoption of the proposed amendment.

DISCUSSION: Approval of the Project rezone from R1A to R2-PD promotes public necessity,
convenience, and general welfare, as reviewed by staff and as discussed above. Specifically, the
Project will provide more housing opportunities amidst a housing crisis in the community and broader
state, thoughtful fransportation and circulation expansions, and housing above that originally
anticipated while maintaining the single-family home character of the area. These all support a
finding the Project promotes public necessity, convenience, and general welfare,

Tentative Subdivision Map
The proposed Project includes a TSM that would subdivide the 9.5-acre Project site into 65 single-
family lots, ranging in size from 3,825 to 7,170 square feet, as shown in Exhibit A to Attachment 5.

The proposed Project includes the extension of South Deadman’s Gulch Trail that would connect to
existing trails located to the north, near Parkridge Drive, and to the east at Lyonia Drive, The eastern
portion of the proposed trail would be a visible and street-facing path while the northern portion’s
placement at the rear of housing units would limit visibility.

Pursuant to GMC Section 18.64.040.08 (A), the Planning Commission may approve or conditionally
approve a tentative map when the following three findings are made:

FINDING #1: That the proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and
improvement, is consistent with the General Plan and any applicable specific plan.

DISCUSSION: The TSM is consistent with the City's General Plan and the NEASP as determined
by staff and as discussed infra. Specifically, the Project meets the plans, goals, and specific criteria
of each applicable plan and land use regulation.

FINDING #2: That the housing needs of the surrounding region have been balanced against
the public service needs of the City’s residents and available fiscal and environmental
resources pursuant to Section 66412.3 of the California Government Code;

DISCUSSION: The TSM, as pro{posed, balances the housing needs of the surrounding Galt region
against the City’s public services needs as determined by staff and discussed infra. Specifically, the
Project is infill in an already-residential area of the City and will build housing at a higher density than
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initially anticipated by underlying land use and planning documents and regulations as well as
transportation and circulation improvements.

FINDING #3: Except for condominium conversion projects where no new structures are
added, that the design of the proposed subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for future
passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision, as described in Section
66473.1 of the Subdivision Map Act and any guidelines promulgated by the City Council;

DISCUSSION: The TSM provides, to the extent feasible, for future passive or natural heating or
cooling opportunities in the subdivision as determined by staff and discussed herein. Specifically,
the Project is oriented north-south allowing maximum sun exposure in winter and the Project is
spaced to allow natural summer cooling air flow. [n addition, the proximity to, and incorporation of,
open spaces along the north and east side of the Project further promote air and light movement
between the units.

Pursuant to GMC Section 18.64.040.08 (B) the Planning Commission shall deny approval of a
tentative map if any of the following 10 findings can be made. As discussed herein, none of the
following findings can be made.

1. That the proposed map is not consistent with the General Plan and applicable specific pfans;

2. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not consistent with the General
Plan and applicable specific plans;

3. That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development;

4. That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of development;

5. That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely fo cause
substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their
habitat;

6. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements is likely to cause serious public
health problems;

7. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will conflict with easements of
record or assessments established by court judgment, acquired by the public at large, for
access through or use of property within the proposed subdivision. In this connection, the
Planning Commission may approve a map if it finds that alternate easements, for access or
for use, will be provided, and that these will be substantially equivalent fo ones previously
acquired by the public;

8. That all requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act and the rules and
procedures adopted by the City Council pursuant thereto have nof been met;

9. That the proposed map fails to meet or perform any of the requirements or conditions of this
chapter or the Subdivision Map Act, unless upon appeal the City Council finds and determines
that such failure is a result of a technical and inadvertent error which does not materially affect
the validity of the map;

10. That the discharge of waste from the proposed subdivision into an existing community sewer
system would result in, or add to, violation of existing requirements prescribed by the state
Regional Water Quality Conlrol Board.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS:
The Planning Commission voted 4-0 recommending City Council approve the IS/MND and adopt the
MMRP for the project, approve the GPA, approve the NEASP amendment, adopt a rezone
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ordinance, and approve the TSM at its regular meeting on November 13, 2025. Two new conditions
were added fo the TSM Conditions of Approval (COA) at the meeting: (1) no duplexes as defined
shall be built in the project area on any lot, and (2) only single-story homes are allowed on Lots 1-
11. The PD development standards were modified fo include a standard that ‘Plan 2’ (one of two
single-story plans for the project) will be granted a 3’ side setback wherever the plan is built in the
project area.

FISCAL ANALYSIS:

Except for Staff time and the future addition of the property tax base from the homes, there is no
direct fiscal impact.

ATTACHMENT(S):

1. Resolution 2025- 1IS/MND and MMRP

2. Resolution 2025- General Plan Amendment

3. Resolution 2025- Northeast Specific Plan Amendments
4. Ordinance 2025- Amending District Zoning Map

5. Resolution 2025- Tentative Subdivision Map

6. Property Map

7. Project Description

8. Conceptual Landscape Plan

9. IS/MND Comment Letters and Responses

10. Power Point Presentation
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From: Cultural Preservation Department Inbox
To: Kristyn Bitz

Subject: Sheffield Subdivision Project

Date: Tuesday, October 7, 2025 1:13:25 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello,

Thank you for your letter dated October 1, 2025, regarding the proposed project. Wilton
Rancheria (“Tribe”) is a federally recognized Tribe as listed in the Federal Register, Vol. 74, No.
132, p. 33468-33469, as “Wilton Rancheria of Wilton, California”. The Tribe’s Service Delivery
Area (“SDA”) as listed in the Federal Register, Vol. 78, No. 176, p. 55731, is Sacramento
County. The Tribe’s Trust Lands are in Sacramento County however, the Tribe’s ancestral
territory spans from Sacramento County to portions of the surrounding Counties.

Wilton Rancheria has reviewed this project, and we currently have no concerns. We appreciate
your continued outreach and/ or consultation in the future and respectfully request that you
contact us if there are any project updates or changes.

Thank you,

Wilton Rancheria
Department of Cultural
Preservation

Front Desk: 916-313-4493
cpd@wiltonrancheria-nsn.gov



mailto:cpd@wiltonrancheria-nsn.gov
mailto:KBitz@cityofgalt.org
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RECEIVED
O{s:tober10, 2025 OCT 16 2025
Kr‘istyn Bits, Principal Planner Bu?&zg%&g;g

Galt Planning Department
495 Industrial Drive
Galt, CA 95632

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the Sheffield Subdivision Project on the proposed
9.5-acre project site located at 13315 East Stockton Boulevard in the City of Galt. While the local
community may be unable to prevent future development, this specific request will be detrimental
to the area. Many residents in the surrounding neighborhoods of this proposed project are
completely opposed to the addition of 65 additional housing units (to include multi-family housing)
on the small area of 9.5 acres. This project will cause increased traffic and safety concerns, possibly
create problems with local schools that are already near capacity, negatively impact local wildlife
habitat, and potentially lower the property values of the existing community.

Traffic and safety of pedestrians are major areas of concern. While the area traffic may at times seem
light, the local neighborhood traffic will disproportionately surge during morning and evening rush
hours, causing traffic issues during critical times for the existing neighborhoods. The traffic surge
during morning rush hours will also negatively impact safety for children, since many students walk
or ride their bikes to school in the mornings. In general, the area traffic is continuing to increase, and
heavy traffic is already common at times throughout Carole Avenue/E Stockton Boulevard, which may
not have been anticipated during the last housing development approval. Traffic jams already exist
at nearby Carole Drive and the Amador Avenue Over-Crossing. During heavy work/school commute
times, backed up traffic already spans the distance at the Carole Avenue/Amador Avenue stop sign
past Delane Drive. The neighborhood intersections are routinely blocked by traffic during the rush
hours. Many drivers already attempt to bypass the backed-up traffic by driving through the
residential neighborhood taking Delane Drive from Carole Ave, then taking Ron Way back to Amador
Avenue. Other areas of concern are the failure to follow the current traffic enforcements (speed &
stop signs) at both Lyonia & Amador, as well as Lyonia & Cedar Flat Avenue. Additionally, there are
no current North/South traffic enforcements in place on East Stockton Blvd at Adare Way, Rachel
Drive, Parkridge Drive and Ashboro Lane. Without any vehicle control at these E Stockton Boulevard
intersections, it can be very difficult for drivers to proceed onto E Stockton Blvd due to the occasional
clusters of traffic, combined with the current speed limit of 45 mph (minimum). Adding to the existing
traffic congestion is when Hwy 99 N/B is at a near stop daily. Many vehicles in the Hwy 99 N/B traffic
will take the Ayers Lane exit and proceed Northbound on East Stockton Blvd, racing to pass the
backed-up traffic of Hwy 99 only to reenter Hwy 99 N/B at the Twin Cities on-ramp. Additionally, Galt
has already had a horrific vehicle vs pedestrian accident in the Ayers/Trellis area (2022). The addition
of another approximately 210+ residents by the proposed Sheffield Subdivision Project to the already
congested area with the small, antiquated Carole Drive roadway, will only aggravate the current traffic
congestion and place many more people’s safety at risk unless the existing traffic faults are both
addressed and corrected prior to any additional area subdivision consideration.
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Many types of wildlife have been observed in the area, and this proposed development will destroy
their habitat. The Crotch Bumblebee is currently endangered, and the Western Burrowing Owl is
expected to be listed as endangered later this year (2025). The Swainson's Hawk.is a threatened
species, as is the Greater Sandhill Crane, of which | personally see regularly- not only in the proposed
development site, but also in my own backyard, would be negatively affected. Besides.the threatto
these several specific wildlife species (and others) that this development impases, this developer is
requesting to remove 21 of the identified 27 protected Valley Oak trees from the site property in
order to accommodate this project. (Biological Resources Assessment, page 24). This will be a
significant impact on the current ecosystem. If removed, the impact of these historical, protected
trees cannot be replaced.

The 2030 Galt General Plan indicates that appropriate parkland be designated to accommmodate the
proposed residents of all new residential subdivisions. There was no parkland desighated on the
development plan that | noticed, Is the Sheffield Subdivision Project planning to appropriate the
required parkland for this proposed project?

Were the Galt Police Department and Cosumnes Fire Departments consulted regarding the potential
strain to emergency services? Have assessments been conducted and available for review?

It was disappointing that these public notices did not appear to be mailed out prior to the 30-day
public review period which commenced on September 19, it appears that those of us affected by this
proposed development were only given <20 days to read and review all pertinent materials following
the recelpt of the Galt Planning Department Notice of Public Review. Due diligence in this area would
have been very much appreciated. o :

tn closing, i respectfully urge the City of Galt to disapprove the proposed rezoning from Low-Density
Single Residential (R1A) to Medium-Density (R2-PD). From informal discussions with my neighbors, |

know my opinions are shared by many who may not have managed to respond through letters or
emails. Multi-family dwellings are inconsistent with the most recently developed neighborhood in the
area. The newest nearby project (Cedar Creek/Tim Lewis Communities) appeared thoughtful in the
planning of their development, which consisted of 112- single family homes." Through failure to get
detailed information, the City of Galt has already regretted the aesthetic builds of some of the
recently-built communities (ie. 3-story Lennar Homes, etc.) due to not having specific guidelines
reviewed/approved for the planned residences in advance. Nobody likes bad surprises. Please do
not make the same mistake again. Deny the request for R2-PD zoning and allow the area residents
in your Galt community to have a future development (R1A) - with appropriate wildiife & ecosystem
safeguards in place- that they can be proud to have in their neighborhood.

Thank you for your continued service and support of our communities in our Great American Little
Town.

Paul & Theresa Castro : p : . W
Parkridge Drive &/ OW w&h@
2

Galt, CA 95632
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CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

California Department of Transportation

DISTRICT 3

703 B STREET | MARYSVILLE, CA 95901-5556
(530) 821-8401

www.dot.ca.gov

October 16, 2025

GTS# 03-SAC-2025-02413
SCH # 2025090932

Ms. Kristyn A. Bitz

Senior Planner

City of Galt, Community Development Department
495 Industrial Drive

Galt, CA 95632

Sheffield Subdivision Project (MND)
Dear Ms. Bitz,

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
review process for the project referenced above. We reviewed this local development
for impacts to the State Highway System (SHS) in keeping with our mission, vision, and
goals, some of which includes addressing equity, climate change, and safety, as
outlined in our statewide plans such as the California Transportation Plan, Caltrans
Strategic Plan, and Climate Action Plan for Transportation Infrastructure.

The proposed project is located northeast of the Stockton Boulevard and Ashboro
Lane intersection, north of the State Route 99 (SR 99)/Ayers Lane ramps. The project
includes the construction of 65 single-family homes, an internal circulation network,
and the extension of South Deadman’s Gulch Trail through the project site.
Additionally, the project proposes frontage improvements along East Stockton
Boulevard and associated off-site roadway improvements to support increased traffic
and improve connectivity. Based on the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)
provided, Caltrans provide the following comments:

Freeway Operations
The SR 99/Ayers Lane on-ramps and off-ramps do not meet current standards per the
HDM Figure 504.2. The current on-ramps and off-ramps limit merging and diverging

due to the lack of acceleration and deceleration distances and a hook-ramp design
which impacts operations and safety.

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Ms. Bitz, Senior Planner
October 16, 2025
Page 2

Due to these factors, and major traffic deficiencies at the SR 99/Ayers Lane hook
ramps, it is recommended the project sponsor consult with Caltrans to mitigate these
ramp operation’s deficiencies.

Please provide our office with copies of any further actions regarding this proposal.
We would appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on any changes
related to this development.

If you have any questions regarding these comments or require additional information,
please contact Satwinder Dhatt, Local Development Review Coordinator, by phone
(530) 821-8261 or via email at satwinder.dhatt@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Alexander Fong{Oct 16, 2025 13:53:48 PDT)

ALEXANDER FONG, Acting Branch Chief

Local Development Review and Complete Streets
Division of Planning, Local Assistance, and Sustainability
Cdlifornia Department of Transportation, District 3

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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=T
Sy e g Gavin Newsom
; GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA " Yana GARcCIA
\ SECRETARY FOR
Water Boards v ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

20 October 2025

Kristyn Bitz

City of Galt, Community Development Department
495 Industrial Drive

Galt, CA 95632

KBitz@cityofgalt.org

COMMENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, SHEFFIELD SUBDIVISION PROJECT, SCH#2025090932,
SACRAMENTO COUNTY

Pursuant to the State Clearinghouse’s 19 September 2025 request, the Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) has reviewed the
Request for Review for the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Sheffield Subdivision
Project, located in Sacramento County.

Our agency is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and
groundwaters of the state; therefore our comments will address concerns surrounding
those issues.

. Regulatory Setting

Basin Plan

The Central Valley Water Board is required to formulate and adopt Basin Plans for
all areas within the Central Valley region under Section 13240 of the Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Control Act. Each Basin Plan must contain water quality objectives to
ensure the reasonable protection of beneficial uses, as well as a program of
implementation for achieving water quality objectives with the Basin Plans. Federal
regulations require each state to adopt water quality standards to protect the public
health or welfare, enhance the quality of water and serve the purposes of the Clean
Water Act. In California, the beneficial uses, water quality objectives, and the
Antidegradation Policy are the State’s water quality standards. Water quality
standards are also contained in the National Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.36,
and the California Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.38.

The Basin Plan is subject to modification as necessary, considering applicable laws,
policies, technologies, water quality conditions and priorities. The original Basin
Plans were adopted in 1975, and have been updated and revised periodically as
required, using Basin Plan amendments. Once the Central Valley Water Board has
adopted a Basin Plan amendment in noticed public hearings, it must be approved by
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the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), Office of
Administrative Law (OAL) and in some cases, the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA). Basin Plan amendments only become effective after
they have been approved by the OAL and in some cases, the USEPA. Every three
(3) years, a review of the Basin Plan is completed that assesses the appropriateness
of existing standards and evaluates and prioritizes Basin Planning issues. For more
information on the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin
River Basins, please visit our website:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/

Antidegradation Considerations

All wastewater discharges must comply with the Antidegradation Policy (State Water
Board Resolution 68-16) and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy contained in
the Basin Plan. The Antidegradation Implementation Policy is available on page 74
at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/basin_plans/sacsjr 2018

05.pdf
In part it states:

Any discharge of waste to high quality waters must apply best practicable treatment
or control not only to prevent a condition of pollution or nuisance from occurring, but
also to maintain the highest water quality possible consistent with the maximum
benefit to the people of the State.

This information must be presented as an analysis of the impacts and potential
impacts of the discharge on water quality, as measured by background
concentrations and applicable water quality objectives.

The antidegradation analysis is a mandatory element in the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System and land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDRs) permitting processes. The environmental review document should evaluate
potential impacts to both surface and groundwater quality.

. Permitting Requirements

Construction Storm Water General Permit

Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where projects
disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that
in total disturbs one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land
Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit), Construction General Permit
Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ. Construction activity subject to this permit includes
clearing, grading, grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as stockpiling, or
excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities performed to restore
the original line, grade, or capacity of the facility. The Construction General Permit
requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP). For more information on the Construction General Permit, visit the
State Water Resources Control Board website at:



http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/
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http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.sht
ml

Phase | and Il Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits?

The Phase | and Il MS4 permits require the Permittees reduce pollutants and runoff
flows from new development and redevelopment using Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). MS4 Permittees have their own
development standards, also known as Low Impact Development (LID)/post-
construction standards that include a hydromodification component. The MS4
permits also require specific design concepts for LID/post-construction BMPs in the
early stages of a project during the entittlement and CEQA process and the
development plan review process.

For more information on which Phase | MS4 Permit this project applies to, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm_water/municipal_p
ermits/

For more information on the Phase || MS4 permit and who it applies to, visit the
State Water Resources Control Board at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/stormwater/phase ii_munici

pal.shtml

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit

If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters
or wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be
needed from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If a Section 404
permit is required by the USACE, the Central Valley Water Board will review the
permit application to ensure that discharge will not violate water quality standards. If
the project requires surface water drainage realignment, the applicant is advised to
contact the Department of Fish and Game for information on Streambed Alteration
Permit requirements. If you have any questions regarding the Clean Water Act
Section 404 permits, please contact the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento
District of USACE at (916) 557-5250.

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit — Water Quality Certification

If an USACE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide Permit,
Letter of Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic
General Permit), or any other federal permit (e.g., Section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act or Section 9 from the United States Coast Guard), is required for this
project due to the disturbance of waters of the United States (such as streams and
wetlands), then a Water Quality Certification must be obtained from the Central
Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project activities. There are no waivers for

" Municipal Permits = The Phase | Municipal Separate Storm Water System (MS4)
Permit covers medium sized Municipalities (serving between 100,000 and 250,000
people) and large sized municipalities (serving over 250,000 people). The Phase II
MS4 provides coverage for small municipalities, including non-traditional Small MS4s,
which include military bases, public campuses, prisons and hospitals.


http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shtml
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shtml
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401 Water Quality Certifications. For more information on the Water Quality
Certification, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/water quality certificatio
n/

Waste Discharge Requirements — Discharges to Waters of the State

If USACE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., “non-
federal” waters of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed
project may require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by
Central Valley Water Board. Under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act, discharges to all waters of the State, including all wetlands and other
waters of the State including, but not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to
State regulation. For more information on the Waste Discharges to Surface Water
NPDES Program and WDR processes, visit the Central Valley Water Board website
at:https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/waste to surface wat
er/

Projects involving excavation or fill activities impacting less than 0.2 acre or 400
linear feet of non-jurisdictional waters of the state and projects involving dredging
activities impacting less than 50 cubic yards of non-jurisdictional waters of the state
may be eligible for coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board Water
Quality Order No. 2004-0004-DWQ (General Order 2004-0004). For more
information on the General Order 2004-0004, visit the State Water Resources
Control Board website at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board _decisions/adopted orders/water_quality/200
4/wqo/wqo2004-0004.pdf

Dewatering Permit

If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be
discharged to land, the proponent may apply for coverage under State Water Board
General Water Quality Order (Low Threat General Order) 2003-0003 or the Central
Valley Water Board’s Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and Waste Discharge
Requirements (Low Threat Waiver) R5-2018-0085. Small temporary construction
dewatering projects are projects that discharge groundwater to land from excavation
activities or dewatering of underground utility vaults. Dischargers seeking coverage
under the General Order or Waiver must file a Notice of Intent with the Central
Valley Water Board prior to beginning discharge.

For more information regarding the Low Threat General Order and the application
process, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.qgov/board decisions/adopted orders/water quality/2003/
wqo/wqo2003-0003.pdf

For more information regarding the Low Threat Waiver and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/waiv
ers/r5-2018-0085.pdf

Limited Threat General NPDES Permit
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If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary to
discharge the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will
require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit. Dewatering discharges are typically considered a low or limited threat to
water quality and may be covered under the General Order for Limited Threat
Discharges to Surface Water (Limited Threat General Order). A complete Notice of
Intent must be submitted to the Central Valley Water Board to obtain coverage under
the Limited Threat General Order. For more information regarding the Limited
Threat General Order and the application process, visit the Central Valley Water
Board website at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/gene
ral_orders/r5-2016-0076-01.pdf

NPDES Permit

If the proposed project discharges waste that could affect the quality of surface
waters of the State, other than into a community sewer system, the proposed project
will require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. A complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted with the
Central Valley Water Board to obtain a NPDES Permit. For more information
regarding the NPDES Permit and the application process, visit the Central Valley
Water Board website at: https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/help/permit/

If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 464-4684
or Peter.Minkel2@waterboards.ca.gov.

”

J 2oy
Peter G. Minkel
Engineering Geologist

CC:

State Clearinghouse unit, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,
Sacramento

Aaron Ross-Swain
FDC Nor-Cal Corp
aaron@fieldstonecommunitieslic.com

Kevin Valente
Raney Planning and Management
kvalente@raneymanagement.com


mailto:aaron@fieldstonecommunitiesllc.com
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From: WILLIAM FLAHERTY

To: Kristyn Bitz

Subject: Sheffield Subdivision Project

Date: Monday, October 20, 2025 3:24:02 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

To whom it may concern;

| am writing in regards to the proposed Sheffield Subdivision Project. First | am in
favor of controlled growth of Galt; | am not opposed to a subdivision on this location. |
am opposed and vehemently disagree with the proposal to change from Low-Density
Residential to Medium Density Residential; this change would mean low cost
housing which would impact the value of my home located adjacent to this property.
Not only would there be lower valued homes; the proposal is to add up to 65 homes
which the current surrounding roads and infrastructure cannot handle.

Regardless of the path forward | also request the following
recommendations/requests:

1) Sound wall be built along frontage road along Highway 99.

2) Only single story homes adjacent to those homes on Need Court

3) Parkridge Drive not be continued into this new development; continuing through
would only cause excessive traffic using this as a cut-through.

| appreciate you taking my recommendations, comments and suggestions and
believe the City of Galt will come to the right decision to keep this property as Low
Density Residential.

Sincerely

William Flaherty


mailto:wflaherty@comcast.net
mailto:KBitz@cityofgalt.org
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Sheffield Subdivision Project
Responses to Comments Received on the Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration

An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was prepared for the Sheffield
Subdivision Project (proposed project) in accordance with CEQA indicating that the
proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment. The IS/MND
provides a thorough description and analysis of the potential environmental effects of the
project. The public review period for the IS/MND began on September 19, 2025 and
ended on October 20, 2025 at 5:30 PM. The City received five comment letters during the
public review period as follows:

0= 1 (= SRS Wilton Rancheria
Letter 2. ——————— Paul and Theresa Castro
Letter 3. . California Department of Transportation
Letter4 ..o Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
T (T o SRS RRORPRPRRRPRP William Flaherty

The written comments are attached. The comments are acknowledged by the City and
have been considered as part of the project planning and its implementation. The
comments received did not identify any new significant effect, increase in severity of an
impact identified in the IS/MND, or any significant new information. Thus, recirculation of
the IS/MND is not required.

The responses below include responses to each comment letter submitted regarding the
proposed project.

1. Wilton Rancheria
The comment letter does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.
2. Paul and Theresa Castro

Contrary to the comment, the proposed project would not involve any multi-family
residential uses. The proposed project would include the development of 65 single-family
residential units. As presented on page 104 of the IS/MND, the proposed project would
result in an increase in population of only 26 people beyond what was anticipated for
buildout of the site in the General Plan EIR, which was determined in the IS/MND to not
be considered a substantial increase in population growth. Thus, regarding the
commenter’s concerns about school capacity, as discussed on page 107 of the IS/MND,
the slight increase in population would not result in a significant strain on local schools.
In addition, as specifically stated on page 107 of the IS/MND:

Funding for new school construction is provided through State and local revenue
sources. SB 50 (Chapter 407, Statutes of 1998) governs the amount of fees that
can be levied against new development. Payment of fees authorized by the statute
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is deemed “full and complete mitigation.” Such fees would be used in combination
with State and other funds to construct new schools. The project applicant would
be required to pay development impact fees in order to fund new facilities. The
payment of development impact fees would be sufficient to ensure adequate
school capacity is provided and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

Regarding the comment addressing traffic concerns, as noted on page 111 of the
IS/MND, Section 15064.3(3) of the CEQA Guidelines changes the focus of transportation
impact analysis in CEQA from measuring impact to drivers to measuring the impact of
driving. As such, the IS/MND uses an analysis of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) rather
than Level of Service (LOS) to address a project’s transportation impacts. While LOS is
an important consideration for traffic operations, an LOS analysis would not fully address
the environmental effects of a project. Nonetheless, while not required by CEQA, the
City’s General Plan has adopted LOS policies. General Plan consistency is addressed as
part of the overall planning process and will be considered by the decision-makers. The
proposed project was determined to have a less-than-significant VMT based on project-
generated VMT per capita. Based on this analysis, the proposed project would not conflict
or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b), and a less-than-significant
impact would occur. Therefore, impacts related to traffic have been adequately addressed
in the IS/MND pursuant to CEQA. Furthermore, the analysis of the IS/MND assumes
compliance with all applicable laws for both the proposed project and the surrounding
uses. Addressing illegal activity is not within the purview of the IS/MND analysis. As such,
the IS/MND is not required to address potential impacts related to compliance with traffic
laws, including any related to the proposed project. However, the City will consider the
comment prior to making a final decision on the project.

In response to the commenter’s concern about bicycle and pedestrian safety, the Project
Description of the IS/MND, beginning on page 6, notes that the project would include
several improvements and additions to existing facilities that would improve pedestrian
and bicycle connectivity in the site vicinity. For example, internal sidewalks would connect
to Stockton Boulevard and Lyonia Drive. The proposed project would also include the
construction of a 10- to 14-foot-wide extension of South Deadman’s Gulch Trail along the
northern and eastern property boundaries between the project site and Deadman’s Gulch.
In addition, the project would extend the Canyon Creek Park Class | bikeway as a multi-
use trail east-west along the northern boundary of the project site and south along the
eastern project boundary to Lyonia Drive. The new extension would also connect to
existing multi-use trails north and south of the project site. Implementation of the project’s
improvements to the existing bicycle and pedestrian networks in the area would result in
improved connectivity in the area and would provide alternatives for bicycles and
pedestrians to traveling on busy roadways such as Stockton Boulevard.

Potential impacts associated with buildout of the proposed project related to special-
status species are evaluated in Section |V, Biological Resources, of the IS/MND. Impacts
to special-status species, including Crotch’s bumblebee, greater sandhill crane, western
burrowing owl, and Swainson’s hawk are addressed beginning on page 40 of the IS/MND.
As discussed therein, impacts to such species could occur as a result of construction
activities associated with the proposed project. However, with implementation of
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mitigation, potential impacts to special-status species were determined to be less than
significant. For example, pursuant to Mitigation Measure V-2, the project applicant would
be required to retain a qualified biologist to conduct biological resource surveys of the site
for the presence of Crotch’s bumblebee; if the species is detected on-site, appropriate
measures would be taken to avoid impacts to the species. In addition, because the project
site is located within the boundaries of the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan
(SSHCP), the project would be required to comply with appropriate SSHCP Avoidance
Minimization Measures (AMMs) to address potential impacts to greater sandhill crane,
western burrowing owl, and Swainson’s hawk. Therefore, potential impacts to special-
status species associated with the proposed project have been adequately addressed in
the IS/IMND.

Potential impacts associated with the removal of protected trees are evaluated in Section
IV, Biological Resources, of the IS/MND, and mitigation is required ensuring compliance
with Section 18.52.060 of the City’s Municipal Code, which includes obtaining a tree
removal permit, replacement trees and payment of fees should the project site not be
capable of supporting all required replacement trees, and a tree preservation plan for the
protected tress that would be preserved on-site. The trees proposed for removal
represent a small loss of habitat for the various wildlife species that occur regionally. For
example, those species currently using the on-site trees would be able to use the existing
habitat and trees that would remain near the site associated with the Deadman’s Gulch
drainage channel and Canyon Creek Park to the north and east of the site or elsewhere
regionally. In addition, the measures mentioned above would ensure that significant
impacts related to adverse effects on special-status species would not occur.

As discussed on page 107 of the IS/MND, the 2030 Galt General Plan requires five acres
of parkland per 1,000 residents. Because the applicant has not provided a parkland
dedication as part of the project, the applicant would be subject to compliance with
Section 18.64.080B of Galt’s Municipal Code. Pursuant to Section 18.64.080B, the project
would be subject to the payment of in-lieu park fees. Such fees would be used to fund
park facilities to ensure that adequate parkland is provided throughout the City of Galt.
Therefore, impacts related to parkland associated with project buildout have been
adequately addressed in the IS/MND.

Regarding the commenter’s concern about potential strain to emergency services, as
noted on page 105 of the IS/MND, the Cosumnes Community Services District Fire
Department (CCSDFD) would provide fire protection services to the proposed project.
The project application was routed to CCSDFD and the City’s Police Department, both of
which were consulted with and will continue to be consulted with throughout the
development process. The applicant responded to comments received after consultation
and resubmitted their application with comments incorporated. Pursuant to Section
15.21.070 of the Galt Municipal Code, the project applicant would be required to pay all
applicable fees, including a development impact fee that would ensure adequate fire
protection services for the proposed project. In addition, the proposed project would be
subject to payment of development impact fees and public safety fees, which would
ensure adequate police protections for the proposed project. Furthermore, the project site
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was anticipated for residential development under the existing Low-Density Residential
land use designation. Despite the proposed General Plan Amendment from Low-Density
Residential to Medium Density Residential, the proposed project result in a 0.001 percent
increase in the City’s total population, which would not generate a substantially increased
demand on police protection services relative to what was analyzed in the General Plan
EIR. Therefore, potential impacts associated with the proposed project’s increase in
demand for fire protection and police protection services have been adequately
addressed in the IS/MND.

3. California Department of Transportation

Please see response to comment above related to transportation analyses under CEQA.
Accordingly, the comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND, but has been
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the project applicant and decisionmakers for
their consideration.

4. Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

The comment is a standard letter that provides background information regarding
applicable regulations and required permits. The comment does not address the
adequacy of the IS/MND, has been noted for the record, and will be forwarded to the
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project.

5. William Flaherty

With respect to the commenter’s concerns about property value impacts, the scope of an
EIR is limited to a local agency’s evaluation of potentially significant environmental
impacts of a project, which by definition are limited to physical conditions, rather than
social or economic conditions. (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21060.5; CEQA
Guidelines Section 15360.) The analysis of social or economic impacts unrelated to a
physical change is not included within an IS/MND, because such potential impacts are
not considered to be effects on the environment. (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064 (e),
15131(a), 15358(b), 15382.) Therefore, potential social or economic impacts that do not
contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, are not
substantial evidence of a significant environmental effect. (PRC Section 21080(e)(2);
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(f)(6).)

Regarding the commenter’s concerns about current surrounding roads, as discussed
above, CEQA uses an analysis of VMT rather than LOS, which encapsulates traffic
congestion and roadway capacity, to address a project’s transportation impacts. Thus,
the project’s transportation-related impacts have been adequately addressed pursuant to
CEQA in the IS/MND.

Impacts related to utility infrastructure are addressed in Section XIX, Utilities and Service
Systems, beginning on page 116 of the IS/MND. As noted therein, sufficient utility
infrastructure exists in the project vicinity to serve the proposed project. Increased
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demand for water, sewer, and other utilities resulting from the project can be
accommodated by the City’s existing utility capacity.

Impacts related to noise are addressed in Section Xlll, Noise, beginning on page 88 of
the IS/MND. As noted on page 98 of the IS/MND, the proposed project will include a 10-
foot-tall masonry sound wall to shield the first-row lots on-site closest to SR 99. Figure
18, Transportation Noise Contours at Future On-Site Residences with Sound Wall (dBA
Lan), shown on page 100 of the IS/MND, illustrates the recommended placement of the
sound wall.

The commenter’s additional recommendations/requests regarding limiting the homes
along Need Court to single story only and not continuing Parkridge Drive do not address
the adequacy of the IS/IMND, have been noted for the record, and will be forwarded to the
project applicant and decision-makers for their consideration.
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Sheffield Subdivision Project
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

e |nitial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration
e Addresses all potential project impacts
e Five comment letters received
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e Mitigation required
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e SSHCP permit required prior to grading and improvement plan approval
Mitigation S Tree permit and mitigation fees required prior to oak tree removal
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Sheffield Subdivision Project
General Plan Amendment

Current:

Low-Density
Residential
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Allows single-
family dwellings
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Proposed:
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Allows single-
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and duplexes
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Sheffield Subdivision Project
North East Area Specific Plan Amendment
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\
Current:

R-1-C, SP Maximum-
Density Single-
~amily Residential

Approx. 4.3
dwellings/acre
(General Plan allows
up to 6)
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Proposed:

R-2, SP Medium
Density Residential

Increase from max
of 6 to max of 8
dwellings/acre




Sheffield Subdivision Project
Rezone & Planned Development

Current Zoning District:

R1A Low-Density Single-
Family Residential

Min. lot size: 10,000 sq. ft.

Allowable density range: 0-6
dwellings/acre

Max of 57 lots with R1A
zoning
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Proposed Zoning District:

R2-PD Medium-Density
Residential Planned
Development

Min. lot size: 5,500 sq. ft.
without PD; smaller lots
allowed with PD.

Allowable density range: 5-8
dwellings/acre

Max of 76 lots with R2 zoning
(only 65 are proposed).
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City Council Recommendation

Adopt resolutions:

1. Approving the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (“IS/MND”) for the
proposed project, subject to a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”);

Amending the City’s General Plan to change the land use designation for the project site
from Low Density Residential (“LDR”) to Medium Density Residential (“MDR”);

Amending the City’s Northeast Area Specific Plan (“NEASP”) to increase the maximum
density allowed in NEASP Medium Density Residential district (“R-2") from six (6) du/ac to
eight (8) du/ac and to change the project site designation from Maximum Density Single-
Family Residential (“R-1-C SP”) to Medium Density Residential District (“R-2 SP”);

Approving a tentative subdivision map (“TSM”) for the subdivision of the project site into
65 single-family residential lots with various infrastructure improvements.

Rezone Ordinance:

1. Introduce and waive the first reading (by title only) of an ordinance rezoning the project site
from Low-Density Single-Family Residential (“R1A”) to Medium-Density Residential District- ( :
Planned Development (“R2-PD”) and establish the applicable PD overlay development
standards.

CITY or GALT
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