
AGENDA 
SPECIAL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 380 CIVIC DRIVE, GALT 

MONDAY, JUNE 27, 2011, 6:30 P.M. 
 

NOTE:  Speaker Request Sheets are provided on the table inside the Council Chambers.  If you wish to address the Commission during the 
meeting, please complete a Speaker Sheet and give to the Secretary of the Commission. A maximum of five minutes is allowed for each 
speaker. 
 
NOTE:  If you need disability-related modifications or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, to participate in this meeting, 
please contact the Community Development Dept., 209-366-7230, 495 Industrial Drive, at least two days prior to the meeting. 
 

 
CALL MEETING TO ORDER  
 
ROLL CALL: COMMISSIONERS: Dees, Morris, Pellandini, McFaddin, Rodriguez 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS:  Under Government Code §54954.3 members of the audience may address the Commission 
on any item of interest to the public or on any agenda item before or during the Commission's consideration of the 
item. 
 
INFORMATION/CONSENT CALENDAR  
(1)1. SUBJECT: Minutes of the June 9, 2011 meeting. 
 

RECOMMENDATION:    That the Commission approve the minutes of the June 9, 2011 meeting. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING  
(3)1. SUBJECT:  WALMART PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (AS REVISED), 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, COMPLIANCE WITH THE BIG-BOX 
ORDINANCE, AND SITE PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW 

 
RECOMMENDATION:   That the Planning Commission: 
1. Adopt Resolution 2011-__ (PC) recertifying the Environmental Impact Report, as revised, approving the 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and adopting CEQA Findings and Statements of 
Overriding Considerations; and  

 
2. Adopt Resolution 2011-__ (PC) reapproving the Walmart Project Conditional Use Permit determining 

compliance with the Big-Box Ordinance, and approving the site plan and design for the Walmart Project. 
 
DEPARTMENT REPORTS – None. 
 
ADJOURN
 
CATHY KULM, PLANNING COMMISSION SECRETARY:  Agenda Report.  The agenda for this Galt Planning 
Commission Meeting was posted in the following listed sites before the close of business at 5:00 p.m. on the Wednesday 
preceding the meeting: 
  

1.  City Hall Lobby, 380 Civic Drive  
2.  U. S. Post Office, 600 N. Lincoln Way  
3.  Marian O. Lawrence Library, 1000 Caroline Avenue 



 

M I N U T E S 
Planning Commission Regular Meeting 

Council Chambers, 380 Civic Drive, Galt, California 
Thursday, June 9, 2011, 6:30 p.m. 

 
 
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m. by Chairperson McFaddin.  Commissioners present: Pellandini, Dees, 
McFaddin, and Rodriguez. Morris. was absent. 
 
Staff members present:  Senior Planner Erias, City Engineer Forrest and PC Secretary Kulm. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS – None. 
 
INFORMATION/CONSENT CALENDAR  
1. SUBJECT:  Minutes of the May 12, 2011 meeting. 
 ACTION: Dees moved to approve the consent calendar; second by Pellandini.  Motion was unanimously 

carried by those Commissioners present. (Pellandini, Dees, McFaddin and Rodriguez) 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 

1. SUBJECT: CARILLION CORNERS NORTHEAST AREA SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT 
AND REZONE REQUEST 

 
RECOMMENDATION:   That the Planning Commission: 
1) Recommend that City Council adopt Resolution 2011-__ adopting the Carillion Corners Northeast 

Area Specific Plan Amendment and Rezone Project CEQA Exemption, and approving the Northeast 
Area Specific Plan Amendment from Public/Social to Commercial; and 

 
2) Recommend that City Council introduce Ordinance 2011-___ approving the proposed Rezone for the 

Carillion Corners Northeast Area Specific Plan Amendment and Rezone Project from Public/Quasi-
Public (PQ) to Commercial (C). 

 
Erias gave the staff report. 
 
McFaddin opened the public hearing.  
 
David Beebee, Lake Park resident, addressed the commission with the following concerns: speeding traffic on Lake 
Park Avenue, prefers no access to the site from Lake Park Avenue, and a possible decrease in his property value due 
to a retail store located across the street. McFaddin explained that when the Hudson Bay Apartments were built there 
was discussion about putting a stop sign at Lake Park Ave. and Thornbridge; however, that did not occur. She would 
like to see something done about that. Bill Forrest explained that when a stop sign request is brought forward, the 
Council would like it reviewed by the Public Safety Committee. McFaddin suggested that they address the Public 
Safety Committee with their concerns. Forrest will contact Mr. Beebee with the date of the next Public Safety 
meeting. 
 
Laura Crane, city resident, commented that the speed on Lake Park Avenue is already very fast and would like to see 
it slowed down. 
 
Al Crane, city resident, asked if any studies had been done as it relates to property values when a large retail store is 
built nearby. Erias said the city did not conduct such a study. 
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Mitch Zeemont, project applicant, explained that he was hearing the community concerns and would do as much 
mitigation as possible to orient the traffic toward Twin Cities Road. Mr. Zeemont said that he planned to work closely 
with city planners and engineers, as well as the fire department to do the best job possible.  
 
Rodriguez said that the community concerns were valid and suggested they take those concerns to the Public Safety 
Committee as suggested earlier.  
 
McFaddin closed the public hearing. 
 
 ACTION: Rodriguez made a motion to approve staff’s recommendations as presented; second by 

Pellandini. Motion was unanimously carried by those Commissioners present. (Pellandini, Dees, McFaddin 
and Rodriguez) 

 
Erias talked briefly about the upcoming special commission meeting on Monday, June 27th regarding the Walmart 
project. He explained that the project was going before City Council on Tuesday, June 21st in order to de-certify 
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and then will come to the commission for certification of the EIR and 
approval of the Conditional Use Permit on the 27th.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 7:15 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Cathy Kulm, Planning Commission Secretary 
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Meeting Date:  June 27, 2011 

 
Planning Commission 
Agenda Report 
 
 

Prepared by: Chris Erias, Senior Planner 
Reviewed by: Curt Campion, Community Development Director 
 
SUBJECT  Walmart Project Environmental Impact Report (as revised), Conditional Use Permit, 

Compliance with the Big-Box Ordinance, and Site Plan and Design Review 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. Adopt Resolution 2011-__ (PC) recertifying the Environmental Impact Report, as revised, approving 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and adopting CEQA Findings and Statements of 
Overriding Considerations; and  

 
2. Adopt Resolution 2011-__ (PC) reapproving the Walmart Project Conditional Use Permit 

determining compliance with the Big-Box Ordinance, and approving the site plan and design for the 
Walmart Project. 

 
LOCATION The site is located at the southeast corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way. It           
              consists of approximately 11.26 acres on a single, undeveloped parcel identified as           
              Sacramento County Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 148-0074-058.   

  
OWNER  Walmart Stores Inc. 
          PO Box 8050 
               Bentonville, AR  72712 
 
APPLICANT  RSC Engineering, Inc. 

 2250 Douglas Blvd., Suite 150 
 Roseville, CA  95661 

  (916) 788-2884 
 
PARCEL SIZE  11.26 Acres 
 
EXISTING ZONING   Highway Commercial (HC) 
 
LAND USE DESIGNATION  Commercial 
 
SURROUNDING    North: Twin Cities Road and unincorporated Sacramento County land 
USE/ZONING      agriculture/rural residential zoned AG20 is directly north.  
        East: Rancho San Jon Subdivision residential zoned R1C. 
        South: Emerald Village Subdivision residential zoned Emerald Village 

Senior Phase 2 PUD. 
        West: Galt Village Center commercial zoned Highway Commercial 
 

973869.2  
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BACKGROUND AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
This item concerns the proposed Walmart Project consisting of an approximately 133,279-square-foot retail 
store proposed at the southeast corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way in Galt.  The Project site is 
approximately 11.26 acres on a single, undeveloped parcel.   
 
On March 25, 2010, the City’s Planning Commission certified the Walmart EIR, approved a Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP), and approved site plan and design for the project.  That decision was appealed to the City 
Council by project opponents (concerning the sufficiency of the EIR) and Walmart (concerning hours of 
operation).  On April 20, 2010, the City Council re-affirmed the Planning Commission’s decision to certify 
the EIR and approve the project.  On Walmart’s appeal, the City Council approved store operating hours of 
5:00 a.m. to midnight.   
 
The City Council’s decision to certify the EIR and approve the project was challenged by a lawsuit filed in 
the Sacramento County Superior Court.  (See Galt Citizens for Responsible Planning v. City of Galt, 
Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 34-2010-80000546 (the “Lawsuit”)).  Following briefing by the 
parties and a hearing in December of 2010, the Superior Court rejected most of the plaintiffs’ challenges 
against the EIR, but ordered revisions to the noise analysis of the EIR.  The Court also directed that the City 
either further analyze air quality impacts or amend the project conditions to require Walmart to use forklifts 
purchased after January 1, 2010 to minimize air quality impacts.  The Court found that the Project complied 
with the City’s Big-Box Ordinance.   
 
Consistent with the Court’s orders, additional data has been collected, noise impacts have been re-analyzed, 
and a revised EIR (Noise Section) has been prepared, addressing noise impacts.  The proposed project 
conditions have been amended to require forklifts purchased after January 1, 2010.  Pursuant to the Court’s 
orders, the City Council decertified the Walmart EIR and set aside project approvals at its meeting on 
June 21, 2011.  As a result, the Walmart EIR, as revised, is being presented to the Planning Commission for 
recertification and re-approval of the project, with the amended project conditions and an additional noise 
mitigation measure as identified in the revised noise analysis.       
 
In addition to certification of the EIR, as revised, the Planning Commission will also consider re-approval of 
the Conditional Use Permit, compliance with the City’s Big-Box Ordinance, and site plan and design review, 
subject to Conditions 1-10, as set forth in the Community Development Director’s notice dated March 10, 
2010.  There are no changes to the project in regards to the site plan, building design and/or store operations.  
Please see the attached March 25, 2010 Planning Commission Staff Report, the April 20,2010 City Council Staff 
Report, and other included material for a more detailed project background and project description. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
 
A Draft EIR for the Walmart Project was circulated for public review with a comment period from 
December 10, 2009 to January 25, 2010. A public meeting to solicit public comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report was held by the Planning Commission on January 14, 2010.  The Final EIR was 
made available for review on March 15, 2010.  The Planning Commission certified the Walmart Final EIR on 
March 25, 2010. 
 
On April 20, 2010, the City Council certified the project EIR and approved the project, following an appeal 
from the City’s Planning Commission.  The EIR and project approvals were challenged in court by the 
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Lawsuit filed on May 17, 2010.  The Superior Court issued its ruling in the lawsuit on January 26, 2011 
finding that the EIR was deficient with respect to its noise analysis.  The Court found that the EIR was 
deficient with respect to its analysis of forklift noise impacts and whether the forklift operations (most 
specifically forklift back-up alarm noise) were consistent with the City’s Noise Control Ordinance (Galt 
Municipal Code, Chapter 8.40).  The Court directed the City to further analyze whether the Project’s forklift 
operations violate the City’s Noise Control Ordinance and explain whether the forklift noise constituted a 
significant impact when analyzed under the Noise Control Ordinance.  In a subsequent ruling from the Court 
issued on June 1, 2011, the Court directed that the EIR be set aside pending its revisions.  The Court 
confirmed, however, that the City was not required to start the EIR process anew and not required to 
recirculate the EIR.  Rather, the form of the correction of the deficiencies in the EIR, as well as the 
determination of whether the corrections to the EIR require recirculation, is a matter for the City to decide in 
the first instance.  With the assistance of outside environmental and legal consultants, staff has prepared a 
revised noise chapter to the EIR to address the deficiencies found by the Court in the EIR’s analysis of forklift 
back-up alarm noise.  The revisions do not contain significant new information and do not trigger a 
requirement to recirculate the EIR, in whole or part. 
 
Revised Noise Analysis 
 
Pursuant to the Court’s rulings, the Noise Chapter of the EIR has been revised. The revisions are based on the 
Court’s finding that the EIR was deficient with respect to its analysis of forklift noise impacts and whether the 
forklift operations (most specifically forklift back-up alarm noise) were consistent with the City’s Noise 
Control Ordinance (Galt Municipal Code, Chapter 8.40). The Court directed the City to further analyze 
whether the project’s forklift operations violate the City’s Noise Control Ordinance and explain whether the 
forklift noise constituted a significant impact when analyzed under the Noise Control Ordinance.  In response 
to the Court’s findings, the City revised the Walmart EIR noise analysis by conducting additional evaluations. 
 
Additional evaluations included: collecting noise level measurements at the center of the typical forklift 
circulation area; adjusting maximum noise levels to represent the closest typical distance that forklifts are 
expected to occur at the adjacent property line; and assuming the worst-case conditions in order to obtain the 
most conservative noise level values. In addition, the original Noise chapter of the EIR utilized the City of 
Galt General Plan noise thresholds as the thresholds of significance; however, the City’s Noise Control 
Ordinance utilizes different thresholds of which the project must comply as well. Therefore, the results of the 
additional evaluation were compared to not only the City’s General Plan noise thresholds, but the Noise 
Control Ordinance thresholds as well, as discussed in the chapter revisions.   
 
The conclusion of the additional evaluation is that, with mitigation, all noise impacts associated with the 
proposed Walmart store can be reduced to a level that is less than significant.  New mitigation as a result of 
the additional study includes the following: 
 

The applicant shall use a forklift and backup alarm equal in loudness, or quieter than, the Yale 
40VX observed at the Citrus Heights store or the Nissan 40 forklift observed at the Rancho Cordova 
store. Specifically, proposed project forklifts shall be fitted with backup alarms not exceeding the 82 
to 102 dBA rating of the alarms observed at test locations. 

 
All mitigation measures from the original noise analysis will remain.  The revised noise analysis is included 
as part of this staff report as Attachment 7.  New text is double underlined and deleted text is struck through.  
There were no other changes to the original EIR.  Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recertify 
the EIR, as revised. 
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DISCUSSION 
 
CUP Findings 
 
Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 18.80.030, the Planning Commission may approve or conditionally 
approve an application for a Conditional Use Permit if it finds all of the following: 
 

A. The proposed use is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan and any applicable 
specific plan. 

 
B. The proposed use is consistent with the purpose of the applicable zoning district or districts. 

 
C. The proposed use is listed as a use subject to a use permit in the applicable zoning district or districts 

or a determination of similar use has been made in accordance with the procedures set forth in 
Chapter 18.72 of this title. 

 
D. The proposed use meets the minimum requirements of this title applicable to the use and complies 

with all other applicable laws, ordinances, and regulations of the City and the State of California; 
 

E. The proposed use will not be materially detrimental to the health, safety, or welfare of the public or to 
property and residents in the vicinity. 

 
F. The proposed use is suitable for the site and is compatible with neighboring uses. 

 
Please review Attachment 3, the March 25, 2010 Planning Commission Staff Report, for specific details 
demonstrating that the Walmart project meets the CUP findings. 
 
As part of the Court’s ruling regarding the use of fork lifts as analyzed in the EIR, it was determined that the 
City shall either conduct further analysis of the air quality impacts of forklifts, or amend the project 
conditions to include the condition that Walmart shall only use forklifts purchased after January 1, 2010.  The 
City is including the condition that Walmart only use forklifts purchased after January 1, 2010.  It is 
Condition 33 as part of Exhibit A to Attachment 2.  In light of the litigation, in January of 2011, the Planning 
Commission had approved a project condition “tolling” (or suspending) the permit expiration, pending 
resolution of the litigation.  A similar condition, tolling the time-frames for permit expiration, is included at 
Condition 2 of the proposed conditions or approval.  Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
approve the conditional use permit.    
 
Big-Box Ordinance Compliance 
 
Section 18.38.020 of the Galt Municipal Code (GMC) requires all new retail establishments with  single 
tenant space of 50,000 square feet or greater to comply with design standards set forth in Chapter 18.38 of the 
GMC (Big-Box Ordinance). Section 18.38.020 also states that the Architectural Review Committee (ARC) 
shall determine compliance with the design standards.  The ARC, at its meeting on February 22, 2010, 
recommended approval of the project design. A detailed description of the project architecture and how it 
meets the Big-Box design elements can be found in the attached Architectural Review Committee Staff 
Report (Attachment 4).  The Court has already found that the Project complies with the City’s Big-Box 
Ordinance.  There have been no changes to the Project and, accordingly, consistent with the Court’s ruling, 
the Planning Commission should find the Project in compliance with the Big–Box Ordinance.    
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Site Plan and Design Review 
 
The City’s Planning Commission and City Council previously approved the Site Plan and Design Review.  
The site plan and conditions remain unchanged from the prior approval.  Staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission reapprove the attached site plan, subject to the conditions set forth in the Community 
Development Director’s notice dated March 10, 2010 (Exhibit C to Attachment 2).         
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment 1 - PC Resolution Recertifying the Final Environmental Impact Report - 2011___ 
 Exhibit A - CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
 Exhibit B - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 
Attachment 2 - Resolution approving the Walmart Project, approving the Conditional Use Permit, 
determining consistency with the Big-Box Ordinance, and approving the Site Plan and Design for the 
Walmart Project- 2011___ 
 Exhibit A - Conditional Use Permit Conditions (revised) 
 Exhibit B - Building elevations and site plan 
 Exhibit C - Revised Notice of Decision Containing Site Plan/Design Review Conditions (March 10, 
2010) 
 
Attachment 3 - March 25, 2010 Planning Commission Staff Report   
Attachment 4 - Architectural Review Committee Staff Report 
Attachment 5 - April 20, 2010 City Council Staff Report 
Attachment 6 - January 13, 2011 Planning Commission Staff Report 
Attachment 7 - June 21, 2011 City Council Staff Report  
Attachment 8 - Draft EIR (December 2009) 
Attachment 9 - Final EIR (March 2010) 
Attachment 10 - Errata to Revisions to DEIR Text (March, 2010) 
Attachment 11 - Revised Noise Analysis (June, 2011) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PL0558 June 27 PC Staff Rpt 
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    ATTACHMENT 1 
 

RESOLUTION NO 2011 - ________ PC 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF GALT 
RECERTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, AS REVISED, AND 
ADOPTING FINDINGS CONCERNING SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS, MITIGATIONS 

AND ALTERNATIVES, STATEMENTS OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, AND 
A MITIGATION AND MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

FOR THE WALMART PROJECT 
 

WHEREAS, Walmart, Inc. (“Applicant”) proposes to develop an approximately 11.26 
acre undeveloped parcel, identified as Assessor’s Parcel Number 148-0074-058, with an 
approximately 133,279 square foot Walmart store, including an approximately 6,030 square foot 
outdoor, fenced garden center, and has requested various entitlements to allow the construction 
of this project (“Project”).  For purposes of providing a conservative evaluation of Project 
impacts, the EIR analyzed the Project to be 137,277 square feet.  The Project site is located 
within the City at the southeast corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way; and  

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code, Section 
21000 et seq. (“CEQA”), requires that the City consider the environmental effects of the Project 
prior to approving any entitlements for the Project; and  

WHEREAS, in compliance with Public Resources Code §21080.4, a Notice of 
Preparation (“NOP”) was prepared by the City of Galt and was distributed to the State 
Clearinghouse of the Office of Planning and Research, responsible agencies and other interested 
parties on April 4, 2008 announcing the City’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Report 
for the Walmart Project (Project), and to provide interested agencies and the general public an 
opportunity to express their concerns regarding the potential environmental effects of the 
Project.  The NOP was circulated for thirty (30) days, as mandated by CEQA; and 

WHEREAS, the Draft EIR was prepared by the City and the City of Galt distributed a 
Notice of Availability for the Walmart Project Draft EIR on December 10, 2009, which started 
the 45-day public review period, ending on January 25, 2010; and 

WHEREAS, a noticed public meeting was held to accept public testimony on the Draft 
EIR by the Planning Commission of the City of Galt on January 14, 2010; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Galt prepared and distributed a Final EIR on March 15, 2010 
that responded to the written and oral comments received at the Planning Commission and in 
writing during the public review period; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, on March 15, 2010, 
the City provided notice regarding the availability of the Final EIR and circulated the proposed 
responses to comments to public agencies which had submitted comments on the Draft EIR; and 

WHEREAS, subsequent typographical and minor clarifications were identified in the 
Draft EIR, after it was circulated, which are identified on the Errata Sheet dated March 2010, a 
copy of which has been presented to the Planning Commission, and is on file with the City Clerk 
and incorporated herein; and  
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Galt held a duly noticed public 
hearing on March 25, 2010, at which all interested parties had an opportunity to be heard.  The 
Planning Commission considered certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report and 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), approval of the Conditional Use Permit 
application, consistency with the Big Box Ordinance, and approval of the site plan and design 
review; and  

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission approved the Project on March 25, 2010,  which 
decision was appealed to the City Council by separate appeals filed by Walmart Stores, Inc. 
(concerning the hours of operation) and Galt Citizens for Sensible Planning (“GCSP”) 
(concerning the sufficiency of the EIR); and  

WHEREAS, on April 20, 2010, the City Council heard both appeals and, after hearing 
the evidence presented, adopted Resolutions 2010-28, 2010-29, and 2010-27, certifying the EIR, 
with appropriate findings and mitigation measures under CEQA, denying the appeal of GCSP, 
granting the appeal of Walmart, and approving the Project; and   

WHEREAS, GCSP filed a lawsuit challenging the City Council’s EIR certification and 
Project approvals in the case of Galt Citizens for Sensible Planning v. City of Galt, Sacramento 
County Superior Court, Case No. 34-2010-80000546, which resulted in a Court ruling finding 
the EIR’s analysis of the Project noise impacts inadequate; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Court’s orders, the City Council set aside the EIR and 
Project approvals, and the EIR and the Project approvals have now been revised, as directed by 
the Court; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on June 27, 
2011, at which all interested parties had an opportunity to be heard.  The Planning Commission 
considered the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Report EIR, as revised, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, the March 2010 Errata to the Draft EIR, and all evidence 
presented both orally and in writing.  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City 
of Galt that it finds, determines and certifies as follows: 

A. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and incorporated herein by reference.   

B. The EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines.   

C. The EIR, as revised, and including the revised noise analysis, was presented to the 
Planning Commission who reviewed and considered the information contained therein prior to 
approving the Project.  The EIR reflects the Planning Commission’s independent judgment and 
analysis as to the environmental effects of the Project. 

D. The Planning Commission certifies the EIR, as revised, as adequate.  The certified 
EIR includes the Draft EIR and Final EIR, as revised by the Errata Sheet dated March 2010 and 
the Revisions to the Noise Chapter of the EIR, dated June, 2011.  A copy of the certified EIR, as 
revised, is on file with the City Clerk. 

E. The Planning Commission finds that the Revisions to the Noise Chapter of the 
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EIR, dated June 2011, do not identify any significant new information, any new significant 
impact, any substantial increase in the severity of any impact, or any other information that 
would necessitate recirculation of the EIR, in whole or part, and the Planning Commission finds 
that, consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5, the EIR, as revised, does not need to be 
recirculated.    

F. The Planning Commission hereby adopts the findings concerning significant 
impacts, mitigations and alternatives, as set forth in Exhibit A, which, as revised, is attached 
hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

G. The Planning Commission hereby adopts the Statements of Overriding 
Considerations, as set forth in Exhibit A, which is attached hereto and incorporated herein by 
reference. 

H. The Planning Commission hereby adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, as set forth in Exhibit B, which, as revised, is attached hereto and 
incorporated herein by reference, in order to ensure that all mitigation measures relied on in the 
findings are fully implemented. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Planning Commission of the City of Galt, California, this 
27th day of June, 2011, upon motion by Planning Commissioner _____________ seconded by 
Councilmember _________________, by the following vote, to wit: 

AYES:   
 NOES:   
 ABSTAIN:  
 ABSENT:  
 
       _______________________________________ 
       Planning Commission Chair, City of Galt 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________________________ 
Planning Commission Secretary, City of Galt 
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I. Introduction  

The California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq. 
(“CEQA”), states that if a project would result in significant environmental impacts, it may be 
approved if feasible mitigation measures or feasible alternatives are proposed which avoid or 
substantially lessen the impact or if there are specific economic, social, or other considerations 
which justify approval notwithstanding unmitigated impacts.   

Therefore, when an environmental impact report (“EIR”) has been completed which 
identifies one or more potentially significant or significant environmental impacts, the approving 
agency must make one or more of the following findings for each identified significant impact: 

1. Changes or alternatives which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects as identified in the EIR have been required or 
incorporated into the project; or 

2. Such changes or alternatives 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; or 

3. Specific economic, social or other considerations make infeasible the 
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the EIR.  (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21081). 

As “lead agency” under California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 15367, the City 
of Galt (“City”) hereby adopts the following CEQA findings relating to the Galt Walmart Draft 
Environmental Impact Report dated December 2009 (“Draft EIR”) and the Final Environmental 
Impact Report certified by the City on March 25, 2010. 

II. Purpose and Background 

A. The Project  

The Project site is located within the City at the southeast corner of Twin Cities 
Road and Fermoy Way, and consists of approximately 11.26 acres on a single undeveloped 
parcel identified as Assessor’s Parcel Number 148-0074-058.  Walmart proposes to develop the 
parcel and construct an approximately 133,279 square foot Walmart store, including an 
approximately 6,030 outdoor, fenced garden center.  For purposes of providing a conservative 
evaluation of Project impacts, the EIR analyzed the Project to be 137,277 square feet.  (Draft 
EIR, pp. 3-1 to 3-4.)     

B. Purpose of the Project 

The Project objectives are as follows: 
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• Design a project that is consistent with the City's 2030 General Plan 
and Zoning Code; 

• Develop a state-of-the-art retail store that will accommodate the retail 
and grocery demands of the community; 

• Expand and provide new retail options in close proximity to local 
consumers by providing daytime and nighttime shopping opportunities 
in a safe and secure environment; 

• Provide sufficient off-street parking to ensure that there is adequate 
parking for store customers and employees and to minimize impacts to 
the surrounding neighborhood; 

• Provide a store that will provide significant economic benefits to the 
City and community in terms of its diversity of employment 
opportunities (through the addition of new jobs) and increased sales 
tax revenues; 

• Achieve an architectural design that softens the scale and mass of the 
proposed building with features designed to blend with the 
surrounding area; 

• Provide landscaping within the parking lot to soften the design and 
create a pleasant, attractive appearance that complements the 
surrounding area; 

• Minimize potential automobile and pedestrian conflicts on-site through 
site planning that clearly separates automobile and pedestrian access 
areas; 

• Minimize noise impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods by using 
structures such as soundwalls; 

• Provide a commercial center on a large, undeveloped lot in close 
proximity to an existing highway, and near other commercial centers 
to minimize travel lengths and utilize existing infrastructure to the 
extent possible; and 

• Provide a commercial development that can be adequately served by 
public services and utilities. 

(Draft EIR, p. 3-4.)     
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C. Purpose of the EIR 

The EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code 
sections 21000-21178, and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, title 14, 
sections 15000-15387, to address the environmental impacts associated with the development of 
the 11.26-acre Project site and the construction of an approximately 133,279 square foot 
Walmart store, including an approximately 6,030 square foot outdoor garden center, in the City.  
As required by section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR assesses the potential 
environmental impacts resulting from approval, construction, and operation of the Project, and 
identifies feasible means of minimizing potential adverse environmental impacts.  The City is the 
lead agency for the environmental review of the Project and the EIR was prepared under the 
direction and supervision of the City.  (Draft EIR, pp. 1-1 to 1-2, 3-4.)   

D. Procedural Background 

Following is an overview of the environmental review process for the Project that 
has led to the preparation of the EIR.   

1. In accordance with section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City 
prepared a Notice of Preparation ("NOP") of an Environmental Impact 
Report and filed it with the Office of Planning and Research ("OPR") on 
April 4, 2008.  The NOP was circulated to the public, local and state 
agencies, and other interested parties to solicit comments on the Project.  
A public scoping meeting was held to further address concerns.  
Environmental issues and alternatives raised by comments received on the 
NOP during the public review period were considered for inclusion in the 
EIR.   

2. The Draft EIR was circulated for public review on December 10, 2009.  
Copies of the Draft EIR were available at the City offices and the local 
public library.  In addition, the Draft EIR was made available on the City's 
website and Project information was made available in PDF format or on 
CD by request.  

3. A formal Notice of Availability ("NOA") of the Draft EIR was prepared 
and circulated on December 10, 2009, as required by CEQA.  The NOA 
was circulated to responsible agencies, adjacent property owners and 
interested parties, including any person who filed a written request for 
such a notice. 

4. The public comment period for the Draft EIR was December 10, 2009 
through January 25, 2010.   

5. The City held a public meeting on January 14, 2010.  At this meeting, 
Project information was disseminated and public comments were noted.     
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6. In response to comments received concerning the Draft EIR, the Final EIR 
was issued on March 15, 2010, at least 10 days prior to certification by the 
Planning Commission.  The Final EIR contains copies of all comments 
received on the Draft EIR and responses to those comments.  The Final 
EIR also contains errata revisions to the Draft EIR and supplemental 
information deemed necessary in response to comments on the Draft EIR.   

7. Copies of the Final EIR were sent to the commenting responsible 
agencies.  All other commenters received notice with instructions for 
accessing the Final EIR.  The Final EIR was also made available at the 
City offices and the local public library.  In addition, the Final EIR was 
made available on the City's website.   

8. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21092.5, the City provided a 
written response in the form of the Final EIR to all public agencies 
commenting on the Draft EIR, 10 days prior to certifying the EIR.  

9. On January 14, 2010, the Planning Commission held a public meeting to 
consider the Draft EIR and to provide an opportunity for public input on 
the Draft EIR.   

10. On March 25, 2010, the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR and 
passed a resolution approving the Project. 

11. On April 20, 2010, the City Council, on appeal from the Planning 
Commission, affirmed the Planning Commission decision and certified the 
EIR.   

12. The EIR was challenged in court in the case of Galt Citizens for 
Responsible Planning v. City of Galt, Sacramento County Superior Court, 
Case No. 34-2010-80000546 (the “Lawsuit”). 

13. By the Court’s rulings issued January 26, 2011 and June 1, 2011 in the 
Lawsuit, the Court found the noise analysis of the EIR deficient and 
directed that the noise analysis be revised. 

14. The City has prepared a revised Noise Chapter of the EIR dated June 
2011. 

 

III. Description of the Record  

The record of proceedings for the Planning Commission’s decision on the Project 
includes, but is not limited to, the following documents: 
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• The NOP and all other public notices issued by the City in conjunction with 
the Project; 

• All applications for approvals and development entitlements related to the 
Project and submitted to the City; 

• The Draft EIR for the Project (December 10, 2009), as revised, and technical 
appendices; 

• All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the 
public comment period on the Draft EIR; 

• The Final EIR for the Project, including comments received on the Draft EIR, 
responses to those comments, and the Draft EIR and technical appendices 
(dated March 15, 2010 ); 

• The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Project; 

• All reports, studies, memoranda, maps, staff reports, or other planning 
documents related to the Project prepared by the City, or consultants to the 
City with respect to the City’s compliance with the requirements of CEQA 
and with respect to the City’s action on the Project; 

• All reports, studies, memoranda, maps, staff reports, or other planning 
documents related to the Project cited or referenced in the preparation of the 
Draft EIR or Final EIR; 

• The City of Galt General Plan, Zoning Code, and any other relevant City 
planning documents; 

• All documents submitted to the City (including to the Planning Commission) 
by other public agencies or members of the public in connection with the 
Project, up through the close of the public hearing on March 25, 2010; 

• Any minutes and/or verbatim transcripts of all information sessions, public 
meetings, and public hearings held by the City in connection with the Project; 
and 

• Any other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public 
Resources Code Section 21167.6, subdivision (e). 

• The Administrative Record lodged with the Court in the case of Galt Citizens 
for Responsible Planning v. City of Galt, Sacramento County Superior Court, 
Case No. 34-2010-80000546 
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• The Revisions to the Noise Chapter of the EIR (June, 2011). 

The Planning Commission has relied on all of the documents listed above in 
reaching its decision on the Project, even if not every document was formally presented to the 
Commission or City staff as part of the City files generated in connection with the Project.  
Without exception, any documents set forth above not found in the Project files fall into one of 
two categories.  Many of them reflect prior planning or legislative decisions with which the 
Planning Commission was aware in approving the Project.  (See City of Santa Cruz v. Local 
Agency Formation Commission (1978) 76 Cal.App.3d 381, 391-392; Dominey v. Department of 
Personnel Administration (1988) 205 Cal.App.3d 729, 738, fn. 6.)  Other documents influenced 
the expert advice provided to City staff or consultants, who then provided advice to the Planning 
Commission.  For that reason, such documents form part of the underlying factual basis for the 
Commission’s decisions relating to the adoption of the Project.  (See Pub. Resources Code, § 
21167.6, subd. (e)(10); Browning-Ferris Industries v. Planning Commission of City of San Jose 
(1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 852, 866; Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus 
(1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, 153, 155.) 
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IV. Discretionary Actions 

The Project involves the following actions and approvals by the City:  

1. Certification of the Final EIR, as revised. 

2. Adoption of the Findings of Fact and Statements of Overriding 
Considerations  

3. Adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan  

4. Approval of a Conditional Use Permit per the Big Box Ordinance 

5. Approval of Site Plan and Architectural Review  

6. Approval of Architectural Review  

7. Approval of a Sign Permit 

The following findings, as well as the accompanying statement of overriding 
considerations in Section XI, have been prepared to comply with the requirements of CEQA 
(Pub. Resources Code § 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 
15000 et seq.). 

V. General Findings  

A. Terminology of Findings 

Public Resources Code section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not 
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such 
projects[.]”  The same statute states that the procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist 
public agencies in systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and 
the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen 
such significant effects.”  Section 21002 goes on to state that “in the event [that] specific 
economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation 
measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects 
thereof.” 

The mandate and principles announced in Public Resources Code section 21002 
are implemented, in part, through the requirement that agencies must adopt findings before 
approving projects for which an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") is required.  (See Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (a); CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a).)  For each significant 
environmental effect identified in an EIR for a proposed project, the approving agency must 
issue a written finding reaching one or more of three permissible conclusions.  The first such 
finding is that “[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 
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which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final 
EIR.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  The second permissible finding is that “[s]uch 
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.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(2).)  
The third potential conclusion is that “[s]pecific 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.”  
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(3).)  Public Resources Code section 21061.1 defines 
“feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social and technological factors.”  
CEQA Guidelines section 15364 adds another factor: “legal” considerations.  (See also Citizens 
of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 565 (Goleta II).)   

The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular 
alternative or mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project. (City 
of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417.)  “‘[F]easibility’ under CEQA 
encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the 
relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.”  (Ibid.; see also Sequoyah 
Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715.) 

The CEQA Guidelines do not define the difference between “avoiding” a 
significant environmental effect and merely “substantially lessening” such an effect.  The agency 
must therefore glean the meaning of these terms from the other contexts in which the terms are 
used.  Public Resources Code section 21081, on which CEQA Guidelines section 15091 is based, 
uses the term “mitigate” rather than “substantially lessen.”  The CEQA Guidelines therefore 
equate “mitigating” with “substantially lessening.”  Such an understanding of the statutory term 
is consistent with the policies underlying CEQA, which include the policy that “public agencies 
should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of 
such Projects.”  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002.) 

For purposes of these findings, the term “avoid” refers to the effectiveness of one 
or more mitigation measures to reduce an otherwise significant effect to a less-than-significant 
level.  In contrast, the term “substantially lessen” refers to the effectiveness of such measure or 
measures to substantially reduce the severity of a significant effect, but not to reduce that effect 
to a less-than-significant level.  These interpretations appear to be mandated by the holding in 
Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. Planning Commission (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 519-
521, in which the Court of Appeal held that an agency had satisfied its obligation to substantially 
lessen or avoid significant effects by adopting numerous mitigation measures, not all of which 
rendered the significant impacts in question less than significant. 

Although CEQA Guidelines section 15091 requires only that approving agencies 
specify that a particular significant effect is “avoid[ed] or substantially lessen[ed],” these 
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findings, for purposes of clarity, in each case will specify whether the effect in question has been 
reduced to a less-than-significant level, or has simply been substantially lessened but remains 
significant. 

Moreover, although section 15091, read literally, does not require findings to 
address environmental effects that an EIR identifies as merely “potentially significant,” these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR.   

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, 
where feasible, to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would 
otherwise occur.  Project modification or alternatives are not required, however, where such 
changes are infeasible or where the responsibility for modifying the project lies with some other 
agency.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a), (b).) 

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or 
substantially lessened, a public agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve 
the project if the agency first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the 
specific reasons why the agency found that the project’s “benefits” rendered “acceptable” its 
“unavoidable adverse environmental effects.” (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15093, 15043, subd. (b); 
see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (b).)  The California Supreme Court has stated, 
“[t]he wisdom of approving . . . any development project, a delicate task which requires a 
balancing of interests, is necessarily left to the sound discretion of the local officials and their 
constituents who are responsible for such decisions.  The law as we interpret and apply it simply 
requires that those decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d 
at p. 576.) 

These findings constitute the City of Galt ("City") Planning Commission 
members’ best efforts to set forth the evidentiary and policy bases for its decision to approve the 
Walmart Project ("Project") in a manner consistent with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA").  To the extent that these findings conclude that various 
proposed mitigation measures outlined in the Final EIR are feasible and have not been modified, 
superseded or withdrawn, the City hereby binds itself to implement these measures.  These 
findings, in other words, are not merely informational, but rather constitute a binding set of 
obligations that will come into effect when the Planning Commission adopts a resolution 
approving the Project. 

B. Certification of Final EIR 

The Final EIR for the Project, as revised, is hereby certified pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.).  (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15090.)  The Planning Commission for the City of Galt (“Planning Commission” 
or “Commission”) hereby certifies that the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with the 
requirements of CEQA.  The Planning Commission further certifies that the Final EIR was 
presented to it and that the Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in 
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the Final EIR prior to approving the Project.  Finally, the Commission certifies that the Final EIR 
reflects the Commission’s independent judgment and analysis.   

C. Changes to the Draft EIR 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires a lead agency to recirculate an EIR 
for further review and comment when significant new information is added to the EIR after 
public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR but before certification of the Final EIR.  
New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that 
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the 
project proponent declines to implement.  The CEQA Guidelines provide the following examples 
of significant new information under this standard:   

• A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from 
a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.  

• A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance. 

• A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental 
impacts of the project, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it. 

• The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory 
in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 
(Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 
1043). 

Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely 
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.   

The Planning Commission recognizes that the Final EIR incorporates information 
obtained by the City since the Draft EIR was completed, and contains additions, clarifications, 
modifications, and other changes.  Some comments on the Draft EIR either expressly or 
impliedly sought changes to proposed mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR as well as 
additional mitigation measures.  Some of the suggestions were found to be appropriate and 
feasible and, thus, were adopted in the Final EIR or included in the MMRP; other suggestions 
were not found appropriate and/or feasible and were not adopted or included.  (See, generally, 
Final EIR.) 

It should be noted that since the Draft EIR was circulated for public review, the 
City adopted an update to its traffic capital improvement program: the 2009 Traffic Capital 
Improvement Program, Northeast Area, and Capital Facilities Fee Updates (“2009 TCIP”).  The 
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2009 TCIP was adopted on March 2, 2010, and includes improvements that had been identified 
in the Draft EIR as necessary to mitigate some of the Project’s traffic impacts.  Because the 2009 
TCIP had not been adopted when the Draft EIR was circulated, the respective impacts were 
determined to remain significant and unavoidable due to there being no guarantee that the needed 
improvements would be constructed.  With the adoption of the 2009 TCIP, such guarantee now 
exists since the improvements are part of a reasonable, enforceable program that is tied to the 
actual mitigation of the traffic impacts at issue (i.e., the 2009 TCIP).  As a result, payment of the 
2009 TCIP fees prior to the issuance of building permits is now adequate mitigation and the 
resulting level of significance has been revised to less than significant with mitigation for some 
of the Project traffic impacts.  These changes do not require recirculation pursuant to CEQA 
Section 15088.5. 

Notably, CEQA case law emphasizes that “‘[t]he CEQA reporting process is not 
designed to freeze the ultimate proposal in the precise mold of the initial project; indeed, new 
and unforeseen insights may emerge during investigation, evoking revision of the original 
proposal.’” (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 736-
737; see also River Valley Preservation Project v. Metropolitan Transit Development Bd. (1995) 
37 Cal.App.4th 154, 168, fn. 11.)  “‘CEQA compels an interactive process of assessment of 
environmental impacts and responsive project modification which must be genuine.  It must be 
open to the public, premised upon a full and meaningful disclosure of the scope, purposes, and 
effect of a consistently described project, with flexibility to respond to unforeseen insights that 
emerge from the process.’ [Citation.]  In short, a project must be open for public discussion and 
subject to agency modification during the CEQA process.”  (Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, 
Inc. v. 33rd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 936.)   

In sum, the information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies the prior 
information, or makes insignificant modifications; therefore, the Draft EIR does not need to be 
recirculated.  

D. Evidentiary Basis for Findings  

The findings and determinations contained herein are based on the competent and 
substantial evidence, both oral and written, contained in the entire record relating to the Project 
and the EIR.  The findings and determinations constitute the independent findings and 
determinations by this Planning Commission in all respects and are fully and completely 
supported by substantial evidence in the record as a whole. 

Although the findings below identify specific pages within the Draft and Final 
EIRs in support of various conclusions reached below, the Commission has no quarrel with, and 
thus incorporates by reference and adopts as its own, the reasoning set forth in both 
environmental documents, and thus relies on that reasoning, even where not specifically 
mentioned or cited below, in reaching the conclusions set forth below, except where additional 
evidence is specifically mentioned.  This is especially true with respect to the Commission's 
approval of all mitigation measures recommended in the Final EIR, and the reasoning set forth in 
responses to comments in the Final EIR.  The Planning Commission further intends that if these 
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findings fail to cross-reference or incorporate by reference any other part of these findings, any 
finding required or permitted to be made by this Planning Commission with respect to any 
particular subject matter of the Project must be deemed made if it appears in any portion of these 
findings or findings elsewhere in the record. 

E. Findings Regarding Mitigation Measures 

1. Mitigations Adopted 

Except as otherwise noted, the Mitigation Measures herein referenced are 
those identified in the EIR, as revised, which Mitigation Measures are hereby adopted and made 
a part of the Project approvals.   

2. Effect of Mitigations 

Except as otherwise stated in these findings, in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines sections 15091, 15092, and 15093, the City finds that the environmental effects of the 
Project:  

• Will not be significant; or 

• Will be mitigated to a less-than-significant level by the mitigation 
measures adopted by the City; or 

• Will remain significant after mitigation, but specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other considerations outweigh the unavoidable 
adverse environmental effects.   

The City finds that the mitigation measures incorporated into and imposed upon 
the Project will not have new significant environmental impacts that were not already analyzed 
in the DEIR. 

F. Location and Custodian of Records  

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081.6 and California Code of 
Regulations, title 14, section 15091, the City is the custodian of the documents and other 
materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City’s decision is based, and 
such documents and other material are located at: Galt City Clerk’s Office, 380 Civic Drive, 
Galt, California 95632. 

VI. Findings Regarding Monitoring/Reporting of CEQA Mitigation Measures  

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), which is attached as 
Exhibit B to these findings, was prepared for the Project and was approved by the Planning 
Commission by the same resolution that has adopted these findings.  (See Pub. Resources Code, 
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§ 21081.6, subd. (a)(1); CEQA Guidelines, § 15097.)  The City will use the MMRP to track 
compliance with Project mitigation measures.  The MMRP will remain available for public 
review during the compliance period.   

VII. Findings Regarding Alternatives  

Public Resources Code section 21002, a key provision of CEQA, provides that “public 
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental 
effects of such projects[.]”  The same statute states that the procedures required by CEQA “are 
intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the significant effects of 
proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid 
or substantially lessen such significant effects.”   

Where a lead agency has determined that, even after the adoption of all feasible 
mitigation measures, a project as proposed will still cause one or more significant environmental 
effects that cannot be substantially lessened or avoided, the agency, prior to approving the 
project as mitigated, must first determine whether, with respect to such impacts, there remain any 
project alternatives that are both environmentally superior and feasible within the meaning of 
CEQA.  Although an EIR must evaluate this range of potentially feasible alternatives, an 
alternative may ultimately be deemed by the lead agency to be “infeasible” if it fails to fully 
promote the lead agency’s underlying goals and objectives with respect to the project.  (City of 
Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417.)   “‘[F]easibility’ under CEQA 
encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the 
relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.”  (Ibid.; see also Sequoyah 
Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715.)  Thus, even if a 
project alternative will avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant environmental effects 
of the project, the decision-makers may reject the alternative if they determine that specific 
considerations make the alternative infeasible.   

Section 4 of the Draft EIR discussed several alternatives to the Project in order to present 
a reasonable range of options.  The alternatives evaluated included:  

• No Project Alternative: The City would not approve the Project and the Project site 
would continue in its existing undeveloped state.     

• Off-Site Alternative: The Project, as proposed, would be developed on an alternative 
site located in central Galt.   

• Reduced Intensity Alternative: The Project size would be reduced by 25% and 
include different uses than the Project.   

The Planning Commission recognizes that some comments on the Draft EIR 
either expressly or impliedly sought the inclusion of additional alternatives to the Project.  For 
instance, some commenters suggested that the EIR include an analysis of a smaller Walmart 
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store.  As explained in the Final EIR (Responses to Comments), although a smaller Walmart 
store would reduce the intensity of some impacts, the Reduced Intensity Alternative that was 
included would result in greater reduction of impacts.  (Final EIR Response to Comment 
(“RTC”) 5-48, 20-6.) 

As is evident from the specific response given to such suggestions, City staff and 
consultants spent large amounts of time carefully considering and weighing proposed 
alternatives, including that of a smaller Walmart store.  In no instance did the City fail to take 
seriously a suggestion made by a commenter. 

The Planning Commission finds that a good faith effort was made to evaluate all 
feasible alternatives in the EIR that are reasonable alternatives to the Project and could feasibly 
obtain the basic objectives of the Project, even when the alternatives might impede the 
attainment of the Project objectives and might be more costly.  As a result, the scope of 
alternatives analyzed in the EIR is not unduly limited or narrow.  The Planning Commission also 
finds that all reasonable alternatives were reviewed, analyzed and discussed in the review 
process of the EIR and the ultimate decision on the Project.  (See, e.g., Draft EIR, pp. 4-1 to 4-
17.) 

A. Significant and Unavoidable Impacts of the Proposed Project  

The EIR summarized the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project.  
Significant effects related to aesthetics and transportation and circulation that cannot be avoided 
would occur.  The significant unavoidable impacts are as follows:  

• Aesthetics: The Project would alter the character of the area from vacant land 
to a commercial development with associated parking areas.  The Project 
would introduce new sources of light and glare where none currently exist, 
which would result in a potentially significant impact.  Implementation of the 
Project would create a significant and unavoidable impact in regard to long-
term impacts to the visual character of the region from the Project in 
combination with existing and future developments in the Galt area. 

• Transportation and Circulation: Impacts to the surrounding freeway under 
Cumulative Year 2030 Base Plus Project conditions would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

(Draft EIR, pp. 4-3 to 4-4; Final EIR, pp. 2-36 to 2-48.)   

B. Project Objectives 

The Project objectives are as follows: 

• Design a project consistent with the City of Galt 2030 General Plan and 
Zoning Code. 
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• Develop a state-of-the-art retail store that will accommodate the retail and 
grocery demands of the Galt community. 

• Expand and provide new retail options in close proximity to local consumers 
by providing daytime and nighttime shopping opportunities in a safe and 
secure environment. 

• Provide sufficient off-street parking to ensure that there is adequate parking 
for store customers and employees and to minimize impacts to the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

• Provide a store that will provide significant economic benefits to the City and 
community in terms of its diversity of employment opportunities (through the 
addition of new jobs) and increased sales tax revenues. 

• Achieve an architectural design that softens the scale and mass of the 
proposed building with features designed to blend with the surrounding area. 

• Provide landscaping within the parking lot to soften the design and create a 
pleasant, attractive appearance that complements the surrounding area. 

• Minimize potential automobile and pedestrian conflicts on-site through site 
planning that clearly separates automobile and pedestrian access areas. 

• Minimize noise impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods by using structures 
such as soundwalls. 

• Provide a commercial center on a large, undeveloped lot in close proximity to 
an existing highway, and near other commercial centers to minimize travel 
lengths and utilize existing infrastructure to the extent possible. 

• Provide a commercial development that can be adequately served by public 
services and utilities. 

(Draft EIR, p. 4-3.)   

C. Analysis of Alternatives  

1. The No Project Alternative 

a. Description of the Alternative  

The No Project Alternative was analyzed in Section 4 of the Draft EIR.  
The No Project Alternative would allow the Project site to continue in the site’s existing 

15 
 
973871.4  

PC 31



 

undeveloped state.  Under this alternative, the City of Galt would not approve development for 
the Project site.  (Draft EIR, p. 4-6.)   

b. Comparison to the Project  

The No Project Alternative would eliminate the significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the Project; however, it would not meet any of the Project objectives.  
(Draft EIR, pp. 4-6 to 4-7.) 

c. Finding 

While the No Project Alternative would result in fewer environmental 
impacts than the Project, the City finds this alternative infeasible and less desirable than the 
Project and rejects this alternative for the following “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations,” which include project benefits such as the “provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers” or other benefits of the Project that “make 
infeasible the … project alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, 
subd. (a)(3).)  

First, the No Project Alternative would not meet the Project objectives. 

Fiscal Objective: The No Project Alternative would not develop a store 
that would provide significant economic benefits to the City and community in terms of diversity 
of employment opportunities (through the addition of new jobs) and increased sales tax revenues.  
As explained in the economic analysis performed for the Project, the Project is estimated to 
generate new store sales of $66.8 million in 2011.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.8-17.)  These net new sales 
would allow the Walmart store to capture some of the leakage in retail sales.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.8-
15.)  This alternative, however, would not capture any leakage and would result in no increase in 
sales tax revenues for the City.  In addition, the No Project Alternative would result in no new 
job opportunities. The Project, on the other hand, would be expected to increase store 
employment by 200 new jobs.  (Draft EIR, p. 6-2.) 

Land Use Objectives: The No Project Alternative would not design a project 
consistent with the City of Galt 2030 General Plan and Zoning Code or develop a commercial 
center that would minimize travel lengths and utilize existing infrastructure to the extent 
possible.  As explained in the Draft EIR, the City of Galt General Plan designates the site 
Commercial and the Municipal Code designates the site Highway Commercial.  (Draft EIR, pp. 
5.1-2 to 5.1-4.)  The Project is not only consistent with those general designations, it is also 
consistent with the goals and policies applicable to the site.  (See Draft EIR, pp. 5.1-15 to 5.1-
32.)  Further, by providing a new retail option that includes grocery in proximity to existing 
infrastructure, the Project may minimize travel lengths for customers that seek these services.  
The No Project Alternative fails to further these objectives. 

Retail Needs Objectives: The No Project Alternative would not develop a state-of-
the-art retail store that would accommodate the retail and grocery demands of the Galt 
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community.  The alternative would also not expand and provide new retail options in close 
proximity to local consumers by providing daytime and nighttime shopping opportunities in a 
safe and secure environment.  The Project, on the other hand, would meet an unmet demand for 
retail, add to the convenience of the City’s shoppers, and potentially reduce travel lengths for 
those shoppers.  The No Project Alternative would fail to achieve these objectives. 

Moreover, the No Project Alternative would require the City to forego Project 
benefits.  (See generally Section XI.D below for a discussion of Project benefits.)  Under the No 
Project Alternative, the City would not receive the substantial additional tax revenue from the 
Project and the public improvements associated with the Project would not be constructed.   

For these reasons, the Planning Commission rejects this alternative as infeasible 
within the meaning of CEQA. 

2. The Off-Site Alternative 

a. Description of the Alternative  

The Off-Site Alternative would involve the development of the Project in the 
vicinity of the C Street Interchange, southwest of the intersection of Simmerhorn Road and 
Crystal Way, in central Galt.  The Off-Site Alternative would include the development of 11.26 
acres of vacant land to commercial use.  Development activities would occur to the same extent 
as the Project and the alternative would be expected to accommodate all of the uses associated 
with the Project.  (Draft EIR, p. 4-8.) 

b. Comparison to the Project  

The Off-Site Alternative would have the potential to generate fewer overall 
impacts on transportation and circulation and noise relative to the Project and to reduce the 
significant and unavoidable impact on transportation and circulation to a level of less than 
significant.  All other impacts would be similar to the Project.  (Draft EIR, pp. 4-8 to 4-12; Final 
EIR p. 2-32.)  The significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project on aesthetics would persist, 
and this alternative would not significantly reduce them.     

c. Finding 

The City finds this alternative infeasible and less desirable than the proposed 
Project and rejects this alternative for the following “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations” which include Project benefits such as the “provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers” or other benefits of the project that “make 
infeasible the … project alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, 
subd. (a)(3).) 

First, the Off-Site Alternative would not meet the Project objectives to the same 
degree as the Project. 
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Land Use Objectives: The Off-Site Alternative may not meet the Project 
objectives to provide new retail options in close proximity to local consumers and to minimize 
travel lengths to the extent possible to the same degree as the Project.  The Off-Site Alternative is 
surrounded by sparse residential development and vacant land while the Project is located 
adjacent to residential development and existing commercial uses.  (Draft EIR, p. 4-8.)  

Retail Objectives:  Walmart does not own, control, or otherwise have access to 
the proposed site.  Therefore, Walmart may not be able to develop on this site, resulting in this 
alternative not being able to enhance retail opportunities to the same degree as the Project. 

Second, the Off-Site Alternative is not supported by an actual application so it 
would not be developed and, therefore, would likely result in underutilization of the site for a 
substantial period of time into the future.  Under such a scenario, the City would not receive any 
additional tax revenue from the commercially zoned site for the foreseeable future.  The 
alternative, then, is undesirable and infeasible from a policy standpoint.  

For these reasons, the Planning Commission rejects this alternative as infeasible 
within the meaning of CEQA. 

3. The Reduced Intensity Alternative  

a. Description of the Alternative  

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would include development of a smaller retail 
center (25% reduction) than the Project.  Building pads would be oriented closer to the roadway 
frontage.  A vegetative buffer would be placed between the Project site and the existing 
residential developments. The Alternative would include different uses than the Project, such as 
drive-thrus, retail, hotels, and entertainment, as allowed by the Highway Commercial zoning 
designation for the site.  (Draft EIR, p. 4-12.) 

b. Comparison to the Project  

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the potential to generate fewer 
overall impacts on aesthetics, transportation and circulation, air quality, noise, energy, public 
services, and urban decay relative to the Project; land use impacts would be similar to the 
Project.  (Draft EIR, pp. 4-12 to 4-16.)  However, the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project on aesthetics and transportation and circulation would persist.   

c. Finding 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not eliminate the significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the Project.  In addition, the City finds this alternative infeasible and less 
desirable than the proposed Project and rejects this alternative for the following “[s]pecific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations” which include Project benefits 
such as the “provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers” or other benefits 
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of the project that “make infeasible the … project alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(3).) 

First, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not meet the Project objectives to 
the same degree as the Project.  

Fiscal Objective: The Reduced Intensity Alternative may not provide the same 
level of economic benefits to the City and community in terms of diversity of employment 
opportunities (through the addition of new jobs) and increased sales tax revenues to the same 
degree as the Project given its smaller size and lack of a major retailer, such as Walmart, as an 
anchor.  Given that this Alternative would not include a major retail anchor store, consumers 
desiring one-stop shopping would need to drive outside of the City and therefore leakage may 
occur and less revenue overall would be generated for Galt.  (Draft EIR, p. 4-16.)  In addition, 
given its smaller size, this alternative may not create as many new jobs as the Project. 

Land Use Objectives: The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not meet the land 
use objectives as well as the Project.  In particular, it would not minimize travel lengths and 
utilize existing infrastructure to the maximum extent possible because it would not include a 
Walmart store that provides a one-stop shopping opportunity.  It also would not utilize the site 
and existing infrastructure to the same degree as the Project given its smaller size. 

Retail Needs Objectives: Given its smaller size and lack of major retailers like a 
Walmart store, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not enhance the retail opportunities in 
the region to the same degree as the Project.  It also would not accommodate the retail and 
grocery demands of the community to the same degree as the Project nor would it provide the 
same level of daytime and nighttime retail shopping opportunities. 

Second, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not provide the Project benefits 
to the same degree as the Project given its smaller size.  (See generally Section XI.D below for a 
discussion of Project benefits.)  Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the City would not 
receive as much tax revenue as from the Project.  Additionally, this alternative would result in 
fewer employment opportunities than the Project. 

Finally, the Reduced Intensity Alternative is not supported by an actual 
application, so it would not be developed and therefore would likely result in underutilization of 
the site for a substantial period of time into the future.  Under such a scenario, the City would not 
receive any additional tax revenue from the commercially zoned site for the foreseeable future.  
The alternative, then, is undesirable and infeasible from a policy standpoint. 

For all of these reasons, the Planning Commission therefore rejects this alternative 
as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. 

It should be noted that the Reduced Intensity Alternative was included as an 
alternative in response to NOP comments received on the Draft EIR that expressed opposition to 
the Walmart store itself.  (Final EIR RTC 5-48.) 
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4. Environmentally Superior Alternative 

CEQA requires the identification of the environmentally superior 
alternative in the EIR.  The No Project Alternative would have the fewest environmental 
impacts.  CEQA requires that if the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior 
alternative, then the EIR must also identify another environmentally superior alternative among 
the remaining alternatives.  Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative results in a decreased 
impact to all areas except land use, it would be considered environmentally superior.  Therefore, 
the Reduced Intensity Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

As discussed above, there are no feasible alternatives to the Project that would 
avoid or substantially lessen all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the 
proposed Project. 

VIII. Growth Inducing Impacts 

A project may be growth-inducing if it directly or indirectly fosters economic or 
population growth or additional housing, removes obstacles to growth, taxes community service 
facilities, or encourages or facilitates other activities that cause significant environmental effects.  
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(g).)  Under CEQA, induced growth is not considered 
necessarily detrimental or beneficial.  Induced growth is considered a significant impact only if it 
directly or indirectly affects the ability of agencies to provide needed public services, or if it can 
be demonstrated that the potential growth could significantly affect the environment in some 
other way. 

The Planning Commission finds that the Project would not significantly induce further 
growth or remove obstacles to future growth.  Moreover, any induced growth would not affect 
the City's ability to provide needed public services, or would not significantly affect the 
environment in some other way.  While the Project will generate additional tax-revenue for the 
City and may indirectly create the need for additional housing because it would employ 
approximately 200 people, the Project will not affect the ability of City agencies to provide 
needed public services or otherwise significantly affect the environment for several reasons.  
First, the Project site is designated for commercial use in the 2030 Galt General Plan and would, 
therefore, not induce development on land that is not already designated for development.  
Second, the Project would not result in the extension of public service infrastructure beyond 
what is required to support the Project or other approved development.  Third, the Project is 
consistent with land use designations set forth by the 2030 Galt General Plan Policy Document.  
Finally, the City recently passed Measure R, which is a half-cent increase in sales tax that goes 
directly toward police services.  With the additional tax revenue, the City would potentially 
increase staffing for public services such as police, fire, and emergency services.  With an 
increase in public services, the City could more easily increase population without an adverse 
impact to public services.  Also, it should be noted that the Project would not directly induce 
population growth through the provision of new dwelling units because it does not contain any 
residential uses.  For these reasons, the Project would not result in any growth-inducing impacts.  
These facts support the City's finding.  (Draft EIR, p. 6-2.) 
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IX. Findings Regarding Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

A. Effects Not Found to Be Significant  

Based on the discussion in the Final EIR, and other supporting information in the 
record, the Planning Commission finds that the Project would have no impact associated with the 
specific issues identified below. 

1. Land Use 

The Project would not impact lands protected by the Williamson Act because the 
Project site is not covered by a Williamson Act contract.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.1-33.)     

2. Urban Decay 

The Project would not impact the City's General Fund revenues and costs because 
it would result in a positive net fiscal gain to the General Fund.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.8-43.)     

B. Less Than Significant Impacts Without Mitigation 

Based on the Final EIR and the record, the Planning Commission finds that the 
Project would have less than significant environmental impacts associated with the specific 
issues identified below, as addressed in the EIR. 

1. Land Use 

a. Impacts 

Impact 5.1-1: Impacts related to the project’s compatibility with 
surrounding land uses: The Project and the commercial land uses to the west are similar and 
compatible uses.  The 2030 Galt General Plan designates land uses to the north for commercial 
development during Phase III of buildout of the 2030 General Plan, which would also be 
compatible with the Project.  There are existing residences to the south and east, as well as rural 
residential uses to the north.  However, the Project would be subject to the 2030 General Plan 
and Zoning Code requirements regarding design, setbacks, lighting, noise, and traffic, which will 
ensure that the Project is compatible with these surrounding land uses.  In addition, the Project is 
consistent with the land use designation for the site and therefore, would be compatible with 
surrounding communities and would not divide or segregate existing developments surrounding 
the site.  Furthermore, the Project would not physically divide an established community because 
the site is currently undeveloped, and construction activities would not encroach on existing 
developed areas.  Finally, because the Project site is located outside of the Airport Planning 
Area, the Project would not result in land uses that conflict with any applicable airport land use 
compatibility plan and, because the Project would comply with policies such as those set forth by 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the California Native Plant Society, the California Department of 
Fish and Game Species of Concern, the California Endangered Species Act, and the Federal 
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Endangered Species Act, it would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan.  For these reasons, the Project would have a less-than-
significant impact on surrounding land uses.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.1-13 to 5.1-14.)   

Impact 5.1-2: Impacts related to the Project's consistency with the 2030 
General Plan and the Northeast Area Specific Plan: The Project site is designated as 
Commercial in the 2030 General Plan and the Northeast Area Specific Plan ("NEASP"). The 
proposed uses are in compliance with the Commercial designations for the site.  In addition, the 
Project site is located on an arterial road that connects to the State Route 99 interchange and 
would therefore serve both local uses and the larger regional area, which would be consistent 
with General Plan land use goals and policies.  Furthermore, the Project is considered to be a 
general merchandise store, which is identified in the General Plan as having unmet market 
potential in the City.  Because the Project is consistent with the existing General Plan and 
NEASP land use designations for the site, and is consistent with applicable General Plan 
policies, the Project would be consistent with the General Plan and the NEASP.  For these 
reasons, the impact resulting from the development of the Project would be less-than-significant.  
(Draft EIR, p. 5.1-14.)   

Impact 5.1-3: Impacts related to the Project’s consistency with existing 
zoning: The Project includes a regional serving store at a high-visibility commercial environment 
near the State Route 99 freeway interchange, which is consistent with the Project site's Highway 
Commercial zoning designation.  In addition, the project would exceed or comply with various 
applicable Municipal Code provisions.  First, the Project would exceed the Code's parking 
requirements by providing 531 parking spaces, 28 more spaces than the Code requires.  Second, 
the Project would substantially exceed the Code's 35-foot setback requirements because it would 
maintain a minimum building setback of 60 feet between the Project and the existing residential 
neighborhoods on both the south and east sides of the building.  Further, because an existing 
eight-foot-tall barrier currently separates the Project site from the residential community to the 
south, and the Project includes the construction of a sound wall of at least twelve feet in height to 
protect residences to the east, the Project would meet the six-foot-tall berm/decorative wall 
minimum provided in the Code.  Finally, the Project would include outdoor plaza seating 
centered around a freestanding clock tower at the corner of Fermoy Way and Twin Cities Road, 
which would further comply with the Code.  For these reasons, the Project is consistent with the 
existing zoning, and impacts to existing zoning would be considered less-than-significant.  (Draft 
EIR, p. 5.1-32.)   

The Project architecture is also subject to Big Box Ordinance 
requirements.  The ordinance requires specific design elements and review by the Architectural 
Review Committee ("ARC").  The ARC reviewed the Project design at a noticed public meeting 
on February 22, 2010.  The ARC determined that the Project design conformed to the design 
elements of the Big Box Ordinance and recommended approval to the Planning Commission.  
The ARC staff report is attached to the Planning Commission Staff Report dated March 22, 
2010.  That report explains in detail how the Project conforms to the Big Box Ordinance design 
criteria.  (See Staff Report for March 25, 2010 Planning Commission hearing.) 
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Impact 5.1-4: Cumulative impacts related to land use: The Project is 
consistent with the City's land use and zoning designations, goals, and policies.  Other projects 
will also be required to comply with these designations, goals and polices, which as indicated in 
the 2030 General Plan EIR, are consistent with regional designations, goals and policies.  
Furthermore, the EIR included discussions of other land uses in the Project area and found that 
the land use impacts from those uses would not differ from those identified for the project.  
Accordingly, a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to land use would occur.  (Draft 
EIR, p. 5.1-32.)   

Impact 5.1-5: Impacts related to the conversion of agricultural land: The 
Project site is comprised of 11.26 acres of nearly flat land that has historically been designated 
for agricultural purposes and contains soils eligible for designation under the Farmland of 
Statewide Importance category.  However, according to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program, Sacramento County Important Farmland 2006 Map, the Project site is not designated as 
Farmland of Statewide Importance.  Furthermore, the site has been fallow for at least 21 years 
and is designated by the City's General Plan for urban development.  Accordingly, impacts 
would be less-than-significant.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.1-33.)   

Impact 5.1-7: Cumulative impacts related to the conversion of agricultural 
land to urban uses: The Project site is not comprised of Farmland of Statewide Importance, does 
not contain prime agricultural soils, has not been actively farmed for at least 21 years and is 
designated for urban uses.  In addition, the Project is consistent with the City's land use 
designations and zoning.  Furthermore, the 2030 Galt General Plan EIR does not identify the 
conversion of agricultural land due to General Plan buildout as significant.  Therefore, impacts 
related to the conversion of agricultural land to urban uses are less-than-significant.  (Draft EIR, 
p. 5.1-34.)  

b. Finding 

The Planning Commission finds, based on the Final EIR and the whole record, 
that the Project will result in less than significant impacts to land use with respect to 
compatibility with surrounding land uses; consistency with the 2030 General Plan, the NEASP 
and existing zoning; cumulative impacts related to land use; conversion of agricultural land and 
the Williamson Act; and cumulative impacts related to the conversion of agricultural land to 
urban uses.   

2. Aesthetics 

a. Impact 

Impact 5.2-1: Impacts related to substantial degradation of the existing 
visual character or quality of the site and the site’s surroundings (including scenic vistas): The 
Project is consistent with the Commercial General Plan land use designation and Highway 
Commercial zoning designation for the site.  In addition, the Project would be consistent with the 
General Plan policies and implementation programs that are designed to improve the overall 
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visual quality of the urban environment and reduce visual impacts.  With implementation of the 
policies and implementation programs in the General Plan, the Project would not substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site’s surroundings.  Furthermore, the land 
uses of the Project are compatible with surrounding developments.  Therefore, the Project’s 
impacts related to visual resources would be less-than-significant.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.2-9 to 5.2-
10.)  

b. Finding 

The Planning Commission finds, based on the Final EIR and the whole record, 
that the Project will result in less than significant impacts to aesthetics related to substantial 
degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the site and the site’s surroundings 
(including scenic vistas).   

3. Transportation and Circulation  

a. Impacts 

Impact 5.3-4: Impacts to freeway operations under Short Term Plus 
Project Conditions Improvements: Freeway mainlines would operate at an acceptable level under 
the Short Term Plus Project Conditions.  Therefore, potential impacts to freeway mainlines 
would not be significant.  The State Route ("SR") 99 northbound off-ramp would operate at an 
unacceptable level of service ("LOS") during the AM peak hour, and the SR 99 southbound off-
ramp would operate at an unacceptable LOS during the PM peak hour.  However, these junctions 
operate at unacceptable levels under the No Project conditions and the addition of Project traffic 
would not increase the density at this location by more than five percent.  Accordingly, a less-
than-significant impact would occur.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.3-33; see also Draft EIR, Appendix C.)  

 Impact 5.3-5: Impacts from cut-through traffic: The Project features a 
“pork chop” raised median to restrict outbound left turns from the project onto Fermoy Way, 
which is a residential collector street located adjacent to the Project site.  This feature will 
minimize Project-added cut-through traffic on adjacent residential streets.  The truck route 
driveway (southern driveway on Fermoy Way) is also right turn only. Vehicles are prohibited 
from turning right by the island in Fermoy Way as well as a double yellow line.  Left hand turns 
from this driveway are illegal.  Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact in regard to project related cut-through traffic.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.3-34; see also 
Draft EIR, Appendix C.)  

Impact 5.3-6: Impacts to pedestrian circulation: The Project is located 
adjacent and to the north of residential development.  Project traffic has the potential to disrupt 
pedestrian traffic by increasing delay at intersections.  The Emerald Village senior housing 
complex is located south of Twin Cities Road and is bisected by Fermoy Way with some 
residential units located on the west side and the clubhouse located on the east. The clubhouse 
location results in pedestrian traffic crossing Fermoy Way.  A pedestrian crosswalk exists across 
Fermoy Way, to the south of the Project site, and provides pedestrian access to Emerald Village.   

24 
 
973871.4  

PC 40



 

In addition, a right-turn only sign would be installed at the Project driveway located along 
Fermoy Way, which would reduce cut-through traffic from impacting pedestrians in the 
crosswalk.  Sidewalk exists along the south side of Twin Cities Road between Bergeron Road 
and Marengo Road and along the west side of Fermoy Way between Twin Cities Road and 
Raley’s Driveway.  South of Village Drive, sidewalk exists on both sides of Fermoy Way.  The 
Project would include development of a pedestrian path that would provide a connection to the 
existing bicycle and pedestrian circulation system of the surrounding area.  For these reasons, 
there would be a less-than-significant impact to pedestrian circulation.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.3-34 to 
5.3-35; see also Draft EIR, Appendix C, and Final EIR RTC 5-34, 5-36, 19-1.)  

Impact 5.3-7: Impacts to transit facilities: A bus stop is located along 
Fermoy Way, which would remain with development of the Project.  The bus stop would 
connect to the existing local transit facilities.  The Project is consistent with the General Plan 
land use designation for the site and would therefore not increase demand for public transit 
beyond what is currently planned for the site.  The Project would include development of a 
pedestrian path that would provide a connection to the existing bicycle and pedestrian circulation 
system of the surrounding area, which would be required to meet current California Title 24 
handicap accessibility standards.  Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur in regard 
to public transit facilities.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.3-35; see also Draft EIR, Appendix C, and Final EIR 
RTC 5-36.)  

Impact 5.3-8: Impacts to bicycle facilities: Bike lane improvements would 
be included in the frontage improvements along Twin Cities Road as part of the Project. 
Therefore, the Project does not conflict with planned bicycle facilities in the City. In addition, 
bike parking facilities are located near the center and front of the building as required by the 
Zoning Ordinance. As such, a less-than-significant impact would result in regard to bicycle 
facilities.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.3-35; see also Draft EIR, Appendix C, and Final EIR revised Figure 
3-3 and RTC 5-34 to 5-38.)  

Impact 5.3-10: Impacts to project-related parking: The Project would be 
required to comply with the City's Zoning Code, which requires 11 parking spaces for indoor 
areas, 4 spaces for the outdoor garden area, 100 spaces for the grocery area, and 388 spaces for 
the retail area, which totals 503 required parking spaces.  The Project would provide 531 parking 
spaces, which would exceed the requirements of the Zoning Code.  Although the Project will 
include a seasonal outdoor sales area in the parking lot, a condition of approval will limit the area 
to 28 spaces, which will ensure the Project will have adequate parking during the use of the 
outdoor sales area, regardless of when it is used.  Therefore, Project-related parking would result 
in less-than-significant impacts.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.3-36; see also Draft EIR, Appendix C, and 
Final EIR RTC 5-22.)  

Impact 5.3-14: Impacts to cumulative cut-through traffic: The Project 
features a “pork chop” raised median to restrict outbound left turns from the Project onto Fermoy 
Way, which is a residential collector street adjacent to the Project.  This feature would minimize 
Project-added cut-through traffic on adjacent residential streets.  Therefore, the Project would 
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have a less-than-significant impact in regard to cumulative cut-through traffic.  (Draft EIR, p. 
5.3-48; see also Draft EIR, Appendix C.)  

b. Finding 

The Planning Commission finds, based on the Final EIR and the whole record, 
that the Project will result in less than significant impacts to transportation and circulation related 
to freeway operations under Short Term Plus Project Conditions, cut-through traffic, pedestrian 
circulation, transit facilities, bicycle facilities, parking, and cumulative cut-through traffic. 

4. Air Quality and Climate Change  

a. Impacts 

 Impact 5.4-2: Temporarily increased Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) levels 
in the immediate vicinity of the Project site during construction: Various diesel-powered vehicles 
and equipment would be in use on the Project site during construction.  The California Air 
Resources Board ("CARB") identifies particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines as a TAC.  
Construction diesel emissions are temporary, affecting an area for a period of days or perhaps 
weeks, are mobile and transient in nature, and the bulk of the emissions will occur within the 
Project site at a substantial distance from nearby sensitive receptors.  A health risk assessment 
was conducted to analyze impacts from TACs associated with the Project.  The health risk 
assessment concluded that because of the short duration of construction, people would not be 
exposed to TACs for more than a couple of years and would have a very low risk of contracting 
cancer.  In addition, nearby sensitive receptors would not be down-wind of construction activity 
when the wind is blowing from the prevailing southwest direction.  Therefore, impacts related to 
health risks from construction-related TACs would be less-than-significant.  It should be noted, 
however, that although the impacts in this respect would be less-than-significant, implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 5.4-1 would help further reduce the impacts of construction TAC 
emissions.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.4-30 to 5.4-31; see also Draft EIR, Appendix D, and Final EIR 
RTC 5-94 and 5-95.)  

Impact 5.4-3: Construction-related impacts resulting in temporary 
increases in nitrogen oxide ("NOX") emissions greater than the Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District ("SMAQMD") threshold of 85 pounds per day: Emissions of NOX 
are projected to reach a maximum of 64.7 pounds per day over the course of Project 
construction.  Therefore, implementation of the Project would result in temporarily increased 
NOX emissions, but they would not exceed the SMAQMD construction threshold of 85 pounds 
per day.  Based on this criterion, Project construction activities would have a less-than-
significant impact on regional ozone air quality.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.4-31; see also Draft EIR, 
Appendix D, and Final EIR RTC 5-96 to 5-98.)  

Impact 5.4-4: Increase in carbon monoxide ("CO") and other criteria 
pollutants resulting from Project traffic during Project operations: Existing CO concentrations 
were predicted to be well below the State and federal standards.  Project traffic would increase 
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CO concentrations by up to 0.6 parts per million, but concentrations would remain well below 
the ambient standards.  Because the Project would not cause a violation of ambient air quality 
standards or contribute substantially to an existing violation, the Project’s impact related to local 
CO concentrations is less less-than-significant.  Further, for land development projects primarily 
associated with indirect emissions from gasoline-powered vehicles that do not directly emit other 
criteria pollutants, such as the Project, increases in those criteria pollutants may be considered 
less than significant.  Therefore, any increases in these respects will be less-than-significant.  
(Draft EIR, pp. 5.4-31 to 5.4-32; see also Draft EIR, Appendix D.)  

Impact 5.4-5: Increases in ozone precursors due to operational emissions: 
Project emissions of criteria pollutants would not exceed the SMAQMD’s significance threshold 
of 65 pounds per day and would, therefore, have a less-than-significant impact on regional ozone 
air quality.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.4-32 to 5.4-33; see also Draft EIR, Appendix D.)  

Impact 5.4-6: Impacts related to the exposure of sensitive receptors to 
truck-related TAC emissions during Project operations: CARB has identified particulate 
emissions from diesel-fueled engines as TACs.  On average, the Project would be expected to 
generate 16 diesel truck trips per day.  The truck route plan for the Project would require trucks 
to access the site at the further east entrance and travel along the perimeter of the site to the 
loading dock at the southwest corner of the site.  Trucks would exit the site via the southern 
driveway on Fermoy Way.  It should be noted that all diesel truck operations are subject to 
applicable State law requirements for idling, which limits vehicles with gross vehicular weight 
ratings of more than 10,000 pounds to no more than five minutes of idling of the primary engine 
or the diesel-fueled auxiliary power system at any location.  It should be further noted that 
Walmart trucks automatically shut off after three minutes of idling.  The highest concentration of 
diesel particulate was found along the southern boundary of the site near the southwest corner. 
The closest sensitive receptor to the Project site is the Emerald Senior Village, which abuts the 
Project site to the south.  The maximum calculated risk for a lifetime residential exposure was 
6.18 in one million, which does not exceed the SMAQMD risk threshold of significance of 10 in 
one million, and therefore represents a less-than-significant impact.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.4-33 to 
5.4-34; see also Draft EIR, Appendix D, and Final EIR RTC 5-92, 5-95, 5-99, 5-101, 5-102, 5-
103.)  

Impact 5.4-7: Impacts related to odors: The outdoor garden center would 
contain some materials with minor odor potential, including soil amendments, mulch, bark, 
compost peat moss and manure.  These materials are sold in individual sealed bags to keep out 
the elements and avoid exposure to the atmosphere.  Because odorous materials in the outdoor 
garden center are individually sealed, there is little potential for odors to be noticeable at the 
closest residences and even less potential for odors to be objectionable at these locations.  The 
Project would not have the “potential to frequently expose members of the public to 
objectionable odors,” and would therefore have a less-than-significant impact related to odors.  
(Draft EIR, p. 5.4-33; see also Draft EIR, Appendix D.)  
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Impact 5.4-8: Impacts related to obstruction of implementation of an 
applicable air quality plan: The 2030 General Plan was designed specifically to achieve and 
promote consistency with the planning documents of other key neighboring land use agencies or 
other agencies that have jurisdiction over the 2030 General Plan. Specific policies direct the City 
to protect and improve air quality, integrate the air quality, land use, transportation planning 
process, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and global climate change. Additionally, the 
Conservation and Open Space Element was also updated to include several policies designed to 
promote a variety of energy conservation measures. The implementation of mitigation measures 
included in the 2030 General Plan EIR would result in a less-than-significant impact related to 
consistency with local air quality plans.  In addition, the Project is consistent with the land use 
assumptions in the 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan, which was the basis for growth and 
vehicle miles traveled (“VMT”) used in the 2009 State Implementation Plan (“SIP”).  Therefore, 
because the Project is consistent with the 2030 General Plan EIR and does not conflict with an 
adopted SMAQMD air quality plan, implementation of the Project would result in a less-than-
significant impact.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.4-34; see also Draft EIR, Appendix D, and Final EIR p. 2-
50, RTC 3-5.)  

Impact 5.4-9: Cumulative contribution to regional air quality conditions: 
The Project does not include a General Plan Amendment or rezone and would be built out under 
the existing land use and zoning designations.  In addition, the criteria pollutant emissions 
projected to be created by the Project would not exceed the SMAQMD significance thresholds. 
Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact in regard to cumulative air 
quality.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.4-34 to 5.4-35; see also Draft EIR, Appendix D.)  

Impact 5.4-10: Impacts related to potential conflicts with implementation 
of State goals for reducing greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions: Potential GHG emissions for the 
Project have been calculated to be approximately 7,784 metric tons.  This is a conservative 
number which does not include reductions for the sustainable features that will be included in the 
Project or reduced vehicular emissions due to the fact that most of the vehicle trips to the Project 
will be relocated trips (i.e., they would have been traveling to other uses).  The Project would not 
significantly impair the State’s ability to meet targets established by AB 32 and Executive Order 
S-305.  The Project’s design features are in excess of those required by Title 24 and encourage 
pedestrian and bicycle use.  By providing connectivity for non-vehicular modes of travel, the 
Project takes advantage of its location in proximity to other urban uses, consistent with smart 
planning principles aimed at reducing GHGs.  Further, the Project is consistent with various 
strategies regarding reducing GHG emissions, including those of the Attorney Generals' office, 
the California Environmental Protection Agency's Climate Action Team, and the California Air 
Pollution Control Officer's Association ("CAPCOA").  Because the Project would not conflict 
with implementation of State goals for reducing GHG emissions, the impact is less-than-
significant.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.4-35 to 5.4-44; see also Draft EIR, Appendix D, and Final EIR 
RTC 5-109 to 5-115.)  
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b. Finding 

The Planning Commission finds, based on the Final EIR and the whole 
record, that the Project will result in less than significant impacts to air quality and climate 
change related to temporarily increased TAC levels in the immediate vicinity of the Project site 
during construction, construction-related impacts resulting in temporary increases in NOX  
emissions greater than the SMAQMD threshold, an increase in CO and other criteria pollutants 
resulting from Project traffic during Project operations, increases in ozone precursors due to 
operational emissions, the exposure of sensitive receptors to truck-related TAC emissions during 
Project operations, odors, conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality 
plan, cumulative contribution to regional air quality conditions, and potential conflicts with 
implementation of State goals for reducing GHG emissions.   

5. Noise 

a. Impacts 

Impact 5.5-3: Project-related increase in traffic noise levels: The Project 
is predicted to result in traffic noise level increases over existing no Project levels of 0.1 to 2.2 
decibels ("dB") on the Project area roadways.  Under the short-term plus project scenario, the 
traffic noise level increase would range from 0.1 to 1.5 dB on Project area roadways; therefore, 
because the increase in ambient noise levels would not exceed the City’s 3 dB threshold, 
implementation of the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact.  (Revisions to Noise 
Chapter of EIR (June, 2011); Draft EIR, p. 5.5-20; see also Draft EIR, Appendix E.)  

Impact 5.5-6: Cumulative noise impacts: Noise generated by Project 
construction would be temporary and would not add to the permanent noise environment.  In 
addition, the total noise contribution from construction activities of the Project in the cumulative 
context would not constitute a substantial increase from the existing future noise environment.  
Therefore, the Project would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact in this respect.  
The future (2030) plus Project noise impacts would occur primarily as a result of increased 
traffic on local roadways and on-site activities resulting from the Project.  Increased noise levels 
above the future (2030) no project conditions are less than the 3 dB threshold of significance.  
Operations of the Project are anticipated to generate noise from retail activities.  The number of 
people walking and interacting on surrounding roads would increase noise levels on the 
roadways as more people utilize the site.  However, pedestrian traffic is not anticipated to 
substantially influence interior or exterior noise levels at nearby receptors.  Noise generated from 
mechanical equipment, including heating, cooling, ventilation, and power supplies would be 
placed indoors or shielded by mechanical barriers and/or rooftop parapets.  In addition, all 
mechanical equipment would be required to comply with the General Plan Noise Element 
Standards.  On-site parking, truck deliveries, and loading dock generated noise would be 
mitigated through noise barriers and the restriction of hours of operation.  Construction related 
noise is temporary in nature and would not result in a cumulative noise impact.  The combination 
of traffic and non-traffic noise from the Project would not produce noise levels that would 
exceed City standards or produce isolated events that could disrupt sleep.  With implementation 
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of mitigation measures the Project would not create non-transportation or stationary noise 
exceeding local ordinances.  Project related traffic would increase traffic noise levels by a 
maximum of 1.1 dB on local roadways under the future (2030) plus project conditions, which is 
less than the 3 dB standard of significance.  Therefore, the Project would not substantially 
increase the future noise environment and would result in a less-than-significant impact.  
(Revisions to Noise Chapter of EIR (June, 2011); Draft EIR, pp. 5.5-29 to 5.5-30; see also Draft 
EIR, Appendix E.)  

b. Finding 

The Planning Commission finds, based on the Final EIR, as revised, and the 
whole record, that the Project will result in less than significant impacts to noise related to 
Project-related increase in traffic noise levels and cumulative noise impacts. 

6. Energy 

a. Impacts 

Impact 5.6-1: Project impacts concerning wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy: Although the Project would result in the consumption of 
large quantities of energy typical for a Project of this size, several design features of the Project 
would help manage the amount and efficiency of energy consumption and would ensure that the 
related consumption is not inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary nor place a significant demand on 
regional energy supplies.  Pursuant to the California Building Standards Code and the Energy 
Efficiency Standards, the Building Department would review the design components of the 
Project’s energy efficiency and conservation measures when the Project’s building plans are 
submitted.  The Project's sustainability features would exceed the Title 24 requirements, 
including the 2008 California Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non-Residential 
Buildings. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact regarding the 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.6-11 to 5.6-13; 
see also Final EIR RTC 5-39.)  

Impact 5.6-2: Increased demand on electric and natural gas 
infrastructure: The Project would be expected to consume 1,784,601 KWh of electricity 
annually and 5,079,249 cubic feet of natural gas annually.  California generates approximately 
290,000 KWh hours of electricity each year and approximately 6,032 million cubic feet per day 
of natural gas.  The Project's annual electricity and natural gas demand would be 0.000627 
percent and 0.000395 percent, respectively, of California’s consumption.  Sacramento County 
annually consumes approximately 11,082 million KWh of electricity and 310.4 million therms of 
natural gas.  The Project’s annual electricity and natural gas demand would represent 0.016 
percent and 0.016 percent of Sacramento County’s consumption.  The Project is within the 
planning area of the Northeast Area Specific Plan.  The Northeast Area Specific Plan EIR states 
that existing utility lines are located within the Northeast Area Specific Plan planning area and it 
is not anticipated that the development of the planning area would result in any new impacts with 
regard to electric and natural gas infrastructure.  The Project’s contribution to electricity and 
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natural gas demand would not generate the need for additional energy supply or require 
substantial additional capacity. Therefore, because the required infrastructure is already in place 
to support connections to the Project, and because the applicant would be responsible for 
extending connections to existing infrastructures, the development of the Project would be 
expected to have a less-than-significant impact with regard to increased demand on existing 
natural gas and electric infrastructure.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.6-13.)  

Impact 5.6-3: Increased demand on transportation energy: The Project 
would provide a variety of retail services and attract consumers for the surrounding area and 
would generate approximately 6,536 trips to the Project site.  However, Project generated vehicle 
trips would be re-routed trips from vehicles traveling to other retail/grocery uses in the area.  The 
Project would reduce the length of local trips by providing a one-stop shopping destination.  
Therefore, the vehicular fuel consumption associated with the Project would not increase the 
demand for transportation energy and a less-than-significant impact would occur.  (Draft EIR, 
pp. 5.6-13 to 5.6-14.)  

Impact 5.6-4: Cumulative impacts related to increased energy 
consumption from the Project in combination with other projects in the region: The Project in 
combination with other projects would result in an increased demand on energy resources.  Gas 
and electric service providers would be subject to increased pressure to supply additional energy 
resources, which could result in the need to expand existing facilities or to build new power 
plants.  According to the 2030 General Plan EIR, the buildout of the General Plan by 2030 would 
increase the City’s population by approximately 30,000 new residents, which would increase the 
demand for additional energy.  The development of new residential, commercial, and industrial 
uses would contribute to the need for additional energy supplies and utility infrastructure. 
However, future development would occur in an area currently served with both adequate 
supplies of electricity and gas service and General Plan policies would help promote energy 
conservation measures within new development including the planting of shade trees and cool 
roofs for “cool communities” and encouraging energy efficient new developments.  Other 
policies would encourage coordination between the City and local utility providers to promote 
education programs designed to increase awareness related to energy conservation measures. 
With implementation of energy policies, the 2030 General Plan EIR concluded that the 
development of the planning area would not result in adverse impacts related to adequate electric 
and natural gas infrastructure.  Further, the Project would be subject to the minimum energy 
conservation requirements of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, which would serve 
to reduce the amount of energy resources needed to operate the Project as well as the provisions 
included in the 2030 General Plan Conservation Element.  The Project applicant would also be 
required to fund the necessary infrastructure improvements to ensure that the Project receives 
adequate energy resources.  Because other developments would also be required to comply with 
Title 24 and fund the construction of the necessary utility infrastructure improvements, 
cumulative energy impacts would be considered less-than-significant.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.6-14.)  
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b. Finding  

The Planning Commission finds, based on the Final EIR and the whole record, 
that the Project will result in less than significant impacts to energy related to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy by commercial uses; increased demand on 
electric and natural gas; increased demand on transportation energy; and cumulative impacts. 

7. Public Services  

a. Impacts 

Impact 5.7-1: Increased demand for water supply and conveyance:  Water 
supply in the City was 6,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) in 2005, and is projected to be 8,400 AFY 
in 2010.  The current consumption rate in the City is 5,154 AFY, resulting in an excess supply of 
3,246 AFY in 2010, and 846 AFY in 2005.  Based on similar Walmart developments, a typical 
store would demand approximately 10,000 to 20,000 gallons of water per day, or 11.2 to 22.4 
AFY.  The consumption would be far less than the excess supply of 846 AFY in 2005, and the 
projected excess supply of 3,246 AFY projected in 2010.  Also, as noted in the 2030 Galt 
General Plan EIR, the City plans to prepare a Water Service Master Plan to facilitate the 
construction of additional wells that would be required and obtain any additional water 
entitlements that may be required to facilitate the full buildout of the 2030 Galt General Plan.  A 
Draft Water Supply Master Plan has been prepared and is anticipated to be adopted by Spring 
2010.  Therefore, adequate water capacity exists to serve the proposed project, and a less-than-
significant impact would result.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.7-10 to 5.7-11; see also Final EIR p. 2-52.)   

Impact 5.7-2: Increased demand for wastewater disposal and conveyance: 
The City's wastewater treatment plant ("WWTP") is currently prohibited by its National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System ("NPDES") permit from discharging treated secondary 
effluent into Laguna Creek during the dry season.  Due to a lack of available land to dispose of 
secondary effluent, the NPDES restriction limits the capacity of the WWTP and the number of 
wastewater connections the City of Galt can provide for development.  The WWTP has a 
capacity of 3.0 million gallons per day ("MGD") and is currently operating at 2.3 MGD.  Based 
on the City's standards, the Project’s estimated wastewater flows would be 0.02 MGD.  In 
addition, operation and maintenance of the wastewater collection system and the WWTP is 
funded through monthly utility fees and improvements; for example, expansion of the trunk line 
and expansions to increase the capacity of the WWTP are funded through development impact 
fees.  The Project will be required to pay development impact fees to offset the increase in 
wastewater conveyance and demand associated with the construction of the Project.  The Project 
would generate approximately 0.02 MGD and the WWTP has a capacity of 3.0 MGD and 
operates at 2.3 MGD.  In addition, it should be noted that since the release of the Draft EIR, the 
City has acquired a new permit that allows year round discharge of up to 4.5 MGD, and tertiary 
treatment infrastructure is currently under construction.  Therefore, adequate capacity exists to 
serve the site and the impacts associated with the Project would be less-than-significant.  (Draft 
EIR, p. 5.7-11; see also Final EIR RTC 5-21.)  
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Impact 5.7-4: Impacts to solid waste disposal/recycling services: The 
Kiefer Landfill, which is the disposal site for the City’s municipal waste, was expanded in 2008 
and is anticipated to provide adequate solid waste disposal for approximately 64 years.  In 
addition, the City of Galt has identified that adequate funding and adequate landfill capacity 
exists to serve waste collection needs. While the Project would contribute solid waste to existing 
conditions with landscape trimmings, food and packaging waste etc., California Waste Recovery 
Systems would be capable of providing standard solid waste and recycling services to the 
Project. In addition, the Galt 2030 General Plan EIR determined with implementation of solid 
waste reduction methods, the impacts from solid waste would be less-than-significant.  
Therefore, because the Project would be required to comply with all City of Galt solid waste 
policies and regulations, a less-than-significant impact to solid waste disposal and recycling 
services would occur.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.7-13.)  

Impact 5.7-6: Impacts to fire protection: The current impact fee structure 
for the provision of fire protection and emergency services is outdated and is not sufficient to 
meet the current demand of the Cosumnes Community Services District Fire Department 
("CCSDFD"), however, the CCSDFD is in the process of creating an updated Master Plan that 
would include fire and emergency protection services to the City, which was recently added to 
the CCSDFD coverage area.  While the CCSDFD staff does not currently have a firm adoption 
date in place for a new Master Plan, CCSDFD is currently in the process of updating the Capital 
Impact Fee structure which has been reviewed by City staff.  A settlement agreement was made 
between the City and Cosumnes Community Services District ("CCSD") on November 18, 2008, 
which collects funds needed to ensure adequate fire protection services are available to support 
buildout of the General Plan.  Therefore, because the Project will pay Capital Impact Fees, which 
will cover fire and emergency services, and the Project will be consistent with the 2030 General 
Plan and would not create additional demand for fire services than anticipated by the General 
Plan, and because the 2005 Community Facilities District ("CFD") collects revenue sufficient to 
ensure adequate fire protection services exist to serve the Project, a less-than-significant impact 
would occur.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.7-15; see also Final EIR RTC 14-5, 14-6, 15-18.)  

Impact 5.7-7: Impacts to school services and facilities: The Project would 
not result in the development of residential units and would not generate additional demand for 
school facilities within the City. In addition, the Project would be required to pay school 
development fees as required by the City.  Therefore, the Project would have less-than-
significant impacts to school services in the City.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.7-15 to 5.7-16.)  

Impact 5.7-8: Impacts to park and recreation services and facilities: The 
City requires developers to provide for five acres of park for every 1,000 residents.  Furthermore, 
as stated in the Galt General Plan, new development shall pay its fair share of the cost of 
providing new public services and/or the costs of expanding/upgrading existing facilities and 
services impacted by the new development.  The Project would not result in the development of 
residential units and would not generate additional demand for park services and facilities within 
the City. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact to the provision of park 
and recreation services and facilities.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.7-16.)  
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Impact 5.7-9: Cumulative impacts: Because the Project site was 
anticipated for development in the 2030 General Plan, and the Project is consistent with the 2030 
land use designation for the site, the Project wastewater generation was anticipated in the 2030 
General Plan wastewater analysis and a less-than-significant impact would occur.  
Implementation of the Project would contribute to an increased demand for public services and 
utilities within the City.  Public services and utilities for the City were evaluated in the 2030 
General Plan, and the goals and policies included in the 2030 General Plan ensure that adequate 
public services and utilities will be available for buildout of the 2030 General Plan according to 
the current Land Use Diagram.  The Project site is anticipated for development in the 2030 
General Plan, and the Project would be consistent with the allowable uses and would not exceed 
the demand for public facilities and services analyzed in the 2030 General Plan.  The Project-
level contribution to the City’s public service and utility needs would also be less-than-
significant.  With implementation of mitigation measures, the impacts related to police protection 
would be reduced to a less-than significant level (see below, Section IX.C.9). As a result, the 
Project’s impacts related to public services would be less-than-significant.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.7-
16 to 5.7-17.)  

b. Finding 

The Planning Commission finds, based on the Final EIR and the whole record, 
that the Project will result in less than significant impacts to public services related to increased 
demand for water supply and conveyance, increased demand for wastewater disposal and 
conveyance, solid waste disposal/recycling services, fire protection, school services, park and 
recreation services and facilities, and cumulative impacts.   

8. Urban Decay 

a. Impacts 

Impact 5.8-1: The Project’s competition with existing businesses in the 
primary and secondary market area and the Project’s potential to result in urban decay: 

• Competition with existing businesses in the primary and 
secondary market area  

The retail sales leakage analysis shows that there is $50.2 million of 
attraction in the food sales category projected for 2011 in the combined primary and secondary 
market areas.  This indicates that the City's food stores sales exceed the expected resident 
spending, and that the existing food stores are drawing shoppers from outside the primary and 
secondary market areas.  The Project is estimated to cause sales diversions of up to $6.5 million 
in food sales in 2011, which represents 4.3 percent of existing retail sales for food stores in the 
City.  This level of impact is relatively minor and should not lead to store closures.  Moreover, 
the Project's grocery component will be relatively small (about 25,000 square feet) compared to a 
full-sized grocery store.  The Galt Project will not offer the scale, selection, or variety of goods 
available at the two existing supermarkets in the City.  Although existing grocery stores may 
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experience some temporary sales impacts from the introduction of the Project, new demand is 
likely to offset all of the estimated sales diversions within three years after the Project's projected 
first full year of operations in 2011.  By 2014, approximately $7.6 million in new food store 
demand will be generated in the combined primary and secondary area from population growth 
during 2011-2014, which would more than cover the anticipated food store sales impacts.  (Draft 
EIR, pp. 5.8-23 to 5.8-35; see also Draft EIR, Appendices G and H, and Final EIR RTC 5-51 to 
5-63.)  

• Project's potential to cause urban decay  

The City's small retail market is stable with relatively low vacancy.  
Discussions with local real estate brokers and City officials indicate that the City and its 
surrounding areas have insufficient retail supply to meet existing retail demand in almost every 
major retail category.  With the exception of food, the City is not likely to be negatively 
impacted by the Project because there are few existing retailers in the City that offer the types of 
goods that the Project will provide.  Some grocery stores may experience negative sales impacts, 
but the development of the Project is not likely to lead to impacts large enough to cause grocery 
store closures.  Furthermore, any sales diversion would likely be alleviated by population growth 
in the years immediately following the Project’s opening.  While several vacancies exist in the 
downtown area, they are generally in older and outdated centers.  Ongoing City efforts to 
revitalize the downtown district are likely to improve the downtown area in the coming years.  
Overall, the City's retail market is healthy and any vacancies that may occur have the potential to 
be successfully re-tenanted within a reasonable timeframe.  However, if economic factors, such 
as the housing downturn, were to lead to slower than expected increases in population, then retail 
demand may be weaker and vacant retail space may take longer to absorb.  While it is expected 
that the Project could result in some diverted food store sales, the level of this diversion is 
expected to be minor.  Overall, due to the insufficient supply of retailers, the Project and other 
projects are anticipated to increase the retention of resident spending that currently leaks out of 
the City rather than compete with existing retailers for the same dollars.  Therefore, the 
development of the Project is unlikely to result in urban decay, and a less-than-significant impact 
would occur.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.8-23 to 5.8-35; see also Draft EIR, Appendices G and H.)  

Impact 5.8-3: Cumulative impacts to the primary market area leading to 
urban decay with additional retail sales which would compete with Project:  At worst, $6.5 
million in food store sales will be diverted away from existing primary market area retailers.  
There is sufficient leakage in other retail categories to support the related sales from the Project 
and other projects that will open by 2011.  The sales impacts are entirely attributable to the 
Project and sales from other projects are not anticipated to result in any sales diversions in any 
retail category in the primary market area.  Thus, in the cumulative scenario, the Project would 
not result in adverse impacts to retailers because although some stores would experience reduced 
sales in the short-term, these stores are expected to achieve stabilized sales within three years. 
Because a physical impact to the environment in the form of urban decay would thus not occur, 
the project would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact to the primary market area.  
(Draft EIR, pp. 5.8-43 to 5.8-50; see also Draft EIR, Appendices G and H.)  
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Impact 5.8-4: Cumulative impacts to City General Fund revenues and 
costs: The Project would generate a positive net fiscal impact on the City's General Fund.  The 
addition of cumulative development in the City would not be expected to result in a substantial 
change to the projection, as additional commercial projects would be balanced by growth in the 
number of City residents.  Furthermore, the 2030 Galt General Plan has designated land for 
commercial development consistent with ongoing efforts to maintain a positive fiscal balance for 
the City.  The Project would provide a net fiscal benefit to the City, and other cumulative 
commercial development would also be expected to benefit the City through the provision of 
sales tax revenue.  Therefore, a cumulative impact would not occur, thus, the Project would have 
a less-than-significant impact with regards to the standards of significance established for CEQA 
purposes.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.8-50 to 5.8-51; see also Draft EIR, Appendices G and H.)  

b. Finding 

The Planning Commission finds, based on the Final EIR and the whole record, 
that the Project will result in less than significant impacts to urban decay related to the Project's 
competition with existing businesses in the primary and secondary market area and the Project's 
potential to result in urban decay; City General Fund revenues and costs; cumulative impacts to 
the primary market area; and cumulative impacts to the City General Fund revenues and costs. 

C. Less Than Significant Impacts With Mitigation Incorporated  

The Final EIR determined that the Project has potentially significant 
environmental impacts in the areas discussed below.  The Final EIR identified feasible mitigation 
measures to avoid or substantially reduce some or all of the environmental impacts in these 
areas.  Based on the information and analyses set forth in the Final EIR, the Project impacts will 
be less than significant with identified feasible mitigation measures and design standards 
incorporated into the Project. 

1. Biological Resources 

a. Impacts 5.0-1, 5.0-2 and 5.0-3: Impact to Tree-Nesting Birds, 
Burrowing Owls and Swainson's Hawk  

(1) Impacts and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may impact tree-nesting birds, burrowing 
owls and Swainson's hawk.  Mitigation Measures 5.0-1, 5.0-2 and 5.0-3 addresses these potential 
impacts and are as follows: 

MM 5.0-1(a): Nesting migratory birds (non-raptor): If site disturbance is 
proposed by the project proponent during the non- nesting season (August 16 to Jan. 31), no 
additional action is required; however, if site disturbance is proposed by the project proponent 
during the nesting season (Feb. 1 to Aug. 15), the following shall be implemented: A 
preconstruction survey shall be conducted by a qualified wildlife biologist 15 days prior to the 
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start of project related activities. If nests of migratory birds are detected on-site, or within 100 
feet of the site, the project proponent shall consult with CDFG to determine the size of a suitable 
buffer in which no new site disturbance is permitted until August 15, or the qualified biologist 
determines that the young are foraging independently, or the nest has been abandoned. 

MM 5.0-1(b): Raptors: If construction is proposed during breeding season 
(March-August), a pre-construction raptor nest survey shall be conducted within 30 days prior to 
the beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify active nests in 
the project site vicinity. The results of the survey shall be submitted to CDFG and the Planning 
Department. If no active nests are found during the pre-construction survey, no further mitigation 
is required. If active nests are found, a quarter-mile (1320 feet) initial temporary nest disturbance 
buffer shall be established.  If project related activities within the temporary nest disturbance 
buffer are determined to be necessary during the nesting season (approximately March 1 and 
September 1), then an on-site biologist/monitor experienced with raptor behavior shall be 
retained by the project proponent to monitor the nest, and shall along with the project proponent, 
consult with the CDFG to determine the best course of action necessary to avoid nest 
abandonment or take of individuals.  Work may be allowed to proceed within the temporary nest 
disturbance buffer if raptors are not exhibiting agitated behavior such as defensive flights at 
intruders, getting up from a brooding position, or flying off the nest. The designated on-site 
biologist/monitor shall be on-site daily while construction related activities are taking place and 
shall have the authority to stop work if raptors are exhibiting agitated behavior.  In consultation 
with the CDFG and depending on the behavior of the raptors, over time it may be determined 
that the on-site biologist/monitor may no longer be necessary due to the raptors’ acclimation to 
construction related activities. Any trees containing nests that must be removed as a result of 
project implementation shall be removed during the non-breeding season (October to February), 
however the project proponent shall be responsible for offsetting the loss of any Swainson’s 
hawk nesting trees.  The extent of any necessary compensatory mitigation shall be determined by 
the project proponent in consultation with the CDFG.  Past recommended mitigation for the loss 
of nesting trees has been at a ratio of three trees for each nest tree removed during the non-
nesting season. 

MM 5.0-1(c): Trees greater than six inches dbh planned for removal shall 
be removed between September 1 and March 1 (or as otherwise determined in consultation with 
CDFG) to ensure that active raptor nests are not removed as a result of construction related 
activities. 

MM 5.0-2(a): The Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, published 
by CDFG (1995), recommends pre-construction surveys shall be conducted to locate active 
burrowing owl burrows. Prior to issuance of grading permits, this preconstruction survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist or ornithologist during both the wintering and nesting season, 
unless the species is detected on the first survey. If possible, the winter survey shall be conducted 
between December 1 and January 31 (when wintering owls are most likely to be present) and the 
nesting season survey should be conducted between April 15 and July 15 (the peak of breeding 
season).  Surveys conducted from two hours before sunset to one hour after, or from one hour 
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before to two hours after sunrise, are preferable. The survey techniques shall be consistent with 
the Staff Report survey protocol and include a 260-foot-wide buffer zone surrounding the Project 
area. Repeat surveys should also be conducted not more than 30 days prior to initial ground 
disturbance to inspect for re-occupation and the need for additional protection measures. The 
survey(s) shall be paid by the applicant and approved by the City. If no burrowing owls are 
detected during preconstruction surveys, then no further mitigation is required.  If burrowing 
owls are detected in preconstruction surveys, implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.0-2(b) 
(below) will be necessary. 

MM 5.0-2(b):  If active burrowing owl burrows are identified, Project 
activities shall not disturb the burrow during the nesting season (February 1–August 31) or until 
a qualified biologist has determined that the young have fledged or the burrow has been 
abandoned.  A no disturbance buffer zone of 160-feet is required to be established around each 
burrow with an active nest until the young have fledged the burrow as determined by a qualified 
biologist. 

MM 5.0-2(c): If destruction of the occupied burrow is unavoidable during 
the non-breeding season, September 1– January 31, passive relocation of the burrowing owls 
shall be conducted. Passive relocation involves installing a one-way door at the burrow entrance, 
encouraging owls to move from the occupied burrow. No permit is required to conduct passive 
relocation; however, this process shall be conducted by a qualified biologist and in consultation 
of and accordance with CDFG guidelines. In addition, to offset the loss of foraging and burrow 
habitat on the project site, a minimum of 6.5 acres of foraging habitat (calculated on a 300-ft 
foraging radius around the burrow) per pair or unpaired resident bird, shall be acquired and 
permanently protected at a location acceptable to the CDFG. 

MM 5.0-2(d): If burrowing owls are identified on the project site, a 
mitigation plan shall be submitted to and approved by CDFG and the City of Galt, prior to the 
issuance of grading permits for the proposed project. 

MM 5.0-3: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project proponent, 
in consultation with CDFG; shall mitigate for loss of foraging habitat at a ratio of one acre of 
suitable foraging habitat for every one acre utilized by the proposed project. Project proponents 
shall provide for the long-term endowment of compensatory mitigation lands by funding a 
management endowment (the interest on which shall be used for managing the mitigation lands) 
at a per acre rate (adjusted annually for inflation and varying interest rates). 

(Draft EIR, pp. 5.0-1 to 5.0-5; see also Final EIR pp. 2-34 to 2-36 and RTC 22-2 to 22-6.)   

(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measures 5.0-1, 5.0-2 and 
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5.0-3, which have been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant 
environmental impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding. 

The Project site is currently covered by disturbed non-native annual 
grasslands, and contains several eucalyptus trees.  The site is bordered by residential and 
commercial development on three sides, with open fields located across Twin Cities Road.  
Species that have the potential to occur on the Project site include; Swainson’s hawk, Western 
burrowing owl, White-tailed kite, and Raptors (Birds of Prey; Falcons, Hawks, Owls, etc.).  The 
Project site does not contain habitat suitable for any other protected species.  Due to the 
extensive development surrounding the site, and the absence of waterways, the site is not 
considered to be a potential migratory corridor.  However, open grasslands within the Project 
area constitute potential foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, white-tailed kite, 
and other federally protected migratory birds and raptors. In addition, the site contains potential 
nesting habitat for burrowing owls; and the eucalyptus trees are considered to be potential 
nesting habitat for migratory birds and protected raptors.  Therefore, implementation of the 
Project would result in a potentially significant impact to biological resources.  However, 
implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant 
level.  It should be noted that California Department of Fish and Game reviewed the Draft EIR 
and suggested modifications to the mitigation measures, which have been incorporated.  These 
facts support the City’s finding.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.0-1 to 5.0-2; see also Final EIR RTC 22-2 to 
22-6.) 

2. Cultural Resources 

a. Impact 5.0-4: Impact to Cultural Resources  

(1) Impacts and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may impact cultural resources.  Mitigation 
Measure 5.0-4 addresses this potential impact and is as follows: 

MM 5.0-4: Prior to the approval of the improvement plans, the Project’s 
improvement plans shall include notes (per California Health & Safety Code, Section 7050.5, 
Government Code 27491, and Public Resource Code Section 5097.98) indicating that if historic 
and/or cultural resources, including human remains, are encountered during site grading or other 
site work, all such work shall be halted immediately within the area of discovery and the Project 
contractor shall immediately notify the Planning Department of the discovery. Additionally, the 
construction notes would indicate that in the event that human remains are discovered, the 
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Sacramento County Coroner shall be immediately notified, and if the remains are thought to be 
Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission shall be notified. In the case of an 
archeological, prehistoric, or historic discovery, the developer shall be required to retain the 
services of a qualified archaeologist as approved by the City for the purpose of recording, 
protecting, or curating the discovery as appropriate. The archaeologist shall be required to submit 
to the Planning Department for review and approval a report of the findings and method of 
curation or protection of the resources. Further grading or site work within the area of discovery 
shall not be allowed until the preceding steps have been taken.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.0-5 to 5.0-6.)   

(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measure 5.0-4, which has 
been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant environmental 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding. 

The Project is located within a larger plan, the Northeast Area Specific 
Plan ("NEASP").  An environmental impact report ("EIR") was prepared for the NEASP. 
Information regarding cultural resources was conducted for the NEASP, and, because the Project 
is located within the study area, information and conclusions in the NEASP EIR would pertain to 
the Project site. Mitigation measures pertaining to cultural resources are generally carried 
forward from the NEASP EIR. 

The NEASP EIR states that the Plains Miwok people lived in the Galt 
vicinity; however, camps would have primarily been located along waterways. The NEASP EIR 
concluded that evidence of cultural resources within the Plan Area does not exist; therefore, 
development of the Project site would not adversely affect known archaeological or 
paleontologicial resources. In addition, the Project site does not contain any structures; therefore, 
impacts to historical resources would not occur. Although paleontological and archeological 
resources are not known to exist within the Project vicinity, subsurface deposits of cultural 
resources, including human remains, could potentially exist on the Project site. Because the 
possibility exists for cultural resources, including human remains, to be discovered on-site, a 
potentially significant impact would occur. Implementation of the following mitigation measure 
would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.  These facts support the City’s finding.  
(Draft EIR, p. 5.0-5.) 
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3. Geology and Soils 

a. Impact 5.0-5: Project activities that result in the erosion of onsite 
soils 

(1) Impacts and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may result in the erosion of onsite soils.  
Mitigation Measure 5.0-5 addresses this potential impact and is as follows: 

MM 5.0-5: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Project  applicant 
shall submit, for the review and approval of the City Engineer, an erosion control plan that will 
utilize standard construction practices to limit the erosion effects during construction of the 
Project  and comply with the Stormwater Quality Design Manual for Sacramento and Placer 
regions. Measures could include, but are not limited to hydro-seeding; placement of erosion 
control measures within drainageways and ahead of drop inlets; the temporary lining (during 
construction activities) of drop inlets with “filter fabric” (a specific type of geotextile fabric); the 
placement of straw wattles along slope contours; directing subcontractors to a single designation 
“wash-out” location (as opposed to allowing them to wash-out in any location they desire); the 
use of silt fences; and the use of sediment basins and dust palliatives.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.0-6 to 
5.0-7.)   

(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measure 5.0-5, which has 
been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant environmental 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding. 

The Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zone, nor is the site located in a Seismic Hazard Special Studies Zone for liquefaction which 
delineates areas of historical occurrence of liquefaction or local geological, geotechnical, and 
groundwater conditions indicating a potential for permanent ground displacement. Therefore, 
mitigation as defined in Public Resources Code Section 2693 would not be required. According 
to historical aerial photographs, a man-made, shallow drainage feature was present on-site until 
at least 1968. The feature had a southeast to northwest orientation, and crossed the central 
portion of the site.  The feature was not visible in the 1976 aerial photograph.  The site is 
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underlain by cohesive clays and clayey silts, and relatively dense granular clayey and silty sands. 
Groundwater is indicated to be deeper than 50 feet below the existing ground surface. Based on 
these conditions, the Geotechnical Engineering Report concluded that liquefaction and 
significant seismic settlement of soils beneath the site during seismic activities is unlikely. 
Laboratory tests on the near-surface soils indicated these materials possess a medium expansion 
potential. Therefore, the native soils would be capable of exerting significant expansion 
pressures on building foundations, interior floor slabs, and exterior flatwork with varying 
moisture contents. Furthermore, all structures would be required to be constructed to the 
standards of the Universal Building Code, which would ensure that ground-shaking would not 
result in substantial impacts to the Project.  

Construction of the Project would involve excavation, the use of fill to 
raise building pad heights, and grading. Undocumented fill soils may be present in the area of the 
former drainage feature. Therefore, these soils would require overexcavation and recompaction 
to provide adequate support for the proposed improvements. As a result, Project activities would 
have the potential to result in the erosion of onsite soils. A substantial loss of topsoil would be 
considered a potentially significant impact. Implementation of the following mitigation measure 
would ensure that Project impacts relative to erosion would be less-than-significant.  It should be 
noted that Mitigation Measures pertaining to Geology and Soils on the Project site are generally 
derived from the Geotechnical Engineering Report.  These facts support the City’s finding.  
(Draft EIR, p. 5.0-6.) 

4. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

a. Impact 5.0-6: Presence of the soil piles and potential for a well to 
be located on site 

(1) Impacts and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may result in presence of soil piles and 
create the potential for a well to be located on the site.  Mitigation Measures 5.0-6, 5.0-7 and 5.0-
8 addresses these potential impacts and are as follows: 

MM 5.0-6: If during removal of all on-site debris by the Project  
contractor, visual or olfactory evidence of potential soil contamination is observed, the Project  
applicant shall contact Wallace Kuhl (or other similarly qualified firm), the property owner, the 
City, and the Sacramento County Environmental Health Department for further assessment. If 
these parties determine that the items are not hazardous, they shall be removed and discarded in 
accordance with local standards at the expense of the applicant. If these parties determine that 
subsurface hazardous substances are located onsite, these substances shall be removed and the 
soil remediated to the satisfaction of the City of Galt and the Sacramento County Environmental 
Health Department, at the expense of the applicant. 

42 
 
973871.4  

PC 58



 

MM 5.0-7: Prior to the issuance of a Grading Permit, the applicant shall 
retain a qualified consultant to verify the presence of a water well on-site.  If a water well is not 
found on-site, no further action is necessary. 

MM 5.0-8: If the presence of a water well is verified by a qualified 
consultant, prior to initiation of any ground disturbance activities within 50 feet of the well, the 
applicant shall hire a licensed well contractor to obtain a well abandonment permit from 
Sacramento County Environmental Health Department, and properly abandon the on-site well, 
per review and approval of the City Engineer and the Sacramento County Environmental Health 
Department. 

(Draft EIR, pp. 5.0-8 to 5.0-9.)   

(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measures 5.0-6, 5.0-7 and 
5.0-8, which have been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant 
environmental impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding. 

Historically the Project site has been used for agricultural purposes, 
though more recently the land has remained vacant and uncultivated. Within that period of time, 
soils from an unknown location have been dumped on the Project site. The soils do not contain 
elevated levels of pollutants or chemicals. However, the potential exists for soils within the piles 
to contain pollutants and/or concentrations of unknown substances which may be pollutants. In 
addition, the potential exists that an abandoned water well is located on the Project site.  Review 
of agency records did not reveal evidence of documented hazardous materials contamination on 
or adjacent to the site.  Regional hazardous materials to groundwater quality beneath or within 
one-half mile of the site were not identified, and data to suggest the presence of groundwater 
contaminants beneath the site were not encountered.  One facility located within one-half mile of 
the site has a documented instance of an unauthorized hazardous materials release, but it is not 
considered a material hazardous threat to the Project site. 

The site may contain an abandoned water supply well located in the 
southeastern section of the site. Review of the County files by Wallace-Kuhl and Associates, Inc. 
did not reveal an abandonment permit.  In addition, review of the User Questionnaire did not 
reveal any records of the environmental cleanup liens or Activity and Use Limitations (AULs) 
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currently recorded against the site. The Phase I Environmental Assessment concluded that 
obvious indicators that point to the presence or likely presence of contamination at the site were 
not revealed.   

When compared to naturally occurring arsenic concentrations in 
California, the reported values of all soil samples collected for the Project site contained arsenic 
concentrations below the 95th upper confidence limit of 11 mg/kg.  The detected concentrations 
of arsenic ranged from <1.0 to 3.6 mg/kg. In addition, the arsenic levels in background samples 
from the site are representative of the shallow soil sample arsenic levels, and are below expected 
arsenic level in background shallow soil in California. Consequently, the levels of arsenic found 
at the site would not be expected to require further action based on site conditions and 
background levels. 

Total chromium was detected in all of the composite soil samples 
collected from the site. The detected concentrations ranged from 28 to 55 mg/kg.  The detected 
concentrations are below the comparative thresholds (PRGs). A CHHSL soil screening level for 
total chromium is not established. When compared to naturally occurring total chromium 
concentration in California, the reported values for the site are below or just above the 95th upper 
confidence limit of 50 mg/kg. Therefore, the levels of chromium found at the site would not be 
expected to require further action based on site conditions and background levels. 

Motor oil was detected in five of the six composite stockpile soil samples. 
The detected concentrations ranged from 6.4 mg/kg to 90 mg/kg. The detected concentrations are 
below the comparative thresholds established cleanup levels and therefore, would not be 
expected to require further action based on site conditions and screening levels. 

The levels of other analyses detected from the composite surface soil 
samples, composite stockpile soil samples, discrete surface soil samples, and discrete stockpile 
soil samples collected at the Project site are below the comparative thresholds (PRG, CHHSL, 
and/or DTSC established cleanup levels) and, therefore, would not be expected to require further 
action based on site conditions and screening levels. 

The presence of the soil stockpiles and potential for a well to be located on 
site represent a potentially significant impact related to hazards. Implementation of the 
mitigation measures would ensure that Project impacts relative to hazards would be less-than-
significant.  It should be noted that Mitigation Measures pertaining to Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials on the Project site are generally derived from the Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment and Limited Phase II Soil Investigation.  These facts support the City’s finding.  
(Draft EIR, pp. 5.0-7 to 5.0-8.) 
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5. Aesthetics 

a. Impact 5.2-2: Impacts associated with new sources of light and 
glare 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may result in impacts associated with new 
sources of light and glare.  Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 addresses this potential impact and is as 
follows: 

MM 5.2-2: In conjunction with the submittal of Improvement Plans, the 
applicant shall submit a lighting plan for the review and approval of the Planning Department. 
The lighting plan shall indicate the provision of shielding for all light fixtures to avoid nighttime 
lighting spillover effects on adjacent land uses and nighttime sky conditions. In addition, the 
lighting plan shall address limiting light trespass and glare through the use of shielding and 
directional lighting methods including, but not limited to, fixture location, design, and height. 
The applicant shall implement the approved lighting plan in conjunction with development of the 
Project, for the review and approval of the Planning Department.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.2-10.)   

(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measure 5.2-2, which has 
been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant environmental 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding. 

The Project’s parking lot would be illuminated with 15-foot light poles mounted on three-
foot bases, and full directional cutoff lenses would be used to maintain a 0.0-foot candle outside 
the property line. (A foot-candle is approximated as the light a person would see within a six-
inch radius around a candle lit in a dark room or area.) The light fixtures would be 400-watt 
metal halide.  Because the Project site is currently undeveloped, the Project would create new 
sources of light and glare where none currently exist. The introduction of street lighting and 
lighting associated with retail uses in a currently undeveloped area would alter the existing unlit 
conditions in the area. While the types of lighting and the specific locations have not yet been 
determined, the Project would substantially increase the amount of light and glare in adjacent 
residential areas. Therefore, because the Project would introduce land uses and structures that 
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would contribute a substantial amount of new light or glare into an area that currently has 
minimal light or glare, the impact is considered potentially significant.  Implementation of the 
following mitigation measure would reduce the above impact to a less-than-significant level.  
These facts support the City’s finding.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.0-10.) 

6. Transportation and Circulation  

a. Impact 5.3-1: Impacts to surrounding intersections from 
construction-related traffic 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may result in impacts to surrounding 
intersections from construction-related traffic.  Mitigation Measure 5.3-1 addresses this potential 
impact and is as follows: 

MM 5.3-1: Prior to issuance of grading permit and start of construction 
activities, the Project contractor shall submit a traffic control plan in compliance with City 
standards, which ensures adequate emergency access and circulation to neighboring properties 
during construction, for the review and approval of the City Engineer. The plan shall include 
detour routes, location of appropriate signage, and construction personnel to facilitate the safe 
flow of traffic.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.3-28.)   

(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measure 5.3-1, which has 
been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant environmental 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding. 

Trips to the site during construction would be necessary for delivery of 
materials, hauling of heavy equipment, and workers traveling to and from the site. Construction 
traffic would utilize the existing roadway facilities and be a temporary increase in traffic 
volumes. Excess construction traffic could create traffic impacts on the surrounding roadway 
network, which would be considered potentially significant.  Implementation of the above 
mitigation measure would reduce the construction traffic impacts on Project area roadways to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts support the City’s finding.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.3-28.) 
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b. Impact 5.3-2: Impacts to the surrounding intersections under Short 
Term Plus Project Conditions Improvements 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may result in impacts to the surrounding 
intersections under Short Term Plus Project Conditions Improvements.  Mitigation Measure 5.3-
2 addresses this potential impact and is as follows: 

MM 5.3-2(a): Twin Cities Road/East Stockton Boulevard and Twin Cities 
Road/West Stockton Boulevard:  

Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, to 
the satisfaction of the City Public Works Department. 

 Or 

 Prior to the issuance of building permits, if adequate funding for 
development of the roundabout improvements is not available, the applicant shall show proof of 
payment of the difference to fund the improvements, for review and approval of the City Public 
Works Department. 

MM 5.3-2(b): Twin Cities Road/Bergeron Road: Prior to approval of 
Improvement Plans, the applicant shall include on the plans, for the review and approval of the 
City Public Works Department, the following improvements to the Twin Cities Road/Bergeron 
Road intersection: construct a “pork chop” median or a raised median to prohibit the outbound 
left turns on Bergeron Road.  Construction shall be complete prior to occupancy of the Project. 

(Draft EIR, pp. 5.3-29 to 5.3-30; see also Final EIR pp. 2-37 to 2-38.)   

(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measures 5.3-2(a) and 
5.3-2(b), which have been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant 
environmental impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding. 
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Trips generated by the Project create an additional deficiency relative to 
the Short Term No Project scenario. Specifically, during the Short Term Plus Project scenario, 
the PM peak hour deficiencies at Twin Cities Road/West Stockton Boulevard and Twin Cities 
Road/East Stockton Boulevard remain at an unacceptable LOS F with the addition of project-
generated trips.  In addition, the Twin Cities Road/Bergeron Road intersection would operate at 
an unacceptable LOS E during the PM peak hour. These intersections were found to be operating 
at unacceptable LOS under Short Term No Project conditions, and the addition of Project traffic 
would increase the delay by more than five seconds. Therefore, a potentially significant impact 
would result in regard to the above intersections under the Short Term Plus Project scenario. 

The City is currently in the process of preparing a Project Services Report-
Project Report (PSR-PR) for the Twin Cities Road interchange interim improvements (Twin 
Cities Road/West Stockton Boulevard and Twin Cities Road/East Stockton Boulevard 
intersections) and funding has been identified. The improvement alternatives that are being 
considered within the PSR-PR include a roundabout at these intersections. The roundabout 
improvements are expected to be completed by Year 2013 with a 10-year design life. The 
roundabout will provide acceptable LOS conditions at these intersections.  The above 
roundabout improvements are included within the 2009 Traffic Capital Improvement Program, 
Northeast Area, and Capital Facilities Fee (2009 TCIP), which was adopted March 2, 2010. 
Because the roundabout improvements are in the adopted 2009 TCIP, payment of the appropriate 
2009 TCIP fees would be required and would reduce the potential impacts to less-than-
significant.   However, if adequate funding for development of the roundabout is not available at 
the time of building permit issuance, the applicant would be responsible for paying the difference 
to fund the improvements.  Implementation of the improvements identified in the above 
mitigation measure for the Twin Cities Road/Bergeron Road intersection would reduce the 
impacts to this intersection to a less-than-significant level.  These facts support the City’s 
finding.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.3-29 to 5.3-31; see also FEIR pp. 2-37 to 2-38 and RTC 5-65, 5-74 to 
5-77, 14-3.) 

c. Impact 5.3-3: Impacts to the surrounding roadway segments under 
Short Term Plus Project Conditions Improvements 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may result in impacts to the surrounding 
roadway segments under Short Term Plus Project Conditions Improvements.  Mitigation 
Measure 5.3-3 addresses this potential impact and is as follows: 

MM 5.3-3: Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the 
TCIP fee, for the review and approval of the City Public Works Department, towards the 
widening of Twin Cities Road to a four lane arterial (Phase 1), or other roadway widening 
configurations that would provide acceptable peak hour level of service operations, and 
eventually a six lane expressway (Phase 2) from Fermoy Way to Carillion Boulevard. If 
adequate funding for widening of Twin Cities Road to a four lane arterial (Phase 1), or other 
roadway widening configurations that would provide acceptable peak hour level of service 
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operations is not available, the applicant shall widen Twin Cities Road to four lanes from 
Fermoy Way to Carillion Boulevard or to a roadway widening configuration that would provide 
acceptable peak hour level of service operations. If constructed by the applicant, construction 
shall be complete prior to occupancy of the proposed project. 

(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measure 5.3-3, which has 
been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant environmental 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding. 

Twin Cities Road east of Fermoy Way would remain operating deficiently 
at LOS F on a typical weekday for Short Term Plus Project conditions. This roadway segment 
was found to be operating at unacceptable LOS under Short Term No Project conditions, and the 
addition of Project traffic would increase the V/C at this location by more than five percent. 
Therefore, a potentially significant impact would result.  The 2009 TCIP includes improving 
Twin Cities Road east of Fermoy Way to bring it to acceptable conditions.  Improvements 
covered by the 2009 TCIP could include widening Twin Cities Road to a four lane arterial 
(Phase 1) or other roadway widening configurations that would provide acceptable peak hour 
level of service operations.  If adequate funding is not available for such improvements, the 
applicant will have to widen Twin Cities Road to four lanes from Fermoy Way to Carillion 
Boulevard or to a roadway widening configuration that would provide acceptable peak hour level 
of service operations.  Implementation of the mitigation measure would reduce the above impact 
to a less-than-significant level.  These facts support the City’s finding.  (Draft EIR, p. 5.3-32; see 
also FEIR p. 2-38 and RTC 5-65, 14-3, 21-42.) 

d. Impact 5.3-9: Impacts to internal on-site circulation and 
emergency vehicle access 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may result in impacts to internal on-site 
circulation and emergency vehicle access.  Mitigation Measure 5.3-9 addresses this potential 
impact and is as follows: 

49 
 
973871.4  

PC 65



 

MM 5.3-9: Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
submit the site plan to the CCSDFD for review and approval of the Project internal circulation 
and access design to ensure conformance with emergency vehicle turning radii.  (Draft EIR, p. 
5.3-36.)   

(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measure 5.3-9, which has 
been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant environmental 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding. 

The site plan for the Project shows that the Project includes access from 
both Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way, which is sufficient access for emergency services. 
Additionally, the final site plan shall conform to the requirements set forth by the City of Galt. 
However, Project access locations as currently displayed on the site plan would be required by 
the Galt Fire Protection District to meet the turning radii requirements for emergency vehicles. 
Therefore, a potentially significant impact would result.  Implementation of the mitigation 
measure would reduce circulation and emergency vehicle access impacts to a less-than-
significant level.  These facts support the City’s finding.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.3-35 to 5.3-36.) 

e. Impact 5.3-11: Impacts to the surrounding intersections under 
Year 2030 Plus Project conditions 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

The Project would contribute trips to intersections operating at unacceptable 
levels under Year 2030 Plus Project conditions.  Several mitigation measures address this impact 
and are as follows: 

MM 5.3-11(a): Twin Cities Road/Fermoy Way: Prior to building permit 
issuance, the applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the review and approval of the City Public 
Works Department, towards the following Twin Cities Road/Fermoy Way intersection 
improvements: 

Northbound Approach 
• Widen to provide an additional left-turn lane 
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• One through lane 
• Widen to provide an exclusive right-turn lane 

 
Southbound Approach 
• Widen to provide two right-turn lanes 
 

Eastbound and Westbound Approaches 
• Widen to provide an additional left-turn lane 
• Widen to provide two additional through lanes 
 

MM 5.3-11(b): Twin Cities Road/McKenzie Road: Prior to building permit 
issuance, the applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the review and approval of the City Public 
Works Department, towards the following Twin Cities Road/ McKenzie Road intersection 
improvements: 

Northbound and Southbound Approaches 
• Construct a “pork chop” median or a raised median to prohibit the 

outbound left turns on northbound and southbound McKenzie Road  
 
Eastbound and Westbound Approaches 
• Widen to provide two additional through lanes 

MM 5.3-11(c): Twin Cities Road/Carillion Boulevard: Prior to building 
permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the review and approval of the City 
Public Works Department, towards the following Twin Cities Road/Carillion Boulevard 
intersection improvements. 

Northbound Approach 
• Widen to provide an additional left-turn lane 
• Re-stripe the northbound right only lane to a through-right lane and 

construct the receiving lane 
 
Southbound Approach 
• Widen to provide an additional left-turn lane 
• Widen to provide an additional through lanes  
• Widen to provide one right-turn lane 

 
Eastbound Approach 
• Widen to provide two additional through lanes  
• Provide right turn overlap 

 
Westbound Approach 
• Widen to provide two additional through lanes 
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MM 5.3-11(d): Twin Cities Road/Marengo Road: Prior to building permit 
issuance, the applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the review and approval of the City Public 
Works Department, towards the Twin Cities Road/Marengo Road intersection improvements: 

Northbound Approach 
• Widen to provide an additional left-turn lane 

 
Southbound Approach 
• Widen to provide one right-turn lane 

 
Eastbound and Westbound Approaches 
• Widen to provide an additional through lane  
• Widen to provide an additional left-turn lane 
 

MM 5.3-11(e): Twin Cities Road/Park Terrace Drive: Prior to building 
permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the review and approval of the City 
Public Works Department, towards the Twin Cities Road/Park Terrace Drive intersection 
improvements: 

Northbound and Southbound Approaches 
• Construct a “pork chop” median or a raised median to prohibit the 

outbound left turns on northbound and southbound Hauschildt Road  
 
Eastbound and Westbound Approaches 
• Widen to provide two additional through lanes 

 
MM 5.3-11(f): Lake Park Avenue/Carillion Boulevard: Prior to building 

permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the review and approval of the City 
Public Works Department, towards the Lake Park Avenue/Carillion Boulevard intersection 
improvements: 

• Widen the westbound Lake Park Avenue to allow for an exclusive 
left-turn lane and provide an acceleration lane for the outbound lefts 
from Lake Park Avenue. This acceleration lane can be 
accommodated by removing the landscaping, including curb and 
gutter. 

MM 5.3-11(g): Lake Canyon Drive/Carillion Boulevard: Prior to building 
permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the review and approval of the City 
Public Works Department, towards the Lake Canyon Drive/Carillion Boulevard intersection 
improvements: 
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• Installation of a signal with protected phasing at the north-south 
approaches and permitted/split phasing at the east-west approaches. 
No intersection widening is recommended. 

MM 5.3-11(h): Elk Hills Drive/Carillion Boulevard: Prior to building 
permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the review and approval of the City 
Public Works Department, towards the Elk Hills Drive/Carillion Boulevard intersection 
improvements: 

• Installation of a signal with protected phasing at the north-south 
approaches and permitted/split phasing at the east-west approaches. 
No intersection widening is recommended. 

MM 5.3-11(i)(a): Twin Cities Road/Project Driveway: Prior to approval of 
Improvement Plans, the applicant shall include on the plans, for the review and approval of the 
City Public Works Department, the following improvements to the Twin Cities Road/Project 
Driveway intersection: construct a “pork chop” median or a raised median to prohibit the 
outbound left turns on northbound Project Driveway Approach (left turns into the project site 
from Twin Cities Road shall be allowed).  Improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy. 

MM 5.3-11(i)(b): Twin Cities Road/Project Driveway:  Prior to building 
permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the TCIP fee toward the widening of Twin Cities Road, 
east of Fermoy Way to a six-lane expressway. 

MM 5.3-11(j): Raley’s Driveway/Fermoy Way: Prior to approval of 
Improvement Plans, the applicant shall include on the plans, for the review and approval of the 
City Public Works Department, the following improvements to the Twin Raley’s 
Driveway/Fermoy Way intersection, and the improvements shall be completed prior to 
occupancy: 

• All (Four) Way Stop Control 
• Widen the northbound and southbound Fermoy Way to provide an 

exclusive left turn lane 
or 
• Actuated Traffic Signal 
 

(Draft EIR, pp. 5.3-36 to 5.3-45; see also FEIR pp. 2-40 to 2-48 and RTC 2-4, 5-82, 14-3.) 

(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measures 5.3-11(a) to 5.3-
11(j), which have been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant 

53 
 
973871.4  

PC 69



 

environmental impact to a less-than-significant level.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.3-36 to 5.3-45; FEIR pp. 
2-40 to 2-48.) 

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding. 

The above intersections would operate at an unacceptable level under the 
Year 2030 No Project conditions, and the addition of Project traffic would result in a significant 
impact at the intersections.  The improvements identified in Mitigation Measures 5.3-11(a) 
through 5.3-11(j) would reduce the impacts at these intersections to less-than-significant levels 
as shown in Draft EIR Table 5.3-19.  These improvements are included in the 2009 TCIP, which 
was adopted March 2, 2010 (with the exception of the improvements for the Raley’s 
Driveway/Fermoy Way interchange, which the applicant will be required to construct prior to 
occupancy). The 2009 TCIP is a reasonable, enforceable program that is sufficiently tied to the 
actual mitigation of the traffic impacts at issue.  Therefore, payment of the 2009 TCIP fee, as 
required by the mitigation measures, would guarantee that the needed improvements will be 
constructed and the impacts will be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  These facts support 
the City’s finding.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.3-36 to 5.3-45; see also FEIR pp. 2-40 to 2-48 and RTC 2-
4, 5-82, 14-3.) 

f. Impact 5.3-12: Impacts to the surrounding roadway segments 
under Cumulative Year 2030 Plus Project conditions. 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

The Project would contribute to unacceptable roadway operations along Twin 
Cities Road, east of Fermoy Way.  Mitigation Measure 5.3-12 addresses this impact and is as 
follows: 

MM 5.3-12:  Implement Mitigation Measure 5.3-11(i)(b).  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.3-45 
to 5.3-46.) 

(2) Finding 

“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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measure 5.3-12, which has been 
required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant environmental impact to a 
less-than-significant level.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.3-45 to 5.3-46.) 
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(3) Facts in Support of Finding 

Widening of Twin Cities Road from Fermoy Way to Marengo Road to a six lane 
expressway would reduce the above impact to a less-than-significant level as shown in Draft EIR 
Table 5.3-21.  This improvement is included in the recently-adopted 2009 TCIP.  Therefore, a 
guarantee can be made that the needed improvement will be constructed and payment of the fee 
would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.3-45 to 5.3-46.) 

7. Air Quality and Climate Change   

a. Impact 5.4-1: Construction-related impacts resulting in temporary 
increases in particulate matter levels in the immediate vicinity of 
the Project site 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may result in construction-related impacts 
resulting in temporary increases in particulate matter levels in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project site.  Mitigation Measure 5.4-1 addresses this potential impact and is as follows: 

MM 5.4-1: The Project applicant shall ensure that emissions from all off-
road diesel-powered equipment used on the Project site do not exceed 40 percent opacity for 
more than three minutes in any one hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or 
Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired by the developer immediately, and SMAQMD shall be 
notified by the developer within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant equipment. A visual 
survey of all in-operation equipment shall be made by the developer at least weekly, and a 
monthly summary of the visual survey results shall be submitted by the developer to the City 
Planning Department throughout the duration of the project, except that the monthly summary 
shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no construction activity occurs.  The 
monthly summary shall include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well as the dates of 
each survey.  The SMAQMD and/or other officials may conduct periodic site inspections to 
determine compliance.  Nothing in this section shall supersede other SMAQMD or State rules or 
regulations.  Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant/developer shall incorporate the 
following measures into the construction contract documents, which shall be submitted for the 
review and approval of the City Engineer: 

• Apply water, chemical stabilizer/suppressant, or vegetative cover 
to disturbed areas, including storage piles that are not being 
actively used for construction purposes, as well as any portions of 
the construction site that remain inactive for longer than 3 months; 

• Water exposed surfaces sufficient to control fugitive dust 
emissions during demolition, clearing, grading, earth-moving, or 
excavation operations. Actively disturbed areas should be kept 
moist at all times;     
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• Cover all vehicles hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose material or 
maintain at least two feet of freeboard in accordance with the 
requirements of California Vehicle Code Section 23114; 

• Limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of project-
generated mud or dirt from adjacent public streets at least once 
every 24 hours when construction operations are occurring; and  

• Limit onsite vehicle speeds on unpaved surfaces to 15 mph, or 
less. 

(Draft EIR, pp. 5.4-29 to 5.4-30.)   

(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measure MM 5.4-1, which 
has been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant environmental 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding.   

Construction activities related to the Project would generate air pollutants 
during construction including, but not limited to, dust from grading and infrastructure 
improvements. Dust from construction activities can cause impacts both locally and regionally. 
The dry climate of the area during the summer months, combined with the fine, silty soils of the 
region, creates a high potential for dust generation.  According to the SMAQMD’s Guide to Air 
Quality Assessment in Sacramento County, the Project exceeds the CEQA significant threshold 
of 50 micrograms per cubic meter.  Unmitigated fugitive dust (PM10) emissions would result in 
exceedance of particulate standards, which would result in a potentially significant impact.   
According to SMAQMD’s Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County, 
implementation of the mitigation measures would reduce Project fugitive particulate matter 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Appendix B of SMAQMD’s Guide to Air Quality 
Assessment in Sacramento County provides recommended mitigation measures that are 
dependent on the size of the Project site and maximum disturbed area at any given time. If the 
appropriate measures are employed, it can be assumed that Project impacts from fugitive dust 
would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  These facts support the City’s finding.  
(Draft EIR, p. 5.4-29.) 
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8. Noise  

a. Impact 5.5-1: Construction-related noise impacts 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may result in construction-related noise 
impacts.  Mitigation Measure 5.5-1 addresses this potential impact and is as follows: 

MM 5.5-1(a): Construction activities shall comply with the City of Galt 
Noise Ordinance and shall be limited to the hours set forth below:    

Monday-Friday 6:00 AM to 8:00 PM 
Saturday and Sunday 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM 

 
These criteria shall be included in the grading plan submitted by the 

applicant/developer for review and approval of the Public Works Department prior to issuance of 
grading permits. Exceptions to allow expanded construction activities shall be reviewed on a 
case-by-case basis as determined by the Chief Building Official and/or City Engineer. 

MM 5.5-1(b): Construction activities shall adhere to the requirements of 
the City of Galt with respect to hours of operation, muffling of internal combustion engines, and 
other factors that affect construction noise generation and its effects on noise-sensitive land uses. 
Prior to issuance of grading permits, these criteria shall be included in the grading plan submitted 
by the applicant/developer for the review and approval of the Public Works Department.  

MM 5.5-1(c): During construction, the applicant/developer shall designate 
a disturbance coordinator and conspicuously post this person’s number around the Project site 
and in adjacent public spaces. The disturbance coordinator will receive all public complaints 
about construction noise disturbances and will be responsible for determining the cause of the 
complaint, and implement feasible measures to be taken to alleviate the problem. The 
disturbance coordinator shall report all complaints and corrective measures taken to the 
Community Development Director. 

MM 5.5-1(d): The Project soundwalls shall be constructed as early as 
feasible in the Project construction timeline to mitigate construction noise. The Project 
soundwalls are expected to reduce construction noise levels by 5 to 10 dB. 

MM 5.5-1(e): A temporary soundwall a minimum of 8 feet in height shall 
be erected along the south property line to shield demolition and construction activities 
associated with construction of new soundwalls. The soundwall shall be an appropriate 
acoustical barrier, such as a hanging curtain with an STC rating of 27, or higher, and should not 
have any gaps or openings around the edges. Plywood is not recommended.   

(Revisions to Noise Chapter of EIR (June, 2011); Draft EIR, pp. 5.5-18 to 5.5-19.)   
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(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measure MM 5.5-1(a) to 
5.5-1(e), which have been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant 
environmental impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding.   

During the construction phases of the Project, noise from construction 
activities would add to the noise environment in the immediate Project vicinity. Construction 
activities would be temporary in nature and are anticipated to occur during normal daytime 
working hours.  Noise would also be generated during the construction phase by increased truck 
traffic on area roadways. A significant Project-generated noise source would be truck traffic 
associated with transport of heavy materials and equipment to and from the construction site. 
This noise increase would be of short duration, and would likely occur primarily during daytime 
hours.   

Construction activities are conditionally exempt from the Noise Ordinance 
during certain hours. Construction activities are exempt from the noise standard from 6 AM to 8 
PM Monday through Friday, and from 7 AM to 8 PM on Saturdays and Sundays.  Most of the 
building construction would occur at distances of 60 feet or greater from the nearest residences. 
Construction noise associated with parking lots and soundwalls would be similar to noise that 
would be associated with public works projects, such as a roadway widening or paving projects. 
Once soundwalls are installed, they provide approximately 5 to 10 dB of noise reduction during 
construction activities, which is a substantial reduction in overall construction noise levels. 
Pursuant to the calculations performed by the noise consultant, the proposed soundwall could 
provide up to an 11 dB reduction in construction noise levels; however, for a conservative 
estimate, a reduction within the range of 5 to 10 dB is assumed. A range is provided due to the 
fact that construction activities could occur anywhere on-site (i.e., noise levels from activities 
taking place closer to the soundwall would not be reduced as much as noise levels from activities 
taking place farther from the soundwall). The Project soundwalls would be constructed as early 
as feasible in the overall Project construction timeline. 

Demolition of the existing eight-foot-tall soundwall would require the use 
of impact equipment, such as jack hammers, within approximately 30 feet of the nearest sensitive 
receptors.  At this distance, noise levels are predicted to be approximately 93 dB Lmax, which 
would cause a significant increase over existing ambient noise levels and could be a significant 
source of annoyance to adjacent residences.   
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Although construction activities are temporary in nature and would likely occur during normal 
daytime working hours, construction-related noise could result in sleep interference at existing 
noise-sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the construction if construction activities were to 
occur outside the normal daytime hours. Therefore, impacts resulting from noise levels 
temporarily exceeding the threshold of significance due to construction would be considered 
potentially significant.  Implementation of the mitigation measures would reduce the above 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  These facts support the City’s finding.  (Revisions to 
Noise Chapter of EIR (June, 2011); Draft EIR, pp. 5.5-16 to 5.5-18; see also Draft EIR, 
Appendix I.)   

b. Impact 5.5-2: Impacts related to vibration associated with 
construction activities 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may result in impacts related to vibration 
associated with construction activities.  Mitigation Measure 5.5-2 addresses this potential impact 
and is as follows: 

See MM 5.5-1(b) and 5.5-1(c).  (Revisions to Noise Chapter of EIR (June, 
2011); Draft EIR, p. 5.5-19.)     

(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measures MM 5.5-1(b) 
and 5.5-1(c), which have been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the 
significant environmental impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding.   

The primary vibration-generating activities associated with the project 
would occur when the infrastructure such as grading, utilities, and parking lots are constructed. 
Sensitive receptors are located immediately east and south, which could be impacted by 
construction related vibrations, especially vibratory compactors/rollers. Construction activities 
would be temporary in nature and would likely occur during normal daytime working hours.  
The types of construction vibration impact include human annoyance and building structural 
damage. Human annoyance occurs when construction vibration rises significantly above the 
threshold of perception. Building damage can take the form of cosmetic or structural.  
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Construction vibrations are not predicted to exceed safe thresholds at adjacent sensitive 
receptors.  However, extended use of vibratory equipment in close proximity to residential 
receptors could be a source of annoyance. Because construction activities would result in periods 
of elevated vibration levels, this impact is considered potentially significant.  Implementation of 
the mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a less-than-significant level.  These 
facts support the City’s finding.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.5-19 to 5.5-20; see also Draft EIR, Appendix 
I.) 

c. Impact 5.5-4: Expose existing receptors to on-site noise levels 
exceeding applicable noise standards 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may expose existing receptors to on-site 
noise levels exceeding applicable noise standards.     Mitigation Measure 5.5-4 addresses this 
potential impact and is as follows: 

MM 5.5-4(a): Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the plans shall 
show 12-foot soundwalls to be constructed along the east and south property lines of the site and 
a 20-foot soundwall shall be constructed along the south side of the Project loading dock, as 
shown on Figure 5.5-3, for the review and approval of the Community Development Director 
and the City Engineer. The 20-foot barrier should completely shield the front of truck engines 
and cabs from view of the adjacent residential uses. The barrier should be constructed of a Sono-
Con Exterior Acoustical Panel System which incorporates both sound transmission blocking and 
sound absorption blocking capabilities to minimize sound reflections in the truck well. Product 
information for the recommended barrier product is attached. Acoustically similar barriers may 
be used, but they should be reviewed by an acoustical consultant prior to construction. 
Soundwalls shall be constructed with a rough, split face CMU block or acoustical sound 
absorbing block to minimize reflections between the soundwalls and the Walmart building 
façade. Smooth block walls should be avoided, unless heavily landscaped. 

MM 5.5-4(b): Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the plans shall 
show that rooftop mechanical equipment shall be shielded from view, as specified in the City of 
Galt Zoning Ordinance, for the review and approval of the Community Development Director. 
Additionally, rooftop refrigeration equipment shall be shielded through the use of rooftop 
mechanical noise barriers in the direction of residential uses.  

MM 5.5-4(c): As a condition of approval, loading and delivery activities, 
including fork lift usage, shall be limited to daytime hours (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM), as specified 
in the City of Galt Zoning Ordinance. 

MM 5.5-4(d): Truck idling and refrigeration truck deliveries shall be 
prohibited at the vendor delivery service area.  
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MM 5.5-4(e): During daytime (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM) parking lot 
cleaning in the main parking lot, a 30-foot setback from the eastern property line shall be 
maintained for mechanical parking lot cleaning. 

MM 5.5-4(f): As a condition of approval, mechanical sweeping shall be 
limited to daytime hours (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM), as specified in the City of Galt Zoning 
Ordinance. 

MM 5.5-4(g): As a condition of approval, the applicant shall use a forklift 
and backup alarm equal in loudness, or quieter than, the Yale 40VX observed at the Citrus 
Heights store or the Nissan 40 forklift observed at the Rancho Cordova store. Specifically, 
proposed project forklifts shall be fitted with backup alarms not exceeding the 82 to 102 dBA 
rating of the alarms observed at test locations. 

 (Revisions to Noise Chapter of EIR (June, 2011)).     

(2) Finding 

“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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measure MM 5.5-4, which 
has been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant environmental 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding.   

Residential developments exist south, east, and north of the Project 
property line. In most cases, the rear yards of the residences abut the site and are separated with 
an eight-foot-tall barrier. The east and south residences are considered the sensitive receptors for 
on-site operational noise from various sources discussed below. 

• Truck Circulation Noise 

The Project would add six to eight trucks per day to the existing truck 
traffic. Based on the Project site plan, truck circulation would occur clockwise on the site along 
the eastern property line from Twin Cities Road to the south property line towards Fermoy Way.  
The truck circulation route at the south side of the Walmart store would vary from approximately 
35 to 43 feet from the center of the route to the south residential property line.  The predicted Leq 
at the nearest residential property line is 58.9 dB Leq and 77.9 Lmax, which would exceed the 
City's 50 dB Leq daytime exterior noise level standard and the City’s 45 dB Leq nighttime noise 
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level standard. The predicted 77.9 dB Lmax truck circulation noise level would exceed the City of 
Galt daytime 70 dB Lmax and nighttime 65 dB Lmax exterior noise level standards.    

Where truck circulation will occur at the 35 foot setback distance, truck 
circulation noise levels could be approximately 0.9-1.2 dB higher due to the closer distance.  
However, because trucks would be closer to the sound wall, the sound wall performance is 
expected to increase by approximately 0.2 dB.  Therefore, the potential increase in noise levels is 
0.7-1.0 dB higher than those in the Environmental Noise Assessment and Draft EIR.  Predicted 
noise levels for truck circulation would be 49 dB Leq and 68 dB Lmax.  These noise levels are still 
1-2 dB less than the City’s 50 dB Leq and 70 dB Lmax exterior noise level standards.  Therefore, 
the conclusion in the Draft EIR would not change.   

Where truck circulation will occur at the 43 foot setback distance, truck 
circulation noise levels could be approximately 0.5-0.6 dB quieter due to the further distance.  
However, because trucks would be slightly further from the sound wall, the sound wall 
performance is expected to decrease by approximately 0.4 dB.  Therefore, the potential change in 
noise levels is -0.1 to -0.2 dB quieter than those in the Environmental Noise Assessment and 
Draft EIR.  Therefore, the conclusion in the Draft EIR would not change.   

• Loading Dock Noise 

The primary noise sources associated with the loading dock area are heavy 
trucks stopping (air brakes), backing into the loading dock, pulling out of the loading dock 
(revving engines), unloading activities inside the trucks, and engine idling. Loading dock noises 
are not believed to consist of “simple tones” or recurring impulsive noises. The Project loading 
dock configuration would locate the loading docks approximately 85 feet measured from the 
property lines of the closest residential uses to the south and the center of the loading dock area. 
At 85 feet, loading dock noise exposure is anticipated to be 62.3 dB Leq and 81.3 dB Lmax, not 
accounting for existing soundwalls.  The anticipated 62.3 dB Leq loading dock noise level would 
exceed the City of Galt’s 50 dB Leq daytime exterior noise level standard and the City’s 45 dB 
Leq nighttime noise level standard. In addition, the anticipated 81.3 dB Lmax loading dock noise 
level exceeds the City’s daytime 70 dB Lmax and nighttime 65 dB Lmax exterior noise level 
standards.  

• Refrigeration Truck Noise 

Three of the daily semi-truck deliveries would be refrigerated trucks.  
Based upon noise level data collected for refrigerated semi-trucks, noise levels from a 
refrigerated diesel semi are predicted to be 70 dB at a distance of 50 feet.  It is expected that the 
refrigeration truck may idle for up to an hour during unloading activities.  Assuming that 
unloading activities occur at the loading dock, noise levels at the residential property line to the 
south would be 65.4 dB Leq.  The predicted 65.4 dB Leq refrigeration truck noise level would 
exceed the City of Galt’s 50 dB Leq daytime exterior noise level standard and the City’s 45 dB 
L50 nighttime noise level standard.  
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• Delivery Service Area 

Approximately five vendor truck deliveries could occur during the peak 
hour at the vendor delivery door. The primary noise sources associated with vendor deliveries 
consist of doors opening and closing, use of a hand truck, brief removal of merchandise, and 
movement of personnel.   Typical vendor arrivals or departures produced a Sound Exposure 
Level (SEL) of 76 dB at a distance of 50 feet.  The typical Lmax level due to a vendor truck 
delivery was measured to be 70 dB at a distance of 50 feet.  The approximate distance from the 
vendor delivery area to the nearest property line is 50 feet.  The Leq at the nearest residential 
property line is 50.2 dB Leq and 70.0 dB Lmax.  The predicted 50.2 dB Leq vendor delivery noise 
level would exceed the City of Galt’s 50 dB Leq daytime exterior noise level standard and the 
City’s 45 dB Leq nighttime noise level standard. The predicted 70.0 dB Lmax vendor delivery 
noise levels would comply with the City of Galt’s daytime 70 dB Lmax exterior noise standard, 
but would exceed the City’s nighttime 65 dB Lmax exterior noise level standard.   

• Fork Lift Usage at Pallet Area 

Fork lift circulation around the bale and pallet area/loading dock is 
anticipated to occur within an average distance of 90 feet of the south property line. The 
proposed bale and pallet recycling area would be along the south property line of the project site, 
which would be approximately 30 feet from the nearest residential property line. Therefore, 
measurements at the test locations at Wal-Mart stores in Citrus Heights and Rancho Cordova 
were taken approximately 30 feet from the forklift usage/circulation areas. In addition, similar to 
the test locations, the proposed project’s forklift activities are expected to be busiest on 
weekdays with minimal merchandise received on weekends. 
 

Analysis at the two chosen test locations indicated that forklift noise levels 
would result in a peak Leq of 60.7 dBA, Lmax of 81.3 dBA, and tonal backup alarm usage noise of 
59.6 dBA L25 and 61.9 dBA L8.  (Revisions to Noise Chapter of EIR (June, 2011), Appendix, 
Tables 2, 3).  
 

Without mitigation, the fork lift noise levels exceed the City’s General 
Plan exterior noise standards of 45 dB Leq and 65 dB Lmax for daytime tonal noise sources.  
Without mitigation, backup alarm usage would exceed the City’s daytime noise ordinance 
category 2 (L25) noise standard of 55 dBA for tonal noise occurring up to 15 minutes per hour 
and category 3 (L8) noise standard of 60 dBA for tonal noise occurring up to 5 minutes per hour. 
  

• Mechanical Equipment Noise 

Mechanical equipment noise sources from the Project site would be from 
the main building and the Garden Center.  The Project would include a rooftop HVAC system 
and cold food storage mechanical equipment.  The rooftop equipment is not anticipated to 
generate noise levels that would exceed 45 dB Leq at distances beyond 60 feet from the store 
building façade with the inclusion of City of Galt Zoning Ordinance shielding requirements and 
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mechanical noise barriers. The nearest residential property lines would be located 60 feet from 
the Project building façade.  Therefore, no additional noise reduction measures would be 
required to comply with the City’s 50 dB Leq exterior noise level standard.  Noise from the 
garden center ventilation systems would be located approximately 240 feet from the nearest 
residential property line. At 240 feet, hourly noise levels would be 43.4 dB Leq, which is below 
the City’s 50 dB Leq daytime and 45 dB Leq nighttime exterior threshold.  

• Garden Center Paging System 

As noted above, the paging system would need to generate sound levels 
that exceed ambient noise levels in the garden center by approximately 10 dB, or more.  In order 
to do this, the system would be expected to generate noise levels of approximately 70-75 dB 
throughout the Garden Center.  The center of the garden center is located approximately 300 feet 
from the nearest residential property line to the south. At this distance, noise levels from the 
garden center paging system are predicted to be 61 dB Lmax.  The predicted 61 dB Lmax paging 
system noise level would comply the City of Galt’s daytime 65 dB Lmax noise level standard, but 
exceeds the City’s nighttime 60 dB Lmax exterior noise level standard, after application of the 5 
dB voice penalty for the paging system.  

• Trash Compaction Noise 

The nearest trash compactor would be located 50 feet from the residential 
property line to the south. Noise levels generated by the trash compactor are expected to result in 
an hourly average noise level of 43.2 dB Leq and a maximum noise level of 55.0 dB Lmax. The 
predicted 43.2 dB Leq noise level would comply with the City of Galt’s 50 dB Leq daytime 
exterior noise level standard and 45 dB Leq nighttime noise level standard. The predicted 55.0 dB 
Lmax noise level would comply with the City of Galt’s daytime 70 dB Lmax and nighttime 65 dB 
Lmax exterior noise level thresholds.  

• Parking Lot Noise 

 
Maximum noise levels from parking lot activities are typically 63 dB Lmax 

at a distance of 50 feet.  The center of the closest parking spaces are proposed to be located at a 
distance of approximately 15 feet from the nearest residential property line to the east and 115 
feet to the north.  At these distances, maximum noise levels are predicted to be 73.5 dB Lmax to 
the east and 55.8 dB Lmax to the north. The predicted 73.5 dB Lmax parking lot noise level 
exceeds the City of Galt daytime 70 dB Lmax and nighttime 65 dB Lmax exterior noise level 
standards.   

Mechanical parking lot sweeping/vacuuming noise levels from parking lot 
cleaning are approximately 62 dB Leq and 71 dB Lmax at a distance of 100 feet from the center of 
the parking lot cleaning activities, which is approximately 250 feet from the nearest residential 
property line to the east. Parking lot sweeping in the main parking lot would be shielded by the 
intervening Walmart building for the residential uses to the south. 
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Individual parking lot sweeper passbys would occur within approximately 
15-20 feet of the adjacent residential property line to the east and 30 feet from the property line 
to the south.  At these distances, maximum noise levels would be approximately 87.5 dB Lmax at 
the east property line and 81.5 dB Lmax at the south property line. The predicted 53.6 dB Leq 
noise level would exceed the City of Galt’s daytime 50 dB Leq and nighttime 45 dB Leq noise 
level thresholds. The predicted 87.5 dB Lmax and 81.5 dB Lmax noise levels would exceed with 
City of Galt’s daytime 70 dB Lmax and nighttime 65 dB Lmax exterior noise level thresholds.  

The Project would generate noise levels from each of these on-site activities which would exceed 
the City’s noise standards at existing residential uses.  As discussed above, the operational 
activities that would exceed the noise thresholds include truck circulation, loading dock 
activities, fork lift usage, HVAC system/rooftop cold food storage mechanical equipment, and 
parking lot activities.  Therefore, development of the Project would result in a potentially 
significant impacts related to noise.  Implementation of the mitigation measures would reduce 
the above operational noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.  These facts support the 
City’s finding.  (Revisions to Noise Chapter of EIR (June, 2011);; see also Final EIR p. 2-50 and 
RTC 5-25, 5-28, 5-42 to 5-45, 5-120 to 5-165.)   

d. Impact 5.5-5: Expose sensitive receptors to noise-related sleep 
disturbances 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may expose sensitive receptors to noise-
related sleep disturbances.  Mitigation Measure 5.5-5 addresses this potential impact and is as 
follows: 

See Mitigation Measures 5.5-4(b), (c), (e), and (f).  (Revisions to Noise 
Chapter of EIR (June, 2011); Draft EIR, p. 5.5-29.)     

(2) Finding 

“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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measures MM 5.5-4(b), 
(c), (e), and (f), which have been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the 
significant environmental impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding.   
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Based upon noise measurements conducted of parking lot sweepers, a 
parking lot sweeper passby is expected to generate a sound exposure level of 81 dB SEL at a 
distance of 100 feet. It is assumed that typical parking lot sweeping would require approximately 
four passbys near each residential property line. Assuming, an average passby distance of 60 feet 
during nighttime hours, the average SEL at the adjacent sensitive receptors would be 85.4 dB 
SEL.  

Based upon the ANSI procedure calculation, the probability of behavioral 
awakenings from mechanical parking lot sweeping is 3 percent, assuming residents have their 
windows closed, and 4 percent with windows open. Noise levels at second floor receptors are 
generally 2 to 3 dB louder and don’t receive shielding from soundwalls. Therefore, the predicted 
parking lot sweeper SEL would be 88.4 dB SEL at second floor receptors. The probability of 
behavioral awakenings from mechanical parking lot sweeping is 5 percent, assuming residents 
have their windows closed, and 8 percent with windows open at second floor receptors. 

The nighttime cleaning of parking lots has the potential to result in a 
probability of sleep disturbance ranging from three to eight percent at adjacent sensitive 
receptors, depending on whether occupants have their windows open or closed, and whether the 
receptor is located at the first or second floor level. In addition, loading and unloading activities, 
as well as the operation of rooftop mechanical equipment, could result in sleep disturbances, if 
the activities were performed during nighttime hours. Therefore, the Project would have a 
potentially significant impact associated with exposing sensitive receptors to noise-related sleep 
disturbances.  Implementation of the mitigation measures would reduce the above operational 
noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.  These facts support the City's finding.  (Revisions 
to Noise Chapter of EIR (June, 2011); Draft EIR, p. 5.5-29.) 

9. Public Services  

a. Impact 5.7-3: Impacts related to hydrology, water quality, and 
stormwater drainage 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may cause impacts related to hydrology, 
water quality, and stormwater drainage.  Mitigation Measure 5.7-3 addresses this potential 
impact and is as follows: 

MM 5.7-3(a): Prior to the issuance of building permits, the developer shall 
obtain and comply with the NPDES general construction permit including the submittal of a 
Notice of Intent (NOI) and associated fee to the SWRCB and the preparation of a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes both construction stage and permanent storm 
water pollution prevention practices to be submitted to the City Engineer for review. 
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MM 5.7-3(b): The Project shall utilize runoff reduction and source control 
measures consistent with adopted Stormwater Quality Design Manual to the maximum extent 
practicable and to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

MM 5.7-3(c): Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall 
develop and submit a stormdrain model to analyze the existing stormdrain system and a Drainage 
Master Plan to the City Engineer for review and approval. The Drainage Master Plan shall 
describe how on-site draining systems will be designed to compensate for the reduced water 
absorption capacity of the site and to prevent flooding of adjacent properties. The Plan must 
ensure that all stormwater entering or originating within the project site shall be conveyed, 
without diversion of the watershed, to the nearest adequate, natural watercourse, or adequate 
man-made drainage facility. The Drainage Master Plan shall implement BMPs to control quality 
of stormwater runoff. The project applicant shall comply with all of the requirements of the new 
MS4 permit as detailed in the Water Quality Planning and Design Principles Water Quality 
Planning and Design Principles, Low Impact Strategies, and the Stormwater Quality Design 
Manual for Sacramento and South Placer Regions. 

(Draft EIR, pp. 5.7-1 to 5.-12; see also Final EIR pp. 2-52 to 2-53 and RTC 1-3, 5-11.) 

67 
 
973871.4  

PC 83



 

(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measure MM 5.7-3, which 
has been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant environmental 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding.   

The Project site is located on a relatively flat parcel that is located outside 
of the 100-year floodplain on lands that have been previously designated for development in the 
Galt General Plan and Northeast Area Specific Plan. Due to the topography and location of the 
site flooding, tsunamis, mudslides, and seiches do not represent potential hazards. The Project  
would cover the majority of the Project site with impervious surfaces, which would reduce the 
potential for the rainwater to recharge the groundwater aquifer. However, the Project site is 
bordered on three sides by existing development, has been designated for development in City 
planning documents, and would route stormwater flows to a regional detention facility.   

The Project is largely a developed site covered by pavement, walks, and a 
building.  An on-site drainage system will be designed to drain to proprietary water quality 
facilities that will treat stormwater runoff at one or more locations.  This design will be 
augmented by the use of grassy swales where areas of the parking lot can be directed so as to 
reduce either the size or number of water quality vaults within the system. 

The Project site has been designated for development in the General Plan. 
However, implementation of the Project  would largely cover the site with impervious surfaces 
which would result in increased stormwater runoff. The existing stormwater infrastructure may 
not be adequate to accommodate the increase in stormwater runoff. Furthermore, runoff from the 
site during construction, and from the parking lots and roadways following construction could 
result in the release of water pollutants in excess of State standards. Therefore, implementation 
of the Project  would have a potentially significant impact related to hydrology, water quality, 
and stormwater drainage.  Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce 
the above impact to a less-than-significant level.  These facts support the City's finding.  (Draft 
EIR, pp. 5.7-11 to 5.7-12; see also Final EIR pp. 2-52 to 2-53 and RTC 1-3, 5-11.) 
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b. Impact 5.7-5: Impacts to police services 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

Implementation of the Project may cause impacts to police services.  
Mitigation Measure 5.7-5 addresses this potential impact and is as follows: 

MM 5.7-5: Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
submit a public safety plan for review and approval of the Police Chief including, but not limited 
to, the following: 

• Hours of operation shall be limited from 5:00 AM to 12:00 AM.   

• Ensure adequate store security, including, but not limited to, the 
following: 

o Wal-Mart shall employ sufficient store security to address 
security and safety concerns both inside and outside the 
store including at least one security officer to patrol the 
parking lots during hours of operation. 

o Video surveillance shall be required both inside the store 
and at exterior locations.   

o Recordings for all cameras shall be maintained for a 
minimum of 60 days.  The recordings shall be available for 
police inspection on demand. 

o The store security plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval of the Chief of Police to ensure that all conditions 
are met in terms of policy/procedures, adequate personnel 
on duty during hours of operation, and adequate video 
surveillance. 

o Allow for periodic site inspections and compliance reviews 
by police staff. 

• Include as a Project condition of approval a requirement 
prohibiting camping in the parking lot.  

• Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy in regards to 
response protocol, the applicant shall work with the Galt Police 
Department to develop a response protocol that pre-determines, to 
the extent possible, when the police should be called for incidents 
occurring at the store. The applicant shall incorporate the response 
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protocols into the store security plan for review and approval of the 
Police Chief, and train appropriate store personnel on this protocol. 

• Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a 
site plan check to the Police Chief for review and approval. The 
site plan shall include, but not limited to, the placement of 
cameras, lighting, vegetation, traffic and pedestrian patterns, and 
other pre-construction details.  

 (Draft EIR, pp. 5.7-14 to 5.7-15; see also Final EIR p. 2-53 and RTC 16-2 to 16-11.)     

(2) Finding 

 “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.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).)  Mitigation Measure MM 5.7-5, which 
has been required in or incorporated into the Project, will reduce the significant environmental 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

The following facts indicate that the identified impact will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  These facts are a summary of the facts contained in the 
administrative record as a whole and are not an exclusive recitation of the facts supporting the 
finding.   

Police protection services for the Project would be provided from the Galt 
Police headquarters at 455 Industrial Drive, located approximately 2.4 miles from the Project 
site. As stated in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft EIR the Project would have a 
plainclothes security patrol inside the store, as well as regular associate and security patrols of 
the parking area. In addition, the Project would have an internal closed circuit camera system. 
The Police Services Impact Report determined that with development of the proposed project, 
the workload for the Galt Police Department would increase by approximately 462 hours, or one-
third of an officer. It should be noted that the Police Services Impact Report determined that 
police officials from the other jurisdictions used in the analysis reported that crimes originating 
at Walmart do not spill over into nearby residential neighborhoods. The Police Services Impact 
Report determined that with implementation of mitigation measures, the Project would not 
significantly increase the workload of the Galt Police Department, nor generate sufficient crime 
and other public safety concerns to impact the quality of life in the surrounding community.  

The City of Galt recently passed Measure “R,” which is a half-cent sales 
tax increase that generates revenue to be used for police services.  Based on projected sales 
revenue for the proposed project, approximately $228,701 per year would be generated by the 
operation of the Project to police services. As shown in Table 5.8-19, in Chapter 5.8, Urban 
Decay, of this EIR total sales tax generated by the Project would be $52,269,297. Approximately 
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$6,529,065 would be food sales, which is not a taxable item and was therefore subtracted from 
the total. The difference is $45,740,241, which was then multiplied by one-half cent, which 
equals $228,701.   

Because the Project would generate revenue sufficient to support police 
services for the site, a less-than-significant impact would occur.  However, adequate police 
services may be impeded when responding to a call on the site, based on operational activities 
and site design.  Therefore, overall, a potentially significant impact would result in regard to 
police services.  Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  These facts support the City's finding.  (Draft EIR, pp. 
5.7-13 to 5.7-14; see also Final EIR p. 2-53 and RTC 16-2 to 16-11.) 

D. Significant Environmental Impacts That Cannot be Mitigated to a Less-than-
significant Level   

The following significant impacts would not be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level, even with the implementation of the identified mitigation measures set forth 
below.  No mitigation is feasible that would mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level.  
The City has determined that the impact identified below is acceptable because of overriding 
economic, social or other considerations, as described in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations.  As required by CEQA, a Statement of Overriding Considerations is presented in 
Section XI below in addition to these findings. 

1. Aesthetics   

a. Impact 5.2-3: Cumulative Impacts. 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

The Project, in combination with other projects, would result in long-term impacts 
to the visual character of the region.  There are no feasible mitigation measures that would 
reduce this impact to a level of less than significant.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.2-10 to 5.2-11.) 

(2) Finding 

There are no feasible mitigation measures that would substantially lessen the 
severity of the significant effect or reduce that effect to a less-than-significant level.  Therefore, 
the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

(3) Facts in Support of Finding  

As stated in the Galt General Plan Update: 2030 EIR, buildout of the 2030 
General Plan, with which the Project is consistent, would result in the permanent alteration of the 
visual character of the City of Galt’s Sphere of Influence from a more rural setting to a setting 
that is characterized by suburban or urban uses (i.e., residences, shopping centers, etc.). In 

71 
 
973871.4  

PC 87



 

addition, increased sources of light and glare would be associated with buildout of the General 
Plan. Despite consistency with the policies and implementation programs found in the General 
Plan, in conjunction with adopted State, County, and City regulations to enhance the City of 
Galt’s current community character and preserve open space, implementation of the Project 
would result in an incremental contribution to significant cumulative impacts to the existing 
visual identity and character of the City. 

State and local regulations, such as the State Scenic Highway guidelines, could 
mitigate some potential cumulative impacts along scenic corridors by preserving views and open 
space land. However, buildout of the 2030 General Plan, including the Project, combined with 
the overall growth trends in San Joaquin and Sacramento Counties would contribute to 
cumulatively considerable aesthetic impacts and thus a significant and unavoidable cumulative 
impact to aesthetics would result.  

The Galt General Plan Update: 2030 EIR concluded that cumulative impacts 
related to degrading the existing visual character of the City in combination with other projects 
in the Galt area would be significant and unavoidable. Because the Project is consistent with the 
2030 General Plan, the Project’s cumulative impact to visual resources in the City and 
surrounding areas would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

(Draft EIR, pp. 5.2-10 to 5.2-11.) 

(4) Statement of Overriding Considerations 

The Planning Commission has found that the Project benefits outweigh the 
significant unavoidable impacts of the Project.  The full discussion can be found in the 
“Statement of Overriding Considerations” (Section XI). 

As explained above, the Project would be consistent with the policies and 
implementation programs found in the General Plan, in conjunction with adopted State, County, 
and City regulations, to enhance the City of Galt’s current community character and preserve 
open space.  Nonetheless, the Project, in combination with development anticipated at buildout 
of the General Plan, would result in the permanent alteration of the visual character of the City 
from a more rural setting to a setting that is characterized by suburban or urban uses.  
Nevertheless, the City recognizes that there are no feasible mitigation measures available to 
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level and, therefore, the impact remains significant 
and unavoidable.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.2-10 to 5.2-11.) 
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2. Transportation and Circulation 

a. Impact 5.3-13: Year 2030 Plus Project Freeway Conditions 

(1) Impact and Mitigation 

The Project would contribute to unacceptable conditions on the SR 99 
southbound, south of Twin Cities Road, mainline segment.  There are no feasible mitigation 
measures that would reduce this impact to a level of less than significant.  (Draft EIR, pp. 5.3-46 
to 5.3-48.) 

(2) Finding 

There are no feasible mitigation measures that would substantially lessen the 
severity of the significant effect or reduce that effect to a less-than-significant level.  Therefore, 
the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

(3) Facts in Support of Findings 

As presented in Draft EIR Table 5.3-22, the southbound freeway mainline south 
of Twin Cities Road is projected to operate at unacceptable LOS E during the PM peak hour, and 
the addition of the Project traffic would increase the density by more than five percent. 
Therefore, the Project's impact would be potentially significant at this location.  Widening of 
southbound SR 99, south of Twin Cities Road, to add an additional lane (4th lane), would reduce 
the impact to a less-than-significant level, as shown in Draft EIR Table 5.3-24.  It would not, 
however, be lawful for the City to require the Project to fund the full cost of this widening, which 
is necessitated by other projects as well as the Project.  (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(4) 
(requiring mitigation measures to be consistent with applicable constitutional principles and 
mandates that the mitigation measure must be "roughly proportional" to the project's impact).)  
In this case, widening the freeway mainline segment for the Project's traffic impact on a mainline 
segment already operating at unacceptable levels cannot be considered roughly proportional and 
cannot be legally imposed.  Accordingly, mitigation is not proposed requiring the applicant to 
make this improvement. 

Furthermore, a funding mechanism to implement the above regional improvement 
is not identified in any regional or local program. Therefore, there is no guarantee that the needed 
improvement will be constructed. Both the CEQA Guidelines and case law have held that an 
“actual plan for mitigation” must exist in order for fee payments to fully mitigate for a project’s 
impacts.  In this case, no such plan exists for this freeway mainline segment; therefore, the 
residual significance of this impact is significant and unavoidable.  These facts support the City’s 
finding.   

(Draft EIR, pp. 5.3-46 to 5.3-48.) 
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(4) Statement of Overriding Considerations 

The Planning Commission has found that the Project benefits outweigh the 
significant unavoidable impacts of the Project.  The full discussion can be found in the 
“Statement of Overriding Considerations” (Section XI). 

As noted above, unacceptable operations on this freeway mainline segment would 
largely be attributable to other projects and the Project alone would not trigger unacceptable 
operations.  The City makes an extensive effort to avoid significant impacts to transportation.  
Nevertheless, the City recognizes that there are no feasible mitigation measures available to 
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level and, therefore, the impact remains significant 
and unavoidable.  

X. Feasibility of Mitigation Measures Proposed in Comments on the Draft EIR 

During the public comment period, the City received comments suggesting 
additional mitigation measures.  As explained in the Final EIR (Responses to Comments), most 
of these suggestions were found to be inappropriate because they were duplicative, did not 
address the impact, or were infeasible.  Some measures were changed per comments, but the 
changes were insignificant and did not alter the level of significance determination or 
accompanying analysis.  The Planning Commission commends its staff for their careful 
consideration of all of the lengthy public comments received and particularly its careful 
evaluation of the proposed mitigation measures.  The Commission agrees with staff’s analysis in 
all respects.   

Throughout this entire process, the Commission and staff have remained 
cognizant of the legal obligation under CEQA to substantially lessen or avoid significant 
environmental effects to the extent feasible.  The City recognizes, moreover, that comments 
frequently offer thoughtful suggestions regarding how a commenter believes that a particular 
mitigation measure can be modified, changed significantly, or added, in order to more 
effectively, in the commenter’s eyes, reduce the severity of environmental effects.  The City is 
also cognizant, however, that, with the exception of new language included in the Final EIR, the 
mitigation measures in the Draft EIR intended to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, compensate 
for, or substantially lessen significant environmental effects of the Project represents the fruit of 
extensive staff and consultant experience in countless projects.  Thus, in considering proposed 
changes to mitigation measures, the City, in determining whether to accept such language, either 
in whole or in part, has considered the following factors, among others: (i) whether the proposed 
language relates to a significant and unavoidable environmental effect of the Project, or instead 
relates to an effect that can already be mitigated to less-than-significant levels; (ii) whether the 
proposed language represents a clear improvement, from an environmental standpoint, over the 
draft language that a commenter seeks to replace; (iii) whether the proposed language would 
essentially duplicate language already in place elsewhere within the mitigation measures 
identified for the Project; (iv) whether the proposed language appears to be feasible from an 
economic, technical, legal, or other standpoint; (v) whether the proposed language is consistent 
with the Project objectives. 
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As is evident from the specific responses given to specific suggestions, City staff 
and consultants spent large amounts of time carefully considering and weighing proposed 
mitigation measures. In no instance did the City fail to take seriously a suggestion made by a 
commenter or fail to appreciate the effort that went into the formulation of suggestions.   

For instance, one commenter stated that the Draft EIR should study the issue of 
installing solar panels on the expanded Walmart store and that the City of Galt should require the 
Project to incorporate the panels.  (See Final EIR, Comments 5-110, 5-116.)  The CARB 
Scoping Plan, the CAPCOA white paper, and the Attorney General's Office do not mandate that 
new projects install photovoltaic systems, but rather allow the lead agencies to determine which 
strategies are most appropriate on a case-by-case basis.  It should be noted that technology can 
only provide a small percentage of the store's electrical needs and is only economically feasible 
in the short term.  Requiring solar panels would be inconsistent with CEQA's requirement that 
mitigation measures be roughly proportional to the impacts of the project.  Moreover, there are 
more effective ways to promote non-carbon energy.  For instance, PG&E, which is the existing 
energy provider to the Walmart store, is subject to the terms of AB 32's Renewable Portfolio 
Standards and, therefore, must obtain 33% of its energy from renewable resources.  By staying 
on the grid and implementing energy efficiency measures, the Project may achieve as much, if 
not more, greenhouse gas reductions than through installation of solar panels.  (Final EIR, pp. 3-
273 to 3-275.) 

XI. Statement of Overriding Considerations  

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15093, the Planning Commission has balanced the economic, legal, social, technological, and 
other benefits of the proposed Galt Walmart Project against the significant and unavoidable 
impact associated with the proposed Project, and has adopted all feasible mitigation measures.  
The Planning Commission has also examined potentially feasible alternatives to the Project, 
none of which are feasible.  The Planning Commission hereby adopts and makes the following 
Statement of Overriding Considerations regarding the significant and unavoidable impact of the 
Project and the anticipated economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits of the 
Project. 

A. Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

Based on information contained in the Record and in the EIR, the Planning 
Commission has determined that the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts 
on aesthetics and transportation and circulation. (Draft EIR, pp. 4-3 to 4-4; see also Final EIR pp. 
2-36 to 2-48.)   

B. Finding 

The Planning Commission has considered all potentially feasible mitigation 
measures to substantially lessen or avoid the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts.  The 
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Commission finds that there are no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the identified 
impacts.  The Commission finds that it is not feasible to mitigate this Project impact.   

The Planning Commission has also considered all potentially feasible alternatives 
to the Project.  The Planning Commission finds that there are no feasible alternatives that would 
reduce the above significant and unavoidable impacts to a less-than-significant level.   

The Project’s impacts discussed above, therefore, remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

C. Overriding Considerations 

After review of the entire administrative record, including, but not limited to, the 
Final EIR, the staff report, applicant submittals, and the oral and written testimony and evidence 
presented at public hearings, the Planning Commission finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological and other anticipated benefits of the Project outweigh the significant and 
unavoidable impacts, and therefore justify the approval of this Project notwithstanding the 
identified significant and unavoidable impacts.  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081; CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15093.)  The benefits are addressed in detail in Section XI.D below. 

The Planning Commission specifically adopts and makes this Statement of 
Overriding Considerations that this Project has eliminated or substantially lessened all significant 
effects on the environment where feasible (including the incorporation of feasible mitigation 
measures), and finds that the remaining significant unavoidable impacts of the Project, which are 
described above in Section XI.A, are acceptable because the benefits of the Project set forth 
below in Section XI.D outweigh it.  The Planning Commission finds that each of the overriding 
considerations expressed as benefits and set forth below in Section XI.D constitutes a separate 
and independent ground for such a finding.  Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is 
sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every 
reason is supported by substantial evidence, the Planning Commission will stand by its 
determination that each individual reason is sufficient by itself.  The substantial evidence 
supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated by 
reference into this Section XI, and in the documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as 
defined in Section III. 

D. Benefits of the Project 

The Planning Commission has considered the EIR, the public record of 
proceedings on the proposed Project and other written materials presented to and prepared by the 
City, as well as oral and written testimony received, and does hereby determine that 
implementation of the Project as specifically provided in the Project documents would result in 
the following substantial public benefits: 
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1. The Project Would Generate Sales Tax Revenue For the City.   

The sales generated by the Project would generate greater sales tax revenues for 
the City than would otherwise be generated by the site.  These revenues would go to the City’s 
General Fund, which is the primary funding source for the construction, operation and 
maintenance of a number of essential City services, programs and facilities including fire and 
police services, recreation programs, transit operations, library services, public infrastructure 
such as water and sanitary sewer service, and administrative functions, among other things.  

2. The Project Would Create Diverse Employment Opportunities For City 
Residents.   

The Project would generate additional employment opportunities, including 
temporary construction jobs as well approximately 200 new permanent full-time and part-time 
jobs.  The majority of the permanent jobs could be filled by existing local residents. 
Consequently, it is reasonably expected that the City and its residents would enjoy the economic 
and social benefits from added employment opportunities offered by the Project.   

3. The Project Would Provide a High-Quality Development Design. 

The Project would provide high-quality architectural features and design 
elements.  Architectural features such as trellises, awnings, canopies and articulated detailing 
will be used to accentuate the entrance spaces. The front elevation will feature a gently curving 
trellis structure and a seating area under a shade tree.  The Project will also include a point of 
community engagement through the creation of the Clock Tower Plaza at the intersection of 
Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way. The architecture of the tower complements the seating and 
landscaping of the plaza, as well as the architecture of the store by using similar design elements. 

4. The Project Would Utilize High-Quality Building Materials.   

The Project would use high-quality materials to provide a building that meets or 
exceeds architectural design requirements.  For instance, the iconic central wall identity element 
will consist of a floating secondary “green wall” system clad with Trespa “Meteon,” a high-
pressure resin panel system made of recycled wood and paper products, designed and 
manufactured to preserve the environment. The building will also include a generous amount of 
stucco and cultured stone veneer.  

5. The Project Would Feature Numerous Energy Conserving Measures.   

The Project would incorporate numerous energy-conserving features.  For 
instance, the store would include features such as the following: energy efficient HVAC units, 
central energy management, a dehumidifying system, a film on the freezer doors that combats 
condensation, waste heat capture, white roofs, non-PVC roofs, skylights with computer-
controlled daylight sensors, night dimming, T-8 fluorescent lamps and electronic ballasts, “low 
mercury” lamps, occupancy sensors, LED signage illumination, integrally colored concrete 
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floors, recycled materials, sensor-activated low flow bathroom sinks, high-efficiency urinals, and 
ozone-friendly refrigerants. 

6. The Project Would Provide Abundant Landscaping.   

The Project’s landscape design would provide adequate screening, shade, 
delineation of space, and accents and focal points.  The entire length of street frontage along 
Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way will have 20-foot landscape setbacks. A new enhanced 
community space is proposed at the corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way. This element 
is composed of a round plaza setting with a clock tower at the center, surrounded by plantings 
and seating areas.  

7. The Project Would Provide Quality Goods and Services Desired By City 
Residents.   

The Project would provide quality grocery goods and services to the Project area 
and surrounding neighborhoods.  For example, although Walmart is a national retailer, it 
specifically tailors the merchandising mix of its individual stores in order to meet the demands 
and needs of the surrounding area.   

8. The Project Would Increase Retail Activity in the Project Area.   

The Project could draw additional retailers to the area, thereby increasing retail 
activity in the Project area.  The addition of a Walmart store tends to attract smaller retailers 
providing their own special services and goods.  These smaller retailers see the benefit of 
locating near a Walmart store due to the increased customer activity in the area.  This could 
benefit the surrounding area. 

9. The Project Would Be a Good Member of the Community.   

Walmart will be an active corporate member of the community.  Walmart is 
anticipated to take a role in assisting schools, non-profits, and important community efforts in the 
City. 

10. The Project Would Contribute to and Fund Needed Infrastructure 
Improvements.   

The Project would contribute to needed transportation infrastructure 
improvements by paying the recently-adopted 2009 TCIP. 

E. Determination and Adoption of Statement of Overriding Considerations 

The Planning Commission has weighed the economic, legal, social, technological, 
and other benefits of the proposed Project, as set forth above in Section XI.D, against the 
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significant unavoidable impacts of the Project identified in the EIR (and discussed above in 
Section XI.A).   

The Planning Commission hereby determines that those benefits outweigh the 
risks and adverse environmental impacts of the Project, and further determines that the Project’s 
significant unavoidable impacts are acceptable. 

Accordingly, the Planning Commission adopts the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, recognizing that significant unavoidable impacts will result from implementation 
of the Project.  Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, as discussed in the 
Environmental Impact Report; (ii) rejected alternatives to the Project, as discussed in the 
Environmental Impact Report; and (iii) recognized the significant unavoidable impacts of the 
Project, the Planning Commission hereby finds that each of the separate benefits of the proposed 
Project, as stated herein, is determined to be unto itself an overriding consideration, independent 
of other benefits, that warrants approval of the Project and outweighs and overrides its 
significant unavoidable impacts, and thereby justifies the approval of the Galt Walmart Project. 
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4 MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

 
4.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires all State and local 
agencies to establish monitoring or reporting programs for projects approved by a public agency 
whenever approval involves the adoption of either a “mitigated negative declaration” or specified 
environmental findings related to environmental impact reports. 
 
The following is the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) for the Walmart project. The project as 
approved includes mitigation measures. The intent of the MMP is to prescribe and enforce a 
means for properly and successfully implementing the mitigation measures as identified within 
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for this project. Unless otherwise noted, the cost of 
implementing the mitigation measures as prescribed by this MMP shall be funded by the 
applicant. 
 
4.1 COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST 
 
The MMP contained herein is intended to satisfy the requirements of CEQA as they relate to the 
EIR for the Walmart project prepared by the City of Galt. This MMP is intended to be used by 
City staff and mitigation monitoring personnel to ensure compliance with mitigation measures 
during project implementation. Mitigation measures identified in this MMP were developed in 
the EIR prepared for the proposed project. 
 
The Walmart EIR presents a detailed set of mitigation measures that will be implemented 
throughout the lifetime of the project. Mitigation is defined by CEQA as a measure that: 

 
• Avoids the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; 
• Minimizes impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 

implementation; 
• Rectifies the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted 

environment; 
• Reduces or eliminates the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 

operations during the life of the project; or 
• Compensates for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 

environments. 
 

The intent of the MMP is to ensure the effective implementation and enforcement of adopted 
mitigation measures and permit conditions. The MMP will provide for monitoring of 
construction activities as necessary and in-the-field identification and resolution of 
environmental concerns. 
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Monitoring and documenting the implementation of mitigation measures will be coordinated by 
the City of Galt. The table attached to this report identifies the mitigation measure, the 
monitoring action for the mitigation measure, the responsible party for the monitoring action, 
and timing of the monitoring action. The applicant will be responsible for fully understanding 
and effectively implementing the mitigation measures contained within the MMP. The City of 
Galt will be responsible for ensuring compliance. 
 
During construction of the project, the City will assign an inspector who will be responsible for 
field monitoring of mitigation measure compliance. The inspector will report to the City 
Planning Department and will be thoroughly familiar with permit conditions and the MMP. In 
addition, the inspector will be familiar with construction contract requirements, construction 
schedules, standard construction practices, and mitigation techniques. In order to track the status 
of mitigation measure implementation, field-monitoring activities will be documented on 
compliance monitoring report worksheets. The time commitment of the inspector will vary 
depending on the intensity and location of construction. Aided by the attached table, the 
inspector will be responsible for the following activities: 
 

• On-site, day-to-day monitoring of construction activities; 
• Reviewing construction plans and equipment staging/access plans to ensure 

conformance with adopted mitigation measures; 
• Ensuring contractor knowledge of and compliance with the MMP; 
• Verifying the accuracy and adequacy of contract wording; 
• Having the authority to require correction of activities that violate mitigation 

measures, securing compliance with the MMP; 
• Acting in the role of contact for property owners or any other affected persons who 

wish to register observations of violations of project permit conditions or mitigation. 
Upon receiving any complaints, the inspector shall immediately contact the 
construction representative. The inspector shall be responsible for verifying any such 
observations and for developing any necessary corrective actions in consultation with 
the construction representative and the City of Galt; 

• Obtaining assistance as necessary from technical experts in order to develop site- 
specific procedures for implementing the mitigation measures; and 

• Maintaining a log of all significant interactions, violations of permit conditions or 
mitigation measures, and necessary corrective measures. 

 
4.2 MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN  
 
The following table indicates the mitigation measure number, the impact the measure is designed 
to address, the measure text, the monitoring agency, implementation schedule, and an area for 
sign-off indicating compliance.  
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Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring 
Agency 

Implementation 
Schedule Sign-off 

5.0 Introduction to the Analysis 

5.0-1 Biological Resources Tree-Nesting Birds 

5.0-1(a) Nesting migratory birds (non-raptor) – If 
site disturbance is proposed by the 
project proponent during the non- nesting 
season (August 16 to Jan. 31), no 
additional action is required; however, if 
site disturbance is proposed by the 
project proponent during the nesting 
season (Feb. 1 to Aug. 15), the following 
shall be implemented: A preconstruction 
survey shall be conducted by a qualified 
wildlife biologist 15 days prior to the 
start of project related activities. If nests 
of migratory birds are detected on-site, 
or within 100 feet of the site, the project 
proponent shall consult with CDFG to 
determine the size of a suitable buffer in 
which no new site disturbance is 
permitted until August 15, or the 
qualified biologist determines that the 
young are foraging independently, or the 
nest has been abandoned. 

 
5.0-1 (b)  Raptors – If construction is proposed 

during breeding season (March-August), 
a pre-construction raptor nest survey 
shall be conducted within 30 days prior 
to the beginning of construction activities 

 
 
CDFG 
 
City Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CDFG 
 
City Planning 
Department 
 

 
 
Prior to site 
disturbance 
during the 
nesting season 
and 15 days prior 
to the start of 
project related 
activities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 
construction 
during breeding 
season and 
within 30 days 
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MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN  
WALMART 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring Implementation 
Agency Schedule Sign-off 

by a qualified biologist in order to 
identify active nests in the project site 
vicinity. The results of the survey shall be 
submitted to CDFG and the Planning 
Department. If no active nests are found 
during the pre-construction survey, no 
further mitigation is required. If active 
nests are found, a quarter-mile (1320 
feet) initial temporary nest disturbance 
buffer shall be established.  If project 
related activities within the temporary 
nest disturbance buffer are determined to 
be necessary during the nesting season 
(approximately March 1 and September 
1), then an on-site biologist/monitor 
experienced with raptor behavior shall be 
retained by the project proponent to 
monitor the nest, and shall along with the 
project proponent, consult with the DFG 
to determine the best course of action 
necessary to avoid nest abandonment or 
take of individuals.  Work may be 
allowed to proceed within the temporary 
nest disturbance buffer if raptors are not 
exhibiting agitated behavior such as 
defensive flights at intruders, getting up 
from a brooding position, or flying off the 
nest. The designated on-site 
biologist/monitor shall be on-site daily 
while construction related activities are 
taking place and shall have the authority 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

prior to the 
beginning of 
construction 
activities 
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MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN  
WALMART 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring Implementation 
Agency Schedule Sign-off 

to stop work if raptors are exhibiting 
agitated behavior.  In consultation with 
the DFG and depending on the behavior 
of the raptors, over time it may be 
determined that the on-site 
biologist/monitor may no longer be 
necessary due to the raptors’ acclimation 
to construction related activities. Any 
trees containing nests that must be 
removed as a result of project 
implementation shall be removed during 
the non-breeding season (October to 
February), however the project 
proponent shall be responsible for 
offsetting the loss of any Swainson’s 
hawk nesting trees.  The extent of any 
necessary compensatory mitigation shall 
be determined by the project proponent 
in consultation with the DFG. Past 
recommended mitigation for the loss of 
nesting trees has been at a ratio of three 
trees for each nest tree removed during 
the non-nesting season. 

 
5.0-1(c) Trees greater than six inches dbh 

planned for removal shall be removed 
between September 1 and March 1 (or as 
otherwise determined in consultation 
with CDFG) to ensure that active raptor 
nests are not removed as a result of 
construction related activities. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
At the time of 
tree removal 
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Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring Implementation 
Agency Schedule Sign-off 

Burrowing Owls 
 
5.0-2(a) The Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 

Mitigation, published by CDFG (1995), 
recommends pre-construction surveys 
shall be conducted to locate active 
burrowing owl burrows. Prior to 
issuance of grading permits, this 
preconstruction survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist or 
ornithologist during both the wintering 
and nesting season, unless the species is 
detected on the first survey. If possible, 
the winter survey shall be conducted 
between December 1 and January 31 
(when wintering owls are most likely to 
be present) and the nesting season survey 
should be conducted between April 15 
and July 15 (the peak of breeding 
season).  Surveys conducted from two 
hours before sunset to one hour after, or 
from one hour before to two hours after 
sunrise, are preferable. The survey 
techniques shall be consistent with the 
Staff Report survey protocol and include 
a 260-foot-wide buffer zone surrounding 
the project area. Repeat surveys should 
also be conducted not more than 30 days 
prior to initial ground disturbance to 
inspect for re-occupation and the need 
for additional protection measures. The 

 
 
CDFG 
 
City Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Prior to issuance 
of grading 
permits 
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Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring Implementation 
Agency Schedule Sign-off 

survey(s) shall be paid by the applicant 
and approved by the City. If no 
burrowing owls are detected during 
preconstruction surveys, then no further 
mitigation is required.  If burrowing owls 
are detected in preconstruction surveys, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 
5.0-2(b) (below) will be necessary. 

 
5.0-2(b)   If active burrowing owl burrows are 

identified, project activities shall not 
disturb the burrow during the nesting 
season (February 1–August 31) or until a 
qualified biologist has determined that 
the young have fledged or the burrow has 
been abandoned.  A no disturbance buffer 
zone of 160-feet is required to be 
established around each burrow with an 
active nest until the young have fledged 
the burrow as determined by a qualified 
biologist. 

 
5.0-2(c)  If destruction of the occupied burrow is 

unavoidable during the non-breeding 
season, September 1– January 31, 
passive relocation of the burrowing owls 
shall be conducted. Passive relocation 
involves installing a one-way door at the 
burrow entrance, encouraging owls to 
move from the occupied burrow. No 
permit is required to conduct passive 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CDFG 
 
City Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CDFG 
 
City Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to project 
activities during 
the nesting 
season (February 
1–August 31) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to the 
destruction of a 
burrow occupied 
by a burrowing 
owl 
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Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring Implementation 
Agency Schedule Sign-off 

relocation; however, this process shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist and in 
consultation of and accordance with 
CDFG guidelines. In addition, to offset 
the loss of foraging and burrow habitat 
on the project site, a minimum of 6.5 
acres of foraging habitat (calculated on a 
300-ft foraging radius around the 
burrow) per pair or unpaired resident 
bird, shall be acquired and permanently 
protected at a location acceptable to the 
CDFG. 

 
5.0-2(d) If burrowing owls are identified on the 

project site, a mitigation plan shall be 
submitted to and approved by CDFG and 
the City of Galt, prior to the issuance of 
grading permits for the proposed project. 

 
Swainson’s Hawk 
 
5.0-3 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, 

the project proponent, in consultation 
with CDFG; shall mitigate for loss of 
foraging habitat at a ratio of one acre of 
suitable foraging habitat for every one 
acre utilized by the proposed project 
(11.26 acres). Project proponents shall 
provide for the long-term endowment of 
compensatory mitigation lands by 
funding a management endowment (the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CDFG 
 
City Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
CDFG 
 
City Planning 
Department 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to the 
issuance of 
grading permits 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to the 
issuance of 
grading permits 
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interest on which shall be used for 
managing the mitigation lands) at a per 
acre rate (adjusted annually for inflation 
and varying interest rates). The project 
proponent shall submit a letter of 
approval from CDFG for the mitigation 
program for Swainson’s Hawk impacts to 
the City of Galt prior to the issuance of 
grading permits. 

 Cultural Resources 5.0-4 Prior to the approval of the improvement 
plans, the project’s improvement plans 
shall include notes (per California Health 
& Safety Code, Section 7050.5, 
Government Code 27491, and Public 
Resource Code Section 5097.98) 
indicating that if historic and/or cultural 
resources, including human remains, are 
encountered during site grading or other 
site work, all such work shall be halted 
immediately within the area of discovery 
and the project contractor shall 
immediately notify the Planning 
Department of the discovery. 
Additionally, the construction notes 
would indicate that in the event that 
human remains are discovered, the 
Sacramento County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified, and if the remains 
are thought to be Native American, the 
Native American Heritage Commission 
shall be notified. In the case of an 

City Planning 
Department 
 
Sacramento 
County Coroner 
Native American 
Heritage 
Commission 

Prior to the 
approval of 
improvement 
plans 
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archeological, prehistoric, or historic 
discovery, the developer shall be 
required to retain the services of a 
qualified archaeologist as approved by 
the City for the purpose of recording, 
protecting, or curating the discovery as 
appropriate. The archaeologist shall be 
required to submit to the Planning 
Department for review and approval a 
report of the findings and method of 
curation or protection of the resources. 
Further grading or site work within the 
area of discovery shall not be allowed 
until the preceding steps have been taken. 

 Geology and Soils 5.0-5 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the 
project applicant shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the City 
Engineer, an erosion control plan that 
will utilize standard construction 
practices to limit the erosion effects 
during construction of the proposed 
project and comply with the Stormwater 
Quality Design Manual for Sacramento 
and Placer regions. Measures could 
include, but are not limited to: 

 
• Hydro-seeding; 
• Placement of erosion control 

measures within drainageways 
and ahead of drop inlets; 

• The temporary lining (during 

City Engineer Prior to issuance 
of a grading 
permit 
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construction activities) of drop 
inlets with “filter fabric” (a 
specific type of geotextile 
fabric); 

 
• The placement of straw wattles 

along slope contours; 
• Directing subcontractors to a 

single designation “wash-out” 
location (as opposed to 
allowing them to wash-out in 
any location they desire); 

• The use of silt fences; and 
• The use of sediment basins and 

dust palliatives. 
 Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials 
5.0-6 If during removal of all on-site debris by 

the project contractor, visual or olfactory 
evidence of potential soil contamination 
is observed, the project applicant shall 
contact Wallace Kuhl (or other similarly 
qualified firm), the property owner, the 
City, and the Sacramento County 
Environmental Health Department for 
further assessment. If these parties 
determine that the items are not 
hazardous, they shall be removed and 
discarded in accordance with local 
standards at the expense of the applicant. 
If these parties determine that subsurface 
hazardous substances are located onsite, 
these substances shall be removed and 

City Public 
Works 
Department 
 
Sacramento 
County 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

During removal 
of all on-site 
debris 
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the soil remediated to the satisfaction of 
the City of Galt and the Sacramento 
County Environmental Health 
Department, at the expense of the 
applicant. 

 
5.0-7 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, 

the applicant shall retain a qualified 
consultant to verify the presence of a 
water well on-site.  If a water well is not 
found on-site, no further action is 
necessary. 

 
5.0-8 If the presence of a water well is verified 

by a qualified consultant, prior to 
initiation of any ground disturbance 
activities within 50 feet of the well, the 
applicant shall hire a licensed well 
contractor to obtain a well abandonment 
permit from Sacramento County 
Environmental Health Department, and 
properly abandon the on-site well, per 
review and approval of the City Engineer 
and the Sacramento County 
Environmental Health Department. 

 
 
 
 
 
City Engineer  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sacramento 
County 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 
 
City Engineer 

 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance 
of a grading 
permit 
 
 
 
 
Prior to initiation 
of any ground 
disturbance 
activities within 
50 feet of a well 

5.2 Aesthetics 

5.2-2 Impacts associated with 
new sources of light and 
glare. 

5.2-2 In conjunction with the submittal of 
Improvement Plans, the applicant shall 
submit a lighting plan for the review and 
approval of the Planning Department. 

City Planning 
Department 

In conjunction 
with the 
submittal of 
improvement 
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The lighting plan shall indicate the 
provision of shielding for all light fixtures 
to avoid nighttime lighting spillover 
effects on adjacent land uses and 
nighttime sky conditions. In addition, the 
lighting plan shall address limiting light 
trespass and glare through the use of 
shielding and directional lighting 
methods including, but not limited to, 
fixture location, design, and height. The 
applicant shall implement the approved 
lighting plan in conjunction with 
development of the proposed project, for 
the review and approval of the Planning 
Department. 

plans 

5.3 Transportation and Circulation 

 5.3-1 Impacts to surrounding 
intersections from 
construction-related 
traffic. 
 

5.3-1 Prior to issuance of grading permit and 
start of construction activities, the project 
contractor shall submit a traffic control 
plan in compliance with City standards, 
which ensures adequate emergency 
access and circulation to neighboring 
properties during construction, for the 
review and approval of the City 
Engineer. The plan shall include detour 
routes, location of appropriate signage, 
and construction personnel to facilitate 
the safe flow of traffic. 

City Engineer Prior to issuance 
of grading 
permits and start 
of construction 
activities 

5.3-2 Impacts to the 
surrounding 

5.3-2(a) Prior to building permit issuance, the 
applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, to the 

City Public 
Works 

Prior to building 
permit issuance 
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intersections under Short 
Term Plus Project 
Conditions 
Improvements. 
 

satisfaction of the City Public Works 
Department. 

 
Or 
 
Prior to the issuance of building permits, 
if adequate funding for development of 
the roundabout improvements is not 
available, the applicant shall show proof 
of payment of the difference to fund the 
improvements, for review and approval of 
the City Public Works Department. 

 
5.3-2(b) Prior to approval of Improvement Plans, 

the applicant shall include on the plans, 
for the review and approval of the City 
Public Works Department, the following 
improvements to the Twin Cities 
Road/Bergeron Road intersection: 
construct a “pork chop” median or a 
raised median to prohibit the outbound 
left turns on Bergeron Road.  
Construction shall be complete prior to 
occupancy of the proposed project. 

Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City Public 
Works 
Department 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to approval 
of Improvement 
Plans 
 

5.3-3 Impacts to the 
surrounding roadway 
segments under Short 
Term Plus Project 
Conditions 
Improvements. 

5.3-3 Prior to building permit issuance, the 
applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the 
review and approval of the City Public 
Works Department, towards the widening 
of Twin Cities Road to a four lane 
arterial (Phase 1), or other roadway 
widening configurations that would 

City Public 
Works 
Department 

Prior to building 
permit issuance 
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provide acceptable peak hour level of 
service operations, and eventually a six 
lane expressway (Phase 2) from Fermoy 
Way to Carillion Boulevard. If adequate 
funding for widening of Twin Cities Road 
to a four lane arterial (Phase 1), or other 
roadway widening configurations that 
would provide acceptable peak hour level 
of service operations is not available, the 
applicant shall widen Twin Cities Road 
to four lanes from Fermoy Way to 
Carillion Boulevard or to a roadway 
widening configuration that would 
provide acceptable peak hour level of 
service operations. If constructed by the 
applicant, construction shall be complete 
prior to occupancy of the proposed 
project. 

5.3-9 Impacts to internal on-
site circulation and 
emergency vehicle 
access. 

5.3-9 Prior to issuance of a building permit, 
the applicant shall submit the site plan to 
the Cosumnes Community Services 
District Fire District (CCSDFD) for 
review and approval of the project 
internal circulation and access design to 
ensure conformance with emergency 
vehicle turning radii.  

Cosumnes 
Community 
Services District 
Fire District 

Prior to issuance 
of a building 
permit 

 

5.3-11 Impacts to the 
surrounding 
intersections under Year 
2030 Plus Project 
conditions. 

Twin Cities Road/Fermoy Way  
 

5.3-11(a) Prior to building permit issuance, the 
applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the 
review and approval of the City Public 

City Public 
Works 
Department 
 
 

Prior to building 
permit issuance  
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Works Department, towards the following 
Twin Cities Road/Fermoy Way 
intersection improvements: 

 
Northbound Approach 

• Widen to provide an additional 
left-turn lane 

• One through lane 
• Widen to provide an exclusive 

right-turn lane 
 

Southbound Approach 
• Widen to provide two right-turn 

lanes 
 

Eastbound and Westbound Approaches 
• Widen to provide an additional 

left-turn lane 
• Widen to provide two additional 

through lanes 
 
Twin Cities Road/McKenzie Road  
 
5.3-11(b) Prior to building permit issuance, the 

applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the 
review and approval of the City Public 
Works Department, towards the following 
Twin Cities Road/ McKenzie Road 
intersection improvements: 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City Public 
Works 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to building 
permit issuance  
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Northbound and Southbound Approaches 
• Construct a “pork chop” median 

or a raised median to prohibit 
the outbound left turns on 
northbound and southbound 
McKenzie Road 

  
Eastbound and Westbound Approaches 

• Widen to provide two additional 
through lanes 

 
Twin Cities Road/Carillion Boulevard 
 
5.3-11(c) Prior to building permit issuance, the 

applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the 
review and approval of the City Public 
Works Department, towards the following 
Twin Cities Road/Carillion Boulevard  
intersection improvements. 

 
Northbound Approach

• Widen to provide an additional 
left-turn lane 

• Re-stripe the northbound right 
only lane to a through-right lane 
and construct the receiving lane 
 

Southbound Approach 
• Widen to provide an additional 

left-turn lane 
• Widen to provide an additional 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City Public 
Works 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to building 
permit issuance  
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through lane 
• Widen to provide one right-turn 

lane 
 

Eastbound Approach 
• Widen to provide two additional 

through lanes  
• Provide right turn overlap 

 
Westbound Approach 

• Widen to provide two additional 
through lanes 

 
Twin Cities Road/Marengo Road 
 
5.3-11(d) Prior to building permit issuance, the 

applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the 
review and approval of the City Public 
Works Department, towards the Twin 
Cities Road/Marengo Road intersection 
improvements: 

 
Northbound Approach 

• Widen to provide an additional 
left-turn lane 

 
Southbound Approach 

• Widen to provide one right-turn 
lane 

 
Eastbound and Westbound Approaches 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City Public 
Works 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to building 
permit issuance  
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• Widen to provide an additional 
through lane 

• Widen to provide an additional 
left-turn lane 

Twin Cities Road/Park Terrace Drive 
 
5.3-11(e) Prior to building permit issuance, the 

applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the 
review and approval of the City Public 
Works Department, towards the Twin 
Cities Road/Park Terrace Drive 
intersection improvements: 

 
Northbound and Southbound Approaches 

• Construct a “pork chop” median 
or a raised median to prohibit 
the outbound left turns on 
northbound and southbound 
Hauschildt Road  

 
Eastbound and Westbound Approaches 

• Widen to provide two additional 
through lanes 

 
Lake Park Avenue/Carillion Boulevard 

 
5.3-11(f) Prior to building permit issuance, the 

applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the 
review and approval of the City Public 
Works Department, towards the Lake 
Park Avenue/Carillion Boulevard 

 
 
 
 
 
City Public 
Works 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City Public 
Works 
Department 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Prior to building 
permit issuance  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to building 
permit issuance  
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intersection improvements: 
 

• Widen the westbound Lake Park 
Avenue to allow for an exclusive 
left-turn lane and provide an 
acceleration lane for the 
outbound lefts from Lake Park 
Avenue. This acceleration lane 
can be accommodated by 
removing the landscaping, 
including curb and gutter. 

 
Lake Canyon Drive/Carillion Boulevard  
 
5.3-11(g) Prior to building permit issuance, the 

applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the 
review and approval of the City Public 
Works Department, towards the Lake 
Canyon Drive/Carillion Boulevard 
intersection improvements: 

 
• Installation of a signal with 

protected phasing at the north-
south approaches and 
permitted/split phasing at the 
east-west approaches. No 
intersection widening is 
recommended. 

 
Elk Hills Drive/Carillion Boulevard 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City Public 
Works 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City Public 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to building 
permit issuance  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to building 
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5.3-11(h) Prior to building permit issuance, the 
applicant shall pay the TCIP fee, for the 
review and approval of the City Public 
Works Department, towards the Elk Hills 
Drive/Carillion Boulevard intersection 
improvements: 

 
• Installation of a signal with 

protected phasing at the north-
south approaches and 
permitted/split phasing at the 
east-west approaches. No 
intersection widening is 
recommended. 
 

Twin Cities Road/Project Driveway 
 
5.3-11(i)(a) Prior to approval of Improvement Plans, 

the applicant shall include on the plans, 
for the review and approval of the City 
Public Works Department, the following 
improvements to the Twin Cities 
Road/Project Driveway intersection: 
construct a “pork chop” median or a 
raised median to prohibit the outbound 
left turns on northbound Project 
Driveway Approach (left turns into the 
project site from Twin Cities Road shall 
be allowed).  Improvements shall be 
completed prior to occupancy. 

 

Works 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City Public 
Works 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

permit issuance  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to approval 
of Improvement 
Plans 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
 

4 - 21 

PC 117



Final EIR 
Walmart 

June 2011 
 

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN  
WALMART 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring Implementation 
Agency Schedule Sign-off 

5.3-11(i)(b) Prior to building permit issuance, the 
applicant shall pay the TCIP fee toward 
the widening of Twin Cities Road, east of 
Fermoy Way to a six-lane expressway. 

 
Raley’s Driveway/Fermoy Way 
 
5.3-11(j) Prior to approval of Improvement Plans, 

the applicant shall include on the plans, 
for the review and approval of the City 
Public Works Department, the following 
improvements to the Twin Raley’s 
Driveway/Fermoy Way intersection:  

 
• All (Four) Way Stop Control 
• Widen the northbound and 

southbound Fermoy Way to 
provide an exclusive left turn 
lane 

 
Or 
 

• Actuated Traffic Signal 
 

 Improvements shall be completed prior to 
occupancy. 

 
City Public 
Works 
Department 
 
City Public 
Works 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Prior to building 
permit issuance  
 
 
Prior to approval 
of improvement 
plans 
 
 
Improvements 
completed prior 
to occupancy 

5.3-12 Impacts to the 
surrounding roadway 
segments under 
Cumulative Year 2030 
Plus Project Conditions. 

5.3-12 Implement Mitigation Measure 5.3-
11(i)(b). 

 

See Mitigation 
Measure 5.3-
11(i)(b) 

See Mitigation 
Measure 5.3-
11(i)(b) 
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5.4 Air Quality 

5.4-1 Construction-related 
impacts resulting in 
temporary increases in 
particulate matter levels 
in the immediate 
vicinity of the project 
site. 
 

5.4-1  The project applicant shall ensure that 
emissions from all off-road diesel-
powered equipment used on the project 
site do not exceed 40 percent opacity for 
more than three minutes in any one hour. 
Any equipment found to exceed 40 
percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall 
be repaired by the developer 
immediately, and SMAQMD shall be 
notified by the developer within 48 hours 
of identification of non-compliant 
equipment. A visual survey of all in-
operation equipment shall be made by the 
developer at least weekly, and a monthly 
summary of the visual survey results shall 
be submitted by the developer to the City 
Planning Department throughout the 
duration of the project, except that the 
monthly summary shall not be required 
for any 30-day period in which no 
construction activity occurs.  The 
monthly summary shall include the 
quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as 
well as the dates of each survey.  The 
SMAQMD and/or other officials may 
conduct periodic site inspections to 
determine compliance.  Nothing in this 
section shall supercede other SMAQMD 
or State rules or regulations. 

SMAQMD 
 
 
City Planning 
Department 
 
City Engineer 

Prior to issuance 
of a grading 
permit 
 and 
 
Throughout the 
duration of the 
project 
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Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the 
applicant/developer shall incorporate the 
following measures into the construction 
contract documents, which shall be 
submitted for the review and approval of 
the City Engineer:  

 
• Apply water, chemical 

stabilizer/suppressant, or 
vegetative cover to disturbed 
areas, including storage piles 
that are not being actively used 
for construction purposes, as 
well as any portions of the 
construction site that remain 
inactive for longer than 3 
months; 

• Water exposed surfaces sufficient 
to control fugitive dust emissions 
during demolition, clearing, 
grading, earth-moving, or 
excavation operations. Actively 
disturbed areas should be kept 
moist at all times;     

• Cover all vehicles hauling dirt, 
sand, soil or other loose material 
or maintain at least two feet of 
freeboard in accordance with the 
requirements of California 
Vehicle Code Section 23114; 
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• Limit or expeditiously remove the 
accumulation of project-
generated mud or dirt from 
adjacent public streets at least 
once every 24 hours when 
construction operations are 
occurring; and 

• Limit onsite vehicle speeds on 
unpaved surfaces to 15 mph, or 
less. 

5.5 Noise 

5.5-1 Construction-related 
noise impacts. 
 

5.5-1(a) Construction activities shall comply with 
the City of Galt Noise Ordinance and 
shall be limited to the hours set forth 
below: 

 
Monday-Friday   
6:00 AM to 8:00 PM 
Saturday and Sunday 
7:00 AM to 8:00 PM 
 
These criteria shall be included in the 
grading plan submitted by the 
applicant/developer for review and 
approval of the Public Works Department 
prior to issuance of grading permits. 
Exceptions to allow expanded 
construction activities shall be reviewed 
on a case-by-case basis as determined by 
the Chief Building Official and/or City 

City Public 
Works 
Department 
 
Chief Building 
Official 
 
City Engineer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to issuance 
of grading 
permits 
 
and 
 
During 
construction 
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Engineer. 
 

5.5-1(b)  Construction activities shall adhere to the 
requirements of the City of Galt with 
respect to hours of operation, muffling of 
internal combustion engines, and other 
factors that affect construction noise 
generation and its effects on noise-
sensitive land uses. Prior to issuance of 
grading permits, these criteria shall be 
included in the grading plan submitted by 
the applicant/developer for the review 
and approval of the Public Works 
Department.  

 
5.5-1(c)  During construction, the 

applicant/developer shall designate a 
disturbance coordinator and 
conspicuously post this person’s number 
around the project site and in adjacent 
public spaces. The disturbance 
coordinator will receive all public 
complaints about construction noise 
disturbances and will be responsible for 
determining the cause of the complaint, 
and implement feasible measures to be 
taken to alleviate the problem. The 
disturbance coordinator shall report all 
complaints and corrective measures 
taken to the Community Development 
Director. 

 
 
City Public 
Works 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Community 
Development 
Director 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Prior to issuance 
of grading 
permits 
and 
 

During 
construction 
 
 
 
 
 
 
During 
construction 
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5.5-1(d) The project soundwalls shall be 

constructed as early as feasible in the 
project construction timeline to mitigate 
construction noise. The project 
soundwalls are expected to reduce 
construction noise levels by five to 10 dB. 

 
5.5-1(e) A temporary soundwall a minimum of 8 

feet in height shall be erected along the 
south property line to shield demolition 
and construction activities associated 
with construction of new soundwalls. The 
soundwall shall be an appropriate 
acoustical barrier, such as a hanging 
curtain with an STC rating of 27, or 
higher, and should not have any gaps or 
openings around the edges. Plywood is 
not recommended.   

 
City Public 
Works 
Department 
 
 
 
 
City Public 
Works 
Department 
 

 
During 
construction 
 
 
 
 
 
During 
construction 

5.5-2 Impacts related to 
vibration associated 
with construction 
activities. 

5.5-2 Implement Mitigation Measures 5.5-1(b) 
and 5.5-1(c). 

 

See Mitigation 
Measures 5.5-
1(b) and 5.5-1(c) 

Mitigation 
Measures 5.5-
1(b) and 5.5-1(c) 

 

5.5-4 Expose existing 
receptors to on-site 
noise levels exceeding 
applicable noise 
standards. 

5.5-4(a) Prior to the issuance of a building 
permit, the plans shall show 12-foot 
soundwalls to be constructed along the 
east and south property lines of the site 
and a 20-foot soundwall shall be 
constructed along the south side of the 
project loading dock, as shown on Figure 
5.5-3, for the review and approval of the 

Community 
Development 
Director 
 
City Engineer 
 
 
 

Prior to the 
issuance of a 
building permit 
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Community Development Director and 
the City Engineer, unless a noise study 
demonstrates that a lesser height 
provides adequate noise mitigation in 
conformity with the City noise ordinance. 
The 20-foot barrier should completely 
shield the front of truck engines and cabs 
from view of the adjacent residential 
uses. The barrier should be constructed 
of a Sono-Con Exterior Acoustical Panel 
System which incorporates both sound 
transmission blocking and sound 
absorption blocking capabilities to 
minimize sound reflections in the truck 
well. Product information for the 
recommended barrier product is 
attached. Acoustically similar barriers 
may be used, but they should be reviewed 
by an acoustical consultant prior to 
construction. Soundwalls shall be 
constructed with a rough, split face CMU 
block or acoustical sound absorbing 
block to minimize reflections between the 
soundwalls and the Walmart building 
façade. Smooth block walls should be 
avoided, unless heavily landscaped. 

 
5.5-4(b) Prior to the issuance of a building 

permit, the plans shall show that rooftop 
mechanical equipment shall be shielded 
from view, as specified in the City of Galt 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Community 
Development 
Director 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to the 
issuance of a 
building permit 
 

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
 

4 - 28 

PC 124



Final EIR 
Walmart 

June 2011 
 

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN  
WALMART 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring Implementation 
Agency Schedule Sign-off 

Zoning Ordinance, for the review and 
approval of the Community Development 
Director. Additionally, rooftop 
refrigeration equipment shall be shielded 
through the use of rooftop mechanical 
noise barriers in the direction of 
residential uses.  

 
5.5-4(c) As a condition of approval, loading and 

delivery activities, including fork lift 
usage, shall be limited to daytime hours 
(7:00 AM to 10:00 PM), as specified in 
the City of Galt Zoning Ordinance. 

 
5.5-4(d) Truck idling and refrigeration truck 

deliveries shall be prohibited at the 
vendor delivery service area.  

 
5.5-4(e) During daytime (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM) 

parking lot cleaning in the main parking 
lot, a 30-foot setback from the eastern 
property line shall be maintained for 
mechanical parking lot cleaning.  

 
5.5-4(f) As a condition of approval, mechanical 

sweeping shall be limited to daytime 
hours (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM), as 
specified in the City of Galt Zoning 
Ordinance. 

 
5.5-4(g) As a condition of approval, the applicant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Community 
Development 
Director 
 
 
 
Community 
Development 
Director 
 
Community 
Development 
Director 
 
 
 
Community 
Development 
Director 
 
 
 
Community 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
During project 
operation 
 
 
 
 
During project 
operation 
 
 
During project 
operation 
 
 
 
 
During project 
operation 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 

Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
 

4 - 29 

PC 125



Final EIR 
Walmart 

June 2011 
 

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN  
WALMART 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring Implementation 
Agency Schedule Sign-off 

shall use a forklift and backup alarm 
equal in loudness, or quieter than, the 
Yale 40VX observed at the Citrus Heights 
store or the Nissan 40 forklift observed at 
the Rancho Cordova store. Specifically, 
proposed project forklifts shall be fitted 
with backup alarms not exceeding the 82 
to 102 dBA rating of the alarms observed 
at test locations. 

Development 
Director 
 

certificate of 
occupancy 

5.5-5 Expose sensitive 
receptors to noise-
related sleep 
disturbances. 

5.5-5 Implement Mitigation Measures 5.5-4(b), 
(c), (e), and (f). 

 

See Mitigation 
Measures 5.5-
4(b), (c), (e), and 
(f) 

See Mitigation 
Measures 5.5-
4(b), (c), (e), and 
(f) 

 

5.7 Public Services 

5.7-3 Impacts related to 
hydrology, water 
quality, and stormwater 
drainage. 
 

5.7-3(a) Prior to the issuance of building permits, 
the developer shall obtain and comply 
with the NPDES general construction 
permit including the submittal of a Notice 
of Intent (NOI) and associated fee to the 
SWRCB and the preparation of a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) that includes both construction 
stage and permanent storm water 
pollution prevention practices to be 
submitted to the City Engineer for review. 

 
5.7-3(b) The project shall utilize runoff reduction 

and source control measures consistent 
with adopted Stormwater Quality Design 
Manual to the maximum extent 

SWRCB 
 
City Engineer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City Engineer 
 
 
 

Prior to the 
issuance of 
building permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to the 
issuance of 
grading permits 
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practicable and to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer. 

 
5.7-3(c) Prior to issuance of grading permits, the 

applicant shall develop and submit a 
stormdrain model to analyze the existing 
stormdrain system and a Drainage 
Master Plan to the City Engineer for 
review and approval. The Drainage 
Master Plan shall describe how on-site 
draining systems will be designed to 
compensate for the reduced water 
absorption capacity of the site and to 
prevent flooding of adjacent properties. 
The Plan must ensure that all stormwater 
entering or originating within the project 
site shall be conveyed, without diversion 
of the watershed, to the nearest adequate, 
natural watercourse, or adequate man-
made drainage facility. The Drainage 
Master Plan shall implement BMPs to 
control quality of stormwater runoff. The 
project applicant shall comply with all of 
the requirements of the new MS4 permit 
as detailed in the Water Quality Planning 
and Design Principles Water Quality 
Planning and Design Principles, Low 
Impact Strategies, and the Stormwater 
Quality Design Manual for Sacramento 
and South Placer Regions. 

 
 
 
City Engineer 

 
 
 
Prior to issuance 
of grading 
permits 
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services. the applicant shall submit a public safety 
plan for review and approval of the 
Police Chief including, but not limited to, 
the following: 

 
• Hours of operation shall be 

limited from 5:00 AM to 12:00 
AM.   

• Ensure adequate store security, 
including, but not limited to, the 
following: 

o Wal-Mart shall employ sufficient 
store security to address security 
and safety concerns both inside 
and outside the store including at 
least one security officer to patrol 
the parking lots during hours of 
operation. 

o Video surveillance shall be 
required both inside the store and 
at exterior locations.   

o Recordings for all cameras shall 
be maintained for a minimum of 
60 days.  The recordings shall be 
available for police inspection on 
demand. 

o The store security plan shall be 
submitted for review and approval 
of the Chief of Police to ensure 
that all conditions are met in 
terms of policy/procedures, 

of a building 
permit 
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adequate personnel on duty 
during hours of operation, and 
adequate video surveillance. 

o Allow for periodic site inspections 
and compliance reviews by police 
staff. 

• Include as a project condition of 
approval a requirement 
prohibiting camping in the 
parking lot.   

• Prior to issuance of a Certificate 
of Occupancy in regards to 
response protocol, the applicant 
shall work with the Galt Police 
Department to develop a response 
protocol that pre-determines, to 
the extent possible, when the 
police should be called for 
incidents occurring at the store. 
The applicant shall incorporate 
the response protocols into the 
store security plan for review and 
approval of the Police Chief, and 
train appropriate store personnel 
on this protocol. 

• Prior to issuance of a building 
permit, the applicant shall submit 
a site plan check to the Police 
Chief for review and approval. 
The site plan shall include, but not 
limited to, the placement of 
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cameras, lighting, vegetation, 
traffic and pedestrian patterns, 
and other pre-construction details. 
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ATTACHMENT 2
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2011___PC 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
OF THE CITY OF GALT, CALIFORNIA, REAPPROVING THE CONDITIONAL 

USE PERMIT, DETERMINING CONSISTENCY WITH THE BIG-BOX 
ORDINANCE, AND APPROVING THE SITE PLAN AND DESIGN FOR THE 

WALMART PROJECT 
 

WHEREAS, Walmart, a retail business, has requested a Conditional Use Permit to 
construct and operate a Walmart store of up to 137,277 square feet and ancillary site 
improvements at the southeast corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way, located in the 
City of Galt  (APN: 148-0074-058); and 

WHEREAS, the subject property is in the Commercial General Plan land use designation 
and Highway Commercial zoning district; and 

WHEREAS, the project is defined as a Discount Superstore retail business which is a 
conditionally permitted use in the Highway Commercial (HC) zoning district; and 

WHEREAS, Chapter 18.38 of the Galt Municipal Code requires that the project meet 
certain architectural and site design standards and compliance with said standards shall be 
reviewed by the Architectural Review Committee; and 

WHEREAS, the Architectural Review Committee held a duly noticed public meeting 
on February 22, 2010 to review the project and recommended approval of the architecture and 
site design details to the Planning Commission; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 18.68.030 of the Galt Municipal Code, the 
Community Development Director issued a Notice of Decision conditionally approving the 
site plan and design review for the Walmart Project on March 10, 2010; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant filed an appeal of the conditions of the Notice of Decision 
on March 12, 2010 which was considered by the Planning Commission on March 25, 2010; 
and 

WHEREAS, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for this project in 
accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and   

WHEREAS, in compliance with Public Resources Code §21080.4, a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) was prepared by the City of Galt and was distributed to the State 
Clearinghouse of the Office of Planning and Research, responsible agencies and other 
interested parties on April 4, 2008 announcing the City’s intent to prepare an Environmental 
Impact Report for the Walmart Project (Project), and to provide interested agencies and the 
general public an opportunity to express their concerns regarding the potential environmental 
effects of the Project; and   

WHEREAS, a scoping meeting for the Draft EIR was held on April 23, 2008; and 
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WHEREAS, the Draft Environmental Impact Report  (SCH# 2008042024) was 
advertised for a public review period commencing December 10, 2009 and ending January 
25, 2010 at 5:00 p.m; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Galt held a duly noticed public 
meeting on January 14, 2010 to accept public comments on the Draft EIR; and  

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Galt held a duly noticed public 
hearing on March 25, 2010 to consider the certification of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) as well as approval of the 
Conditional Use Permit application, consistency with the Big-Box Ordinance and the appeal 
of the Notice of Decision on the site plan and design review; and;  

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, using its independent judgment, reviewed the 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), 
and all evidence in the record related to the proposed project, including the staff report, public 
testimony, and all evidence presented both orally and in writing; and 

WHEREAS, the Final EIR was certified by the Planning Commission on March 25, 
2010, providing a basis for project approval and imposition of conditions; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission approved the Project on March 25, 2010, 
including a conditional use permit and site plan and design review approval, which approval 
was appealed to the City Council by separate appeals filed by Walmart (concerning the hours 
of operation) and Galt Citizens for Sensible Planning (GCSP) (concerning the sufficiency of 
the EIR); and 

WHEREAS, on April 20, 2010, the City Council heard both appeals and, after 
hearing the evidence presented, adopted Resolutions 2010-28, 2010-29, and 2010-27, 
certifying the EIR, with appropriate findings and mitigation measures under CEQA, denying 
the appeal of GCSP, granting the appeal of Walmart, and approving the Project; and   

WHEREAS, GCSP filed a lawsuit challenging the City Council’s EIR certification 
and Project approvals in the case of Galt Citizens for Sensible Planning v. City of Galt, 
Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 34-2010-80000546, which resulted in a Court 
ruling finding the EIR’s analysis of the Project noise impacts inadequate; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Court’s orders, the City Council set aside the EIR and 
Project approvals, and the EIR and the Project approvals have now been revised, as directed 
by the Court; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on June 27, 
2011 to reconsider the Project approvals, at which all interested parties had an opportunity to 
be heard, and at which the Planning Commission considered all evidence presented both 
orally and in writing. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the 
City of Galt, California, hereby makes the following findings: 

A. The Planning Commission, at the public hearing on June 27, 2011, reviewed 
the Conditional Use Permit application and all evidence in the record related to the proposed 
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project, including the staff report, public testimony, and all evidence presented both orally 
and in writing. 

B. The Planning Commission finds that the project is consistent with the goals 
and policies of the General Plan and the Northeast Area Specific Plan as further detailed in 
the March 25, 2010 staff report for this project hereby incorporated herein in full by 
reference. 

C. The Planning Commission has determined that the project is consistent with 
the purpose of the HC zoning district. 

D. The Planning Commission has determined that the project is listed as a use 
subject to a conditional use permit in the HC zoning district.  

E. The Planning Commission has determined that the project will not be 
materially detrimental to the health, safety, or welfare of the public or to property and 
residents in the vicinity.   

F. The Planning Commission has determined that the project is suitable for the 
site and is compatible with neighboring uses.  

G. The Planning Commission has determined that the project’s architecture and 
site design is consistent with the design standards set forth in Galt Municipal Code Chapter 
18.38 for Big-Box Retail Stores. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning 
Commission of the City of Galt, California, hereby approves the Conditional Use Permit for 
Walmart, subject to the conditions set forth in Exhibit A, determines that the project is 
consistent with the Big-Box Ordinance, and approves the Site Plan and Design, attached 
hereto as Exhibit B, subject to the Site Plan and Design Review conditions identified in the 
notice dated March 10, 2010 attached hereto as Exhibit C.   

The City Clerk shall certify the passage and adoption of this Resolution and enter it 
into the book of original Resolutions.  Pursuant to Galt Municipal Code section 18.52.050 any 
appeal of this decision to the City Council must be filed within ten (10) days of mailing of the 
notice of decision to the applicant and persons who filed a written request for notice of the 
decision. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Planning Commission of the City of Galt, California, 
this 27th day of June, 2011, upon motion by Planning Commissioner _____________ seconded 
by Planning Commissioner _________________, by the following vote, to wit: 

AYES:    
 NOES:    
 ABSTAIN:   
 ABSENT:   
 
 
_______________________________________ 
Planning Commission Chair, City of Galt 
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ATTEST: 
 
__________________________________________ 
Planning Commission Secretary, City of Galt 
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Exhibit A to Attachment 2 Resolution 2011- ___PC 
Walmart Project 

Conditional Use Permit 
June 27, 2011 

(34 Conditions plus Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program) 
 

# CONDITION OF APPROVAL SCHEDULE / 
DUE: 

RESPONSIBLE 
ENFORCEMENT 

COMPLETED 
DATE 

1.  Approval of this Conditional Use Permit is for the 
operation of a Discount Superstore of up to 137,277 
square feet as generally described in the 
Environmental Impact Report and Planning 
Commission staff report for the Walmart Project 
(dated 3-25-10). 
 

N/A Community 
Development 
Department 

 

2.  Except as set forth below, the development for which 
this use permit has been granted must commence and 
be diligently pursued to completion within one (1) year 
of the approval of the use permit.  If the development 
has not commenced or been diligently pursued to 
completion within one (1) year, the approval shall 
automatically expire.  Prior to the expiration of the 
permit, the applicant may apply for a single one (1) 
year extension.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, the 
time limits applicable to this permit, as specified herein 
and in Galt Municipal Code sections 18.68.040(B) and 
18.80.040(B), are tolled until the Superior Court or 
appropriate appellate court issues a final decision in the 
pending litigation, Galt Citizens for Sensible Planning, 
et al. v. City of Galt, et al., Sacramento Superior Court 
Case No. 34-2010-80000546, and any applicable 
appeal periods have expired or any appeals relating to 
this litigation have been finally decided, whichever 
occurs first.  The development of this project shall 
commence and be diligently pursued to completion 
within one (1) year from the completion of the above-
referenced litigation, including any appeals, subject to 
extensions as authorized by the Planning Commission. 

Building 
Permit 

Community 
Development 
Department 

 

3.  Building permit issuance will be determined by sewage 
treatment plant capacity. 

Building 
Permit 

Building Official / 
City Engineer 

 

4.  All costs for complying with these conditions of 
approval, unless otherwise noted, are the responsibility 
of the Owner/Developer/Successors in Interest (ODS). 

All phases of 
review and 
approvals 

ODS  

5.  The project shall be in substantial compliance with 
the site plan, building elevations and related 
construction details as included in the official file and 
approved by the Galt Planning Department. 
 

Building 
Permit 

Community 
Development 
Department 

 

6.  Noncompliance with the conditions of approval may 
result in the revocation of the use permit as provided in 
Section 18.52.080 of the Galt Municipal Code. 

All phases of 
review and 
approvals 

Community 
Development 
Department 

 

7.  The ODS shall comply with all applicable state and 
local laws, rules, ordinances and regulations during 

All phases of 
review and 

ODS  
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# CONDITION OF APPROVAL SCHEDULE / 
DUE: 

RESPONSIBLE 
ENFORCEMENT 

COMPLETED 
DATE 

the construction and operation of the facility. 
 

approvals 

8.  Grant right-of-way on Twin Cities Road for the 
indicated public improvements and construct and install 
public improvements to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer in accordance with City Standards. 

Improvement 
Plans/Building 

Permit 

City Engineer  

9.  Meet requirements of SMUD and Pacific Gas & 
Electric Company regarding facilities, including any 
easements. 

Improvement 
Plans/Building 

Permit 

Utilities  

10. The ODS shall obtain approval of improvement plans 
from the Galt Public Works Department including, 
but not limited to, Fermoy Way and Twin Cities 
Road frontage improvements and stormwater 
drainage plans that comply with acceptable methods 
of stormwater detention/treatment pursuant to the 
Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership’s 
development standards and guidelines 
http://www.sacramentostormwater.org/SSQP/develop
ment.asp. 
 

Improvement 
Plans/Building 

Permit 

City Engineer  

11. The project shall be required to de-annex from the 
Northeast Area Landscaping and Lighting 
Maintenance District (LLD) and will be required to 
create a new LLD or modify the existing LLD #3 to 
include commercial properties and to have 
inflationary factors, acceptable to the City of Galt, 
included in the assessment. 
 

Prior to 
Building 
Permit 

Public Works  

12. At the time of Building Permit, the ODS shall pay all 
City development impact fees applicable as of 
January 1, 2010 at the rates in effect on January 1, 
2010. 

Building 
Permit 

Community 
Development 
Department 

 

13. All civil engineering plans are required to be 
submitted in an electronic format.  When plans are 
ready for final signature, it is required that the 
engineering firm submits an electronic copy of the 
complete plan as it appears in the approved printed 
plans with addresses.  One copy shall be delivered to 
the CCSD Fire Department and two copies to the 
Galt Planning Department (one copy will be 
transmitted to Public Works).  All electronic formats 
will be submitted on Windows/DOS formatted CD.  
E-mail copies will not be accepted at this time.  The 
electronic submittal shall include all supporting 
drawing files and all drawing files pertaining to the 
project, including XREFs.  The digital submittal shall 
be in the following format:  DWG (applies to 
Autocad drawing file) any AutoCAD DWG version 
is accepted. 
 

Improvement 
Plans/Building 

Permit 

City Engineer 

CCSD Fire 

Community 
Development 
Department 
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DUE: 
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ENFORCEMENT 
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DATE 

14. The project shall be subject to Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District rules 
and regulations in effect at the time of construction 
and operation.  A complete listing is available at 
www.airquality.org or by calling 916-874-4800.  
Evidence of compliance shall be provided prior to 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy. 
 

On-going  

Certification 
of Occupancy 

Public Works 
Department 

 

15. The ODS shall comply with the requirements of the 
State Water Resources Control Board for coverage 
under the Storm Water General Permit and the 
Construction Storm Water General Permit during 
construction.  The facility will also be required to 
have a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) prepared and on-site as part of the General 
Permit requirements.   The required Notice of Intent 
to the State Board can be found at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/progra
ms/stormwater/industrial.shtml for the  General 
Permit.  The NOI for the Construction General 
Permit can be found at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/progra
ms/stormwater/construction.shtml.  
 

Improvement 
Plans/Building 

Permit 

City Engineer 

 

 

16. The ODS shall obtain approval of landscape plans 
prepared in accordance with the Galt Landscape 
Manual and Chapter 18.68 and 18.36 of the Galt 
Municipal Code and the State Model Water 
Efficiency landscape Ordinance (AB1881) or City of 
Galt equivalent ordinance if adopted prior to 
submittal of plans.  Three (3) sets of plans shall be 
submitted along with the Project Review Checklist 
from the Landscape Manual and a deposit of $500 
used to pay the City’s contract Landscape Architect 
for review services.  The deposit must be replenished 
if the review fees exceed the deposit.  All unused 
fees will be refunded.  Landscape/irrigation plans 
shall address appropriate landscaping in all of the 
identified areas on the site plan including the shade 
tree requirements in the parking lot.   In addition, the 
landscape plans shall address the bio swales, if 
proposed for stormwater treatment. If the approved 
landscape plans differ from the site plan sheet, the 
contractor shall prepare new site plan sheets for City 
approval and attach them to the construction sets to 
minimize confusion in the field.  
 

Prior to 
Building 
Permit 

Community 
Development 
Department 

 

17. The ODS shall install landscape irrigation per 
approved landscape plans. 

Construction Community 
Development 
Department 
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COMPLETED 
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18. ODS must prepare a waste diversion plan to recycle 
at least 50% of the materials generated for discard by 
this project during the construction phase. The waste 
diversion and recycling plan shall use best 
management practices in order to achieve the 
recycling target. The plan shall be subject to City 
Planning Department review and approval prior to 
building permit approval.   All Haul tags must be 
submitted to the City on a regular basis.  
 

Prior to 
occupancy 

Community 
Development 
Department 

 

19. All areas owned by Walmart, including the clock 
tower area and the landscape buffer between the 
south wall and the Emerald Village subdivision shall 
be maintained in good order. Maintenance includes 
keeping the property in good condition and repair on 
a daily basis including removing trash and debris 
from adjacent sidewalks, driveways, parking areas 
and landscaping as needed, sweeping adjacent 
sidewalks and driveways, weeding and pruning all 
landscaping.   
 

Operational Community 
Development 
Department  

Code Enforcement 

 

20. The store shall be open for business (maximum hours 
the store to be open to the public in a calendar day) 
only between 5 a.m. and 12:00 midnight.  The project 
must adhere to the Big-Box Ordinance Guidelines, 
which prohibit delivery and loading between the 
hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.   
 

Operational Community 
Development 
Department  

Code Enforcement 

 

21. All pallets and other like debris shall be stored in the 
enclosed “bale and pallet” storage area identified on 
the site plan. 

Operational Community 
Development 
Department  

Code Enforcement 

 

22. Outdoor Seasonal Displays are limited to the space 
indicated for such use indicated on the Site Plan 
(Feb. 2010).  Other locations for outdoor seasonal 
display items must be approved by the Planning 
Department.   Outdoor seasonal displays shall be 
limited to a period of twenty six weeks during any 
calendar year which twenty-six (26) weeks may be 
utilized continuously or in intervals as determined by 
the ODS.  The seasonal display area should be 
screened from public view by decorative screening to 
be approved by the Planning Department.  The use of 
chain link is prohibited. 
 

Operational Community 
Development 
Department  

Code Enforcement 

 

23. The ODS shall implement a shopping cart retrieval 
program to limit stray shopping carts in the City.  
ODS shall provide a management program to the 
Community Development Department for review and 
approval. 

Prior to 
Building 
Permit 

Community 
Development 
Department  
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DUE: 
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ENFORCEMENT 

COMPLETED 
DATE 

24. No overnight camping (between the hours of 12:00 
a.m. and 5:00 a.m.) shall be allowed on the site.  
Signs alerting potential campers shall be placed at the 
project site in locations acceptable to the Community 
Development Department.   
 

Operational Community 
Development 
Department  

Code Enforcement 

 

25. This project was approved with the incorporation of 
certain design features to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and satisfy the City’s obligation to reduce 
global warming impacts.  Consequently, the 
following conditions are imposed to ensure that these 
features are maintained into the future: 
 
Any future re-roof or roof system replacement on the 
building shall meet equivalent or greater energy 
efficiency requirements than the "white" single ply 
membrane roof proposed.    
 
The exterior security lighting shall be High Intensity 
Discharge or more efficient lighting type. 
 
Any substantial change to the interior lighting, as 
determined by the City of Galt, shall be designed to 
exceed energy efficiency requirements in place at the 
time of installation.   
 
Any changes to the HVAC Units shall be equal to or 
exceed the efficiency of the proposed 12.7 (average) 
EER rating.    
 
Any changes to the energy management system shall 
be equal to or exceed the efficiency of the system at 
the time of original installation. 
 
All internally illuminated building signage will use 
light emitting diodes (“LED”) lighting or equal 
energy efficient technology.  
 
The store will include a dehumidifying system that 
allows the Walmart to operate the store at a higher 
temperature, use less energy, and allow the 
refrigeration system to operate more efficiently.  
 
The store will include a film on the freezer doors that 
combats condensation and requires no energy, unlike 
heating systems that are typically used to combat 
condensation.   

The grocery area will capture waste heat from the on-
site refrigeration equipment to heat water for the 

Ongoing Building 
Department 

Community 
Development 
Department 
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DUE: 
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ENFORCEMENT 
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kitchen prep areas of the store. This represents energy 
savings of over 165 million BTUs per year.  

The Store will incorporate skylights with computer-
controlled daylight sensors which will allow lighting 
within the store to be dimmed when natural lighting is 
available. This system takes full advantage of natural 
light to reduce energy consumption. A daylight 
harvesting system can reduce the electricity 
consumption of store lighting by up to 75 percent 
during daylight hours and saves an average of 800,000 
kWh per year.  

Walmart will dim interior lighting to approximately 65 
percent illumination during the late night hours.  
 
The store will include occupancy sensors in most non-
sales areas, such as restrooms, break rooms and offices. 
 These sensors detect activity in a room and 
automatically turn off the lights when the space is 
unoccupied.  

And include the water conservation features, recycling 
efforts, and poured concrete as mentioned in the 
“Sustainability Features” Section of Chapter 3 of the 
Draft EIR 

 
 

26. The project must provide some decorative features, at 
a minimum split face 8” block maximum, pilasters 
with 30’ minimum spacing, and decorative cap to 
wall facing residential.  Color pallet shall be neutral.  
All walls shall be smooth grout finished and scored 
on both sides.  ODS is required to contact owners 
with lots adjacent to the proposed east and south 
masonry walls at least two weeks prior to 
construction of said walls offering them an 
opportunity to remove their fences to allow for 
proper finishing and scoring of the walls on the non-
project side.  ODS shall send certified mail letter and 
allow thirty (30) days for fence removal.  The City 
shall be copied on all letters.  
 

Building 
Permit 

Building 
Department 

Community 
Development 
Department 
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27. If wheel stops are installed in the parking lot they 
must be 4” in height rather than standard 6”. 
 

Building 
Permit 

Certificate of 
Occupancy 

Building 
Department 

Community 
Development 
Department 

 

28. Walmart will be required to provide additional 
parking if it constructs the larger option of 137,277 
square feet and uses the 22 parking spaces as a 
seasonal display area.  The site is currently required 
to provide 503 parking spaces and is showing 531.  
The required parking will increase to 519 if the larger 
option is built.    

Operational 

(if seasonal 
display area is 

used) 

Community 
Development 
Department 

 

29. Signage for the site shall be in compliance with the 
City of Galt sign regulations and approved by the 
Planning Department and shall be LED or more 
efficient. 
 

Sign Permit Building 
Department 

Community 
Development 
Department 

 

30. The owner must submit a hazardous materials 
inventory to the Cosumnes Community Services 
District Fire Department, using their approved 
format, and provide a copy of the transmittal and 
inventory to the Community Development 
Department. 
 

Building 
Permit 

CCSD Fire 

Community 
Development 
Department 

 

31. The facility shall comply with the City of Galt 
Municipal Code, Chapter 8.40 Exterior Noise 
Standards. 
 

Ongoing 

during 
construction 

Code Enforcement 
and Building 

Inspector 

 

32. All Mitigation Measures included in the adopted EIR 
for this project, and for which a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan is attached hereto, 
shall be satisfied in accordance with the time frames 
noted for each measure. 
 

All Phases Community 
Development 
Department 

 

33. Walmart shall only use new forklifts purchased after 
January 1, 2010 which are model year 2010 or newer. 

Operational Community 
Development 
Department 

 

34. Install pedestrian safety measures at the pedestrian 
crosswalk on Fermoy Way at Young Court.  
Improvements must be approved by the City 
Engineer.   
 

 

Improvement 
Plans 

City Engineer  

 
  

The approved Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is incorporated into these conditions of 
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                  EXHIBIT C 
NOTICE OF DECISION 

 
 
DATE:            March 10, 2010 
 
TO:              Tim Page, Doucet + SGI                
 
FROM:  Curt Campion, Galt Community Development Director 
 
RE:  Site Plan and Design Review Application for Proposed Wal-Mart Store Located at 

Southeast Corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way  
  (APN # 148-0074-058) 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
On September 6, 2007, Wal-Mart Stores Inc. (“Applicant”), submitted an application for site plan and design 
review of a proposed retail store located on the southeast corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way 
(“Project”) in accordance with Chapter 18.68 of the Galt Municipal Code (“Code”). Chapter 18.68 provides 
that all commercial developments requiring a building permit shall be subject to site plan and design review. 
 
The site plan and design review application for the Project was subsequently amended by the Applicant on 
several occasions to incorporate recommendations made by members of the City’s Planning Department 
relating to the City’s building and design requirements. The documents that comprise the Applicant’s final 
application are dated as follows: February 2010 and are attached hereto as Exhibit A (“Final Application”).  
 
Section 18.68.030 of the Code provides the Community Development Director (“Director”) shall approve or 
conditionally approve a site plan and design review application, if he finds the proposed project to be in full 
compliance with the requirements of Chapter 18.68.030.   
 
The Director hereby conditionally approves the Applicant’s Final Application for site plan and design review 
of the proposed Project based upon the following findings and upon compliance with the conditions 
described below.  
 
FINDINGS 
 
1. The location and position of uses and buildings on the site as depicted in the Final Application is an 

appropriate use of space on the site and is compatible with the surrounding vicinity. 
 
2.  The exterior building design, including construction materials and color, as depicted in the  Final 

Application is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. 
 
3.  The Galt Police Department has determined that the Final Application provides security equipment 

and procedures sufficient to reasonably ensure public safety. 
 
4.  The Final Application provides exterior lighting sufficient to illuminate the entire site. 
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5.  The Final Application provides that all storm drainage facilities will be placed underground in 

conformance with City standards.  
 
6.  The Final Application provides that all utility distribution facilities (including but not limited to electric 

(34 kilovolt), communication, and cable television lines) installed in and for the purpose of 
supplying service will be placed underground, except equipment appurtenant to underground 
facilities, such as surface-mounted transformers, pedestal-mounted terminal boxes, meter 
cabinets, and concealed ducts. The applicant for the Project will make the necessary arrangements 
with the utility companies involved in the installation of said facilities. 

 
7.  The Final Application complies with the parking and loading requirements contained in Chapter 

18.36 of the Code.  
 
8.  The Final Application complies with the recyclable materials collection requirements contained in 

Section 18.36.120 of the Code.  
 
9.  The Project is located in the Northeast Area Specific Plan area and the Final Application complies 

with the Northeast Area Specific Plan requirements for commercial development occurring within 
the area.  

 
10.  Site plan and design review pursuant to Chapter 18.68 of the Code is a non-discretionary  and as 

such is not subject to environmental review pursuant to the California  Environmental Quality Act. 
See GMC 18.52.030; CEQA Guideline 15060(c)(1). 

 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
A site plan and design review application may be conditionally approved to include terms and conditions as 
deemed necessary or appropriate by the Director to affect the purpose of the City’s Zoning Code. See GMC 
18.68.040 
 
The Applicant’s site plan and design review Final Application for the Project is conditionally approved 
subject to compliance with the following conditions: 
 
1. All storm drainage facilities will be placed underground in  conformance with City standards. 
 
2. All utility distribution facilities (including but not limited to electric (34 kilovolt), communication, and 

cable television lines) installed in and for the purpose of supplying service will be placed 
underground, except equipment appurtenant to underground facilities, such as surface-mounted 
transformers, pedestal-mounted terminal boxes, meter cabinets, and concealed ducts. The 
Applicant will make the necessary arrangements with the utility companies involved in the 
installation of said facilities. 

 
3. The Project shall comply with the provisions of the Galt Landscape Manual. 
 
4. The Project shall be reviewed for compliance with the City’s Big Box Retail Design Standards by 

the Architectural Review Committee in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 18.38 of the 
Code. On February 22, 2010, the Architectural Review Committee held a public meeting to 
consider the Project’s compliance with the City’s Big Box Retail Design Standards. The 
Architectural Review Committee determined that the Project complies with the City’s Big Box Retail 
Design Standards and recommended that the Planning Commission approve the Project.  
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5.  Approval of the Final Application for site plan and design review pursuant to Chapter 18.68 is 

contingent upon the approval or conditional approval of a use permit for the Project in accordance 
with the provisions of Chapter 18.80 of the Code within twelve (12) months.  If a use permit for the 
Project is not approved or conditionally approved within the specified time period, then site plan 
approval shall be automatically deemed revoked. 

 
6. Approval of the Final Application for site plan and design review pursuant to Chapter 18.68 is 

contingent upon the certification of the EIR associated with the use permit for the Project. 
 
7. The Project shall comply with applicable provisions found in other titles of the Code and all other 

applicable City policies, regulations, standards and specifications that are in effect upon the date of 
issuance of a building permit.   

 
8.  The conditions of approval of any use permit subsequently issued by the City are hereby 

incorporated into this Notice of Decision as conditions of approval of the site plan.  In the  event of 
an inconsistency between the terms or condition of this Notice of Decision and the terms or 
conditions of any use permit issued by the City, the terms and conditions of the use permit shall 
govern the Project.  

 
9. Conditional approval of the Applicant’s Final Application for site plan and design review shall not 

provide the Applicant with any vested right to proceed with development of the Project. The right to 
proceed with development of the Project is contingent upon approval or conditional approval of a 
use permit, certification of the EIR for the project, and receipt of a building permit. 

 
10. The Project shall be constructed in accordance  in substantial conformance with the Final 

Application and other documents referenced above in this Notice of Decision. 
 
APPEAL PROCESS 
 
This Notice of Decision may be appealed by any interested person within fourteen (14) calendar days of the 
issuance of the Notice of Decision. Appeal may be made by filing a written notice of appeal with the 
Community Development Director prior to the time the Notice of Decision becomes final. See GMC 
18.52.030.  
 
TIME FOR COMMENCEMENT AND COMPLETION OF DEVELOPMENT 
 
The Applicant shall commence and diligently pursue to completion development of the Project in 
accordance with the timeframe provided for in any use permit that is issued by the City.  
 
 
PL0558 CD 
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P.C. Meeting:  March 25, 2010   
 
Prepared By:  Chris Erias, Associate Planner      
 
Reviewed By:  Sandra Kiriu, Principal Planner   
 
 
 CITY OF GALT 
 
 PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
 STAFF REPORT 
 
Title:       Walmart Project Conditional Use Permit, Final Environmental Impact Report, 

Compliance with the Big Box Ordinance, and appeal of the Community Development 
Director’s Notice of Decision on Site Plan and Design Review.  

 
Location:   The site is located at the southeast corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way. It    
                   consists of approximately 11.26 acres on a single undeveloped parcel identified as     
                   Sacramento County Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 148-0074-058.   
 
Owner: Walmart Stores Inc. 
        PO Box 8050 
             Bentonville, AR  72712 
 
Applicant: Tim Page 
        Doucet + SGI 
        9001 Foothills Blvd., Suite 150  
        Roseville, CA  95747 
        916.789.0822 
 
Existing Zoning: Highway Commercial (HC) 
 
Land Use Designation: Commercial 
 
Surrounding Land Use/Zoning: North: Twin Cities Road and unincorporated Sacramento County 

agriculture/rural residential zoned AG20 is directly north.  
East: Rancho San Jon Subdivision residential zoned R1C. 
South: Emerald Village Subdivision residential zoned Emerald 

Village Senior Phase 2 PUD. 
West: Galt Village Center commercial zoned Highway 

Commercial 
 
Environmental Status:    
 
A Draft EIR for the Walmart Project was circulated for public review with a comment period from 
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December 10, 2009 to January 25, 2010. A public meeting to solicit public comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report was held by the Planning Commission on January 14, 2010. The Final 
Environmental Impact Report responds to comments received during the public review period and 
makes appropriate revisions/clarifications to the Draft EIR. The Planning Commission will be asked to 
certify the Final EIR and consider the CUP and Architectural Review request.  
 
Recommendation:   
 
That the Planning Commission: 
 

1. Adopt Resolution 2010-__ (PC) certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report and Errata 
Sheet, approving the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and adopting CEQA 
Findings and Statements of Overriding Considerations; and  

 
2. Adopt Resolution 2010-__ (PC) approving the Walmart Project Conditional Use Permit, 

determining compliance with the Big Box Ordinance including but not limited to 
Architectural Review, and granting the appeal of the Community Development Director’s 
Notice of Decision, subject to conditions 1-10 as amended. 

 
Background
 
Doucet + SGI submitted a Site Plan Review application for the Walmart store on September 6, 2007. 
 At the time of submittal, the Site Plan Review application was the appropriate entitlement for the 
Walmart project.  Shortly after Walmart submitted its application, the City adopted the Big Box 
Ordinance (Ordinance 2007-14).  Instead of Site Plan Review, the project was now subject to a 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) as a requirement through the new ordinance.  The ordinance permits 
Discount Superstores in the Commercial (C) and Highway Commercial (HC) zones subject to 
approval of a CUP.  In addition to the CUP requirement, the Big Box Ordinance also requires a 
Community Impact Analysis, an Economic/Fiscal Impact Analysis, a Crime Analysis, and an Urban 
Decay Analysis.  These required studies are included in the DEIR.   
 
The project architecture is also subject to Big Box Ordinance requirements.  The ordinance requires 
specific design elements and review by the Architectural Review Committee (ARC).  The ARC 
reviewed the project design at a noticed public meeting on Monday, February 22, 2010.  The ARC 
determined that the project design conformed to the design elements of the Big Box Ordinance and 
recommended approval to the Planning Commission.  The attached ARC staff report explains in 
detail how the project conforms to the design criteria.  
 
In accordance with Section 18.68.030 of the Galt Municipal Code, the Community Development 
Director issued a Notice of Decision on March 10, 2010.  In it, the Director approved the Site Plan 
and Design component of the project, subject to 10 conditions.  The applicant has appealed the 
decision because of wording of one of the conditions.  The appeal issue is discussed at the end of 
this report and will require Planning Commission action. 
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Project Description
 
The proposed Walmart store is 133,279 square feet.  Although the square footages reflect the current 
design of the store, the applicant has requested that the City review and analyze up to 137,277 
square feet (approximately 3 percent greater than the overall square footage shown on the site plan) 
for the store to provide flexibility as the detailed project design progresses.  
 
The project is proposed at the southeast corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way. Access to the 
site is proposed from one driveway on Twin Cities Road and two driveways on Fermoy Way.  The 
proposed Walmart store includes a 6,030 square foot outdoor, fenced garden center.  The store is 
proposing to operate 7 days a week from the hours of 5:00 AM to 12:00 AM.     
 
Slightly more than half of the building will be devoted to general merchandise sales, which will be 
adjoined by the garden center. Approximately 19% of the total floor area will sell groceries, 
including fresh produce and meat.  A food service area and various service uses, which may include 
uses such as a vision center, pharmacy, and salon, are planned at the front of the store.   

The following is a breakdown of the proposed floor plan (not including the potential expansion area 
of 3,998 square feet noted above):  
 

General Merchandise Sales Area 69,119  sq. ft. 

Grocery Sales Area 24,999  sq. ft. 

Retail Tenant Area 782  sq. ft. 

Stockroom Receiving Area 11,803  sq. ft. 

Ancillary Area 7,247  sq. ft. 

Grocery Support Area 7,909  sq. ft. 

Indoor Garden Center 5,390  sq. ft. 

Outdoor Garden Center 6,030  sq. ft. 

Total Area 133,279 sq. ft. 

 
Landscaping 

The proposed project will comply with all requirements set forth in the City of Galt Landscape 
Manual and the State’s model landscape ordinance (AB 1881) . The entire length of street frontage 
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along Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way will have 20-foot landscape setbacks. A community space 
is proposed at the corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way composed of a round plaza setting 
with a clock tower at the center, surrounded by plantings and seating areas. A detailed landscape 
plan will be required before building permit issuance.   

Site Access/Circulation 

Access to the project site would be available from one driveway off of Twin Cities Road and two 
driveways off of Fermoy Way.  Trucks will be able to access the store via the project driveway at 
Twin Cities Road.  Trucks will drive south along the east side of the store and turn right along the 
rear of the building, where the loading area is located. Trucks would exit the site via the 
southernmost driveway on Fermoy Way and continue north back to Twin Cities Road. The applicant 
has proposed to install a “No Truck Route” sign at the existing Fermoy Way median near the 
project’s southernmost truck route exit. This is to prohibit trucks from traveling through the 
residential neighborhoods to the south.   

Parking 

The site plan indicates that 531 vehicle parking spaces will be provided. The Zoning Code requires 
that one vehicle space be provided per 500 square feet of indoor garden center floor area, one space 
for each 1,500 square feet of outdoor garden center sales area, once space for every 250 square feet 
of grocery area, and one space for every 250 square feet of the remaining retail area. Based on 
square footages of the proposed project, 388 parking spaces would be required for the 98,860 square 
feet of retail area, 100 parking spaces would be required for the 24,999 square feet of grocery area, 
11 parking spaces would be required for the 6,030 square feet of outdoor garden area, and 4 parking 
spaces would be required for the 5,390 square feet of indoor garden area, which totals 503 required 
parking spaces. The project provides 21 bicycle parking spaces which is the required number so it 
complies with the Zoning Code requirement of one bicycle parking space per every 25 vehicle 
parking spaces (503/25 = 20.12, rounded up to 21).  
 
The site plan is showing a seasonal display area that uses 22 parking spaces. This drops the provided 
parking count to 509 spaces, which still exceeds the 503 required spaces.  However, if Walmart 
decides to construct the larger square foot option (137,277) then Walmart will be required to meet 
parking requirements for the additional area.  The additional store area will require up to 16 extra 
spaces bringing the required parking count to 519 spaces.  The site cannot accommodate the 
potential growth area and the full size of the seasonal display area in the parking lot, so some 
modification will be needed. 
 
Pedestrian Circulation 

The project site would include internal pedestrian pathways to accommodate pedestrian movement 
throughout the shopping center. The pedestrian circulation system includes two primary pathways 
running north and south leading to/out of the main entrance to the Walmart and the Garden Center, 
respectively. These walkways provide protected pedestrian pathways from the store, through the 
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parking lot, and provide access to the sidewalks along Twin Cities Road. Additional crosswalks and 
sidewalks provide access from the main entrance of the store to Fermoy Way to the west.  

Deliveries and Loading 

The proposed store will have one loading dock area at the rear of the building, which will be 
accessed by roll-up doors. Approximately seven to nine 18-wheeler trucks, two to three of which 
will include refrigeration units, will deliver merchandise to the store seven days a week throughout 
the day. In addition, eight to 10 smaller vendor trucks will make deliveries five days a week. The 
project will comply with the City's delivery time restrictions set forth in the Big-Box Design 
Guidelines, which prohibits delivery and loading between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.   

The truck dock will include sealed rubber gaskets and unloading will occur directly from the truck to 
the building. Engine idling by delivery trucks will be prohibited. Walmart truck engines shut off 
automatically after three minutes of idling. (If a truck includes a refrigeration unit, the unit remains 
refrigerated by a motor in the front of the trailer, which sounds similar to a window air conditioning 
unit.) A delivery door would be located at the back of the store for deliveries from small vendor 
trucks. An eight-foot-high solid masonry wall exists along the south of the project site. The proposed 
project would replace the existing eight-foot-high solid masonry wall located south of the project 
with a twelve-foot-high solid masonry wall along the south and east side of the project site.  

Outdoor Seasonal Sales Area 

The project may include a temporary outdoor seasonal sales area that will occupy some parking 
spaces on an intermittent basis and will be used for sales of such items as garden/yard supplies and 
pumpkins, Christmas trees, and other seasonal items. The area will be screened with temporary 
ornamental metal fencing; additional lighting is not proposed for this area. This area is identified on 
the west side of the building. 
 
Architecture  

The project would include construction of a single-story building with curved roofs over the two 
entries: the main store entrance located on the north elevation serving the general sales floor along 
with the market and pharmacy, and the second located on the west elevation serving the outdoor 
garden area. The project will also provide roofed accent towers and will vary the roofline of parapets 
to create variety in height.  Please see the attached elevations (Attachment 3).    
 
Section 18.38.020 of the Galt Municipal Code (GMC) requires all new retail establishments with  
single tenant space of 50,000 square feet or greater to comply with design standards set forth in 
Chapter 18.38 of the GMC (Big Box Ordinance). Section 18.38.020 also states that the Architectural 
Review Committee (ARC) shall determine compliance with the design standards.  The ARC, at its 
meeting on February 22, recommended approval of the project design. A detailed description of the 
project architecture and how it meets the Big Box design elements can be found in the attached 
Architectural Review Committee Staff Report (Attachment 3).  
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Security 

The applicant has proposed the following security measures to be implemented as part of standard 
operational activities associated with the proposed Walmart store:  

 Conduct a risk analysis (crime survey) of the area to evaluate the security needs for the 
store and implement a security plan based upon this analysis;  

 As appropriate based upon the crime survey, establish a parking lot patrol that assists 
customers, ensures safety and takes action to identify and prevent any suspicious activity 
(such as loitering and vandalism) both during the day and nighttime hours;  

 Install closed-circuit camera systems (surveillance cameras) inside and outside the store;  
 Establish a Risk Control Team, which is a team of associates responsible and trained to 

identify and correct safety and security issues at the site, including patrolling the inside 
of the store;  

 Provide lighting in the parking areas that will ensure public safety; and  
 Prohibit consumption of alcohol in the parking lots by having associates regularly 

"patrol" the parking areas while collecting shopping carts, and report any inappropriate 
activity to the store managers.   

Climate Change  

California passed several bills in the last few years regarding greenhouse gases with the most 
prominent being AB 32 (The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006).  The main purpose 
of this bill is to reduce California’s statewide greenhouse gas (ghg) emissions to 1990 levels by the 
year 2020.   Local governments are now being required to address global warming impacts of 
projects as part of their local California Environmental Quality Act analyses.  Consequently, the 
Walmart EIR includes such analysis for this project as part of the Air Quality discussion. 
 
In summary, this project has been found to have a less than significant effect on global warming.  
The proposed project will incorporate a variety of features that would reduce its demand for natural 
resources, increase energy and water efficiency, utilize non-toxic materials, and promote waste 
reduction. At a minimum, the project will incorporate the following or equally efficient features:  
 
Energy-Efficient HVAC Units 

The project will utilize "super" high efficiency packaged HVAC units. While the industry standard 
Energy Efficiency Ratio (“EER”) for retail stores is 10.3 (American Society of Heating, 
Refrigerating, and Air-Conditioning Engineers, Standard 90.1-2004), the proposed new HVAC units 
are rated at an EER value of ranging from approximately 12.1 to 14.3, with an average EER of 12.7. 
These units are between four and 17 percent more efficient than required by Title 24 of the CA 
Building Code.   
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Central Energy Management 

The store will be equipped with an energy management system that will be monitored and controlled 
from the Home Office in Bentonville, Arkansas. The system enables Walmart to monitor energy 
usage, analyze refrigeration temperatures, observe HVAC and lighting performance, and adjust 
lighting, temperature, and/or refrigeration set points 24 hours per day, 7 days per week.  

Dehumidification 

The store will include a dehumidifying system that allows Walmart to operate the store at a higher 
summer temperature, use less energy, and allow the refrigeration system to operate more efficiently.  

Food Displays 

The store will include a film on the freezer doors that combats condensation and requires no energy, 
unlike heating systems that are typically used to combat condensation.   

Water Heating 

The grocery area will capture waste heat from the on-site refrigeration equipment to heat water for 
the kitchen preparation areas of the store. This represents energy savings of over 165 million BTUs 
per year.  

White Roofs 

The store will incorporate a "white" single ply membrane roof. The high solar reflectivity of this 
membrane results in lowering the "cooling" load by approximately eight to 10 percent and has a 
reduced “heat island” effect, as compared to most other applications that are a darker color (please 
note that the roof color will not be visible from street and will not cause glare problems to those in 
the area).    

Non-PVC Roofs 

The store’s roof will have a ThermoPlastic Olefin (TPO) membrane, which is more environmentally 
friendly than PVC roofing.   TPO does not degrade under solar UV radiation, a common problem 
with PVC. 
Daylight Harvesting 

The Store will incorporate skylights with computer-controlled daylight sensors which will allow 
lighting within the store to be dimmed when natural lighting is available. This system takes full 
advantage of natural light to reduce energy consumption. A daylight harvesting system can reduce 
the electricity consumption of store lighting by up to 75 percent during daylight hours and saves an 
average of 800,000 kWh per year.  
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Night Dimming 

Walmart will dim interior lighting to approximately 65 percent illumination during the late night 
hours when customer traffic is less.  
 
Interior Lighting 

All interior lighting in the store will utilize T-8 fluorescent lamps and electronic ballasts, which are 
one of the more common  efficient lighting systems on the market. The store will also use only "low-
mercury" lamps, which are not considered to be a hazardous material and are considered to be very 
"green friendly.”   

Occupancy Sensors 

The store will include occupancy sensors in most non-sales areas, such as restrooms, break rooms 
and offices.  These sensors detect activity in a room and automatically turn off the lights when the 
space is unoccupied.  

LED Signage Illumination 

All internally illuminated building signage will use light emitting diodes (“LED”) lighting. This 
application of LED technology is over 70 percent more energy-efficient than fluorescent 
illumination. With lamp life ranging to 100,000 hours, using LEDs provides an extended life span of 
12- to 20-plus years, thereby significantly reducing the need to manufacture and dispose of 
fluorescent lamps.  

Poured Concrete 

Cement production is estimated to produce seven percent of all greenhouse gas. All poured concrete 
for the store will include either fly ash (15-20 percent) or slag (25-30 percent). Fly ash is a waste 
product from the coal-fired electrical process, and slag is a waste product from steel production. It is 
estimated that one pound of fly ash reduces one pound of greenhouse gas. Further, Walmart is 
reducing the amount of a natural resource (limestone) used, and replacing it with waste products that 
would otherwise populate landfills.  

Over 80 percent of the floor area will be natural or integrally colored concrete finish. This represents 
a major reduction of carpet and vinyl tile finishes for new stores, addressing not only environmental 
concerns with the manufacture and disposal of PVC, but also improving the indoor air quality by 
reducing the need for most chemical cleaners, wax, and wax strippers. It also reduces the off gassing 
of formaldehyde from carpet and tile adhesives.  The store will also use environmentally friendly 
concrete form release agents in construction, which are non-petroleum based, nontoxic and 
biodegradable.  

Recycling 
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The Store will include large amounts of recycled material.  

 Steel recycling: The store will be constructed with nearly 100 percent recycled structural 
steel. Walmart structural steel suppliers use high efficient electric arc furnaces that use 50 
percent less energy to manufacture recycled steel. Using recycled steel means less mining 
for new ore, and it is a material which can be readily recycled again if the building is 
demolished.  

 Recyclable Kitchen Materials: The store will use recyclable non-reinforced thermoplastic 
panels in lieu of fiber reinforced plastic (FRP) sheets on the walls of its kitchen areas. 
(FRP cannot be recycled because it contains fiberglass.)  

 Cabinets, Counters and Baseboards: The base cabinets, wall cabinets and counters in the 
Store will be made from particle board and medium-density fiberboard, which are made 
from sawmill waste products.  The baseboards will be made from 100 percent recycled 
plastic and can also be recycled again.  

 Recycling: The store will be designed and equipped to recycle oil, tires, auto batteries, 
cardboard, vegetable oil, single-use cameras, plastic waste, and silver from photo 
processing. In addition, the building will include significant amounts of recycled 
materials, including steel and plastic.  

 Construction Recycling: A waste management company contracted by Walmart will 
work with the general contractors and project manager for the store construction in order 
to ensure that the widest possible range of materials used in construction are captured and 
recycled.  

 
Water-Conserving Fixtures 

All restroom sinks in the store will include sensor-activated low flow faucets. The low flow faucets 
reduce water usage by 78 percent, as compared to the 1992 Standards mandated by the EPA. 
Electronic sensors regulate a maximum 10 second run time per cycle. It is estimated that this 
technology allows users to adequately wash their hands using less than one pint of water and save 
approximately 20 percent usage over similar manual operated systems. In addition, water turbines 
are built into the faucet. During use, water flow through this turbine generates the electricity needed 
to operate the sensors.    

Walmart will install high-efficiency urinals that use only 1/8 of a gallon (one pint) of water per 
flush, which is an approximately 87.5 percent reduction versus conventional one gallon per flush 
urinals. In addition, Walmart will install high-efficiency toilets in the restrooms that only use 1.28 
gallons of water per flush, which is a 25 percent reduction in water usage over current mandated 
1992 EPA Standards of 1.6 gallon per flush fixtures. Automatic flush valves on the toilets have 
water turbines similar to the low-flow faucets, which generate the power required to activate the 
flush mechanism. These turbines save energy and material by eliminating the need for electrical 
conduits and wiring otherwise required to power automatic flush valve sensors.   It is estimated that 
these water conservation measures will reduce the overall water consumption by 17 percent 
compared to a Walmart store constructed in 2005.  
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Ozone-Friendly Refrigerants 

Walmart has aggressively converted to less ozone-depleting refrigerants as they become available. It 
uses R404a for the refrigeration equipment. For air conditioning, Walmart has converted to R410a 
refrigerant. Further, refrigeration equipment will be roof-mounted to place equipment closer to 
refrigerated cases, reduce the amount of copper refrigerant piping and insulation, and reduce the 
potential for leaks and the amount of refrigerant charge needed.  

CUP FINDINGS: 
 
Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 18.80.030, the Planning Commission may approve or 
conditionally approve an application for a Conditional Use Permit if it finds all of the following: 
 
FINDING:  The proposed use is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan and 
any applicable specific plan. 
 
DISCUSSION:    
 
The following is a general description of the project’s General Plan and Northeast Area Specific 
Plan consistency. 
 
General Plan Consistency: 
 
Policy ED-1.1 Local-Serving Commercial – The City should pursue locally-oriented commercial 
uses and prioritize those uses that are underserved in Galt. The City should also expand upon the 
existing base of local-serving retail and service establishments as population increases create 
additional market demand. 
 
The proposed project would develop a state-of-the art retail store that would accommodate the retail 
and grocery demands of the Galt community. The proposed project would expand and provide new 
retail options in close proximity to local consumers by providing daytime and nighttime shopping 
opportunities. 
 
Policy ED-1.2 Regional Commercial – The City should consider regional retail development 
opportunities that can serve the growing population in Galt, as well as residents in the surrounding 
communities. These opportunities also include highway commercial uses that serve travelers along 
State Route 99, and retail uses that significantly benefit from a freeway frontage road location, such 
as automotive uses. 
 
The proposed project would serve the surrounding market area underserved by retail. As noted in the 
Existing Conditions Report of the General Plan 2030 and the Economic Analysis of the EIR 
(Appendix G of the Draft EIR), the City is currently underserved by retail options.  The proposed 
project is consistent with the existing 2030 General Plan land use designation of Commercial and the 
zoning designation of Highway Commercial. 
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Policies CC-1.1 City Image and LU-2.4 Site Design – The City should promote high quality design 
and building materials for all new development and use durable and aesthetically pleasing building 
materials and encourage pedestrian oriented design. 
 
The proposed project would include architectural design features such as trellises, awnings, canopies 
and articulated detailing to accentuate entrance spaces. The principal building material would be 
smooth and split-face concrete masonry with a generous use of stucco and cultured stone veneer, 
featuring contemporary earth tones with accents. The project would also include a point of 
community engagement through the creation of the Clock Tower Plaza at the intersection of Twin 
Cities Road and Fermoy Way. The architecture of the tower compliments the seating and 
landscaping of the plaza, as well as the architecture of the store by using similar design elements. 
The proposed project design plan was reviewed by the City’s Architectural Review Committee 
(ARC) to ensure that the proposed project complies with the design standards contained in the Big 
Box Retail Ordinance. The ARC determined at its meeting on February 22, 2010 that the design 
conformed to the design criteria and recommended approval to the Planning Commission.  The 
pedestrian circulation system includes two primary pathways running north and south leading to/out 
of the main entrance to the store. The pedestrian pathway also connects the Walmart store to the 
Clock Tower Plaza, enhancing the use of community space. 
 
Policy CC-1.2 Neighborhood Integrity – The City should protect and enhance the character and 
integrity of existing residential neighborhoods and protect these neighborhoods from incompatible 
uses. 
 
The proposed project is consistent with the current land use and zoning designations for the site and 
is adjacent to existing commercial development and is oriented toward a state highway. The project 
provides sufficient buffers and features to minimize adverse impacts on adjacent residential uses and 
will provide nearby shopping opportunities for those residents. In addition, there are several features 
protecting neighbors from potential land use conflicts.  The rear setback of the building is 60’ from 
the nearest residential rear yard.  There is a 20’ landscape setback on the residential side of the south 
property line, a 12’ CMU wall, and a 40’ drive isle.  There is a 90’ setback on the east side of the 
building.  This setback includes a 12’ wall on the property line, a landscape median, parking stalls, 
drive isle, an additional landscape median, and pedestrian walkway. 
 
Policies CC-1.8 Building Elevations and CC-2.4 Architectural Enhancements in Major Corridors – 
The City should require that all exterior elevations have structural architectural treatments to 
alleviate long void surfaces. This can be accomplished through varying setbacks, breaking buildings 
into segments, pitched roof elements, columns, fenestration (doors and windows), substantial 
building relief/reveals to provide shadow and interest, patios, and similar treatments. 
 
The proposed project would provide roofed accent towers and vary the roofline of parapets to create 
variety in height. The proposed project would include architectural design features such as trellises, 
awnings, canopies and articulated detailing to accentuate entrance spaces. The principal building 
material would be smooth and split-face concrete masonry with a generous use of stucco and 
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cultured stone veneer, and featuring contemporary earth tones colors.    The proposed project would 
also provide roofed accent towers and would vary the roofline of parapets to create variety in height. 
The proposed project would have an architectural design that softens the scale and mass of the 
proposed building with features designed to blend with the surrounding area. The proposed project 
design plan was reviewed by the City’s Architectural Review Committee (ARC) to ensure that the 
proposed project complies with the design standards contained in the Big Box Retail Ordinance. The 
ARC determined at its meeting on February 22, 2010 that the design conformed to the design criteria 
and recommended approval to the Planning Commission. 
 
Policy CC-1.10 Art in Public Places – The City shall encourage new development projects to install 
public art and other design features such as fountains and monuments that beautify the community. 
 
The proposed project includes the development of a Clock Tower Plaza at the intersection of Twin 
Cities Road and Fermoy Way. The round plaza setting with a clock tower at the center, surrounded 
by plantings and seating areas would help beautify the community and has been reviewed and 
recommended for approval by the City’s Architectural Review Committee 
 
Policy CC-1.11 Outdoor Lighting – The City shall ensure that future development includes 
provisions for the design of outdoor light fixtures to be directed/shielded downward and screened to 
avoid nighttime lighting spillover effects on adjacent land uses and nighttime sky conditions. 
 
The parking lot would be illuminated with 15-foot light poles mounted on three-foot bases (similar 
to those found at Carillion Corners Shopping Center). Full directional cutoff lenses would be used to 
maintain a 0.0-foot candle outside the property line. The light fixtures would be 400-watt metal 
halide. The City of Galt allows a maximum one-foot candle illumination throughout the site with a 
downward focus to avoid night sky pollution. 
 
Policy CC-2.2 New Development in Corridors – The City should require that new development 
within major corridors comply with the following minimum building requirements: All outdoor 
storage of goods, materials, equipment, and loading docks areas shall be screened from major 
roadways, to the extent possible; Developments with multiple buildings should have a unifying 
design theme and sign program; Increased frontage and parking lot landscaping in corridor 
developments shall be required. 
 
The proposed store would have one loading dock area at the rear of the building, screened from the 
major roadways, and unloaded directly from the truck to the building. The proposed project would 
replace the existing eight-foot-high solid masonry wall located south of the project with a twelve-
foot-high solid masonry wall along the south and east side of the project site. The proposed project 
would comply with all of the requirements set forth in the City of Galt Landscape Manual. The 
entire length of street frontage along Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way includes 20-foot landscape 
setbacks. A new enhanced community space is composed of a round plaza setting with a clock tower 
at the center, surrounded by plantings and seating areas proposed at the corner of Twin Cities Road 
and Fermoy Way. The proposed project design plan has been submitted to the City’s Architectural 
Review Committee to ensure that the proposed project complies with the design standards contained 
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in the Big Box Retail Ordinance. 
 
Policy CC-2.3 Building Setbacks and Landscape Areas – The City shall encourage increased 
building setbacks and substantially wider landscape areas consistent with existing neighborhoods 
along major corridors outside of the Historic Business District. 
 
The proposed project would comply with all of the requirements set forth in the City of Galt 
Landscape Manual and would include a 20-foot landscape setback on the entire length of street 
frontage along Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way. The building is setback to the south portion of 
the parcel with a 60’ setback from existing adjacent residential development and a 90’ setback to the 
east parcel line. 
 
Policy LU-1.7 Fiscal Balance – The City shall designate land for development consistent with the 
needs of the community and consistent with its efforts to maintain a positive fiscal balance for the 
City. 
 
The project site currently is undeveloped land that does not substantially contribute to the need for 
City services and does not provide services or sales tax revenue. According to CBRE Consulting, the 
Walmart store is estimated to generate $497,624 annually in fiscal revenues from property and sales 
taxes. As shown in the Police Services Impact Report prepared by Robert Olson Associates in April 
2008, the Walmart store is estimated to have $37,890 in marginal costs (costs associated with City 
services to the new development).  
 
Policy LU-1.12 Fair Share Capital Costs on New Development – The City shall require new 
development to pay its fair share of capital costs for necessary infrastructure improvements. 
 
The proposed project would be required to pay fair share for all capital costs necessary for 
infrastructure improvements. 
 
Policy LU-2.1 Design for Safety – The City shall require good design as a means to promote public 
safety. 
 
The pedestrian circulation system includes two primary pathways running north and south leading 
to/out of the main entrance to the Walmart and the Garden Center, respectively. These walkways 
provide protected pedestrian pathways from the store, through the parking lot, and provide access to 
the sidewalks along Twin Cities Road. The applicant has proposed to install a “No Truck Route” 
sign at the existing Fermoy Way median near the project’s southernmost truck route exit. This is to 
prohibit trucks from traveling through the residential neighborhoods to the south. Trucks will be able 
to access the store via the project driveway at Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way. In addition, the 
site includes a dedicated truck path to promote public safety. Trucks will drive south along the east 
side of the store and turn right along the rear of the building and exit via the southernmost driveway 
off of Fermoy Way and continue north back to Twin Cities Road to bypass pedestrian activity. 
 
Policy LU-2.3 Smart Growth Principles and Sustainable Land Use Practices – Smart growth 
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principles and sustainable land use practices (Low Impact Development) shall be incorporated into 
development project proposals, to the extent possible, including, but not limited to, mixed use 
developments, energy and environmental conservation, use of renewable energy sources, building 
orientation to maximize solar and wind power opportunities, minimizing permeable surfaces to 
reduce/treat stormwater, and maximizing walking and biking connections within neighborhoods and 
to outside activity areas. Projects that impede or obstruct pedestrian or bicycle access in the 
community shall be prohibited.   
 
The proposed project includes sustainability features such as energy-efficient HVAC units, central 
energy management, dehumidification, food displays, water heating, white roofs, non-PVC roofs, 
daylight harvesting, night dimming, interior lighting, occupancy sensors, LED signage illumination, 
poured concrete with fly ash, recycling, water-conserving fixtures, and ozone-friendly refrigerants. 
The pedestrian circulation system includes two primary pathways running north and south leading 
to/out of the main entrance to the Walmart and the Garden Center, respectively. The project 
promotes pedestrian and bicycle access and maximizes walking and biking connections. 
 
Policy LU-10.2 Equal Public Participation – The City shall ensure that all community residents 
have an opportunity for public participation in the decision-making process. 
 
A public scoping meeting was held on April 23, 2008.  The Draft EIR was available for public 
review from December 10, 2009 to January 25, 2010.  In addition, a meeting was held by the 
Planning Commission on January 14, 2010 to accept public comment on the Draft EIR.  Moreover, a 
public meeting was held on February 22, 2010 to accept public comment on the project design.  The 
applicant also held numerous meetings with residents of Emerald Village regarding the proposed 
project.  Finally, the project requires approval of a Conditional Use Permit at a noticed public 
hearing (March 25, 2010). 
 
Policy PFS-5.4 Solid Waste Recycling – The City shall encourage recycling in public and private 
operations to reduce demand for solid waste disposal capacity. 
 
The Walmart store would be designed and equipped to recycle oil, tires, auto batteries, cardboard, 
vegetable oil, single-use cameras, plastic waste, and silver from photo processing. In addition, the 
building will include significant amounts of recycled materials, including steel and plastic. 
 
Policy PFS-5.7 Construction Debris Recycling – The City shall require the recycling of construction 
debris to the extent practicable. 
 
A waste management company contracted by Walmart would work with the general contractors and 
project manager for the store construction in order to ensure that the widest possible range of 
materials used in construction are captured and recycled. 
 
Policy PFS-6.4 Reducing Crime through Site Design – The City shall require developers to 
incorporate best available practices in residential and nonresidential site plan design and 
construction using principles of Crime Prevention through environmental design, Safescape, eyes-

PC 168



Planning Commission Staff Report (3/25/2010)  Page 15 of 24 
Walmart Project Final EIR and CUP  
 

on-the-street design techniques, and related programs in order to minimize criminal activities 
including vandalism, graffiti, and burglary. 
 
The proposed project includes establishment of a parking lot patrol during day and nighttime hours, 
plainclothes patrol inside the store, installed closed-circuit safety and security issues, lighting in 
parking areas, and prohibition of consumption of alcohol in the parking lots. The site plan also 
includes lighting in the parking area which would help minimize criminal activities. 
 
Policy PFS-6.5 Police Facility Funding – The City shall require new development to develop or 
fund police facilities, equipment, and personnel that, at a minimum, financially support standards 
identified in Policy PFS6.3 
 
The City of Galt recently passed Measure “R,” which is a half-cent sales tax increase that generates 
revenue to be used for police services. Based on projected sales and property tax revenue for the 
proposed project, approximately $497,624 per year would be generated by the operation of the 
proposed project (Economic Impact Analysis Report, Appendix G of the Draft EIR). Therefore, the 
proposed project would generate revenue sufficient to support police services for the site. The net 
fiscal impact is a positive $459,734 (total tax benefits minus City service costs of $37,890). In 
addition to sales and property tax, due to the passage of Measure R, this project is estimated to 
provide an additional $230,000 per year in sales tax revenue that is ear marked for police services 
only.  Therefore, the proposed project would generate a positive net fiscal balance for the City and 
provide needed services for its residents. 
 
Policy PFS-7.1 Fire Protection – The City shall continue to support the Cosumnes Community 
Services District Fire Department for fire protection and emergency medical service capable of 
meeting the needs of the community based on the benefit received. In addition, the City shall work 
with the Cosumnes Community Services District regarding necessary public fire facilities, 
equipment, and operational costs for the provision of fire prevention, fire protection, and emergency 
medical services to Galt residents. 
 
The current impact fee structure for the provision of fire protection and emergency services is 
sufficient to meet the current demand of the Cosumnes Community Services District Fire 
Department (CCSDFD), facilitating the emergency response needs of the City of Galt.  Therefore, 
the proposed project (and other new developments within Galt) would have adequate fire protection 
and emergency services supported by the existing fee structure. 
 
Policy COS-5.10 New Development Operational Emission Reductions – The City should require all 
new development projects which have the potential to result in significant operational air quality 
impacts (exceeding SMAQMD adopted thresholds), to incorporate design or operational features 
that result in a reduction in emissions equal to 15 percent from the level that would be produced by 
an unmitigated project, based upon feasible mitigation under CEQA. 
 
The URBEMIS report for the project found that the project does not exceed operational and 
construction thresholds therefore not requiring further mitigation. 
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Policy COS-7.1 Greenhouse Gas Emission (GHG) Reduction – The City should reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions from City operations as well as from private development in compliance with the 
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 and any applicable State regulations. 
 
With the implementation of the measures listed in the Climate Change Features section of this 
report, the project was determined to not be in conflict with implementation of State goals for 
reducing GHG emissions (Chapter 5.4, page 44, Air Quality and Climate Change, Draft EIR).  In 
addition, the location of the store in relationship to residential development allows for greater 
pedestrian use thereby limiting vehicle trips.    Moreover, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District supports the proposed Galt Walmart because it will reduce vehicle trips by 
providing local shopping and employment opportunities in the city (page 3-16, Final EIR). 

Policy COS-7.4 Energy Efficient Development – In addition to the energy regulations of Title 24, the 
City should encourage the energy efficiency of new development. Possible energy efficient design 
techniques include provisions for solar access, building siting to maximize natural heating and 
cooling, and landscaping to aid passive cooling and protection from winter winds. 
 
The proposed project would include many measures aimed at energy efficiency that will exceed 
Title 24 requirements. (See Chapter 5.6, Energy of this Draft EIR). 
 
Policy COS-7.5 Building Design and Components – The City shall encourage the implementation of 
cost-effective and innovative emission-reduction technologies in building components and design. 
 
The proposed project would incorporate features into the store’s design with innovative emission-
reduction technologies. The proposed project would include technology such as or equivalent to: 
"super" high efficiency packaged HVAC units (four to 17 percent more efficient than required by 
Title 24), central energy management system, dehumidifying system, film on the freezer doors that 
combats condensation, grocery area would capture waste heat from the on-site refrigeration 
equipment to heat water for the kitchen prep areas of the Store, "white" single ply membrane roof, 
ThermoPlastic Olefin membrane (Non-PVC roofs), skylights with computer-controlled daylight 
sensors which would allow lighting within the store to be dimmed when natural lighting is available, 
night dimming, T-8 fluorescent lamps and electronic ballasts, occupancy sensors, LED signage 
illumination, environmentally friendly concrete, water-conservation fixtures, recycling, and ozone 
friendly refrigerators. 
 
Policy COS-7.6 Sustainable Design – The City shall promote the implementation of sustainable 
design strategies for “cool communities” such as reflective roofing, light colored pavement, and 
urban shade trees. 
 
The store would incorporate a "white" single ply ThermoPlastic Olefin membrane roof which is 
more environmentally friendly than PVC roofing. The high solar reflectivity of this membrane 
results in lowering the "cooling" load by approximately eight to 10 percent and has a reduced “heat 
island” effect, as compared to most other applications that are a darker color. The proposed project 
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would include a new enhanced community space composed of a round plaza setting with a clock 
tower at the center, surrounded by plantings and seating areas at the corner of Twin Cities Road and 
Fermoy Way. Plantings would include Red Maple, Chinese Hackberry, Bradford Pear, and several 
ground cover varieties such as Trailing Gazania and Star Jasmine which would provide for shading.  
 
Policy N-1.6 Noise-Sensitive Land Separation – The City should separate noise-sensitive land uses 
from noise-impacted areas in new developments unless effective mitigation measures are provided 
and implemented. Noise-sensitive land uses include, but are not limited to, residential land uses, 
schools, health care facilities, libraries, and churches. 
 
The proposed project would generate noise levels from on-site activities which would exceed the 
City’s noise standards at existing residential uses. However, implementation of mitigation measures 
provided in DEIR Chapter 5.5, would require a 12-foot soundwall to be constructed along the east 
and south property lines of the site that would reduce the noise impacts to adjacent noise-sensitive 
land uses below a level of significance.  In addition, there is a setback of at least 60’ to the nearest 
residential property.   
 
Northeast Area Specific Plan Consistency: 
 
The project site is located in the Northeast Area Specific Plan Area.  As a result, the following 
policies/guidelines are applicable to the project: 
 
Access – Circulation and parking shall be required to facilitate ease of vehicular movement between 
properties and to limit number of driveways. 
 
Access to the project site would be available from one driveway on Twin Cities Road and two 
driveways on Fermoy Way.  Trucks would access the store via the project driveway at Twin Cities 
Road. Trucks would exit the site via the southernmost driveway off of Fermoy Way and continue 
north back to Twin Cities Road. The applicant has proposed to install a “No Truck Route” sign at the 
existing Fermoy Way median near the project’s southernmost truck route exit. This is to prohibit 
trucks from traveling through the residential neighborhoods to the south. 
 
Building Orientation – No “backs” of structures shall be oriented towards any private, local, 
collector, or arterial roadway. 
 
The back of Walmart would be oriented towards residential uses, buffered by a 12-foot solid 
masonry wall and 60 foot setback. 
 
Lighting – All light sources shall be shielded in such a manner that the light is directed away from 
streets or adjoining properties. Illuminators shall be complementary to the architecture of the 
building. Developers shall provide materials, methods, and designs so that no more than 0.25 foot 
candle is measured on a vertical plane located at five feet inside of an adjacent property and at sic 
feet above the ground to ensure nominal spillover lighting. The height of the poles shall be in scale 
with the buildings to which they are appurtenant and shall be limited by sensitive surrounding land 
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uses (e.g., Residential, agricultural etc.). Light pole heights in Commercial zoning districts shall not 
exceed a maximum of 25 feet except for areas within 100 feet of a residentially zoned parcel. Lamp 
posts located within 100 feet of a residential zone shall be no taller than 18 feet. Pole height shall be 
measured from the ground to the top of the light fixture. The height of the light poles will be 
evaluated in terms of whether the lights will be sufficiently shielded by surrounding buildings and 
whether there are sensitive land uses that could be affected by light poles that are not fully shielded. 
Fully shielded shall be defined as light fixtures that are constructed so that all of the light rays 
emitted by the fixture are projected below a horizontal plane passing through the lowest point on the 
fixture from which light is emitted. Light poles less than 25 feet in height may be required if deemed 
appropriate for the proposed development given the low height of the adjacent buildings and the 
orientation of the parking lots related to sensitive land uses. 
 
The parking lot would be illuminated with 15-foot light poles mounted on three-foot bases. Full 
directional cutoff lenses would be used to maintain a 0.0-foot candle outside the property line. The 
light fixtures would be 400-watt metal halide. The City of Galt allows a maximum one-foot candle 
illumination throughout the site with a downward focus to avoid night sky pollution. 
 
FINDING:  The proposed use is consistent with the purpose of the applicable zoning district or 
districts. 
 
DISCUSSION:  The site is located within the Highway Commercial (HC) zoning district, which 
provides a high visibility commercial environment along freeway frontage roads and at freeway 
on/off ramps for uses that depend on high volume traffic or that serve highway travelers.  The zoning 
district is characterized by large Lots designed to promote development of retail and service 
establishments such as regional Shopping Centers, Restaurants, Hotels, motels, highway service 
centers, and large scale entertainment enterprises.   The proposed Walmart project is consistent with 
the HC zoning district as it is a retail establishment developing a large Lot (11.26 acres), it is near 
the Twin Cities and Highway 99 freeway on/off ramps, and depends on high volume traffic.   

FINDING:  The proposed use is listed as a use subject to a use permit in the applicable zoning 
district or districts or a determination of similar use has been made in accordance with the 
procedures set forth in Chapter 18.72 of this title. 
 
DISCUSSION:  As identified in Table 18.16-1 of Title 18: Zoning, of the Galt Municipal Code, 
Discount Superstores (defined as a store ranging in size from 100,000 to 139,999 square feet and 
devoting at least ten percent of the total sales floor area to the sale of non-taxable merchandise) are 
required to obtain a Conditional Use Permit within the Highway Commercial zone. Pursuant to 
Section 18.16.030.20 a community impact analysis, economic/fiscal analysis, crime analysis, and 
urban decay analysis are required as part of a Conditional Use Permit application. The analyses are 
addressed in Chapter 5.8, Urban Decay, of the Draft EIR. In addition, the project design is required 
to comply with the design guidelines contained in Municipal Code Section 18.30. The ordinance 
requires specific design elements and review by the Architectural Review Committee (ARC).  The 
ARC reviewed the project design at a public meeting on Monday, February 22, 2010. The ARC 
determined that the project design conformed to the design elements of the Big Box Ordinance and 
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recommended approval to the Planning Commission.  The attached ARC staff report explains in 
detail how the project conforms to the design criteria.       
 
FINDING:  The proposed use meets the minimum requirements of this title applicable to the 
use and complies with all other applicable laws, ordinances, and regulations of the City and the 
State of California; 
 
DISCUSSION:  The applicant has submitted an application for a use permit for the Project in 
accordance with the City’s procedures set forth in Section 18.52.050(A)(1)(c) of the Galt Municipal 
Code.   The project has been conditioned to comply with all other applicable ordinances and 
regulations of the City, County, CCSD Fire District, and the State of California as applicable. 
     
FINDING:  The proposed use will not be materially detrimental to the health, safety, or 
welfare of the public or to property and residents in the vicinity. 
 
DISCUSSION:     An Environmental Impact Report was completed for the proposed project.  The 
report analyzed the project and all potential impacts to the community.  All of these impacts were 
reduced to a less-than-significant level through the implementation of mitigation measures, except 
for the cumulative traffic and cumulative aesthetics.  Please see the Draft EIR and Mitigation 
Monitoring Program for details.    As a result, the proposed use will not be materially detrimental to 
the health, safety, or welfare of the public or to property and residents in the vicinity.  
 
FINDING:  The proposed use is suitable for the site and is compatible with neighboring uses. 
 
DISCUSSION:  The proposed project is suitable for the site.  It meets all applicable development 
standard requirements including, parking, landscaping, and setback requirements.   
 
The proposed project and the commercial land uses to the west, including a Raley’s grocery store 
and a dollar store, are similar and compatible uses. The 2030 Galt General Plan designates land uses 
to the north for commercial development during Phase III of build out of the 2030 General Plan. 
 
Existing residences to the south and east, as well as rural residential uses to the north, are considered 
sensitive receptors for the noise and traffic that would be generated by the proposed project. Impacts 
related to traffic, air quality, noise, and police protection are addressed in Chapters 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, and 
5.7 of the Draft EIR, respectively. For these issues, the Draft EIR determined that with 
implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR, less-than-significant impacts would occur in 
regard to noise and police protection; however, impacts related to cumulative traffic and cumulative 
aesthetics would remain significant and unavoidable.   
 
The 2030 Galt General Plan EIR states that “[…] uses within development areas are expected to be 
compatible with one another because the General Plan policies establish requirements for compatible 
development, including buffering, screening, controls and performance standards.” Discussions of 
applicable General Plan policies are listed above.  
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The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. The site is currently 
undeveloped, and construction activities would not encroach on existing developed areas. The 
project site is on a highly traveled State Highway.  The proposed project is oriented to the highway 
and away from the residential community but still provides reasonable pedestrian access from the 
residences. 

Environmental Impact Report 
 
The Final EIR is comprised of the Draft EIR plus its technical appendices (which is a separately 
bound document), all written comments submitted during the public review period (Chapter 3), City 
responses to those comments (Chapter 3), and a list of any revisions/clarifications made to the Draft 
EIR text as a result of public comments (Chapter 2).   The Draft EIR was advertised for public 
review on December 9, 2009 and the City accepted written comments on the Draft EIR from 
December 10, 2009 through January 25, 2010.    
 
Environmental issues identified for analysis in the Draft EIR included: 
 

 Land Use 
 Aesthetics 
 Transportation and Circulation 
 Air Quality and Climate Change 
 Noise 
 Energy 
 Public Services (including Hydrology, Water Quality, and Drainage) 
 Urban Decay. 

 
The City received 20 comment letters during the Draft EIR comment period. The local agencies 
commenting included the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, the California 
Department of Transportation, and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District.  
The other 17 letters came from local citizens and other interested parties.  In addition, comments 
were received from the general public at the January 14, 2010 Planning Commission DEIR 
Comment meeting.  A list of those comments can be found on pages 1.2 and 1.3 of Final EIR.   
  
Subsequent to the printing and distribution of the Final EIR, several typographical errors and 
minor clarifications were identified in the document.  These changes are listed on the Errata 
Sheet (Attachment 1, Exhibit B).  The changes are for clarification purposes only and do not 
change the conclusions reached in the EIR. 
 
The comments received touched on many of the issues studied in the Draft EIR.  However, the main 
issues bought up in letters and at public meetings were Transportation and Circulation (traffic), 
Public Services (crime related) and Urban Decay.   
 
Traffic 
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Transportation and Circulation (traffic) impacts related to the proposed Walmart cause concern 
among some citizens.  Much of the concern centers on the existing traffic congestion at the Highway 
99 and Twin Cities Road intersection.  Since there is an existing traffic problem, the addition of the 
projected 5,063 daily vehicle trips (Table 5.3-7 Draft EIR) generated by the project will further 
compound the existing traffic congestion. 
 
Recognizing the existing traffic issue at the intersection, the City of Galt is undertaking interim 
improvements, independent of the Walmart project, to alleviate the existing congestion.  The Public 
Works Department is currently in the design phase of the improvement project. The plan is to use 
“round abouts” on Twin Cities Road on the east and west side of the freeway.  The round abouts will 
replace the signalized intersections.  Traffic simulations, and the use of round abouts in other like 
situations, show that the continual movement of traffic through the intersection rather than the stop 
and go of the traffic signals prevents the back up of vehicles and prevents congestion.  The traffic 
analysis in the Walmart Draft EIR shows that this interim improvement will provide acceptable 
service levels at the Twin Cities Road/Highway 99 intersection with the Walmart project (Table 5.3-
12 Draft EIR).  The proposed interim improvement to the interchange is expected to be completed 
by 2013, which is estimated before the completion of the proposed Walmart project. The Walmart 
project will pay its fair share toward this improvement through City Impact Fees at the time of 
building permit.  
 
In addition, cut through traffic has been a recurring traffic concern, mostly by residents of Emerald 
Village and others south of the project site.  Residents fear that Fermoy Way will become a major 
route for vehicles entering and exiting Walmart.  In response to this concern, Walmart engineers 
placed a raised median “pork chop” island at the Walmart project northern Fermoy Way driveway.  
This measure prevents vehicles from turning left onto Fermoy Way thus reducing vehicle traffic on 
the street through the residential portions to the south.  However, this measure will also prohibit 
drivers from going straight across to the Galt Village Center (Raley’s Center) driveway.  Since the 
inclusion of the raised median, other residents have been commenting that they cannot get back into 
Emerald Village without going out to Twin Cities Road and traveling either to East Stockton 
Boulevard or Carillion Boulevard in order to return home.  A u-turn is not permitted at Fermoy Way 
and Twin Cities.  Staff and Walmart engineers recognize that residents now face a longer return trip 
from the proposed site.  At this point there is no plan to allow u-turns on Fermoy Way at the Twin 
Cities Road since the existing right-of-way is not large enough to allow the movement.  Staff is 
seeking a decision from the Planning Commission on this issue.   Impacts related to cut through 
traffic are discussed in Section 5.3-5 of the Draft EIR. 
 
The southern driveway on Fermoy Way is designated as a truck route and left turns are prohibited.  
There is a median located in Fermoy Way slightly south of the driveway opening.  The location of 
the median makes it difficult for trucks to make a left turn out of the project site from this driveway. 
 Automobiles may be able to make the maneuver around the median but are prohibited by double 
yellow lines extending north of the median.  It is illegal for vehicles to cross the double yellow.  As a 
result, all traffic leaving the south driveway are required to travel north out of the project site.   
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The combination of the raised “pork chop” at the north driveway and the median plus double yellow 
lines at the south driveway prohibit left turns from the site onto Fermoy thus limiting traffic through 
the residential areas to the south.  Furthermore, the notion that Fermoy Way will become a major 
route to and from the store is more of a perceived problem.  The traffic engineers, have estimated 
that less than 2% of the peak hour traffic generated by the project would use Fermoy Way if it was 
available (Project Trip Distribution, page 25, Appendix C of the Draft EIR) 
 
Crime 
Another common issue mentioned by citizens in the comments to the Draft EIR and at community 
meetings related to impacts of the proposed Walmart project includes a fear of increased crime 
related to the store.  According to the Police Services Report (Appendix F of the Draft EIR) 
completed for the proposed project, Walmart stores generate on average 118 annual calls for police 
service per 100,000 square feet of store (Appendix F, page 9 of the Draft EIR).  Based on this figure 
the proposed Galt Walmart, at 133,297 square feet can be expected to generate 158 (rounded) calls 
for police service each year.  The police report further concluded that the extra calls for service will 
consume about 31.58% of one police officers time per year (Appendix F, page 8 of the Draft EIR).   
 
The Police Services Report also stated that large scale retail centers generate on average 130 service 
calls per 100,000 square feet each year (Appendix F, page 9 of the Draft EIR).  Consequently, the 
extra service calls are an industry issue and not solely a Walmart problem and Walmart’s average is 
actually less than that of other large retailers.  Since the property is zoned Highway Commercial 
presumably some other large scale retailer could develop the site and contribute an equal if not 
greater amount of police service calls per year. For comparison purposes, the Raley’s store at 68,000 
square feet generated 208 calls for service in calendar 2009.  This translates into 274 calls for service 
per 100,000 square feet for the year. 
 
According to the Economic Impact Analysis Report prepared for the project (Appendix G of the 
Draft EIR), the proposed Walmart project is projected to contribute $562,915 annually in property 
and sales tax revenue.  Since the preparation of the report, the City voters passed Measure R which 
is a half cent sales tax increase ear marked for police services.  That measure would generate another 
$230,000, from Walmart,  per year to the City of Galt.  The City could use this additional revenue to 
hire an additional police officer.  According to the Galt Chief of Police, Loren Cattolico, the annual 
salary, plus benefits, for a police officer is estimated at $100,000 per year.  The estimated tax 
revenue generated by the proposed project is more than ample to cover this expense.  If the City 
chose to hire an additional officer one could make the argument that the tax revenue generated by 
the Walmart project will benefit the City as it relates to crime since only 31.58% of the officers time 
would be related to Walmart activities.  The unaccounted officers’ time can be used to address other 
non-Walmart related crime issues.   In addition Walmart intends to implement on-site, private 
security measures as part of the project.  They are listed in the Project Description section of this 
report. 
 
Urban Decay 
The Economic Impact Analysis Report mentioned above contains a section on Urban Decay 
(Appendix G, Section VII of the Draft EIR).  This report shows that urban decay associated with the 
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proposed Walmart store is limited.  The report concluded that Galt’s current retail market is 
relatively small (Appendix G, page 28 of the Draft EIR) therefore there was not much existing retail 
to be impacted by the proposed project.  The Economic Impact Analysis also showed that the City of 
Galt has a high sales leakage, meaning that many of Galt residents must travel to other markets 
(Lodi and/or Elk Grove) to do a majority of their shopping.  The sales leakage problem in Galt found 
in this report is consistent with the Existing Conditions Report of the City’s 2030 General Plan 
Update.  In this report, it estimates that “households who live in Galt are spending an estimated 
$22.5 million at general merchandise-apparel stores outside of Galt” (page 2-29, 2030 Galt General 
Plan Existing Conditions Report).  
 
Much of the criticism of Walmart, as it relates to Urban Decay, tends to focus on the impact of big 
box and/or national chain retailers effect on small locally owned businesses.  Unfortunately, the 
national chain retailers have already impacted Galt like many other communities.  As mentioned 
above, most of the City’s residents are traveling to Lodi and Elk Grove to the national chain stores to 
do most of their shopping for non-perishable goods.  Consequently, Galt and other cities have lost 
smaller businesses who could not find ways to compete.  The proliferation of the national chains is 
in response to consumer demand but some smaller businesses are now finding niche markets in order 
to coexist with the larger chains.    
 
In summary, due to the City’s lack of current retail options, the impact of the proposed Galt Walmart 
store as it pertains to urban decay is negligible.  The Economic Impact Analysis of the Draft EIR 
contains specific information on the proposed store and its impact on Galt. 
 
The attached Resolutions contain the CEQA findings necessary to certify the Final EIR (with all 
recommended findings and Statements of Overriding Considerations) and to approve the Conditional 
Use Permit request.  The Planning Commission must consider the documents and use your 
independent judgment to determine that the EIR is adequate, that you make the required findings per 
CEQA Section 15091 (Exhibit A to the Resolution, Attachment 1), adopt the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations (Exhibit B to the Resolution), and adopt the Mitigation Monitoring 
Program (Exhibit C to the Resolution).  After the Final EIR is certified, the Planning Commission 
needs to adopt the Resolution to approve the Conditional Use Permit and make all required findings. 
 
The Final EIR has been available for public review at the City Clerk’s office, Planning Department, 
the Galt Public Library, and on the City’s website at http://www.ci.galt.ca.us/site/Depts/Planning/. 
  
Appeal of Community Development Director’s Notice of Decision 
 
The Community Development Director issued a Notice of Decision (NOD) on March 10, 2010 
conditionally approving the applicant’s site plan and design package as part of the Conditional Use 
Application.  The Community Development Director has the authority to approve the site plan and 
design package (Section 18.68.030 of the GMC) while the Planning Commission makes a 
determination on the CUP.    
 
The applicant appealed the NOD because of the wording of condition 10.  Condition 10 read, “The 
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Project shall be constructed in accordance with the Final Application and other documents 
referenced above in this Notice of Decision.”  The applicant wishes to change the wording from “in 
accordance” to “in substantial compliance”.  Staff agrees with the applicant and is recommending 
modifying the NOD (Exhibit C to Attachment 2) to include the requested change.  The attached 
NOD shows the wording to be removed in strike through and the wording to be added in double 
underline. 
 
Attachments 
 
Attachment 1 - Resolution Certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report - 2010___(PC) 
 Exhibit A - CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
 Exhibit B - ERRATA Sheet 
 Exhibit C - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Attachment 2 - Resolution Approving the Conditional Use Permit, determining consistency with the  

Big Box Ordinance and granting appeal of the Community Development Director’s 
Notice of Decision on the Site Plan and Design Review - 2010___(PC) 

 Exhibit A - Conditional Use Permit Conditions  
 Exhibit B - Building elevations and site plan 
 Exhibit C - Revised Notice of Decision 
Attachment 3 - ARC Staff Report 
 
 
PL0558 BK PC Staff Report 
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 ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 

 
Walmart 

Perkowitz and Ruth Architects  
Staff Report 

 February 22, 2010; 5:30 p.m. 
 
Project Data
 
Project Location Southeast corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way 
 
Applicant:  Walmart 
   Architectural package by: 

Perkowitz and Ruth Architects  
111 W. Ocean Blvd., 21st Floor  
Long Beach, CA 90802 
Don Fukumoto 
[562] 628-8000 
 

Zoning:   Highway Commercial (HC) 
 
Summary
 
The applicant is proposing to build a 133,279 square feet free standing Walmart retail store at the southeast 
corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way.  The applicant has requested that the City review and approve 
up to 137,277 square feet (approximately 3 percent greater than the overall square footage) for the store to 
provide flexibility as the project progresses. The project site is immediately east of the Galt Village 
Commercial Center which includes the Raley’s grocery store. Section 18.38.020 of the Galt Municipal Code 
(GMC) requires all new retail establishments with  single tenant space of 50,000 square feet or greater to 
comply with design standards set forth in Chapter 18.38 of the GMC (Big Box Ordinance). Section 18.38.020 
also states that the Architectural Review Committee (ARC) shall determine compliance with the design 
standards.   
 
However, the Galt Municipal Code, and in particular, Title 18 (Zoning) does not contain any formal process 
for interpretation of the ordinance provisions.  The City Attorney, in administratively interpreting the 
provisions of Section 18.38.020, has advised City staff that the Architectural Review Committee referenced in 
Section 18.38.020 shall have the same membership as the Residential Architectural Review Committee (two 
City Council members and one Planning Commissioner) referenced in Section 18.24.025 of the Galt 
Municipal Code, and any determinations of the Architectural Review Committee, pursuant to Section 
18.38.020 are recommendations that are advisory to the Planning Commission. The City Council approved 
the City Attorney’s interpretation at its meeting on February 2, 2010. 
 
In addition to the design standards, the Big Box Ordinance also requires a Community Impact Analysis, 
Economic/Fiscal Impact Analysis, Crime Analysis, and an Urban Decay Analysis.  These studies are included 
in the project Environmental Impact Report.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) comment 
period concluded on January 25, 2010.  Staff is working with the environmental consultant to prepare 
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responses to the comments received.  Once the comments are addressed staff will bring the project to the 
Planning Commission for certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report and consideration of the 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP). 
 
The proposed Walmart store is 133,279 square feet on an 11.26 acre lot.  The building is oriented toward 
Twin Cities Road with vehicle access points on Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way.   It includes: 
 

 24,999 square feet of grocery sales area. 
 5,390 square feet of indoor garden area 
 6,030 square feet of outdoor garden area 

 
The purpose of this ARC meeting is to determine conformance with the design criteria in the Big Box 
Ordinance, and make a recommendation to the Planning Commission.  It is not to recommend approval or 
denial of the project.  The Planning Commission will make a determination on the Conditional Use Permit 
request at a scheduled public hearing.    
 
Big Box Retail Design Standards 
The following analysis describes how the Walmart elevations propose to comply with the Big Box design 
criteria as set forth in the Galt Municipal Code Section 18.38.030.  The specific Municipal Code design 
criterion is followed by a description, in bold lettering, of how the design addresses the requirement. 

A. Aesthetic character.  

1. Façades and exterior walls.  

a. Façades greater than 100 feet in length, measured horizontally, shall incorporate 
wall plane projections or recesses having a depth of at least three percent of the length of 
the façade and extending at least 20 percent of the length of the façade.  No uninterrupted 
length of any façade shall exceed 100 horizontal feet.  
The Twin Cities Road elevation is 411’ long. 3% of that length is 12’4”. It is 
required to have 20% or 83’4” of the elevation project or recede 12’4”. There is a 
total of 135’ which meets this requirement.  Projections on this elevation vary from 
21’ and 12’8”.   
 
The Fermoy Way elevation is 329’ long. 3% of that length is 9’11”. It is required to 
have 20% or 65’9” of the elevation project or recede 9’11”. There is a total 
projected area of 181’ meeting this requirement.  The projections vary from 41’ and 
43’. 
 
There is no unadorned wall on either elevation. The longest section of wall without 
an architectural element is 30’8” (Twin Cities elevation) and it is broken up 
vertically by a contrasting color split-face CMU band and a decorative cornice.   
  
b. Ground floor façades that face public streets shall have arcades, display 
windows, entry areas, awnings, or other such features along no less than 60 percent of 
their horizontal length.  
The Twin Cities Road elevation is 411’ long. 60% of that length is 247’. 351’ has 
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arcades, windows, entry areas, awnings, towers and trellises. 
  

The Fermoy Way elevation is 329’ long. 60% of that length is 197’4”. 257’ has an 
arcade, fenced openings, entry areas, trellis, tower, decorative stone and metal fence. 

2. Small retail stores.  Where large retail establishments contain additional separately-
owned stores that occupy less than 30,000 square feet of gross floor area, with separate, exterior 
customer entrances, the street level façade of such stores shall be transparent above the walkway 
grade for no less than 50 percent of the horizontal length of the building façade of such additional 
stores.  

 Not applicable.   

3. Detail features. Building façades must include:  

a. A repeating pattern that includes no less than three (3) of the following typical 
elements:  

i. Color change; 

The submitted design uses a repeating color pallet with at least 5 
different colors.  The base of the building will “Dromedary Camel” 
(beige) the entry way and corner canopies will be “Wheat Penny” 
(brown) wall sections will be “Row House Tan”, and accent colors will 
“Cobble Brown” and “Summit Grey”.  

ii. Texture change; 
Textures include stucco, split-face CMU, matte finish decorative wall 
panels, cultured stone, metal roofing and painted decorative iron 
fencing. 
iii. Material module change; 
Material module changes of stucco, CMU, cultured stone, 5’ x 10’ wall 
panels, roof panels and vertical metal fencing. 
iv. An expression of architectural or structural bays through a change in 
plane no less than 12 inches in width, such as an offset, reveal or projecting 
rib; 
Both elevations use many columns and pilasters as architectural 
expression of either real or decorative structures.  They are at least 12” 
in width. 

iv. A specific architectural element proposed by the applicant’s architect 
that is acceptable to the Planning Commission.  
Features of the design that the Planning Commission may find 
acceptable include, the use of decorative tower elements, an awning 
covered window wall element, an arcade, a columned trellis structure, an 
arched top identity wall, and painted decorative fencing,     
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Note: At least one of the elements listed in items (i), (ii), or (iii) above shall be repeated 
horizontally.  All elements shall repeat at intervals of no more than 30 feet, either 
horizontally or vertically.  

The stone veneer wall bottoms, cornices, horizontal moldings and 
decorative masonry pilasters repeat at a variety of intervals under 30 
feet horizontally. 

4. Roofs.  Roofs shall have no less than two (2) of the following features:  

a. Parapets concealing flat roofs and rooftop equipment, such as HVAC units from 
public view.  The average height of such parapets shall not exceed fifteen percent (15%) 
of the height of the supporting wall and such parapets shall not at any point exceed one-
third of the height of the supporting wall.  Such parapets shall feature three-dimensional 
cornice treatment;  
There are screening parapets on all of the walls. They average more then 15% of the 
wall height or they would not screen the roof-top equipment. The parapets are 
reduced as much as possible to still accomplish the screening. If they were reduced it 
could result in exposed roof mounted equipment.  The project still meets the 
requirements of Section 4 by conforming to the other elements in this section.  The 
requirement is two from this category.   
b. Overhanging eaves, extending no less than three feet past the supporting walls;  
The hipped roof element has a three foot eave overhang. 
c. Sloping roofs that do not exceed the average height of the supporting walls, with 
an average slope greater than or equal to one foot of vertical rise for every three feet of 
horizontal run and less than or equal to one foot of vertical rise for every one foot of 
horizontal run;  
There is a hipped roof element with a 4/12 roof slope meeting this requirement. 
d. Three or more roof slope planes;  

There are three sloped roof planes. 

e. A specific architectural element proposed by the applicant’s architect that is 
acceptable to the Planning Director and the Planning Commission.  

Elements of the roof design that the Planning Commission may find acceptable 
include, the use of curved roof shapes on major building elements. 

5. Materials and colors.  

a. Predominant exterior building materials shall be of high quality material, 
including, but not limited to, brick, sandstone, other native stone, and tinted/textured 
concrete masonry units;  
The exterior materials include split-face CMU, cultured stone, stucco, manufactured 
wall panels and metal roofing. 
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b. Façade colors shall be low reflectance, subtle, neutral, or earth tone colors.  The 
use of high-intensity colors, metallic colors, black or fluorescent colors shall be 
prohibited.  
The color palette is low reflectance, subtle, neutral, earth tones. 
c. Building trim and accent areas may feature brighter colors, including primary 
colors, but neon tubing shall not be an acceptable feature for building trim or accent 
areas.  

The metal roofing is gray and the fence is black.  There is no neon tubing used for 
trim. 

d. Exterior building materials shall not include smooth-faced concrete block, tilt-up 
concrete panels or prefabricated steel panels.  
No smooth face concrete masonry units, tilt-up concrete units or pre-fabricated steel 
wall panels are used. 

B. Entryways.  

1. Each large retail establishment on a site shall have clearly defined, highly visible 
customer entrances featuring no less than five (5) of the following:  

a. Canopies or porticos;  

The entrance has a canopy. 

b. Overhangs;  

The entry has a five foot overhang. 

c. Recesses/projections;  

The doors are recessed three feet. 

d. Arcades;  

Arcades are on both sides of the entry. 

e. Raised corniced parapets over the door;  
Not provided. 
f. Peaked roof forms;  
Not provided. 
g. Arches;  

There are arches adjoining the entry. 

h. Outdoor patios;  

There is a nearby patio and tree covered seating area integrated into the clock tower 
area. 
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i. Display windows;  
Not provided. 
j. Architectural details such as tile work and moldings which are integrated into the 
building structure and design;  
There are many architectural elements incorporated into the entry area including 
decorative molding on the curved roof element and stone veneer on the entryway 
columns. 
k. Integral planters or wing walls that incorporate landscaped areas and/or places 
for sitting;  
Not provided. 
l. A specific architectural element proposed by the applicant’s architect that is 
acceptable to the Planning Director and Planning Commission;  

Features of the entryway design that the Planning Commission may find is the 
architectural tower element. 

m. Where additional stores will be located in the large retail establishment, each 
such store may have at least one exterior customer entrance, which shall conform to the 
above requirements.  

No additional store entrances for other retailers are included. 

C. Site design and relationship to surrounding community.  

1. Entrances.  All sides of a large retail establishment that directly face an abutting public 
street shall feature at least one customer entrance.  Where a large retail establishment directly 
faces more than two abutting public streets, this requirement shall apply only to two sides of the 
building, including the side of the building facing the primary street, and another side of the 
building facing a second street.  Movie theaters are exempt from this requirement.  

The main customer entry faces Twin Cities Road.  An additional customer entryway, in the 
garden area, faces Fermoy Way. 

2. Parking.  See Chapter 18.36 (Parking) for relevant parking provisions.  
The Walmart project is providing 531 parking spaces*.  This exceeds the requirement of 
503 set forth in Section 18.36 of the GMC.  The following is a breakdown of the project 
parking requirement: 

 
Indoor Garden Area        5,390 square feet at 1 per 500                 11 spaces 
Outdoor Garden             6,030 square feet at 1 per 1500                 4 spaces 
Grocery area                 24,999 square feet at 1 per 250               100 spaces 
Remainder retail area    96,860 square feet at 1 per 250*             388 spaces 

                                                133,279 total square feet                        503 required spaces 
  

* The Walmart project does not meet the City’s definition of shopping center, and the total 
retail square footage, less indoor garden, outdoor garden and grocery areas, is less than 
100,000 square feet.  Therefore, the remainder retail square footage is calculated at 1 space 
per 250 square feet.   
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In addition, the revised site plan is showing a seasonal display area that uses 22 parking 
spaces.  This drops the provided parking count to 509 spaces, which still exceeds the 503 
required spaces.  However, if Walmart decides to construct the larger square feet option 
(137,277) then Walmart will be required to meet parking requirements for the additional 
area.  The additional store area will require up to 16 extra spaces.  This will bring the 
required parking count to 519 spaces.  The site cannot accommodate the potential growth 
area and the full size of the seasonal display area in the parking lot.  This will be addressed 
in the Conditional Use Permit. 
 

3. Back sides.  The minimum rear setback for any building façade shall be thirty-five feet 
from the nearest property line.  Where the façade faces adjacent residential uses, an earthen berm 
or decorative wall, no less than six feet in height, containing at a minimum native trees planted at 
intervals of twenty feet on center, or in clusters or clumps, shall be provided.  The Galt Landscape 
Manual shall also apply to properly buffer the proposed use from existing residential uses.  

The rear setback, adjacent to Emerald Village Senior II, is 60 feet, which exceeds the 35 foot 
requirement.  In addition, a 12’ wall and a 20 foot landscape buffer on the residential side of 
the wall are included in the rear setback.  There is a 90 foot setback on the east side of the 
building adjacent to Rancho Son Jon residential subdivision.  This includes a 12 foot wall 
and a 10 foot landscape median.  A row of trees will be planted in the landscape median. 

4. Vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle connectivity.  The site design must provide direct 
connections and safe street crossings to adjacent land uses and existing and proposed public 
transportation facilities and bikeways.  

The project includes two pedestrian access points from Twin Cities Road into the site, and 
two pedestrian access points from Fermoy Way.  There is an existing bike lane on Fermoy 
Way and one will be installed on Twin Cities Road as part of the project requirements. 

5. Central features and community space.  Each retail establishment subject to these 
standards shall contribute to the establishment or enhancement of community and public spaces 
by providing at least two of the following: patio/seating area, pedestrian plaza with benches, 
window shopping walkway, outdoor playground area, kiosk area, water feature, self-supporting 
street clock, or other such deliberately shaped area and/or a focal feature or amenity that, in the 
judgment of the Planning Commission, adequately enhances such community and public spaces.  
Any such areas shall have direct access to the public sidewalk network and such features shall not 
be constructed of materials that are inferior to the principal materials of the building and 
landscape.  

The project meets this objective with the clock tower plaza at the corner of Twin Cities 
Road and Fermoy Way.  Amenities include a working clock tower with design to match the 
main building, bench seating, decorative paved areas, lawn area, and landscape areas. 

6. Delivery/loading operations. No delivery, loading, trash removal or compaction, or other 
such operations shall be permitted between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., unless the 
applicant submits evidence that noise abatement strategies between all areas for such operations 
effectively reduce noise emissions to a level of 45 dB, as measured at the lot line of any adjoining 
property.  (Also see Chapter 18.36, Parking).  
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Noise abatement includes the construction of 12’ walls on the east and south property lines 
separating the project from the residential areas.  A more detailed study, and mitigation, is 
contained in the project EIR.  Part of this mitigation is limiting delivery, loading, trash 
removal and compaction, and other such operations between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m.  The project will be required to adhere to the City’s noise ordinance found in 
Chapter 8.40 of the GMC. 

7. Lighting.  The applicant shall provide exterior lighting sufficient to illuminate the entire 
site. Such lighting shall be directed and shielded in such a manner as to prevent illumination of 
neighboring properties to as reasonable an extent as possible.  

Light levels are kept to a minimum, less than .025 foot candles outside the property line and 
most cases at 0 foot candles outside the property line (nearby residential).  This is 
accomplished by the use of directional cutoff lighting fixtures and light poles less than 18 
feet to eliminate light spill over into the adjacent residential areas.   

8. Signage.  See Chapter 18.60 (Signs) for applicable sign provisions.  

The project will be required to submit a permit for all signs. 

9. Landscaping.  See the Galt Landscape Manual for applicable landscaping provisions.  

The project will be required to submit a detailed landscape plan. 
 
 
Enclosures: Walmart Design Package 
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Council Agenda 
Report 
 
 

 
 
 
FROM:  Curt Campion, Community Development Director 
 
PREPARED BY: Chris Erias, Associate Planner 
 
SUBJECT:  WALMART APPEAL OF THE GALT PLANNING COMMISSION’S 

DECISION TO LIMIT STORE BUSINESS HOURS FROM 6:00 AM TO 
11:00 PM.   

 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the City Council, by at least a 3/5 vote, grant the appeal and approve the application by 
taking the following action: 
 

1. Adopt Resolution 2010-__ certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report and Errata 
Sheet, approving the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and adopting CEQA 
Findings and Statements of Overriding Considerations; and  

 
2. Adopt Resolution 2010-__ granting the appeal of the Planning Commission action 

approving the Walmart Project, and approving the Walmart Project Conditional Use 
Permit, determining compliance with the Big Box Ordinance including but not limited to 
Architectural Review, and granting the appeal of the Community Development Director’s 
Notice of Decision, subject to conditions 1-10 as amended. 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
On March 25, 2010, the Galt Planning Commission considered an application by Walmart to 
construct and operate up to a 137,277 square feet store.  Although the square footage reflected in 
the current design of the store is only 133,279 square feet, the applicant has requested that the 
City review and analyze up to 137,277 square feet (approximately 3 percent greater than the 
overall square footage shown on the site plan) for the store to provide flexibility as the detailed 
project design progresses. The Planning Commission certified the Final EIR with an amendment 
to Mitigation Measure 5.5-4(a) regarding the perimeter wall height and approved the Conditional 
Use Permit amending Condition #20 requiring that Walmart revise business hours to 6:00 a.m. to 
11:00 p.m. rather than 5:00 a.m. to 12:00 midnight.  The Planning Commission also added 

 

Meeting Date: April 20, 2010 
Item Number:  
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Condition #32 requiring that Walmart install safety measures on the pedestrian crosswalk on 
Fermoy Way at Young Court. The Planning Commission further determined that the project 
complied with the Big Box Ordinance requirements including, but not limited to, Architectural 
Review, and granted the appeal of the Community Development Director’s Notice of Decision, 
subject to Conditions 1-10 as amended. 
 
In accordance with Galt Municipal Code Section 18.52.050 (A)(6), the applicant (Walmart) filed 
a written notice of appeal with the City Clerk on March 29, 2010 to request a change to the 
business hours of the store.  The public notice of the appeal was advertised in the Galt Herald on 
April 7, 2010 and mailed to all property owners within 500 feet of the subject property and to 
anyone who previously requested notification in writing.    
 
The staff report (excluding PC Resolutions) presented to the Planning Commission is 
Attachment 4 to this report and contains background information and a detailed description of 
the project.    
 
DISCUSSION 
 
As mentioned above, the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR with an amendment to a 
mitigation measure and approved the Conditional Use Permit by amending one condition and 
adding another.  
 
The amendment to Mitigation Measure 5.5-4(a) included a potential lowering of the proposed 
12’ wall height on the east and south property lines.  Some residents complained that the 12’ wall 
was too tall and imposing.  The Planning Commissioners asked the EIR consultant if the wall 
could be lowered.  The noise consultant commented that the analysis and mitigation measures 
were based on the 12’ wall and lowering the wall height could significantly alter the impacts in 
the EIR.  The consultant stated that further study would be needed to determine if the wall could 
be lowered without changing the EIR conclusions.  The Planning Commission certified the EIR 
with the caveat that the EIR consultants study the effect of lowering the sound walls while 
maintaining compliance with the City noise ordinance.  Walmart agreed to fund the additional 
study.  
 
At the request of residents living to the south of the project site, the Planning Commission added 
an additional condition (Number 33) to the Use Permit.  The added condition requires that 
Walmart install pedestrian safety devices for the crosswalk on Fermoy Way at Young Court 
Village Drive.  A pedestrian activated lighted crosswalk was mentioned as a possible solution.  
However, any improvement to the crosswalk will need to be approved by the City’s Public 
Work’s Department.  Walmart had previously agreed to complete this offsite improvement. 
 
The Planning Commission, in response to community feedback, believed the business hours of 
5:00 am to 12:00 midnight might pose a nuisance to the neighbors.  Therefore, the PC amended 
Condition 20 to include reducing store business hours to 6:00 am to 11:00 pm.  The revised 
business hours match the hours of the Raley’s store directly to the west.  Walmart is appealing 
this decision.  They believe that they already negotiated business hours from 24 hour operation to 
the proposed 5:00 am to 12:00 midnight.  Please note that staff is using the term “business hours” 
to reflect the maximum hours the store is to be open to the public in a calendar day.  This may be 
different from “operating hours” whereby employees or others are stocking supplies, conducting 
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inventory or other business like activities. 
 
Options  
 
The City Council has the following three options regarding this appeal: 
 
A.  Staff’s Recommendation: Grant the appeal and approve the project as modified.  This action 
results in an approval of the Walmart project, subject to revised or amended findings and 
conditions, as approved by the City Council.  In order to take this action, the following motions 
are recommended: 
 
 1.  Adopt Resolution 2010-__ certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report and 
 Errata Sheet, approving the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and adopting 
 CEQA Findings and Statements of Overriding Considerations;  
 
 2.  Adopt Resolution 2010-__ granting the appeal of the Planning Commission action 
 approving the Walmart Project, and approving the Walmart Project Conditional Use 
 Permit, determining compliance with the Big Box Ordinance including but not limited to 
 Architectural Review, and granting the appeal of the Community Development Director’s 
 Notice of Decision, subject to conditions 1-10 as amended. 
 
B.  Deny the appeal and affirm the action of the Planning Commission.  This action is essentially 
an approval of the Walmart project, subject to the findings and conditions as adopted by the 
Planning Commission.   In this case, the Planning Commission decision stands.  The resolution 
denying the Walmart appeal and upholding the Planning Commission decision is Attachment 6 
to this report. 
 
 
C. Grant the appeal and deny the project.  This action rescinds the action of the Planning 
Commission and results in a denial of the Walmart project.  In order to take this action the item 
must be continued so that findings can be made to support the City Council decision.  
 
In the event that the City Council does not act on this matter by an affirmative vote, the decision 
of the Planning Commission stands as decided, in accordance with City Council Procedural 
Guidelines, Rule 4.8.7. 
 
 
REQUIRED ACTION TO GRANT APPEAL  
 
Galt Municipal Code Section 18.52.060 (B)(2) gives City Council the authority to grant any 
appealed application and to reverse or modify the decision of the Planning Commission as long 
as there is a three fifths (3/5) vote of the City Council.  The revised condition related to the stores 
business hours is recommended to read as follows: 
 
“The store shall be open for business (maximum hours the store to be open to the public in a 
calendar day) only between 5:00 a.m. and 12:00 midnight.  The project must adhere to the Big-
Box Ordinance Guidelines, which prohibit delivery and loading between the hours of 10:00 p.m. 
and 7:00 a.m.” 
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Attachments 
 
Attachment 1 - Resolution Certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report - 2010___ 
 Exhibit A - CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
 Exhibit B - ERRATA Sheet 
 Exhibit C - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Attachment 2 - Resolution Granting the appeal of the Planning Commission action approving the 
Walmart Project, approving the Conditional Use Permit, determining consistency with the Big 
Box Ordinance and granting appeal of the Community Development Director’s Notice of 
Decision on the Site Plan and Design Review - 2010___ 
 Exhibit A - Conditional Use Permit Conditions (revised) 
 Exhibit B - Building elevations and site plan 
 Exhibit C - Revised Notice of Decision 
 Exhibit D - Walmart Appeal of the Notice of Decision 
 Exhibit E - Walmart Appeal of Planning Commission Decision 
Attachment 3 - PC Staff Report   
Attachment 4 - ARC Staff Report 
Attachment 5 - Draft Planning Commission Minutes 
Attachment 6 - Resolution Denying the Walmart Appeal and Upholding the Planning 
Commission Decision 
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P.C. Meeting:  January 13, 2011   
 
Prepared By:  Chris Erias, Senior Planner      
 
Reviewed By:  Sandra Kiriu, Principal Planner   
 
  
 CITY OF GALT 
 
 PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
 STAFF REPORT 
 
Title: Time Extension Request for the Walmart Project Site Plan and Design Review Approval and 

Conditional Use Permit 
 
Location:  The site is located at the southeast corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way. It consists of 

approximately 11.26 acres on a single undeveloped parcel identified as Sacramento County 
Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 148-0074-058.   

 
Owner: Walmart Stores Inc. 
 PO Box 8050 
 Bentonville, AR  72712 
 
Applicant:  Tim Page 
 Doucet + SGI 
 9001 Foothills Blvd., Suite 150  
 Roseville, CA  95747 
 916.789.0822 
 
Existing Zoning: Highway Commercial (HC) 
 
Land Use Designation: Commercial 
 
Surrounding Land Use/Zoning: North: Twin Cities Road and unincorporated Sacramento County 

agriculture/rural residential zoned AG20 is directly north.  
East: Rancho San Jon Subdivision residential zoned R1C. 
South: Emerald Village Subdivision residential zoned Emerald Village 

Senior Phase 2 PUD. 
West: Galt Village Shopping Center zoned Highway Commercial 

 
Environmental Status:    
 
An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was completed for the Walmart Project.  The Planning Commission 
certified it at its meeting on March 25, 2010.  However, the Planning Commission decision was appealed to 
the City Council.  The City Council denied the appeal and upheld the Planning Commission’s decision at the 
April 20, 2010 City Council meeting.   The Council decision to certify the EIR was legally challenged by the 
Galt Citizens for Sensible Planning on May 17, 2010 and is currently in litigation.  It was heard in court on 
December 10, 2010. The judge has yet to render a decision and has 90 days to decide. 
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The time extension request is not a project under CEQA pursuant to Section 15060 (c) (2); “The activity will 
not result in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.”  All impacts 
associated with the Walmart Project were analyzed in the project EIR.  The time extension request does not 
impose additional impacts therefore it does not require further study. 
  
Recommendation:   
 
That the Planning Commission adopt Resolution 2011-__ (PC) approving the Time Extension Request for 
Walmart Project Site Plan and Design Review Approval and Conditional Use Permit  
 
Background
 
Walmart was issued a Notice of Decision (NOD) on March 10, 2010 by the City of Galt Community 
Development Director.  The NOD granted Site Plan and Design Review approval for the Walmart Project. 
The applicant appealed the wording of condition 10.  Condition 10 read, “The Project shall be constructed in 
accordance with the Final Application and other documents referenced above in this Notice of Decision.”  
The applicant wished to change the wording from “in accordance” to “in substantial compliance”.  At its 
meeting on March 25, 2010, the Planning Commission granted, on a 4-1 vote, the appeal of the Community 
Development Director’s Notice of Decision and approved the Site Plan and Design Review; approved the 
Walmart Conditional Use Permit (CUP); determined Compliance with the Big Box Ordinance; and certified 
the Final Environmental Impact Report.   
 
The Planning Commission’s approvals and certification of the FEIR were then appealed to the City Council 
by opponents of the project.  The City Council upheld the Planning Commission’s decisions on a 3-2 vote on 
April 20, 2010.  The City Council certification of the FEIR was then legally challenged by the Galt Citizens 
for Sensible Planning on May 17, 2010. 
 
The legal action by the group has delayed Walmart’s ability to move forward on the development of the 
project.  Consequently, the project could not commence and be diligently pursued to completion within one 
year in accordance with Condition Number 2 of the CUP and the time limits of the NOD. As a result Walmart 
is seeking extensions of the approvals. 
 
Project Description 
 
Walmart received a CUP to operate a retail discount supercenter of up to 137,277 square feet located at the 
southeast corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way. The CUP imposes specific conditions on the project.  
For example, one of the conditions permits the store to operate 7 days a week from the hours of 5:00 AM to 
12:00 AM.    Another condition of the CUP stipulates that Walmart had one year to commence and proceed 
with development of the project. 
 
Condition Number 2 of the CUP states: 
  
“The development for which this use permit has been granted must commence and be diligently pursued to 
completion within one (1) year of the approval of the use permit.  If the development has not commenced or 
been diligently pursued to completion within one (1) year, the approval shall automatically expire.  Prior to 
the expiration of the permit, the applicant may apply for a single one (1) year extension.” 
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The time limits for commencing and proceeding with the project in the NOD refer back to the same time 
limits imposed in the CUP.  The following is the time limit language in the NOD: 
 
“The Applicant shall commence and diligently pursue to completion development of the Project in 
accordance with the timeframe provided for in any use permit that is issued by the City.” 
 
As noted above, Walmart has been unable to proceed with the development of the project within the one year 
time frame to initiate development due to litigation.  It is unknown at this time when court action against the 
project will cease.  Even if the current ruling is in favor of Walmart, appeals of the decision could further 
delay the project.  In order to ensure that the CUP and Site Plan and Design Review approvals will not expire 
pursuant to language in Condition 2, Walmart is seeking a formal time extension of the approvals.  The City’s 
intent was that the time limits would commence from the point the project is legally able to move forward, so 
to avoid future confusion, the City proposes to amend Condition Number 2 for the Walmart Project so that the 
time limits are held in abeyance while the project is in litigation.  The following language is proposed to be 
added to Condition 2: 
 
“The time limits applicable to this permit, as specified in Galt Municipal Code sections 18.68.040 (B) and 
18.80.040 (B), are tolled until the court issues a final decision in the pending litigation, Galt Citizens for 
Sensible Planning, et al. v. City of Galt, et al., Sacramento Superior Court Case No. 34-2010-8000054, and 
the applicable appeal period has expired or any appeals relating to this litigation have been decided, 
whichever occurs first. The development of this project shall commence and be diligently pursued to 
completion within one (1) year, and 98 days from the completion of the above-referenced litigation.”    
 
The additional 98 days represents the timeframe remaining from tonight until April 20, 2011, which was the 
original one year expiration date. 
 
A copy of the conditions, including the above amendment, is attached as Exhibit A to the Planning 
Commission Resolution.  The new language is shown in bold print in Condition 2.  There are no other 
changes requested as part of this request.  
 
Attachments 
 
Resolution 2011- ___ (PC) Approving the Walmart Project Site Plan and Design Review, and Conditional 
Use 
 Permit Time Extension Request 
 Exhibit A – Amended Conditional Use Permit Conditions 
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Please click on title to view Attachment 8 and 9 of this staff report. 

 
 
►  Attachment 8 - Walmart Draft Environmental Impact Report, December, 2009 
 
 
►  Attachment 9 – Walmart Final Environmental Impact Report, March 2010  

 

 

These documents can also be viewed by going to 

http://www.ci.galt.ca.us/index.aspx?page=355 on the City’s website, 

and following the links in the sidebar. 
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  ATTACHMENT 10 

 

ERRATA TO 2 REVISIONS TO THE DEIR TEXT 

 
The FEIR included a typo in the DEIR circulation dates and Planning Commission meeting 
dates, as well as a typographical error in reference to an appendix. These typographical errors are 
corrected in this Errata to Revisions to the DEIR Text.  
 
In addition, the DEIR concluded that some traffic impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant provided that the improvements were included in the City Traffic Capital 
Improvement Program (TCIP). However, because the TCIP was not adopted, the impacts were 
found to be significant and unavoidable. The TCIP was adopted on March 2, 2010, after the 
release of the DEIR. As noted in Revisions to the DEIR Text (Chapter 2 of the FEIR) and 
Responses to Comments (Chapter 3 of the FEIR), the significant and unavoidable conclusions 
are now less-than-significant given the adoption of the TCIP and an enforceable program to 
ensure that the mitigation is implemented.  While the conclusions and mitigation measures were 
shown as updated in the technical DEIR chapters, the summary chapter conclusions were not 
included in the Revisions to the DEIR Text chapter of the FEIR.  Therefore, for clarification 
purposes, the following additional text revisions to the summary chapters based upon the 
adoption of the TCIP are included. 
 
1. INTRODUCTION AND LIST OF COMMENTERS  
 
Page 1-1 of Chapter 1, Introduction and List of Commenters, of the Final EIR included a 
typographical error regarding the DEIR circulation dates and the Planning Commission meeting 
date. The last paragraph of page 1-1 is hereby revised to read: 
 

The City of Galt used the following methods to solicit public input on the DEIR: a 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the DEIR was released for a 30-day review from 
April 4, 2008 to May 5, 2008. In addition, a public scoping meeting was held on 
April 23, 2008 for further discussion and comments regarding the DEIR. A Notice 
of Availability of the DEIR was distributed from December 10, 2009 to January 02 
25, 2010 to applicable public agencies, responsible agencies, and interested 
individuals. In addition, a public meeting before the Planning Commission was held 
on January 01 14, 2010 in order to receive verbal comments on the DEIR. Copies of 
the document were made available at the public counter of the City of Galt Planning 
Department, located at 495 Industrial Drive, Galt, California, 95632. 
 

The correction is for clarification purposes only and does not change the conclusions of the 
DEIR. 
 

PC 201



Administrative Final EIR 
Walmart 

March 2010 
 

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The second full paragraph on page 2-3 of Chapter 2, Executive Summary, of the DEIR is hereby 
revised as follows: 
 

The Transportation and Circulation chapter concludes that implementation of the 
proposed project would result in potentially significant project-specific impacts to 
the following: surrounding intersections from construction-related traffic; 
surrounding intersections under Short Term Plus Project Conditions; surrounding 
roadway segments under Short Term Plus Project Conditions; and internal on-site 
circulation and emergency vehicle access. However, with implementation of the 
mitigation measures in the Draft EIR, the impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels. Impacts to the surrounding intersections under Cumulative Year 
2030 Base Plus Project Conditions; and the surrounding roadway segments under 
Cumulative Year 2030 Base Plus Project Conditions; and surrounding freeway 
under Cumulative Year 2030 Base Plus Project Conditions were also found to be 
less-than-significant due to adoption of the updated TCIP and unavoidable 
because feasible mitigation does not currently exist. Impacts to the surrounding 
freeway under Cumulative Year 2030 Base Plus Project Conditions were found to 
be significant and unavoidable. The Draft EIR concludes that impacts to freeway 
operations under Short Term Plus Project Conditions, cut-through traffic, 
pedestrian circulation, transit facilities, bicycle facilities, project-related parking, 
and cumulative cut-through traffic would be less-than-significant. 

 
This change is for clarification purposes and does not change the analysis presented in the DEIR 
or FEIR. 
 
4. ALTERNATIVES 
 
The first full paragraph on page 4-4 of Chapter 4, Alternatives, of the DEIR is hereby revised as 
follows: 
 

• Transportation and Circulation. The proposed project would result in 
increased traffic volumes. Intersections, roadway segments, and freeway 
operations would operate at unacceptable levels under both short-term and 
long-term scenarios. Therefore, project-level and cumulative traffic impacts 
would be potentially significant. Impacts to surrounding intersections, 
surrounding roadway segments would also be less-than-significant., and tThe 
surrounding freeway under Cumulative Year 2030 Base Plus Project 
conditions would be significant and unavoidable. 

 
This change is for clarification purposes and does not change the conclusions identified in the 
alternatives discussion in the DEIR. 
 

Errata to Revisions to the DEIR Text 
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5.3 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 
Page 2-36 of the Final EIR included an incorrect appendix reference. Page 2-36 of the Final EIR 
is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The second sentence of the first paragraph of Chapter 5.3, Transportation and 
Circulation, of the DEIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The information is based on traffic movement counts, traffic 
projections, and technical analyses conducted for this EIR by 
Omni-Means, Ltd. (See Appendix CED).  

 
This change is for clarification purposes and does not alter any of the conclusions in the DEIR. 
 
6. CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The second full paragraph on page 6-5 of Chapter 6, CEQA Considerations, of the DEIR is 
hereby revised as follows: 
 

Transportation and Circulation 
 

The Transportation and Circulation chapter indicates that the proposed project 
would result in potentially significant cumulative impacts to surrounding 
intersections, roadway segments, and freeway segments under the Cumulative 
Year 2030 Base Plus Project Conditions. The following intersections would 
operate at an unacceptable LOS under the Cumulative Year 2030 Base Plus 
Project Conditions; Twin Cities Road/Fermoy Way, Twin Cities Road/McKenzie 
Road, Twin Cities Road/Carillion Boulevard, Twin Cities Road/Marengo 
Boulevard, Twin Cities Road/Park Terrace Drive, Lake Park Avenue/Carillion 
Boulevard, Lake Canyon Drive/Carillion Boulevard, Elk Hills Drive/Carillion 
Boulevard, Twin Cities Road/Project Driveway, and Raley’s Driveway/Fermoy 
Way. Furthermore, Twin Cities Road, east of Fermoy Way roadway segment will 
remain operating deficiently at LOS F for typical weekday conditions with added 
project trips. This roadway segment was found to operate at an unacceptable LOS 
F under the Year 2030 No Project conditions, and the addition of project traffic 
would increase the V/C at this roadway segment by more than five percent, 
resulting in a potentially significant impact. In addition, the SR 99 southbound, 
south of Twin Cities Road freeway mainline segment, which would increase in 
density by more than five percent, which would cause a potentially significant 
impact. It should be noted that the above improvements are not included in the 
current 2006 TCIP. At this time a guarantee cannot be made that the needed 
improvements will be constructed and Feasible mitigation measures do not exist; 
therefore the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

 
This change reflects the adoption of the new TCIP as described in the Response to Comments 
and Revisions to the DEIR Text chapters of the FEIR. 

Errata to Revisions to the DEIR Text 
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1.0 OVERVIEW AND PURPOSE OF THE REVISIONS TO THE DEIR NOISE CHAPTER 
 
The proposed project is the development of a 133,279-square-foot Walmart retail store located at the 
southeast corner of Twin Cities Road and Fermoy Way in the City of Galt, California within 
Sacramento County. The proposed project site consists of approximately 11.26 acres on a single 
undeveloped parcel identified as Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 148-0074-058 (See Figure below 
for project location). 
 

 
 

On April 20, 2010, the City Council certified the original project EIR and approved the project, 
following an appeal from the City’s Planning Commission. The original EIR and project approvals 
were challenged in court by a lawsuit filed on May 17, 2010 entitled Galt Citizens for Responsible 
Planning v. City of Galt, Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 34-2010-80000546 (the 
“Lawsuit”). The Superior Court issued its ruling in the Lawsuit on January 26, 2011. By the ruling, 
the Court found that the EIR was deficient with respect to its analysis of forklift noise impacts and 
whether the forklift operations (most specifically forklift back-up alarm noise) were consistent with 
the City’s Noise Control Ordinance (Galt Municipal Code, Chapter 8.40). The Court directed the 
City to further analyze whether the project’s forklift operations violate the City’s Noise Control 
Ordinance and explain whether the forklift noise constituted a significant impact when analyzed 
under the Noise Control Ordinance. By a subsequent ruling from the Court issued on June 1, 2011, 
the Court directed that the EIR be set aside pending its revisions. The Court confirmed, however, 
that the City was not required to start the EIR process anew. Rather, the form of the correction of the 

INTRODUCTION 

Project Site
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 
1-2 

deficiencies in the EIR, as well as the determination of whether the corrections to the EIR require 
recirculation, is a matter for the City to decide in the first instance.  
 
Pursuant to the Court’s rulings, the Noise Chapter of the EIR has been revised. Additional 
evaluations reflected in the following chapter revisions include: collecting noise level measurements 
at the center of the typical forklift circulation area; adjusting maximum noise levels to represent the 
closest typical distance that forklifts are expected to occur at the adjacent property line; and 
assuming the worst-case conditions in order to obtain the most conservative noise level values. In 
addition, the original Noise chapter of the EIR utilized the City of Galt General Plan noise 
thresholds as the thresholds of significance; however, the City’s Noise Control Ordinance utilizes 
different thresholds of which the project must comply as well. Therefore, the results of the additional 
evaluation were compared to not only the City’s General Plan noise thresholds, but the Noise 
Control Ordinance thresholds as well, as discussed in the following chapter revisions. As explained 
in the revisions to the Noise Chapter, noise impacts were found to be less-than-significant with 
implementation of the identified mitigation.  
 
The following chapter presents all of the revisions made to Chapter 5.5, Noise, of the Walmart Draft 
EIR in response to the Ruling for a Petition for Writ of Mandate. New text is double underlined and 
deleted text is struck through.  
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CHAPTER 2 – REVISIONS TO THE DEIR NOISE CHAPTER 
2-1 

 
 
5.5.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The Noise chapter of the EIR describes the existing noise environment in the project vicinity, and 
identifies potential impacts from the Galt Walmart project. The method by which the potential 
impacts are analyzed is discussed, followed by the identification of potential impacts and the 
recommended mitigation measures designed to reduce significant impacts to levels that are less-
than-significant.  Sources used in the analysis of noise include the 2030 Galt General Plan Policy 
Document,1 2030 Galt General Plan Existing Conditions Report,2 the 2030 Galt General Plan 
EIR,32 the Environmental Noise Assessment43 and the Additional Supporting Noise Level Data for 
Forklifts – Galt Wal-Mart EIR letter,5 prepared by j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., and the City of 
Galt Municipal Code.64 
 
5.5.1 EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 
Acoustical TerminologyBackground 
 
Sound is defined as any pressure variation in air that the human ear can detect. If the pressure 
variations occur frequently enough, they can be heard and are called sound. The number of pressure 
variations per second is called the frequency of sound, and is expressed as cycles per second, called 
Hertz (Hz).  
 
Because measuring sound directly in terms of pressure would require a very large and awkward 
range of numbers, the decibel scale was devised. The decibel scale uses the hearing threshold (20 
micropascals of pressure), as a point of reference, and defines the lowest sound perceptible to 
persons with perfect hearing as 0 decibels (dB). Other sound pressures are then compared to the 
reference pressure to determine the dB level of noise, which , and the logarithm is taken to keep the 
numbers in a practical range. The decibel scale allows a million-fold increase in pressure to be 
expressed as 120 dB, and changes in levels (dB) corresponds closely to human perception of relative 
loudness. 
 
The perceived loudness of sounds is dependent upon many factors, but including sound pressure 
level and frequency content. However, within the usual range of environmental noise levels, 
perception of loudness is relatively predictable, and can be approximated by the A-weighting sound 
levels. A strong correlation exists between A-weighted sound levels (expressed as dBA) and the way 
the human ear perceives noise. For this reason, the A-weighted sound level has become the standard 
tool of environmental noise assessment. All noise levels reported in this section chapter are in terms 
of A-weighted levels. Table 5.5-1 presents examples of common activities associated with varying 
levels of noise, expressed in dBA. contains definitions of acoustical terminology used in this chapter. 
 

REVISIONS TO THE DEIR NOISE CHAPTER 
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Table 5.5-1 
Typical Noise Levels 

Common Outdoor Activities 
Noise Level 

(dBA) Common Indoor Activities 

--110-- Rock Band 

Jet Fly-over at 300 m (1,000 ft) --100--  

Gas Lawn Mower at 1 m (3 ft) --90--  

Diesel Truck at 15 m (50 ft),
at 80 km/hr (50 mph) --80-- Food Blender at 1 m (3 ft) 

Garbage Disposal at 1 m (3 ft) 
Noisy Urban Area, Daytime

Gas Lawn Mower, 30 m (100 ft) --70-- Vacuum Cleaner at 3 m (10 ft) 

Commercial Area
Heavy Traffic at 90 m (300 ft) --60-- Normal Speech at 1 m (3 ft) 

Quiet Urban Daytime --50-- Large Business Office 
Dishwasher in Next Room 

Quiet Urban Nighttime --40-- Theater, Large Conference Room 
(Background) 

Quiet Suburban Nighttime --30-- Library 

Quiet Rural Nighttime --20-- Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall 
(Background) 

--10-- Broadcast/Recording Studio 

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing --0-- Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 

Source: Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, October 1998. 

 
Community noise is commonly described in terms of the “ambient” noise level, which is defined as 
the all-encompassing noise level associated with a given noise environment. A common statistical 
tool to measure the ambient noise level is the average, or equivalent, sound level (Leq), which 
corresponds to a steady-state A-weighted sound level containing the same total energy as a time-
varying signal over a given time period (usually one hour). The Leq is the foundation of the 
composite noise descriptor, Ldn, and shows very good correlation with community response to 
noise. The peak traffic hour Leq is the noise metric used by Caltrans for all traffic noise impact 
analyses. 
 
The Day/Night Average Level (Ldn) is based upon the average noise level over a 24-hour day, with 
a +10-decibel weighting applied to noise occurring during nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) hours. 
The nighttime penalty is based upon the assumption that people react to nighttime noise exposures as 
though they were twice as loud as daytime exposures. Because Ldn represents a 24-hour average, it 
tends to disguise short-term variations in the noise environment.  The City of Galt relies on the Ldn 
noise standard to assess the impact of noise. 
 

PC 214



Revisions to the DEIR Noise Chapter 
Walmart 

June 2011 
 

CHAPTER 2 – REVISIONS TO THE DEIR NOISE CHAPTER 
2-3 

Acoustical Terminology 
Environmental noise is generally caused by a combination of distant noise sources, such as roadway 
traffic, wind, and industrial or farming activities, which create a low-level “background noise.” 
Background noise is often relatively constant from moment to moment, but varies slowly from hour 
to hour with changes in natural forces or human activity. A brief increase in background noise could 
be caused, for example, by single-vehicle passbys, aircraft flyovers, screeching brakes, and other 
short-term events. The following are key terms and noise descriptors commonly used in 
environmental noise assessment. 
 

• Ambient Noise: The background noise level associated with a particular location. A 
common tool used to measure the ambient noise level is the equivalent noise level, Leq, as 
defined below.  

• Cumulative Period: An expansive period of time composed of individual time segments 
which may be continuous or interrupted.  

• Decibel, dB: A unit of sound measurement which expresses the ratio between two values 
which are proportional to power. The measurement represents the difference in the intensity 
or power of an emitted sound and is based on a logarithmic scale, meaning that zero dB is 
the reference point, 10 dB is 10 times the intensity, 20 dB is 100 times the intensity, and so 
forth. 

• Hertz, Hz: A unit of measurement of frequency, which is equal to a number of cycles per 
second. 

• Lmax (Maximum Noise Level): The highest instantaneous noise level during a specific 
period of time. The Lmax may also be referred to as the “peak (noise) level.” 

• LX (Statistical Descriptor): The noise level exceeded X percent of a specific period of time 
period. The value of X is commonly 10 (e.g., L10). Other commonly used values include: 
two, eight, 25, 50 and 90. 

• Leq (Equivalent Noise Level): The equivalent steady-state or ambient noise level at a 
particular location over a specific period of time (usually one hour). The peak traffic hour Leq 
is the noise level used by Caltrans for traffic noise impact analyses. 

• Ldn (Day/Night Average Level): The average noise level over a 24-hour day. A plus 10 dB 
weighting is applied to noise occurring during nighttime hours (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM), 
based on the assumption that people are more sensitive to nighttime noise and react as 
through noise is twice as loud as during daytime hours. The City of Galt relies on the Ldn 
noise standard to assess the impact of noise.  

 
Existing Noise Environment in the Project Vicinity 
 
The project site is located east of State Route (SR) 99 at the intersection of Twin Cities Road and 
Fermoy Way. Surrounding land uses include existing residences, including seniors, to the east and 
south, commercial uses to the west, and agricultural and rural residential uses to the north. Noise 
measurement locations are shown in Figure 5.5-1.  
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Figure 5.5-1 

Noise Measurement Locations 

 
Source:  j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., Environmental Noise Assessment, March 5, 2009. 
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To generally quantify existing ambient noise levels in the project vicinity, a noise survey was 
conducted on the project site by j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., the results of which are shown in 
Table 5.5-2. The results of the ambient noise survey indicate that the project site is affected 
primarily by traffic noise from Twin Cities Road. A specific assessment of existing, short term, and 
cumulative traffic noise levels is provided later in this section chapter. 
 

Table 5.5-2 
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results 

Proposed Project Site – January 16-17, 2008 

Site Location Date Ldn 

Average1 Measured Hourly Noise Levels, dB 
Daytime (7AM-10PM) Nighttime (10PM-7AM) 

Leq
2 L50

3 Lmax
4 Leq L50 Lmax 

Continuous 24-Hour Noise Level Measurements 

A East of Project 
Site 

1/16-
17/08 58.9 51.9 49.6 65.7 52.6 49.9 66.6 

B North of Twin 
Cities Road 

1/16-
17/08 67.8 64.2 61.7 79.2 60.7 54.8 74.5 

Short-Term Noise Level Measurements 

1 Southern 
Border of Site 

1/16/08 
2:16 PM N/A 52.9 51.5 63.1 N/A 

1. Average values reported are the average of the hourly measured values over the daytime or nighttime period, 
respectively. 

2. The short-term measurement period is ten minutes. Continuous measurements are conducted for 1-hour intervals over 
the 24-hour measurement period. 

3. The median value, denoted L50, represents the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time during the monitoring 
period. 

4. The maximum dBAA-weighted noise level during the monitoring periodfor a single noise event. 
 
Source:  j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., Environmental Noise Assessment, March 5, 2009. 
 
Existing Traffic Noise Environment 
 
To predict noise levels due to traffic, the Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic Noise 
Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108) was used. The model is used in conjunction with the Calveno 
reference noise emission curves, and accounts for vehicle volume and speed, roadway configuration, 
distance to the receiver, and the acoustical characteristics of the project site. The FHWA model was 
developed to predict hourly Leq values for free-flowing traffic conditions. To calculate Ldn, average 
daily traffic (ADT) volume data is manipulated based on the assumed daytime and nighttime 
distribution of traffic on the project roadways. 
 
Traffic volumes were obtained from Omni-Means, Ltd. in the form of peak hour intersection 
movements. The AM peak hour traffic volumes were compiled into segment volumes and converted 
to daily traffic volumes using a factor of 10. Truck usage on the local area roadways was estimated 
from Caltrans and j.c. brennan & associates, Inc.’s observations. 
 
Table 5.5-3 shows the predicted existing traffic noise levels in terms of the Day/Night Average 
Level descriptor (Ldndn) at a standardized distance of 100 feet from the centerlines of the existing 
project-area roadways for existing conditions, as well as at distances to existing traffic noise 
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contours. The extent to which existing land uses in the project vicinity are affected by existing traffic 
noise depends on their respective proximity to the roadways and their individual sensitivity to noise. 
Appendix A in the Environmental Noise Assessment (Appendix E of this Draft EIR) shows the 
inputs and results of the FHWA noise prediction model. 
 

Table 5.5-3 
Existing Noise Levels and Distances to Contours 

Roadway Segment 

Ldndn @ 
100 Feet, 

dB 

Distance to Contours (feet) 
70 dB 
Ldndn 

65 dB 
Ldndn 

60 dB 
Ldndn 

Twin Cities Rd West of W. Stockton Rd 62.8 33 71 154 
Twin Cities Rd E. Stockton Rd to Fermoy Way 64.3 41 89 192 
Twin Cities Rd Fermoy Way to Mckenzie Rd 63.7 38 82 177 
Twin Cities Rd Mckenzie Rd to Carillion Blvd 63.5 37 80 172 
Twin Cities Rd Carillion Blvd to Marengo Rd 60.9 25 53 115 
Twin Cities Rd East of Marengo Rd 60.9 25 53 114 
Lake Canyon 

Ave 
Beaver Park way to Carillion 

Blvd 48.3 4 8 17 

Lake Canyon 
Ave East of Carillion Blvd 49.2 4 9 19 

Elk Hills Drive Beaver Park Way to Carillion 
Blvd 46.4 3 6 12 

Elk Hills Drive East of Carillion Blvd 49.5 4 9 20 
Walnut Ave East of Carillion Blvd 57.0 14 29 64 
W. Stockton 

Blvd North of Twin Cities Rd 60.7 24 51 111 

E. Stockton Blvd North of Twin Cities Rd 59.3 19 42 90 
E. Stockton Blvd South of Twin Cities Rd 59.7 21 44 95 

Fermoy Way Twin Cities Rd to Project 
Driveway 55.4 11 23 49 

Fermoy Way Project Driveway to Lake 
Canyon 53.1 7 16 34 

Mckenzie Road North of Twin Cities Rd 50.9 5 11 25 
Mckenzie Road South of Twin Cities Rd 48.0 3 7 16 
Carillion Blvd Twin Cities Rd to Lake Park Ave 59.1 19 40 87 
Carillion Blvd Lake Park to Lake Canyon 57.8 15 33 71 
Carillion Blvd Lake Canyon Ave to Elk Hills Dr 58.4 17 37 79 
Carillion Blvd Elk Hills Dr to Walnut Ave 57.7 15 33 70 
Carillion Blvd Walnut Ave to Vintage Oak Ave 53.8 8 18 39 
Marengo Rd South of Twin Cities Rd 52.7 7 15 33 

Note:  Distances to traffic noise contours are measured in feet from the centerlines of the roadways. 
 
Source:  j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., Environmental Noise Assessment, March 5, 2009. 
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5.5.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 
 
In order to limit population exposure to physically and/or psychologically damaging noise levels, the 
State of California, various county governments, and most municipalities in the state have 
established standards and ordinances to control noise. The 2030 Galt General Plan Noise Element, 
City of Galt Noise Control Ordinance, and CEQA provide regulations regarding noise levels for uses 
relevant to the proposed project. The following provides a general overview of the existing 
regulations. Policies and regulations established in the 2030 Galt General Plan and the Northeast 
Area Specific Plan applied for this technical chapter are listed in Chapter 5.1 Land Use, as 
applicable. 
 
Local Regulations 
 
City of Galt General Plan 
 
The 2030 Galt General Plan Noise Element outlines criteria to “non-transportation” or “locally 
regulated” noise sources associated with new industrial or commercial projects. The noise level 
performance standards for all new developments in Galt are shown in Table 5.5-4. As shown in the 
table, the City of Galt General Plan General Plan Noise Element uses hourly average (Leq) and 
maximum (Lmax) noise descriptors for determining noise compliance for stationary noise sources. 
 

 
The 2030 Galt General Plan Noise Element utilizes the State Office of Noise Control (ONC) 
Guidelines for the Preparation and Content of Noise Elements of the General Plan. The ONC 
guidelines include recommended exterior and interior noise level standards for local jurisdictions to 
identify and prevent the creation of incompatible land uses due to noise. The ONC guidelines 
contain a land use compatibility table that describes the compatibility of different land uses with a 
range of environmental noise levels in terms of Ldndn. These guidelines are shown in Figure 5.5-2.  
 
According to Figure 5.5-2, residential uses are considered normally acceptable in ambient noise 
environments up to 60 dB Ldndn, and conditionally acceptable in noise environments up to 70 dB 
Ldndn.

Table 5.5-4 
Noise Level Performance Standards for Residential Areas  

Affected by Non-Transportation Noise 

Noise Level Descriptor 
Exterior Noise Level Standards, dBA 

Daytime (7 AM-10 PM) Nighttime (10 PM-7 AM) 
Hourly Leq, dB 50 45 

Maximum Level, dB 70 65 
Note:  These standards apply to new or existing residential areas affected by new or existing non-transportation 
sources. 
 
Each of the noise level standards specified above shall be reduced by five dBA for simple tone noises, noises consisting 
primarily of speech or music, or for recurring impulsive noises. 
 
Source: 2030 Galt General Plan EIR, Policy Document, AprilMarch 2009. 
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Figure 5.5-2 
Land Use Compatibility Chart 

 
Sources: State of California General Plan Guidelines, Office of Planning and Research, 1998; and ESA, 2008.
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However, residential development in noise environments of greater than 65 dB Ldndn is not 
generally considered acceptable. The City of Galt maintains an interior noise level criterion of 45 dB 
for residential uses. The intent of this standard is to provide a suitable environment for indoor 
communication and sleep. 
 
City of Galt Municipal Code 
 
City of Galt Noise Control Ordinance 
 
The City of Galt Noise Control Ordinance, Section 8.40, Noise Control Ordinance, of the City of 
Galt Municipal Code sets limits for exterior noise levels generated from a variety of sources. 
Sources applicable to the proposed project include forklift operation and construction activities; 
however, construction activities that occur from 6:00 AM to 8:00 PM on weekdays and 7:00 AM to 
8:00 PM on weekends are conditionally exempt from the Noise Control Ordinance (Section 
8.40.080[e]). The City of Galt Noise Ordinance uses cumulative exposure standards for determining 
acceptable noise exposure. The standards of the City’s Noise Ordinance vary depending on the 
Cumulative Duration of the noise occurrence during a one-hour period. A higher level of noise is 
allowed in the Ordinance for events of short duration, whereas a lower standard is applied to noise 
events occurring for longer periods of time.  
 
Section 8.40.060, Exterior Noise Standards, of the City of Galt Municipal Code is as follows: 
 

A. The following noise standards, unless otherwise specifically indicated in 
this chapter shall apply to all properties within designated zones: 

 
Designated Zones: R-1-A, R-1-B, R-1-C, R-2, R-3, C-R and R-M 

 
Time Period Exterior Noise Standard 

 
7:00 AM – 10:00 PM 55 dBA 
10:00 PM – 7:00 AM  50 dBA 
 

B. It is unlawful except as otherwise specified in this chapter for any person 
at any location within the city to create any noise which causes the noise 
levels on an affected property, when measured in the designate noise 
area, to exceed for the duration of time set forth following, the specified 
exterior noise standards in any one hour by: 

 
Cumulative Duration of the Intrusive Sound           Decibels 
Allowance 
 

1. Cumulative period of thirty minutes per hour  ...................... 0 dB 
2. Cumulative period of fifteen minutes per hour ................... +5 dB 
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3. Cumulative period of five minutes per hour ..................... +10 dB 
4. Cumulative period of one minute per hour ........................ +15dB 
5. Level not to be exceeded for any time per hour ................ +20 dB 

 
C. Each of the noise limits specified in subsection B of this section shall be 

reduced to 5 dBA for impulsive or simple tone noises, or for noise 
consisting of speech or music. 

 
D. If the ambient noise level exceeds that permitted by any of the first four 

noise limit categories specified in subsection B of this section, the 
allowable noise limit shall be increased in 5 dBA increments in each 
category to encompass the ambient noise level.  If the ambient noise level 
exceeds the fifth noise level category, the maximum ambient noise level 
shall be the noise limit for that category.   

 
Chapter 18.38 of the City of Galt Municipal Code establishes Big-Box Retail Design Standards. 
Section 18.38.030.C.6 states the following regarding hours of operation: 
 

Delivery/loading operations. No delivery, loading, trash removal or compaction, or 
other such operations shall be permitted between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 
AM, unless the applicant submits evidence that noise abatement strategies between 
all areas for such operations effectively reduce noise emissions to a level of 45 dB, 
as measured at the lot line of any adjoining property. 

 
In addition, Section 18.38.030.A.4.a of the Big-Box Ordinance requires that rooftop mechanical 
equipment including HVAC units be shielded from view by parapets. 
 
Tonal Noise Criteria 
 
The City of Galt applies a 5 dB penalty to any noise source which is found to consist of “simple tone 
noises.” The City of Galt Noise Ordinance defines “simple tone noises” or “pure tone noise” as “a 
noise characterized by the presence of a predominant frequency or frequencies such as might be 
produced by whistle or hum.” 
 
The State of California Model Community Noise Control Ordinance provides a more technical 
definition of tonal noise as the following 
 

A pure tone shall exist if the one-third octave band sound pressure level in the band 
with the tone exceeds the arithmetic average of the sound pressure levels of the two 
contiguous one-third octave bands by 5 dB for center frequencies of 500 Hz. and 
above, by 8 dB for center frequencies between 160 and 400 Hz, and by 15 dB for 
center frequencies less than or equal to 125 Hz.  
 

Therefore, any noise source considered to consist of a pure tone(s) will be subject to a 5 dB penalty. 
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Sleep Disturbance Criteria 
 
The City of Galt Noise Element, like most cities and counties, does not contain noise level standards 
for single events. However, due to a recent court case in Berkeley, California (Berkeley Keep Jets 
Over the Bay Com. v. Bd of Port Comrs. of Oakland, 2001), there has been increased attention has 
been given to the evaluation of single-event noise levels in addition to the more typical evaluation of 
aircraft noise sources using 24-hour average descriptors such as Ldndn. Because the Berkeley case 
involved aircraft, and this project primarily involves various commercial activities, including heavy 
trucks, the situations are considerably different. Nonetheless, in response to the Court’s direction, 
single-event noise levels are evaluated in this chapterimpact assessment.  
 
While the Berkeley case ruling required that single-event noise be considered, it did not recommend 
an appropriate single-event noise level standard. Extensive studies have been conducted regarding 
the effects of single-event noise on sleep disturbance, but due to the wide variation in test subjects 
reactions to noises of various levels (some test subjects were awakened by indoor sound exposure 
level (SEL) values of 50 dB, whereas others slept through indoor SEL values exceeding 80 dB), no 
definitive consensus has not been reached with respect to a universal criterion to apply.  
 
The California Airport Noise Regulations provides a discussion on the potential for sleep 
disturbance. The following are excerpts from that study: 

 
The extent to which environmental noise disturbs human sleep patterns varies 
greatly from individual to individual as well as from one time to another for any 
particular individual.  Whether an individual is aroused by a noise depends upon the 
individual’s sleep state and sleep habits, the loudness or suddenness of the noise, the 
information value of the noise (a child crying, for example), and other factors. 
 
Early studies of the effects of noise on sleep disturbance produced varying results.  
A major factor in these differences, though, is whether the study evaluated people 
sleeping in a laboratory or in their own homes.  Generally laboratory studies have 
shown considerably more sleep disturbance than is evident in field studies.  More 
recent studies, all conducted in the field, have produced relatively consistent results. 
 These studies have included: 
 
• A 1990 British Study; 
• A 1992 U.S. Air Force study on residents near Castle Air Force Base and Los 

Angeles International Airport; and 
• A 1995 study comparing the effects of the closure of Stapleton International 

Airport with the opening of Denver International Airport. 
 
In 1997, the Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN) sought to 
put the subject to rest with publication of a recommended new dose-response curve 
predicting awakening.  This curve was calculated using data from the above three 
studies, among others.  The 1997 FICAN curve represents the upper limit of the 
observed field data and should be interpreted as predicting the maximum percent of 
the exposed population expected to be behaviorally awakened. 
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In 2008, the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) published a procedure for predicting 
sleep disturbance in terms of percent awakening based upon various field studies, including the 
FICAN research.  
 
Criteria for Acceptable Vibration 
 
Vibration is like noise in that it involves a source, a transmission path, and a receiver. While 
vibration is related to noise, it differs in that in that noise is generally considered to be pressure 
waves transmitted through air, whereas vibration usually consists of the excitation of a structure or 
surface. As with noise, vibration consists of an amplitude and frequency. A person’s perception to 
the vibration will depend on their individual sensitivity to vibration, as well as the amplitude and 
frequency of the source and the response of the system which is vibrating. 
 
Vibration can be measured in terms of acceleration, velocity, or displacement. A common practice is 
to monitor vibration measures in terms of peak particle velocities (p.p.v.) in inches per second 
(in/sec). Standards pertaining to perception as well as damage to structures have been developed for 
vibration levels defined in terms of p.p.v.peak particle velocities. 
 
The City of Galt does not contain specific policies pertaining to vibration levels. However, vibration 
levels associated with construction activities are discussed in this chapterreport. 
 
Human and structural response to different vibration levels is influenced by a number of factors, 
including ground type, distance between source and receptor, duration, and the number of perceived 
vibration events. Table 5.5-5, which was developed by Caltrans, shows the vibration levels which 
would normally be required to result in damage to structures. The vibration levels are presented in 
terms of p.p.v.peak particle velocity in in/secinches per second. Table 5.5-5 indicates that the 
threshold for architectural damage to structures is 0.20 in/sec p.p.v. 
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Table 5.5-5 
Effects of Various Vibration Levels on People and Buildings 

Vibration Level (Peak 
Particle Velocity)*   
mm/s in/sec Human Reaction Effect on Buildings 

0.15-0.30 0.006-
0.019 

Threshold of perception; 
possibility of intrusion 

Vibrations unlikely to cause damage of any 
type 

2.0 0.08 Vibrations readily perceptible 
Recommended upper level of the vibration to 
which ruins and ancient monuments should 
be subjected 

2.5 0.10 Level at which continuous 
vibrations begin to annoy people 

Virtually no risk of “architectural” damage to 
normal buildings 

5.0 0.20 

Vibrations annoying to people in 
buildings (this agrees with the 
levels established for people 
standing on bridges and 
subjected to relative short 
periods of vibrations) 

Threshold at which there is a risk of 
“architectural” damage to normal dwelling - 
houses with plastered walls and ceilings 
 
Special types of finish such as lining of 
walls, flexible ceiling treatment, etc., would 
minimize “architectural” damage 

10-15 0.4-0.6 

Vibrations considered unpleasant 
by people subjected to 
continuous vibrations and 
unacceptable to some people 
walking on bridges 

Vibrations at a greater level than normally 
expected from traffic, but would cause 
“architectural” damage and possibly minor 
structural damage. 

Source:  Caltrans, Transportation Related Earthborne Vibrations, Technical Advisory: TAV-02-01-R9601,  February 20, 
2002.  
 
5.5.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Standards of Significance 
 
Generally, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if the project would 
substantially increase the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas or expose people to severe noise 
levels. In practice, more specific professional standards have been developed. These standards state 
that a noise impact may be considered significant if it would generate noise that would conflict with 
local planning criteria or ordinances, or substantially increase noise levels at noise-sensitive land 
uses. 
 
Implementation of the project would result in significant noise impacts if the project would result in 
any of the following: 
 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
City of Galt’s General Plan Noise Element and Noise Control Ordinance; 

• Exposure of persons to or generations of excessive groundborne vibrations or groundborne 
noise levels; 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project, typically defined as 3 three dB; 
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• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project, typically defined as 3 three dB; 

• For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not be 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, where the project would 
expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels; or 

• For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, where the project would expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

 
The project site is not affected by operations of public or private airports; therefore, the latter two 
CEQA criteria above are not discussed further.  

 
The 2030 Galt General Plan considers the following significance criteria for noise impacts: 
 

• If the noise level resulting from project operations would exceed the “normally acceptable” 
range (as shown in Figure 5.5-2) for a given land use where the existing noise level exceeds 
the normally acceptable range, a 3 three dBA or greater increase due to a project is 
considered significant; 

• If the noise level resulting from project operations would exceed the “normally acceptable” 
range (as shown in Figure 5.5-2) for a given land use where the existing noise level is within 
the normally acceptable range, a 5 five dBA or greater increase due to a project is considered 
significant; or 

• If the noise level resulting from project operations would be within the “normally 
acceptable” range (as shown in Figure 5.5-2) for a given land use, a 10 dBA or greater 
increase due to the project is considered significant. 

 
The City of Galt Municipal Code Noise Control Ordinance considers the following significance 
criteria for noise impacts: 
 

• A significant impact would occur if the noise level resulting from project operations within 
zones designated R-1-A, R-1-B, R-1-C, R-2, R-3, C-R and R-M would exceed 55 dBA 
during the hours of 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM or 50 dBA during the hours of 10:00 PM to 7:00 
AM; and 

• A significant impact would occur if the noise level resulting from project operations would 
increase the ambient noise level by the following: 

 
o 0 dB for a cumulative period of 30 minutes per hour; 
o +5 for a cumulative period of 15 minutes per hour; 
o +10 for a cumulative period of five minutes per hour;  
o +15 for a cumulative period of one minutes per hour; or 
o +20 at any time per hour. 
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Method of Analysis 
 
Proposed Project 
 
The project site consists of 11.26 acres and is identified as Assessor Parcel Number 148-0074-058. 
The proposed project would include construction of an approximately 133,279-square-foot Walmart, 
including a 6,030-square-foot fenced outdoor garden center, and 531 parking spaces.  
 
Existing Ambient Noise Level Survey  
 
To generally quantify the existing ambient noise environment in the project vicinity, a short-term 
ambient noise level measurement survey was conducted in the immediate project vicinity on January 
16 and 17, 2008, by j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. The noise measurement locations are shown in 
Figure 5.5-1. 
 
A Larson Davis Laboratories (LDL) Model 820 precision integrating sound level meter was used for 
the noise level measurement survey. The meter was calibrated before use with an LDL Model 
CA200 acoustical calibrator to ensure the accuracy of the measurements. The equipment used meets 
all pertinent specifications of the American National Standards Institute for Type 1 sound level 
meters (ANSI S1.4). The noise level meters were programmed to record the maximum and average 
noise levels at each site during the survey. The maximum value, denoted Lmax, represents the highest 
noise level measured. The average value, denoted Leq, represents the energy average of all of the 
noise received by the sound level meter microphone during the monitoring period.   
 
Off-Site Traffic Noise Impact Assessment 
 
Project-related noise impacts due to traffic increases on the local roadway network were analyzed 
under existing, short-term, short-term plus project, future (2030), and future (2030) plus project 
conditions. Noise impacts are identified at existing noise-sensitive areas if the noise levels generated 
by the project create a significant increase in existing noise levels.   
 
To predict noise levels due to traffic, the Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic Noise 
Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108) was used. The Model is used in conjunction with the 
Calveno reference noise emission curves, and accounts for vehicle volume and speed, roadway 
configuration, distance to the receiver, the level of ground absorption (“hard” or “soft” ground), and 
the acoustical characteristics of the project site. The FHWA Model was developed to predict hourly 
Leq values for free-flowing traffic conditions.  To calculate Ldn, average daily traffic (ADT) volume 
data is manipulated based on the assumed day/night distribution of traffic on the project roadways.  
Ldn is utilized for assessing transportation noise, which is consistent with the 2030 Galt General Plan 
Policy Document, Noise Element.  It should be noted that use of the Leq descriptor is only applied to 
non-transportation noise sources, as indicated in the Noise Element. 
 
The PM peak hour traffic volumes were compiled into segment volumes and converted into daily 
traffic volumes using a factor of 10. Truck usage and vehicle speeds on the local area roadways were 
estimated from field observations (medium trucks were assumed to comprise two percent and heavy 
trucks to comprise another two percent). The predicted increases in traffic noise levels on the local 
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roadway network for short-term plus project and future (2030) plus project conditions are provided 
in terms of Ldn at a standard distance of 100 feet from the centerlines of the project-area roadways. 
 
On-Site Noise Source Methodology 
 
On-site noise sources were evaluated through the combination of noise measurements conducted at 
similar uses and for similar pieces of equipment, in addition to industry-standard noise propagation 
techniques.  Much of the analysis is based on individual measurements of the sound exposure level 
(SEL) of individual events for various activities which are proposed to occur on the project site.  
SEL is a rating, in decibels, of a discrete event, such as an aircraft flyover or truck passby, that 
compresses the total sound energy into a one-second event.  It can be used to calculate hourly (Leq) 
or daily (Ldn) noise exposure for a known number of events and a given SEL. 
 
Project Construction Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
 
During the construction phases of the project, noise and vibration from construction activities would 
add to the noise environment in the immediate project vicinity.  Construction activities would be 
temporary in nature and are anticipated to occur during normal daytime working hours. Construction 
noise and vibration was analyzed using data compiled by Caltrans, the Federal Highway 
Administration, and the Federal Transit Administration.   
 
On-Site Operational Noise Impact Assessment 
 
Truck Circulation Noise 
 
Truck activity at the proposed project site would conservatively consist of approximately seven to 
nine 18-wheeler trucks, two to three of which will include refrigeration units, delivering 
merchandise to the store seven days a week throughout the day. In addition, eight to 10 smaller 
vendor trucks will make deliveries five days a week. Vendor deliveries may occur concurrently with 
semi-truck deliveries; therefore, the noise assessment includes a total of eight truck arrivals to occur 
in a peak hour. Truck circulation would occur clockwise on the site along the east property line from 
Twin Cities Road to the south property line towards Fermoy Way. In order to assess noise impacts 
from truck circulation, j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. used data collected at the Citrus Heights 
Walmart store.  
 
Loading Dock Noise 
 
To determine typical loading dock noise levels associated with the proposed Walmart site, noise 
level measurement data was collected at the Citrus Heights Walmart store on Friday, July 18, 2008. 
The noise measurements were conducted as a distance of 175 feet from the center of the loading 
dock area. Activities during the busy hour of loading dock activities included a truck 
arrival/departure, truck idling, and unloading activities inside the truck. It should be noted that the 
reference noise levels obtained at 175 feet were adjusted to reflect the closest sensitive receptors. 
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Delivery Service Area 
 
To determine noise levels associated with the proposed delivery service area, it was assumed that up 
to five vendor truck deliveries could occur during the peak hour at the vendor delivery door.  
Measurements conducted of vendor deliveries indicate that noise generated from vendor deliveries is 
relatively brief and generally consists of doors opening and closing, use of a hand truck, brief 
removal of merchandise, and movement of personnel. Typical vendor arrivals or departures 
produced a Sound Exposure Level (SEL) of 76 dB at a distance of 50 feet.  The typical Lmax level 
due to a vendor truck delivery was measured to be 70 dB at a distance of 50 feet.  The approximate 
distance from the vendor delivery area to the nearest property line is 50 feet. It should be noted that 
the analysis assumed that engine idling or refrigeration truck usage would not occur at the vendor 
delivery door. 
 
In order to calculate the hourly average (Leq) for truck passages, the following equation was used: 
 

Leq = SEL + 10*log (# of events) – 35.6 
 
Where the number of events is 10 and 35.6 is the log of the number of seconds in an hour. 
 
Fork Lift Usage at Pallet Area 
 
The applicant proposes to include a bale and pallet recycling area along the south property line of 
the project site. Based on information provided by the applicant and observations made at the Citrus 
Heights Walmart, forklifts would be used around the bale and pallet area, as well as the loading dock 
and Garden Center Areas. Based on a discussion with an assistant store manager and site 
observations, the amount of fork lift usage is typically limited and does not occur for more than 10-
15 minutes per hour. It should be noted that fork lift backup alarm noise is typically considered to be 
tonal and/or impulsive. Therefore, application of the City’s 5 dB penalty would be applicable to the 
Lmax noise levels from backup alarms.  
 
Based on noise measurements of forklift circulation at the Citrus Heights Walmart, a forklift is 
anticipated to generate 52 dB at a distance of 100 feet during typical operations. During use of the 
backup alarm, maximum noise levels of 65 dB at a distance of 100 feet are expected. 
 
To determine if the Project meets the General Plan standards, measurements were taken at two 
existing Wal-Mart stores. The measurements were determined at a distance of 30 feet from fork lift 
operations, which is equal to the setback distance for forklift activity at the proposed Galt Walmart 
store. The analysis then compared the resultant Leq and Lmax to the General Plan standards set forth 
in Table 5.5-4. 
 
In order to determine compliance from forklift and backup alarm noise activity with the City's Noise 
Control Ordinance standards, the following process was followed: 
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• Step 1:  The applicable noise standard was applied to the activity based upon whether 
the activity occurred at 7 AM to 10 PM or 10 PM to 7 AM, per Section 8.40.060(A). 
  

• Step 2:  The cumulative period of noise generation from the activity was determined 
and the appropriate category under Section 8.40.060(B) applied.  

• Step 3:  A 5 dBA reduction was applied per Section 8.40.060(C) for impulsive or 
tonal noise. This provided the applicable standard. 

• Step 4:  The noise level measured at 30 feet (expressed in Lx) was reduced per 
mitigation by the sound wall. 

• Step 5:  The reduced/mitigated noise level from Step 4 was compared to the 
applicable standard derived in Step 3 to determine if the activity would comply with 
the City's Noise Control Ordinance.     

 
The existing Walmart locations selected for collection of forklift noise level data were the Citrus 
Heights Wal-Mart Supercenter, located at 7010 Auburn Blvd in Citrus Heights, CA, and the Rancho 
Cordova Wal-Mart store, located at 10655 Folsom Blvd, Rancho Cordova, CA. The locations were 
chosen because of similarities to the proposed project location (i.e. size of store, configuration of 
forklift usage area), and low ambient noise levels. Low ambient noise levels ensure that the collected 
forklift noise measurement data is not significantly influenced by background noise. The physical 
parameters of the test locations are discussed below. 
 

Citrus Heights Walmart 
 
The primary forklift activity at the Citrus Heights Walmart store occurs behind the store 
around the vendor delivery area. The forklift noise measurement site was approximately 
1,400 feet south of Auburn Boulevard and 1,170 feet to Sylvan Lane. Measurements were 
taken 30 and 40 feet from the forklift usage/circulation area. Additional noise measurement 
site details, including site vicinity and configuration, can be viewed in the Appendices to the 
Additional Supporting Noise Level Data for Forklifts – Galt Wal-Mart EIR letter. Forklift 
operations were observed on Tuesday, February 22, 2011 and Thursday, March 31, 2011 
from approximately 2:00 PM to 4:00 PM and 6:00 AM to 6:00 PM, respectively. According 
to the Walmart store manager, shipping and receiving and forklift activities are busiest on 
weekdays as the store does not receive much merchandise on weekends. Therefore, the data 
collected at the store is believed to represent the typical peak forklift usage. 
 
Rancho Cordova Walmart 
 
The primary forklift activity at the Rancho Cordova store occurs primarily behind the store 
around the vendor deliver area. The forklift noise measurement site was approximately 640 
feet north of Folsom Boulevard and 725 feet from the Sacramento Regional Transit (RT) 
light rail line. Measurements were taken 30 feet from the forklift usage/circulation area. 
Additional noise measurement site details, including site vicinity and configuration, can be 
viewed in the Appendices to the Additional Supporting Noise Level Data for Forklifts – Galt 
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Wal-Mart EIR letter. Forklift operations were observed on Friday, April 22, 2011 from 
approximately 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM. 
 

Mechanical Equipment Noise 
 

Main Building Noise 
 
The HVAC system for maintaining comfortable shopping temperatures within the store 
would consist of packaged rooftop air conditioning systems.  The units would be relatively 
evenly distributed across the roof of the building, starting about 15 to 20 feet in from the 
edges of the roof. The HVAC units, which typically stand approximately four to five feet 
tall, would be shielded from view by building parapets, as required by the City of Galt Big-
Box Ordinance.   
 
Additionally, cold food storage mechanical equipment would also likely be located on the 
Walmart rooftop. The mechanical barriers would be located around the mechanical 
refrigeration equipment to provide visual and noise screening.  HVAC noise levels are not 
believed to consist of “simple tones” nor recurring impulsive noises.  Therefore, the City’s 5 
five dB penalty would not be applied to HVAC noise levels.  For this type of noise source 
the attenuation from a doubling in distance from the source is 6 six dB. 
 
Garden Center Ventilation 
 
Noise measurements at the Citrus Heights Walmart Garden Center indicated that noise levels 
of 48 dB at a distance of 135 feet from the Garden Center can be expected during operation 
of ventilation fans. Based on the proposed project site plan, the nearest residential property 
line would be located approximately 120 feet from the Garden Center (measured from the 
edge of the Garden Center. 

 
Garden Center Paging System 
 
Specific design information is not available for the garden center paging system.  However, for the 
paging system to be effective, the system would need to generate sound levels that exceed ambient 
noise levels in the garden center by approximately 10 dB, or more.  It is expected that the paging 
system would be used for brief periods during a typical hour.   
 
Parking Lot Noise 
 
Parking lot noise typically includes periods of conversation, doors slamming, engines starting and 
stopping, and passage of vehicles.  j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. file data for parking lot activities 
was used to model the parking lot noise environment for the project site. An average sound exposure 
level (SEL) of 71 dB at a distance of 50 feet was used to represent parking lot arrivals and 
departures. PM peak hour trip generations were provided by Omni-Means, Ltd. 
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The traffic analysis indicated that the PM peak hour trip generation for the entire site is 694 vehicles. 
Based on the trip generation rate, the peak hour Leq value can be calculated as follows: 
 

Leq = SEL + 10 log Neq - 35.6, dB where: 
 

SEL is the mean SEL of the event, Neq is the sum of number of hourly events, and 35.6 is 10 times 
the logarithm of the number of seconds in an hour. Based on the calculations above, the predicted 
noise level due to parking lot activities is 63.8 dB Leq at a reference distance of 50 feet.  It should be 
noted that the reference is based on a 50-foot distance; however, the noise analysis for the proposed 
project addresses the potential for average (Leq) noise impacts occurring at the center of the parking 
lot and maximum (Lmax) noise impacts occurring at the closest parking spot to a sensitive receptor 
(15 feet). 
 
Trash Compaction Noise 
 
According to the project site plan, the nearest trash compactor would be located 50 feet from the 
residential property line to the south. Noise level data collected for a garbage compactor was used 
for the analysis of trash compaction noise levels. The compactor cycle consists of the extension and 
retraction of a hydraulic ram. The entire cycle was observed to take approximately one minute to 
complete. The noise emissions of the compactor essentially consist of a fairly steady-state hum, 
which does not vary significantly throughout the cycle. It was assumed that the compactor would be 
run infrequently throughout a typical day (the analysis assumed that the compactor might be run four 
times in a busy hour).  
 
Mechanical Parking Lot Cleaning Noise 
 
The center of the main parking lot is located approximately 250 feet from the nearest residential 
property line to the east. At this distance, the parking lot sweeper would be expected to generate 
noise levels of approximately 53.6 dB Leq at the residential uses to the east. Individual parking lot 
sweeper pass-bys were assumed to occur within approximately 15 to 20 feet of the adjacent 
residential property line to the east and 30 feet from the property line to the south. Parking lot 
sweeping in the main parking lot would be shielded by the intervening Wal-Mart building for the 
residential uses to the south.  

 
Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
5.5-1 Construction-related noise impacts. 
 

During the construction phases of the project, noise from construction activities would add to 
the noise environment in the immediate project vicinity. As indicated in Table 5.5-6, 
activities involved in construction would generate maximum noise levels ranging from 76 to 
88 dB Lmax at a distance of 50 feet. Construction activities would be temporary in nature and 
are anticipated to occur during normal daytime working hours. 
 
Noise would also be generated during the construction phase by increased truck traffic on 
area roadways. A significant project-generated noise source would be truck traffic associated 
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with transport of heavy materials and equipment to and from the construction site. This noise 
increase would be of short duration, and would likely occur primarily during daytime hours. 
 

Table 5.5-6 
Construction Equipment Noise 

Type of 
Equipment 

Predicted Noise Levels, Lmax dB 
Distances to Noise 

Contours (feet) 
Noise 

Level at 
50’ 

Noise 
Level at 

100’ 

Noise 
Level at 

200’ 

Noise 
Level at 

400’ 
70 dB Lmax 

contour 
65 dB Lmax 

contour 
Backhoe 78 72 66 60 126 223 

Compactor 83 77 71 65 223 397 
Compressor (air) 78 72 66 60 126 223 

Concrete Saw 90 84 78 72 500 889 
Dozer 82 76 70 64 199 354 

Dump Truck 76 70 64 58 100 177 
Excavator 81 75 69 63 177 315 
Generator 81 75 69 63 177 315 

Jackhammer 89 83 77 71 446 792 
Pneumatic Tools 85 79 73 67 281 500 

Source: Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide, Federal Highway Administration, FHWA-HEP-05-
054, January 2006. 

 
Construction activities are conditionally exempt from the Noise Ordinance if performed 
during the certain hours. Construction activities are exempt from the noise standard from of 
6:00 AM to 8:00 PM Monday through Friday, and from 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM on Saturdays 
and Sundays. 

 
Most of the building construction would occur at distances of 60 feet or greater from the 
nearest residences. Construction noise associated with parking lots and soundwalls would be 
similar to noise that would be associated with public works projects, such as a roadway 
widening or paving projects. Once soundwalls are installed, they provide approximately 5 
five to 10 dB of noise reduction during construction activities, which is a substantial 
reduction in overall construction noise levels. Pursuant to the calculations performed by the 
noise consultant, the proposed soundwall could provide up to an 11 dB reduction in 
construction noise levels; however, for a conservative estimate, a reduction within the range 
of 5 five to 10 dB is assumed. A range is provided due to the fact that construction activities 
could occur anywhere on-site (i.e., noise levels from activities taking place closer to the 
soundwall would not be reduced as much as noise levels from activities taking place farther 
from the soundwall). The project soundwalls would be constructed as early as feasible in the 
overall project construction timeline. (For further detail regarding quantification of the noise 
level reduction that would be provided by the proposed soundwall, see Appendix I of the 
Environmental Noise Assessment, Appendix E of this Draft EIR.) 
 
Demolition of the existing eight-foot-tall soundwall would require the use of impact 
equipment, such as jack hammers, within approximately 30 feet of the nearest sensitive 

PC 233



Revisions to the DEIR Noise Chapter 
Walmart 

June 2011 
 

CHAPTER 2 – REVISIONS TO THE DEIR NOISE CHAPTER 
2-22 

receptors. At this distance, noise levels are predicted to be approximately 93 dB Lmax, which 
would cause a significant increase over existing ambient noise levels and could be a 
significant source of annoyance to adjacent residences.  
 
Although construction activities are temporary in nature and would likely occur during 
normal daytime working hours, construction-related noise could result in sleep interference 
at existing noise-sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the construction if construction 
activities were to occur outside the normal daytime hours. Therefore, impacts resulting from 
noise levels temporarily exceeding the threshold of significance due to construction would 
be considered potentially significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a 
less-than-significant level.  

 
5.5-1(a) Construction activities shall comply with the City of Galt Noise Ordinance 

and shall be limited to the hours set forth below: 
    

Monday-Friday 6:00 AM to 8:00 PM 
Saturday and Sunday 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM 

 
These criteria shall be included in the grading plan submitted by the 
applicant/developer for review and approval of the Public Works 
Department prior to issuance of grading permits. Exceptions to allow 
expanded construction activities shall be reviewed on a case-by-case basis as 
determined by the Chief Building Official and/or City Engineer. 

 
5.5-1(b)  Construction activities shall adhere to the requirements of the City of Galt 

with respect to hours of operation, muffling of internal combustion engines, 
and other factors that affect construction noise generation and its effects on 
noise-sensitive land uses. Prior to issuance of grading permits, these criteria 
shall be included in the grading plan submitted by the applicant/developer 
for the review and approval of the Public Works Department.  

 
5.5-1(c)  During construction, the applicant/developer shall designate a disturbance 

coordinator and conspicuously post this person’s number around the project 
site and in adjacent public spaces. The disturbance coordinator will receive 
all public complaints about construction noise disturbances and will be 
responsible for determining the cause of the complaint, and implement 
feasible measures to be taken to alleviate the problem. The disturbance 
coordinator shall report all complaints and corrective measures taken to the 
Community Development Director. 

 
5.5-1(d) The project soundwalls shall be constructed as early as feasible in the 

project construction timeline to mitigate construction noise. The project 
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soundwalls are expected to reduce construction noise levels by 5five to 10 
dB. 

 
5.5-1(e) A temporary soundwall a minimum of 8 feet in height shall be erected along 

the south property line to shield demolition and construction activities 
associated with construction of new soundwalls. The soundwall shall be an 
appropriate acoustical barrier, such as a hanging curtain with an STC rating 
of 27, or higher, and should not have any gaps or openings around the edges. 
Plywood is not recommended.   

 
5.5-2 Impacts related to vibration associated with construction activities.  
 

The primary vibration-generating activities associated with the project would occur when the 
infrastructure such as grading, utilities, and parking lots are constructed. Sensitive receptors 
are located immediately east and south which could be impacted by construction related 
vibrations, especially vibratory compactors/rollers. Construction activities would be 
temporary in nature and would likely occur during normal daytime working hours. 

 
The types of construction vibration impact include human annoyance and building structural 
damage. Human annoyance occurs when construction vibration rises significantly above the 
threshold of perception. Building damage can take the form of cosmetic or structural. Table 
5.5-7 shows the typical vibration levels produced by construction equipment. 
 

Table 5.5-7 
Vibration Levels for Various Construction Equipment 

Type of Equipment 
Peak Particle Velocity @ 25 feet 

(inches/second) 

Approximate Velocity 
Level @ 25 feet 

(VdB) 
Large Bulldozer 0.089 87 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 86 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 58 

Auger/drill Rigs 0.089 87 

Jackhammer 0.035 79 

Vibratory Hammer 0.070 85 

Vibratory Compactor/roller 0.210 94 

Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines, May 2006. 

 
Table 5.5-7 indicates that construction vibration levels are less than the 0.2 in/sec p.p.v. 
threshold of damage to buildings at distances of 25 feet. The following is an excerpt from the 
Caltrans Technical Advisory, TAV-02-01-R9601, regarding construction vibrations: 
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With the exception of a few instances involving pavement breaking, pile driving, all 
Caltrans construction vibration measurements have been below the 5 mm/s (0.2 
in/sec) architectural damage risk level for continuous vibrations. The highest 
measured vibration level was 73.1 mm/s (2.88 in/sec) at 3 m (10 ft) from a 
pavement breaker. This instance marked the only time that the single event safe 
level of 50 mm/s (2 in/sec) was exceeded during vibration monitoring by Caltrans. 
Other construction activities and equipment, such as D-8 and D-9 Caterpillars, 
earthmovers and haul trucks have never exceeded 2.5 mm/s (0.10 in/sec) or one half 
of the architectural damage risk level, at 3 m (10 ft). 

 
Based upon the information in Table 5.5-7 and the Caltrans Technical Advisory, 
construction vibrations are not predicted to exceed safe thresholds at adjacent sensitive 
receptors.  However, extended use of vibratory equipment in close proximity to residential 
receptors could be a source of annoyance. Because construction activities would result in 
periods of elevated vibration levels, this impact is considered potentially significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a 
less-than-significant level. 
 
5.5-2  Implement Mitigation Measures 5.5-1(b) and 5.5-1(c). 

 
5.5-3 Project-related increase in traffic noise levels. 

 
The Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA RD-
77-108) was used to predict increase in traffic noise levels. The FHWA model was used in 
conjunction with the Calveno reference noise emission curves, which accounts for vehicle 
volume and speed, roadway configuration, distance to the receiver, and the acoustical 
characteristics of the project site. The FHWA model was developed to predict hourly Leq 
values for free-flowing traffic conditions.   
 
The predicted increases in traffic noise levels on the local roadway network for short-term 
plus project conditions for the Day/Night average (Ldndn) at a standard distance of 100 feet 
from roadway centerlines are shown in Table 5.5-8. It should be noted that Twin Cities Road 
is currently designated as a truck route, and existing residences to the north, across Twin 
Cities Road, are set back from the road more than 100 feet. Based on the predicted traffic 
noise levels shown in Table 5.5-8 below, noise levels at 100 feet from the centerline of Twin 
Cities Road would not exceed the City’s threshold. 
 
The proposed project is predicted to result in traffic noise level increases over existing no 
project levels of 0.1 to 2.2 dB on the project area roadways. Under the short-term plus 
project scenario, the traffic noise level increase would range from 0.1 to 1.5 dB on project 
area roadways; therefore, because the increase in ambient noise levels would not exceed the 
City’s 3 three dB threshold, implementation of the proposed project would result in a less-
than-significant impact. 
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Mitigation Measure(s) 
None required. 
 

Table 5.5-8 
Predicted Traffic Noise Level and Project-Related Traffic Noise Level Increases 

Roadway Segment 

Ldn @ 100 Feet, dB 

Existing

Existing 
Plus 

Project Change 
Short-
Term 

Short-
Term 
Plus 

Project Change
Twin Cities Rd West of W. Stockton Rd 62.8 63.2 0.4 63.0 63.3 0.3 
Twin Cities Rd E. Stockton to Fermoy Way 64.3 65.2 0.9 65.3 66.0 0.7 
Twin Cities Rd Fermoy Way to Mckenzie Rd 63.7 64.8 1.1 64.8 65.6 0.8 

Twin Cities Rd Mckenzie Rd to Carillion 
Blvd 63.5 64.6 1.1 64.7 65.5 0.8 

Twin Cities Rd Carillion Blvd to Marengo Rd 60.9 61.6 0.7 61.4 62.1 0.7 
Twin Cities Rd East of Marengo Rd 60.9 61.5 0.6 61.3 61.9 0.6 

Lake Canyon Ave Beaver Park to Carillion Blvd 48.3 48.8 0.5 49.4 49.8 0.4 
Lake Canyon Ave East of Carillion Blvd 49.2 49.5 0.3 50.0 50.3 0.3 

Elk Hills Dr Beaver Park Way to Carillion 
Blvd 46.4 47.0 0.6 47.8 48.3 0.5 

Elk Hills Dr East of Carillion Blvd 49.5 49.9 0.4 50.0 50.5 0.5 
Walnut Ave East of Carillion Blvd 57.0 57.3 0.3 58.9 59.0 0.1 

W. Stockton Blvd North of Twin Cities Rd 60.7 60.8 0.1 60.9 61.0 0.1 
W. Stockton Blvd South of Twin Cities Rd 60.1 61.0 0.9 61.2 61.9 0.7 
E. Stockton Blvd North of Twin Cities Rd 59.3 59.4 0.1 59.5 59.6 0.1 
E. Stockton Blvd South of Twin Cities Rd 59.7 60.7 1.0 61.0 61.8 0.8 

Fermoy Way Twin Cities to Project 
Driveway 55.4 57.1 1.7 56.1 57.6 1.5 

Fermoy Way Project Driveway to Lake 
Canyon 53.1 55.3 2.2 55.8 56.1 0.3 

Mckenzie Rd North of Twin Cities Rd 50.9 51.1 0.2 51.1 51.3 0.2 
Mckenzie Rd South of Twin Cities Rd 48.0 48.7 0.7 48.6 49.2 0.6 

Carillion Blvd Twin Cities Rd to Lake Park 
Ave 59.1 60.5 1.4 60.9 61.9 1.0 

Carillion Blvd Lake Park Ave to Lake 
Canyon Ave 57.8 59.5 1.7 60.0 61.1 1.1 

Carillion Blvd Lake Canyon Ave to Elk Hills
Dr 58.4 59.8 1.4 60.5 61.4 0.9 

Carillion Blvd Elk Hills Dr to Walnut Ave 57.7 59.0 1.3 60.2 61.0 0.8 

Carillion Blvd Walnut Ave to Vintage Oak 
Ave 53.8 54.8 1.0 57.3 57.7 0.4 

Marengo Rd South of Twin Cities Rd 52.7 53.3 0.6 53.2 53.7 0.5 
Source:  j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., Environmental Noise Assessment, March 5, 2009. 
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5.5-4 Expose existing receptors to on-site noise levels exceeding applicable noise standards. 
 

Residential developments exist south, east, and north of the proposed project property line. 
In most cases, the rear yards of the residences abut the site and are separated with an eight-
foot-tall barrier. The east and south residences are considered the sensitive receptors for on-
site operational noise. Various components of operational noise are discussed below. 
 
Truck Circulation Noise 
 
The proposed project would add six to eight trucks per day to the existing truck traffic. 
Based on the project site plan, truck circulation would occur clockwise on the site along the 
eastern property line from Twin Cities Road to the south property line towards Fermoy Way.  
 
Truck pass-bys en route to the loading dock areas would be relatively brief (15-20 seconds), 
and produce an average SEL of 84 dB at a distance of 50 feet.  The typical Lmax level from a 
truck pass-by is 76 dB at a distance of 50 feet. The calculated noise level was adjusted to 
reflect a distance of 40 feet in order to account for the distance to the nearest residential 
property lines. 
 
The predicted Leq at the nearest residential property line is 58.9 dB Leq and 77.9 Lmax. The 
58.9 dB Leq noise level would exceed the City of Galt 50 dB Leq daytime exterior noise level 
standard and the City’s 45 dB Leq nighttime noise level standard. The predicted 77.9 dB Lmax 
truck circulation noise level would exceed the City of Galt daytime 70 dB Lmax and nighttime 
65 dB Lmax exterior noise level standards as shown in Table 5.5-9.  
 
Loading Dock Noise 
 
The primary noise sources associated with the loading dock area are heavy trucks stopping 
(air brakes), backing into the loading dock, pulling out of the loading dock (revving 
engines), unloading activities inside the trucks, and engine idling. Loading dock noises are 
not believed to consist of “simple tones” or recurring impulsive noises. The proposed project 
loading dock configuration would locate the loading docks approximately 85 feet measured 
from the property lines of the closest residential uses to the south and the center of the 
loading dock area. At 85 feet, loading dock noise exposure is anticipated to be 62.3 dB Leq 
and 81.3 dB Lmax, not accounting for existing soundwalls. 
 
The anticipated 62.3 dB Leq loading dock noise level would exceed the City of Galt’s 50 dB 
Leq daytime exterior noise level standard and the City’s 45 dB L50 nighttime noise level 
standard. In addition, the anticipated 81.3 dB Lmax loading dock noise level exceeds the 
City’s daytime 70 dB Lmax and nighttime 65 dB Lmax exterior noise level standards.  
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 Table 5.5-9 
Predicted Project-Related Noise Levels with Varying Noise Barrier Heights 

Noise Source Location 

Predicted Peak Hour  
Noise Levels Galt Noise Standards 

Unmitigated 
Noise Level 

Wall Height – 
Noise Level, 
Leq / Lmax

 1 

Daytime 
(7 AM to 10 

PM) 

Nighttime 
(10 PM to 7 

AM) 
Truck Circulation 

East Residential 
Property Line 

58.9 dB Leq 
77.9 dB Lmax 

12 feet – 48 dB 
Leq / 67 dB Lmax 

50 dB Leq 
70 dB Lmax 

45 dB Leq 
65 dB Lmax 

Parking Lot 
Activity 73.5 dB Lmax 

12 feet – 61 dB 
Lmax 

70 dB Lmax 65 dB Lmax 

Parking Lot 
Sweeping 

53.6 dB Leq 
87.5 dB Lmax 

12 feet – 43 dB 
Leq / 76 dB Lmax 

50 dB Leq 
70 dB Lmax 

45 dB Leq 
65 dB Lmax 

Truck Circulation 

South Residential 
Property Line 

58.9 dB Leq 
77.9 dB Lmax 

12 feet – 48 dB 
Leq / 67 dB Lmax 

50 dB Leq 
70 dB Lmax 

45 dB Leq 
65 dB Lmax 

Refrigeration 
Trucks 65.4 dB Leq 

20 feet2 – 50 dB  
Leq  

50 dB Leq 45 dB Leq 

Loading Dock 62.3 dB Leq 
81.3 dB Lmax 

20 feet – 48 dB 
Leq / 67 dB Lmax 

50 dB Leq 
70 dB Lmax 

45 dB Leq 
65 dB Lmax 

Delivery Service 
Area 

50.2 dB Leq 
70.0 dB Lmax 

12 feet – 40 dB 
Leq / 59 dB Lmax 

50 dB Leq 
70 dB Lmax 

45 dB Leq 
65 dB Lmax 

Fork Lift Usage – 
Bale & Pallet Area 

46.860.7 dB Leq 
75.581.3 dB Lmax 

12 feet – 36 44.4 
dB Leq / 61 65.0 

dB Lmax 

50 dB Leq 
65 dB Lmax

 3 
45 dB Leq 

60 dB Lmax
 3 

HVAC – Main 
Building 45 dB Leq N/A 50 dB Leq 

70 dB Lmax 
45 dB Leq 

65 dB Lmax 
HVAC – Garden 

Center 43.4 dB Leq 12’ – 33 dB Leq 50 dB Leq 45 dB Leq 

Garden Center – 
Paging System 61.0 dB Lmax 

12 feet – 51 dB 
Lmax 

65 dB Lmax
4 60 dB Lma x

4 

Parking Lot 
Sweeping 81.5 dB Lmax  

12 feet – 69 dB 
Lmax 

70 dB Lmax 65 dB Lmax 

Trash Compactor 43.2 dB Leq 
55.0 dB Lmax 

12 feet – 31 dB 
Leq / 43 dB Lmax 

50 dB Leq 
70 dB Lmax 

45 dB Leq 
65 dB Lmax 

Parking Lot 
Activity5 

North Residential 
Property Line 

49.8 dB Leq 
55.8 dB Lmax 

N/A 50 dB Leq 
70 dB Lmax 

45 dB Leq 
65 dB Lmax 

1 Noise reductions apply to first-floor locations only. 
2 The 20 foot noise barrier location is shown on Figure 5.5-1.3 Fork lift backup alarms are considered tonal. Therefore, the City of Galt 
maximum noise standards have been reduced by 5 dB, as required by the City of Galt General Plan Noise Element. 
4 Paging system noise consists primarily of speech. Therefore, the City of Galt maximum noise standards have been reduced by 5 dB 
as required by the City of Galt General Plan Noise Element. 
5 Peak hour parking lot activities are only expected to occur during daytime hours. 
Note:  Bold underline indicates noise levels that exceed the City of Galt exterior noise level standards. 

 
Source:  j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., Environmental Noise Assessment, March 5, 2009. 

 
Refrigeration Truck Noise 
 
Three of the daily semi-truck deliveries would be refrigerated trucks. Based upon noise level 
data collected for refrigerated semi-trucks, noise levels from a refrigerated diesel semi are 
predicted to be 70 dB at a distance of 50 feet. It is expected that the refrigeration truck may 
idle for up to an hour during unloading activities. Assuming that unloading activities occur at 
the loading dock, noise levels at the residential property line to the south would be 65.4 dB 
Leq. 
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The predicted 65.4 dB Leq refrigeration truck noise level would exceed the City of Galt’s 50 
dB Leq daytime exterior noise level standard and the City’s 45 dB L50 nighttime noise level 
standard.  
 
Delivery Service Area 
 
Approximately five vendor truck deliveries could occur during the peak hour at the vendor 
delivery door. The primary noise sources associated with vendor deliveries consist of doors 
opening and closing, use of a hand truck, brief removal of merchandise, and movement of 
personnel.   Typical vendor arrivals or departures produced a Sound Exposure Level (SEL) 
of 76 dB at a distance of 50 feet.  The typical Lmax level due to a vendor truck delivery was 
measured to be 70 dB at a distance of 50 feet.  The approximate distance from the vendor 
delivery area to the nearest property line is 50 feet. 
 
The Leq at the nearest residential property line is 50.2 dB Leq and 70.0 dB Lmax.  The 
predicted 50.2 dB Leq vendor delivery noise level would exceed the City of Galt’s 50 dB Leq 
daytime exterior noise level standard and the City’s 45 dB Leq nighttime noise level standard. 
The predicted 70.0 dB Lmax vendor delivery noise levels would comply with the City of 
Galt’s daytime 70 dB Lmax exterior noise standard, but would exceed the City’s nighttime 65 
dB Lmax exterior noise level standard.     
 
Fork Lift Usage at Pallet Area 
 
Fork lift circulation around the bale and pallet area/loading dock is anticipated to occur 
within an average distance of 90 feet of the south property line. The proposed bale and pallet 
recycling area would be along the south property line of the project site, which would be 
approximately 30 feet from the nearest residential property line. At this distance, the 
maximum noise levels would be 75.5 dB Lmax. Therefore, measurements at the test locations 
were taken approximately 30 feet from the forklift usage/circulation areas. In addition, 
similar to the test locations, the proposed project’s forklift activities are expected to be 
busiest on weekdays with minimal merchandise received on weekends.  
 
Analysis at the two chosen test locations indicated that forklift noise levels would result in a 
peak Leq of 60.7 dBA, Lmax of 81.3 dBA, and a backup alarm usage noise level of 61.9 dBA. 
The noise levels exceed the City’s General Plan exterior noise standards of 45 dB Leq and 65 
dB Lmax, as well as the City of Galt Noise Control Ordinance exterior noise standards for 
tonal noise sources. However, with implementation of a 12-foot tall property line noise 
barrier, forklift noise levels are predicted to be in the range of 38.6 to 44.4 dBA Leq and 59.7 
to 65 dBA Lmax, which would comply with the City’s General Plan standards.  
 
It should be noted that based upon the forklift data collected, overall forklift usage may 
exceed 10-15 minutes and backup alarm usage was found to exceed five minutes. Backup 
alarm usage could be expected to range between two to seven minutes during an hour of 
forklift operation. Therefore, for forklift backup alarm usage exceeding five minutes per 
hour, a tonal penalty would be applied and the resultant noise level (assuming a 12-foot 
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noise barrier) would be 43.3 dBA (L25), which is below the applicable City of Galt Noise 
Ordinance standard. (See j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. letter “Additional Supporting Noise 
Level Data for Forklifts – Galt Wal-Mart EIR,” dated May 27, 2011.) 

 
The anticipated 46.8 dB Leq fork lift noise level would comply with the City of Galt 50 dB 
Leq daytime exterior noise level standard but would exceed the City’s 45 dB Leq nighttime 
noise level standard. In addition, the anticipated 75.5 dB Lmax fork lift noise level exceeds 
the City of Galt daytime 65 dB Lmax and nighttime 60 dB Lmax exterior noise level standards, 
after application of the 5 five dB tonal/impulsive penalty for backup alarms.  
 
Mechanical Equipment Noise 
 
Mechanical equipment noise sources from the proposed project site would be from the main 
building and the Garden Center. 
 
Main Building 
 
The proposed project would include a rooftop HVAC system and cold food storage 
mechanical equipment.  The rooftop equipment is not anticipated to generate noise levels 
that would exceed 45 dB Leq at distances beyond 60 feet from the store building façade with 
the inclusion of City of Galt Zoning Ordinance shielding requirements and mechanical noise 
barriers. The nearest residential property lines would be located 60 feet from the proposed 
project building façade.  Therefore, no additional noise reduction measures would be 
required to comply with the City’s 50 dB Leq exterior noise level standard. 
 
Garden Center Ventilation 
 
Noise from the garden center ventilation systems would be located approximately 240 feet 
from the nearest residential property line. At 240 feet, hourly noise levels would be 43.4 dB 
Leq, which is below the City’s 50 dB Leq daytime and 45 dB Leq nighttime exterior threshold.  
 
Garden Center Paging System 
 
As noted above, the paging system would need to generate sound levels that exceed ambient 
noise levels in the garden center by approximately 10 dB, or more.  In order to do this, the 
system would be expected to generate noise levels of approximately 70-75 dB throughout the 
Garden Center.  
 
The center of the garden center is located approximately 300 feet from the nearest residential 
property line to the south. At this distance, noise levels from the garden center paging system 
are predicted to be 61 dB Lmax.  The predicted 61 dB Lmax paging system noise level would 
comply the City of Galt’s daytime 65 dB Lmax noise level standard, but exceeds the City’s 
nighttime 60 dB Lmax exterior noise level standard, after application of the 5 dB voice 
penalty for the paging system.  
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Trash Compaction Noise 
 
The nearest trash compactor would be located 50 feet from the residential property line to the 
south. Noise levels generated by the trash compactor are expected to result in an hourly 
average noise level of 43.2 dB Leq and a maximum noise level of 55.0 dB Lmax. The 
predicted 43.2 dB Leq noise level would comply with the City of Galt’s 50 dB Leq daytime 
exterior noise level standard and 45 dB Leq nighttime noise level standard. The predicted 
55.0 dB Lmax noise level would comply with the City of Galt’s daytime 70 dB Lmax and 
nighttime 65 dB Lmax exterior noise level thresholds.   
 
Parking Lot Noise 
 
Maximum noise levels from parking lot activities are typically 63 dB Lmax at a distance of 50 
feet.  The center of the closest parking spaces are proposed to be located at a distance of 
approximately 15 feet from the nearest residential property line to the east and 115 feet to the 
north.  At these distances, maximum noise levels are predicted to be 73.5 dB Lmax to the east 
and 55.8 dB Lmax to the north. The predicted 73.5 dB Lmax parking lot noise level exceeds the 
City of Galt daytime 70 dB Lmax and nighttime 65 dB Lmax exterior noise level standards.   

  
Mechanical Parking Lot Cleaning Noise 
 
Mechanical parking lot sweeping/vacuuming noise levels from parking lot cleaning are 
approximately 62 dB Leq and 71 dB Lmax at a distance of 100 feet from the center of the 
parking lot cleaning activities, which is approximately 250 feet from the nearest residential 
property line to the east. Parking lot sweeping in the main parking lot would be shielded by 
the intervening Walmart building for the residential uses to the south. 
 
Individual parking lot sweeper passbys would occur within approximately 15-20 feet of the 
adjacent residential property line to the east and 30 feet from the property line to the south.  
At these distances, maximum noise levels would be approximately 87.5 dB Lmax at the east 
property line and 81.5 dB Lmax at the south property line. The predicted 53.6 dB Leq noise 
level would exceed the City of Galt’s daytime 50 dB Leq and nighttime 45 dB Leq noise level 
thresholds. The predicted 87.5 dB Lmax and 81.5 dB Lmax noise levels would exceed with 
City of Galt’s daytime 70 dB Lmax and nighttime 65 dB Lmax exterior noise level thresholds.  

 
Conclusion 

 
The proposed project would generate noise levels from on-site activities which would exceed 
the City’s noise standards at existing residential uses. As discussed above, the operational 
activities that would exceed the noise thresholds include truck circulation, loading dock 
activities, fork lift usage, HVAC system/rooftop cold food storage mechanical equipment, 
and parking lot activities. Therefore, development of the proposed project would result in a 
potentially significant impacts related to noise. 
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Mitigation Measure(s) 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above operational 
noise impacts to a less-than-significant level, as shown in Table 5.5-9, above.   
 
5.5-4(a) Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the plans shall show 12-foot 

soundwalls to be constructed along the east and south property lines of the 
site and a 20-foot soundwall shall be constructed along the south side of the 
project loading dock, as shown on Figure 5.5-3, for the review and approval 
of the Community Development Director and the City Engineer, unless a 
noise study demonstrates that a less height provides adequate noise 
mitigation in conformity with the City noise ordinance. The 20-foot barrier 
should completely shield the front of truck engines and cabs from view of the 
adjacent residential uses. The barrier should be constructed of a Sono-Con 
Exterior Acoustical Panel System which incorporates both sound 
transmission blocking and sound absorption blocking capabilities to 
minimize sound reflections in the truck well. Product information for the 
recommended barrier product is attached. Acoustically similar barriers may 
be used, but they should be reviewed by an acoustical consultant prior to 
construction. Soundwalls shall be constructed with a rough, split face CMU 
block or acoustical sound absorbing block to minimize reflections between 
the soundwalls and the Walmart building façade. Smooth block walls should 
be avoided, unless heavily landscaped. 

 
5.5-4(b) Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the plans shall show that rooftop 

mechanical equipment shall be shielded from view, as specified in the City of 
Galt Zoning Ordinance, for the review and approval of the Community 
Development Director. Additionally, rooftop refrigeration equipment shall be 
shielded through the use of rooftop mechanical noise barriers in the 
direction of residential uses.  

 
5.5-4(c) As a condition of approval, loading and delivery activities, including fork lift 

usage, shall be limited to daytime hours (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM), as specified 
in the City of Galt Zoning Ordinance. 

 
5.5-4(d) Truck idling and refrigeration truck deliveries shall be prohibited at the 

vendor delivery service area.  
 
5.5-4(e) During daytime (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM) parking lot cleaning in the main 

parking lot, a 30-foot setback from the eastern property line shall be 
maintained for mechanical parking lot cleaning.  

 
5.5-4(f) As a condition of approval, mechanical sweeping shall be limited to daytime 

hours (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM), as specified in the City of Galt Zoning 
Ordinance. 
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Figure 5.5-3 
Noise Barrier Locations 

 
 Source: j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., Environmental Noise Assessment, November 2009. 
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5.5-4(g) As a condition of approval, the applicant shall use a forklift and backup 
alarm equal in loudness, or quieter than, the Yale 40VX observed at the 
Citrus Heights store or the Nissan 40 forklift observed at the Rancho 
Cordova store. Specifically, proposed project forklifts shall be fitted with 
backup alarms not exceeding the 82 to 102 dBA rating of the alarms 
observed at test locations. 

 
5.5-5 Expose sensitive receptors to noise-related sleep disturbances. 
 

Based upon noise measurements conducted of parking lot sweepers, a parking lot sweeper 
passby is expected to generate a sound exposure level of 81 dB SEL at a distance of 100 feet. 
It is assumed that typical parking lot sweeping would require approximately four passbys 
near each residential property line. Assuming, an average passby distance of 60 feet during 
nighttime hours, the average SEL at the adjacent sensitive receptors would be 85.4 dB SEL.  
Accounting for noise reductions from soundwalls, the SEL would be reduced to 
approximately 73.4 dB SEL.  
 
Based upon the ANSI procedure calculation, the probability of behavioral awakenings from 
mechanical parking lot sweeping is 3 percent, assuming residents have their windows closed, 
and 4 percent with windows open. Noise levels at second floor receptors are generally 2 to 3 
dB louder and don’t receive shielding from soundwalls. Therefore, the predicted parking lot 
sweeper SEL would be 88.4 dB SEL at second floor receptors. The probability of behavioral 
awakenings from mechanical parking lot sweeping is 5 percent, assuming residents have 
their windows closed, and 8 percent with windows open at second floor receptors. 
 
The nighttime cleaning of parking lots has the potential to result in a probability of sleep 
disturbance ranging from three to eight percent at adjacent sensitive receptors, depending on 
whether occupants have their windows open or closed, and whether the receptor is located at 
the first or second floor level. In addition, loading and unloading activities, as well as the 
operation of rooftop mechanical equipment, could result in sleep disturbances, if the 
activities were performed during nighttime hours. Therefore, the proposed project would 
have a potentially significant impact associated with exposing sensitive receptors to noise-
related sleep disturbances. 
 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above operational 
noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.  
 
5.5-5  Implement Mitigation Measures 5.5-4(b), (c), (e), and (f). 
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Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
5.5-6 Future (2030) increase in noise levels. 

 
The following discussion identifies the potential cumulative noise impacts resulting from 
development and operation of the proposed project for construction noise and both traffic 
and non-traffic related noise sources. 
 
Construction 
 
Noise generated by construction would be temporary and would not add to the permanent 
noise environment. In addition, the total noise contribution from construction activities of the 
proposed project in the cumulative context would not constitute a substantial increase from 
the existing future noise environment. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-
than-significant cumulative impact. 
 
Traffic  

 
The future (2030) plus project noise impacts would occur primarily as a result of increased 
traffic on local roadways and on-site activities resulting from the proposed project. Traffic 
noise levels under future (2030) and future (2030) plus project conditions are shown in Table 
5.5-10. Future (2030) plus project conditions would not increase existing noise levels greater 
than 1.0 dB Ldn on roadways fronting residential uses along the study area roadways. In 
addition, future (2030) plus project would result in traffic noise level increases of 0.1 to 1.1 
dB on other project area roadways. These increased noise levels above the future (2030) no 
project conditions are less than the 3 dB threshold of significance. 
 
Non-Traffic Noise  
 
Operations of the project are anticipated to generate noise from the proposed retail activities. 
The number of people walking and interacting on surrounding roads would increase noise 
levels on the roadways as more people utilize the site. However, pedestrian traffic is not 
anticipated to substantially influence interior or exterior noise levels at nearby receptors.  
 
Noise generated from mechanical equipment, including heating, cooling, ventilation, and 
power supplies would be placed indoors or shielded by mechanical barriers and/or rooftop 
parapets. In addition, all mechanical equipment would be required to comply with the City of 
Galt General Plan Noise Element Standards. On-site parking, truck deliveries, and loading 
dock generated noise would be mitigated through noise barriers and the restriction of hours 
of operation. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Construction related noise is temporary in nature and would not result in a cumulative noise 
impact. The combination of traffic and non-traffic noise from the proposed project would not 
produce noise levels that would exceed City standards or produce isolated events that could 
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disrupt sleep. As discussed above, with implementation of mitigation measures the proposed 
project would not create non-transportation or stationary noise exceeding local ordinances. 
Project related traffic would increase traffic noise levels by a maximum of 1.1 dB on local 
roadways under the future (2030) plus project conditions, which is less than the 3 dB 
standard of significance. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially increase the 
future noise environment and would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
None required. 
 

Table 5.5-10 
Predicted Cumulative Traffic Noise Level and Project-Related Traffic Noise 

Level Increases 

Roadway Segment 

Ldn @ 100 Feet, dB 

Future 
(2030) 

Future 
(2030) 
Plus 

Project Change
Twin Cities Road West of W. Stockton 72.1 72.2 0.1 
Twin Cities Road E. Stockton to Fermoy 70.6 70.8 0.2 
Twin Cities Road Fermoy to Mckenzie 68.7 69.1 0.4 
Twin Cities Road Mckenzie to Carillion 68.7 69.0 0.3 
Twin Cities Road Carillion to Marengo 66.4 66.6 0.2 
Twin Cities Road East of Marengo 63.7 64.0 0.3 

Lake Canyon Road Beaver Park to Carillion 48.0 48.4 0.4 
Lake Canyon Road East of Carillion 47.8 48.9 1.1 

Elk Hills Drive Beaver Park to Carillion 45.4 46.3 0.9 
Elk Hills Drive East of Carillion 48.9 49.3 0.4 

Walnut Ave East of Carillion 66.0 66.4 0.4 
W. Stockton Blvd North of Twin Cities 63.4 63.4 0.0 
W. Stockton Blvd South of Twin Cities 66.8 67.0 0.2 
E. Stockton Blvd North of Twin Cities 63.3 63.4 0.1 
E. Stockton Blvd South of Twin Cities 67.5 67.7 0.2 

Fermoy Way Twin Cities to Project Driveway 58.0 59.0 1.0 

Fermoy Way Project Driveway to Lake 
Canyon 54.5 54.9 0.4 

Mckenzie Road North of Twin Cities 50.7 50.8 0.1 
Mckenzie Road South of Twin Cities 47.4 48.1 0.7 
Carillion Blvd Twin Cities to Lake Park 66.7 67.0 0.3 
Carillion Blvd Lake Park to Lake Canyon 65.8 66.1 0.3 
Carillion Blvd Lake Canyon to Elk Hills 66.1 66.4 0.3 
Carillion Blvd Elk Hills to Walnut 66.1 66.3 0.2 
Carillion Blvd Walnut to Vintage Oak 64.0 64.1 0.1 
Marengo Road South of Twin Cities 63.4 63.5 0.1 

Source: j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., Environmental Noise Assessment, March 5, 2009. 
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Endnotes 
                                                 
1  City of Galt, 2030 Galt General Plan Policy Document, April 2009. 
2  City of Galt, 2030 Galt General Plan Existing Conditions Report, November 2005. 
3   
2 City of Galt, 2030 Galt General Plan Environmental Impact Report, November 2009. 
4  
3 j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., Environmental Noise Assessment, March 5, 2009. 
5 j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., Letter: “Additional Supporting Noise Level Data for Forklifts – Galt Wal-Mart EIR,” 
May 27, 2011. 
6  
4City of Galt, City of Galt Municipal Code, updated January 2009. 
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May 27, 2011 
 
Ms. Cindy Gnos 
Raney Planning & Management, Inc. 
1501 Sports Drive 
Sacramento, California 95834 
cindygnos@raneymanagement.com 
 
Subject:  Additional Supporting Noise Level Data for Forklifts – Galt Wal-Mart EIR 
 
Dear Ms. Gnos: 
 
j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. has prepared this report in response to the Ruling on Petition for 
Writ of Mandate from the County of Sacramento Superior Court (Ruling), which Ruling was 
filed on January 26, 2011.  Specifically, the Court found that insufficient information was 
provided to support the forklift noise impact assessment for the Galt Wal-Mart EIR. 
 
This additional supporting data has been provided to supplement the data and methodology used 
for assessing noise impacts for forklift noise in the Galt Wal-Mart DEIR noise analysis.  
Specifically, j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. collected detailed forklift data at the Citrus Heights 
Wal-Mart on February 22, 2011 and March 31, 2011 and the Rancho Cordova Wal-Mart on 
April 22, 2011.   
 
Acoustical Background 
 
Acoustics is the science of sound.  Sound may be thought of as mechanical energy of a vibrating 
object transmitted by pressure waves through a medium to human (or animal) ears.  If the 
pressure variations occur frequently enough (at least 20 times per second), then they can be heard 
and are called sound.  The number of pressure variations per second is called the frequency of 
sound, and is expressed as cycles per second or Hertz (Hz). 
 
Noise is a subjective reaction to different types of sounds.  Noise is typically defined as 
(airborne) sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected or undesired, and may therefore be 
classified as a more specific group of sounds.  Perceptions of sound and noise are highly 
subjective from person to person. 
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Measuring sound directly in terms of pressure would require a very large and awkward range of 
numbers.  To avoid this, the decibel scale was devised.  The decibel scale uses the hearing 
threshold (20 micropascals), as a point of reference, defined as 0 dB.  Other sound pressures are 
then compared to this reference pressure, and the logarithm is taken to keep the numbers in a 
practical range.  The decibel scale allows a million-fold increase in pressure to be expressed as 
120 dB, and changes in levels (dB) correspond closely to human perception of relative loudness. 
 
The perceived loudness of sounds is dependent upon many factors, including sound pressure 
level and frequency content.  However, within the usual range of environmental noise levels, 
perception of loudness is relatively predictable, and can be approximated by A-weighted sound 
levels.  There is a strong correlation between A-weighted sound levels (expressed as dBA) and 
the way the human ear perceives sound.  For this reason, the A-weighted sound level has become 
the standard tool of environmental noise assessment.  All noise levels reported in this section are 
in terms of A-weighted levels, but are expressed as dB, unless otherwise noted. 
 
The decibel scale is logarithmic, not linear.  In other words, two sound levels 10 dB apart differ 
in acoustic energy by a factor of 10.  When the standard logarithmic decibel is A-weighted, an 
increase of 10 dBA is generally perceived as a doubling in loudness.  For example, a 70 dBA 
sound is half as loud as an 80 dBA sound, and twice as loud as a 60 dBA sound.  
 
Acoustical Terms and Descriptors 
 
Environmental noise generally derives, in part, from a conglomeration of distant noise sources.  
Such sources may include distant traffic, wind in trees, and distant industrial or farming 
activities, all part of our daily lives.  These distant sources create a low-level “background noise” 
in which no particular individual source is identifiable.  Background noise is often relatively 
constant from moment to moment, but varies slowly from hour to hour as natural forces change 
or as human activity follows its daily cycle.  Superimposed on this low-level, slow varying 
background noise is a succession of identifiable noise events of relatively brief duration.  These 
events may include single-vehicle passbys, aircraft flyovers, screeching brakes, and other short-
term events, all causing noise level to fluctuate significantly from moment to moment. 1 

It is possible to describe these fluctuating noises in the environment using single-number 
descriptors.  To do this allows manageable measurement, computations, and impact assessment.  
The following are some of the terms and noise descriptors commonly used in environmental 
noise assessment, including this report. 

                                                 
1 Federal Transit Administration.  2006.  Transit noise and vibration impact assessment.  (FTA-VA-90-1003-06.)  

Office of Planning, Washington, DC.  Prepared by Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc.  Burlington, MA.  
Available: (http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf). Accessed on April 27, 
2011. 
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 Ambient Noise: The all encompassing noise level associated with a given 
environment, being a composite of sounds from all sources, excluding the 
alleged offensive noise, at the locations and approximate time at which as 
comparison with the alleged offensive noise is to be made. 2 

 
 Cumulative Period: An additive period of time composed of individual time 

segments which may be continuous or interrupted. 3 
 

 Decibel, dB: A unit which denotes the ratio between two quantities which are 
proportional to power; the number of decibels corresponding to the ratio of two 
amounts of power is ten times the logarithm to the base of ten of this ratio.4 

 
 Hertz, Hz: A unit of measurement of frequency, numerically equal to cycles per 

second.5 
 

 Lmax (Maximum Noise Level): The highest instantaneous noise level during a 
specific period of time. The Lmax may also be referred to as the “peak (noise) 
level.” 6 

 LX (Statistical Descriptor): The noise level exceeded X% of a specific period of 
time.  The value of X is commonly 10 (e.g., L10). Other values such as 2, 8, 25, 
50 and 90 are also commonly used. 6 

 Leq (Equivalent Noise Level): The equivalent steady-state noise level in a stated 
period of time that would contain the same acoustic energy as the time-varying 
noise level during the same period. 6 

                                                 
2 Galt, California, Municipal Code Noise Control Standards. § 8.40.10(A). 
3 Galt, California, Municipal Code Noise Control Standards. § 8.40.10(C). 
4 Galt, California, Municipal Code Noise Control Standards. § 8.40.10(D). 
5 Galt, California, Municipal Code Noise Control Standards. § 8.40.10(F). 
6 Caltrans.  2009.  Technical Noise Supplement.  Sacramento, CA:  Environmental Program, Noise, Air Quality, and 

Hazardous Waste Management Office.  Sacramento, CA. Available:  
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/tens_complete.pdf). 
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Regulatory Context 
 
City of Galt General Plan Noise Element 
 

Non-Transportation Noise Sources: 
 
The City of Galt General Plan Noise Element outlines criteria applicable to “non-
transportation” or “locally regulated” noise sources associated with new industrial or 
commercial projects.  Projects that create new stationary noise sources or change existing 
stationary noise sources are required to adhere to the performance standards outlined in 
Table 1. 

 
Table 1 

Noise Level Performance Standards for Residential Areas Affected  
by Non-Transportation Noise 

Exterior Noise Level Standards, dBA 

Noise Level Descriptor Daytime (7:00 a.m.-10:00 p.m.) Nighttime (10:00 p.m.-7:00 a.m.) 

Hourly Leq, dB 50 45 

Maximum Level, dB 70 65 

Each of the noise level standards specified above shall be reduced by five dBA for simple tone noises, noises consisting primarily 

of speech or music, or for recurring impulsive noises. 

Source: City of Galt, General Plan Noise Element. April 2009. 

 

City of Galt Municipal Code Noise Control Standards 7 
 

Section 8.40.060 Exterior Noise Standards 
 

A.  The following noise standards, unless otherwise specifically indicated 
 in this chapter shall apply to all properties within designated zones: 

 
Designated Zones: R-1-A, R-1-B, R-1-C, R-2, R-3, C-R and R-M 

 
Time Period Exterior Noise Standard 
 

7:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m. 55 dBA 
10:00 p.m. – 7:00 a.m.  50 dBA 

 

                                                 
7 Galt Code. Chapter 8.40 Noise Control Standards. 

PC 253



 

Page 5 of 16 

B. It is unlawful except as otherwise specified in this chapter for any person at 
any location within the city to create any noise which causes the noise levels 
on an affected property, when measured in the designate noise area, to exceed 
for the duration of time set forth following, the specified exterior noise 
standards in any one hour by: 

 
Cumulative Duration of the Intrusive Sound           Decibels Allowance 
 

1. Cumulative period of thirty minutes per hour……….…. +0 dB 
2. Cumulative period of fifteen minutes per hour ………... +5 dB 
3. Cumulative period of five minutes per hour…………… +10 dB 
4. Cumulative period of one minute per hour..…………… +15 dB 
5. Level not to be exceeded for any time per hour………... +20 dB 

 
C. Each of the noise limits specified in subsection B of this section shall be 

reduced to 5 dBA for impulsive or simple tone noises, or for noise consisting 
of speech or music. 

 
D. If the ambient noise level exceeds that permitted by any of the first four noise 

limit categories specified in subsection B of this section, the allowable noise 
limit shall be increased in 5 dBA increments in each category to encompass 
the ambient noise level.  If the ambient noise level exceeds the fifth noise 
level category, the maximum ambient noise level shall be the noise limit for 
that category.   

 
Discussion of City’s Noise Standards and Methodology 
 
General Plan 
 
The City of Galt General Plan General Plan Noise Element uses hourly average (Leq) and 
maximum (Lmax) noise descriptors for determining noise compliance for stationary noise sources, 
as shown in Table 1.  The hourly average (Leq) standard, as defined above, represents the 
equivalent steady-state noise level during a one hour period that would contain the same acoustic 
energy as the time-varying noise level during the same period.  The maximum noise level, Lmax 
represents the highest instantaneous noise level which occurs during the measurement period. 
 
To determine if the Project meets the General Plan standards, measurements were taken at two 
existing Wal-Mart stores.  The measurements were determined at a distance of 30 feet from fork 
lift operations, which is equal to the setback distance for forklift activity at the proposed Galt 
Wal-Mart store, as shown by Appendix A.  The measurements were also adjusted to factor in the 
decrease in levels from a 12-foot tall sound wall, which will be required per Mitigation Measure 
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5.5-4(a).  The analysis then compared the adjusted Leq and Lmax to the General Plan standards 
set forth in Table 1.   
 
Noise Ordinance 
 
The City of Galt Noise Ordinance uses cumulative exposure standards for determining 
acceptable noise exposure.  The standards are applied to all properties with designated zones R-
1-A, R-1-B, R-1-C, R-2, R-3, C-R, and R-M [City of Galt 8.40.060 (A)].   The proposed Galt 
Wal-Mart store is proposed on Highway Commercial (HC) zoned property, located adjacent to 
Low-Density Single-Family Residential (R-1-A)8.   
 
The standards of the City’s Noise Ordinance vary depending on the Cumulative Duration of the 
noise occurrence during a one-hour period.  A higher level of noise is allowed in the Ordinance 
for events of short duration, whereas a lower standard is applied to noise events occurring for 
longer periods of time.   
 
The standards adopted in the City of Galt Noise Ordinance are based upon guidelines contained 
in the California Model Community Noise Ordinance.9  The Model Ordinance provides the 
following discussion regarding the use of the cumulative noise exposure standards: 
 

It should be understood that the standards specified in Section 7.1, Table 7-1 
[City of Galt 8.40.060 (A)] represent levels not to be exceeded more than 30 
minutes out of each hour (50% of the sample of L50 levels), and that the 
subsequent time duration adjustments given in 7.1 (B) [City of Galt 8.40.060 (B)] 
yield respectively; the L25 level (25% of the time or 15 minutes out of 60), the 
L8.3 level (8.3% of the time or 5 minutes out of 60), the L1.7 level (1.7% of the 
time or 1 minute out of 60), and the L0 level (0% of the time).  While manual 
techniques using only a sound meter and a stop watch are available for accurate 
determination of these values, this type of analysis is best accomplished by means 
of a more sophisticated noise data analysis system involving either a graphic level 
recorder or a digital community noise analyzer.  It should be noted however, that 
in the majority of reported complaints, violation of the standards specified in 
Table 7.1) [City of Galt 8.40.060(A)] may readily be assessed, using only a sound 
level meter.  In all cases where the intrusive noise level is at all continuous, one 
needs to measures the noise level and then determine how many minutes per hour 
it is produced.  The noise may then be shown to violate only one of the standards 
(L50, L25, L8.3, L1.7, or L0) of Section 7.1.  The need for the more sophisticated 

                                                 
8 City of Galt General Plan Land Use and Circulation Diagram. Available: 

(http://www.ci.galt.ca.us/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=842). 
9 California Office of Noise Control, California Department of Health.  Model Community Noise Control Ordinance. 

April 1977. 

PC 255



 

Page 7 of 16 

equipment comes when the noise source is not continuous but produces varying 
noise levels over the hour.   

 
Modern sound level meters are capable of directly measuring the threshold values in the City of 
Galt Noise Control Ordinance.  However, the duration of the noise event must be known to 
determine the applicable noise level threshold. 
 
For example many noise sources, including forklifts, generate a time-varying noise level.  In 
order to determine compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance standards, a modern sound level 
meter must be used to measure the varying noise levels associated with forklift activity during a 
one-hour time period, using the Lx noise descriptor.  Based upon the Cumulative Period of noise 
generation from forklift activity, the appropriate City of Galt Noise Ordinance standard is 
determined. 
 
For example if a forklift operates for 30 minutes during a one-hour period, a modern sound level 
meter can measure and report the L50 (noise level exceeded 50% of the time) associated with that 
activity.  The City’s Category 1 (L50) standard would then be applied to the forklift noise 
generation. 
 
In order to determine compliance from forklift and backup alarm noise activity with the City's 
Noise Standards, the following process was followed: 
 
 Step 1:  The applicable noise standard was applied to the activity based upon whether the 
activity occurred at 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. or 10 p.m. to 7 a.m., per Section 8.40.060(A).   
 
 Step 2:  The cumulative period of noise generation from the activity was determined and 
the appropriate category under Section 8.40.060(B) applied.   
 
 Step 3:  A 5 dBA reduction was applied per Section 8.40.060(C) for impulsive or tonal 
noise.  This provided the applicable standard. 
 
 Step 4:  The noise level measured at 30 feet (expressed in Lx) was reduced per mitigation 
by the sound wall. 
 
 Step 5:   The reduced/mitigated noise level from Step 4 was compared to the applicable 
standard derived in Step 3 to determine if the activity would comply with the City's Noise 
Ordinance.     
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Physical Parameters of Test Location  
 
Citrus Heights Wal-Mart  
 
The Citrus Heights Wal-Mart Supercenter located at 7010 Auburn Blvd in Citrus Heights, CA 
was selected for collection of forklift noise level data.  The primary forklift activity at the store 
occurs behind the store around the vendor delivery area.  The Citrus Heights Wal-Mart location 
was chosen because of its similarities to the proposed Galt Wal-Mart location (i.e. size of store, 
configuration of forklift usage area) and low ambient noise levels.  Low ambient noise levels 
ensure that the collected forklift noise measurement data is not significantly influenced by 
background noise. 
 
The forklift noise measurement site was approximately 1,400 feet south of Auburn Boulevard 
and 1,170 feet to Sylvan Lane. 
 
Appendices B and C illustrate the noise measurement site vicinity and configuration.  Appendix 
A shows the typical forklift operational area at the proposed Galt Wal-Mart site.  Appendix D is 
a photograph taken by j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. during reference noise level measurements.  
Appendix E shows the Yale forklift used at the Citrus Heights Wal-Mart.  Audio video data was 
also collected and has been provided on a DVD as Attachment 1. 
 
j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. observed forklift operations on Tuesday, February 22, 2011 and 
Thursday, March 31, 2011.  The March 31, 2011 observations were conducted at the store from 
approximately 2:00 pm to 4:00 pm.  The March 31, 2011 observations were conducted at the 
store from approximately 6:00 am to 6:00 pm.  According to the Wal-Mart store manager, 
shipping and receiving and forklift activities are busiest on weekdays as the store does not 
receive much merchandise on weekends. 10  Therefore, the data collected at the store is believed 
to represent the typical peak forklift usage. 
 
The GPS locations of the noise measurement sites were: 
 
38°41'19.63"N - 121°17'40.70"W – February 22, 2011 40 feet from forklift usage/circulation area 
38°41'19.76"N - 121°17'40.64"W – March 31, 2011 30 feet from forklift usage/circulation area 
 
Rancho Cordova Wal-Mart   
 
The Rancho Cordova Wal-Mart store located at 10655 Folsom Blvd, Rancho Cordova, CA was 
selected as a second location for collection of forklift noise level data.  The primary forklift 
activity at the store occurs primarily behind the store around the vendor deliver area.  The 
Rancho Cordova Wal-Mart location was chosen because of its similarities to the proposed Galt 
                                                 
10 Conversation with Mark True, Citrus Heights store manager. May 5, 2011. 
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Wal-Mart location (i.e. size of store, configuration of forklift usage area) and low ambient noise 
levels.  Low ambient noise levels ensure that the collected forklift noise measurement data is not 
significantly influenced by background noise. 
 
The forklift noise measurement site was approximately 640 feet north of Folsom Boulevard and 
725 feet from the Sacramento Regional Transit (RT) light rail line.  
 
Appendices F and G illustrate the noise measurement site vicinity and configuration.  Appendix 
A shows the typical forklift operational area at the proposed Galt Wal-Mart site.  Appendix H is 
a photograph taken by j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. of the noise level measurement site.  
Appendix I shows the Nissan forklift used at the Rancho Cordova Wal-Mart.  Audio video data 
was also collected and has been provided on a DVD as Attachment 2. 
 
j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. observed forklift operations on Friday, April 22, 2011.  The 
observations were conducted at the store from approximately 7:00 am to 5:00 pm.   
 
The GPS location of the noise measurement site was: 
 
38°35'47.16"N - 121°17'33.68"W – April 22, 2011 30 feet from forklift usage/circulation area 
 
Equipment Used for the Noise Level Measurement 
 
Measurement equipment consisted of a Larson-Davis Laboratories (LDL) Model 824 Real Time 
Analyzer (RTA) and sound level meter (SLM) equipped with a LDL Model 2541 ½" 
microphone.  The measurement system was calibrated using a LDL Model CAL200 acoustical 
calibrator before testing.  The measurement equipment meets all of the pertinent requirements of 
the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) for Type 1 (precision) sound measurement 
systems.  A full list of sound level measurement equipment is listed below: 
 
Item:       Serial #  
 
Larson Davis Model 824 SLM   824A1129  
Larson Davis PRM 902 Preamp   1625   
Larson Davis 2541 Microphone   6651   
Larson Davis CAL 200, Acoustical Calibrator 4639   
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Physical Parameters of Forklift Equipment  
 
Citrus Heights Wal-Mart 
 
The forklift being used at the test location in Citrus Heights consisted of a Yale 40VX.  The 
forklift was equipped with a backup alarm which operated while the forklift was backing up.  
The backup alarm was an ECCO brand, Model # 8522216, 82-102 dBA, 12-24 VDC.   
 
During observations of forklift usage, j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. observed that the forklift 
was typically used for moving stacks of empty pallets from the bale and pallet storage location to 
the vendor service door.  The forklift was also used to move cardboard bales and to organize 
empty pallet stacks in the pallet storage area.   
 
Rancho Cordova Wal-Mart   
 
The forklift being used at the test location in Rancho Cordova store consisted of a Nissan 40 
forklift, Model MP1F1A20LV.  The forklift was equipped with a backup alarm which operated 
while the forklift was backing up.  The backup alarm was a Mitamoto Electric Horn, Co., Ltd. 
Brand, Model # 25650-50K00, 82-102 dBA.   
 
During observations of forklift usage, j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. observed that the forklift 
was typically used for moving stacks of empty pallets from the bale and pallet storage location to 
the vendor service door.   
 
Background Noise Levels Present During Reference Forklift Tests 
 
Citrus Heights Wal-Mart 
 
As noted previously, the test location was located 1,400 feet from Auburn Boulevard, and 
shielded from Auburn Boulevard by the Wal-Mart store.  Therefore, traffic noise from Auburn 
Boulevard was not a significant contributor to ambient noise levels.   Parking lot activities at the 
Wal-Mart store were not audible during the noise measurement periods. 
 
Primary background ambient noise sources were various nature sounds (birds, insects, etc.) and 
distant traffic noise at times.  An occasional pedestrian passed by during the measurement period 
and one aircraft over-flight occurred.  Several passenger vehicle and truck passbys occurred 
briefly during several of the noise measurements.  However, the duration of the sound event was 
short compared to forklift activities being measured.  Typical ambient noise levels (without 
forklifts operating) ranged between 40-45 dB. 
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It is important to note that the background noise levels were well below the noise levels 
generated by the forklift operation.  Specifically, noise levels generated by forklift operation 
were measured between approximately 55-81 dB.  
 
Because of the logarithmic nature of the decibel scale, if two sources of noise differ in intensity 
by at least 10 dB, the lower noise level does not contribute to the cumulative measured noise 
level.   
 
To demonstrate this point, consider two noise sources generating noise levels exactly 10 dB 
apart.  It does not matter if the levels in this example are 60 and 70 dB, 20 and 30, or 45 and 55, 
as the result is the same.  Because the decibel scale is logarithmic, decibels must be converted 
into energy before being added or subtracted, so the formula for adding two sources of noise is as 
follows: 
 
 Lsum = 10 * Log10 (10 ^ ( L1

 / 10 ) + 10 ^ ( L2
 / 10 ) ) 

 Which for theoretical values of 60 and 70 for L1 and L2, respectively, computes as follows 
 Lsum = 10 *  Log10 ( 10 ^ ( 70 / 10 ) + 10 ^ (60 / 10 ) ) 
 Which reduces to: 
 Lsum =  70.41 dB or 70 dB after rounding. 
 

This example illustrates that two noise levels differing by 10 dB which are added together 
essentially equal the higher of the two noise levels.   
 

It should be noted that an existing ambient noise level of 52.9 dBA was reported in the Galt Wal-
Mart DEIR. 11 While this ambient noise level is higher than the ambient noise levels observed at 
the Citrus Heights Wal-Mart store, it is not expected that the higher ambient noise in Galt would 
affect fork-lift noise levels.   
 
Backup alarm noise levels are a function of the noise environment in the work area around the 
forklift, which is monitored by the self-adjusting backup alarm12.  Therefore, backup alarm noise 
levels would be based on the type of forklift used, not existing ambient noise levels at the Galt 
Wal-Mart project site.   
 
Rancho Cordova Wal-Mart   
 
As noted previously, the test location was located 640 feet from Folsom Boulevard and 725 feet 
from the Sacramento RT light rail line.  The Wal-Mart store also shielded these noise sources 
from view.  Traffic noise did contribute to the ambient noise environment, but was sufficiently 

                                                 
11 Galt Wal-Mart DEIR. Table 5.5-2. 
12 A self adjusting backup alarm, such as the 82-102 dBA alarms used by Wal-Mart, senses the noise levels in the 
work area and then automatically self-adjust to 5-10 decibels higher than that level. 
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low as to not significantly affect collection of forklift data.  Parking lot activities at the Wal-Mart 
store were not audible during the noise measurement periods. 
 
The primary background ambient noise source was distant traffic.  Typical ambient noise levels 
(without forklifts operating) ranged between 48-49 dB. 
 
It is important to note that the background noise levels were sufficiently below the noise levels 
generated by the forklift operation.  Specifically, noise levels generated by forklift operation 
were measured between approximately 55-79 dB, at the noise measurement site.  These levels 
are generally 10 dB or greater than ambient noise.  Therefore, as discussed earlier, the ambient 
noise levels at the Rancho Cordova Wal-Mart would have little to no affect on measured forklift 
noise levels. 
 
It should be noted that an existing ambient noise level of 52.9 dBA was reported in the Galt Wal-
Mart DEIR. 13  While this ambient noise level is higher than the ambient noise levels observed at 
the Rancho Cordova Wal-Mart store, it is not expected that the higher ambient noise in Galt 
would affect fork-lift noise levels.  As discussed earlier, backup alarm noise levels are a function 
of the noise environment in the work area around the forklift, which is monitored by the self-
adjusting backup alarm.  Therefore, backup alarm noise levels would be based on the type of 
forklift used, not existing ambient noise levels at the Galt Wal-Mart project site.   
 
Summary of Collected Noise Level Data 
 
The following tables show the noise measurement interval data for the forklift measurements and 
observations conducted at the above-referenced locations on February 22, 2011, March 31, 2011, 
and April 22, 2011. 
 
Table 2 shows the collected forklift noise levels versus the City of Galt General Plan Noise 
Element standards.  Table 3 shows the collected forklift data versus the City of Galt Noise 
Control ordinance standards.  The data in Tables 2 and 3 are presented at a distance of 30 feet, 
which is equal to the setback distance for forklift activity at the proposed Galt Wal-Mart store, as 
shown by Appendix A, for both unmitigated and mitigated conditions. 
 
Appendix J shows the one-third octave band center frequency plots for the collected forklift 
noise level data shown in Tables 2 and 3.  Appendix K provides the inputs and results of the 
noise barrier analysis. The results of the forklift noise monitoring data are provided electronically 
as Attachment 3 on the included DVD. 
 
 

                                                 
13 Galt Wal-Mart DEIR. Table 5.5-2. 
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Discussion of Data 
 
General Plan Standards 
 
The analysis of forklift noise levels, as shown in Table 2, indicates that forklift noise levels 
would exceed the City of Galt 45 dB Leq and 65 dB Lmax exterior noise standards without 
mitigation.   
 
However, after construction of a 12-foot tall property line noise barrier, as required by MM 5.5-
4(a), forklift noise levels are predicted to comply with the City’s General Plan standards.  After 
mitigation measures, forklift noise levels are predicted to be in the range of 38.6-44.4 dBA Leq 
and 59.7-65.0 dBA Lmax [See Table 2].  These levels comply with the City of Galt General Plan 
daytime standards of 45 dBA Leq and 65 dBA Lmax for tonal noise sources [See Table 1]. 
 
Note that the forklift noise exposure predicted in the Galt Wal-Mart EIR was listed as 46.8 dB 
Leq and 75.5 dB Lmax. 15  The data collected indicate hourly forklift noise exposure could range 
between 54.9-60.7 dB Leq and 76.0-81.3 dB Lmax [See Table 2].  The difference between the EIR 
data and the data presented in this report are attributed to a greater degree of forklift usage and 
backup alarm usage then was previously observed. 
 
Noise Ordinance Standards 
 
The analysis of forklift noise levels, as shown in Table 3, indicates that forklift noise levels 
would exceed the City of Galt Noise Ordinance exterior noise standards without mitigation.  
However, after construction of a 12-foot tall property line noise barrier, as required by MM 5.5-
4(a), forklift noise levels are predicted to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance standards [See 
Table 3].   
 
It should be noted that based upon the forklift data collected, overall forklift usage may exceed 
the 10-15 minutes previously assumed in the DEIR16 [See Tables 2 and 3].   Additionally, 
backup alarm usage was found to also exceed the 5 minutes previously assumed.  It was 
determined that backup alarm usage can be expected to range between 2-7 minutes during an 
hour of forklift operation.  For forklift backup alarm usage exceeding 5 minutes per hour, the 
applicable City of Galt noise ordinance standard would be adjusted as follows: 
 

Category 2 (Cumulative Period of 15 minutes per hour) 55 dBA + 5 dBA – 5dBA 
tonal penalty = 55 dBA 

                                                 
15 Galt Wal-Mart DEIR. Table 5.5-9. 
16 Galt Wal-Mart DEIR. Page 5.5-14. 
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Conclusions 
 
Based on the forklift data presented in this report, noise Mitigation Measures contained in the 
Galt Wal-Mart DEIR would be sufficient to reduce forklift noise levels to a state of compliance 
with the City of Galt General Plan and Noise Ordinance standards, assuming that the Galt Wal-
Mart will utilize forklifts and backup alarms equal in loudness, or quieter than, the Yale 40VX 
observed at the Citrus Heights store or the Nissan 40 forklift observed at the Rancho Cordova 
store.  Therefore, the project should adopt condition of approval which requires the use of a 
forklift and backup alarm which are equal in loudness, or quieter than, the Yale 40VX and 
Nissan 40 forklifts referenced in this analysis.  Specifically, forklifts should be fitted with backup 
alarms not exceeding the 82-102 dBA rating of the alarms tested in this report. 
 
If you or the City of Galt staff have any additional comments please contact me at (530) 823-
0960 or lsaxelby@jcbrennanassoc.com. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. 
 
 
Luke Saxelby, INCE 
Senior Consultant 
Member, Institute of Noise Control Engineering 
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Fork Lift Usage to South - Leq
60.7
1000
4
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0
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Notes:

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

43.6

Yes

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-1

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13 Yes

Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

49.0
47.4
46.1
45.4
44.4
44.1
43.6

Yes

43.6

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 43.6

9
10

16

14

18 -17 43.6 Yes
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Fork Lift Usage to South - Lmax
76.9
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0
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Notes:
18 -17 59.8 Yes

59.8

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 59.8

9
10

16

14
Yes
Yes

65.2
63.6
62.3
61.6
60.6
60.3
59.8

Yes

Yes
Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-2

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

59.8

Yes
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Fork Lift Usage to South - Leq
59.9
1000
4

10
20

0
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8

8
9
10
11
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13
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18

Notes:
18 -17 42.8 Yes

42.8

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 42.8

9
10

16

14
Yes
Yes

48.2
46.6
45.3
44.6
43.6
43.3
42.8

Yes

Yes
Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-3

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

42.8

Yes
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Fork Lift Usage to South - Lmax
78.8
1000
4
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0
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9
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Notes:

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

61.7

Yes

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-4

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13 Yes

Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

67.1
65.5
64.2
63.5
62.5
62.2
61.7

Yes

61.7

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 61.7

9
10

16

14

18 -17 61.7 Yes
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Fork Lift Usage to South - Leq
54.9
1000
4
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0
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Notes:

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

37.8

Yes

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-5

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13 Yes

Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

43.2
41.6
40.3
39.6
38.6
38.3
37.8

Yes

37.8

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 37.8

9
10

16

14

18 -17 37.8 Yes
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Fork Lift Usage to South - Lmax
79.5
1000
4

10
20

0
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0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:
18 -17 62.4 Yes

62.4

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 62.4

9
10

16

14
Yes
Yes

67.8
66.2
64.9
64.2
63.2
62.9
62.4

Yes

Yes
Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-6

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

62.4

Yes
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Fork Lift Usage to South - Leq
59.4
1000
4
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20

0
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17
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Notes:
18 -17 42.3 Yes

42.3

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 42.3

9
10

16

14
Yes
Yes

47.7
46.1
44.8
44.1
43.1
42.8
42.3

Yes

Yes
Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-7

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

42.3

Yes
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Fork Lift Usage to South - Lmax
76.0
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

58.9

Yes

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-8

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13 Yes

Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

64.3
62.7
61.4
60.7
59.7
59.4
58.9

Yes

58.9

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 58.9

9
10

16

14

18 -17 58.9 Yes
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Fork Lift Usage to South - Leq
54.9
1000
4
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0
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18

Notes:

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

37.8

Yes

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-9

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13 Yes

Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

43.2
41.6
40.3
39.6
38.6
38.3
37.8

Yes

37.8

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 37.8

9
10

16

14

18 -17 37.8 Yes
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Fork Lift Usage to South - Lmax
81.3
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
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13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:
18 -17 64.2 Yes

64.2

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 64.2

9
10

16

14
Yes
Yes

69.6
68.0
66.7
66.0
65.0
64.7
64.2

Yes

Yes
Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-10

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

64.2

Yes
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Fork Lift Usage to South - Leq
54.9
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:
18 -17 37.8 Yes

37.8

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 37.8

9
10

16

14
Yes
Yes

43.2
41.6
40.3
39.6
38.6
38.3
37.8

Yes

Yes
Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-11

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

37.8

Yes
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Fork Lift Usage to South - Lmax
78.9
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

61.8

Yes

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-12

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13 Yes

Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

67.2
65.6
64.3
63.6
62.6
62.3
61.8

Yes

61.8

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 61.8

9
10

16

14

18 -17 61.8 Yes

PC 292



Fork Lift Usage to South - L50
54.8
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

37.7

Yes

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-13

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13 Yes

Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

43.1
41.5
40.2
39.5
38.5
38.2
37.7

Yes

37.7

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 37.7

9
10

16

14

18 -17 37.7 Yes

PC 293



Fork Lift Usage to South - L25
59.6
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:
18 -17 42.5 Yes

42.5

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 42.5

9
10

16

14
Yes
Yes

47.9
46.3
45.0
44.3
43.3
43.0
42.5

Yes

Yes
Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-14

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

42.5

Yes

PC 294



Fork Lift Usage to South - L50
45.4
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:
18 -17 28.3 Yes

28.3

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 28.3

9
10

16

14
Yes
Yes

33.7
32.1
30.8
30.1
29.1
28.8
28.3

Yes

Yes
Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-15

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

28.3

Yes

PC 295



Fork Lift Usage to South - L25
56.3
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

39.2

Yes

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-16

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13 Yes

Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

44.6
43.0
41.7
41.0
40.0
39.7
39.2

Yes

39.2

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 39.2

9
10

16

14

18 -17 39.2 Yes

PC 296



Fork Lift Usage to South - L25
49.2
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

32.1

Yes

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-17

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13 Yes

Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

37.5
35.9
34.6
33.9
32.9
32.6
32.1

Yes

32.1

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 32.1

9
10

16

14

18 -17 32.1 Yes

PC 297



Fork Lift Usage to South - L8
54.2
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:
18 -17 37.1 Yes

37.1

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 37.1

9
10

16

14
Yes
Yes

42.5
40.9
39.6
38.9
37.9
37.6
37.1

Yes

Yes
Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-18

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

37.1

Yes

PC 298



Fork Lift Usage to South - L25
49.5
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:
18 -17 32.4 Yes

32.4

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 32.4

9
10

16

14
Yes
Yes

37.8
36.2
34.9
34.2
33.2
32.9
32.4

Yes

Yes
Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-19

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

32.4

Yes

PC 299



Fork Lift Usage to South - L8
61.9
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

44.8

Yes

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-20

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13 Yes

Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

50.2
48.6
47.3
46.6
45.6
45.3
44.8

Yes

44.8

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 44.8

9
10

16

14

18 -17 44.8 Yes

PC 300



Fork Lift Usage to South - L25
45.3
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

28.2

Yes

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-21

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13 Yes

Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

33.6
32.0
30.7
30.0
29.0
28.7
28.2

Yes

28.2

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 28.2

9
10

16

14

18 -17 28.2 Yes

PC 301



Fork Lift Usage to South - L8
56.5
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:
18 -17 39.4 Yes

39.4

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 39.4

9
10

16

14
Yes
Yes

44.8
43.2
41.9
41.2
40.2
39.9
39.4

Yes

Yes
Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-22

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

39.4

Yes

PC 302



Fork Lift Usage to South - L25
52.7
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:
18 -17 35.6 Yes

35.6

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 35.6

9
10

16

14
Yes
Yes

41.0
39.4
38.1
37.4
36.4
36.1
35.6

Yes

Yes
Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-23

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

35.6

Yes

PC 303



Fork Lift Usage to South - L8
57.4
1000
4

10
20

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:

-15

Yes

-17
-17

-15
-16
-17
-17

40.3

Yes

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix K-24

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Nearest Property LinesLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:

-12
-13

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Receiver Elevation1:

Residential to South
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Galt Wal-Mart Forklifts

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2011-110

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)

Barrier Height 
(ft)

11
12
13 Yes

Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

45.7
44.1
42.8
42.1
41.1
40.8
40.3

Yes

40.3

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -17 40.3

9
10

16

14

18 -17 40.3 Yes

PC 304
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