
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
December 6, 2018 
 
 
City of Elk Grove 
Attn: Christopher Jordan, AICP  
Director of Strategic Planning and Innovation 
8401 Laguna Palms Way 
Elk Grove, CA 95758 

Via electronic mail  

Dear Mr. Jordan: 

CITY OF ELK GROVE CAP REVISE:  350 COMMENT 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on City staff’s report1 re proposed changes to the 
City’s draft Climate Action Plan (CAP).  We offer remarks below in three sections:  

• Summary of our comments,  

• Specific Comments re Proposed Changes, 

• Additional Concerns. 

I.  SUMMARY 

o We are gratified by TACM-9 which provides for EV charging stations in the City.  The 
measure illustrates the standard which we believe all the CAP’S measures should meet.   

o We regretfully conclude that the proposed changes do not address or remedy the 
shortcomings we earlier identified2 in the CAP’s remaining 19 measures. 

o We believe the changes presented in the staff report do not provide a basis for an 
informed decision because, except for TACM-9, they do not seem to display actual 
proposed language changes.  

o We amplify two previous concerns: TACM-6 implementation; and the failure to 
adequately consider the land use/vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT) connection. 

  

                                                
1 City of Elk Grove, Planning Commission Agenda, December 6, 2018, Item 6.2, “Climate Action 

Plan Follow Up”. 
2 Sacramento 350.  (November 8, 2018).  “City Of Elk Grove CAP Update: 350 Comment”.  
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II. COMMENTS RE PROPOSED CHANGES 

1.  Report does not fully show proposed changes.    

WE REQUEST that the City Planning Commission direct staff to present actual proposed 
wording changes (e.g., in customary underline/strikeout notation). 

Commissioners should evaluate the CAP based on its actual text.  As a  CEQA mitigation 
document, the CAP is subject to specific regulatory requirements for specificity and 
enforceability.  Compliance cannot be fairly assessed based on conceptual or summary 
description of the revised measures, which is what the Commission (and public) are now 
asked to do (with the notable exception of TACM-6).  For example, it’s impossible to 
know whether the proposed BE-6 modification is intended to replace the previous text or 
to supplement it in whole or part.  We also need to know if/how the proposed 
modifications alter the GHG reductions previously projected.  Finally, the report fails to 
identify any Action Items for the revised measures, and we don’t know how 
Commissioners (and the public) are to interpret this omission, compared to the draft  CAP. 

2. TACM-9, Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging.  We support this measure, believe it fulfills 
regulatory requirements, complement staff on its presentation, and endorse its adoption.  
It is substantive and detailed, and the proposed implementation is clear and credible.   
We believe this is the standard all CAP measures should adhere to and we suggest the 
City use it as a model for the CAP’s 19 other measures. 

WE SUGGEST the following additions to increase the Measure’s effectiveness:  

o Present a plan and schedule to cost-effectively electrify City fleets, considering 
vehicle leasing3 and focusing first on high-use vehicles. 

o Present a plan and schedule to cost-effectively electrify transit services. 

3.  Report does not address previously-identified problems.   We regretfully conclude 
that the proposed changes do not address our previous concerns, that (again excepting  
TACM-6):   

• that CAP measures if implemented as proposed would not achieve the specified 
GHG reductions,  

• that implementation of the measures is inadequately specified,  

• and/or, that substantive mitigation is deferred to future discretionary processes. 

Specifically, re the two measures other than TACM-6 for which changes are proposed: 

WE REQUEST that these measures’ implementation mechanism be credibly identified and 
an appropriate adoption schedule specified, as explained below: 

o Measure BE-7, Photovoltaic (PV)-Ready Buildings.   

We endorse this measure, although it’s an example of the City’s doing no more than 
the State requires.  More critically, we are unclear the measure fulfills regulatory 

                                                
3 The City of Los Angeles is pursuing this strategy, citing financial and other benefits: 

https://www.lamayor.org/mayor-garcetti-and-city-departments-commit-largest-city-owned-fleet-pure-
battery-vehicles-america.   

https://www.lamayor.org/mayor-garcetti-and-city-departments-commit-largest-city-owned-fleet-pure-battery-vehicles-america
https://www.lamayor.org/mayor-garcetti-and-city-departments-commit-largest-city-owned-fleet-pure-battery-vehicles-america
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requirements that implementation actions be clearly specified, e.g., by adopting an 
enabling ordinance.  If such an enabling action is unnecessary, e.g., due to delegation 
of enforcement under State Housing Law or other statute, that should be explained in 
the measure, so that the public and decision-makers are informed of the measure’s 
proposed  legal underpinning.   

o Measure BE -6, Electrification in New and Existing Residential Development.   

The proposed measure, which relies entirely on a voluntary SMUD incentive program, 
may well be worth pursuing  But as presented we do not believe it meets regulatory 
requirements for specificity and enforceability because of its voluntary nature, 
equivocal wording, and lack of commitment to any implementation measure (reducing 
or waiving fees is mentioned as an incentive the city could adopt).  Similarly, the 
possible commitment of the City to study further measures, are speculative 
suggestions which don’t provide the substantive mitigation that CEQA requires. 

4. Additional State Legislative Actions.  We endorse recognizing emerging State 
requirements in the CAP, of course, but have two concerns: 

o New State Clean Electricity Goals. We unhappily note that the City has seized on the 
State’s ambitious SB 100 clean electricity goals as another invitation to meet State 
mandates without taking meaningful local action. 

o State 2019 Building Energy Standards.   Acknowledging the new building standards is 
certainly appropriate, but does not in our view remove the need for local action.  As 
noted  above, merely citing a State requirement is not an adequate mitigation measure 
unless a local implementing action is adequately specified. 

5. Inability to Meet 2050 Goal. The staff report notes that the City expects to meet 
mandated goals for 2020 and 2030, but not 2050.  This is because State actions such as 
Cap & Trade emission reductions, and mandated portfolio standards can only go so far.  
This brings to a point our previous observations re the City’s avoidance of adopting 
substantive measures under its own authority.  As the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) has just reaffirmed in a legislatively required report,4 robust local planning to 
reduce VMT and limit sprawl development is needed to meet state climate goals.  Indeed, 
as CARB recently observed in comments to another city, it is inappropriate to rely upon 
statewide measures in the absence of local actions; on the contrary, state measures rely 
upon concurrent and consistent local planning.5 

Absent real action from local jurisdictions, especially reducing VMT, reaching the 2050 
goals appears impossible, as CARB’s report determined.  SACOG area cities, in 

                                                
4 California Air Resources Board (CARB).  (November 2018).  “2018 Progress Report: California’s 

Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act”), available at: 
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2018-11/Final2018Report_SB150_112618_02_Report.pdf. 

5  See CARB, Correspondence to the City of Moreno Valley (Sept. 7, 2018), available at: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/ttdceqalist/logisticsfeir.pdf 



City of Elk Grove Page   
350 Sacramento, ECOS, Sierra Club – Comments, Draft CAP Revise December 6, 2018 

 
 
 

4 

particular, are falling short.6   And, as has become increasingly clear, deferring such 
action much longer will make the goal unreachable in any case.7,8,9 

We understand the City’s reluctance to adopt measures which would change customary 
practices, and which some fear could disadvantage it in attracting investment.  But by 
delaying, the City is helping ensure ecological, economic, and social harms which 
will dwarf the inconveniences needed to avoid them.  Indeed, the above-cited reports 
by California State, United Nations IPCC, U.S. Government, and CARB starkly stress 
the need for urgent further action to protect the public and economy.  The last three 
of these reports were issued since the close of the CEQA comment period, and none 
are cited in it.  These reports constitute significant new information, and show the 
flaws of the City’s prior analyses.  Recirculating the DEIR and General Plan to 
account for them would be the prudent course. 

Moreover, in deferring action the City may be putting itself at a regional 
disadvantage.  As listed in our earlier comments10, many California cities, large and 
small, North and South, coastal and inland, are adopting aggressive climate goals 
because it’s good for their residents and good for business.  Cutting greenhouse 
gases is smart because it improves air quality and public health, reduces traffic 
congestion, and brings green-economy jobs, quiet streets, more livable 
neighborhoods, and greater social equality - as well as combats climate change.   

Sacramento and West Sacramento have pledged to be “carbon-zero” by 
2045.  Cities that prepare for coming changes in technology, automation, and climate 
will attract people, jobs, and investments; others won't.  Regional job centers of the 
future will rely on young, educated workers who know about climate change and 
want to be part of the solution; and employers will locate where they can attract such 
workers 

III.  ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 

Finally we would like to amplify two of our previous written comments: 

1. TACM-6, Limit Vehicle Miles Traveled. 

WE REQUEST that this measure’s implementation mechanism be credibly identified and 
an appropriate adoption schedule specified. 

                                                
6  See CARB report, supra n. 3, at App. B, pp. B-39 et seq., available at: 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2018-
11/Final2018Report_SB150_112618_04_AppendixB.pdf. 

7 State of California, Resources Agency. (2018). California’s Fourth Climate Change Assessment. 
8 United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).  (October 8, 2018).  Global 

Warming of 1.5°C. 

9 U.S. Global Change Research Program. (November 2018).  The Fourth National Climate 

Assessment (NCA4). 
10 Sacramento 350, ibid. 
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Unfortunately, the DEIR projects VMT increases, which are inconsistent with the 
climate needs identified by CARB; and per our previous comments11 the Measure's 
"Action Items" are disappointingly aspirational and defer to future processes. 

Notably, the Measure states that it, "serves to support Policy MOB1.1 in the City’s 
General Plan GP), which requires new development projects in the City to achieve a 
VMT reduction of 15 percent..." (this is in compliance with SB 
743).  A separate document, the City’s Transportation Analysis Guidelines (TAG)12, 
provides technical methodology to guide the required 15 percent per capita 
reduction.  However, we are confused by the City’s overall implementation scheme 
because: 

o The CAP CEQA mitigation document is, atypically, far less detailed than the 
General Plan policy document.  

o The TAG provides a VMT-reduction technical protocol, but there is nowhere a 
commitment to use it.  It’s not mentioned in the CAP and only once, in passing, in 
the GP. 

o The above excerpt uses the regulatory, "requires", and GP Policy MOB 1-1 
employs the imperative "shall", but a GP is not directly enforceable; policy 
implementation requires codification in ordinance or other legal instrument.  No 
such codification is mentioned in any of the three documents.   

In sum, no document states the legal means the City proposes to use to implement 
TACM-6 (and comply with SB 743), and we are left with our earlier conclusion that 
implementation for the Measure is not adequately described in the CAP.  

2. Land Use and VMT.   

WE REQUEST that the City consider adopting and requiring land use patterns which 
reduce future VMT, e.g, by conducting analysis under Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) Alternative 2. 

In earlier comments13 we noted the City’s inadequately-justified dismissal of DEIR 
Alternative 2, which would have included analysis of a large suite of City-ordered 
measures including, “zoning changes and changes in development patterns”. 

The connection between land use patterns and private auto trip length is well known, and 
adopting land uses that don’t generate high VMT is widely recognized as a critical 
element in GHG reduction strategies.  Light vehicle traffic is the largest source of GHG’s 
nationally, in California, and locally; and ongoing urban growth extending such high-VMT 
land uses would “bake in” high future GHG emissions.  CARB’s recent progress reports 
and comment letters underscore the need to sharply reduce VMT through sensible 
planning. 

Elk Grove’s history of expansionist residential development has resulted in high-VMT 
land use patterns.  This pattern appears to be continuing14, but is inconsistent with 

                                                
11  Sacramento 350. (November 8, 2018). 
12  City of Elk Grove. (July 2018). Transportation Analysis Guidelines. 
13  Sacramento 350. (September 28, 2018).  “DEIR, General Plan and CAP Update: 350 Comment”. 
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current State-mandated regional plans, and is not needed to accommodate the City’s 
projected growth.  The City’s failure to fully consider these points in the CAP and DEIR 
seems to indicate a significant oversight.   

We include the attached statement by the Environmental Council of Sacramento15 on this 
issue as part of our present comments. 

We hope these comments are helpful in helping the City participate in the critically important 
transition to a non-carbon economy as quickly as possible.  Although the task is daunting, it 
is shared, and we are confident that the transition will bring many benefits to the City, near 
and long-term.  We stand ready to assist in any way we can.  

Sincerely, 
 

 
 

Laurie Litman, President 
350 Sacramento 

Ralph Propper, President  
Environmental Council of Sacramento 
 
 

[Signed] 
 

Barbara Leary, Chairperson 
Sacramento Group, Sierra Club 
 
r

                                                                                                                                                   
14  City of Elk Grove, Planning Commission Agenda, December 6, 2018, Item 5.2, “Triangle Special 

Planning Area Update”. 
15  Environmental Council of Sacramento. (September 26, 2018).  “RE: Elk Grove General Plan 

Update and DEIR, and the prospect of future expansion”.  
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Land Use, Transportation, Air Quality, and Climate Change 

The proposed study areas for further expansion are inconsistent with SACOG’s Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, and in direct opposition to the intent of 
the State, Federal and regional goals that are represented in that collaboratively designed 
regional plan. The MTP/SCS represents the best regionally-cumulative analysis available in 
providing the most viable strategy for allocating urban growth and transportation infrastructure 
needs across our 28 jurisdictions while meeting State mandated greenhouse gas (GHG) 
reductions, and Federal mandates for Air Quality Attainment under the State Improvement Plan 
(SIP).  

The joint MTP/SCS is the mandated product of the Sustainable Communities and Climate 
Protection Act of 2008 (CA SB 375), which mandates that a land use strategy be developed in 
tandem with the federally required regional transportation plan in an effort to reduce GHG 
emission from the light vehicle sector. These GHG reductions found through the nexus of land 
use and transportation are largely represented by reductions in Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT), 
by reducing travel distance between jobs, housing and services through more compact 
development and increased investment and access to non- automobile modes of travel. More 
compact land use and increased options for traveling (through transit, walking and biking) 
simultaneously offer significant benefits to public health and social equitable housing, and 
preserves our natural and working lands, as well as associated biodiversity and ecosystem 
services such as carbon sequestration, flood abatement, and groundwater recharge.  

Considering all of the benefits the MTP/SCS strategy provides, deviation from the plan cannot 
be taken lightly. Both the State mandated GHG reduction targets and the federal air quality 
attainment requirements were extremely difficult for SACOG to achieve in the recent 2016 
MTP/SCS update and these reduction targets were strengthened in 2018. SACOG’s projected 
growth footprint will in turn be even more compact in 2020. Any deviation from the plan, 
particularly in urban expansion outside of the SCS footprint, would pose a significant challenge 
for any future ability of the region to achieve these requirements—the consequences of which 
would include loss or withdrawal of substantial Federal and State infrastructure funding.  

Considering that there is no wiggle room in the current strategy, the only way the MTP/SCS 
could accommodate expansion of Elk Grove (or any jurisdiction) beyond the SCS footprint and 
still meet State and Federal requirements would be to take growth away from all the other 
jurisdictions in the region.  

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has finalized the GHG Scoping Plan Update in 
2018, finding that GHG reductions from other sectors including energy production, energy 
efficiency, clean fuels, and clean vehicles will not achieve California’s 2050 goals alone--that we 
need 15% more VMT reduction through improved land use and transportation strategies 
beyond what our current regional plans project to achieve.  

The region needs to reduce VMT significantly. The primary mechanism by which to do this is to 
reduce outward urban expansion and increase densities within existing urbanized areas.  

SACOG growth projections for Elk Grove (in total) for the next 20 years is 12,790 houses, and 
14,760 jobs (SACOG 2020 MTP/SCS Draft Growth Forecast, June 8, 2018 Staff Report). All of 
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SACOG’s anticipated housing growth can easily be accommodated within vacant land of 
existing communities and new developments already being planned in new development areas 
of the existing City, including Laguna Ridge, Lent Ranch, and the Southeast Planning Area 
(SEPA).  

Elk Grove has repeatedly made the claim that it must expand to focus on job centers that will 
correct its greatly imbalanced jobs-housing ratio. This is a worthy goal, but again, this can be 
done within the existing City limits. The Southeast planning area alone, by Elk Grove’s 
projection, will accommodate more than 20,000 jobs far more than what SACOG projects as 
feasible in the next 20+ years.  

We believe that the job growth aspirations of the City are unrealistic, and that, as has been 
observed time and again in Elk Grove, this land will end up being low-density housing with little 
nearby job opportunity. But if we were to presume that Elk Grove did attract this extreme 
number of jobs, a significant amount of them would almost necessarily be drawn from other 
jurisdictions in the region—what would be the cumulative economic effect of that potentiality?  

Looking at this potential growth through a regional lens should be the foremost priority for Elk 
Grove and all jurisdictions in the region. If the peripheral expansion that Elk Grove seeks were 
to proceed, it would make it almost impossible for the region to achieve our State VMT/GHG 
reductions and Federal air quality mandates.  

Elk Grove’s jobs-housing imbalance is a correctable problem of the City’s own making, and it 
can and should be corrected within the existing footprint (and the regional plan) before 
expansion is considered at the expense of the region and the Public Trust.  


