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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 DRAFT AND FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
BACKGROUND 

The City of Sacramento (City) and Sacramento Local Area Formation Commission (LAFCo), as co-lead agencies, 
have prepared this document to be part of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the proposed 
Greenbriar Development Project (proposed project). It contains a list of persons, organizations, and public 
agencies submitting comments; the comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR), and Second RDEIR; and responses to significant 
environmental points raised in those comments, as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, 
Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations, Section 15000 et seq.). In accordance with Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this 
document, the DEIR, the RDEIR, and the Second RDEIR, together, constitute the FEIR. 

The project site is located west of the City of Sacramento’s (City) North Natomas community within the Natomas 
Basin. The project site consists of approximately 577 acres of fallow agricultural land (at the time the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) for the project was circulated) bounded by Interstate 5 (I-5) to the south, State Routes 70 and 
99 (SR 70/99) to the east, Elkhorn Boulevard to the north, and Lone Tree Canal to the west. The project site is 
immediately adjacent and west of the City’s North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP) area and the City’s 
jurisdictional boundary and sphere of influence (SOI). The recently approved Metro Air Park Special Planning 
Area (SPA) is located adjacent and west of the project site. An industrial business park is planned for 
development within this area. 

The proposed project is a mixed-use development project that includes: (1) 3,473 low, medium, and high density 
residential units, (2) 48.4 acres (net) of commercial development, (3) a 10-acre (net) elementary school site, 
(4) 48.4 acres (net) of neighborhood parks, and (5) a 39-acre (net) lake/detention basin that encircles the central 
portion of the project site. The project also includes the construction of a new east-west roadway, Meister Way, 
through the center of the site. A new light rail station and rail alignment is proposed to be constructed by 
Sacramento Regional Transit (RT) along this roadway near the center of the site. The rail alignment would 
connect the project site to the Metro Airpark development to the west and the North Natomas Community to the 
east across SR 70/99 via a new proposed overpass at SR 70/99. Higher density (than other parts of the project), 
mixed-use development (residential and retail/office land uses on same parcel) is proposed along Meister Way 
near the proposed light rail station. The project also includes a linear open space/buffer area that extends along the 
western boundary of the site, adjacent to Lone Tree Canal, proposed to protect potentially sensitive biological 
habitat. 

Because the project site is located outside the City’s limits and its SOI, the project applicant would need to seek 
approval from the Sacramento LAFCo for amendment of its SOI and annexation of the site into the City. 
In addition, the project includes a request for service from the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District 
(SRCSD) (wastewater) and County Sanitation District 1 (CSD-1) (sewer). Currently the project site is located 
outside SRCSD’s SOI. As such, approval from LAFCo for amendment of SRCSD’s SOI to encompass the project 
site would also be required. Further, amendment of CSD-1 SOI is also necessary.  On November 1, 2005, the City 
and LAFCo entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) by which the two entities agreed to have a 
single EIR prepared to evaluate the environmental consequences of the proposed development.  Under this MOU, 
the City and LAFCo established themselves as Co-Lead Agencies for the EIR and defined their respective roles 
and responsibilities relating to the oversight and management of the EIR to ensure that it would adequately 
address the environmental issues reviewed by both the City and LAFCo. 

The City and LAFCo circulated a NOP for a DEIR for the Greenbriar Project on June 28, 2005 and July 13, 2005 
for a 30-day review period. On July 18, 2006, the City and LAFCo distributed the DEIR to public agencies and 
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the general public and also submitted it to the State Clearinghouse for state agency review. Based on comments 
received on the DEIR, the City and LAFCo decided to recirculate certain sections of the DEIR. On November 14, 
2006, the RDEIR was distributed for public agency and general public review and submitted to the State 
Clearinghouse. It included revisions to two issue areas previously presented in the DEIR: new information related 
to the ability of local levees to protect the site from flooding during the 100-year flood event, and additional 
information relating to exposure of project residents to emissions from Interstate 5 and SR 70/99. 

Subsequent to the publication of the RDEIR, the City and LAFCo received new data to indicate that the project 
could result in new significant and unavoidable impacts to regional freeway ramp facilities. Therefore, in response 
to this information, the City and LAFCo decided to prepare a Second RDEIR and recirculated the transportation 
and circulation section of the DEIR. On April 10, 2007, the Second RDEIR was distributed for public agency and 
general public review and submitted to the State Clearinghouse. 

The Final EIR consists of the following documents: 

► Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Greenbriar Development Project, (including Appendices A 
through P), dated July 18, 2006; 

► Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Greenbriar Development Project, dated November 
14, 2006; 

► Second Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Greenbriar Development Project, dated April 
10, 2007; and 

► Comments, Responses to Comments on the DEIR, RDEIR, and Second RDEIR, and revisions to those reports 
contained in this document. 

Copies of this document are available for review at: 

City of Sacramento 
Development Services Department 
915 I Street, 3rd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/dsd/about/planning/CurrentEnvironmentalImpactReportsProjects.cfm  

Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission 
1112 I Street, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
http://www.SacLAFCo.org   

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THIS DOCUMENT 

This document contains seven chapters, as described below. 

Chapter 1, “Introduction,” includes a discussion of the background of the environmental review of the proposed 
project and a description of the contents of this document. 

Chapter 2, “List of Commenters,” contains a list of all written comments received on the DEIR, RDEIR, and 
Second RDEIR, along with commenters who spoke at two public meetings held during the DEIR circulation 
period. 

Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” contains master responses to three environmental topics that were raised by a 
number of commenters (see Section 1.4, below). 
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Chapter 4, “Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR,” Chapter 5, “Comments and Responses to 
Comments on the RDEIR,” and Chapter 6, “Comments and Responses to Comments on the Second RDEIR,” 
present both the verbatim comments and appropriate responses to significant environmental points, in accordance 
with Sections 15088(a) and (c) and 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Some of the issues raised in comments 
on the DEIR, RDEIR, and Second RDEIR address the merits of the project or raise non-environmental topics. In 
these cases, the comments are noted but do not require detailed response, because they do not raise significant 
environmental issues or comments on the contents of the DEIR, RDEIR, or Second RDEIR. All comment letters 
and comments by speakers at public meetings are labeled to correspond with the list of comments table in Chapter 
2 (Tables 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3). Each individual comment is assigned a number (e.g., 1-1) that corresponds with the 
response following the comment. 

Chapter 7, “Revisions to the DEIR, RDEIR, and Second RDEIR,” presents changes that were made to the text of 
the DEIR, RDEIR, and/or Second RDEIR in response to public and agency comments. If a comment results in a 
correction or revision to the DEIR or Recirculated DEIR, the text of the document is reproduced in the response 
and in Chapter 7 with deleted text struck-through (strikeout) and added text underlined (underline). 

Chapter 7, “Report Preparation,” identifies the preparers of this document. 

1.3 DEIR, RDEIR, SECOND RDEIR, AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

As described above, the City and LAFCo circulated the DEIR and at the close of that public review period 
compiled and reviewed the comments received on the DEIR. The City and LAFCo decided to recirculate the 
DEIR for comments received in two issue areas: new information related to the ability of local levees to protect 
the site from flooding during the 100-year flood event, and additional information relating to exposure of project 
residents to diesel emissions from Interstate 5 and State Route 70/99. Subsequent to publication of the RDEIR, the 
City and LAFCo received new information regarding the potential for a new significant and unavoidable traffic 
impact (freeway ramps). Therefore, the City and LAFCo decided to prepare a Second RDEIR to address this 
issue. 

While other comments were received from commenters on multiple environmental issues, the RDEIR and Second 
RDEIR only addressed those issues that required recirculation consistent with the requirements of 15088.5 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines. 

During the public review period of the RDEIR and Second RDEIR additional comments on the environmental 
analysis were received. The City reviewed these comments and determined that they did not raise significant new 
information, as defined by Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, so no further recirculation of the EIR 
is required. 

Comments from agencies and the public address the content of the DEIR, RDEIR, and Second RDEIR. Many 
comments on the RDEIR and Second RDEIR repeated or expanded upon topics that were previously submitted in 
comments on the DEIR. The purpose of this document is to provide written responses to all significant 
environmental issues raised in comments on the DEIR, REDIR, and Second RDEIR, consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. The responses rely on information from the whole of the 
environmental record, as applicable to the comment topic. In other words, responses take into account information 
contained in the DEIR, RDEIR, and Second RDEIR, along with clarifying or elaborating information added to 
this response to comment document. 

1.4 MASTER RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Because some topics were raised in multiple comments, this document contains three “master” responses. 
The master responses include comments related to the current state of flood protection in the Natomas Area, the 
reasons for recirculating the traffic and circulation section of the DEIR, and a discussion of the requirements of 
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CEQA when there is a disagreement among experts. The master responses are presented in Chapter 3 of this 
document. The intent of a master response is to provide a comprehensive response to an issue or set of interrelated 
issues, so that all aspects of the issue can be addressed in a coordinated, organized manner in one location. When 
an individual comment raises an issue discussed in a master response, the response to the individual comment 
includes a cross-reference to that appropriate master response. 

1.5 PROJECT DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

This document was made available to the public on the City’s and LAFCo’s websites upon completion and 
distribution to the LAFCo Commission, City Planning Commission, and the City Council, public agencies that 
commented on the DEIR, RDEIR or Second RDEIR. A notice of the availability of the document was distributed 
to members of the public that commented on the DEIR, RDEIR, and/or Second RDEIR. As required by Section 
15088(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City and LAFCo are providing public agencies who commented on 
the DEIR, RDEIR, and/or Second RDEIR at least 10 days to review proposed responses prior to the date for 
consideration of the FEIR for certification. 

At a scheduled public hearing following this 10-day review period, the LAFCo Commission will have the first 
action to consider the adequacy of the FEIR and the merits of the project as it relates to the SOI expansion and 
municipal services review. If the LAFCo Commission certifies the FEIR, it will make certain findings, including 
that the FEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; the Commission has reviewed and considered the 
information in the FEIR; and the FEIR reflects LAFCo’s independent judgment and analysis. After certification 
of the FEIR by LAFCo, the Commission with then consider the merits of the project as it relates to issues of 
growth projections, rate of buildout, municipal service provision, and open space and prime agricultural 
resources. 

Subsequent to the LAFCo Commission taking action on the Sphere of Influence and EIR, and if a favorable 
recommendation is made, the City Planning Commission will consider what recommendations to make to the City 
Council regarding the adequacy of FEIR for pre-zoning, amendment of the NNCP boundaries, and land use 
entitlements (e.g., general plan amendments, maps, and finance plan). The City Council will then decide whether 
to certify that the FEIR as being adequate under CEQA and will consider the merits of the project. If the City 
Council certifies the FEIR, it will make certain findings, including that the FEIR has been completed in 
compliance with CEQA; the City Council has reviewed and considered the information in the FEIR; and the FEIR 
reflects the City’s independent judgment and analysis. After certification, the City Council may consider whether 
to approve the proposed project, approve it with conditions, or deny the project, in accordance with Section 15092 
of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

If a favorable recommendation is made by the City Council, the project would return to the LAFCo Commission 
for review of the proposed reorganization (annexation and detachment) of the project site to the City, CSD-1, and 
SRCSD.    

If the City Council and LAFCo decide to approve the SOI expansion, proposed project, and reorganization, they 
must each adopt findings in accordance with Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines. For each significant 
effect identified in the FEIR, these findings will describe whether it can be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
through feasible alternatives or imposition of feasible mitigation measures and if not, why there are no feasible 
mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. If in approving the 
proposed project, the City and LAFCo adopts mitigation measures to reduce significant effects, they will adopt a 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP), as required by Section 15097 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. This MMRP describes how each of the mitigation measures will be implemented and provides a 
mechanism for monitoring and/or reporting on their implementation. 

If the City and LAFCo approve the project with significant effects on the environment that cannot be feasibly 
avoided or reduced to less-than-significant levels, they must also adopt a statement of overriding considerations 
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that, in accordance with Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines, explains the benefits that outweigh the 
unavoidable significant environmental effects. 

The lead agencies would, upon taking an approval action, file a Notice of Determination (NOD) with the County 
Clerk and the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), as directed by Section 15094 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines.  

1.6 SUMMARY OF LAFCO ISSUES OF INTEREST AND LEVEL OF IMPACT 

As a co-lead agency for the project, LAFCo is responsible for considering the proposed City of Sacramento 
Sphere of Influence Amendment (SOIA) for the project site and the SOIA for Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District (SRCSD) and CSD-1.  LAFCo is also the responsible agency for consideration of the 
reorganization (annexation to the City of Sacramento, SRCSD, CSD-1and related detachments) proposed for the 
project site. 

The Cortese-Knox Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act (Act) of 2000 (Government Code section 
56000, et seq.) charges LAFCo with ensuring the timely and orderly formation of local government agencies and 
boundaries, preserving prime agricultural and open space resources, and discouraging urban sprawl.  Pursuant to 
the Act, LAFCo is responsible for reviewing logical and timely changes in local government boundaries, 
including reorganizations such as the proposed Greenbriar SOIA and Annexation.  On November 1, 2005, the 
City and LAFCo entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) by which the two entities agreed to 
have a single EIR prepared to evaluate the environmental consequences of the proposed development.  Under this 
MOU, the City and LAFCo established themselves as Co-Lead Agencies for the EIR and defined their respective 
roles and responsibilities relating to the oversight and management of the EIR to ensure that it would adequately 
address the environmental issues to be reviewed by both LAFCo and the City.   

Under the Act, an essential tool for ensuring orderly growth is the annexation of land within an adopted SOI.  The 
SOI is a policy tool used to provide guidance for consideration of annexation proposals and is intended to 
encourage efficient provision of municipal services and discourage duplication of service delivery.  Land must be 
within a city’s SOI to be annexed.  The project site is located adjacent to the City of Sacramento’s SOI on the 
south and east and the project applicant is requesting an amendment of the City’s SOI to incorporate the project 
site.  The SOI expansion and annexation request would be considered by LAFCo in a 2-step process: first, 
consideration of the SOIA amendment; second, if the SOIA is approved, consideration of reorganization for the 
project. 

As a co-lead agency under CEQA, LAFCo must ensure that the environmental document prepared for the project 
adequately addresses LAFCo matters.  As stated above, LAFCos were created to oversee local agency changes of 
organization and are authorized by the Act to consider preservation of open space and agricultural land, as well as 
the efficient provision of services in making their determinations regarding changes of organization.  While 
LAFCo has the power to impose conditions on changes of organization, they may only act within the parameters 
of the powers granted by statute.  (Timberidge Enterprises, Inc. v. City of Santa Rosa (1978) 86 Cal. App. 3d 873, 
884; City of Ceres v. City of Modesto (1969) 274 Cal.App.2d 545, 550.)   LAFCo may approve, disapprove, or 
approve with conditions an SOI or an annexation.  (Gov. Code, §§ 56375(a), 56427.)  However, no condition may 
directly regulate land use.  (Gov. Code, § 56375.)  LAFCo may reduce boundaries to lessen an impact, or may 
require the agency with land use authority to implement a mitigation measure to reduce an impact.  As a 
consequence, LAFCo conditions are typically general in nature, leaving the means of implementation to the land 
use governing body, in this case, the City.  Because the Greenbriar EIR involves many discretionary acts, some of 
which are LAFCo acts and some of which are City acts, the EIR proposed mitigation measures have been 
identified as either City measures or LAFCo measures.   

Based on its review of the project and EIR, LAFCo will make specific findings of fact and may adopt mitigation 
measures accordingly. Where an impact is within the City’s exclusive jurisdiction, in accordance with CEQA 
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Guidelines section 15091, subdivision (a)(2), LAFCo’s findings will state that review of the impacts is within the 
jurisdiction of another public agency and any necessary mitigation measures have been, or will be, adopted by 
that agency.  Such measures may be a condition of annexation.  The following charts summarize the impacts for 
which both the City and LAFCo are responsible for adopting and implementing mitigation measures, and the 
impacts within the City’s exclusive jurisdiction:  

Environmental Issue City LAFCo 
Utilities Responsible to adopt and implement 

measure  
Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure prior to annexation  

Public Services Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure  

Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure prior to annexation  

Parks and Open Space Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure  

Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure prior to annexation  

Agriculture Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure  

Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure prior to annexation  

Alternatives Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure  

Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure  

Transportation and Circulation Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure  

May require City to adopt  mitigation 
measure  prior to annexation 

Air Quality Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure  

May require City to adopt  mitigation 
measure prior to annexation 

Noise Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure  

May require City to adopt a mitigation 
measure prior to annexation 

Aesthetics Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure  

May require City to adopt a mitigation 
measure prior to annexation 

Public Health and Hazards Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure  

May require City to adopt a mitigation 
measure prior to annexation 

Geology and Soils Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure  

May require City to adopt a mitigation 
measure prior to annexation 

Hydrology, Drainage, and Water 
Quality 

Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure  

May require City to adopt a mitigation 
measure prior to annexation 

Biological Resources Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure  

May require City to adopt a mitigation 
measure prior to annexation 

Cultural Resources Responsible to adopt and implement 
measure  

May require City to adopt a mitigation 
measure prior to annexation 

 

A summary of the EIR analysis of the impacts is included below.   

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

UTILITIES 

The LAFCo Policies, Procedures, and Guidelines document includes the following standards related to the 
provision of urban services to annexed areas. 
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► The annexation must be consistent with the applicable Master Service Elements (Municipal Service Review). 
An annexation … shall be approved only if the services element of the Spheres of Influence Plan of the 
affected agency or agencies demonstrates that adequate services will be provided within the time frame 
needed by the inhabitants of the annexed … area. Proposed annexations for land areas that lie outside of the 
current and next five-year increments of projected service delivery in the services element are presumed not 
to comply with this standard unless the applicant clearly establishes that special and unique circumstances 
exist which ensure the provision of quality services during the applicable time frame for the affected area 
consistent with the other standards. (Section I, Standard Number 4) 

► The annexation must provide the lowest cost and highest quality of urban services for the affected population. 
LAFCo will approve an annexation … only if the Commission determines that the annexing agency possesses 
the capability to provide the most efficient delivery of applicable urban services for the affected population. 
(Section I, Standard Number 5) 

Increased Demand for Water Supply and Facilities.  Water demands for the project would be met by the City 
of Sacramento through existing water supply entitlements available from the American River, Sacramento River, 
and the City’s local groundwater well system. The City has sufficient water supplies to meet their existing and 
projected future demands, in addition to the proposed project, through 2030 under all water year types (e.g., 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years). Further, other than construction of the necessary infrastructure to 
connect the project site to the City’s existing water system, no additional water supply facilities would be needed 
to serve the project. Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact related to water supply.  No 
mitigation is required. 

Increased Demand for Water Conveyance. Water supply infrastructure is not currently available on the project 
site; therefore, water line extensions would be required to deliver water to the project site. Proposed water supply 
facilities would be sized to accommodate the project’s water distribution and fire flow needs. Further, sufficient 
capacity is available within the city’s off-site water distribution facilities to serve the project site. For these 
reasons, the provision of water to the project would result in less-than-significant water conveyance impacts.  No 
mitigation is required 

Increased Demand for Wastewater Collection and Conveyance. Sufficient capacity within the Sacramento 
Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) interceptor system would be available to accommodate the 
project’s wastewater demand. This would be a less-than-significant impact.  No mitigation is required. 

Environmental Impacts Associated with SRWTP Expansion. The Sacramento Regional Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (SRWTP) would provide wastewater treatment services for the project. The SRWTP is currently 
undergoing expansion to accommodate wastewater treatment demands for future growth and development. As a 
result, the project would contribute to the need to expand the SRWTP. According to the EIR prepared for the 
SRWTP 2020 Master Plan Expansion, construction and operation of facility improvements could contribute to 
significant and unavoidable impacts related to construction-related air quality. Because the project would 
contribute to the need for expanding the SRWTP, and would contribute to the impacts assessed in the EIR for the 
SRWTP 2020 Master Plan Expansion, this would be a significant impact to wastewater facilities.  The Draft EIR 
includes Mitigation Measure 6.4-4 (City of Sacramento), which states that the environmental impacts of 
expanding the SRWTP were appropriately evaluated in the EIR for the SRWTP 2020 Master Plan Expansion 
Project. All available mitigation was recommended to reduce the environmental impacts of this project where 
feasible. However, the EIR concluded that even with recommended mitigation, the project would result in a 
significant and unavoidable impact related to construction-related air quality.  Because all feasible mitigation has 
been recommended to reduce potentially significant impacts associated with the SRWTP expansion and no other 
feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Increased Demand for Storm Drainage. The project would increase the volume of stormwater generated at the 
project site. However, Reclamation District 1000’s (RD 1000) plant #3 does not have sufficient pumping capacity 
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to pump stormwater generated from the project site. Therefore, development of the project would result in 
significant impact related to storm drainage. The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 6.4-5 (City of 
Sacramento and LAFCo), which requires the project applicant to fully fund the installation of a new pump that 
would increase pumping capacity at the RD 1000’s plant #3 by 75 cubic feet per second.  The Draft EIR 
concludes that, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.4-5, pumping capacity at RD 1000 plant #3 would 
be increased to sufficiently pump stormwater generated on the project site. Therefore, this storm drainage impact 
would be reduced to less than significant. 

Increased Demand for Electric and Natural Gas Services. The project area would be supplied with energy 
services by Pacific Gas &Electric (PG&E) (i.e., natural gas) and Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) 
(i.e., electricity). Energy services are currently being provided adjacent to the project site to the east and south and 
extension of these services to the site would not cause any physical disturbances beyond that already anticipated 
at the project site. For these reasons, the provision of energy services to the project site would result in less-than-
significant impacts.  No mitigation is required. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

The LAFCo Policies, Procedures, and Guidelines document includes the following standards related to the 
provision of urban services to annexed areas. 

► The annexation must be consistent with the applicable Master Service Elements. An annexation … shall be 
approved only if the services element of the Spheres of Influence Plan of the affected agency or agencies 
demonstrates that adequate services will be provided within the time frame needed by the inhabitants of the 
annexed … area. Proposed annexations for land areas that lie outside of the current and next five-year 
increments of projected service delivery in the services element are presumed not to comply with this 
standard unless the applicant clearly establishes that special and unique circumstances exist which ensure the 
provision of quality services during the applicable time frame for the affected area consistent with the other 
standards. (Section I, Standard Number 4) 

► The annexation must provide the lowest cost and highest quality of urban services for the affected population. 
LAFCo will approve an annexation … only if the Commission determines that the annexing agency possesses 
the capability to provide the most efficient delivery of applicable urban services for the affected population. 
(Section I, Standard Number 5) A variety of public services would be provided to the project site by the City 
and other local/regional service agencies including the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District 
(wastewater), City of Sacramento (water, parks and recreation, fire and police), Reclamation District Number 
1000 (RD 1000) (stormwater), Rio Linda Union School District and Grant Joint Union High School District 
(schools), Sacramento Police Department, and Sacramento Fire Department.  The project site lies within the 
service area of these service providers with the exception of the SRCSD and Sacramento Police Department. 
The project site is adjacent to and east of the SRCSD’s SOI. As such, before SRCSD can provide service to 
the project site, the project would require approval from LAFCo for the amendment of SRCSD’s SOI to 
include the project site. The City would be responsible for providing law enforcement services after 
annexation of the project site into the city.   

Increased Demand for Fire and Emergency Medical Services. Although Sacramento Fire Department (SFD) is 
planning to construct a new fire station near the project site and with this facility SFD would provide services to 
the project site within acceptable standards, the timing of the construction of this facility is currently unknown. 
Because it is unknown whether adequate fire protection facilities would be in place at the time the first occupancy 
permit is issued, the project could result in residents living in an area where inadequate fire and emergency 
response services are provided. This would be a potentially significant impact.  Mitigation Measure 6.5-1 (City 
of Sacramento and LAFCo) requires the project applicant to coordinate with the City of Sacramento to determine 
the timing of construction of a new fire station and enter into an agreement with SFD to ensure that adequate fire 
protection services would be in place before the issuance of the project’s first occupancy permit. Potential options 
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for adequate services could include construction of a new fire station or an agreement for temporary dedicated 
services to serve the project site.  Further, the project’s Finance Plan must identify necessary public facility 
improvements to serve the project, 100% of the costs required, and all the project’s fair-share costs associated 
with provision of these facilities and services. The project applicant must pay into a fee program, as established 
by the Greenbriar Finance Plan, which identifies the funding necessary to construct needed public facilities (e.g., 
police, fire, water, wastewater, library, and schools).  While the mitigation proposed could result in construction-
related impacts, with implementation of the above mitigation, the project’s impact to fire services would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Increased Demand for Law Enforcement Services. Although the project would increase demand for police 
personnel, the Sacramento Police Department (SPD) has indicated that it could serve the project site, without the 
need to construct any new law enforcement facilities (McCray, pers. comm., 2005). Therefore, the project would 
have a less-than-significant impact on police services.  No mitigation measures are necessary. 

Increased Demand for Solid Waste Disposal Services.  Because existing solid waste facilities would have 
adequate capacity to serve the project into the foreseeable future, additional solid waste facilities would not be 
required. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on solid waste services.  No mitigation 
is required 

Increased Demand for School Services. School facilities currently serving the Natomas area, including the 
proposed elementary school site at the project site, would provide adequate school services for the project. No 
additional facilities would be required. In addition, the project applicant would be required to pay development 
impact fees to Grant Union and Rio Linda Union school districts equal to $2.24 per square foot for residential 
development and $0.36 per square foot for commercial development. (Pollock, pers. comm., 2005) Payment of 
the development impact fees would provide the maximum legally required level of funding under State law, and 
would fully mitigate project-related school impacts. As a result, the project would result in less-than-significant 
impacts to school services.  No mitigation is required. 

Increased Demand for Library Services. The existing library located at 2500 New Market Drive would provide 
library services to the project. In addition, a new library is planned to be built next to Inderkum High School when 
funding is available. The project applicant would pay into a fee program that would contribute to the funding of 
this facility. No additional library facilities would be required to serve the project. Therefore, no impacts related 
to library services would occur.  No mitigation is required. 

PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 

The Policies, Standards, and Procedures document (Sacramento LAFCo 1993) include standards regarding the 
Sacramento LAFCo’s powers to conserve agricultural land. LAFCo will approve a proposed change of 
organization or reorganization (such as an annexation) that will result in the conversion to other uses of prime 
agricultural land in open space use only if it finds that the proposal will lead to the “planned, orderly, and 
efficient” development of an area. To be considered planned, orderly, and efficient, the proposal must meet the 
following criteria: 

► The land to be reorganized must be contiguous to lands developed with an urban use or lands that have 
received all discretionary approvals for urban development. 

► The proposed development must be consistent with the applicable jurisdiction’s Spheres of Influence Plan, 
including the Master Services Element. 

► Development of all or a substantial portion of the land in question is likely to occur within 5 years. 
Annexation should be phased if the development is very large. 
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► Insufficient vacant nonprime lands exist within the applicable Spheres of Influence that are planned, 
accessible, and developable for the same general type of use. 

► The proposal will have no significant adverse effect on the physical and economic integrity of other 
agricultural lands. In determining whether there will be a significant adverse effect, LAFCo will consider the 
agricultural significance and use of the land in question, as well as adjacent areas; potential for public 
facilities associated with the proposal to facilitate the conversion of adjacent or nearby agricultural land; 
natural or artificial barriers between adjacent agricultural land and the proposed development; and applicable 
policies regarding open space, land use, and growth management. 

Increased Demand for City Neighborhood and Community Parks. A prescribed formula in the City’s Quimby 
Act land dedication ordinance is used to determine how much parkland must be provided by proposed 
developments to meet demand generated by new residents. Based on application of this formula, residential 
development under the proposed project would require 48.2 net acres of parks. The proposed project would 
provide approximately 48.4 net acres of neighborhood and community parks. Therefore, the proposed project 
would provide sufficient parkland to meet the City’s standards for parkland dedication, and thus would provide 
sufficient park facilities to meet demand. This impact would be less than significant.  No mitigation is required. 

Substantial Loss of Open Space Resources. The proposed project would result in the conversion of 
approximately 577 acres of agricultural land to nonagricultural use in an area that already is experiencing 
substantial development and loss of open space. The conversion of agricultural land to urban development would 
result in the permanent loss of open space resources. This impact would be significant.  The Draft EIR includes 
Mitigation Measure 6.6-2 (City of Sacramento and LAFCo), which requires that, consistent with the principles 
of the City/County Joint Vision Plan, the project applicant will coordinate with the City to identify appropriate 
lands to be set aside in a permanent conservation easements at a ratio of one open space acre converted to urban 
land uses to one-half open space acre preserved and at a ratio of one habitat acre converted to urban land uses to 
one-half habitat acre preserved. The total acres of land conserved will be based on final site maps indicating the 
total on-site open space and habitat converted. Conserved open space and habitat areas could include areas on the 
project site, lands secured for permanent habitat enhancement (e.g., giant garter snake, Swainson’s hawk habitat), 
or additional land identified by the applicant in consultation with the City. All conserved open space and habitat 
land must be located in the North Natomas Joint Vision area. Should the City and County change adopted 
mitigation ratios before issuance of any grading permits, the project applicant shall comply with the revised 
policy.  Further, the City must implement mitigation measure 6.6-2 prior to annexation. 

Implementation of mitigation requiring preservation of open space and habitat land would substantially lessen 
significant impacts associated with the conversion of open space on the project site because conservation 
easements would assist the public and private sectors in protecting other open space from the pressures of 
development. However, preservation of existing open space resources would only partially offset conversions of 
open space associated with project impacts; no new open space would be made available.  For these reasons, and 
because no other feasible mitigation is available to reduce the impact associated with loss of open space in North 
Natomas, the project’s impacts to open space resources would remain significant and unavoidable after 
mitigation. 

AGRICULTURE 

LAFCo has adopted policies and standards related to agricultural land conversion. The following policies and 
standards are applicable to the project. The project’s consistency with these policies and standards are evaluated 
in Chapter 5.0, “Project Consistency with Plans and Policies.” 

► LAFCo will approve a change of organization or reorganization that will result in the conversion of prime 
agricultural land in open space use to other uses only if the Commission finds that the proposal will lead to 



Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR  EDAW 
City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo 1-11 Introduction 

the planned, orderly, and efficient development of an area. For purposes of this standard, a proposal leads to 
the planned, orderly, and efficient development of an area only if all of the following criteria are met: 

• The land subject to the change of organization or reorganization is contiguous to either lands developed 
within an urban use or lands that have received all discretionary approvals for urban development. 

• The proposed development of the subject lands is consistent with the Spheres of Influence Plan, including 
the Master Services Element of the affected agency or agencies. 

• Development of all or a substantial portion of the subject land is likely to occur within 5 years. In the case 
of very large developments, annexation should be phased wherever feasible. If the Commission finds 
phasing infeasible for specific reasons, it may approve annexation if all or a substantial portion of the 
subject land is likely to develop within a reasonable period of time. 

• Insufficient vacant nonprime lands exist within the applicable Spheres of Influence that are planned, 
accessible, and developable for the same general type of use. 

• The proposal will have no significant adverse effect on the physical and economic integrity of other 
agricultural lands. In making this determination, LAFCo will consider the following factors: (1) the 
agricultural significance of the subject and adjacent areas relative to other agricultural lands in the region; 
(2) the use of the subject and adjacent areas; (3) whether public facilities related to the proposal would be 
sized or situated so as to facilitate the conversion of adjacent or nearby agricultural land, or will be 
extended through or adjacent to, any other agricultural lands that lie between the project site and existing 
facilities; (4) whether natural or human-made barriers serve to buffer adjacent or nearby agricultural land 
from the effects of the proposed development; (5) applicable provisions of the General Plan open space 
and land use elements, applicable growth-management policies, or other statutory provisions designated 
to protect agriculture (LAFCo Standards, pgs. IV-5 and IV-6). 

Conversion of Important Farmlands. The project would result in the conversion of 518 acres of important 
farmlands to urban land uses. Conversion of important farmland to nonagricultural use would be a significant 
impact.  The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 6.11-1(City of Sacramento, LAFCo), which requires the 
project applicant to implement Mitigation Measure 6.6-2 described above prior to annexation.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.11-1 would substantially lessen significant impacts associated with the 
conversion of farmland on the project site because LAFCo would only approve the conversion of agricultural land 
where it is consistent with its conservation policies. Further, the project would conserve open space and habitat 
lands some of which would be used for agricultural practices at a ratio consistent with the mitigation ratio 
identified in the City/County Joint Vision Plan MOU. Prior to annexation LAFCo will require that the City and 
County reach agreement on the open space mitigation lands for the Greenbriar project.  However, because the 
conservation easements are purchased for land exhibiting benefits to wildlife, including a combination of habitat, 
open space, and agricultural lands, the mitigation would not be applied exclusively to agricultural lands. 
Therefore, this mitigation would only partially offset conversions of farmland associated with the project impacts. 
In addition, no new farmland would be made available, and the productivity of existing farmland would not be 
improved as a result of the habitat conservation plan (HCP) mitigation. . Therefore, full compensation for losses 
of farmland would not be achieved. Impact 6.11-1 would remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation. 

In addition to Mitigation Measure 6.11-1, Mitigation Measure 6.12-1 requires the project applicant to dedicate 
land to the Natomas Basin Conservancy (NBC) to mitigate for impacts to biological resources.  The NBC serves 
as plan operator for the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) and acquires and manages habitat 
land for the benefit of the 22 special-status species covered under the NBHCP, including Swainson’s Hawk and 
giant garter snake.  Habitat for these species includes agricultural land in rice production.  
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The project applicant will dedicate the Spangler property, which is located in northern Sacramento County along 
the Sutter County line, northeast of the Sacramento Airport and west of SR 70/99.  The site is currently in 
irrigated rice and is surrounded by agriculture (primarily rice) on all sides.  The North Natomas 130 site, which is 
adjacent to the NBC’s Cummings preserve to the south, Fisherman’s Lake to the east, rice land to the north, and 
the Sacramento River to the west, will also be dedicated to the NBC. 

One of the NBC’s key conservation strategies is to maintain at least 50% of its mitigation lands in rice production.  
Typically, the NBC puts up to 75% of the mitigation land in rice production and 25% as managed marsh.  A 
majority of the lands that the project applicant is dedicating to the NBC for habitat management will therefore 
remain in agricultural use.  While not included as a mitigation measure for impacts associated with the loss of 
agricultural land, this mitigation measure (Biological Resources Mitigation Measure 6.12-1) will keep additional 
lands in agricultural use.  

Conflict with Agricultural Zoning and Williamson Act Contracts. The project site is currently not under a 
Williamson Act contract but the project site is currently zoned for agricultural land uses. The project would 
rezone the site from an agriculture designation to residential, commercial, and open space designations. Therefore, 
development of the project site as proposed would not result in any conflicts with Williamson Act contracts or 
agricultural zoning designations and no impacts would result.  No mitigation is required. 

Conflict with Off-site Agricultural Operations. The project site is located adjacent to agricultural operations to 
the north and development of the project could result in conflicts between adjacent agricultural activities and 
proposed residential land uses, which could lead to the abandonment of agricultural operations on lands to the 
north of the project site and could potentially result in the ultimate conversion of this land to non-agricultural land 
uses. This would be considered a significant impact.  As noted in response to comment R9-30, the DEIR does not 
address potential conflicts between agricultural uses on the lands south of I-5 and proposed residential uses 
because of the relative separation between the two. The project’s southern-most residential neighborhood is 
separated by: 1) a planned on-site freeway buffer; 2) the entirety of the Caltrans I-5 right-of-way; and 3) the 
entirety of the County of Sacramento Bayou Way right-of-way.  The approximate distance of the closest planned 
residential unit to the agricultural lands south of I-5 is 500+ feet, and because of this separation – including an 
interstate freeway – potential conflicts do not require exhaustive analysis. 

To mitigate for impacts associated with agricultural operations to the north, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation 
Measure 6.11-3, which requires the project applicant to notify all prospective residents and tenants located within 
500 feet of existing agricultural uses north of Elkhorn Boulevard of the types of existing agricultural operations 
that could occur within close proximity of their homes or businesses. Notification provided to residents and 
tenants must include information on the types of land use conflicts that could occur (e.g., noise, dust) and the 
appropriate means by which to address these conflicts. The City shall approve the content of this notification and 
this notification shall be included in all residential deed and tenant agreements at the time of sale or lease. 

Implementation of this mitigation measure would notify prospective residents of potential land use conflicts 
associated with agricultural activities that occur north of the project site; however, it would not remove or 
substantially reduce potential conflicts. Other than precluding development adjacent to agricultural lands, no other 
feasible mitigation is available to eliminate potential urban/agricultural land use conflicts. Further, because of the 
developing nature of the City and the fact that current plans for development to the north of the project site (e.g., 
North Natomas Joint Vision Plan) are under contemplation by the City, it is unknown whether lands to the north 
would remain in agricultural production indefinitely. It is reasonable to anticipate that these lands would likely 
convert to urban development within the next 10 to 20 years. As such, it would not be reasonable for the City for 
preclude development near these agricultural lands unless it knew that development would not occur. For these 
reasons, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

No Project Alternative.  The No Project Alternative assumes that development would not occur and the project 
site would remain designated for agricultural use.  The No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 
designated land uses for the project site, but would not meet any of the project objectives. 

Off-Site Alternative.  This alternative has been rejected as infeasible because land suitable for development is 
not available. Importantly, there is no other land available off-site along the proposed Downtown-Natomas-
Airport (DNA) rail line.  The project objective of providing development and land for construction of a light rail 
stop along the proposed DNA line with densities to support feasibility of the line is key to both Regional Transit 
and SACOG support of the proposed project.  Much of the available land in the North Natomas area is tied up by 
other landowners interested in development and none of the undeveloped low or medium density residential or 
residential/mixed use properties within the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP) area are currently owned by 
the project applicant.  Nonetheless, the Draft EIR includes a comparative analysis to describe the environmental 
effects assuming such an alternative were feasible.  A key issue with this Alternative is that, if development of the 
project were to occur within the boundaries of the NNCP, it would displace development that would otherwise 
occur within those boundaries.  The Draft EIR assumes, therefore, that the overall development of the NNCP 
would be the same, that is, development of the project would replace a similar level of development already 
planned within the NNCP and the Greenbriar site would not developed.  Therefore, overall development 
(considering the NNCP and Greenbriar) would be less under this Alternative than under the proposed project if 
this Alternative were feasible.   

Dispersed Development Alternative.  Among the findings to be considered in deliberations over the project, 
LAFCo will need to determine whether the expansion of the City’s SOI will be needed to provide adequate 
housing within its jurisdiction to meet projected housing demands.  There are several properties designated for 
residential land uses within the City that are either undeveloped or underutilized such that they could be 
developed (or redeveloped) with new residential land uses that could help the City meets its long-term housing 
demands.  The purpose of this Alternative is to consider whether existing properties within the City’s SOI could 
support the project’s proposed land uses, while at the same time eliminating some of the project’s significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts.  Therefore, this alternative evaluates the comparative impacts of distributing 
the project’s proposed housing units and commercial land uses in multiple locations on vacant or underdeveloped 
properties throughout the City’s corporate limits and SOI boundary.  Importantly, this Alternative would not 
include development along the proposed Downtown-Natomas-Airport rail line.  As stated above, the project 
objective of providing development and land for construction of a light rail stop along the proposed DNA line 
with densities to support feasibility of the line is key to both Regional Transit and SACOG support of the 
proposed project. 

Reduced Size Alternative.  The Reduced Size Alternative is designed to reduce the development footprint of the 
project to avoid one or more of the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. The project would result in 
significant impacts in the areas of conversion of prime farmland and open space, visual character of the project 
site, transportation impacts on local roadways and intersections, operational air emissions, and noise. This 
alternative would constrain development at the project site to a development level that may be financially 
infeasible to implement but would achieve most if not all of the project’s objectives. Development of this 
alternative would be approximately 80% of proposed project levels (20% reduction in proposed development at 
the site). Therefore, this alternative would result in the development of 2,995 residential units and approximately 
25 acres of commercial development. The remainder of the site would be undeveloped and would continue in its 
existing state. To reduce potential impacts to agricultural resources, sensitive biological species and habitats, and 
to minimize the development area that falls within the Sacramento International Airport’s safety zone, 
development of this alternative would need to be concentrated in the eastern portion of the project site. However, 
mobile source air emissions and noise impacts from I-5 and SR 70/99 result in the need to locate sensitive 
receptors including the elementary school at a greater distance from these sources. Therefore, this alternative 
would need to be designed in such a way as to provide a buffer on the eastern and southern boundaries of the site. 
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In general, this alternative would consist of a development project that would concentrate land uses in the north 
central portion of the site. An approximate 200–400 foot-wide buffer/open space/fallowed land area would be 
provided on the western, eastern, and southern boundaries of the project site. 

Comparison of Impacts of Alternatives in Relation to Project 

Issue Area No Project  Off-Site Dispersed Development Reduced Size 
Utilities Less Less Less Similar 

Public Services Less Less Less Similar 

Parks and Open Space Less Less Less Similar 

Agriculture Less Less Less Less 
 

To further reduce the project impacts, LAFCo may also require that the City adopt the mitigation measures 
proposed in the EIR, or other feasible alternatives, prior to annexation.  These mitigation measures include:    

Transportation & Circulation 

► Impacts to Study Intersections: Mitigation Measures 6.1-1a through 6.1-1  (DEIR, p. 6.1-50 to 6.1-58.) 

► Impacts to Study Area Roadway Segments: Mitigation Measures 6.1-2a through 6.1-2c  (DEIR, p. 6.1-58 
to 6.1-59) 

► Cumulative Traffic Impacts to Study Area Intersections:  Mitigation Measures 6.1-5b, 5c, 5d, and 5g  
(DEIR, p. 6.1-67 to 6.1-72) 

► Cumulative Impacts to Study Area Roadway Segments: Mitigation Measures 6.1-1a through 6.1-1i  
(DEIR, p. 6.1-72 to 6.1-74)  

► Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation Impacts:  Mitigation Measure 6.1-9 (DEIR, p. 6.1-83 to 6.1-84) 

► Demand for Public Transportation:  Mitigation Measure 6.1-10  (DEIR, p. 6.1-84) 

► Construction-Related Impacts:  Mitigation Measure 6.1-11  (DEIR, p. 6.1-85 to 6.1-86) 

► Conformity with City Parking Requirements:  Mitigation Measure 6.1-12 (DEIR, p. 6.1-86 to 6.1-87) 

► Project Site Access Impacts:  Mitigation Measure 6.1-13  (DEIR, p. 6.1-87 to 6.1-88)   

► Impacts to Internal Circulation:  Mitigation Measure 6.1-14  (DEIR, p. 6.1-88 to 6.1-90) 

► Impacts to Emergency Vehicle Access:  Mitigation Measure 6.1-15  (DEIR, p. 6.1-90) 

► Cumulative Freeway Mainline Segment Impacts:  Mitigation Measures 6.1-8a, 8b, and 8c (DEIR, p. 6.1-
80 to 6.1-82) 

► Cumulative Impacts to Study Area Freeway Ramps: Mitigation Measures 6.1-7a, 7b, 7c, 7d, and 7e  
(RDEIR(2), p. 6.1-79.) 

► Cumulative Impacts to Study Area Roadway Segments.  Mitigation Measures 6.1-6a and 6b,  (DEIR, p. 
6.1-72 to 6.1-74)  (DEIR, p. 6.1-74)   
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Air Quality 

► Exposure to Odor Emissions.  Mitigation Measure 6.2-5  (DEIR, p. 6.2-29 to 6.2-30) 

Noise 

► Short-term Construction Noise. Mitigation Measure 6.3-1  (DEIR, p. 6.3-21 to 6.3-22) 

► Land Use Compatibility of Proposed Residential and School Uses with On-site Daily and Hourly 
Average (Ldn/CNEL and Leq) Noise Levels.  Mitigation Measure 6.3-4 (DEIR, p. 6.3-26 to 6.3-39) 

► Land Use Compatibility of Proposed Residences and School with On-site Aircraft SENL Noise Levels.  
Mitigation Measure 6.3-5 (DEIR, p. 6.3-39 to 6.3-42) 

► Exposure of sensitive receptors or generation of excessive vibration levels. Mitigation Measure 6.3-6  
(DEIR, p. 6.3-43 to 6.3-44)   

Aesthetics 

► Impacts from Lighting and Reflective Surfaces.  Mitigation Measure 6.7-4 (DEIR, p. 6.7-10 to 6.7-11) 

Public Health & Hazards 

► Potential for Health Hazards from Soils Contaminated by Previously Unknown USTs or by 
Other Sources at Former Two Jakes Park Site. Mitigation measure 6.8-2  (DEIR, p. 6.8-17 to 6.8-18)  

► Potential for Airspace Safety Hazards Associated with Project Water Feature.  Mitigation 
Measure 6.8-4  (DEIR, p. 6.8-20 to 6.8-24) 

► Potential for Public Health Hazards from Mosquitoes Associated with Project Water Feature.  
Mitigation Measure 6.8-6 (DEIR, p. 6.8-24 to 6.8-26)   

Geology & Soils 

► Risks to People and Structures Caused by Seismic Hazards, Including Strong Ground Shaking 
and Liquefaction.  Mitigation Measure 6.9-1  (DEIR, p. 6.9-11 to 6.9-12)  

► Construction-Related Erosion Hazards.  Mitigation Measure 6.9-2 (DEIR, p. 6.9-13)   

► Potential for Subsidence or Compression of Unstable Soils.  Mitigation Measure 6.9-3 (DEIR, p. 
6.9-14)  

► Potential for Damage Associated with Expansive Soils. Mitigation Measure 6.9-4  (DEIR, p. 6.9-14 to 
6.9-15)  

Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality 

► Construction-related and Operational Water Quality and Erosion Impacts.   Mitigation Measure 
6.10-1 (DEIR, p. 6.10-17 to 6.10-19)  

► On-site Flooding Hazard.  Mitigation Measure 6.10-4 (RDEIR, p. 6.10-25 to 6.10-26) 
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Biological Resources 

► Effects to Giant Garter Snake.  Mitigation Measure 6.12-1 (DEIR, p. 6.12-22 to 6.12-30) 

► Effects to Swainson’s Hawk. Mitigation Measure 6.12-2 (DEIR, p. 6.12.-30 to 6.12-32) 

► Loss and Degradation of Wetlands and Waters of the United States.  Mitigation Measure 6.12-3  (DEIR, 
p. 6.12-32 to 6.12-34)   

► Disturbance or Removal of Special-status Plant Species. Mitigation Measure 6.12-4 (DEIR, p. 6.12-34 to 
6.12-35) 

► Modifications to Burrowing Owl Habitat.  Mitigation Measure 6.12-5 (DEIR, p. 6.12-35 to 6.12-36.)  

► Effects to Northwestern Pond Turtle. Mitigation Measure 6.12-6  (DEIR, p. 6.12-36 to 6.12-37)   

► Potential Loss of Loggerhead Shrike Nests.  Mitigation Measure 6.12-8 (DEIR, p. 6.12-37 to 6.12-38)  

► Potential to Conflict with the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan.  Mitigation Measures 6.12-1, 
6.12-2, 6.12-4, 6.12-5, 6.12-6, and 6.12-8 (DEIR, p. 6.12-38) 

Cultural Resources  

► Potential Impacts to Undocumented Cultural Resources.   Mitigation Measure 6.13-2 (DEIR, p. 6.13-8 to 
6.13-9) 

► Potential to Uncover Human Remains.  Mitigation Measure 6.13-3 (DEIR, p. 6.13-9 to 6.13-10)  

LAFCo may also determine that the following significant and unavoidable impacts are outweighed by the benefits 
of the Sphere Amendment due to overriding considerations: 

► Freeway Mainline Segment Impacts:  (DEIR, p. 6.1-63 to 6.1-65)   

► Cumulative Impacts to Study Area Roadway Segments.   (DEIR, p. 6.1-72 to 6.1-74)   

► Impacts to Freeway Ramps.  Mitigation Measures 6.1-3a, 3b, and 3c (DEIR, p. 6.1-60) 

► Freeway Mainline Segment Impacts.  (DEIR, p. 6.1-63 to 6.1-67) 

► Cumulative Traffic Impacts to Study Area Intersections.  (DEIR, p. 6.1-67 to 6.1-72.) 

► Cumulative Freeway Mainline Segment Impacts. (DEIR, p. 6.1-80 to 6.1-83)   

► Short Term Construction-Generated Emissions.   Mitigation Measure 6.2-1  (DEIR, p. 6.2-15 to  
6.2-19.)   

► Generation of Long-Term Operational (Regional) Emissions ROG, NOX, and PM10.  Mitigation 
Measure 6.2-2 (DEIR, p. 6.2-19 to 6.2-22.)   

► Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions.  Mitigation Measure 6.2-4 
(DEIR, p. 6.2-24 to 6.2-29.)   
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► Long-Term Operational Traffic Noise. Mitigation Measure 6.3-2 (DEIR, p. 6.3-22 to 6.3-25.)   

► Degradation of Visual Character. (DEIR, p. 6.7-9 to 6.7-10)   

► Potential for Safety Hazards from Proximity of Airport to Proposed Land Uses. (DEIR, p. 6.8-18 
to 6.8-20.)   

► On-Site Flooding Risk from Potential for Levee or Dam Failure.  (RDEIR, p. 6.10-22 to 6.10-25)   
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2 LIST OF COMMENTERS  

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

A total of 35 comment letters were received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) during the public 
review period. A list of commenters on the DEIR is found in Table 2-1. Comments were also provided by the 
public during public meetings held by the Sacramento Local Area Formation Commission.  These comments were 
summarized in the approved commission meeting minutes, which are presented as comment letters 5 through 17, 
respectively. 

A total of 9 comment letters were received on the Recirculated DEIR during the public comment period.  No 
public meetings or hearings were conducted during the recirculation review period; therefore, no oral comments 
were received on the Recirculated DEIR.  A list of commenters on the Recirculated DEIR is provided in Table 2-
2. 

A total of 4 comment letters were received on the Second Recirculated DEIR during the public comment period.  
No public meetings or hearings were conducted during the recirculation review period; therefore, no oral 
comments were received on the Second Recirculated DEIR.  A list of commenters on the Second Recirculated 
DEIR is provided in Table 2-3. 

Each letter and comment has a number/number designation assigned for cross-referencing purposes. This list 
represents all written and oral comments received during the review periods. The comment letters and responses 
to significant environmental points raised in comments on the DEIR are presented in Chapter 3.0. Comments 
submitted and responses to significant environmental points raised in comments on the Recirculated DEIR are 
presented in Chapter 4.0.    

Table 2-1 
Comment Letters Received on the DEIR 

Comment Letter Commenter Date 
1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Susan K. Moore, Field Supervisor; 

California Fish and Game, Sandra Morey, Region Manager 
9/5/2006 

2 State of California, Office of Planning and Research, Terry Roberts, 
Director 

9/5/2006 

3 California Department of Transportation, Office of Transportation 
Planning - South, Bruce De Terra, Chief 

8/31/2006 

4 California Reclamation Board, Jay Punia, General Manager 9/5/2006 

5 Department of Water Resources, Mike Mirmazaheri, Chief, Floodway 
Protection Section 

9/26/2006 

6 LAFCo Public Hearing, Thomas Reavy 8/2/2006 

7 LAFCo Public Hearing, Jim Pachl 8/2/2006 

8 LAFCo Public Hearing, Jude Lamare 8/2/2006 

9 LAFCo Public Hearing, Tom McDonagh 8/30/2006 

10 LAFCo Public Hearing, Thomas Foley 8/30/2006 

11 LAFCo Public Hearing, Joe Sullivan 8/30/2006 

12 LAFCo Public Hearing, Thomas Reavey 8/30/2006 

13 LAFCo Public Hearing, Alta Tura 8/30/2006 
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Table 2-1 
Comment Letters Received on the DEIR 

Comment Letter Commenter Date 
14 LAFCo Public Hearing, Jude Lamare 8/30/2006 

15 LAFCo Public Hearing, Tara Hansen 8/30/2006 

16 LAFCo Public Hearing, Jim Pachl 8/30/2006 

17 LAFCo Public Hearing, Rose Trabalat 8/30/2006 

18 LAFCo Public Hearing, Lin Hom 8/30/2006 

19 Sacramento County Airport System, Robert Leonard, Airports Chief 
Operating Officer 

8/30/2006 

20 Sacramento County Airport System, Monica Newhouse, Airport Noise 
Program Manager 

8/30/2006 

21 Sacramento County Airport System, Greg Rowe, Senior Environmental 
Analyst - Planning and Development 

8/29/2006 

22 County of Sacramento Department of Transportation, Matthew 
Darrow, Senior Civil Engineer 

7/24/2006 

23 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, Jeane 
Borkenhagen 

9/5/2006 

24 County Sanitation District 1, Wendy Haggard, Department of Water 
Quality Development Services 

8/18/2006 

25 Reclamation District 1000, Paul Devereaux, General Manager/District 
Engineer 

9/5/2006 

26 Sacramento Regional Transit, Taiwo Jaiyeoba, Planning Director 9/5/2006 

27 Sacramento Regional Community Services District, Wendell Kido 8/23/2006 

28 Sacramento County Taxpayers League, Joe Sullivan 09/07/2006 

29 James Pachl 9/5/2006 

30 Swainson's Hawk Technical Advisory Committee, James Estep, Chair 9/5/2006 

31 Save Our Sandhill Cranes, Tara Hansen, Board of Directors 8/8/2006 

32 Save Our Sandhill Cranes, Tara Hansen and Sean Wirth, Board of 
Directors 

9/5/2006 

33 North Natomas Community Association, Thomas Reavy 9/5/2006 

34 William Kopper, MRO Engineers 9/5/2006 

35 Bill Farley 9/5/2006 
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Table 2-2 
Comment Letters Received on the Recirculated DEIR 

Comment Letter Commenter Date 
R1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and 

Game, Susan K. Moore and Sandra Morey 
01/17/2007 

R2 State of California, Office of Planning and Research, Terry Roberts, Director 7/23/2007 

R3 California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, Sandy 
Hesnard 

12/07/2006 

R4 California Department of Transportation, Office of Transportation Planning - 
South, Bruce De Terra, Chief 

01/02/2007 

R5 County Sanitation District 1, Department of Water Quality, Development 
Services; Wendy Haggard 

12/11/2006 

R6 County of Sacramento Department of Transportation, Matthew Darrow, Senior 
Civil Engineer 

11/21/2006 

R7 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, Jeane Borkenhagen 12/29/2006 

R8 Sacramento Area Bicycle Association, Walt Seifert 12/27/2006 

R9 James Pachl 01/02/2007 

R10 Sutter County Community Services Department, Doug Libby, Senior Planner 01/02/2007 

 

Table 2-3 
Comment Letters Received on the Second Recirculated DEIR 

Comment Letter Commenter Date 
S1 State of California, Office of Planning and Research, Terry Roberts, Director 05/29/2007 

S2 California Department of Transportation, Office of Transportation Planning - 
South, Bruce De Terra, Chief 

05/25/2007 

S3 William D. Kopper 05/23/2007 

S4 County of Sacramento, Department of Transportation, Jaskamal Singh, 
Associate Transportation Engineer 

07/11/2007 
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3 MASTER RESPONSES 

The following section contains master responses to environmental comment issues raised by multiple commenters 
for three topics: flooding impacts (Master Response 1), revised traffic modeling (Master Response 2), and 
disagreement regarding the conclusions of the EIR (Master Response 3).   The intent of a master response is to 
provide a comprehensive response to an issue or set of interrelated issues raised by multiple commenters, so that 
all aspects of the issue can be addressed in a coordinated, organized manner in one location.  Where appropriate, 
responses to individual comments on these three topics are directed to the master responses. For example, if a 
comment addresses the flooding analysis addressed by a master response, the response will include the statement, 
“Please refer to Master Response 1.”  

3.1 FLOODING IMPACTS IN THE NATOMAS AREA 

Several commenters expressed concern regarding the potential flood hazard impacts for the project site in light of 
developing and new information that became available after the publication of the DEIR (July 2006).  
Specifically, commenters were concerned that 100-year flood protection would not be available for the project site 
based on new information regarding the flood-protection status of the Natomas levee system, and that the City 
and LAFCo would be approving a project that would place housing within a flood hazard area.  The response that 
follows describes the information that was publicly available at the time the DEIR was published, the new 
information that became available subsequent to its publication, the revisions that were made to the flood hazard 
evaluation as part of the Recirculated DEIR, the status of on-going flood control projects in the Natomas area, and 
the City’s process for approving projects within the Natomas area. 

3.1.1 SUMMARY OF FLOODING ANALYSIS IN DEIR 

The DEIR (July 2006) provided a comprehensive evaluation of the project’s hydrology and flooding impacts (see 
Section 4.10, “Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality”).  The DEIR was prepared based on the most current 
information publicly available at that time.  As described in the DEIR, the project is located in the North Natomas 
area of the City of Sacramento and is protected by the Natomas levee system including levees along the 
Sacramento River, American River, Natomas Cross Canal, Natomas East Main Drainage Canal, North Drainage 
Canal, and West Drainage Canal (see Exhibit 6-10 of the DEIR).  The project’s flooding impacts were evaluated 
in Impact 6.10-3 and were determined to be less than significant because the project site was not located in an 
area mapped by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as a 100-year floodplain. The DEIR did 
acknowledge that the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) had recently completed a draft report 
(Natomas Levee Evaluation Report, March 2006) that evaluated the stability and the flood protection level of the 
Natomas levee system in addition to other levee systems in the Sacramento area (see page 6.10-20 of the DEIR).  
This study concluded that certain portions of the Natomas levee system would be subject to underseepage and 
erosion hazards during a 100-year flood event; however, at the time of publication of the DEIR the draft report 
was awaiting review by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) and had not been finalized.   

Because no formal direction had been issued by SAFCA, the USACE, or DWR regarding the certification status 
and flood protection level of the Natomas levee system at the time of publication of the DEIR, the DEIR 
concluded that the project would result in a less-than-significant flooding impact because the project site was not 
located in a 100-year flood plain and thus achieved FEMA standards described above.  However, in light of 
recently available information in the Natomas Levee Evaluation Report, the applicants had agreed to provide 
mitigation in the event that the flood protection level of the Natomas levee system was changed (i.e., decertified) 
(see Mitigation Measure 6.10-3 of the DEIR).  This mitigation would require the project applicants to implement 
design measures to raise the building pad elevations of the proposed residences and businesses outside the 100-
year flood plain, as identified by FEMA, or participate in a funding mechanism to implement necessary 
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improvements to provide 100-year flood protection within the Natomas area. While no significant impact was 
identified, this mitigation measure would be in place in the event that levee decertification occurred. 

Subsequent to the publication of the DEIR, SAFCA issued its Final Natomas Levee Evaluation Report on July 14, 
2006. This report concluded that considerable improvements would be needed along the south levee of the 
Natomas Cross Canal, the east levee of the Sacramento River, and the north levee of the American River in order 
to provide the Natomas area with at least a 200-year level of protection and to redesignate the Natomas area to a 
“low” risk status.  While the purpose of the study was to address needed improvements to provide 200-year flood 
protection, the Final Natomas Levee Evaluation Report also included an evaluation of the Natomas area levees’ 
ability to withstand a 100-year flood event.  Based on the results of this study, the USACE issued a letter to 
SAFCA (dated July 20, 2006) stating it “can no longer support its original position regarding the certification of 
the levees in the Natomas area.”  While no official proceedings to decertify the Natomas area levees had occurred 
by this time, the City and LAFCo decided based on the evidence contained in the Final Natomas Levee 
Evaluation Report and USACE’s letter to SAFCA that there is evidence to suggest that the Natomas area levees 
did not meet USACE 100-year flood protection criteria.  While the original DEIR had included mitigation to 
address this outcome, it became apparent that with this evidence, a new significant environmental impact would 
result that was not previously disclosed in the DEIR.  Therefore, consistent with the requirements of Section 
21083 of the Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, the City and LAFCo proceeded with 
the recirculation of the Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality Chapter of the DEIR to acknowledge the new 
significant flood hazard impact.  On November 14, 2006 the City and LAFCo distributed the Recirculated DEIR 
for the Greenbriar Project to public agencies and the public for a 45-day review period.   

3.1.2  SUMMARY OF FLOODING ANALYSIS IN THE RECIRCULATED DEIR 

The Recirculated DEIR included a revised Section 6.10, “Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality.”  This section 
primarily addressed the new information that became available regarding the flood protection status of the 
Natomas levee system since publication of the DEIR and describes the efforts being undertaken by SAFCA to 
correct existing flood protection deficiencies.  As described in the Final Natomas Levee Evaluation Report (July 
2006), SAFCA was proceeding with evaluation of the environmental impacts associated with the Natomas Levee 
Improvement Project (NLIP).  The NLIP identifies a program of improvements that would be implemented to 
correct existing deficiencies in the flood protection system to provide a 200-year level of flood protection.  These 
improvements include raising and strengthening existing levees, controlling seepage through the banks, and 
stabilizing eroding banks. SAFCA circulated an EIR for the NLIP in November 2006.  SAFCA anticipates that 
the necessary levee improvements would be constructed within the next 2-5 years should funding become 
available (SAFCA 2007).   

Based on the new information contained in the Final Natomas Levee Evaluation Report, the City and LAFCo 
revised Impact 6.10-3 of the DEIR to address the new potentially significant flood hazard impact.  The 
Recirculated DEIR acknowledged that SAFCA is proceeding with its NLIP and that funding to support 
implementation of the improvements through State Proposition 1E, Disaster Preparedness and Flood Prevention 
Bond Act of 2006, was passed in the November 2006 election.  The DEIR acknowledged that with 
implementation of the improvements, superior flood protection (i.e., protection from 200-year storm events) 
would be provided at the Greenbriar site.  However, the site and other Natomas areas would be threatened by 
potential levee failure associated with the 100-year flood event for an interim time period, until levee 
improvements are implemented.  At the time of publication of the Recirculated DEIR, SAFCA had not formally 
established a funding program for the improvements (although an assessment district was proposed as part of the 
NLIP and evaluated in that project EIR).  Therefore, because the timing of the improvements could not be assured 
with any certainty absent the funding program, the Recirculated DEIR concluded that flood hazard impacts would 
be potentially significant.  Further, because the project would contribute to the need for levee improvements to 
provide 100-year flood protection, the project would also contribute to potentially significant construction-related 
impacts (e.g., biological and cultural resources impacts, construction-related air quality impacts, and land use 
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impacts) associated with implementation of the necessary levee improvements (see Impact 6.10-3 of the 
Recirculated DEIR). 

Revised mitigation was recommended in the Recirculated DEIR to address this new potentially significant impact, 
which required the project applicant to participate in a funding mechanism established by SAFCA for the purpose 
of implementing levee improvements that would provide no less than 100-year flood protection for the project 
site.  The Recirculated DEIR concluded that with implementation of the levee improvements planned by SAFCA 
and contributed to by the project applicant (see Mitigation Measure 6.10-3), the project’s flood hazard impacts 
would be less than significant.  However, because the timing of completion of the levee improvements could not 
be guaranteed, the impacts related to on-site flooding risks from potential levee failure would be considered a 
significant and unavoidable interim impact.  Further, the project would contribute to the need for the proposed 
levee improvements and the potentially significant construction-related impacts associated with their 
implementation.  While SAFCA would implement mitigation to reduce the environmental impacts associated with 
these improvements, it is unknown whether these impacts can be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  
Therefore, the project would result in a considerable contribution to the potentially significant and unavoidable 
impacts associated with construction of the levee improvement that would provide a minimum of 100-year flood 
protection. 

3.1.3 STATUS OF ONGOING FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS IN THE NATOMAS AREA 

Since publication of the Recirculated DEIR, SAFCA certified the EIR for the improvements identified in the 
NLIP (EIR on Local Funding Mechanisms for Comprehensive Flood Control Improvements for the Sacramento 
Area) and approved the project in February 2007.  SAFCA adopted the plan to establish an assessment district fee 
program that would fund the necessary flood-control improvements, including the levee improvements identified 
for the Natomas area.  The assessment district and fee program are subject to approval by property owners within 
the assessment area.   In March 2007, SAFCA submitted the Consolidated Capitol Assessment District measure to 
local property owners for approval.  On April 17, 2007, property owners voted to approve (81.8% in support) the 
measure, which would fund the necessary improvement to provide 200-year flood protection within the Natomas 
area.  SAFCA has indicated that the cost of providing improvements as part of the Natomas Levee Improvement 
Project (NLIP), which would provide 200-year flood protection along the Natomas area levees would be 
approximately $414,000,000 (SAFCA 2006).  The assessment district will raise $326 million over 30 years. 
Annual assessments collected from benefiting properties in the new assessment district will generate a maximum 
of about $18.1 million in fiscal year 2007-08. These assessments will fund SAFCA's share of the cost of the array 
of improvements to the Sacramento flood control system.  SAFCA has applied for a grant from the State of 
California under the Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality and Supply, Flood Control, River and Coastal Protection 
Bond Act of 2006, and the Disaster Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond Act of 2006 for the Natomas Levee 
Improvement Program. If awarded, this grant would fund the remaining increment needed to fully fund the 
proposed improvements.  SAFCA is currently proceeding with implementation of levee improvements and is 
anticipated to complete these improvements for 100-year flood protection by 2010 and 200-year flood protection 
by 2012 (SAFCA 2007).  As such, the Greenbriar project site would be expected to have 100-year flood 
protection by 2010.   

3.1.4 CITY OF SACRAMENTO PROCEDURES FOR PROCESSING NEW DEVELOPMENTS 
IN THE NATOMAS AREA 

Some commenters have questioned what, if any, changes would occur in the procedures by which the City of 
Sacramento would approve development in light of the pending flood-protection status of the Natomas levee 
system.  The City has received a letter from the Department of Homeland Security’s Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) indicating that it will be changing the flood status designation for the Natomas 
Basin and will be preparing a revised Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM).  This change is a result of the State of 
California, Department of Water Resources (DWR) notification to FEMA that the Natomas levee system does not 
meet minimum federal flood insurance program standards for 100-year flood protection.  FEMA has indicated 
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that when flood-control systems no longer meet adequate protection standards from a flood having a 1% chance 
of being equaled or exceeded in any give year (i.e., 100-year flood), FEMA must revise the FIRM (FEMA 2006).   

FEMA intends to revise the FIRM through the Physical Map Revision (PMR) process and will place the Natomas 
Basin in the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA).  A preliminary FIRM revision is expected to be issued by 
summer 2007 with a final FIRM effective date of fall 2007 or winter 2008.  As of the publication of this 
document, FEMA has yet to publish the preliminary FIRM.  However, it is expected that FEMA would likely 
select one of three SFHA designations as described below (FEMA 2007): 

► AE: Zone AE is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the 1-percent annual event floodplains that 
are determined through a Flood Insurance Study.  Owners of structures within these designated areas are 
required to purchase flood insurance.  New structures developed in these areas must be elevated at least one 
foot above the base flood elevation. 

► AR: Zone AR is the flood insurance rate zone used to depict areas protected from flood hazards by flood 
control structures, such as a levee, that are being restored.  FEMA designates these areas if the flood 
protection system has been determined to be “restorable by a federal agency in consultation with a local 
sponsor; a minimum level of flood protection is still provided to the community by the system; and 
restoration of the flood protection system is scheduled to begin within a designated time period. Owners of 
structures within these designated areas are required to purchase flood insurance.  New structures can be 
developed within this zone as long as the development complies with the Zone AR floodplain management 
regulations, which requires that new structures in “infill development” areas be elevated at least three feet 
above the “highest adjacent grade.”  The highest adjacent grade is the highest natural elevation of the ground 
surface prior to construction next to the proposed walls of a structure. 

► A99: Zone A99 is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to areas with the 1-percent annual chance 
floodplain that will be protected by a Federal flood protection system where construction has reached 
specified statutory milestones.  Owners of structures within these designated areas are required to purchase 
flood insurance. There are no development restrictions within this zone. 

Different development restrictions would apply depending on the SFHA designation selected.  The City through 
its land use approvals intends to comply with all development restrictions associated with the SFHA designation 
assigned by FEMA and with its current Floodplain Management Ordinance.  The City has also sent a letter to 
FEMA requesting an A99 flood zone designation (Appendix H of this document).  A response from FEMA has 
not been received as of the publication of this document. With approval of the Greenbriar Project, construction 
activities could commence only upon receipt of all discretionary permits and approvals from trustee and 
responsible agencies including approval of the project’s Habitat Conservation Plan from the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS).  Based on the permits and approvals required for the project, the project applicants 
anticipate that building permits would not issued before 2010.  Therefore, it is anticipated that FEMA will have 
issued the selected SFHA designation prior to the commencement of any construction activities and that new 
construction will be governed by the requirements of the designation.   

To ensure that development at the project site would comply with the development restrictions associated the 
selected SFHA designation, the City has replaced the text Mitigation Measure 6.10-3 with the text provided 
below.  This change does not alter the conclusions of the EIR as the mitigation measure provided below provides 
more effective mitigation to reduce the project’s flood hazard impact. This change is also reflected in Chapter 7.0, 
Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR, Recirculated DEIR, and Second Recirculated DEIR. 

PAGE 6.10-24, MITIGATION MEASURE 6.10-3 HAS BEEN REPLACED WITH THE FOLLOWING:  

The following mitigation shall apply in the event that FEMA revises the FIRM and issues a new SFHA 
designation that indicates the Natomas levees can no longer provide 100-year flood protection 
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(decertification). The City anticipates that after decertification, but before recertification, FEMA will 
likely remap the Natomas area (including the Greenbriar project site) as one of three potential SFHA 
designations: AE, AR, or A99 zone.  Each designation prescribes specific building and design 
requirements for new, above-ground development. 

If the Greenbriar project site is remapped by FEMA into an AE, AR, or A99 zone, then: 

(1) the City will require development within the project site to comply with all applicable building and 
design regulations identified by FEMA and by the City of Sacramento’s Floodplain Management 
Ordinance in existence at the date of issuance of building permits pertaining to the applicable 
remapped zone; 

(2) the project applicant shall participate in a funding mechanism such as an assessment district 
established by SAFCA and/or the City for the purpose of implementing measures that would provide 
no less than 100-year flood protection for the Greenbriar project site, or for that portion of the 
Natomas Basin requiring recertification for 100-year flood protection including the Greenbriar project 
site provided that such funding mechanism is 

i. based on a nexus study; 
ii. is regional in nature; 

iii. is proportionate, fair, and equitable; and 
iv. complies with all applicable laws and ordinances. 

(3) the requirements of the applicable FEMA zone and corresponding requirements under the City of 
Sacramento’s Floodplain Management Ordinance shall be met prior to the issuance of building 
permits for the project. Homeowners within the floodzone shall maintain federal flood insurance, as 
required under the applicable FEMA and City of Sacramento Floodplain Management Ordinance 
regulations. 

Mitigation measures (1) and (3) shall terminate upon the first recertification of the levees by the U.S. 
Army Corp of Engineers.  Under any of the three SFHA designations (AE, AR, or A99), homebuilders 
within the floodzone area shall disclose to all prospective buyers, lenders, bondholders and insurers of 
property through written disclosure, prior to the sale of units, that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has 
determined that the levees protecting the Natomas Basin may not provide flood protection from a 100-
year or greater storm event until the levees are recertified as providing 100-year flood protection. 

Significance After Mitigation 

Implementation of the above mitigation would ensure that all development that occurs at the project site prior to 
recertification of the Natomas levee system would comply with the development restrictions established for flood 
hazard areas and would result in a less-than-significant long-term flooding impact because 100-year flood 
protection would be provided at the project site.  Although there is reasonable certainty that the levee 
improvements would be in place to provide 100-year flood protection by 2010, depending on the SFHA 
designation selected for the site, it is possible that some damageable structures and/or homes could be in place 
prior to implementation of all levee improvements that would provide 100-year flood protection.  Should this 
occur, significant and unavoidable flood hazard impacts would occur for a short-term period of time.  Because 
the construction of structures and homes would be allowable within FEMA’s regulations, no other feasible 
mitigation would be available.   
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3.2 MASTER RESPONSE 2 – REVISED TRANSPORTATION AND 
CIRCULATION ANALYSIS 

Several commenters provided comments on the transportation and circulation analysis of the EIR.  In some 
comments, commenters requested that the modeling performed for the analysis include several regional projects.  
For other comments, specific questions or disagreements with the methodology of the analysis were raised and 
alternative conclusions drawn based on the commenter’s evaluation of the impacts.  The following master 
response describes the traffic analysis provided in the DEIR and the reasons for recirculating the analysis in the 
Second RDEIR.  Where commenters provide specific comments or opinions on the analysis provided in the 
DEIR, responses are provided following those comments in Chapters 4.0, 5.0, and 6.0 of this document.  Where 
disagreements with the conclusions of the EIR are expressed or alternate analyses offered, the commenter is 
referred to Master Response 3, “Disagreements with the Conclusions of the EIR.”   

3.2.1 PREPARATION OF THE SECOND RDEIR 

The Transportation and Circulation analysis prepared for the Greenbriar Project provided a comprehensive 
evaluation the project and cumulative impacts that would occur along local intersections and roadways, freeway 
interchanges, and freeway mainline segments.  This evaluation included the modeling of 4 traffic scenarios: 
Existing Conditions, Existing Plus Project, Cumulative (2025) Condition, and Cumulative (2025) Plus Project 
Condition.   

Several comments were received on the traffic analysis included within the DEIR.  Commenters requested the 
inclusion of several regional projects into the cumulative traffic modeling for the project.  The City and LAFCo 
determined at that time that because the City’s traffic model includes regional growth factors to account for 
growth outside the City’s boundaries, the inclusion of the requested projects into the traffic model would not 
likely substantially affect the analysis provided in the DEIR.  Therefore, the City and LAFCo decided not to 
recirculate the transportation and circulation section at the time the DEIR was recirculated to address flood hazard 
and air quality issues.  The Recirculated DEIR (RDEIR) was made available to public agencies and the public on 
November 14, 2006 for a public review period of 45 days. 

To confirm that the cumulative regional projects suggested by commenters would not result in any new 
significant cumulative traffic impacts, the City and LAFCo proceeded to modify the City’s traffic model to 
include the specific traffic assumptions for each of the requested cumulative projects. The results of that analysis 
became available to the City and LAFCo in February 2007 and revealed that the cumulative traffic scenario would 
change and would result in the substantial worsening of 3 significant and unavoidable traffic impacts to freeway 
ramps from the conditions described in the DEIR. As such, in compliance with CEQA, the City and LAFCo 
decided to prepare a Second RDEIR, focusing on the transportation analysis.  The Second RDEIR was made 
available to public agencies and the public on April 10, 2007 for a public review period of 45 days. 

Section 6.1, Transportation and Circulation, of the Second RDEIR provides a detailed accounting of the changes 
that were made to the transportation analysis in response to comments.   

3.3 MASTER RESPONSE 3 - DISAGREEMENT REGARDING THE 
CONCLUSIONS OF THE EIR 

Several commenters expressed their disagreement with the conclusion that the project’s impacts would be less 
than significant for several transportation facilities. The State CEQA Guidelines require that decisions regarding 
the significance of environmental effects addressed in an EIR be based on substantial evidence and recognize that 
other evidence suggesting a different conclusion may exist. The DEIR, RDEIR, and the Second RDEIR provide a 
comprehensive evaluation of the project’s environmental impacts in compliance with CEQA and the State CEQA 
Guidelines and in accordance with professionally accepted methodology for the evaluation of environmental 
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resources. The DEIR, RDEIR, and Second RDEIR, and this Response to Comments document present substantial 
evidence to support the conclusions drawn within these documents regarding the significance of the project’s 
environmental effects. When commenters disagree about environmental conclusions, the EIR can acknowledge 
that disagreement, but it need not resolve all debates. Section 15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that: 
“Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points 
of disagreement among the experts.” The lead agency will ultimately determine which conclusion is appropriate, 
based on the substantial evidence presented in the EIR and other documents in the whole of the record. 

The comment letters and responses to them present summaries of the areas of disagreement. In some cases, there 
is no substantial evidence offered by commenters to support that a different conclusion should be drawn. As such, 
no further response to disagreements presented in the comment letters is necessary. If evidence is provided by the 
commenter to support the disagreement with the EIR’s conclusion, the evidence is summarized and considered in 
reaching the EIR’s conclusion. The City and LAFCo will review and consider all the substantial evidence in the 
whole of the record in making its decisions about the project and its environmental effects. 
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4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DEIR  

The written and oral comments received on the DEIR and the responses to significant environmental points raised 
in those comments are provided in this section. Each comment letter and the public hearing transcript are 
reproduced in their entirety and are followed by responses to comments raised in them. Each individual comment 
is assigned a number (e.g., 1-1) that corresponds with the response following the comment.  
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LETTER 1 

 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Susan K. Moore, Field Supervisor 
California Fish and Game 
Sandra Morey, Region Manager  
September 5, 2006 
 
1-1 The comment describes the project and does not raise any issues related to the environmental 

analysis provided in the DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary.  

1-2 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary.  

1-3 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary.  

1-4 The City and LAFCo are in receipt of the joint comment letter from the US Fish and Wildlife 
Services (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) on the Notice of 
Preparation for the DEIR (dated July 29, 2005). The City and LAFCo addressed the scoping 
requests provided in that letter through the preparation of the DEIR (dated July 2006) and the 
Analysis of Effects on the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan report (dated July 19, 
2006) (“effects analysis”). The purpose of the effects analysis (included in Appendix P of the 
DEIR) was to provide an evaluation of the project’s potential effects on each species covered 
by the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP), on specific conservation 
measures, and on the project’s ability to attain the NBHCP’s goals and objectives as a result 
of implementing the proposed project. The effects analysis concludes that the project, with the 
proposed mitigation for impacts to giant garter snake and Swainson’s hawk, would not reduce 
the viability of populations of covered species using the Natomas Basin and would not reduce 
the effectiveness of the conservation strategy of the NBHCP. It also would have only minimal 
effects on the likelihood of attaining any of the goals and objectives of the NBHCP, and for 
most of these goals and objectives the overall effect would be neutral or beneficial.  

1-5 The comment states that the City must revise or amend the NBHCP and ITPs and develop an 
Environmental Impact Statement prior to approval of any rezoning or prezoning for the 
proposed project. This is not the City’s interpretation of the requirements set forth in the 
NBHCP. The City, LAFCo, and the applicant have met with staff of USFWS and the 
Department of Fish and Game consistently since February 2007 to attempt to resolve this 
issue.  The agencies and the applicant have agreed to a process wherein a new HCP will be 
prepared and ITPs secured prior to any ground-disturbing activities occurring at the project 
site.  See City’s letter to USFWS and DFG date March 19, 2007 included in Appendix A of 
this document. 

Development of the Greenbriar site was not analyzed in the NBHCP and therefore is not 
covered by the NBHCP incidental take permits (“ITPs”) issued to the City by the USFWS or 
by the DFG (jointly referred to as the "Agencies"). The Agencies entered into an 
implementation agreement (IA) with the City, Sutter County, and the Natomas Basin 
Conservancy to effectuate the NBHCP.  
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The language in the IA establishing the prerequisites for City approval of development not 
covered by the NBHCP, such as Greenbriar, are as follows: 

Because the effectiveness of NBHCP's Operating Conservation Program is based upon 
CITY limiting total development to 8,050 acres within the CITY's Permit Area, and 
SUTTER limiting total development to 7,467 acres within SUTTER's Permit Area, 
approval by either the CITY or SUTTER of future urban development within the Plan 
Area or outside of their respective Permit Areas would constitute a significant 
departure from the Plan's Operating Conservation Program. Thus, CITY and SUTTER 
further agree that in the event this future urban development should occur, prior to 
approval of any related rezoning or prezoning, such future urban development shall 
trigger a reevaluation of the Plan and Permits, a new effects analysis, potential 
amendments and/or revisions to the Plan and Permits, a separate conservation strategy 
and issuance of Incidental Take Permits to the permittee for that additional 
development, and/or possible suspension or revocation of CITY's or SUTTER's 
Permits in the event the CITY or SUTTER violate such limitations. (NBHCP IA 
§ 3.1.1(a)(emphasis added.).) 

Similar language appears throughout the NBHCP. (See e.g., I-3, I-12 and I-27.)  

The project applicant has prepared a conservation strategy, has assisted the City in completing 
an effects analysis, and is seeking project-specific ITPs from the Service based on a stand-
alone HCP. The Analysis of Effects on the Natomas Basin Conservation Plan Report ("Effects 
Analysis") was completed as part of the CEQA review process. Among its conclusions are: 
(1) that Greenbriar, as mitigated, is consistent with the existing NBHCP conservation strategy; 
(2) that Greenbriar is not an appropriate reserve location and is not needed to achieve 
applicable conservation goals; and (3) that development of Greenbriar will not jeopardize the 
continued existence of any species covered by the NBHCP. 

Under subsection 3.1.1(a), the City must delay prezoning of new development until 
enumerated activities have been triggered. "Trigger" is defined as and is synonymous with 
"initiate," "activate," or "set off." Merriam-Webster Online, http://www.m-w.com. It does not 
include the concept of "completion of that which has been triggered." Prezoning of Greenbriar 
can proceed prior to completion of the activities triggered in subsection 3.1.1(a). 

To date, the City or the Applicant has initiated all of the activities "triggered" by subsection 
3.1.1(a) in a fairly substantial manner. The biological analysis was conducted to identify the 
potential impacts of development and conservation strategies for avoiding, minimizing and 
mitigating those impacts. This information has been integral to development of an appropriate 
conservation strategy. Based on the results of the biological analysis, no amendment to the 
NBHCP is needed. The Greenbriar HCP, a stand-alone HCP for the project, now in the 
development stage but substantially drafted, will be submitted to the Service in order to obtain 
a project-specific ITP. Consultation meetings with the USFWS and DFG have been initiated 
as part of the HCP preparation process. The Greenbriar HCP will be consistent with the prior 
analysis and the mitigation set out in the DEIR report for the project, and will include any 
additional mitigation, if additional mitigation is required, resulting from the completion and 
approval of the HCP. Coordination with TNBC will further reinforce the compatibility of the 
applicant's mitigation strategy with the NBHCP model.  

The project applicants are preparing a separate HCP for the project, which will be subject to 
review and approval by the USFWS and DFG. The preparation of the HCP is proceeding 
independently of the EIR. However, the EIR has fully evaluated the project’s potential 



Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR  EDAW 
City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo 4-13 Comments and Responses on the DEIR 

impacts to sensitive biological resources as documented in Section 6.12, “Biological 
Resources,” of the DEIR. 

The City and LAFCo have complied with the requirements of the NBHCP’s implementation 
agreement. This process has been discussed with the USFWS and DFG, in response to this 
comment and as part of the HCP consultation, and both agencies concur that the interpretation 
included herein is correct (see letter from City of Sacramento to USFWS and DFG dated 
March 19, 2007 in Appendix A). Further, both agencies concur that the approval process can 
more forward without full completion of the HCP, so long as the final approval that entitles 
development to proceed on the site is not granted until after approval of the HCP. This final 
approval has been interpreted to be a grading permit, or any other permit that would be the 
final approval prior to modification of site habitat. 

Although incidental take would not occur until grading of the site occurs, issuance of the 
ITPs/amendments will be required prior to final map approval by the City of Sacramento to 
ensure that any adjustments to the subdivision map approvals (e.g., changes in site design) 
resulting from the HCP/ITP process occur prior to recordation of a final map (see Mitigation 
Measure 6.12-1 of the DEIR). 

It is important to note that the project has certain unique attributes that will minimize its 
effects in ways not considered by the NBHCP.  For example, the project applicant has 
proposed a preservation and conservation strategy for habitat along Lone Tree Canal, and has 
submitted those plans to USFWS and CDFG for consideration.  As described therein and 
summarized in Impact 6.12-1 and 6.12-9, the proposed buffer would meet habitat and species 
requirements to maintain connectivity for species along the canal to the north and south of the 
project site.  The 250 foot buffer provides an aquatic connection not previously contemplated 
by the NBHCP.   

Further, the project has been designed to be consistent with the principals of the Sacramento 
Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Preferred Blueprint plan, which is a vision for 
growth in the Sacramento region that promotes compact, mixed-use development and more 
transit choices as an alternative to low density development.  The objectives of the project 
have been established to “create a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly development” and 
“develop the project site in a manner consistent with and supportive of SACOG’s Blueprint 
plan.” 

In addition, the Greenbriar project will support development of the Downtown-Natomas-
Airport (DNA) light rail line, which would expand transit service from downtown Sacramento 
and the airport and promote patterns of smart growth while minimizing environmental 
impacts.  According to Dr. Beverly Scott, the Greenbriar station’s 1,162 boardings would put 
the station within RT’s top quarter in terms of transit utilization. 

Because of these unique advantages of the project, the City has allowed the applicants to 
proceed with the process for obtaining entitlements ahead of other potential development in 
the North Natomas Joint Vision area. 

1-6 The commenter re-summarizes comments provided on an earlier draft of the effects analysis 
prepared for the project. The City and LAFCo submitted to USFWS a draft of the Analysis of 
Effects on the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan report (dated December 2005) for 
review and comment. Comments were received from USFWS and responses to those 
comments were incorporated into a revised effects analysis (dated July 19, 2006), which was 
incorporated into the DEIR. Each of USFWS’s comments regarding connectivity, baseline, 
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and conservation were adequately addressed in the July, 2006, effects analysis. Comments 
based on the earlier effects analysis are no longer applicable and, therefore, no further 
response to this comment can be provided.  

The effects analysis was revised in response to the Wildlife Agencies’ comments on the City’s 
October 2005 document. In particular, additional analysis was conducted and text 
summarizing the analysis was added to the effects analysis regarding effects on the NBHCP’s 
Operating Conservation Program (5.0 Potential effects on the Conservation Strategy of the 
NBHCP, pages 5-1 to 5-5), cumulative effects (7.0 Cumulative effects, pages 7-1 to 7-9), and 
changes from the NBHCP’s baseline conditions that have occurred in the Natomas Basin 
(Appendix B, pages B-1 to B-4).  

1-7 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

1-8 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis conducted in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

1-9 Under the proposed conservation strategy, Greenbriar will provide on-site and off-site habitat 
for the federally and state-listed Giant garter snake. In addition, Greenbriar will preserve and 
enhance habitat for the state-listed Swainson's hawk at off-site locations in order to mitigate 
the effects of the proposed development. Mitigation for Greenbriar will be coordinated 
through TNBC using a financial model similar to that for the NBHCP. Once prepared, the 
project-specific HCP will be reviewed by TNBC and the City prior to submission to the 
Service for ITPs.  All properties proposed for preservation will be identified prior to 
prezoning. The agencies maintain the discretion to increase the amount of the proposed 
mitigation; however, mitigation lands identified in the DEIR would adequately mitigate 
project impacts consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 

The City and LAFCo acknowledge that the USFWS and DFG have not completed their 
review of the effects analysis that was included in the DEIR, and that the agencies will 
conduct a comprehensive review of the project’s proposed mitigation program at the time the 
HCP for the project is submitted, and that USFWS and DFG view the effects analysis as the 
minimum mitigation and conservation measures required for the HCP (see also response to 
comment 1-5).  

1-10 Written notification regarding proposed actions and pending decisions related to the 
Greenbriar project will be provided to the DFG and USFWS.  

1-11 Please refer to response to comments 1-5, 1-6, and 1-7. The project’s effects on Giant garter 
snake habitat are thoroughly analyzed in Impact 6.12-1 (please refer to Section 6.12, 
“Biological Resources” of the DEIR”). Further Reevaluation of the NBHCP is provided in 
Appendix P, “Analysis of Effects on the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan Report,” 
of the DEIR. See also response to comment 1-4. 
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LETTER 2 

 
State of California 
Office of Planning and Research 
Terry Roberts 
September 5, 2006 
 
2-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 3 

 
California Department of Transportation 
Office of Transportation Planning - South 
Bruce De Terra, Chief  
August 31, 2006 
 
3-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

3-2 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

3-3 The commenter requested to meet with the City and LAFCo regarding the conclusions of the 
DEIR. A meeting between the staff of the City, and LAFCo, Caltrans, and the project 
applicant was held on October 13, 2006. The meeting centered on the issue of mitigation, 
noting that there is currently no fee program in place to mitigate impacts to freeways in the 
City of Sacramento. Though Caltrans staff did not agree with all of the assumptions and data 
used in conducting the traffic study for the EIR analysis, Caltrans accepted the traffic study. 

Subsequent to that meeting, the City and LAFCo issued the Second RDEIR (see Master 
Response 2), which included some changes to the traffic analysis. In response to the Second 
RDEIR, Caltrans again requested a meeting to discuss feasible mitigation options for the 
project’s impacts to regional highway facilities. A meeting between the staff of the City, 
LAFCo, and Caltrans was held July 27, 2007. At that meeting, Caltrans acknowledged (1) it 
does not have a mitigation fee program established for the specific mitigation identified for I-
5 and SR 70/99 in the EIR and clarified that it is not the responsibility of Caltrans to establish 
such a fee program; (2) it (or Caltrans) has identified costs for improvements to certain 
facilities along these highways (such as costs for certain on/off ramps and interchanges), and 
(3) that detailed cost estimates to improve the main lines of these highways have not been 
prepared because the projects have not yet entered the project development phase. In 
response, the applicant has agreed to pay the project’s fair-share contribution for 
improvements to on-/off-ramps and other similar facilities. This agreement to pay its fair 
share is discussed in separate responses below and in responses to other Caltrans comments 
(see, particularly, response to comment letter S2). The appropriate mitigation measures have 
been amended to include this fair share contribution obligation. 

It is important to note that the mainlines of I-5 and SR 70/99 would be affected primarily by 
traffic originating not from Greenbriar but from other projects in the City and County of 
Sacramento, Placer County, and Sutter County, as well as pass through traffic from increased 
development throughout California and interstate travel and commerce. While no overall 
regional fee program has been established to collect fees from these various jurisdictions and 
apply them to needed I-5 and SR 70/99 mainline improvements, individual projects are 
providing mitigation for their impacts to this facility and discussions are underway with Sutter 
and Placer Counties regarding comprehensive mitigation programs for developments in those 
areas. Though it is not feasible for Greenbriar to completely resolve an intra regional, multi-
jurisdictional traffic level of service (See CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4, subd. (a)(4)(A) 
[stating there must be an essential nexus between the mitigation measure and a legitimate 
governmental interest] and subd. (a)(4)(B) [stating the mitigation measure must be “roughly 
proportional” to the impacts of the project]), Greenbriar will contribute its proportional share 
to needed projects. Therefore, it is essential that all development projects in the region 
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participate in providing transportation system mitigations for local roads, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, transit, and highways and that the Sacramento Region use these 
mitigation contributions to leverage other state and federal funding sources to fully fund 
needed transportation projects. Prior to constructing a facility, Caltrans must first complete 
engineering and environmental review. Based on the cumulative traffic impact analysis 
prepared for the EIR, it is clear the proposed project would contribute some trips to the total 
2025 traffic that would use these facilities.  

Total fair share costs of the mainline improvements would clearly be insufficient to fund the 
identified improvements in the absence of an overall program and funding strategy on the part 
of the State agency. The City confirmed with Caltrans, however, that the City would identify 
and implement mitigation to the extent feasible that would help improve congestion on these 
main lines of travel. The City has, for example, worked in cooperation with Regional Transit 
in implementing planning and construction of the Downtown-Natomas-Airport Light Rail 
Transit line (DNA line) by providing right-of-way for the line and ridership that would help 
fund the line, and funding for the construction of the transit station. These contributions for 
construction of the DNA line and project ridership that would help fund its operation would 
facilitate implementation of the alternative transportation system. Regional Transit would 
ultimately be responsible for securing federal, state, and local funding and constructing the 
line and Regional Transit has publicly supported the proposed project through issuance of 
three letters (see Appendix B of this document). If the DNA line is built, it would remove 
traffic from I-5, SR 70/99, and additionally from I-80. As described in the Greenbriar DEIR, 
the DNA line would be expected to reduce traffic originating from Greenbriar, including trips 
on I-5 and SR 70/99, by an estimated 11%, which is approximately 1,985 weekday trips (see 
DEIR Table 6.1-20). While this assumption was revised in the subsequent analysis (Second 
RDEIR), the City’s commitment to development of the DNA Line is based on substantial 
evidence that the availability of public transit would remove trips from Caltrans facilities, an 
assumption that Caltrans shares. 

The DNA line would also reduce congestion from other non Greenbriar sources on I-5 
(primarily), SR 70/99, and I-80. According to the DNA Draft Alternatives Analysis Report 
(2003), the DNA line is expected to transport as many as 1,200 persons per hour during its 
peak hour of operation and will reduce weekday peak period auto travel to Downtown 
Sacramento by 4,700 daily trips. By comparison, traffic volumes on I-5 in 2025 will range 
upwards to around 19,000 peak hour trips (both directions). The large number of people 
traveling during peak hour in this corridor to access jobs in Downtown demonstrates the need 
to have a variety of transportation mode choices, including the DNA line, highway 
improvements and express bus services. Given that the DNA line will parallel I-5, it would 
likely reduce congestion on I-5, as well as reducing traffic on SR 70/99. A funding 
mechanism for a portion of the DNA line construction costs has been established by the City, 
including the collection of fees from development in the North Natomas Community Plan 
area and land dedications for the light rail alignment and stations.  

Recognizing the importance of the DNA line in reducing traffic congestion and improving 
mobility and air quality by providing alternative transit opportunities, the City of Sacramento, 
as co-lead agency for the Greenbriar project, has directed developers in the North Natomas 
area to focus mitigation efforts on projects that would result in regional congestion relief and 
incentives for reduction of trips. One of the regional congestion relief projects that the City is 
supporting is the funding of the DNA line. Other projects could include contribution to 
freeway ramps, interchange facilities, bus/carpool lanes to Sacramento International Airport,  
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parallel roads, and overpass connections that act as “relievers” to the mixed flow lanes on I-5 
within the Natomas area.  

At the July, 27, 2007 meeting, the City, LAFCo, the project applicants, and Caltrans discussed 
the project’s impacts to regional freeway facilities, the possible improvements that would be 
needed to address regional congestion along these facilities as set out in the DEIR and Second 
RDEIR, and the project’s fair-share contribution toward funding such potential improvements 
along the mainline freeway segments that would serve the project area. A summary of the 
project’s fair-share contribution to these improvements is provided in Appendix C of this 
document. In total, the project’s fair-share contribution would be $1,135,904 (see Exhibit D 
of Appendix C) for funding of potential mainline improvements. Although the City has not 
conducted a formal nexus study to support collection of fees for the Traffic Congestion Relief 
Program, the applicant is willing to pay such fair share contribution voluntarily pursuant to 
the terms of the development agreement. While Caltrans has administrative processes in place 
that enable Caltrans to receive and hold such funds for the future highway mitigation projects, 
the City will establish a “Traffic Congestion Relief Fund” to collect monies to fund projects 
that would reduce mainline freeway congestion to provide flexibility to fund a variety of 
transportation improvements. The City, in consultation with Caltrans and other transportation 
agencies including Regional Transit, will allocate the monies for appropriate congestion relief 
projects. At the July 27, 2007 meeting and through subsequent correspondence (see Appendix 
B of this document), Caltrans concurred with this approach for the mitigation program 
established for the project, as long as the highway projects remain eligible for consideration in 
choosing the projects that will actually be implemented. 

Caltrans has acknowledged that alternative transit modes, including the DNA line, serve to 
reduce traffic on main line freeways (see comment S2-13). Caltrans suggested that with 
increased alternative transit modes (e.g., bus, light rail), the number of trips on freeways in the 
project area could be reduced, thereby reducing congestion. Based on discussions with 
Caltrans, it was agreed that a fair-share contribution towards the Traffic Congestion Relief 
Program to be established by the City, in addition to the foregoing description of project 
contributions, would provide the applicant’s “fair share” towards mitigation to reduce freeway 
congestion and offset the project’s impacts to regional highway facilities. However, because 
the Traffic Congestion Relief Program projects have not been identified, it was recognized 
that this mitigation would not reduce the project’s impacts to regional freeway facilities to a 
less-than-significant level because 100 % funding for the DNA line and possible other 
freeway congestion relief programs have not yet been fully identified. Therefore the impact 
remains significant and unavoidable as described in the Second RDEIR.  

Several traffic mitigation measures within the Second RDEIR have been rewritten to reflect 
that the City will establish a Traffic Congestion Relief Fund and the project applicant will 
contribute to the fund in order to reduce the project’s impacts to mainline freeway congestion 
The text provided below has been modified from that presented in the Second RDEIR. These 
changes are also presented in Chapter 7, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR, RDEIR, 
and Second RDEIR.” These changes would not alter the conclusions of the EIR. 
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Project Traffic Impacts, Page 6.1-65 of the Second DEIR has been modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c: I-5 Northbound to SR 70/99 Northbound off-ramp: Fair-Share 
Contribution to the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund (City of Sacramento and Caltrans) 

a. Prior to issuance of any building permits, the City will establish a Traffic Congestion 
Relief Fund to fund over all congestion relief projects.  

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant 
shall pay its fair-share contribution to the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund. 
Monies collected within the City’s fund will be used by the City in the time and 
manner as required by the City of Sacramento, in coordination with Caltrans and other 
transportation agencies including Regional Transit, to fund improvements that would 
relieve freeway congestion. As determined in consultation with Caltrans and RT, the 
project’s fair-share contribution for all feasible (project and cumulative) mainline 
freeway improvements would be $1,135,904. 

The project applicant shall contribute its fair share amount in the City’s Traffic Congestion 
Relief Fund. The City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund will be used to implement projects 
that would reduce mainline freeway congestion. However, it can not be guaranteed that the 
congestion relief projects would be constructed or would be constructed prior to buildout 
of the project because the types of improvements, costs, and funding for such 
improvements has not been identified. Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Widening I-5 Northbound to SR 70/99 Northbound off-ramp to provide an additional lane is 
required to mitigate this impact. With implementation of this mitigation measure, this freeway 
ramp would operate at LOS D. Caltrans District 3 Draft DSMP does not include adding a lane 
to the existing two-lane on-ramp for SR 70/99 southbound to I-5 southbound by the year 
2010. To implement this mitigation measure, additional right-of-way would be required and is 
not currently available. Additionally, this improvement is not included in any of Caltrans’ 
funding mechanisms. Because this mitigation measure is beyond the control of the project 
applicant, outside the jurisdiction of the City, and there is no established funding mechanism 
available for contribution, this mitigation measure is considered infeasible and the impact is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

Page 6.1-65 of the Second RDEIR has been modified as follows: 

Significance After Mitigation 

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, the SR 70/99 Northbound to Elkhorn 
Boulevard off-ramp would operate at acceptable levels and this impact would be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. However, this ramp is not under the jurisdiction of the City of 
Sacramento (i.e., subject to Caltrans jurisdiction). While the project would contribute funds to 
implement measures that would fully mitigate impact to this ramp to a less-than-significant 
level, it is unknown whether these measures would be implemented prior to buildout of the 
project because they are not subject to the exclusive control of the City. As a result, for 
purposes of CEQA impact to SR 70/99 Northbound to Elkhorn Boulevard off-ramp (Impact 
6.1-3b) would remain significant and unavoidable.  

For the I-5 Northbound to the SR 70/99 Northbound off-ramp, the project applicant would 
contribute to the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund. While mitigation is recommended 
that would require the project applicant to contribute to the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief 
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Fund, this mitigation (the Fund) does not provide quantifiable actual reduction in the number 
of project-related trips on the I-5 Northbound to the SR 70/99 Northbound off-ramp. 
Therefore, impacts to the I-5 Northbound to SR 70/99 Northbound off-ramp would remain 
significant and unavoidable.  

Further, no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s impacts to the I-5 
Northbound to SR 70/99 Northbound off-ramp because recommended mitigation is beyond 
the control of the project applicant, outside the jurisdiction of the City, and there is no 
established funding mechanism available for contribution to recommended improvements. 
Therefore, impacts to these ramps are considered significant and unavoidable. 

Project Traffic Impacts, Page 6.1-65 of the Second RDEIR has been modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-4b: I-5 North of Del Paso Road (City of Sacramento and Caltrans) 

a. The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c.  

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant 
shall pay its fair-share contribution to the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund. This 
contribution has been previously identified within the fair-share funds calculated for 
Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. Monies collected within the City’s fund will be used by 
the City in the time and manner as required by the City of Sacramento, in 
coordination with Caltrans and other transportation agencies including Regional 
Transit. The City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund will be used to implement projects 
that would reduce mainline freeway congestion. However, it can not be guaranteed 
that the congestion relief projects would be constructed or would be constructed prior 
to buildout of the project because the types of improvements, costs, and funding for 
such improvements has not been identified. Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Because this mainline segment of I-5 currently operates unacceptably, the only mitigation 
that could improve the operating conditions of this segment during peak conditions would 
be the widening of this segment of I-5 mainline to eight lanes (currently six lanes). While 
widening of I-5 would improve the operating conditions of this mainline segment to 
acceptable conditions, Caltrans currently has no plans to expand this segment of I-5 
beyond its current capacity nor are any funding mechanisms established to collect monies 
to fund improvements such as this. Further, because of the developing nature of properties 
to the east and west of I-5, additional right-of-way is not available for the expansion of 
this freeway segment. Because no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s 
impacts to this mainline segment, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-4c: I-5 north of I-5/I-80 Interchange between I-80 and Arena Boulevard 
Exit (City of Sacramento and Caltrans) 

a. The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c.  

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant 
shall pay its fair-share contribution to the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund. This 
contribution has been previously identified within the fair-share funds calculated for 
Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. Monies will be deposited within the City’s fund in the time 
and manner as required by the City of Sacramento, in coordination with Caltrans and 
other transportation agencies including Regional Transit. The City’s Traffic Congestion 
Relief Fund will be used to implement projects that would reduce mainline freeway 
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congestion. However, it can not be guaranteed that the congestion relief projects would be 
constructed or would be constructed prior to buildout of the project because the types of 
improvements, costs, and funding for such improvements has not been identified. 
Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Because this mainline segment of I-5 currently operates unacceptably, the only mitigation that 
could improve the operating conditions of this segment during peak conditions would be the 
widening of this segment of I-5 mainline to eight lanes (currently six lanes). While widening 
of I-5 would improve the operating conditions of this mainline segment to acceptable 
conditions, Caltrans currently has no plans to expand this segment of I-5 beyond its current 
capacity nor are any funding mechanisms established to collect monies to fund improvements 
such as this. Further, because of the developing nature of properties to the east and west of I-
5, additional right-of-way is not available for the expansion of this freeway segment. Because 
no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s impacts to this mainline segment, 
this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Project Traffic Impacts, Page 6.1-67 of the Second RDEIR has been modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-4e: SR 70/99 between Elkhorn Boulevard and I-5/SR 70/99 Interchange 
(City of Sacramento) 

a. The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c.  

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant 
shall pay its fair-share contribution to the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund. This 
contribution has been previously identified within the fair-share funds calculated for 
Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. Monies will be deposited within the City’s fund in the 
time and manner as required by the City of Sacramento, in coordination with Caltrans 
and other transportation agencies including Regional Transit. The City’s Traffic 
Congestion Relief Fund will be used to implement projects that would reduce 
mainline freeway congestion. However, it can not be guaranteed that the congestion 
relief projects would be constructed or would be constructed prior to buildout of the 
project because the types of improvements, costs, and funding for such improvements 
have not been identified. Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Because this mainline segment of SR 70/99 currently operates unacceptably, the only 
mitigation that could improve the operating conditions of this segment during peak 
conditions would be the widening of this segment of SR 70/99 mainline to six lanes 
(currently 4 lanes) between Elkhorn Boulevard and Elverta Road. While widening of SR 
70/99 would improve the operating conditions of this mainline segment to acceptable 
conditions, Caltrans currently has no plans to expand this segment of SR 70/99 beyond its 
current capacity nor are any funding mechanisms established to collect monies to fund 
improvements such as this. Because no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the 
project’s impacts to this mainline segment, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Significance After Mitigation 

While mitigation may become available in the future to reduce the project’s impacts to 
freeway mainline segments, this project would not have sole responsibility for implementing 
these improvements. The project applicant shall contribute its fair share amount in the City’s 
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Traffic Congestion Relief Fund. Monies will be deposited within the City’s fund in the time 
and manner as required by the City of Sacramento. This contribution has been previously 
identified within the fair-share funds calculated for Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. The City’s 
Traffic Congestion Relief Fund will be used to implement projects that would reduce 
mainline freeway congestion. However, it can not be guaranteed that the congestion relief 
projects would be constructed or would be constructed prior to buildout of the project because 
the types of improvements, costs, and funding for such improvements has not been identified. 
Therefore, impacts to the freeway mainline segments (I-5 north of Del Paso Road, I-5 north of 
I-5/I-80 Interchange between I-80 and Arena Boulevard Exit and SR 70/99 between Elkhorn 
Boulevard and I-5/SR 70/99 Interchange) would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Because no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s impacts to study area 
freeway segments, impacts to I-5 north of Del Paso Road, I-5 north of I-5/I-80 Interchange 
between I-80 and Arena Boulevard Exit and SR 70/99 between Elkhorn Boulevard and I-5/SR 
70/99 Interchange freeway segments would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Cumulative Traffic Impacts, Page 6.1-78 of the Second RDEIR has been modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-7b: I-5 Northbound to SR 70/99 Northbound off-ramp (City of Sacramento 
and Caltrans)  

a. The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. 

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant 
shall pay its fair-share contribution to the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund. This 
contribution has been previously identified within the fair-share funds calculated for 
Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. Monies will be deposited within the City’s fund in the 
time and manner as required by the City of Sacramento, in coordination with Caltrans 
and other transportation agencies including Regional Transit. The City’s Traffic 
Congestion Relief Fund will be used to implement projects that would reduce 
mainline freeway congestion. However, it can not be guaranteed that the congestion 
relief projects would be constructed or would be constructed prior to buildout of the 
project because the types of improvements, costs, and funding for such improvements 
has not been identified. Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

The project applicant shall coordinate with Caltrans to pay its fair share toward widening 
the off-ramp to provide an additional lane. This measure would be subject to Caltrans’ 
requirements and Caltrans determining through a feasibility evaluation that this measure 
could be implemented. It is unknown at this time whether sufficient right-of-way is 
available to accommodate this improvement. Further, widening of the off ramp is not 
included in Caltrans’ District 3 Draft District System Management Plan (DSMP) and 
Caltrans does not have any funding mechanisms in place to implement this improvement. 
Furthermore, widening the off ramp would require additional right-of-way that is not is 
not subject to the control of the City or the project applicant. It is unknown at this time 
whether this mitigation would be feasible and, if feasible, whether Caltrans would be able 
to secure sufficient right-of-way and funding to implement this improvement. Therefore, 
for purposes of CEQA, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Cumulative Traffic Impacts, Page 6.1-78 of the Second RDEIR has been modified as follows: 

Significance After Mitigation 

While mitigation recommended would require the project applicant to contribute its fair share 
amount toward the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund, it can not be guaranteed that the 
congestion relief projects would be constructed or would be constructed prior to buildout of 
the project because the types of improvements, costs, and full funding for such improvements 
have not been identified. As a result, for purposes of CEQA, cumulative impacts to these 
ramps would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, SR 70/99 Northbound to Elkhorn 
Boulevard off-ramp and the I-5 Northbound to SR 70/99 Northbound off- ramp would operate 
at acceptable levels under cumulative conditions and the project’s cumulative impact would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level. However, these ramps are not under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Sacramento (i.e., subject to Caltrans jurisdiction). While the project 
would contribute funds that would implement measures that would fully mitigate impacts to 
these ramps to a less-than-significant level, it is unknown whether these measures would be 
implemented because they are not subject to the control of the City. As a result, for purposes 
of CEQA, cumulative impacts to these ramps would be considered significant and 
unavoidable. 

While mitigation may be feasible for the I-5 Northbound to Metro Air Parkway off-ramp and 
the Metro Air Parkway to I-5 Southbound loop on-ramp, this mitigation would not be able to 
reduce the impact of the project to a less-than-significant level. These ramps would continue 
to operate at LOS F and no other feasible mitigation is available. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts to this ramp would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Cumulative Traffic Impacts, Pages 6.1-81 and 6.1-82 of the Second RDEIR have been 
modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-8a: I-5 east of Power Line Road to the MAP Interchange (City of 
Sacramento and Caltrans) 

a. The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c.  

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant 
shall contribute its fair share toward Because this mainline segment of I-5 would 
operate unacceptably under Cumulative No Project conditions, widening this segment 
to six eight lanes (currently four lanes). This mitigation would improve the operating 
conditions of this segment during peak conditions to an acceptable LOS. The 
Caltrans’ District 3 DSMP includes adding an HOV lane to I-5 by the year 2020 and 
according to the Metro Air Park Finance Plan, this segment of I-5 would be upgraded 
to six lanes with buildout of the Metro Air Park project. Therefore, before recordation 
of the first map, the project applicant shall, in coordination with the City, prepare a 
City Council-approved Finance Plan. This funding mechanism shall be in 
conformance with the Draft Greenbriar Finance Plan presented in Appendix C of the 
DEIR. This funding mechanism shall ensure that the project applicant will pay their 
fair-share costs, determined in consultation with the City and in coordination with the 
Metro Air Park Finance Plan, toward the widening of I-5 to six lanes. No other right-
of-way is available to widen this segment to eight lanes. The Draft Greenbriar 
Finance Plan identifies 100% of the funding needed to construct this improvement. 
Additional right-of-way to accommodate the expansion of this freeway segment 
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beyond six lanes is not available because of the developing nature of properties to the 
east and west of I-5. While expansion of this freeway segment would reduce the 
project’s cumulative traffic impacts to this freeway segment, it would not reduce the 
project’s cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level because widening to eight 
lanes is not feasible 100% funding has not been identified. No other feasible 
mitigation is available to reduce this impact. Therefore, while reduced, this impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-8b: I-5 north of Del Paso Road (City of Sacramento and Caltrans) 

a. The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c.  

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant 
shall contribute its fair share amount in the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund. 
This contribution has been previously identified within the fair-share funds calculated 
for Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. Monies will be deposited within the City’s fund in the 
time and manner as required by the City of Sacramento, in coordination with Caltrans 
and other transportation agencies including Regional Transit. The City’s Traffic 
Congestion Relief Fund will be used to implement projects that would reduce 
mainline freeway congestion. However, it can not be guaranteed that the congestion 
relief projects would be constructed or would be constructed prior to buildout of the 
project because the types of improvements, costs, and funding for such improvements 
have not been identified. Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Widening this segment of I-5 mainline to twelve lanes (currently six lanes) would improve the 
operating conditions of this segment during peak conditions to an acceptable LOS. The 
Caltrans District 3 DSMP includes adding an HOV lane to I-5 by the year 2020 but no 
funding mechanism for this project is defined. No other freeway expansion projects are 
planned for this segment of I-5. Further, because of the developing nature of properties to the 
east and west of I-5, additional right-of-way is not available for the expansion of this freeway 
segment. Because no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s impacts to this 
mainline segment, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-8c: I-5 north of I-5/I-80 Interchange between I-80 and Arena Boulevard 
Exit (City of Sacramento and Caltrans) 

a. The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c.  

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant 
shall contribute its fair share amount in the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund. 
This contribution has been previously identified within the fair-share funds calculated 
for Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. Monies will be deposited within the City’s fund in the 
time and manner as required by the City of Sacramento, in coordination with Caltrans 
and other transportation agencies including Regional Transit. The City’s Traffic 
Congestion Relief Fund will be used to implement projects that would reduce 
mainline freeway congestion. However, it can not be guaranteed that the congestion 
relief projects would be constructed or would be constructed prior to buildout of the 
project because the types of improvements, costs, and funding for such improvements 
have not been identified. Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
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Because this mainline segment of I-5 would operate unacceptably under Cumulative No 
Project conditions, widening this segment of I-5 mainline to twelve lanes (currently six lanes) 
would improve the operating conditions of this segment during peak conditions to an 
acceptable LOS. The Caltrans District 3 DSMP includes adding an HOV lane to I-5 by the 
year 2020 but no funding mechanism for this project is available. No other freeway expansion 
projects are planned for this segment of I-5. Further, because of the developing nature of 
properties to the east and west of I-5, additional right-of-way is not available for the 
expansion of this freeway segment. Because no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the 
project’s impacts to this mainline segment, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Significance After Mitigation 

While mitigation recommended would require the project applicant to contribute its fair share 
amount in the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund, it can not be guaranteed that the 
congestion relief projects would be constructed or would be constructed prior to buildout of 
the project because the types of improvements, costs, and full funding for such improvements 
have not been identified. Therefore, cumulative impacts to the freeway mainline segments (I-
5 east of Power Line Road to the MAP Interchange, I-5 north of Del Paso Road, I-5 north of 
I-5/I-80 Interchange between I-80 and Arena Boulevard Exit) would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

No feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s cumulative mainline freeway 
segment impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the project’s cumulative impacts 
to these mainline freeway segments are considered significant and unavoidable. 

3-4 A meeting between the staff of the City, and LAFCo, Caltrans, and the project applicant was 
held on October 13, 2006. Based on discussions held in that meeting, it was concluded that 
the transportation and circulation analysis presented in the DEIR adequately evaluated the 
project’s potential impacts. The project applicant also agreed to pay fair share costs associated 
with recommended freeway improvements (the Traffic Congestion Relief Fund) even though 
such fair share contribution is not required by the EIR. This agreement to pay fair share costs 
has been included in revised mitigation measures (See Mitigation Measures 6.1-3c, 6.1-3c, 
6.1-4e,6.1-7b, 6.1-8a, 6.1-8b, 6.1-8c)  A subsequent meeting with Caltrans was held on July 
27, 2007 with the City and LAFCo staff.  Caltrans concurred with the payment of fair share 
costs associated with the project. 

3-5 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

3-6 The City, LAFCo and applicant met with Caltrans on July 27, 2007. It was discussed that 
various freeway expansions that were planned could most likely be contained within the 
existing right-of-way.  The applicant agreed to coordinate with Caltrans to identify 
appropriate right-of-way for the Southbound Elkhorn Blvd on-ramp to SR 70/99.   Please also 
refer to response to comment 3-3.    

3-7 
 

The California Department of Education’s (CDE) School Site Selection Criteria and Approval 
Guide (see http://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/fa/sf/schoolsiteguide.asp ) provides advisory guidance 
on factors that should be considered when making school siting decisions. The factors that 
should be considered include the following: 
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► What is the distance from the near edge of the roadway right-of-way to the site?  

► How heavy is the traffic flow?  

► How many trucks carrying freight use the roadway during the time students and staff is 
present?  

► Is a safety or sound barrier necessary?  

► How will students coming across the highway get to school safely?  

The nearest edge of the proposed elementary school to the nearest freeway (SR 70/99) is sited 
approximately 550 feet.  While the CDE has advisory guidance that suggests a setback of up 
to 2,500 feet from highways carrying explosives or up to 1,500 feet for highways carrying 
hazardous materials, the CDE acknowledges that there is no legal minimum distance that all 
schools should be setback from freeways. CDE evaluates each proposed school site on a case-
by-case basis based on the specific conditions present at and nearby each site. The local 
school district has engaged in preliminary consultation with CDE regarding the proposed 
school site location.  Subsequently, the school district has corresponded with the project 
applicant indicating that while the CDE may have some initial concerns about the proposed 
school location, the school district does not believe any of the issues raised by CDE will 
require consideration of an alternative site for the elementary school (Appendix D of this 
document). If an alternative site is necessary, the school district has the existing capacity to 
provide school instruction until an alternate location is selected. 

For projects located near airports, the CDE’s school site selection criteria require that CDE, 
the school district and the California Department of Transportation, Aeronautics Program, 
Office of Airports (Division of Aeronautics) consult to review the proposed site location for 
potential safety hazards prior to the school district taking title to the property. Through the 
consultation process, the Division of Aeronautics will issue a recommendation on whether 
title to the site should be secured by the school district. If an unfavorable recommendation is 
made, no State or local funds can be apportioned for the acquisition or construction of the 
school.  

The City and project applicants have coordinated with the local school district and CDE in 
determining the final location for the proposed elementary school. Further, the local school 
district will consult with the Division of Aeronautics prior to acquiring title to the site. 
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Sacram~nt~, CB 95834 Sammentc~, CA 95814 

Re: Greenbriar Qevelopmant Proje& 
Sbtt? Clwringhouse [SCH) Number: 200N62144 

Wr Mr, Bufanf and Mr. Luckhart: 

Thank you for the opporkinb ia mvi~w and mmrnent sn fhe DraR Envirmmental Impact 
Repart (EIR) for ths subject. prqjW. hlifornia RaemQan Board (Baard) and mpament; of 
W*r RBSD~~B.[C~VVR) has reviewed the envimnme@al dwument and pmvide kllatatirig 
camments. 

The an@ rfes~ribed in the Pmject DescripQon is pmt@c;tsd by fedem1 !eves .that hawe been 
i n m ~ m t d  into the Stab plan of fload control. The e@@ctiue opemtian of federal flaod wntrol 
levem slow rtfie Sacmmentla Riwr system is essential fur the gmtection of public safely and 
prove* iamted in the Raglain pmteded by thfrase levffm. In GatRumia, 7tre Baad is respansibls 
'far opem~~ns and mainttlnsna af the F~cdtsraf Fkod Guntml Project Lev- in the Genfml VaJley 
DWR nanages the 5We plan d faxi control and mrdjnates its activi"tiies with the Federal 
Emergency Managemerit Agency (FEW) in administrating the feclarai F I d  Inoumnce Pmgram. 

A Baard pwrnit' is required for any plan of work that encmachss on an adapted plan of ffmd 
mnhI. A permit L aim requid Jor activitias outsid& af tb adapt& flad control plan if those 
acti*i~s mid bcj injurious to, or interfare with, the suws&l etx~?cution, WncSicznirrg ur opemeon of 
any facilie~s af an ad@@& plan af Raod mnbt. Ths encrcjsed Fact Sheet (see A*chmsnt I) 
pmvides idazmatiun wl the pmitting process, 

The EIR swld descrEbe in appmpriate lsdetail haw the wgujabry concerns of the Board will 
be addrwed. Ths ragufatjons uf the Board am found in the GaiFarnia Csde rrf Regulations (CGR) 
Tide 23, Division ? . These regufatlzms are design& to pmt& the intqcib and function of the fhod 
mn&oI sptt7m. Any a~Mty  Bat interferes vvith tt'le operafiion, i&wfQ, ;and PunMan of the adopted 
pian d flwd m n b l  is of: con~am ta the Board. 
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PAGE 03117 

fl 

Mr. Turn Buford 
Mr. Don Locmart 
Sepbmbsr 5,20Q6 
Page 2 0f 4 

The cansequences of urban dewlupment in a fiaadplaln prPZecred by levees can be 
significant in terns of not only public safes and pratectian of prop@@ but to the Set@ in -terms of- 
finan~ial msaurm. When it accepts a federal Rood m n b l  project, the State agrees to indemnilFy 
the! federal government. Flooding that result fmrn a failurn of a g o ~ h n  of We State plan of Mod 
~ t l P l t r ~ l  exposes both fhe S&te and the Imf maintaining agencyfo crsignificanl tiabtlity. 

Imp& Ci,i03 Oneite Flooding Risk From Pcrbntial Leu- or Dam Failure 

As was noted in the subject daeument, the Sacramento Area Flood Crzntral Nency (SWCA) 
h a s  cornpietd a draft: mpoft enfitted Nabmas Levee Evalua*n Program (March 2006). Data was 
coflected and anfifyzd based an U. 3, Amy Corp of Engineers (USACOE) guidelines develop4 for 
~valuadng under seepage and I& threat tu Ime stability, Among the findings weft-! the fcilluwing: 

At some locations, &e calwlated exit gmdie&, ba& on wafer surface elevations 
approximately representr'ng the AOO-year Woad event, exceeded the guidetins and demon8katt;d 
a pdeRtiaI for subsurf'am permeabiliey that a u l d  threaten levee shbility; 

~nada~uate free boa^ (less than 3 feet) in large areas of the east imee of the Sacramenb, River 
and the south levee of the Nmmas Cmss Canal at the XTO-year F l d  event water surface level; 

The east [ewe afthe Sacramento River and Be south Jew of the Natatamas Cross Canal is 
suscepfiblrs! to dwp under swpage at the 20B.year wafer surf&@ eiavafian; 

The norlh levee dthe Amerian River is suscgptible to through-levee seepage at the 200-year 
water surfam eteuation; 

+ TllEf east feme of the Sacramenb River contains ten sit@$ of emsian risk totaling appmximatrsly 
1 4 ,I 00 feet in length; 

The USACQE guidefines used in evaluating levee mnditbns were adopted in 2004 and wete 
bas& on obwmions d levee ps~amance dun'ng the 1997 high w a r  events. The knewledge 
base has increased dramatically since that. time w'lih mped  to the role d emsian, w~temide 
instsrbil&, and dmp under swpage. These factors were not &ken into tonsideration in earlier 
dekminations by the USACOE of the Nstomas basin Iwel of pmtecfion ar in F E W $  designation 
of Zone X in the Rood Irtsuranrx! Rate maps (FIRM). 

The detemination of w h e t k  a project may have a significant @Reet on the envircmment. mJIs 
far camkl judgment an thths part aftfie pubfic agency involved, based tcr the extent p~ssible an 
s~ierrtifi~ and fadual dafa [California Code of Regulations (CCR) Tile 14 4Secl;ion 150W(t>)j. 
FiurCRemtone, in evalua~ng the signRcance: of the envimnmental effect of a project, fhe Lead Agency 
is to cansider reasonably %mwabie indirs t  physical changes in Ure envirvtnment vJhich may be 
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Mr. Torn Bufonl 
Mr. Dan L~elrhart 
September 5,2006 
Page 3 of 4 

mused by the pm@t [ W R  T"de 14 Section 15064.(d)] and the decisbn as 20 wheU1~r a pmjed may 
h a w  one or more signmmnt effects is tc, be based an subtant;imI evidence in the record of the lead 
agency [CCR T i i  14 Section 1 ti1)64(f)q. 

In ttte l3mR EIR, exposing people ar structures to a signMcant risk of lass, injury, or doath 
involving #loding, including f l d i n g  as a result d falure of a levee has beer?. identified as one of the 
""tf-treshofds of s@nifleancew -From wl"dch to @valuate significant impacts Tmm the praect. In the draft 
EIR it is condudd that bmuse the pmjscl site l i ~ s  in an area dmignated as ZIone X in the FIRM, Et 
is protected fmm a IOO-)rear flaod event. 

The scienfifc and factual data based an the NaZomss Levee Evaluatian Report and the 
USACOE Novemkr 2005 report do not support the conclusion of DEfR of Sess than sl'gnificanY 
impact to on-site fading risk fmrn potential levee or dam failure. Data developed in recent years 
dennansmte a s_ignificaM "rtk t;o f~ilure of the levee system from erasion, overtopping, and under 
seepage. V\bhiie %he FEMA deteminafon may remain in piam, it is a reguia@v designation, nut a 
technical evaiuation, and ceminly daes not r@Gect an analysis ofthe cumnt data. In fact, the 
Matomas Levee Ev;rluaBt>n Repart concludes that We data indicates rtt~t the risk of levee failure is 
greater than was previousfy thought end undewrxrms the umency of continuing pubtic education 
efforts ta mnnunicate this risk, reinhrcing tfie importance of flood insuranm as a key risk 
managema& tM>I -for property owners in the Natumas at=." This risk is not just at fhe 2110-yar 
flood level but sisa at the "tOQ-year level. 

it should be noted that USACOE, b a d  an the fowoing infbmation, has &a&ed its 
cedifiWian of lev=$ in &t? NatOms area ($'see AEachment I f ) ,  Likewise, DWR has requested that 
FEW revise the FIRM br the Natom;as area "to accu~tety rMed the  flood risk" of continued 
residentiaI demlopment in s deep floMf basin. 

As %r the use of a regulaary designation k, assess the signNcance of an impact, the 
Appeltate Court (CZizens &for a B e e r  EnvfmnmeM @f a/. v. the Califbrnie R@sources Agency, 126 
Cat. Rpks 2d 44l) invalidat4 futmer CECA Guideline Sectbn 150M(h) which allowd Rnding of no 
significant impacl based on compliance with envimnmenfal standards. Again, the ~urrent  FIRM 
design&on is an outdated rwulatory dabnation, which is nut suppod& by Be present best . 

available infomation regarding the intsgtity of the! Nabmas levee system. 

Since the mncfusion of "no signifimnt impact" to flooding from a Ieve~t f~failum is n d  supported 
by the available infamation men the comJiary that there is a signiecant impact musf bbe adopted, In 
this case, you should anaiiyze ma signirficant envimfimentaf ~ f l ~ c i s  the  pmjed might muse by 
bringing development and people inb the area aflectd (14 GCR s 1512B.2). Your analysis shuukl 
specificafly explain haw you wiil mfQate for these impacts and provae sm appropriate Iwef of Raod 
pmtedion ta the area and provide adequate probctian to yaur citiz~ns, Furthemore, you need .to 
discuss what is an awptabie Imt of prute&an (e,g. IOQ-y@arr, 2W-year, 500-y@ar starm everif), 
which if mweded does not const;iM@ a significant risk. 
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Mr. Torn Buford 
Mr. Dotl Lockhad 
Sep%mbsr 5,2006 
Page. 4 of 4 

Thank you on= again far the opportunity to tomrnent on the Draft EiR. ff yau have any 
quesfmrxs or need addiaonaI inwmation, please contact Mr. Stephen Bradley, Chid Engineer far 
the Baard at (91 f j f  57M680. 

Geneml Manager 

cc: Gavernor's Wiice of Planning and Researr;h 
Sfate Cf@atinghouse 
P. 0. Box 3044 
Sacmmm, CA 95812SW 

Ms. Nadeli Gayoul 
Department of Water R~sourms 
901 "P" Shrzet, S e m d  F/mr I 

Sacmmento, CA 95814 

Stgin Buer, Executive Dimdar 
Sacramen& Area Ffood ConItrui.Agenc;y 
1007 Sc?venth Strwt, Seventh Flmr 
Sa~ramento, CA 95814-3407 

AWckmenfs: Attachment I Encroachment Fernit Fact: Sheet 
Amchment I t  WSACOE letter of July 220,2006 to Mr. Stein Suer, SAFGA 
Amchxnent II I DWR letter of July 31,2006 to Sally Boikwki, F E W  Region tX 
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LETTER 4 

 
California Reclamation Board 
Jay Punia 
General Manager  
September 5, 2006 
 
4-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

4-2 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

4-3 The project site is not located within an Adopted Plan of Flood Control. As such, an 
encroachment permit from the Reclamation Board is not required. 

4-4 The California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 23, Division 1, specifies the standards of 
review for projects located within an Adopted Plan of Flood Control. As described in 
response to comment 4-3, the project is not located within an Adopted Plan of Flood Control 
and the project would not result in the alteration of any levees that are under the jurisdiction 
of the California Reclamation Board. The DEIR and RDEIR provide a comprehensive 
description of the regulatory environment as it relates to hydrology and flooding; please see 
Section 6.10, “Hydrology, Drainage, and Flooding,” of the DEIR and R DEIR. In addition, 
Master Response 1 provides a comprehensive description of the current state of flood 
certification and the ongoing actions to improve flood safety within the Natomas area. The 
comment is not specific on the regulatory analysis that should be provided in the DEIR, 
therefore no further response can be offered.  

4-5 Regarding the project’s flooding impacts please refer to Master Response 1.  

4-6 Regarding the project’s flooding impacts and the current state of flood certification and the 
ongoing actions to improve flood safety in the Natomas area please refer to Master 
Response 1.  

4-7 Regarding the project’s flooding impacts and the current state of flood certification and the 
ongoing actions to improve flood safety in the Natomas area please refer to Master 
Response 1.  

4-8 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

4-9 The commenter correctly summarizes the information provided in the DEIR. Master 
Response 1 provides an update to the current state of flood certification and the ongoing 
actions to improve flood safety in the Natomas area. 

4-10 Regarding the project’s flooding impacts and the current state of flood certification and the 
ongoing actions to improve flood safety in the Natomas area please refer to Master 
Response 1.  
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4-11 Regarding the project’s flooding impacts and the current state of flood certification and the 
ongoing actions to improve flood safety in the Natomas area please refer to Master Response 
1. To clarify, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has issued a letter indicating that it 
“can no longer support its original position regarding the certification of the levees in the 
Natomas area.” As of the date of this report, no official proceedings to decertify the levees in 
the Natomas area have occurred. While several agencies such as the California Department of 
Water Resources (DWR) and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) have 
offered opinions on the information contained within the Sacramento Area Flood Control 
Agency’s (SAFCA) Natomas Levee Evaluation Report (March 2006), the final decertification 
and re-mapping of the flood designation for the Natomas Area has not occurred. FEMA 
indicated in its letter to the Mayor of the City of Sacramento that it plans to revise the 
Natomas community’s Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) through the Physical Map Revision 
Process (PMR) and intends to do so by fall 2007. As of the date of publication of this 
document, no revision to the FIRM has been issued by FEMA. 

4-12 Regarding the project’s flooding impacts please refer to Master Response 1.  

4-13 Regarding the project’s flooding impacts and the current state of flood certification and the 
ongoing actions to improve flood safety in the Natomas area please refer to Master 
Response 1.  

4-14 Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided 
in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER.Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
14 16 NINTH STREET, P.O. BOX 942836 
SACRAMENTO. CA 942360001 
(9 16) 653579 1 

September 20,2006 

Tom Buford, Senior Planner 
City of Sacramento, Development Services Department 
Environmental Planning Services 
North Permit Center 
21 01 Arena Boulevard, Second Floor 
Sacramento, California 95834 

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Greenbriar Project (P05-069) 
State Clearinghouse (SCH) Number: 2005062144 

The project corresponding to the subject SCH identification number has come to our 
attention. The limited project description suggests a potential encroachment on an 
Adopted Plan of Flood Control. If indeed your project encroaches on an adopted food 
control plan, you will need to obtain an encroachment permit from the Reclamation 
Board prior to initiating any activities. The attached Fact Sheet explains the permitting 
process. Please note that the permitting process may take as much as 45 to 60 days to 
process. Also note that a condition of t h e  permit requires the securing all of the 
appropriate additional permits before initiating work. This information is provided so 
that you may plan accordingly. 

If after careful evaluation, it is your assessment that your project is not within the 
authority of  the Reclamation Board, you may disregard this notice. For further 
information, please contact Sam Brandon of my staff at (916) 574-0651. 

Sincerely, \ 

Mike Mirmazaheri, Chief 
Floodway Protection Section 

cc: Governor's Office of Planning and  Research 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
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LETTER 5 

 
California Department of Water Resources 
Mike Mirmazaheri 
Chief, Floodway Protection Section  
September 26, 2006 
 
5-1 The project is not located within an Adopted Plan of Flood Control. As such, an encroachment 

permit from the Reclamation Board is not required. 
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LETTER 6 

 
LAFCo Public Hearing 
Thomas Reavy  
August 2, 2006 
 
6-1 At the request of several commenters, the LAFCo Commission scheduled a second public 

hearing to receive public comments on the DEIR. The second public hearing was held on 
August 30, 2006.  

6-2 Please refer to response to comment 6-1. 

6-3 Regarding the project’s flooding impacts, please refer to Master Response 1.  

6-4 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

6-5 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis conducted in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

6-6 Please refer to response to comment 6-1. 
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LETTER 7 

 
LAFCo Public Hearing 
Jim Pachl  
August 2, 2006 
 
7-1 Please refer to response to comment 6-1. 

7-2 Please refer to Master Response 1. 

7-3 Please refer to response to comment 1-5.  

7-4 Please refer to Master Response 1. 
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LETTER 8 

 
LAFCo Public Hearing 
Jude Lamare  
August 2, 2006 
 
8-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

8-2 Sacramento Regional Transit (RT) submitted a letter on the DEIR supporting the statement that 
the project, through its potential for increased ridership, will help to justify earlier federal 
funding of the Downtown-Natomas-Airport (DNA) light rail line. Please refer comment letter 
26. Moreover, at the August 3, 2005, LAFCo meeting, Dr. Beverly Scott, CEO/general 
manager of Sacramento RT, testified to RT’s “strong support” of the annexation of the 
Greenbriar project into the City of Sacramento. Dr. Scott testified that the “project is not just an 
assemblage of a lot of good elements. [RT] think[s] that [the project] . . . really tries to create 
an overall environment that is transit supportive.” Videotape copies of this testimony are 
available for review at the LAFCo offices at 1112 I Street, Sacramento, CA 95814. Further, RT 
has submitted three letters to the City and LAFCo expressing their support for the project (see 
Appendix B of this document). 

RT has identified the DNA light rail line on its 20-year project map and is in the process of 
preparing an EIR that evaluates the impacts of implementation of the DNA light rail line 
project. RT anticipates circulating the public DEIR for the DNA project by spring/summer 
2007 (Jaiyeoba, pers.comm., 2007). Sacramento Regional Transit is also pursuing a variety of 
funding sources to fund the construction of the DNA light rail line. Construction of the DNA 
would occur in 3 segments (minimum operable segments [MOS]): MOS 1 would start at 7th 
Street and would end at Richards Boulevard; MOS 2 would continue from Richards Boulevard 
to the Natomas Town Center; and MOS 3 would continue from the Natomas Town Center 
through the Greenbriar project site to the Sacramento International Airport. RT estimates that 
MOS 1 would be fully operable by 2014 with the remainder of DNA line operable by 2027 
(Jaiyeoba, pers.comm., 2007). While 2027 is RT’s reasonable estimate of when the DNA 
would be operable, RT is tracking a variety of upcoming federal, state, and local funding 
sources and is pursuing a more aggressive implementation schedule (Jaiyeoba, pers.comm., 
2007). The DNA line would expand transit service from downtown Sacramento and the airport 
and promote patterns of smart growth while minimizing environmental impacts, but the 
process of obtaining federal funding for light rail transit (LRT) projects is extremely 
competitive. The higher the ridership, the more cost effective, and therefore competitive, the 
LRT project. Greenbriar will generate an estimated 1,162 daily riders, thereby making the 
DNA significantly more viable for federal funding. According to Dr. Beverly Scott, the 
Greenbriar station’s 1,162 boardings would put the station within RT’s top quarter in terms of 
transit utilization.  Please also refer to response to comments 29-35 and 29-48. 

8-3 The DEIR thoroughly evaluates the project’s transportation impacts in Section 6.1, 
“Transportation and Circulation.” This analysis included an evaluation of the project’s impacts 
to freeway mainline segments (i.e., I-5, SR 70/99) under existing plus project and cumulative 
plus project conditions. Please refer to Section 6.1 of the DEIR for additional discussion of the 
project’s transportation impacts, as well as the responses to comments in this document. Please 
also refer to response to comment 3-3. 
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LETTER 9 

 
LAFCo Public Hearing 
Tom McDonagh  
August 30, 2006 
 
9-1 Regarding flood protection, please refer to Master Response 1. Regarding fire protection 

services, the DEIR thoroughly evaluated the project’s impacts to fire protection services (see 
Impact 6.5-1, “Public Services,” of the DEIR). As described therein, while the City has plans to 
construct a new fire station that would serve the project site, it is unknown when this station 
would be constructed and if it would be operational prior to issuance of the first occupancy 
permit. As a result, the DEIR concluded that the project would result a potentially significant 
impact to fire protection services. Mitigation recommended in the DEIR requires the project 
applicant to coordinate with the City of Sacramento to ensure that adequate fire protection 
services would be provided to the project site prior to issuance of the first occupancy permit. In 
addition, the project would be required to pay its fair share of the costs required to construct a 
new fire station that would serve the project site. These costs have been included in the 
project’s Revised Draft Finance Plan (see Appendix E of this document).  With implementation 
of this mitigation, the DEIR concluded that the project’s fire service impacts would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level. Please also refer to response to comment 33-6.  Regarding 
police protection, Impact 6.5-2, concluded that the project’s impacts on police services would 
be less than significant. 

9-2 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

9-3 Please refer to response to comment 8-2. 

9-4 Sacramento Regional Transit currently operates 3 bus routes in North Natomas (Routes 11, 13, 
14); however, none of these routes would serve the project site. As described in the DEIR (see 
Impact 6.1-10, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR), the specific number of public 
transit riders that would be generated by the project can not be known. However, the DEIR 
concluded that because the project would generate new demand for public transit services and 
none are currently provided to the site, the project would result in a significant impact to public 
transit services. Mitigation in the DEIR requires the project applicant to fund and operate a 
peak commute hour shuttle/bus transportation service for residents of the project site. The 
applicant shall develop this service in consultation with the City of Sacramento and RT. The 
applicant shall begin to provide shuttle services once demand for public transit services reaches 
50 service requests, and shall increase those services in proportion to the development levels 
and increased rider ship levels occurring on the project site. The project applicants will 
continue to provide shuttle services until such time that Sacramento Regional Transit is 
operating a bus or light rail line that would serve the project site. The timing of when these 
services would be provided by Sacramento Regional Transit District is unknown.  

9-5 Please refer to response to comments 3-3 and 8-3. 
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9-6 The SACOG Blueprint is a plan that is intended to guide development in the region from now 
through 2050. The Blueprint is a long-term plan that will take many years to achieve. 
Development in 2006 (or any time between now and 2050) that is consistent with the Blueprint 
would advance the Blueprint’s concepts.  

9-7 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 10 

 
LAFCo Public Hearing 
Thomas Foley  
August 30, 2006 
 
10-1 Regarding flooding, please refer to Master Response 1.  
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LETTER 11 

 
LAFCo Public Hearing 
Joe Sullivan  
August 30, 2006 
 
11-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

11-2 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 12 

 
LAFCo Public Hearing 
Thomas Reavey  
August 30, 2006 
 
 
12-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

12-2 While the commenter indicates the DEIR did not adequately address the issues of flood 
protection, police and fire services, emergency services, sewer services, and transportation, 
the commenter does not provide any specifics on how the analysis is inadequate. The DEIR 
thoroughly evaluated the project’s impacts to public services (e.g., police, fire protection, 
emergency services) in Section 6.5, “Public Services,” transportation in Section 6.1, 
“Transportation and Circulation,” and utilities (e.g., sewer) in Section 6.4, “Utilities.” See 
also response to comment 33-6. Regarding flooding, the Section 6.10, “Hydrology and 
Water Quality,” was recirculated in a RDEIR in November 2006 to address new information 
regarding the surrounding levee system that became available after the circulation of the 
DEIR. Please refer to Master Response 1 for additional details.  

12-3 Please refer to Response to Master Response 1. 

12-4 As described in Impact 6.4-3 (see Section 6.4, “Utilities”, of the DEIR), staff at SRCSD 
confirmed the North Natomas interceptor and downstream facilities currently have adequate 
capacity to the serve the project. Because adequate capacity is available to serve the project, 
the project would result in a less-than-significant impact to regional sewer facilities. See 
also, response to comment 33-4. 

12-5 Please refer to response to comment 9-1. The project is not located within the NNCP area 
and is not subject to the policies of the NNCP.  The commenter offers no information to 
support the statement that the analysis presented in the DEIR is inadequate. Therefore, no 
further response can be provided.  

12-6 Please refer to response to comments 3-3 and 8-3. The commenter offers no information to 
support the statement that the analysis presented in the DEIR is inadequate. Therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

12-7 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

12-8 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary.  Please refer to response to comment 12-2 
through 12-7. 
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LETTER 13 

 
Alta Tura 
August 30, 2006 
 
13-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis conducted in the 

DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

13-2 Regarding the project’s impacts on levees, please refer to Master Response 1. The commenter 
offers no evidence that the analysis in the EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response 
can be provided. 

13-3 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis conducted in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

13-4 The project’s impacts to local waterways and drainages were evaluated in Section 6.10, 
“Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality.” As described therein, impacts to local waterways 
were evaluated in Impact 6.10-1 and impacts to the capacity of local drainage systems were 
evaluated in Impact 6.10-2. With implementation of recommended mitigation the project 
would not result in any residual significant water quality or drainage system impacts. 
Regarding the project’s growth-inducing impacts, please refer to Section 7.1, “Growth 
Inducing Impacts,” of the DEIR.  
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LETTER 14 

 
LAFCo Public Hearing 
Jude Lamare 
August 30, 2006 
 
14-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

14-2 The City of Sacramento is the co- lead agency (with LAFCo) responsible for preparation of the 
EIR for the Greenbriar project.  

The City of Sacramento and County of Sacramento have entered into a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) that identified the guiding principles for development of the Natomas 
Joint Vision area. The City and County are currently proceeding with development of an open 
space program for the area, along with a Municipal Services Review. The City presented its 
initial program considerations at a series of workshops in April 2007. It is anticipated that the 
planning process for the Joint Vision area will take 3 years for development of general 
concepts for the area, and between 3 and 10 years for annexation and the various 
environmental and other processes to be completed.  

Regarding consideration of the Natomas Joint Vision plan in the Greenbriar DEIR, the DEIR 
describes the Natomas Joint Vision MOU in Section 2.6, “Summary,” and Sections 3.7.2 and 
3.7.4, “Project Description.” In addition, the DEIR includes an evaluation of the cumulative 
impacts of the project in combination with the development of the Natomas Joint Vision area 
in Section 7.2, “Other CEQA-Required Analyses.”  

The Sacramento Regional Transit District is the agency responsible for proposing, evaluating, 
and approving the proposed Downtown-Natomas-Airport (DNA) Light Rail Line. Please refer 
to response to comment 8-2 for a discussion of the current status of that project. The 
Greenbriar DEIR evaluated the environmental impacts of dedicating an easement for the DNA 
line through the Greenbriar site along Meister Way. No specifics regarding the operation of the 
DNA are available. As such, the DEIR can not provide any additional evaluation of this 
project. 

Regarding the request to delay the project until information regarding the DNA project and 
Natomas Joint Vision project is better defined, CEQA does not require lead agencies to delay 
the preparation of environmental analyses until all information regarding other cumulative 
projects is known. Rather, CEQA requires that the impacts of the project be determined based 
on the conditions present at the site and in the project area at the time of publication of the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the DEIR. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125[a]). An 
EIR is an informational document that is used to inform the lead agency and other responsible 
agencies of the environmental impacts of a proposed project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15121[a]). An EIR should be based on the information available at the time of its preparation 
and a lead agency should not speculate as to the environmental impacts that would occur with 
future and unspecified development (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145). Because 
specifics regarding the DNA line are not available an evaluation of the DNA light rail in the 
Greenbriar DEIR is not feasible, nor is it required by CEQA.  
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14-3 While the commenter suggests that new air ozone and particulate matter air quality plans may 
be adopted next year, it would be speculative for the EIR to rely on information contained in 
those unadopted plans. CEQA does not require lead agencies to rely upon draft reports, plans, 
or other documents. Further, CEQA does not require lead agencies to delay the preparation of 
an environmental document to wait for new information to become available. Rather, an EIR 
should be based on the conditions present at the site and information available to the public at 
the time of publication of the NOP (please refer to response to comment 14-2). The air quality 
analysis provided in the DEIR (see Section 6.2, “Air Quality”) evaluates the impacts of the 
project against currently adopted and enforceable air quality plans. More importantly, it 
provides an extensive set of mitigation measures aimed at reducing impacts to the degree 
feasible. There is no reason to expect that additional mitigation, or other means to reduce air 
quality impacts, would result from any new air quality plans, and no comments have been 
provided to suggest otherwise.  

14-4 It is unclear what the commenter is stating regarding the project’s relationship to the proposed 
DNA light rail line. Please refer to response to comment 8-2 for a discussion of the current 
status of the DNA line and response to comment 14-2 for a discussion of how the Greenbriar 
EIR addresses the DNA light rail line.  

14-5 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 15 

 
LAFCo Public Hearing 
Tara Hansen  
August 30, 2006 
 
15-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

15-2 While the commenter describes environmental impacts associated with the project, and which 
are addressed in the EIR, the commenter offers no specifics on the analysis provided in the 
DEIR. Therefore, no further response can be provided. Please also refer to response to 
comment 3-3 and 8-3. 

15-3 Please refer to Section 7.1, “Growth Inducing Impacts,” of the DEIR for a discussion of the 
project’s growth-related impacts. No specifics on the analysis in the DEIR were raised, 
therefore no further response can be provided. 

15-4 Regarding addressing the project’s flood-related impacts, please refer to Master Response 1.  

15-5 The DEIR adequately evaluates the project’s impacts to farmland and open space resources in 
Section 6.6, “Parks and Open Space,” and Section 6.11, “Agriculture.” Impact 6.6-2, “Parks 
and Open Space,” describes the project’s impacts to open space resources and addresses the 
Natomas Joint Vision MOU policy requiring the provision of permanent open space in the 
Natomas area through conservation easements at a 1:1 mitigation ratio (comprised of half-to-
one ratio for habitat and half-to-one-for open space). Mitigation Measure 6.6-2 requires the 
project applicant to coordinate with the City of Sacramento to identify appropriate lands to set 
aside in permanent conservation easements for open space in accordance with the Natomas 
Joint Vision open space policy. These lands will be identified prior to prezoning.  No 
additional mitigation would be required.  Further, prior to annexation, an open space agreement 
consistent with the Joint Vision will be entered into between the City of Sacramento and 
Sacramento County. 

15-6 The DEIR contains comprehensive mitigation (see Mitigation Measure 6.8-6, page 6.8-25 of 
the DEIR) to address potential aircraft safety hazard impacts associated with the proposed on-
site lake/detention basin. The City and the project applicants consulted with staff of the 
Sacramento County Airport System (SCAS) in identification of this mitigation plan. As 
described in comment 21-3, SCAS concurs with the DEIR’s conclusion that with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.8-6 the project’s aircraft safety hazard impacts 
associated with the on-site lake/detention basin would be less than significant.  

15-7 The comment expresses an opinion of what constitutes the concept of smart growth. Because 
the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 16 

 
LAFCo Public Hearing 
Jim Pachl  
August 30, 2006 
 
16-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

16-2 Regarding the status of the Downtown-Natomas-Airport (DNA) light rail line, please refer to 
response to comment 8-2. Regarding the 11% trip reduction associated with the DNA line, 
please refer to response to comment 29-35. 

16-3 Regarding the project’s flooding impacts please refer to Master Response 1.  

16-4 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 17 

 
LAFCo Public Hearing 
Rose Trabalat  
August 30, 2006 
 
17-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

17-2 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

17-3 Regarding flooding, see Master Response 1.  

17-4 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 18 

 
LAFCo Public Hearing 
Lin Hom  
August 30, 2006 
 
18-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

18-2 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

18-3 Please refer to response to comment 8-2. Because the comment does not raise any issues 
related to the environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

18-4 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 19 

 
Sacramento County Airport System 
Robert Leonard 
Airports Chief Operating Officer  
August 30, 2006 
 
19-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis conducted in the 

DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

19-2 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis conducted in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

19-3 The commenter does not specify how the DEIR does not adequately analyze noise impacts 
from aircraft. No further response can be provided. 

19-4 The commenter identifies issues that need additional analysis in the DEIR of which details are 
provided in a separate memorandum. Please refer to Responses to Comments 19-1 through 
19-12. 

19-5 Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis 
conducted in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

19-6 The Spangler site is currently in irrigated rice. Rice fields receive high use by birds considered 
hazardous to aircraft, especially shorebirds, wading birds, and waterfowl, which use rice fields 
for food, shelter and breeding habitat. A recent study by Berryman Ecological, which focuses 
on the relative bird attractant value of rice fields as compared to man-made lakes, supports the 
conclusion that rice fields serve as the greater attractant to hazardous wildlife. (See Appendix 
M of DEIR). The NBHCP states that the use of managed marsh, such as wetlands, is unlikely 
to pose bird strike hazards because marshes are not designed to attract migratory waterfowl 
(please refer to the NBHCP, page III-11). Therefore, whether the Spangler site were to remain 
in its current condition (irrigated rice) or be utilized for biological mitigation lands (managed 
marsh or other mitigation), the risk of bird strikes at the airport would be similar to existing 
conditions.  

Notwithstanding the above, the applicant has agreed to an alternative plan for mitigation to 
further reduce the risk of bird strikes. Rather than create habitat on the Spangler site, the 
applicant would dedicate the Spangler property to the Natomas Basin Conservancy (NBC). 
The NBC serves as plan operator for the NBHCP and acquires and manages habitat land for 
the benefit of the 22 special-status species covered under the NBHCP, including Swainson's 
Hawk and giant garter snake. After acquisition and dedication, the NBC would choose 
appropriate land within its land pool for creating the project's required acreage of managed 
marsh and Swainson's hawk habitat. The NBC would have the option to use the Spangler 
property for mitigation land that is most appropriate for NBHCP mitigation as a whole, which 
may include use as managed marsh or other uses, at the discretion of the NBC.  

Related to concerns with airport safety, this approach to mitigating project-related biological 
resource impacts requires the NBC to submit its mitigation plans to the County Airport 
System for review and comment prior to converting any land to habitat uses in accordance 
with the NBHCP. The NHBCP requires all mitigation lands established for the NBHCP 
reserve system to be located and managed for avoidance of potential safety conflicts relating 
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to collisions between aircraft and birds and to be consistent with the Federal Aviation 
Administration Advisory Circular (May 1997) concerning wildlife attractants in the vicinity of 
airports. (Please refer to the NBHCP, page IV-40).  

All reserve lands in the vicinity of the Sacramento International Airport would be managed to 
reduce the potential for bird strikes and other potential conflicts with airport operations. Draft 
management plans for reserve lands in the vicinity of the Sacramento International Airport 
would be submitted to the Airport Facilities Manager to provide a reasonable opportunity for 
review and comment prior to approval by the NBC, USFWS, or DFG (please refer to the 
NBHCP, page IV-34). According to John Roberts, Executive Director of the NBC, the NBC 
has on record numerous letters from the Sacramento County Airport System (SCAS), as well 
as other documentation of successful coordination with SCAS, to further ensure that the 
NBHCP mitigation actions do not compromise airport safety. 

19-7 Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis 
conducted in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 20 

 
Sacramento County Airport System 
Monica Newhouse 
Airport Noise Program Manager  
August 30, 2006 
 
20-1 The DEIR includes analysis of noise from existing airport operations, as well as those 

associated with maximum use of the airport under its proposed master plan. The plans for a 
third runway are listed on page 6.8-12 of the DEIR. Exhibit 6.3-3 depicts noise contours (draft, 
prepared by the County Department of Airports) for the maximum use condition, with the third 
runway. As shown, noise at the project site would be less than 60 dBA CNEL (the noise level 
considered significant in the EIR), even at maximum use conditions with a third runway.  

20-2 The altitude at which commercial aircraft overfly the project site is relevant to the issues of 
noise generation and safety. Both issues are fully addressed in the DEIR, including reporting of 
noise from single event (SENL) overflights recorded by EDAW during preparation of the EIR 
(see Section 6.3.3, “Noise” of the DEIR; potential impacts are analyzed in Impact 6.3-5). The 
issue of aircraft safety is addressed in Section 6.8 (Public Health and Hazards; see Impact 6.8-
3). The overflights place 75% of the site within an overflight zone. This issue is addressed on 
pages 6.8-18 and 6.8-19 of the DEIR.  

20-3 Please refer to response to comment 20-2 regarding overflight issues. Noise measurements 
conducted by EDAW as part of the DEIR disclose SENL events associated with military 
aircraft that overfly the project site (see Section 6.3.3, “Noise” of the DEIR), and potential 
impacts are analyzed in Impact 6.3-5 of the DEIR. Overflights by C5, C130 and KC10 aircraft 
were recorded by EDAW as part of the noise measurements conducted on March 17, 2005. No 
overflights by KC 135 were observed, but given the relative size of aircraft (it is around 60% 
the size of a C5, the largest aircraft measured over flying the site), sound levels would be 
expected to be within the same range as the other military aircraft. 

20-4 Metro Airport, the former name of Sacramento International Airport, is identified in the City of 
Sacramento General Plan (please refer to Table 1, Page 22 of the 1988 City of Sacramento 
General Plan). Nevertheless, the correct reference should be to Sacramento International 
Airport. The text to Table 6.3-8 (page 6.3-16) of the DEIR is hereby revised to correct the 
reference to the Sacramento International Airport. This change has been incorporated into 
Chapter 7, “Revisions to the DEIR, RDEIR, and Second RDEIR.” This change does not alter 
the conclusions presented in the DEIR.  

20-5 Use of noise ordinances for determination of all impacts is impractical and does not necessarily 
relate to the incidents of environmental impacts. For instance, the ordinance lists as “never to 
exceed” an exterior noise level of 75 dBA during the day and 70 dBA at night. Lawn mowers, 
some cars and trucks, some aircraft over flights (particularly military aircraft and small aircraft 
near local airports such as Executive Airport), and other common noise generators regularly 
exceed these levels in areas throughout Sacramento. While they may result in annoyance, they 
do not necessarily result in significant environmental impacts. However, the noise ordinance 
does provide an enforcement mechanism that allows for the control of nuisance noise, such as 
late night public disturbances, inappropriate placement of noise-generating infrastructure such 
as rooftop air conditioning units in shopping centers, and construction activities that could 
occur during times when people are otherwise asleep. 
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Noise impacts generally occur when receptors are repeatedly exposed to noise that causes sleep 
disruption, speech interference, and other disruption, and the best indicator of such noise, 
particularly associated with mobile sources, is the community noise equivalent level, CNEL, 
which accounts for all noise sources, considers the time of day when they occur, and bases land 
use compatibility on the sensitivity of the land use to the noise levels. (See page 6.3-4 of the 
DEIR for a discussion of the different noise descriptors, including CNEL). The Sacramento 
General Plan uses the CNEL standard to assess land use compatibility, and the Sacramento 
International Airport Master Plan includes CNEL noise contours for aircraft activity.  

Thus the EIR bases analysis of mobile sources on common descriptors for mobile sources, such 
as CNEL, and bases impacts from stationary sources on the ordinances. To capture the impacts 
from certain aircraft operations, the EIR also includes an analysis of impacts from exposure to 
single event aircraft overflights that could produce substantial noise at the site. 

20-6 Please refer to response to comment 20-5. It is appropriate to base the analysis of 
environmental impacts of noise on general plan policies intended to protect the environment, 
for which the referenced noise policy qualifies. As discussed in response to comment 20-5, the 
EIR is based on comparing noise impacts to the standards applicable to the noise source and 
type. 

20-7 The City respectfully disagrees that impacts from mobile sources should be compared to the 
noise ordinance, which is intended to address nuisance noise issues and not necessarily 
environmental impacts. Please refer to response to comment 20-5. As described, if the noise 
ordinance was used as the indicator of impacts, cars driving on residential streets, regular 
aircraft overflights throughout Sacramento, use of lawn mowing equipment, and similar 
activities would be in violation of the ordinance. The City believes that the noise ordinance 
can, under certain circumstances, be used to indicate the potential for environmental impacts to 
occur, but the City also uses other tools, such as the General Plan and the CNEL standard, 
where appropriate. The comments (20-5, 20-6 and 20-7), while respectfully considered, do not 
explain why the noise ordinance should be used as the basis for exposure to impacts from 
mobile source noise instead of using the more commonly used and accepted CNEL and 
General Plan standards. 

20-8 The referenced paragraph addresses the impacts of noise based on the common CNEL metric. 
CNEL is not only the commonly recognized metric for evaluating aircraft noise, it is also the 
noise metric used by the County Airport System to report noise from aircraft. However, the 
DEIR does not limit its analysis to impacts based on CNEL. Impact 6.3-5 evaluates potential 
noise impacts based on single event noise levels (SENL), which accounts for the noise levels 
measured for commercial and military aircraft, as provided in Tables 6.3-3 and 6.3-4. 

The City of Sacramento Maximum Allowable Acceptable Interior and Exterior Noise Level 
Standards for New Development without Mitigation (see Table 6.3-8 of the DEIR) are based 
primarily on the CNEL. The City, as lead agency, has determined that so long as the CNEL 
from Sacramento International Airport is less than 60 dBA, the impact on new residential and 
school land uses would not be significant. As determined in Impact 6.3-4 of the DEIR, the 
project site is located greater than 1,900 feet from the future projected 60 dBA CNEL noise 
contour for the Sacramento International Airport and the project is defined as compatible with 
overall aircraft noise exposures. 

With regard to single-event noise levels, or SENL, Impact 6.3-5 fully discloses the relationship 
between SENL that would be expected at the site and such issues as sleep disruption and 
speech interference. The impact to residents is concluded to be less than significant, for the 
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reasons described in that impact discussion and impacts to schools that could be constructed on 
site was concluded to be significant. The impact can be mitigated through design features that 
reduce interior school noise levels. 

Regarding Table 6.3-9, this refers to the City’s noise ordinance, which the City does not 
believe is the appropriate metric for evaluating mobile source noise exposure; please refer to 
response to comments 20-5. 

20-9 The DEIR analysis of school impact is based, largely, on the relationship between automobile 
noise and aircraft CNEL and interior school noise. The conclusion in Impact 6.3-4 states that 
the impact is less than significant because the interior school noise level would not exceed 40 
dBA Leq,. The 40 dBA Leq as applied for schools is the average of noise energy exposure over a 
1-hour period. However, Impact 6.3-5 concludes that the impact to schools would be 
significant based on exposure to the SENL. In consideration of the comment, the analysis of 
the maximum potential hourly noise exposure was re-evaluated. Based on the calculations 
shown in comment 20-9, it appears that the interior noise levels at schools could exceed 40 
DBA Leq during the noisiest hour as a result of SENL from aircraft over flights.  

Mitigation Measure 6.3-5 (page 6.3-42) is, therefore, revised to read as shown below. This 
change has been incorporated into Chapter 7, “Revisions to the DEIR, RDEIR, and Second 
RDEIR.” This change does not alter the conclusions presented in the DEIR.  

 “Mitigation Measure 6.3-5: (City of Sacramento and LAFCo) 

a. Upon the issuance of building permits, site-specific acoustical analyses shall be 
conducted once construction plans are available for the proposed school to ensure 
satisfaction with the City of Sacramento interior noise level standards. This site-
specific acoustical analysis shall include site-specific design requirements to reduce 
noise exposure of proposed on-site receptors and all feasible design requirements shall 
be implemented into the final site design. Noise reduction measures and design 
features may include, but are not limited to the use of increased noise-attenuation 
measures in building construction (e.g., dual-pane, sound-rated windows; mechanical 
air systems; and exterior wall insulation). Implementation of these design measures 
would ensure interior noise levels meet the City’s noise standards and ANSI standard, 
including the ANSI standard that the interior of schools shall not exceed 40 dBA Leq 
and measured during the peak hour of noise during school operations. 

This would result in mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant level because the 
interior of school classrooms would be insulated from noise to the degree that speech 
disruption would not occur.” 

20-10 Because noise is calculated logarithmically, based on noise energy, even the combination of 2 
substantial and equal noise sources would only cumulatively increase the noise level at that 
point by 3 dBA CNEL. Although the project site would be subject to various noise sources, 
traffic noise would be the predominant noise source and would result in the extension of the 60 
dB CNEL (or Ldn, which is essentially the same) substantially onto the site. Light rail noise, 
which would be highly confined, would occur along Meister Way (the 60 dB CNEL would be 
expected to be within 50 feet of the track), and could, in combination with traffic noise, 
cumulatively move the location of the 60 dBA CNEL line by a few feet at the location where 
Meister Way is within the 60 dBA contour. It would not change the location of the contour as 
shown in Exhibit 6.3-5; the cumulative increase would be within the width of the line shown in 
the exhibit. 
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As to aircraft noise, the site is 1,900 feet away from the future 60dBA CNEL, based on 
maximum potential use of the airport. The cumulative effect of aircraft noise, when added to 
traffic and light rail noise, would not be sufficient to substantively change the location of the 
60 dBA CNEL on the site.  

Thus, the combination of all noise sources to which the site would be exposed would not alter 
the physical extent to which adverse noise would encroach on project site uses. Most 
importantly for the issue of exposure to noise at school sites, Mitigation Measure 6.3-5, as 
revised in response to comment 20-9, requires that schools are designed to ensure an interior 
noise level of 40 dBA Leq, based on site-specific acoustical analysis. This analysis would 
consider actual noise events at each school site, which would be the cumulative combination of 
all noise that could affect the schools. 

20-11 As identified in Impact 6.3-5 of the DEIR, the project includes that:  

…the applicant is proposing to dedicate an overflight easement over the entire project site. 
The exact wording of the easement is proposed to be agreed to by the applicant and SCAS. 
At a minimum, the overflight easement will grant a right-of-way for free and unobstructed 
passage of aircraft through the airspace over the property at any altitude above an 
imaginary surface specified in the easement (usually set in accordance with Federal 
Aviation Regulation Part 77 criteria). The overflight easement will also grant a right to 
subject the property to noise and vibration associated with normal airport activity. 

In addition, recorded deed notices are proposed to be required to ensure that initial and 
subsequent prospective buyers, lessees, and renters of property on the project site, 
particularly residential property, are informed that the project site is subject to routine 
overflights and associated noise by aircraft from Sacramento International Airport, that the 
frequency of aircraft overflights is routine and expected to increase through the year 2020 
and beyond in accordance with the Sacramento International Airport Master Plan, and that 
such overflights could cause occasional speech interference, sleep disruption that could 
affect more than 10 percent of all residents at any one time, and other annoyances 
associated with exposure to aircraft noise. The wording of the easement will also be agreed 
upon by the applicant and the SCAS. Furthermore, the applicant is proposing to require the 
posting of signs on all on-site real estate sales office and/or at key locations on the project 
site that alert the initial purchases about the overflight easement and the required deed 
notices. 

This would meet Sacramento County’s requirement for the execution of an avigation 
agreement for residential development.  

20-12 As correctly stated by the commenter, residential development is not currently being 
constructed immediately to the north, but is actually occurring immediately to the east (across 
SR99/70). This error does not affect the analysis of noise impacts conducted in the DEIR. The 
text has been revised, and is added to the EIR in Chapter 7.0, “Revisions to the DEIR, RDEIR, 
and Second RDEIR.” 

 



Sacramento
Text Box
21-1

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Text Box
21-2

Sacramento
Text Box
21-3

MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                              Greenbriar Development Project Final EIRComments and Responses on the DEIR                                         4-238                                    City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo



Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Text Box
21-3Cont'd

Sacramento
Text Box
21-4

Sacramento
Text Box
21-5

Sacramento
Text Box
21-6

Sacramento
Text Box
21-7

MartinA1
Text Box
Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR                                                                                                                                              EDAW  City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo                                     4-239                                        Comments and Responses on the DEIR



Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Text Box
21-7Cont'd

Sacramento
Text Box
21-8

Sacramento
Text Box
21-9

Sacramento
Text Box
21-10

MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                              Greenbriar Development Project Final EIRComments and Responses on the DEIR                                         4-240                                    City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo



Sacramento
Text Box
21-10Cont'd

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Rectangle

Sacramento
Text Box
21-11

Sacramento
Text Box
21-12

Sacramento
Text Box
21-13

Sacramento
Text Box
21-14

MartinA1
Text Box
Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR                                                                                                                                              EDAW  City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo                                     4-241                                        Comments and Responses on the DEIR



Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Text Box
21-14Cont'd

Sacramento
Text Box
21-15

Sacramento
Text Box
21-16

MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                              Greenbriar Development Project Final EIRComments and Responses on the DEIR                                         4-242                                    City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo



Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Text Box
21-16Cont'd

Sacramento
Text Box
21-17

Sacramento
Text Box
21-18

Sacramento
Text Box
21-19

Sacramento
Text Box
21-20

Sacramento
Text Box
21-21

MartinA1
Text Box
Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR                                                                                                                                              EDAW  City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo                                     4-243                                        Comments and Responses on the DEIR



Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Line

Sacramento
Text Box
21-21Cont'd

Sacramento
Text Box
21-22

MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                              Greenbriar Development Project Final EIRComments and Responses on the DEIR                                         4-244                                    City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo



MartinA1
Text Box
Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR                                                                                                                                              EDAW  City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo                                     4-245                                        Comments and Responses on the DEIR



MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                              Greenbriar Development Project Final EIRComments and Responses on the DEIR                                         4-246                                    City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo



MartinA1
Text Box
Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR                                                                                                                                              EDAW  City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo                                     4-247                                        Comments and Responses on the DEIR



MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                              Greenbriar Development Project Final EIRComments and Responses on the DEIR                                         4-248                                    City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo



MartinA1
Text Box
Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR                                                                                                                                              EDAW  City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo                                     4-249                                        Comments and Responses on the DEIR



MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                              Greenbriar Development Project Final EIRComments and Responses on the DEIR                                         4-250                                    City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo



MartinA1
Text Box
Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR                                                                                                                                              EDAW  City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo                                     4-251                                        Comments and Responses on the DEIR



MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                              Greenbriar Development Project Final EIRComments and Responses on the DEIR                                         4-252                                    City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo



MartinA1
Text Box
Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR                                                                                                                                              EDAW  City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo                                     4-253                                        Comments and Responses on the DEIR



MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                              Greenbriar Development Project Final EIRComments and Responses on the DEIR                                         4-254                                    City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo



MartinA1
Text Box
Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR                                                                                                                                              EDAW  City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo                                     4-255                                        Comments and Responses on the DEIR



MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                              Greenbriar Development Project Final EIRComments and Responses on the DEIR                                         4-256                                    City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo



MartinA1
Text Box
Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR                                                                                                                                              EDAW  City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo                                     4-257                                        Comments and Responses on the DEIR



MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                              Greenbriar Development Project Final EIRComments and Responses on the DEIR                                         4-258                                    City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo



MartinA1
Text Box
Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR                                                                                                                                              EDAW  City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo                                     4-259                                        Comments and Responses on the DEIR



MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                              Greenbriar Development Project Final EIRComments and Responses on the DEIR                                         4-260                                    City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo



MartinA1
Text Box
Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR                                                                                                                                              EDAW  City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo                                     4-261                                        Comments and Responses on the DEIR



EDAW  Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR 
Comments and Responses on the DEIR 4-262 City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo 

LETTER 21 

 
Sacramento County Airport System 
Greg Rowe 
Senior Environmental Analyst – Planning and Development 
August 29, 2006 
 
21-1 The commenter expresses concern with the wildlife hazards posed by the management of 

the Spangler property for biological mitigation. Regarding the potential hazards associated 
with this property, please refer to response to comment 19-6. 

21-2 The Sacramento County Airport Systems’ (SCAS) concerns are noted. Impact and 
Mitigation Measure 6.8-4 address the issue of water features and bird strike hazards on the 
project site and include extensive features to reduce this potentially significant impact. 
Please see comment and response 21-3 for further discussion of this issue. 

21-3 SCAS’s concurrence with proposed mitigation to reduce wildlife hazards associated with 
the proposed lake/detention basin is noted. The comment does not raise any issues related 
to the environmental analysis presented in the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

21-4 Please refer to response to comment 19-6. 

21-5 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis presented in 
the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

21-6 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis presented in 
the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

21-7 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis presented in 
the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

21-8 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis presented in 
the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

21-9 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis presented in 
the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. Please refer to response to comment 21-16 
below. 

21-10 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis presented in 
the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

21-11 Please refer to response to comment 19-6. 

21-12 The location of the Spangler preserve within the critical zone is noted. Please refer to 
response to comment 19-6 for a discussion of how the proposed mitigation lands would be 
managed in comparison to existing conditions. 

21-13 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis presented in 
the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 
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21-14 Please refer to response to comment 19-6. As described, the consultation sought by the 
Airport would take place as part of the Natomas Basin Conservancy’s (NBC) habitat 
establishment process, in accordance with the requirements of the NBHCP. 

21-15 Please refer to response to comment 19-6. 

21-16 The Sacramento International Airport Development Plan is identified as part of the 
cumulative impact analysis for biological resources (see Section 7.2.12 of the DEIR). 
Please refer to the discussion in the referenced section of the DEIR.  

21-17 Please refer to response to comment 19-6. As noted, NBC is required, as part of the 
NBHCP, to submit mitigation plans to the Airport, and this procedure would be followed 
for the Spangler site. All habitat mitigation lands are required to be designed to avoid 
potential safety conflicts from potential collisions between aircraft and birds. 

21-18 Please refer to response to comment 19-6, as well as response to comments 21-14 and 21-
17. 

21-19 Although the boundaries of the Sacramento International Airport may not accurately 
portray all airport controlled lands in Exhibit 6.12-4 of the DEIR, the purpose of the exhibit 
is to depict the locations of existing biological habitat reserves that have been established 
by the NBHCP. Changing the exhibit to show all parcels owned by the County would not 
change the overall depiction of the exhibit and does not affect the analysis of biological 
resource impacts conducted in the DEIR. However, Exhibit 6.12-4 has been revised to 
incorporate the commenter’s requested changes. The revised exhibit is presented in Chapter 
7, “Revisions to the DEIR, RDEIR, and Second RDEIR.” 

21-20 Please refer to response to comment 29-44. 

21-21 The description of Elverta Road in Section 6.1.2 of the DEIR is based on existing 
conditions. The City and LAFCo acknowledge that future roadway construction and 
alignment modifications may be required as a result of planned projects at the Sacramento 
International Airport and other cumulative developments in the area. The analysis presented 
in the EIR evaluates the impacts of the project on the existing roadway network and on 
approved future roadway alignments (see the cumulative analysis in Section 4.1, 
“Transportation and Circulation”). The realignment of Elverta Road is not a project under 
consideration at this time. Therefore, it would be speculative to evaluate the project-related 
impacts to this proposed alignment, should it occur sometime in the future.  

21-22 Please refer to response to comment 21-16. 
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LETTER 22 

 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation 
Matthew Darrow 
Senior Civil Engineer 
July 24, 2006 
 
22-1 Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided 

in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

22-2 While the commenter states that the traffic modeling data for the Greenbriar project does not 
“match” the traffic modeling data for the Metro Air Park development, the commenter does not 
identify any specific discrepancies. The traffic modeling analysis performed for the Metro Air 
Park development was completed in 1993 and was based on the existing roadway and traffic 
volume conditions at that time. Further, the cumulative analysis prepared for the Metro Air 
Park development included projects that were known to be in process at that time.  

The traffic analysis for the Greenbriar project was prepared based on the most recent traffic 
data and list of cumulative projects available (July 2006). Traffic conditions have changed 
since the preparation of the Metro Air Park traffic analysis and these changes would be 
expected to result in differences in the modeling data for the two projects. Further, additional 
cumulative projects have been proposed and were included in the analysis for the Greenbriar 
project. One specific example is that the Greenbriar analysis included the proposed Panhandle 
development while the Metro Air Park analysis did not. As described on page 6.1-20 of the 
Second RDEIR, the traffic model used for the Greenbriar project assumed the traffic generated 
by the Metro Air Park development, West Lakeside development, Natomas Shopping Center 
development, and the Panhandle development.  In addition, the SACMET model includes 
regional growth factors for growth and development. For this reason, the volumes shown in the 
Metro Air Park traffic report will not be exactly the same as those volumes used in the traffic 
analysis prepared for the Greenbriar project.  

In response to several comments, the cumulative traffic analysis was revised to specifically 
address several additional projects in the region; these projects were more generally included in 
the traffic analysis conducted in the DEIR through use of the SACMET Regional Travel 
Demand Forecasting model, a traffic model that forecasts Sacramento regional traffic 
conditions based on projects throughout the region. The model was supplemented to add in the 
Metro Air Park project, as noted on page 6.1-20. To review the revised cumulative analysis, 
please see the Second RDEIR for the Greenbriar Development Project (April 10, 2007). 

22-3 The Metro Air Park and Elverta Specific Plan projects have been incorporated into the 
cumulative traffic analysis for the project. The Metro Air Park development was included in 
the cumulative traffic analysis prepared for the DEIR and the Elverta Specific Plan was added 
to the cumulative analysis as part of the Second RDEIR. Please refer Master Response 2. To 
review the revised cumulative analysis, please see the Second RDEIR for the Greenbriar 
Development Project (April 10, 2007). 
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22-4 As identified in Mitigation Measure 6.1-1a of the DEIR, the project applicant is required to 
prepare a finance plan for the Greenbriar project. A copy of the Draft Finance Plan for the 
Greenbriar project was included as Appendix C of the DEIR and was prepared in part based 
upon information contained within the Metro Air Park finance plan.   The Metro Air Park 
finance plan identifies funding for improvements to several of the facilities that the project 
would result in significant impacts.  The Greenbriar draft finance plan incorporates Metro Air 
Park’s financing commitments identified in its finance plan and adds the project’s fair-share 
contribution to the funding pool for facilities that would be affected by the project. The City 
has reviewed the Draft Finance Plan and provided comments to the project applicant. A copy 
of the Revised Draft Greenbriar Finance Plan is included as Appendix E of this document.  
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LETTER 23 

 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
Jeane Borkenhagen 
September 5, 2006 
 
23-1 Please refer to responses to comments 23-2 through 23-11. 

23-2 The City of Sacramento’s general plan update process is acknowledged. The proposed project 
is being evaluated at this time for inclusion in the General Plan and General Plan Land Use 
Map as residential development, both because it is contiguous to other areas of the City that are 
planned for development or already built out and is a logical extension of the City, and because 
the development application that is the subject of this EIR was submitted. Please refer to 
response to comment 23-3. 

23-3 If the project moves forward, the City of Sacramento will amend its general plan to reflect the 
project. This will become the basis for future City planning, including planning for compliance 
with the SIP. 

23-4 The comment concurs with the analysis in the DEIR. No further response is needed. 

23-5 The mitigation fee was recalculated and the recalculation is presented in the RDEIR. See page 
6.2-20 of the RDEIR, as well as responses to comment letter R7. 

23-6 The comment concurs with the analysis in the DEIR; no further response is needed. 

23-7 The DEIR acknowledges on page 6.2-26 that the California Air Resources Board recommends 
that residences should not be sited within 500 feet of a freeway. The DEIR also acknowledged 
that this is guidance and not regulatory, and provided a site-specific analysis of risk based on 
exposure to toxic air contaminants (TAC) from current and future traffic on freeways adjacent 
to the Greenbriar site, considering both current vehicular emissions, and reasonably expected 
future emissions, based on emissions controls required by CARB and federal air pollution 
control regulations. The RDEIR conducted additional analysis of exposure to TAC, and 
concluded that impacts from exposure to freeway TAC would be less than significant. Please 
see, also, responses to comment letter R5 and R7-13. 

23-8 In response to this and other comments, the analysis in the DEIR was revised to reflect the 
referenced draft protocol as well as to include a more detailed, site-specific analysis. This 
information is presented in the RDEIR at pages 6.2-24 and 6.2-26 through 6.2-29. The analysis 
concluded that, due to improvements in emissions control technology, the health risks from 
exposure to emissions from the freeway will be substantially reduced over time, and the long-
term health risks at Greenbriar will be less than current background health risks from exposure 
to toxic air contaminants in the Sacramento region (whether near a freeway or not). Please also 
refer to responses to comment letter R7. 
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23-9 The comment recommending that sensitive land uses be located at an appropriate setback from 
the freeway is acknowledged. The RDEIR analyzed risk from exposure to TAC from the 
freeway, and concluded that while the risk was elevated compared to exposure to TACs away 
from the freeway, the increased risk was less than significant. Therefore, providing additional 
setbacks for sensitive land uses would not be required to reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level. Please also refer to responses to comment letter R7. 

23-10 It is acknowledged that, absent a threshold or other determinants of significance, the 
conclusion in the DEIR that exposure to freeway TAC was less than significant was not 
strongly supported by the analysis. A threshold of significance was developed for TAC 
exposure for the RDEIR (see pages 6.2-15 through 6.2-16), and this threshold was the basis for 
determining the significance of related impacts in the RDEIR. Please refer to response to 
comment R7-13. 

23-11 This comment is noted. Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the 
environmental analysis conducted in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 24 

 
County Sanitation District 1 
Department of Water Quality, Development Services 
Wendy Haggard, P.E. 
August 18, 2006 
 
24-1 The commenter states that County Sanitation District 1 (CSD-1) will not be providing sewer 

service to the project and that all such references should be removed from the document. 
Subsequent to receipt of this letter, CSD-1 has indicated that it will now be providing sewer 
service for the project by letter dated July 3, 2007 and included as Appendix F of this 
document. As such, no changes to the text of the EIR have been made.  
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LETTER 25 

 
Reclamation District 1000 
Paul Devereux 
General Manager/District Engineer 
September 5, 2006 
 
25-1 The DEIR provides a thorough evaluation of the project’s hydrology and water quality 

impacts to on-site and downstream drainages. Please refer to Section 6.10, “Hydrology, 
Drainage, and Water Quality,” of the DEIR.  

25-2 Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis 
provided in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

25-3 Regarding the project’s flooding impacts please refer to Master Response 1. 

25-4 As described in Section 6.10, “Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality,” of the DEIR and 
RDEIR, the project’s potential impacts to on-site and downstream drainage systems were 
evaluated in impact 6.10-2 (page 6.10-19). As described therein, the project would result in 
less-than-significant drainage impacts because on-site drainage facilities would be designed 
to meet the capacity needs of the project, would be designed in accordance with the City 
and Reclamation District 1000 design standards, and mitigation has been required (see 
Mitigation Measure 6.4-5) that would require the project applicants to increase RD 1000’s 
pumping plant #3 capacity to adequately serve the project in addition to existing 
stormwater demands. Further, prior to implementation of the project the City and RD 1000 
would review final drainage system designs prior to approval of final maps to ensure that 
the plans meet current standards for each agency.  

25-5 The applicants of the project have prepared a Draft Finance Plan that was included as 
Appendix C of the DEIR. The Draft Finance Plan has been reviewed by the City and a 
Revised Draft Greenbriar Finance Plan has been prepared and is included as Appendix E of 
this document. The finance plan identifies the project’s fair share costs of constructing and 
maintaining necessary drainage infrastructure to serve the project and the applicant’s have 
consulted with RD 1000 to determine appropriate costs.  

25-6 With regard to the project’s fair share costs of on-site and off-site drainage infrastructure, 
please refer to response to comment 25-5.  

25-7 Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis 
provided in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 26 

 
Sacramento Regional Transit District 
Taiwo Jaiyeoba 
Planning Director 
September 5, 2006 
 
26-1 The City and LAFCo acknowledge receipt of letters from RT dated July 21, 2005, January 27, 

2005, and April 12, 2002. 

The project’s land use plan includes dedication of a corridor along the proposed Meister Way 
that could accommodate a future transit stop and light rail line. These lands would be 
developed with the light rail line, transit station, and parking facilities by Sacramento Regional 
Transit District at the time funding is secured for the proposed Downtown-Natomas-Airport 
light rail line.  

26-2 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

26-3 Please refer to response to comment 26-1.  

26-4 RT’s support for Greenbriar as a transit-oriented development project is noted. The comment 
does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the DEIR; therefore, 
no further response is necessary. 

26-5 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 27 

 
Sacramento Regional Community Services District 
Wendell Kido  
August 23, 2006 
 
27-1 The commenter requested clarification regarding the status of the approved Sacramento 

Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP) 2020 Master Plan Expansion. The first 
paragraph of page 6.4-14 of the DEIR is hereby revised as shown below. This change does 
not alter the conclusions presented in the DEIR. This change is also shown in Chapter 7, 
“Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR, RDEIR, and Second RDEIR.”  

 Environmental Impacts Associated with SRWTP Expansion. The SRWTP would provide 
wastewater treatment services for the project. The SRCSD approved an SRWTP expansion SRWTP is 
currently undergoing expansion to accommodate wastewater treatment demands for future growth and 
development. . As a result, tThe project would contribute to the need to expand the SRWTP. According 
to the EIR prepared for the SRWTP 2020 Master Plan Expansion, construction and operation of facility 
improvements could contribute to significant and unavoidable impacts related to construction-related air 
quality. Because the project would contribute to the need for expanding the SRWTP, and would 
contribute to the impacts assessed in the EIR for the SRWTP 2020 Master Plan Expansion would be a 
significant impact to wastewater facilities. 
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September 7,2006 
Mr. Stein Buer, Executive Director 
Sacramento Local Agency Formation Ccrmmission 
1 1 12 1 Streel, Suite 108 
Sacmento, CA 958 14-2836 

Subject: City of ~ a c m e n t o  Annexation of Greenbriar Area in Natomas 

Dear Mr. Bum, 

The 3,450 housing unit project, titled the Oreenbriar k o j ~  being y e d  by a develelopez, 
and supported by the City of Sacmanto, is not in the Ci@s General Plan Oddly, the 
Local Area Formation Cmiss ion  (3;AFCo) i s  expediting the projeci before the City's ; 
General Plan hss been completed. It is zoned agricultural, and is outside the City limit 
and the County's Urban Services Bozllldary @.Bl3). As the area is outside either plan, we 
are advised rhe innpact of its conversion from @cultural to ubaa use is not addressed in 
any enviromental review. E x p i o n  seems to push the urban limit Zide fkrrher into rhe 
Natomas Basin, a ~bmge not identified in my City or County planaing document. 

Oreenbrim's conversion to urban use is opposed by environznentalists compla36ng about 
habimt lasses, and others whom are concerned about inadequate flood protection for 
fume residents and bw&&csses. ThL: Corps of 1t;ngineas in July decertified the levee 
system surrounding the Natomsts basin as inadequate to sustain the 100-year flood level. 
This i s  a major problem, and the h t  to put 3,450 homes and commercial enterprises in ' 
harms way, in anticipation of fume improved flood control improvements, seems a folly. 

Thf: League joins those in opposition f h r n  the taxpayer's standpoint, ps costs to 
accomplish everything required to mdce this a safe and well serviced area is going to 
astronomicd. And the cost will be borne by -payers, whether the money is provided 
the PederaJ Govment, the State, the County, the City or by the hdividuds who ti 
and work in the area. Further, if this are8 is wexed by thc City; and removed fiom 
control of tZle unincorporated County, residents and comercia1 enterprises will be w e  
at Xevcls many times higher than anywhere else in the Couaty. City utility taxes o 
electric power, natural gas, telephone and television senice at 7.5% is three times high 
rhan anywhm else in tbe County, And the City alone has thc audacity to tax water 
garbage, sewerage, and $tarn water runoff rates, provided as City utilities, by 1 1%. Th 
State does not tax food Qr mediche, considering them to be necessilks af life. Yet 
City of Sacmento has an 11% tax built IntD their water rates. This poten.tid d-iaen 
in. tnx rates, if City annexation rakes place should be addressed in your wnsidemiions. 

Rental l-lousing Assoclat\on 
or !iscramz?nro \tci~ley If the Oreenbriar must be, developed some time in the fi~m, consideration should be 
AL MCWLTY 
' I ' u ~ y z r  given to keeping it in the xaxiumqorated Cownty. Overall it would cost taxpayers Iess. 
RICHARD MLKSEREAU 
Taxpay~rPolicy Analyst Respecthlly, 
DOLORES O'URTER 
Txxpayer 
JAY O'RRIEN --s-/-- RECEIVED 
Twpnycr Joe Sulfiva~ 
HAKVEY RDSC, M.a. Bxceutive Dirc~tor SEp 1 3, a o 6  

SRCRAMENTOLWALAGENCY 
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LETTER 28 

 
Sacramento County Taxpayers League 
Joe Sullivan 
Executive Director 
September 11, 2006 
 
28-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. The comments pertaining to tax issues are 
not environmental issues. Please refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of the project’s 
flooding impacts. A copy of the Revised Draft Greenbriar Finance Plan is included in 
Appendix E of this document.  

Regarding the comment that no environmental review has been conducted on the site, the 
present EIR is the environmental review needed for consideration of the project. 
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LETTER 29 

 
James P. Pachl 
September 5, 2006 
 
29-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

29-2 Regarding the project’s flooding impacts and the current state of flood certification and the 
ongoing actions to improve flood safety in the Natomas area please refer to Master Response 
1. The commenter does not provide specifics on how the analysis in the DEIR is inadequate, 
therefore no further response can be provided. 

29-3 In response to new information that became available during the public review period of the 
DEIR regarding the flood safety status of the levees in the Natomas area, the City and LAFCo 
recirculated the DEIR to incorporate this new information. As described in the RDEIR, the 
project would result in a new significant and unavoidable temporary flooding impact as a 
result of new evidence indicating that the Natomas area levees are subject to flooding risks. 
Essentially, the City has agreed to comply with any development limitations on or flood 
insurance requirements imposed by FEMA as a result of the impending remap.  Please refer to 
Master Response 1 for a detailed discussion of the project’s flooding impacts and the current 
state of flood certification and the ongoing actions to improve flood safety in the Natomas 
area.  

29-4 Please refer to response to comment 29-3 and Master Response 1.  

29-5 Please refer to response to comment 29-3 and Master Response 1. A full description of the 
information contained within referenced documents addressing the stability of the Natomas 
Levees is described in Master Response 1 and Section 6.10, “ Hydrology, Drainage, and 
Water Quality,” of the RDEIR. 

With regard to the various studies cited in the comment, they were prepared at the same time 
as the DEIR, and were considered in the SAFCA studies cited in the DEIR and addressing the 
adequacy of the levees. As cited in the comment, information concerning the adequacy of 
levee protection in the Natomas Basin was released after the DEIR was released, and 
indicating the levees might not adequately protect the project site (and North Natomas) in a 
100-year flood. Consequently, the DEIR was recirculated to update the DEIR analysis.  

29-6 Please refer to response to comment 29-3 and Master Response 1. A full description of the 
information contained within referenced documents addressing the stability of the Natomas 
Levees is described in Master Response 1 and Section 6.10, “ Hydrology, Drainage, and 
Water Quality,” of the RDEIR. 

29-7 Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis 
presented in the DEIR, no further response is necessary.  It should be noted that the Notice of 
Preparation was released on June 28, 2005 and July 13, 2005.  The City and LAFCo have 
engaged in two recirculations to assure that adequate and pertinent information is presented to 
the public. 
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29-8 Regarding the project’s flooding impacts and the current state of flood certification and the 
ongoing actions to improve flood safety in the Natomas area please refer to Master Response 
1. As described therein, SAFCA has certified its EIR and approved the Local Funding 
Mechanisms for Comprehensive Flood Control Improvements for the Sacramento Area 
project in February 2007. Construction activities to correct existing flood protection 
deficiencies have commenced and SAFCA anticipates completing the flood protection 
improvements that would provide a minimum of 100-year flood protection by 2010 (SAFCA 
2007). 

29-9 Regarding the project’s flooding impacts and the current state of flood certification and the 
ongoing actions to improve flood safety in the Natomas area please refer to Master Response 
1. As described therein, the Natomas area levees have been determined by the USACE to no 
longer meet 100-year flood certification requirements. Further, the Department of Homeland 
Security’s Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has indicated that it will be 
changing the flood status designation for the Natomas Basin and will be preparing a revised 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). FEMA intends to revise the FIRM through the Physical 
Map Revision (PMR) process and will place the Natomas Basin in the Special Flood Hazard 
Area (SFHA). A preliminary FIRM revision is expected to be issued by summer 2007 with a 
final FIRM effective date of fall 2007 or winter/spring 2008.  

29-10 The likelihood of a 100-year flood event occurring during any one period at the project site is 
1% (1 year/100 [recurrence interval] = 0.01). The likelihood of a flood event to occur during a 
30-year period is 26% (1-[1-.01]30 = 0.26). 

29-11 Please refer to response to comment 29-3, 29-9, and Master Response 1.  

29-12  The lowest elevation on the project site is 10.5 feet above mean sea level (msl). The 100-year 
on-site water surface elevations are not known, but are estimated to be greater than elevation 
10.5 feet and flows would spill off the site at the southwestern corner of the site where the 
elevation is 11 feet. The project includes a 39-acre lake/detention basin that will be excavated 
to 3 feet above mean sea level (7.5 feet lower than the lowest elevation). With this basin in 
place, the 100-year water surface elevations are calculated to be at 14.9 feet with minimum 
building pad elevations at 17 feet (approximately 2 feet above the 100-year water surface 
elevation). Flows from the 100-year storm event would be completely contained within the 
lake/detention basin with metered discharge to off-site drainage facilities. 

29-13 Please refer to response to comment 29-12. 

29-14 Regarding the current state of flood certification and the ongoing actions to improve flood 
safety in the Natomas area please refer to Master Response 1. SAFCA has indicated that the 
cost of providing improvements as part of the Natomas Levee Improvement Project (NLIP), 
which would provide 200-year flood protection along the Natomas area levees would be 
approximately $414,000,000 (SAFCA 2006). 

29-15 Regarding the current state of flood certification and the ongoing actions to improve flood 
safety in the Natomas area please refer to Master Response 1. As noted, partial funding for 
these improvements has been approved. This comment does not address the environmental 
analysis presented in the DEIR, therefore, no further response can be provided. 
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29-16 Regarding the current state of flood certification and the ongoing actions to improve flood 
safety in the Natomas area please refer to Master Response 1. Funding has been approved for 
these improvements. This comment does not address the environmental analysis presented in 
the DEIR, therefore, no further response can be provided. 

29-17 Regarding the current state of flood certification and the ongoing actions to improve flood 
safety in the Natomas area please refer to Master Response 1. This comment does not address 
the environmental analysis presented in the DEIR, therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

29-18 As described in Master Response 1, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is 
in process of re-mapping the FIRM for the Natomas area to reflect new information available 
regarding the flood safety of the Natomas area levees. FEMA has not issued a preliminary 
FIRM as of the publication of this report. At this time, the City has not changed its procedures 
for processing new development applications within the Natomas area. Please refer to Section 
3.1.4, “City of Sacramento Procedures for Processing New Developments in the Natomas 
Area,” for a discussion of the standards by which new development can be approved within 
the Natomas area. 

29-19 The City and LAFCo recirculated the DEIR for the Greenbriar project to address new 
information that became available during the public review period of the DEIR regarding the 
stability of the levee system within the Natomas area. As a result of this new information, a 
RDEIR was prepared and concluded that there would be a new significant and unavoidable 
interim flooding impact. Mitigation recommended in the RDEIR was enhanced from that 
presented in the DEIR and recommended that the project applicant participate in a funding 
mechanism established by the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) to provide 
no less than 100-year flood protection for the project site. This mitigation measure has been 
further amplified (see Master Response 1) to indicate that any development approved at the 
site would need to comply with all applicable building and design regulations identified by 
FEMA and by the City of Sacramento’s Floodplain Management Ordinance in existence at the 
date of issuance of building permits. Please refer to Master Response 1 for a full discussion of 
this mitigation measure.  The comment correctly notes that flood protection is only provided 
by upgraded levees.  This is why the City has agreed to rely on the expertise of FEMA and to 
impose on the developer any restriction created by the FEMA remap designation. 

29-20 Regarding the current state of flood certification and the ongoing actions to improve flood 
safety in the Natomas area please refer to Master Response 1 and response to comment 29-14 
and 29-15.  

29-21 Please refer to response to comment 29-18 and Master Response 1. At this time, the City has 
not changed its procedures for processing new development applications within the Natomas 
area and is not requiring written disclosures to new tenants or residents in the Natomas area.  

29-22 Please refer to response to comment 29-18 and Master Response 1.  
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29-23 Please refer to response to comment 29-19 and Master Response 1 for a discussion of how the 
City and LAFCo have clarified Mitigation Measure 6.10-3 which requires all development at 
the Greenbriar site to comply with all applicable building and design regulations identified by 
FEMA and by the City of Sacramento’s Floodplain Management Ordinance in existence at the 
date of issuance of building permits. Deferral of consideration of the expansion of the City’s 
SOI, annexation, and development of the project would not be required as all development 
would comply with relevant building, health, and safety standards prescribed by the City and 
FEMA. 

29-24 Please refer to response to comment 29-18 and Master Response 1. 

29-25 The City and LAFCo recirculated Section 6.10, “Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality,” of 
the DEIR to address new information that became available regarding the flood protection 
level of the Natomas area levee system. Included within the recirculated section was a 
discussion of the potential impacts that could occur from the effects of global climate change. 
Please see page 6.10-2 and Impact 6.10-3 of the RDEIR for discussion of potential impacts 
associated with global climate change as they relate to flood elevations on the Sacramento and 
American rivers. Please also refer to response to comment 29-93 below. 

29-26 Please refer to response to comment 29-25. 

29-27 Regarding the current state of flood certification and the ongoing actions to improve flood 
safety in the Natomas area please refer to Master Response 1. Regarding knowledge of the 
current status of levees, the DEIR, RDEIR, and these and other comments and their responses 
clearly inform the City and LAFCo of the current condition of levees, necessary repairs, the 
timing of the repairs, funding mechanisms needed and in place, and other relevant issues. 
Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis 
conducted in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

29-28 The City has adopted General Plan Health and Safety Element Policy Goal A, Policy 1 which 
states that the City should “prohibit development of areas subject to unreasonable risk of 
flooding unless measures can be implemented to eliminate or reduce the risk of flooding.” As 
described in Master Response 1, FEMA is currently in the process of redesignating the flood 
protection status of the project site. In response, the City and LAFCo have amplified 
mitigation measure 6.10-3 of the RDEIR that requires all development at the Greenbriar site 
to comply with all applicable building and design regulations identified by FEMA and by the 
City of Sacramento’s Floodplain Management Ordinance in existence at the date of issuance 
of building permits. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the City would 
sufficiently limit risks associated with flooding at the Greenbriar site consistent with federal 
flood protection requirements. 

29-29 The project includes the installation of a comprehensive drainage system (e.g., detention 
basin, pipes, and outfalls) that would adequately convey the project’s stormwater. This system 
has been designed based on standard engineering practices and assumptions approved by the 
City of Sacramento and RD-1000. Post-project drainage during large storm events would be 
mitigated so that they are the same or less than current conditions; consequently, even if 
overflows did occur, the project would not alter the existing condition. 
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29-30  Regarding the assumptions used in the design of the proposed drainage system as they relate 
to the approved Metro Air Park development project, the drainage study prepared for the 
project evaluated the capacity of the system to accommodate project stormwater demands 
with and without the improvements proposed by the Metro Air Park project. The results 
indicated that the project would continue to meet performance standards established by the 
City and RD-1000 without Metro Air Park’s proposed downstream improvements. Peak flows 
from the project site under this scenario would be less than or equal to existing peak flows 
from the site (Wood Rodger 2005).  

29-31  RD 1000 has reviewed the proposed drainage system for the Greenbriar site and has 
determined that it is consistent with its requirements. RD 1000 has incorporated the project’s 
post-project runoff volumes into their regional drainage model to ensure that existing facilities 
would be able to accommodate flows from the project. The results of that analysis revealed 
that the project would need to contribute to a capacity increase at Pumping Plant No. 3 (see 
Mitigation Measure 6.4-5 in the DEIR). No other upgrades to RD 1000’s system would be 
needed. 

29-32  The proposed lake/detention basin would discharge water off the site at a maximum rate of 62 
cubic feet per second (cfs) as required by RD 1000. This rate is equal to or less than existing 
peak flows discharged from the site. Therefore, the stormwater flows from the project site 
would not substantially change flows at downstream locations including Fisherman’s Lake. 
Regarding water quality, the proposed lake/detention basin would also serve as a water 
quality feature that would ensure that stormwater discharged from the site would meet the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and City of Sacramento Stormwater 
Quality Standard (see Impact 6.10-1 in the DEIR and RDEIR). Therefore, the project would 
not result in any adverse water quality impacts that could contribute to adverse biological 
impacts at downstream locations. 

29-33  Regarding discharge volumes from the project site, please refer to response to comments 29-
29 through 29-32. The project’s peak stormwater flows discharged off-site would not exceed 
existing peak stormwater flows discharged off-site. Therefore, the project would not 
contribute to downstream flooding impacts at off-site locations. 

29-34 The commenter correctly summarizes projects that were included in the cumulative traffic 
impact analysis. Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental 
analysis conducted in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

29-35 Regarding Sacramento Regional Transit’s plans for construction of the Downtown-Natomas-
Airport (DNA) light rail line, please refer to response to comment 8-2 and 29-48. Regarding 
the inclusion of the 11% trip reduction assumption in the project’s trip generation estimates, 
the City and LAFCo have recirculated the traffic section of the DEIR in the Second RDEIR 
(published April 10, 2007). Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of the City and 
LAFCo’s reasons for recirculation. As stated in Section 6.1, “Transportation and Circulation,” 
of the Second RDEIR, the City acknowledges that construction of the DNA line would not 
likely occur before buildout of the Greenbriar project (see p. 6.1-1 of the Second RDEIR); 
Therefore, the trip generation estimates for the project were revised to remove this 11% 
reduction assumption. While in the process of revising the trip generation estimates, an error 
in the trip generation calculation formula presented in the DEIR was discovered. This error 
resulted in the overestimation of traffic trips associated with the residential linked trips to the 
school land uses on the project site. Therefore, this error was also corrected and new trip 
estimates presented in the Second RDEIR. The new trip generation estimate (even with 
removal of the 11% light rail transit discount) indicates that the project would generate 
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approximately 1,200 fewer daily trips (i.e., 2.8%) than those assumed in the DEIR. As a 
result, the analysis presented in the DEIR slightly overestimates the traffic generated by the 
project and impacts would be virtually the same as that described in the DEIR. 

29-36 Please refer to response to comments 29-35 and 8-2. The trip reduction assumed for light rail 
transit has been removed from the trip generation estimates for the project as part of the 
analysis circulated in the Second RDEIR. 

29-37 As described in Master Response 2, the transportation and circulation analysis was revised in 
the Second RDEIR to incorporate several regional projects in the Sacramento Area. Projects 
included within the analysis consist of: Meister Way – SR 70/99 overcrossing; Metro Air Park 
development; Placer Vineyards Specific Plan; Placer Ranch Specific Plan; Regional 
University and Community Specific Plan; West Roseville Specific Plan; Sutter County 
Measure M; Elverta Specific Plan; and the Plumas Lakes Specific Plan. All projects requested 
by the commenter have been incorporated into the revised analysis. Please refer to Section 
6.1, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the Second RDEIR for specific details regarding 
impacts associated with inclusion of these projects. 

29-38 Please refer to response to comment 29-37. 

29-39 The traffic modeling presented in the DEIR and Second RDEIR included a standard 
assumption that 2% of the traffic along I-5 and SR 70/99 would be regional truck traffic. 
Further, in the modeling performed for the freeway mainline segments (see Impacts 6.1-4 and 
6.1-8 of the Second RDEIR), 15% of the vehicles using I-5 and SR 70/99 were assumed to be 
trucks, which is consistent with Caltrans’ published guidelines, as incorporated into the 
Caltrans Route Concept Report (dated April 1997) as incorporated into the SACOG I-5 
Corridor in Sacramento and Yolo Counties Existing Conditions Report (dated May 2001).  
The Caltrans document is the most recent and up to date document describing truck trips that 
occur along I-5 and SR 70-99.  

29-40 Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided 
in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

29-41 The assumptions for the traffic analysis presented in the DEIR and Second RDEIR were 
determined in coordination with the City, which has jurisdiction over the local roads and 
intersections, and Caltrans, which has jurisdiction over freeways, interchanges, and on-/off-
ramp facilities. The facilities included within the study area of project effects were determined 
based on knowledge of local traffic patterns, the residential and employment-generating land 
uses proposed for the Greenbriar site, and nearby land uses that would support residents at 
Greenbriar. The facilities requested by the commenter for analysis (I-5/SR 99 interchange and 
the segment of I-5 between I-5/SR 99 interchange and I-5/I-80 interchange) are over 8-10 
miles south of the project site. Traffic from a project diminishes with increasing distance from 
the project site.  Because of the substantial distance of these facilities from the project site, the 
project’s traffic trips would become indistinguishable from existing traffic.  

29-42 The City, LAFCo, and the applicant met with representatives of Caltrans on October 13, 2006 
to discuss the feasibility of mitigation options for study area freeway segments, interchanges, 
and ramp facilities. Caltrans indicated that the following improvements are scheduled for 
implementation to alleviate unacceptable traffic conditions along I-5 and SR70/99: re-
construction of the I-5/SR 70/99 interchange, widening of I-5, and widening of SR 70/99.  
Caltrans staff indicated that mitigation for the proposed project should be directed toward the 
improvements listed above as these improvements have been identified to improve the overall 
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operations of I-5 and SR 70/99 near the project site. Further, Caltrans staff indicated that the 
project applicants should contribute a proportionate share towards the improvements 
identified above as these improvements are most needed to address congestion issues along I-
5 and SR 70/99.  

On July 20, 2007, the City, LAFCo, and the applicant again met with representatives of 
Caltrans to finalize the project’s mitigation program for impacts to highway facilities. Please 
refer to response to comment 3-3. With implementation of the mitigation described in 
response to comment 3-3, the project’s contribution to impacts along regional highway 
facilities would be reduced, but not to a less-than-significant level.  While the applicant is 
providing its fair share of funding towards the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund, this 
fund would not ensure that the project’s impacts to regional facilities would be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.   

29-43 Regarding addition of regional cumulative projects to the traffic modeling, please refer to 
response to comment 29-37 and Master Response 2. 

29-44 Regarding impacts to commuters to the Sacramento International Airport, the DEIR and 
Second RDEIR provide a comprehensive level of service analysis of freeway operations 
including I-5 and SR 70/99. Under cumulative conditions (with or without the project), 
operation of I-5 east of Powerline Road (the segment of I-5 west of the project site and that 
carries traffic to the Sacramento International Airport) would operate at LOS D during peak 
hours (see Table 6.1-35 in the Second RDEIR). While other freeway segments including I-5 
North of Del Paso Road, I-5 North of I-5/I80 Interchanges between I-80 and Arena Boulevard 
Exit, and SR 70/99 between Elkhorn Boulevard and I-5/SR 70/99 Interchange would operate 
unacceptably during peak hours, these unacceptable operating conditions would occur with or 
without the project. There is no published information available that documents a correlation 
to congested traffic patterns and an increase in the number of passengers that miss their 
scheduled flights. As such, it would be speculative to draw a conclusion that the project would 
or would not contribute to an increased in the number of missed flights. The CEQA 
Guidelines offer specific guidance for the impacts to be evaluated for projects located near 
public airports. This guidance requires only an evaluation of the potential noise and safety 
hazard impacts that would occur with placement of a project near an airport (see CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15154; Public Resources Code Section 21096). Further, an increase in the 
number of travelers missing scheduled flights would not result in a significant environmental 
effect as defined by CEQA (see Public Resources Code 21083 and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15002) as it would not result in a physical environmental change. Finally, while CEQA allows 
some degree of forecasting to identify potential impacts, CEQA does not require lead agencies 
to engage in speculation to determine whether an impact would occur (see CEQA Guidelines 
15144 and 15145). In the case of impacts resulting from increased missed flights, no evidence 
is available to suggest that the project would have a substantial effect.  

29-45 The DEIR and Second DEIR evaluate the project’s impacts on local roadways where the 
majority of traffic from the project is expected to occur. The City selected the roadways for 
analysis based on its knowledge of traffic patterns near the project site, the roadways that 
would carry traffic from the project, and comments received on the Notice of Preparation for 
the EIR. The traffic consultant, in consultation with the City, then prepared a trip generation 
estimate for the project based on the land uses proposed (see Table 6.1-20 of the Second 
RDEIR). The a.m. and p.m. peak hour trips generated by the project were then assigned to the 
local roadway and freeway system based on the travel demand forecasts included in the City’s 
SACMET transportation model. The trip distribution assumptions for the project are described 
on page 6.1-30 of the Second RDEIR and Exhibits 6.1-8 through 6.1-11. As shown on those 
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exhibits, the roadways selected by the commenter (e.g., Powerline Road, Del Paso Road, 
Garden Highway) would not be anticipated to receive a substantial portion of project-related 
traffic trips (i.e., less than 10%).  Further, these roadways are currently operating acceptably 
during peak hours.   For example, the intersection of Powerline Road and Del Paso Road 
would operate at LOS A during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours under baseline plus project 
conditions (see Table 6.1-30 of the Second RDEIR) and LOS D in the a.m. and LOS A in the 
p.m. peak hours under cumulative plus project conditions (see Table 6.1-37 of the Second 
RDEIR). Other roadways and intersections along Del Paso Road and Garden Highway were 
not evaluated because they would only receive less than 2% of project-related trips (less than 
800 daily trips: 49 a.m. and 81 p.m. peak hour trips), which is not substantial in relation to the 
volume capacity of these roadways, and these roadways currently operate acceptably.   

29-46 Regarding the roadways selected for detailed analysis in the traffic study, please refer to 
response to comment 29-45. Regarding impacts to Garden Highway and Del Paso Road, 
please refer to response to comment 29-45.  

The commenter suggest that Bayou Road be widened to 4-lanes, a barrier be constructed at 
Del Paso Road near Fisherman’s lake, and that through traffic between I-5 and Garden 
Highway via Powerline Road be discouraged. As described above, there is no evidence to 
suggest that traffic conditions along these roadways would be unacceptable and would 
warrant implementation of the mitigation suggested by the commenter. However, the 
commenter’s suggestion is noted for City and LAFCo consideration. 

29-47 Regarding the funding available to construct and operate the DNA light rail transit line, please 
refer to response to comment 8-2. Additionally, the project applicants as an element of the 
project have proposed to dedicate an easement for the light-rail line along Meister Way. This 
easement would be transferred to the Sacramento Regional Transit District (SRTD) and would 
eliminate the need for SRTD to purchase land for the DNA alignment.  Regarding the 
project’s current assumption for the DNA line, please refer to response to comment 29-35. 

29-48 Regarding the feasibility of implementing the DNA light rail line, the City and LAFCo 
believe that significant progress has been made to secure funding, study, and design the DNA 
line. Staff of the SRTD has indicated that they are continuing to prepare environmental 
documents for the DNA line and aggressively seek out Federal, state, and other local funding 
sources to implement the DNA line as well as work with private parties to secure the 
necessary easements to implement the project (please refer to response to comment 8-2). 
There is no indication that SRTD is intending to abandon implementation of the DNA line, 
and, in fact, staff of SRTD has expressed their continued support of the Greenbriar project 
because it contributes to its feasibility. For additional details regarding the status of the DNA 
line, please refer to response to comment 8-2 and 29-35. 

29-49 Regarding dedication of the easement along Meister Way, please refer to response to 
comment 29-47. Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental 
analysis provided in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

29-50 Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided 
in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

29-51 Please refer to response to comments 8-2 and 29-47. Because the comment does not raise any 
issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, no further response is 
necessary. 
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29-52 These comments all address the potential future feasibility of the DNA line. This will be 
subject to further study by RT, and is outside the City’s jurisdiction. Because the comment 
does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, no 
further response is necessary. 

29-53 Regarding evaluation of the environmental impacts associated with the DNA line, a detailed 
evaluation of the potential construction and operation impacts associated with the DNA line 
along its Meister Way alignment was provided in the DEIR. Specifically, the DEIR evaluated 
the habitat and resource-related impacts associated with construction of the track (e.g., 
biological resources, water quality, air quality, noise, hazards, circulation) and the operational 
impacts associated with operating a transit station and rail line (e.g., noise impacts from the 
train and transit station, air emissions). Further, mitigation is recommended in some instances 
to address potential land use compatibility impacts associated with operating a transit line near 
sensitive receptors (see Impact and Mitigation Measure 6.3-4).  Regarding the status of the 
DNA EIR please refer to response to comment 8-2. 

In preparing the EIR, the CEQA Guidelines define “project” to mean the “whole of the 
action” that may result in either a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in 
the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15378[a]). In performing its analysis, the lead 
agency should not “piecemeal” or “segment” a project by splitting into two or more segments. 
In the case of the Greenbriar project and the DNA line project, these are two separate and 
distinct projects under the jurisdiction of separate lead agencies and project applicants. To the 
degree that the DNA line would result in impacts to residents at the Greenbriar site, these 
impacts have been evaluated in the EIR prepared for the project. Each of the projects is a 
stand-alone project, and would operate irrespective of the other project moving forward. 
While Greenbriar may make the DNA line more financially feasible, and while the DNA line 
would make transportation to and from the Greenbriar project more efficient, neither project 
requires the other project to move forward. The EIR prepared for the Greenbriar project 
considers the project and cumulative impacts associated with implementation of the DNA line 
consistent with the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 

29-54 Please refer to response to comment 29-53. Because the comment does not raise any issues 
related to the environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

29-55 Please refer to response to comment 8-2 and 29-47. Because the comment does not raise any 
issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, no further response is 
necessary. 

29-56 Regarding the status of the DNA line, please refer to response to comment 8-2. The DEIR for 
the project has thoroughly evaluated the cumulative impacts of past, present, and future 
projects in combination with the project (see Section 7.2, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the 
DEIR). To the degree that the project would result in cumulative impacts (e.g., the project 
would support an alignment of the DNA line and regional growth) those impacts have been 
described in the project and cumulative analysis of the DEIR. 
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29-57 The commenter does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

29-58 Regarding the assumptions used in preparing traffic trip generation estimates, please refer to 
Master Response 2 and response to comment 29-35. As described therein, the Second RDEIR 
removed the 11% trip reduction assumption from the trip generation estimates. Please refer to 
the Second RDEIR for a detailed discussion of the traffic impacts associated with the project. 

29-59  Interim transit service will be funded through a community facilities district (CFD) 
assessment or by the developer.  It has yet to be determined whether or not the Greenbriar 
project will annex into an existing CFD administered by the North Natomas Transit 
Management Association or whether the applicant will establish a separate independent CFD 
for the purpose of funding interim transit service to serve the project.  The applicants are 
coordinating with the City regarding the final funding plan for interim transit services.   

Regarding providing transit services to/from Greenbriar and other Natomas community areas, 
the Greenbriar interim transit services will be operated to provide transit services for resident 
traveling to downtown Sacramento where commuters can access other regional transportation 
services that provide access throughout the greater Sacramento Region including the North 
Natomas Community.  The interim transit service will remain in operation until such time that 
Regional Transit’s DNA light rail line is completed.  Once completed, the DNA line will 
provide access to other areas of the Natomas community.  Regional Transit is also the agency 
responsible for establishing local bus transit services within the Natomas area.  It is currently 
unknown when bus transit services will be established for the Greenbriar site.  However, 
because mitigation recommended in the Second RDEIR would require the establishment of 
interim transit services, the project’s impact to public transportation services would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level and adequate transit services would be provided. 

Regarding funding for the DNA line, please refer to response to comment 8-2. 

29-60 Regarding the current status of the DNA project, please refer to response to comment 8-2. 
Regarding consideration of the cumulative impacts of the DNA line, please refer to response 
to comment 29-56. Regarding evaluation of the DNA project and Greenbriar project in one 
document, please refer to response to comment 29-53. 

29-61 The project has been designed to be consistent with the principles of the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments (SACOG) Preferred Blueprint plan, which is a vision for growth in 
the Sacramento region that promotes compact, mixed-use development and more transit 
choices as an alternative to low density development. Further, the objectives of the project 
have been established to “create a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly development” and 
“develop the project site in a manner consistent with and supportive of SACOG’s Blueprint 
plan.” Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that the EIR must discuss a range of 
reasonable alternatives that would feasibly attain most of the basis objectives of the project. 
The purpose of the analysis is to identify alternatives that would reduce some or all of the 
project’s significant impacts. Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, the DEIR evaluated 
a range of alternatives that included: Offsite Alternative; Dispersed Development Alternative; 
Reduced Size Alternative; and the No Project Alternative – Continuation of Existing Land 
Uses. 
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The commenter suggests that an additional alternative should consider reducing the 
development footprint of the site and construction of a transit-oriented village around a light 
rail station. This alternative would then be timed to develop at the time when the DNA line is 
constructed. The commenter’s suggestion to create a transit-oriented development around a 
light rail station is substantially similar to the objective of existing proposed project. 
Therefore, impacts of such a development have been evaluated throughout the EIR. The 
reduction in the developable footprint of the site is substantially similar to the Reduced Size 
Alternative evaluated in the EIR (see Section 8.3). As described therein, development would 
be reduced by 20% leaving additional land as open space. The Reduced Size Alternative was 
determined to be environmentally superior to the project. Therefore, the DEIR has evaluated 
an alternative that is substantially similar to the alternative suggested by the commenter. 

29-62 Regarding the requirements associated with complying with the Natomas Basin Habitat 
Conservation Plan (NBHCP), please refer to response to comments 1-4 and 1-5. 

29-63 The EIR is not an applicant-produced document. It was prepared by an independent 
environmental consultant, under the direction and with the content requirements of the City of 
Sacramento and the Sacramento County LAFCo. Comments from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) are included in this 
document as comment letters 1 and R1. Please refer to responses to those letters. Regarding 
the need to have an approved effects analysis, please refer to response to comments 1-4 and  
1-5. 

29-64 Please refer to response to comments 1-4 and 1-5. 

29-65 The City and LAFCo acknowledge that USFWS and DFG have not issued ITPs for the 
project. The City, LAFCo, and the applicant have initiated consultation with the agencies 
regarding the proposed mitigation program which will be included in the HCP for the project. 
The ratio of mitigation and, more importantly, the functionality of mitigation, will need to be 
agreed to by USFWS and DFG before development of the Greenbriar site can occur. It is fully 
acknowledged that the mitigation ratios for the Greenbriar project will exceed the ratios found 
in the NBHCP. The HCP developed for the site would be subject to review under CEQA and 
NEPA. Please refer to response to comments 1-4 and 1-5. 

29-66 Regarding the mitigation measures identified in the EIR, CEQA Section 15126.4 requires that 
feasible mitigation measures be identified to minimize or reduce significant adverse effects of 
the project and that the mitigation must be fully enforceable through “permit conditions, 
agreements, or other legally binding instruments.” CEQA section 15126.4 (a)(1)(B) states that 
mitigation must not be deferred until some future time, but that measures can identify 
performance standards which may mitigate the impact in more than one way. The program of 
mitigation identified for the project’s biological impacts are identified in Section 6.12, 
“Biological Resources,” of the DEIR. Mitigation Measure 6.12-1 describes the requirement 
that the applicants must prepare a HCP, including the required environmental review) and 
obtain ITPs from USFWS and DFG. More importantly, the mitigation measures described 
therein, as well as in mitigation measure 6.12-2 and in other mitigation provide specific 
programs, acreage set asides, and standards to be used in mitigation plans, and identify the 
location of mitigation sites. In addition to describing this requirement, this mitigation also 
provides a program of performance standards that must be met in order to mitigate the impacts 
of the project. These performance standards would be legally enforceable through the 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan adopted by the City and LAFCo and would become the basis of 
the mitigation strategy outlined in the HCP prepared for the project. 
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The City, LAFCo, and the applicant have initiated consultation with USFWS and DFG to 
prepare the HCP and associated environmental documentation for the project. Lastly, the EIR 
identifies that additional mitigation land may be needed, which would be identified with 
USFWS and DFG, and likely administered by the Natomas Basin Conservancy. The 
commenter offers no evidence that the project has not provided adequate performance 
standards within its program of mitigation; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

29-67 The commenter suggests that a 200-foot buffer should be provided on the north side of the 
project site and an 800-foot buffer on the east side of the Lone Tree Canal. The commenter 
offers no evidence or nexus to support why a buffer on the north or a buffer of this proposed 
size on the west is required. Regarding the buffer on the west side of the project site, the 
project applicant has prepared a detailed effects analysis (see Appendix P of the DEIR) 
outlining the proposed preservation and conservation strategy for habitat along Lone Tree 
Canal, and has submitted those plans to USFWS and DFG for consideration. As described 
therein and summarized in Impact 6.12-1 and 6.12-9, the proposed buffer would meet habitat 
and species requirements to maintain connectivity for species along the canal to the north and 
south of the project site. It is noted that, as part of the MAP HCP, the MAP project is required 
to maintain a buffer of only 25 feet from Lone Tree Canal to protect against impacts to giant 
garter snake. The Greenbriar project mitigation includes a buffer approximately 10 times that 
size. 

To further increase connectivity, the applicant is proposing to conserve (with no 
improvements) an additional stretch of land along the canal south of the project site (see the 
following exhibit). 

29-68 Please refer to response to comment 29-67. The commenter offers no evidence support that 
the 250-foot buffer proposed along Lone Tree Canal (with the tule bench) would not provide 
adequate habitat for giant garter snake; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

29-69 The Greenbriar project is currently being processed because the applicant has submitted an 
application to the City of Sacramento, and the City is required to act upon development 
applications. The Joint Vision area is a City-initiated planning project, and is not being 
supported by development applications. The Greenbriar and Joint Vision projects are separate 
projects, being proposed on separate schedules. The comment does not raise any issues related 
to the environmental analysis provided in the DEIR; therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 

29-70 The cumulative impact analysis provide in the DEIR (see Section 7.2) provides an evaluation 
of cumulative impacts that would occur for each resource area evaluated with implementation 
of regional projects including the North Natomas Joint Vision Plan and the Sutter County 
Measure M project. CEQA does not require lead agencies to provide a development plan for 
all potential projects that could occur within their jurisdiction. Rather, CEQA Section 15130 
(b)(1) requires a lead agency to consider and provide an evaluation all past, present, or 
reasonably foreseeable future project or provide a summary of projections in an adopted 
general plan. The DEIR prepared for the project has done both. The commenter offers no 
evidence that the cumulative analysis in the DEIR is inadequate; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 
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29-71 The commenter offers no evidence to support that the proposed mitigation strategy for 
biological habitat is inadequate. A detailed effects analysis (see Appendix P of the DEIR) 
evaluating the impacts of the project on the implementation and efficacy of the NBHCP 
including an evaluation of the proposed mitigation, preservation, and conservation program 
has been prepared. As described in Impact 6.12-9 of the DEIR, the project would not reduce 
the viability of populations of covered species using the Natomas Basin and would not reduce 
the effectiveness of the conservation strategy of the NBHCP. Further, the project applicant is 
in consultation with USFWS and DFG to prepare an HCP for the project and a separate 
Environmental Impact Statement. Implementation of the HCP (which is a requirement of 
Mitigation Measure 6.12-1 of the DEIR) would ensure that adequate habitat lands are 
preserved or conserved, and that the conservation strategy of the NBHCP is not jeopardized.  

29-72 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

29-73 The commenter offers no evidence to support that the proposed mitigation strategy for 
biological habitat is inadequate. Please refer to response to comments 29-66 and 29-71. 

29-74 The commenter offers no evidence to support that the proposed mitigation strategy for 
biological habitat is inadequate. The mitigation proposed in the EIR is extensive, and the 
Effects Analysis thoroughly evaluates whether the mitigation would be sufficient. Please refer 
to response to comment 29-66 and 29-71. 

29-75 The commenter’s suggestion for a mitigation ratio is noted, but there is no substantial 
evidence provided to support this ratio of mitigation. Please refer to response to comment 29-
66 and 29-71. 

29-76 The commenter’s suggestion for alternate mitigation lands is noted. Please refer to response to 
comments 29-66, 29-67, and 29-71. Other land not identified in the DEIR or this response to 
comments memo are not subject to the control of the applicant.  The mitigation lands 
described in DEIR would adequately mitigate the project’s impacts to sensitive biological 
resources.  The commenter offers no evidence that the mitigation provided in the DEIR would 
be inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided.   

29-77 The Analysis of the Effects on the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan Report 
(Appendix P of the DEIR) provides a detailed evaluation of the proposed mitigation lands and 
their ability to mitigate impacts to identified species. In preparation of that analysis, the 
Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC) was consulted on several occasions regarding the 
proposed mitigation program and has been actively engaged in the mitigation program for 
Greenbriar, including reviewing mitigation plans and providing suggestions, which are 
included in the mitigation measures presented in the DEIR. Regarding the adequacy of the 
proposed mitigation lands, please refer to response to comment 19-6. 

29-78 The off-site mitigation lands proposed for the project are located near or adjacent to existing 
TNBC preserves and would contribute to the establishment of large tracts of land that would 
be permanently conserved. The efficacy of these lands in implementing the NBHCP was 
evaluated in the effects analysis (Appendix P) of the DEIR. Please refer to response to 
comment 29-71. 
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29-79 The Sacramento Air Quality Management District’s (SMAQMD) Air Quality Attainment Plan 
(AQAP) is described on page 6.2-11 of the DEIR. Impact 6.2.2 in the DEIR (pages 6.2-19 
through 6.2-22) discusses long-term project emissions and the fact that the project may 
conflict with SMAQMD’s planning efforts. 

29-80 The project site is located outside the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP) area. 
Although the boundaries of the NNCP are proposed to be amended to include the project site, 
the project is proposed to be designated within a special planning area (SPA) and would not 
be subject to NNCP policies. See Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR.  

29-81 With regard to emissions reductions, the project uses the same type of mitigation programs as 
those found in the NNCP. However, the reduction in emissions was calculated using factors 
provided by SMAQMD. SMAQMD factors provide less credit for emissions reduction than 
the same factors used to calculate emissions reductions in the NNCP. Although the 
calculations of potential emissions reductions are different, it is expected that the project 
would achieve a similar level of emissions reduction as projects within the NNCP. 

29-82 The comment mischaracterizes the DEIR. Impacts to several air quality factors are listed as 
significant and unavoidable, but that is after application of all feasible mitigation. The 
proposed project includes extensive air quality impact mitigation, and this mitigation 
substantially reduces significant impacts, but not to a less-than-significant level. As to so-
called SIP measures, the SMAQMD measures, which are included in the EIR, are those 
measures (plus more) that are required for compliance with the State Implementation Plan 
(SIP). 

29-83 The comment does not acknowledge the mitigation offset requirements imposed by 
SMAQMD for construction emissions. Please see mitigation measure 6.2-1(c), as modified by 
these responses to comments; as shown, the applicant would be required to pay over $1.5 
million to offset certain construction emissions. As to mitigation requirements of the San 
Joaquin Valley Joint Unified Air Pollution Control District, the proposed project is located in 
a different air district (the SMAQMD) and is subject to the rules and mitigation measures 
developed to address impacts unique to the Sacramento area. Because no specific comments 
pertaining to the adequacy of specific measures are provided, no further response can be 
given. 

29-84 It is not reasonable to delay projects in consideration of plans that may or may not be adopted 
on a date certain, with plans and programs that may or may not be relevant to the project. The 
comment does not describe why the measures included in the DEIR are not adequate, nor are 
any new mitigation measures suggested, so no further response can be provided. As to 
conditioning the project to comply with feasible measures that are within the as yet unadopted 
AQAP, LAFCo may in their discretion choose to request that the City prior to rezoning 
consider the request to require that the project meet all feasible measures identified in the 
2007 Ozone and PM2.5 State Implementation Plans.  Please also refer to response to comment 
R9-33. 

29-85 The commenter appears to be requesting responses to comments from SMAQMD. Please 
refer to responses to comment letter 22 and R5. Also, please see page 6.2-19 of the DEIR, 
which describes the mitigation fees as well as the requirement to comply with all applicable 
SMAQMD rules and regulations. 
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29-86 Temperatures used in the modeling are based on default settings provided by SMAQMD. As 
to using a temperature of 85 degrees rather than 95 or 100 degrees, the temperature setting is 
based on the average ambient temperature, which includes the low and high temperatures of 
the day. According to records kept by the National Weather Service, July is the month with 
the highest average temperature, at 77.6 degrees, with the highest single-year average 
temperature (for the period between 1877 and 2005) of 81.6 degrees, which occurred in 2003. 
Thus, using a temperature of 85 degrees is conservative, as a representative of the average 
temperatures in the hottest part of the summer during the times when most vehicles are on the 
road (between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM). 

29-87 Mitigation fees are established by the SMAQMD, based on modeled emissions and using 
models approved for this use by the SMAQMD. At the time the DEIR was prepared, and as of 
this writing, SMAQMD specified that URBEMIS 2002 (Version 8.7.0) was the model to be 
used to calculate construction emissions and to establish fees. If a model with a higher 
emissions factor was used and the fee per unit weight was held constant, then mitigation fees 
would be higher. However, this is not what the agency responsible for establishing the 
mitigation fees has done. It is not known, and would be speculative to indicate, if SMAQMD 
would hold the per unit weight fees the same if a higher emissions factor was used. With 
regard to exposure to toxic air contaminants, the analysis of exposure from traffic on I-5 and 
SR 99 took into account current and projected emissions, in 5 year increments, based on 
current emissions controls and controls expected to be in place over the next several years in 
response to regulatory requirements. Please refer to responses to comment R7.  

The traffic modeling presented in the DEIR and Second RDEIR included a standard 
assumption that 2% of the traffic along project roadways would be regional truck traffic. 
Further, in the modeling performed for the freeway mainline segments (see Impacts 6.1-4 and 
6.1-8 of the Second RDEIR), 15% of the vehicles using I-5 and SR 70/99 were assumed to be 
trucks, which is consistent with Caltrans’ published guidelines, Caltrans I-5 Route Concept 
Report (Cite date of publication).  Please refer to response to comments 29-39 and S4-1.   

As contained in Phase 1 of the Goods Movement Action Plan, California port container 
volumes are estimated to increase by 44.9% from 2005 to 2010 and by 151.5% from 2005 to 
2020 (ARB 2005). According to the Phase 1 plan, most of these forecasts by the ports are 
unconstrained (i.e., not limited by port terminal capacity, landside access, or environmental 
consideration), making it difficult to determine actual throughput capabilities. In the Central 
Valley Region, annual truck VMT is projected to increase from 4,677 billion miles to 7,758 
billion miles, or 60%. However, the Goods Movement Action Plan, released January 2007, 
identifies numerous immediate and short-, intermediate-, and long-term candidate actions 
regarding public health and environmental mitigation. These include, but are not limited to, 
utilizing California low sulfur diesel trucks, implementing incentives for cleaner trucks, 
accelerating software upgrade for trucks, adopting and implementing ARB rules to modernize 
(replace and/or retrofit) private truck fleets, modernizing port trucks, implementing CA/US 
2007 truck emission standards, adopting and implanting ARB rules to require that 
international trucks meet US emission standards, and restricting entry of trucks new to port 
service unless equipped with diesel PM control. The ARB has also set forth five specific goals 
for addressing the air pollution associated with goods movement including, but not limited to, 
reducing total statewide international and domestic goods movement emissions to the greatest 
extent possible and at least back to 2001 levels by year 2010, reducing the statewide diesel 
PM health risk from international and domestic movement by 85% by year 2020, and making 
every feasible effort to reduce localized risk in communities adjacent to goods movement 
facilities as expeditiously as possible. To achieve these goals the ARB has developed an 
emission reduction plan which entails emission reduction targets and strategies. Specific 
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actions to reduce goods movement emissions are already underway. ARB has adopted rules 
for sources under ARB direct regulatory authority and will adopt additional rule sin the future. 

The Goods Movement Plan does not specify the projected increase in truck travel along those 
roadways near the project site. Given the population of people in the Sacramento region and 
throughout California that are proximate to freeways, these emissions controls and strategies 
have broad public health implications that extend beyond individual projects. The emissions 
associated with such increase would be highly dependent on the future actions taken by the 
ARB and EPA as discussed above. For instance, increasing the fraction of container traffic 
that moves by rail is a critical strategy to reducing congestion and emissions by trucks. Thus, 
because the future vehicle mix on roads adjacent to the site has not been estimated, and 
because a number of actions are being pursued to reduce emissions associated with truck 
traffic, it is not known, and would be speculative to indicate, the emissions due to the 
potential increase in truck travel along those roadways adjacent to the project The analysis in 
the EIR contains an estimate, based on currently approved air pollution control regulations 
and the only currently available predictions of future truck traffic along roads adjacent to the 
site, of toxic air contaminants that could affect future onsite residents. 

29-88 Please refer to Response to Comment 29-87 above. Because there are not data available to 
estimate the potential future truck/vehicle mix near the site because the ARB/EPA are 
developing actions to control future truck emissions, it would be speculative to re-calculate 
TAC emissions at Greenbriar. 

29-89 Please refer to response to comments 29-84 and 29-87 above. 

29-90 When a proposed project’s operational emissions are estimated to exceed SMAQMD’s 
threshold of significance of 65 lb/day of ROG or NOX, a significant impact would result.  It 
has been SMAQMD’s practice to work with project proponents as they choose from a list of 
SMAQMD recommended operational measures in order to craft an Air Quality Mitigation 
Plan which reduces the operational emissions of the proposed project by a minimum of 15%. 
Historically, the 15% emission reduction target came from the County of Sacramento’s 
General Plan Policy AQ-15 which requires a 15% reduction of emissions for significant 
projects. Since then, this type of plan has been used as feasible mitigation for significant 
projects in most jurisdictions in Sacramento County. The measures in the Air Quality 
Mitigation Plans are typically selected by the developer/proponent of the project. Once the 
plan meets the satisfaction of all parties, it is endorsed by the District through a letter sent to 
the lead agency and the proponent. The municipality adds the Air Quality Mitigation Plan into 
the environmental document, project approval conditions, and in the MMRP for the project. 
According to the modeling conducted for the proposed project, buildout would generate 
operational emissions that exceed SMAQMD’s applicable thresholds (Refer to Impact 6.2-2). 
Consequently, an Air Quality Mitigation Plan was submitted to SMAQMD, which was 
approved (Refer to Appendix E of the DEIR for a copy of the Air Quality Mitigation Plan and 
approval letter from SMAQMD). Also, refer to Response to Comment R7-7. SMAQMD is 
responsible for ensuring the plan is implemented.  
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29-91 Please refer to response to comment 29-90 above. With respect to air quality mitigation plans, 
SMAQMD does not require that a certain portion of those measures selected to achieve the 
15% reduction be related to mobile or area sources. All that is required is a plan be approved 
by SMAQMD that achieves 15%, which was fulfilled. Nonetheless, the proposed project 
contains several measures that would reduce energy consumption from power plants and non-
transportation sources of fossil fuel consumption. For example, housing units are anticipated 
to exceed Title 24 energy efficiency standards through implementation of some or all of the 
following: enhanced insulation; tight air duct insulation and testing; use of low E glass 
windows and vinyl frames; and use of radiant barriers where feasible.  Further, the applicants 
also intend to construct units with high-efficiency plumbing systems and offer solar voltaic 
panels as an option on all detached homes.    

29-92 Please refer to response to comments R7-8, -9, -10, -11, -12, 13-, and 14 The Health Risk 
Assessment prepared for this project used ARB’s most current version of the EMFAC 
emissions inventory model available at the time of the analysis. The EMFAC model was used 
to estimate emissions of hydrocarbons, and respirable particulate matter (PM10) from 
gasoline and diesel vehicles specifically for Sacramento County. The PM10 emission factors 
for diesel-fueled engines were used in the analysis to determine risk from diesel exhaust.  

29-93 The comment relates to climate change and greenhouse gas emissions. Various gases in the 
earth’s atmosphere, classified as atmospheric greenhouse gases (GHGs), play a critical role in 
determining the earth’s surface temperature. Solar radiation enters the earth’s atmosphere 
from space. A portion of the radiation is absorbed by the earth’s surface, and a smaller portion 
of this radiation is reflected back toward space. The earth emits this radiation, which was 
initially absorbed, back to space, but the properties of the radiation have changed from high-
frequency solar radiation to lower frequency infrared radiation. The frequencies at which 
bodies emit radiation are proportional to temperature. The earth has a much lower temperature 
than the sun; therefore, the earth emits lower frequency radiation. Most solar radiation passes 
through GHGs; however, infrared radiation is absorbed by these gases. As a result, radiation 
that otherwise would have escaped back into space is instead “trapped,” resulting in a 
warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon, known as the Greenhouse Effect, is 
responsible for maintaining a habitable climate on Earth. Without the Greenhouse Effect, 
Earth would not be able to support life as we know it.  

Prominent GHGs contributing to the Greenhouse Effect are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane 
(CH4), ozone, nitrous oxide, water vapor, hydrofluorocarbons, chlorofluorocarbons, and sulfur 
hexafluoride. Human-caused emissions of these GHGs (with the exception of water vapor) in 
excess of natural ambient concentrations are responsible for intensifying the Greenhouse 
Effect and have led to a trend of warming of the earth’s climate, known as global climate 
change or global warming (Ahrens 2003). Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate 
change are attributable in large part to human activities associated with the 
industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors 
(California Energy Commission [CEC] 2006a). In California, the transportation sector is the 
largest emitter of GHGs, followed by electricity generation (CEC 2006a). Emissions of CO2 
are byproducts of fossil fuel combustion, and are the largest portion of human-caused GHG 
emissions by mass. Methane, a highly potent GHG, results from off-gassing (the release of 
chemicals from nonmetallic substances under ambient or greater pressure conditions) 
associated with agricultural practices and landfills. CO2 sinks, or reservoirs, include 
sequestration by vegetation or dissolution into the ocean, among other processes. 
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Climate change is a global problem. GHGs are global pollutants, unlike criteria air pollutants 
and TACs, which are pollutants of regional and local concern, respectively. California is the 
12th to 16th largest emitter of CO2 in the world (CEC 2006a).  

California produced 492 million gross metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent in 2004 (CEC 
2006a). Carbon dioxide equivalent is a measurement used to account for the fact that different 
GHGs have different potential to retain infrared radiation in the atmosphere and contribute to 
the Greenhouse Effect. This potential, known as the global warming potential of a GHG, is 
dependent on the lifetime, or persistence, of the gas molecule in the atmosphere. Expressing 
emissions in carbon dioxide equivalent takes the contributions of all GHG emissions to the 
Greenhouse Effect and converts them to a single unit equivalent to the effect that would occur 
if only CO2 were being emitted. 

Combustion of fossil fuel in the transportation sector was the single largest source of 
California’s GHG emissions in 2004, accounting for 40.7% of total GHG emissions in the 
state (CEC 2006a). This sector was followed by the electric power sector (including both in-
state and out-of-state sources) (22.2%) and the industrial sector (20.5%) (CEC 2006a).  

According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), which was established 
in 1988 by the World Meteorological Organization and the United Nations Environment 
Programme, global average temperature is expected to increase by 3–7°F by the end of the 
next century, depending on future GHG emission scenarios (IPCC 2007). Resource areas 
other than air quality and atmospheric temperature could be indirectly affected by the 
accumulation of GHG emissions. For example, an increase in the global average temperature 
is expected to result in a decreased volume of precipitation falling as snow in California and 
an overall reduction in snowpack in the Sierra Nevada. Snowpack in the Sierra Nevada 
provides both water supply (runoff) and storage (within the snowpack before melting), which 
is a major source of supply for the state. According to the CEC (2006b), the snowpack portion 
of the water supply could potentially decline by 30–90% by the end of the 21st century. A 
study cited in a report by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) projects that 
approximately 50% of the statewide snowpack will be lost by the end of the century (Knowles 
and Cayan 2002). Although current forecasts are uncertain, it is evident that this phenomenon 
could lead to significant challenges in securing an adequate water supply for a growing 
population. An increase in precipitation falling as rain rather than snow could also lead to 
increased potential for floods because water that would normally be held in the Sierra Nevada 
snowpack until spring could flow into the Central Valley concurrently with winter storm 
events. This scenario would place more pressure on California’s levee/flood control system 
(DWR 2006).  

Another outcome of global climate change is sea level rise. Sea level rose approximately 7 
inches during the last century (CEC 2006b), and it is predicted to rise an additional 7–22 
inches by 2100, depending on the future levels of GHG emissions (IPCC 2007). If this occurs, 
resultant effects could include increased coastal flooding, saltwater intrusion (especially a 
concern in the low-lying Sacramento–San Joaquin River Delta, where pumps delivering 
potable water could be threatened), and disruption of wetlands (CEC 2006b). As the existing 
climate throughout California changes over time, the ranges of various plant and wildlife 
species could shift or be reduced, depending on the favored temperature and moisture regimes 
of each species. In the worst cases, some species would become extinct or be extirpated from 
the state if suitable conditions are no longer available. 
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Neither the ARB nor any air district in California, including SMAQMD, has identified a 
significance threshold for analyzing GHG emissions generated by a proposed project or a 
methodology for analyzing air quality impacts related to global warming. Though, by 
adoption of Assembly Bill (AB) 32, California has identified GHG reduction goals to 1990 
levels, the effect of increased GHG emissions as they relate to global climate change is 
inherently an adverse environmental impact. To meet this goal, California would need to 
generate lower levels of GHG emissions than current levels. However, no standards have yet 
been adopted quantifying 1990 emission targets. It is recognized, however, that for most 
projects there is no simple metric available to determine if a single project would substantially 
increase or decrease overall GHG emission levels (e.g., help or hinder meeting the AB 32 
emission goals). In addition, at this time AB 32 only applies to stationary source emissions. 
Consumption of fossil fuels in the transportation sector accounted for over 40% of the total 
GHG emissions in California in 2004. Current standards for reducing vehicle emissions 
considered under AB 1493 call for “the maximum feasible reduction of greenhouse gases 
emitted by passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks and other vehicles,” and do not provide a 
quantified target for GHG emissions reductions for vehicles.  

Emitting CO2 into the atmosphere is not itself an adverse environmental effect. It is the 
increased concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere resulting in global warming and the 
associated consequences of global climate change that results in adverse environmental 
effects (e.g., sea level rise, loss of snowpack, severe weather events). Although it is possible 
to generally estimate a project’s incremental contribution of CO2 into the atmosphere, it is 
typically not possible to determine whether or how an individual project’s relatively small 
incremental contribution might translate into physical effects on the environment. Given the 
complex interactions between various global and regional-scale physical, chemical, 
atmospheric, terrestrial, and aquatic systems that result in the physical expressions of global 
climate change, it is impossible to discern whether the presence or absence of CO2 emitted by 
the project would result in any altered conditions.  

The cumulative increase in GHG concentrations in the atmosphere has resulted in and will 
continue to result in increases in global average temperature and associated shifts in climatic 
and environmental conditions. Given the significant adverse environmental effects linked to 
global climate change induced by GHGs, the emission of GHGs is considered a significant 
cumulative impact. Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are attributable 
in large part to human activities associated with the industrial/manufacturing, utility, 
transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors (California Energy Commission 2006a). 
Therefore, the cumulative global emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change 
can be attributed to every nation, region, and city, and virtually every individual on Earth. The 
challenge in assessing the significance of an individual project’s contribution to global GHG 
emissions and associated global climate change impacts is to determine whether a project’s 
GHG emissions—which, it can be argued, are at a micro scale relative to global emissions—
result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative 
macro-scale impact. 

Because the effects of GHGs are global, a project that merely shifts the location of a GHG-
emitting activity (e.g., where people live, where vehicles drive, or where companies conduct 
business) would result in no net change in global GHG emissions levels. For example, if a 
substantial portion of California’s population migrated from the South Coast Air Basin 
(managed by the South Coast Air Quality Management District) to the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Basin (managed by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District), this would likely 
result in decreased emissions in the South Coast Air Basin and increased emissions in the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Basin, but little change in overall global GHG emissions. However, if a 
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person moves from one location where the land use pattern requires substantial vehicle use for 
day-to-day activities (commuting, shopping) to a new development that promotes shorter and 
fewer vehicle trips, more walking, and overall less energy usage, then it could be argued that 
the new development would result in a potential net reduction in global GHG emissions.  

Every new resident at the project site would be moving from an existing location where their 
activities are contributing to CO2 emissions. It is also reasonable to expect that at least a 
portion of the businesses at the project site would be moving from an existing location to the 
project site and are not completely new business or commercial facilities. Thus, much of the 
CO2 emissions attributed to project residents and businesses would simply be from emissions 
sources that move from an existing location to the project site, not from new emissions 
sources relative to global climate change. 

Broadly speaking, climate change mitigation and adaptation strategies fall into three 
categories: (1) transportation sector strategies; (2) electricity sector strategies, including 
renewable energy and energy efficiency; and (3) all other adaptation strategies. The project 
incorporates guidelines, strategies and mitigation measures that minimize the human and 
spatial environmental footprint with respect to transportation and electricity consumption. 
Implementation of these would help reduce potential GHG emissions resulting from the 
development of the project.  

As indicated, the transportation sector is the state’s largest fossil energy consumer (California 
Energy Commission 2006a). The purpose of the project by its very nature (e.g., promotion of 
the use of alternative modes of transportation and overall design that creates a compact 
development pattern that encourages walking, biking, and public transit use which reduces 
trip number and length) would reduce potential consumption of fossil energy within the area, 
and thereby reduce potential GHG emissions. For example, the project has the following 
project objectives: 

► create a quality residential development near the major employment centers of downtown 
Sacramento and Metro Air Park; 

► create a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly development; 

► provide development and land for construction of a light rail stop along the proposed 
Downtown-Natomas-Airport light rail line with densities that would support the 
feasibility of a light rail line; 

► develop the project site in a manner consistent with and supportive of the Sacramento 
Area Council of Government’s (SACOG’s) Blueprint plan; 

► design a project that promotes using various modes of transportation by locating high-
density residential development within one-quarter mile of the proposed light rail station; 

► provide vertically and horizontally mixed-use neighborhoods; 

► provide neighborhood and community retail near residential development to shorten or 
reduce the number of vehicle trips; 

► incorporate parks and open space into the project design in a manner that provides 
community connectivity; 
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► create a residential development with a variety of housing types; 

► provide park and recreation opportunities within walking distance of residents; 

► provide an elementary school site to serve the project’s student demands; 

► encourage walking and bicycle use by designing residential areas in a grid street pattern; 

► make efficient use of development opportunity as the project site is bordered on three 
sides by existing or planned urban development; 

► satisfy the requirements of the City of Sacramento’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance in 
part by providing an age-restricted facility (senior housing, retirement community) 
located near transit and other services that are affordable to very-low- and low-income 
households; 

► develop and implement the project consistent with the General Plan Update Vision and 
Guiding Principles adopted by the City of Sacramento. 

Please see, also, responses to comment letter R8, among others, to understand how the project 
is intended to reduce vehicular emissions. Development of the project site in a manner 
consistent with and supportive of the SACOG’s Blueprint plan is of significant importance as 
the principles of the Blueprint Project are in line with those of air quality improvement. 
According the modeling conducted, implementation of the preferred blueprint scenario in 
comparison to the base case would reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per household per 
day from 47.2 to 34.9, and associated reductions in CO2 per capita.  

In addition to targeting GHG emissions through the transportation sector, the proposed project 
contains several measures that would reduce energy consumption from power plants and non-
transportation sources of fossil fuel consumption. For example, housing units are anticipated 
to exceed Title 24 energy efficiency standards through implementation of some or all of the 
following: enhanced insulation; tight air duct insulation and testing; use of low E glass 
windows and vinyl frames; and use of radiant barriers where feasible.  Further, the applicants 
also intend to construct units with high-efficiency plumbing systems and offer solar voltaic 
panels as an option on all detached homes.    

It is uncertain how current regulations might affect CO2 emissions attributable to the project 
and cumulative CO2 emissions from other sources in the state. Also, as discussed previously, 
it cannot be determined how CO2 emissions associated with the proposed project might or 
might not influence actual physical effects of global climate change. 

Given that Greenbriar is consistent with the SACOG Blueprint, is close to employment 
centers, includes energy efficiency measures, and is intended to rely on alternative modes of 
transportation, it is the type of project that could help reduce cumulative greenhouse gases, as 
populations moving to the site shift from average longer commute patterns and instead travel 
fewer miles and live in a more efficient community.  

29-94 Please refer to the responses to comment letter 20. 
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LETTER 30 

 
Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee 
James Estep 
Chair 
September 5, 2006 
 
30-1 Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis 

conducted in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

30-2 Although the NBHCP does assume that some foraging habitat would be available in the 
Natomas Basin in addition to the reserves established through the NBHCP, it does not assume 
that all land would remain in agricultural use. This is explicitly stated in the conservation 
strategy, and is implied by the inclusion in the NBHCP of provisions related to additional 
development beyond the 17,500 acres authorized by the NBHCP and MAP HCP.  

Analyses in the NBHCP make some assumptions regarding the continuation of agricultural 
land uses. In particular, section “e. Foraging Habitat” of the conservation strategy of the 
NBHCP (which begins on page IV-11 of the NBHCP) states that: 

“Analysis of the effectiveness of the NBHCP is based on the assumption that some 
portion of the existing foraging habitat would remain outside of the Permit Areas as 
development occurs under the NBHCP.” 

 City of Sacramento et al. 2003. 

This, however, is not an assumption that agricultural use will continue on all land outside of 
the 17,500 acres authorized for development under the NBHCP and MAP HCP.  

The NBHCP also acknowledges that undeveloped lands in the Natomas Basin could be 
converted to urban uses, and states that its adaptive management program is designed to 
respond to changes in baseline habitat that could occur if existing undeveloped lands in the 
Basin (in addition to the authorized 17,500 acres) were converted to urban uses. In section “e. 
Foraging Habitat”, the conservation strategy of the NBHCP (which begins on page IV-11 of 
the NBHCP) states that: 

“Under the provisions of the NBHCP, neither the City or Sutter County may approve 
any urban development beyond the Authorized Development until the applicable 
Permittee conducts an evaluation of the effects of the additional development on the 
NBHCP’s Operating Conservation Program, and the City’s or the County’s permit is 
amended to include the new areas or a new permit is issued for such additional areas.” 

City of Sacramento et al. 2003 

Consistent with the provisions of the NBHCP (that are referred to in the above quote), an 
evaluation of the effects of the project on the NBHCP was conducted (Appendix P of the 
DEIR) and a new HCP has been required as part of the project’s mitigation for biological 
impacts. Please refer to response to comment 1-5. 

Because the NBHCP includes provisions regarding the requirements for additional 
development, and provisions regarding management actions if additional development 
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reduced foraging resources, there is no basis for concluding that all areas of the basin not 
included in the 17,500 acres authorized by the NBHCP and MAP HCP would remain in 
agricultural land uses.  

30-3 The “ultimate compensation ratio” for Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat under the NBHCP is 
higher than the 0.125:1 stated in this comment. In addition to uplands land cover types, the 
upland components of managed marshes and fallow rice, approved as mitigation for the 
NBHCP, provide suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk. Furthermore, the 0.125:1 
ratio inaccurately assumes that all land within the permit area was suitable foraging habitat for 
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat when the permit was issued. Also, please refer to response 
to comment 30-2. The comment does not specifically address the analysis provided in the 
EIR; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

30-4 Although the Swainson’s hawk may migrate to Central America and South America, this fact 
would not change the analysis of potential effects to Swainson’s hawk habitat conducted in 
the DEIR.  

30-5 Swainson’s hawk breeding success varies from year to year. The decline in the number of 
active nests between 2004 and 2005 could be a result of factors other than, or in addition to, 
development. The reason for the decline is not known. Further, new reserves take time to 
establish, and as higher quality habitat is made available and matures, there is an expectation 
that the food source for Swainson’s hawks would increase. This, in turn, could lead to 
additional high quality habitat, and a potential for increases in the numbers of the species. 

30-6 Idle crop land and wheat may provide valuable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk during 
certain times of the year as the commenter suggests. The discussion of idle crop land and 
wheat fields presented in the existing conditions of the DEIR was general and did not discuss 
seasonality as it relates to habitat value. However, the impact analyses conducted for the 
DEIR (including the effects analysis in Appendix P) provided detailed information on 
foraging habitat value. Idle crop land and wheat fields, along with other land cover types, 
were assigned to four levels of relative value or quality based on the quantity and accessibility 
of prey, and existing studies of Swainson’s hawk foraging. Because of the limited 
accessibility of prey, wheat was considered low quality habitat relative to other land cover 
types in the Natomas Basin, except during and following harvest, when prey is more 
accessible (as referred to in this comment). The value of idle fields as foraging habitat is 
greater than the value of wheat because of greater prey accessibility. However, in the analyses 
of foraging habitat conducted for the DEIR, idle fields were not assigned to the highest quality 
category (“high”) because they lack harvest and irrigation activities. The frequency of harvest, 
flood irrigation and other activities was considered in rating habitats because of the 
importance of these activities for hawk foraging. For example, in the radio telemetry study 
conducted by Estep (1989), approximately half of all Swainson’s hawk foraging was 
associated with harvest, flood irrigation, and other agricultural activities. Therefore, idle fields 
were considered to be in the second highest of the four quality categories defined in the DEIR 
analyses (“high-moderate”). 
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30-7 As required by CEQA, impacts discussed under Impact 6.12-2 compare potential impacts of 
the project against baseline conditions. In order to determine project-level impacts on 
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, CEQA requires that the existing conditions, in this case 
existing crop types, are compared with proposed land uses. It is also appropriate under CEQA 
to compare relative value of foraging habitat on the project site under pre- and post-project 
conditions. It would be difficult to measure the value of mitigation lands to reduce impacts to 
Swainson’s hawk without assessing the value of the proposed crop types that would be 
maintained on these lands.  

The comment does not acknowledge that some land cover types represent substantial, not 
subtle, distinctions in habitat quality and foraging resources provided. In crop types such as 
corn and wheat (i.e., low quality habitat) foraging is restricted to field edges (a small fraction 
of the land area) except during harvest (a small fraction of the time that Swainson’s hawk is 
present in the Natomas Basin); in contrast, in grasslands and pasture (high-moderate quality 
habitat), foraging occurs throughout the field and throughout the period that Swainson’s hawk 
is present in the Natomas Basin. Alfalfa and other hay crops (high quality habitat) also 
provide multiple foraging opportunities during flood irrigation and mowing, during which 
prey are more accessible and more readily captured (and Swainson’s hawks from throughout a 
region often congregate on a single field where these activities are occurring).  

The comment points to the continued urbanization of the Natomas Basin as necessitating a 
landscape-based approach to assessing impacts of the project. Continuing urbanization does 
pose a serious threat to Swainson’s hawks. However, under CEQA, these effects are 
considered cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts of the project, including impacts to 
Swainson’s hawk, are discussed in Chapter 7 (page 7-21) of the DEIR. As noted under 
cumulative impacts, the NBHCP and other conservation plans in the Natomas Basin, in 
combination with mitigation recommended for the proposed project, would reduce the 
severity of cumulative impacts on biological resources. Implementation of the same 
conservation strategies would result in contiguous parcels of suitable foraging habitat for 
Swainson’s hawk. Nonetheless, the DEIR acknowledges that the project would contribute to a 
significant cumulative impact on biological resources. 

30-8 Please refer to response to comment 30-7. 

30-9 The ITP allows for development of a certain amount of acreage within the boundaries of the 
NBHCP, and describes a process that must be followed if additional acreage is proposed for 
development, including an analysis of such development on the conservation strategy in the 
NBHCP. This analysis is included in Appendix P of the DEIR, and the Greenbriar project will 
prepare its own HCP. It is acknowledged that the amount of acreage required for mitigation of 
the species affected by the Greenbirar project would be higher than contemplated for 
development within the NBHCP ITP. The total acreage required will be established through 
the HCP process. Further, the DEIR (Section 6.12) contains extensive mitigation to reduce 
impacts to Swainson’s hawk to a less-than-significant level. Also, please refer to response to 
comment 30-7. 

30-10 The DEIR does not discuss the value of focused surveys in terms of revealing the importance 
of the project area to nearby nesting pairs. This discussion represents a brief summary of what 
is known about Swainson’s hawk use of the project site under baseline conditions. The 
commenter statements regarding prior surveys, and the effects of development on Swainson’s 
hawk, are noted. 
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30-11 The habitat loss in the southern Natomas Basin since the 1990s that is referred to in this 
comment is due to development authorized by the NBHCP and has been mitigated elsewhere 
in the Natomas Basin by the NBHCP. Increasing the foraging resources provided by upland 
habitats, by converting land to land cover types providing higher quality habitat, has been part 
of that mitigation.  

The distinctions among land cover types represent substantial, not subtle, distinctions in 
habitat quality and foraging resources provided. Comparison of the attributes of land cover 
types can be a valuable tool for assessing impacts when measuring change from baseline 
conditions as mandated by CEQA. 

Please also refer to response to comment 30-7. 

30-12 The DEIR acknowledges that the buffer along the along the Lone Tree Canal would provide 
low-quality habitat to foraging Swainson’s hawk and that additional off-site mitigation is 
needed to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. As required by mitigation 
measures 6.12-1 and 6.12-2, the applicant will not only set aside the acreage as described in 
the measure, it will also be required to set aside any additional acreage to the extent USFWS 
and DFG concur that equal or greater habitat value to that lost is established. 

30-13 This comment states that a portion of the 196 acres of land proposed as mitigation may have 
value to foraging Swainson hawk’s if managed to maximize foraging value. Thus, this 
comment appears to claim that some of the upland habitat proposed as mitigation does not 
currently provide foraging habitat, and that without management to enhance habitat value 
(presumably through changing land cover type) these sites may not provide habitat. This 
claim conflicts with other comments (e.g., comments 30-7 and 30-8) that all upland within the 
Natomas Basin is essential foraging habitat and that differences in the foraging habitat 
provided by different land cover types are only subtle distinctions that do not have a 
substantial effect on foraging resources. Most upland land cover provides foraging habitat for 
Swainson’s hawk but there is a substantial range in the resources provided by this habitat and 
its overall value to the Swainson’s hawk population using the Natomas Basin (as described in 
the response to comment 30-7).  

The comment also states that mitigation measure 6.12-2 would provide 168.1 acres of suitable 
habitat to offset the loss of 546 acres of suitable habitat. This statement misrepresents the 
content of mitigation measure 6.12-2 because it does not mention that measure 6.12-2 
identifies the minimum acreage that would be required and also states that the mitigation 
acreage could range up to 546 acres, and requires that the wildlife agencies (USFWS and 
DFG) concur that the mitigation results in equal or greater value to the species than would the 
foraging habitat present at the project site. In addition, it excludes 27.9 acres of mitigation 
land as not providing habitat (please see the response to Comment 12 above), and fails to 
acknowledge that the enhancement, preservation, and management of habitat will have 
beneficial effects (please refer to response to comment 30-7).  

30-14 The comment refers to 168.1 acres at four separate sites. The 168.1 acres refers to three of the 
four mitigation sites: and 49 acres at a site to be acquired. It is inaccurate to characterize these 
sites as “fragmented,” which implies that they are isolated from other Swainson’s hawk 
habitat by urban development or other non-habitat. Two of these sites, in fact, are in closer 
proximity to and have greater continuity with adjacent Swainson’s hawk habitat than does the 
foraging habitat at the Greenbriar site, and the third site, which will be selected solely to 
provide Swainson’s hawk habitat, presumably would as well have greater continuity with 
other habitat. The Natomas 130 site is bordered by foraging habitat to the north, an existing 
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Natomas Basin Conservancy reserve to the south, and nesting habitat along the Sacramento 
River (and is within a mile of 9 recently documented Swainson’s hawk nests). The Spangler 
site is bordered by agricultural lands on all sides, and is within a mile of the 1-mile wide 
Swainson’s hawk zone along the Sacramento River, is within a half mile of two Natomas 
Basin Conservancy reserves, and is within 2 miles of 11 recently documented Swainson’s 
hawk nests. In contrast, although it is within a mile of 5 recently documented Swainson’s 
hawk nests, the Greenbriar site is bordered by urban development to the east and southeast, 
major roads to the north and south, and will be bordered to the west by development 
authorized by the MAP HCP, and will be bisected by a major new road (Meister Way) that 
also was authorized by the MAP HCP. These sites should have greater not lesser habitat value 
and importance to the Swainson’s hawk population using the Natomas Basin. However, the 
greater value of these mitigation sites, based on landscape attributes, was not considered in 
determining the minimum acreage of habitat required to mitigate for the loss of habitat at the 
Greenbriar site. 

30-15 Please refer to responses to comments 30-7, and 30-12 through 30-14. 

30-16 Please refer to responses to comments 30-7, and 30-12 through 30-14. 

30-17 The comment contends that the NBHCP effectiveness has not been demonstrated. The 
NBHCP has been approved by the USFWS and DFG, and has been upheld in both federal and 
State courts. The comment does not provide facts to support the assertion that the HCP, which 
is a long-term plan for habitat conservation, is not effective. As to the project’s effect on the 
HCP, please see Appendix P of the DEIR, which extensively analyzes the project’s affect on 
the conservation strategy in the NBHCP. 

30-18 Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis 
conducted in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. However, please refer to response to 
comment 30-2. 

30-19 Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis 
conducted in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. However, please refer to response to 
comment 30-2. 

30-20 Please refer to response to comment 30-14, as well as responses to comments 30-7, 30-12 and 
30-13. 

30-21 Please refer to responses to comments 30-7 through 30-14. 

30-22 Because the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis 
conducted in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

 
 



SOS Cranes 
PO Box 22 192 

Sacramento. CA 95822 

August 8,2006 

Chairman Chnstopher Tooker and Members 
Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission 
1 1 12 I Street. Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95 8 14 

RE: The Greenbriar Project and other Sacramento County USB Expansion Requests 

Dear Chairman Tooker and Members of Sacramento LAFCo: 

I represent an organization called Save Our Sandhill Cranes. also known as SOS Cranes, which is 
concerned with land use changes that primarily affect Sandhill Cranes and other vulnerable species that 
co-exist on the open grasslands and land used for agricultural field crops in Sacramento County. We at 
SOS Cranes are deeply disturbed by the pattern of rapid growth and land use conversion taking place in 
Sacramento County because it further reduces the remaining habitat that supports our region's 
biodiversity. Consequently, we strongly urge you to reject pending requests to expand the current 
urban services boundary (USB) to accommodate proposed projects that fall outside the existing USB. 

We realize that the primary dnvers for growth are economic. The belief that more sublvisions are 
needed to support more industry (jobs) which are needed to support more services for the people who 
are moving to Sacramento County is what drives our current process. In addtion, there are pressures 
from landowners who want to obtain more economic benefit from their land than is currently possible 
based on its present use and zoning. 

There are two questions we should be asking relative to current and penlng land use changes and 
urban services boundary expansions being considered in General Plan updates throughout the county. 
I )  If we continue on our present path - and the urban services boundary is continuously extended every 
10- 15 years for the nex? 100 years so that most of Sacramento County has been covered wth  residential 
subdivision and supporting infrastructure. where will we obtain more habitat to support the natural 
biodiversity of our region? 2) Will the other creatures who currently share this region with us be forced 
to flee or perish as their natural homes are replaced with human habitat? 

If we are concerned with the quality of life experienced by ourselves and those that follow us, as well as 
the preservation of biodiversity in the county. we need to change the current direction of planning and 
land use decision making. We must find other ways to support our citizens and fund city and county 
services. We must consider growth limits. instead of growth projections - and hold the existing urban 
services boundary line. We must find other ways to promote economic prosperity that will not further 
degrade the habitat that nurtures us, our children. and the other creatures who share the region with us. 
We must insist upon compact housing and infill strategies. We must turn down project requests - such 
as Greenbriar - that fall outside the urban services bounds? line and require the conversion of more 
open space. habitat. and agricultural land to development. We must control the growth vision of 
Sacramento County. and not let the growth control us. 

Respecthlly submitted, 

Tara Himsen 
Member, Board of Directors 
Save Our Sandhill Cranes 
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LETTER 31 

 
Save Our Sandhill Cranes 
Tara Hansen 
Member, Board of Directors 
August 8, 2006 
 
31-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

31-2 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

31-3 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

31-4 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 32 

 
Save Our Sandhill Cranes 
Tara Hansen and Sean Wirth 
Board of Directors 
September 5, 2006 
 
32-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis presented in the 

DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

32-2 The fact that annexation of greenfield sites would be needed to provide for expected City of 
Sacramento housing demand is noted. The statement that City growth needs could be 
accommodated within the existing sphere of influence (SOI) is not supported by factual 
information. As stated on page 2-3 of the DEIR, the City has an estimated holding capacity of 
564,000 people, and an expected 2030 population of 650,000. The Sacramento region is 
becoming an increasingly attractive place to live through its strong employment market, its 
relatively affordable housing, and other quality of life factors. The discussion in the DEIR 
demonstrates that, absent additions to developable land through SOI changes, there would not 
be sufficient land to provide for this population projection. If additional land was not 
provided to accommodate the population growth, it is likely that two outcomes would occur: 

1. If housing was not provided to meet population projections in the City of Sacramento, 
demand for available housing would be increasingly higher than supply. This would likely 
drive the price for available housing up substantially. In other areas of California, this has 
resulted in moderate income families being increasingly priced out of the housing market.  

2. In addition to the socioeconomic issues resulting from pricing moderate income families 
out of the housing market (socioeconomic effects are not environmental impacts and are 
therefore not considered further herein), the common physical environmental impact that 
consequently results is to push development to outlying communities where greenfield 
sites are plentiful. The tendency in higher priced communities (e.g., Los Angeles, Orange 
County, and Bay Area) is that development is pushed further and further from the job 
centers, increasing commutes, air quality effects, and traffic congestion. The Blueprint 
process was developed in large part as a result of the concern that the Sacramento region 
needs to accommodate a large future demand for housing, and that if the region was not 
considered as a whole, the pattern found in the above referenced communities would be 
repeated in the Sacramento region. The Greenbriar proposal is consistent with land use 
recommendations for the site as shown in the Blueprint.  

The desire to accommodate some level or all the growth projected for Sacramento is a policy 
decision for the City and LAFCo; the EIR evaluates the environmental impacts of allowing 
the project and the population that would accompany the project. It also considers the 
environmental impacts of not allowing Greenbriar to move forward, as in the alternative 
described above. In addition to the discussion in the EIR, the City and LAFCo will consider 
the socioeconomic implications of not planning for expected growth demands, including 
upward pressure on housing prices, pressure to develop in more outlying areas of the region, 
and other implications.  

32-3 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis presented in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 
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32-4 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis presented in the 
DEIR. However, the statements regarding HCPs and compliance with the ESA and CESA 
could be misleading. The comment does not accurately reflect requirements for Habitat 
Conservation Plans (HCP) as reflected in the Endangered Species Act. While mitigation for 
loss of species is an important objective of HCPs, they are also required to aid in the recovery 
of listed species, which is intended to be a net benefit to the covered species. As stated in the 
USFWS website: 

Section 10(a) of the ESA allows the Service to issue permits authorizing the incidental take of 
listed species in the course of otherwise lawful activities, provided that those activities were 
conducted according to an approved HCPs, and the issuance of the HCP permit would not 
jeopardize the continued existence of the species. Accordingly, these proposed HCPs must 
satisfy specific issuance criteria enumerated in section 10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA. In deciding 
whether these criteria have been satisfied and whether the permit should be issued for a given 
species, the Service considers, among other things, the extent to which the habitat of the 
affected species or its long-term survivability may be improved or enhanced. 
(http://www.fws.gov/endangered/hcp/NOSURPR.HTM, 2007) 

Although the acreage of “habitat” available to certain species may be diminished if a project, 
such as Greenbriar, is developed, the quality of replacement habitat would be superior to the 
habitat lost in order to fully mitigate for the impacts to the affected species, a requirement of 
both ESA and CESA. As described in detail in Section 6.12 of the DEIR, extensive mitigation 
is proposed to enhance habitat available to affected species. 

32-5 Please refer to response to comment 14-2. Regarding mitigation required by the USFWS for 
impacts to giant garter snake (GGS)and the 3:1 ratio, the project applicants are preparing a 
separate habitat conservation plan (HCP) from the project (as required by Mitigation Measure 
6.12-1 of the DEIR), which will be subject to review and approval by USFWS and the 
California Department of Fish and Game (DFG). The preparation of the HCP is proceeding 
independently of the EIR. Note that the project would affect approximately 59 acres of GGS 
habitat and includes 235 acres of habitat creation and preservation for the species, which is a 
4:1 ratio. 

The EIR has fully evaluated the project’s potential impacts to open space and sensitive 
biological resources in Sections 6.6, “Parks and Open Space,” and 6.12, “Biological 
Resources,” of the DEIR. 

Regarding the value of proposed mitigation lands, the commenter offers no evidence to 
support the assertion that the mitigation plan proposed in the DEIR would not fully mitigate 
impacts to sensitive biological resources; therefore, no further response can be provided.  

32-6 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis presented in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

32-7 Please refer to response to comment 20-8. The comment does not raise any issues related to 
the environmental analysis presented in the DEIR, no further response is necessary.  

32-8 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis presented in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary.  
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32-9 Regarding the feasibility of the proposed lake/detention basin management plan, the project 
applicants in consultation with staff of the Sacramento County Airport System (SCAS) have 
developed a management plan for the lake/detention plan (in response to the requirements of 
Mitigation Measure 6.8-4 of the DEIR) to reduce bird attractants associated with the 
lake/detention basin. This plan has been prepared in conformance with the recommendations 
of the Sacramento County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) and feedback from SCAS 
staff. SCAS has commented on the DEIR (see comment letter 21, comment 21-3) indicating 
that it concurs that the proposed management plan would adequately reduce the potential 
aviation/bird strike hazards associated with the proposed lake/detention basin, to a less-than-
significant level. The commenter offers no evidence that the proposed management plan 
would be infeasible; therefore, no further response can be provided. Please also refer to 
comment letter 21. 

Regarding the inclusion of the lake/detention basin in the open space mitigation calculations 
for the project, the City, LAFCo, and County staff have all agreed that the proposed 
lake/detention basin would meet the definition of “open space” included within the Natomas 
Joint Vision Memorandum of Understanding (December 2002). Therefore, it is appropriate to 
count the lake/detention basin acreage as part of the Natomas Joint Vision open space 
mitigation package proposed by the applicant.  The USFWS / DFG have determined that the 
lake / detention basin would not qualify as HCP open space mitigation. 

32-10 Regarding the project’s potential flooding impacts please refer to Master Response 1. 

32-11 Regarding the project’s potential flooding impacts please refer to Master Response 1. 

32-12 Regarding the value of rice fields in supporting giant garter snake populations, the commenter 
offers no evidence to support the linkage between the historical increase in rice farming and a 
decrease in giant garter snake populations. During the period when rice farming increased, 
numerous other substantial alterations of giant garter snake habitat also occurred and could 
have directly resulted in or contributed to the decline in giant garter snake populations. These 
changes include implementation of major flood control projects and other changes in water 
management practices, conversion of wetland habitats to non-flooded croplands or urban land 
uses, dramatic increases in human populations and road density, introduction and spread of 
non-native species (including predators of giant garter snakes and plant species that have 
altered the structure of wetland habitats), and changes in water quality. The analysis included 
in the DEIR regarding use of rice fields by giant garter snakes was based on documentation 
prepared by the USFWS based on field data and information collected to substantiate such 
conclusions. Because the commenter does not provide any evidence to support an alternate 
conclusion, no further response can be provided.  

32-13 Regarding the discussion of giant garter snakes and their over-wintering characteristics, the 
DEIR states the following (see page 6.12-17 ): 

“It appears that the majority of giant garter snakes move back into the canals and ditches as 
the rice fields are drained, although a few may over-winter in the fallow fields where they 
hibernate within burrows in the small berms separating the rice checks (Hansen 1998).”  

This statement acknowledges the possibility of snake use of drained rice fields, while also 
indicating that canals and ditches are much more important habitat. The commenter offers no 
evidence to support the assertion that snakes would not use habitat within drained rice fields 
during the winter; therefore, no further response can be provided.  
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32-14 The commenter’s concerns with requirements of the ESA and CESA are noted. The comment 
does not raise any specific issues related to the environmental analysis presented in the DEIR, 
no further response is necessary. 

32-15 The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the environmental analysis 
presented in the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

32-16 The commenter offers no evidence to support the assertion that mitigation requiring the 
construction of hibernaculae for giant garter snake would be infeasible; therefore, no further 
response can be provided.  

32-17 The proposed preserve along Lone Tree Canal would include artificial hibernaculae (i.e., 
hibernation sites), which are intended to supplement, not replace, mammal burrows and other 
refuges for giant garter snake. The proposed enhancements to Lone Tree Canal would not 
include any features that would reduce or limit the activity of burrowing mammals. Rather, 
with the cessation of agricultural activities along Lone Tree Canal and the measures that 
would be implemented to prevent domestic and feral cats from hunting along Lone Tree 
Canal, it is anticipated that mammal burrows along this stretch of the canal would increase 
and provide greater opportunities for dens and refugia. 

32-18 Giant garter snakes have been documented using upland sites up to 820 feet from water 
(Hansen 1988). Hibernaculae at this distance from water, however, are most often found in 
areas with high winter floods. Giant garter snakes also seek refuge in upland burrows during 
hot summer weather (Hansen and Brode 1993), and have been documented up to 164 feet 
from aquatic habitat during this time (Wylie et al. 1997). However, snake use of sites at 
greater distances from wetlands is associated with landscapes where suitable close sites are 
not available. This is not generally the case in the agricultural landscape of the Natomas Basin 
because canal banks often provide refuges and hibernaculae, and the agricultural lands 
themselves are at slightly lower elevations than canal banks, generally have less cover and 
fewer refugia than canal banks, and may be flooded or tilled during winter. 

The proposed reserve along Lone Tree Canal is intended to conserve connectivity of giant 
garter snake habitat along Lone Tree Canal, not to include all upland areas on the Greenbriar 
site that might be used by giant garter snakes. The analysis of potential effects on the NBHCP 
(Appendix P of the DEIR) evaluated the setback width that is required to maintain 
connectivity along a canal (see Assessment of Required Width and Other Setback Attributes, 
pages 3-22 to 3-25); it concluded that the total width of setbacks should be at least the width 
of the canal and its banks, plus an additional 125–200 feet. The proposed setback along Lone 
Tree Canal is at the wider end of this range. The project applicants are preparing a separate 
HCP for the project, which will be subject to review and approval by the USFWS and DFG. 
The preparation of the HCP is proceeding independently of the EIR. However, the EIR has 
fully evaluated the project’s potential impacts to sensitive biological resources as documented 
in Section 6.12, “Biological Resources,” of the DEIR. Please refer to response to comment 1-
5. 

32-19 Please refer to response to comment 32-18. Although there does remain a possibility of risk to 
a snake during summer grading, numerous efforts have been incorporated into the Mitigation 
Measures to significantly reduce this limited seasonal risk.  For example, Mitigation Measure 
6.12-1, 3.a (which limits grading to the snake’s active season so snakes can respond and move 
away from equipment) would substantially reduce the likelihood of snake mortality during 
grading activities at the project site, particularly when combined with Mitigation Measures 
6.12-1, 3.b-i. These related measures include pre-construction dewatering of on-site canals 
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and ditches to reduce snake use of the site, preconstruction surveys of the site, avoidance of 
the 250-foot wide corridor along Lone Tree Canal, presence of a biological monitor to ensure 
that construction activities do not encroach on unauthorized areas and that construction ceases 
in the vicinity of any giant garter snakes that are found, and an exclusion fence to prevent 
snakes from entering the site during construction, among other measures.  

32-20 Please refer to response to comments 32-18 and 32-19. 

32-21 The distribution of burrows and other potential refugia would not necessarily provide a more 
accurate measure of the extent of upland habitat for the giant garter snake because the 
distribution of food resources, perceived predation risk, and the energetic cost of using 
potential refugia would likely affect the location of refugia used by giant garter snakes. All of 
these factors, except possibly for the number of potentially suitable burrows and crevasses, 
become less suitable at greater distances from aquatic habitat. Therefore, the distance from 
aquatic habitat is more likely to accurately indicate the extent of upland giant garter snake 
habitat compared to the distribution of potentially suitable burrows and crevasses across 
uplands. 

32-22 Regarding the potential for flooding to occur at the project site, please refer to Master 
Response 1 and response to comment 29-12.  In the event of a levee breach, the entire North 
Natomas Area would be flooded by multiple feet; however, measures are in place and are 
currently being constructed to prevent a levee breach during storm events.  Therefore, the 
potential for impacts to occur to giant garter snake habitat would be remote. 

32-23 Mitigation Measure 6-12.3.e includes actions related to clearing and grading of the site and 
specifically refers to the handling of snakes stranded in an exclusion fence. The exclusion 
fence would be placed between the development area and the Lone Tree Canal linear open 
space/buffer area prior to and during construction to prevent giant garter snake entry into the 
construction zone. The fence would be erected prior to the onset of the dormant season 
preceding construction when giant garter snakes are less likely to occupy upland retreats on 
the project site. The interior or project side of the fence would be routinely monitored for 
stranded giant garter snakes. Snakes encountered would be relocated to the nearest suitable 
habitat off-site by a qualified biologist. In this case, the nearest suitable habitat would be 
located in the Lone Tree Canal corridor that is adjacent to the development area. Because of 
the limited aquatic habitat present in the development area, the extensive movements made by 
giant garter snakes on a daily and seasonal basis and the close proximity and connectivity of 
the Lone Tree Canal to habitat in the development area, any snakes stranded at the exclusion 
fence are likely already using habitat in the Lone Tree Canal corridor. Therefore, movement 
of a stranded giant garter snake from the exclusion fence into the Lone Tree Canal corridor is 
unlikely to increase exposure of other snakes to parasites. 

32-24 The commenter offers no evidence that the biological surveys conducted for the project site 
were inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

32-25 The commenter summarizes the traffic impacts described in the EIR.  The comment does not 
raise any specific issues related to the environmental analysis presented in the DEIR, no 
further response is necessary. 
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32-26 The DEIR acknowledges that specific information related to improvements to on- and off-site 
bicycle facilities were not available at the time of preparation. However, the DEIR 
recommends mitigation that requires the project applicant to coordinate with the City to 
identify necessary on- and off-site bicycle facilities (see Mitigation Measure 6.1-9(a) of the 
DEIR). Subsequent to the publication of the DEIR, the applicants in coordination with the 
City have prepared Draft Planned Unit Development (PUD) Guidelines for the Greenbriar 
Project. As identified in Section 2, “Transit Orientation and Mobility, “ and Section 5, “Parks, 
Open Space, and Habitat Conservation,” the project includes a network of both on-and off-
street trails and pathways to allow for the safe and convenient movement of non-vehicular 
traffic (e.g., pedestrians and bicycles). All arterial and collector streets would have striped 
Class II bike lanes and these lanes would be connected to off-site areas via Meister Way.  A 
copy of the Draft PUD Guidelines is available for review at the City of Sacramento, Planning 
Department public counter. 

32-27 The commenter’s opinions regarding the alternatives evaluated in the DEIR are noted. No 
further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 33 

 
Natomas Community Association 
Thomas Reavey 
September 5, 2006 
 
33-1 Regarding the project’s flooding impacts please refer to Master Response 1. 

33-2 The DEIR thoroughly evaluates the project’s impacts to agricultural resources. As described in 
Impact 6.11-1 of the DEIR, the project would result in the loss of up to 518 acres of important 
farmlands. Mitigation measure 6.11-1 recommends the preservation of off-site agricultural lands 
through purchase of conservation easements. The recommended mitigation complies with the 
policies outlined in the Natomas Joint Vision MOU for open space preservation. If the project is 
approved, the project applicants will identify lands that would be permanently conserved for 
agricultural operations consistent with the requirements of Mitigation Measure 6.11-1. The City, 
County, and LAFCo would be responsible for ensuring that the proposed mitigation land fulfills 
the requirements of Natomas Joint Vision MOU policies. Prior to annexation of the site, the City 
of Sacramento and Sacramento County will develop an open space agreement for the site 
consistent with the Natomas Join Vision MOU. 

33-3 As described in Impact 6.4-3 (see Section 6.4, “Utilities,” of the DEIR), staff at SRCSD 
confirmed the North Natomas interceptor and downstream facilities currently have adequate 
capacity to the serve the project. Because adequate capacity is available to serve the project, the 
project would result in a less-than-significant impact to regional sewer facilities.  

Regarding the project’s financing plan, a Draft copy of the Finance Plan for the Greenbriar 
Development Project was included in Appendix C of the DEIR. Since publication of the DEIR 
the finance plan has been reviewed by the City and updated to reflect its comments. A copy of the 
Revised Draft Greenbriar Finance Plan is included in Appendix E of this document. 

33-4 The DEIR thoroughly evaluated the project’s impacts to local and regional wastewater collection, 
conveyance, and treatment facilities (see Section 6.4, “Utilities”). The Sacramento Regional 
County Sanitation District (SRCSD) is the agency responsible for operating, maintaining, and 
constructing new regional wastewater collection, conveyance, and treatment infrastructure. 
SRCSD operates the regional sewer interceptor and collection system and the Sacramento 
Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP). SRCSD has an existing permit from the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to treat and discharge up to 181 millions 
gallons per day (mgd) of treated effluent from the SRWTP to the Sacramento River, and currently 
treats and discharges an average of 165 mgd, 16 mgd below the capacity of the wastewater 
treatment plant (WWTP). Wastewater generated on the project site would be conveyed to the 
SRWTP and would be treated and discharged to the Sacramento River in accordance with 
SRCSD’s existing permit requirements. During preparation of the DEIR, SRCSD confirmed that 
adequate capacity is available to treat wastewater generated from the project.  

SRCSD has adopted the SRWTP 2020 Master Plan, which identifies the necessary treatment 
facilities to meet increased treatment demands over the next 20 years. The master plan identifies 
the expansion of the SRWTP from 181 million gallons per day (mgd) to 218 mgd. A new permit 
from the RWQCB would be required to increase discharge from the SRWTP from 181 mgd to 
218 mgd. SRCSD would be the agency responsible for securing this permit. As noted, SRCSD 
has indicated that adequate treatment capacity is available to serve the project and no new permits 
would be required at this time. See also, response to comment 11-4. 
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33-5 Please refer to response to comment 33-4. A separate EIR was conducted for the SRWTP 2020 
Master Plan project (Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant 2020 Master Plan EIR, 
2004). As described in that document, no significant impacts to biological, fishery, or botanical 
resources would occur with implementation of that project.  

33-6 The DEIR thoroughly evaluated the project’s impacts to public services (e.g., police, fire 
protection, emergency services) in Section 6.5, “Public Services,” and utilities (e.g., sewer) in 
Section 6.4, “Utilities.” As described therein, the project with recommended mitigation would not 
result in any residual significant impacts and adequate police, fire, and emergency services would 
be provided to the project site. Mitigation Measure 6.5-1 requires the applicant to enter into an 
agreement with SFD to ensure adequate fire protection services are in place before issuance of the 
project’s first occupancy permit. Moreover, the finance plan prepared for the project shall identify 
necessary public facility improvements needed to serve the project, 100% of the costs required, 
and all the project’s fair share costs associated with provision of these facilities and services. The 
applicant shall pay into a fee program, established by the finance plan, which identifies the 
funding necessary to construct needed public facilities including police, fire, water, wastewater, 
libraries, and schools. As discussed in Impact 6.5-2, no new police facilities would be required to 
serve the project, and the finance plan ensures adequate funding is paid into a fee program to 
ensure basic police services as development occurs. See also response to comment 9-1. 

The boundaries of the NNCP area would be amended to include the project site; however, the 
Greenbriar site would be a Special Planning Area (SPA) within the NNCP and would be subject 
to its own development policies (see Section 5.2.2, “Land Uses in the North Natomas Area,” of 
the DEIR). While the commenter offers an opinion regarding the City’s compliance with policies 
and standards of the NNCP, no specifics are provided. Further, the City does not have any 
adopted policies regarding staffing ratios for police and fire personnel. The Greenbriar project is a 
SPA of the NNCP and would not be subject to the policies and standards of the NNCP. While an 
evaluation of the City’s compliance with the standards and policies of the NNCP is requested, 
provision of such an evaluation within the Greenbriar EIR is not appropriate and is not required 
by CEQA.  

33-7 Please refer to response to comment 33-6.  

33-8 The DEIR provides a comprehensive analysis of the project’s transportation and circulation 
impacts (see Section 6.1, “Transportation and Circulation”). The DEIR concluded that some 
transportation impacts would remain significant and unavoidable despite implementation of all 
feasible mitigation measures. Please refer to Section 7.4, “Summary of Significant and 
Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,” of the DEIR for a full listing of the project’s significant and 
unavoidable impacts. For many of the project’s transportation impacts, the applicants would 
contribute their fair share funding towards the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund. However, 
consistent with CEQA’s requirements, the DEIR concluded that these impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable because the project’s contribution to the City’s Traffic Congestion 
Relief Fund would not ensure that impacts to regional transportation facilities would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level.  With regard to the final mitigation program outlined for the 
project’s transportation improvements, please refer to response to comment 3-3. For the 
remaining transportation impacts, the DEIR concluded that significant and unavoidable impacts 
would occur because no feasible mitigation is available to reduce these impacts to a less-than-
significant level. No other feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s transportation 
impacts. Regarding the project’s impacts to travelers to and from the Sacramento International 
Airport, please refer to response to comment 29-44.  
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The determination of whether the project should be approved despite its significant and 
unavoidable impacts is a discretionary action for consideration by the City and LAFCo as the co-
lead agencies for the project. If the City and LAFCo decide to approve the project despite its 
significant impacts, each agency would be required to prepare findings for each significant 
impact and a statement of overriding considerations that describes the specific economic, legal, 
social, technical, or other benefits of the project that outweigh the unavoidable adverse impacts 
(Section 15091 and 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines). 

Regarding the Revised Draft Greenbriar Finance Plan, please see Appendix E of this document. 

33-9 Regarding the project’s consistency with the NNCP, please refer to response to comment 33-6. 
Regarding the project’s consistency with the NBHCP, the City and LAFCo have overseen the 
preparation of the Analysis of Effects on the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan report 
(dated July 19, 2006) (included as Appendix P of the DEIR). The purpose of the effects analysis 
was to provide an evaluation of the effects on each species covered by the NBHCP, on specific 
conservation measures, and on the project’s ability to attain the NBHCP’s goals and objectives as 
a result of implementing the proposed project. As described in Impact 6.12-9 of the DEIR, the 
project was determined to be consistent with the goals and policies of the NBHCP with 
implementation of all mitigation recommended in Section 6.12, “Biological Resources,” of the 
DEIR.  

Regarding the planning process for projects within the North Natomas area, the City received an 
application from the Greenbriar project applicants in May 11, 2005. Consistent with its standard 
application review procedures, the City has proceeded with processing of the Greenbriar 
application including initiating the preparation of the EIR and other associated environmental 
documents. The City has complied with all planning review procedures and the requirements of 
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. As other new developments are proposed within the 
City, those projects would also be able to submit applications to the City for review and 
processing, consistent with City policy and procedure. The review process for other future 
projects is beyond the scope of this EIR prepared specifically for the Greenbriar project.  

33-10 The commenter indicates that the Draft Finance Plan for the Greenbriar project was 
incomplete; however, no specific deficiencies were identified. A draft copy of the Finance 
Plan for the Greenbriar Development Project was included in Appendix C of the DEIR. Since 
publication of the DEIR the finance plan has been reviewed by the City and updated to reflect 
its comments. A copy of the Revised Draft Greenbriar Finance Plan is included in Appendix E 
of this document. Because the commenter did not cite specific deficiencies in the finance plan, 
no further response can be provided. 
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LETTER 34 

 
William D. Kopper 
September 5, 2006 
 
34-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

34-2 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

34-3 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

34-4 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

34-5 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

34-6 This comment is prefatory to subsequent comments. Please refer to response to comment 34-9.

34-7 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

34-8 The commenter’s agreement with the HCM methodology is noted. No further response is 
necessary. 

34-9 The traffic modeling performed for the project and EIR evaluated the signalized intersections 
using Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology as applied through the traffic 
engineering software, Synchro. The Synchro software provides modelers two options to 
evaluate average vehicle delay (e.g., LOS) at signalized intersections: 1) HCM (Webster’s) 
delay and 2) percentile (Synchro) delay. 

The HCM delay methodology converts average vehicle delay to a LOS level based on 
Webster’s formula as a measure of effectiveness of the operation of a signalized intersection. 
This method requires the analyst to estimate the effects of signal coordination and signal 
actuation on average delay, which reduces the accuracy of the modeling in estimating 
signalized intersection delay conditions.  

The percentile (Synchro) delay method is based on the HCM methodology and is designed to 
model (versus manual estimation) traffic signal system coordination and actuated signals and 
provides greater precision in the estimation because manual estimation is removed from the 
process. This methodology provides greater precision in the modeling results.   

34-10 Regarding the use of a volume-to-capacity ratio methodology similar to the Circular 212 
methodology for the study area intersections in Sacramento County, the analysis was 
prepared consistent with the requirements and guidance outlined in the County of Sacramento 
Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines dated July 2004. As described on page 4 of that document, 
“for all signalized intersections, except the intersections with Caltrans facilities, the Circular 
212 methodology should be applied with sufficient detail to produce a result measured in 
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volume-to-capacity ratio and level of service.” The modeling analysis prepared for the project 
and included Appendix B of the Second RDEIR used the most up-to-date Circular 212 
methodology available and this methodology is appropriate for this analysis.   

34-11 Regarding the methodology to estimate delay at unsignalized intersections, the commenter 
has misinterpreted the analysis. Table 6.1-12 presents the average delay for the intersection as 
a whole for all-way stop control and average delay for minor stop controlled intersection. 
Appendix B of the Second RDEIR contains the detailed analysis for the unsignalized 
intersections, which includes delay for all individual movements. In addition, to understand 
the traffic delays that occur at the most critical approach, queue lengths are also provided in 
Table 6.1-12. 

34-12 Please refer to response to comment 34-11. 

34-13 In response to comments received on the DEIR, the City and LAFCo decided to recirculate 
the transportation and circulation section of the EIR to address specific issues raised by some 
commenters. Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of the reasons for 
recirculation. While the traffic appendix of the DEIR was missing the level of service 
worksheets, the Second RDEIR included all level of service worksheets. Please refer to 
Appendix B of the Second RDEIR. 

34-14 The commenter is incorrect. The traffic modeling did assume a percentage of the traffic that 
would travel along nearby freeways and intersections would be truck traffic. The intersection 
analysis assumed that 2% of the traffic passing through the intersections would be trucks and 
the freeway analysis assumed that 15% of the traffic along area freeways would be trucks, 
which is consistent with the guidance provided in the Caltrans I-5 Route Concept Report 
(April 1997). Please refer to Appendix B of the Second RDEIR. 

Regarding the assumptions for truck traffic at the adjacent Metro Air Park development, the 
traffic analysis prepared for the project included traffic projections for the Metro Air Park 
development based on information presented in the Metro Air Park Environmental Impact 
Report (1993).  The specific tenants and businesses and their corresponding truck traffic 
demands are not currently known. The analysis presented in the EIR presents the best 
available information and bases its conclusions on this information consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA. The commenter offers no evidence that alternate truck traffic 
assumptions should have been used in the analysis. Therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

34-15 Please refer to response to comment 34-14. 

34-16 This comment is prefatory to comment 34-17; please refer to response to comment 34-17. 

34-17 The commenter correctly notes that the arterial level of service analysis was conducted based 
on the Urban Street LOS methodology described in the 2000 HCM. The 2000 HCM allows 
the comparison of estimated daily traffic volumes to established volume thresholds. The 
volume thresholds are based on the access control (e.g., stop signs, signals), number of 
driveways, and vehicle speeds and are converted to a volume estimate that is representative of 
a particular service level (e.g., A, B). Regarding use of the HCM methodology, please refer to 
response to comment 34-9.  
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34-18 The operating conditions at study area ramps were evaluated using the 2000 HCM Operations 
Method, which determines the operation level based on service flow rates and vehicle speeds. 
Table  6.1-5 of the Second RDEIR shows maximum service flow rates for freeway ramps, 
which was obtained from the Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 
Washington, D.C, 2000, Chapters 13 and 25.  This methodology is used in cases where the 
freeway ramp configuration governs the operating condition of the ramps, which is the 
situation for the Greenbriar project.  Tables 6.1-14, 6.1-18, 6.1-23, 6.1-34, and 6.1-39 of the 
Second RDEIR present the peak-hour freeway ramp operating conditions for the Baseline and 
Cumulative scenarios where volumes, LOS, and queue lengths are reported.  Consistent with 
the HCM methodology, the impacts to the freeway ramps were reported  in terms of the 
expected queues versus the storage capacity. For more details about the ramp analysis please 
see Appendix B of the Second RDEIR. 

34-19 The commenter correctly notes that the LOS threshold for Caltrans facilities is LOS D, with 
the exception of five freeway segments within the vicinity of the project site where LOS E 
has been determined to be acceptable. The LOS E threshold for the five freeway segments 
was based on guidance provided in the Caltrans Route Concept Report (dates April 1997) as 
incorporated into the Sacramento Area Council of Governments I-5 Corridor in Sacramento 
and Yolo Counties Existing Conditions Report (dates May 2001).  

34-20 The City and LAFCo have recirculated the Transportation and Circulation section of the 
DEIR. See Master Response 2. In revising portions of the analysis, the City and LAFCo 
became aware that there was a calculation error in the trip generation table for schools. As 
such, this table was revised in the Second RDEIR to correct for previous errors in the trip 
generation assumptions. Please refer to Section 6.1, Transportation and Circulation,” of the 
Second RDEIR for additional details on the changes to the trip generation table. The 
corrections to the trip generation table (see Table 6.1-20 of the Second RDEIR) resulted in an 
overall reduction in the total trips generated by the project. 

34-21 Please refer to response to comment 34-20. The trip generation table was also revised to 
correct the assumptions for retail trip generation. 

34-22 Please refer to response to comment 34-20 and 34-21. 

34-23 Please refer to response to comment 34-20 and 34-21. 

34-24 Regarding the assumptions for light-rail transit ridership in the trip generation assumptions, 
please refer to Master Response 2. All discounts for light rail ridership have been removed 
from the trip generation estimates. A revised trip generation table has been prepared and 
circulated as part of the Second RDEIR (see Table 6.1-20).  

34-25 The commenter is incorrect. The traffic modeling assumptions for the Baseline Condition 
includes all projects listed in Table 6.1-11. Further, the SACMET Regional Transportation 
model included the Promenade at Natomas Project as part of baseline projects.  Therefore, 
this project was included in the analysis.   
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34-26 Please refer to response to comment 34-25. Regarding additional projects that have not been 
included in the Baseline Condition analysis, the commenter does not specify which projects 
have not been included; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

34-27 Regarding the proposed trip distribution assumptions for the project, the analysis is based on 
information and data contained in the City’s SACMET traffic model, which includes 
information regarding existing driving patterns and future roadway facilities and alignments. 
Based on the model, approximately 10% and 20% of project-related trips (during the a.m. and 
p.m. peak hours, respectively) would travel along Elkhorn Boulevard to the west of the 
project site and would access the Metro Air Park development. The roadways proposed as 
part of the Metro Air Park development are shown on Exhibit 6.1-14. Drivers would be able 
to pass through the development as they travel west to I-5. In the interim time between 
development of the project and buildout of the Metro Air Park development, project-related 
trips were anticipated to travel to Powerline Road to access either Elverta Road to the north or 
I-5 and Del Paso Road to the south.   

34-28 The commenter questions the traffic assignment under the Baseline and Baseline plus Project 
Conditions. Specifically, the commenter points to discrepancies between data presented in the 
EIR and his own calculations for the segment of SR 70/99 between Elverta Road and Elkhorn 
Boulevard. The City’s SACMET traffic model was used to perform the traffic assignment on 
local roadways and freeways. In performing the traffic assignment, the model assigns the 
traffic from the project to the existing roadway network and accounts for the “driver 
behavior” effect that these new trips have on the roadway system. It appears from the 
commenter’s calculations that the commenter assumed that the project-related traffic would 
not affect baseline traffic pattern and driver behaviors, which is not representative of what 
would occur on the ground. In an equilibrium transportation system, the introduction of new 
traffic into the system will affect the route choice behaviors of existing travelers. The 
SACMET traffic model accounts for this effect in assigning traffic to the roadway system. 

For projects with the potential to generate large traffic volumes (e.g., greater than 10,000 
trips), in comparing Baseline and Baseline plus Project traffic assignments, the traffic 
assignments will not show an exact additive effect of project traffic and existing traffic 
assignments. Rather, the Baseline plus Project condition will account for the re-routing effect 
associated with changed driver preferences because of the substantial traffic volumes that 
were added to the roadway network as a result of the project. As such, the traffic assignment 
results provided in the EIR for Baseline and Baseline plus Project Conditions would not 
match the commenter’s calculations.  

34-29 Please refer to response to comment 34-28. 

34-30 Please refer to response to comment 34-28. 

34-31 The City evaluated whether significant adverse impacts would occur on the segment of SR 
70/99 north of Elverta Road to determine whether intersections and freeway facilities to the 
north of Elverta Road needed to be evaluated in the EIR. As shown in the table below, the 
segment of SR 70/99 between Elverta Road and Riego Road would operate acceptably during 
a.m. and p.m. peak hours under Baseline and Baseline plus Project conditions. Because this 
segment of freeway is operating acceptably, it is reasonable to assume that the traffic trips 
contributed by the project to the freeway ramps at SR 70/99 and Riego Road would not be 
substantial enough to adversely affect its operation and would not result in a significant 
impact. Therefore, no further analysis of freeways or roadway segments north of Elkhorn 
Boulevard was provided.  
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SR 70/99 between Elverta Road and Riego Road Mainline Operating Conditions 

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 
Scenario Direction 

Volume Density LOS Volume Density LOS 
NB 969 8.9 A 1,849 17.0 B Baseline 

SB 2,472 22.8 C 1,410 13.0 B 

NB 1,111 10.2 A 2,039 18.8 C Baseline plus Project 
(without Meister 
Way overpass) SB 2,589 23.8 C 1,410 13.0 B 

NB 1,096 10.1 A 2,016 18.6 C Baseline Plus Project 
(with Meister Way 
overpass) SB 2,580 23.8 C 1,377 12.7 B 

NB = northbound SB = southbound 
Source: TJKM 2006.  

34-32 Please refer to response to comment 34-31. 

34-33 The timing requirements for when a mitigation measure recommended in the EIR would need 
to be implemented were determined based on a comparison of the project’s percentage of 
trips that would be contributed to the identified traffic facility (e.g., roadway segment, ramp, 
intersection, freeway segment) and the contribution of trips that would result in the facility 
degrading from an acceptable LOS to an unacceptable LOS. For example, Mitigation 
Measure 6.1-2b requires Elkhorn Boulevard to be widened to 4 lanes on or before 60% 
buildout. Buildout is based on the total number of building permits that are issued for the 
project. Therefore, only 60% of the building permits could be issued before this improvement 
would need to be implemented. The 60% threshold was determined by evaluating the existing 
vehicle volumes on the roadway (2,100 vehicles per day), the capacity of the roadway 
operating at acceptable conditions (LOS C, 14,400 vehicles per day), and the estimated 
buildout roadway volumes with implementation of the project (20,000 vehicles per day under 
Baseline plus Project conditions). For this roadway segment, it was determined that 
approximately 60% (14,400-2,100/20,000 = 61%) of the project could buildout before 
triggering the need for this improvement. Similar calculations were made for all traffic 
mitigations recommended in the EIR. The City will monitor the number of building permits 
issued at the project site as part of its responsibilities in implementing the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 

34-34 Based on turning movement volumes presented in Exhibit 6.1-12 (page 6.1-37 of the Second 
RDEIR), implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.1-1i, which requires restricting the Elkhorn 
Boulevard/Project Street 3 intersection to right-in/right-out movements, would result in the 
diversion of approximately 138 westbound left-turns to the intersection of Elkhorn Boulevard 
and Project Street 1 and Elkhorn Boulevard and Project Street 2. Mitigation Measures 6.1-1g 
and 6.1-1h required that these intersections be signalized. With signalization, these two 
intersections would operate at LOS A and would be able to accommodate an increase of 138 
vehicles during the peak hour without resulting in an unacceptable level of service. No 
significant impacts would occur. 
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34-35 As a requirement of Mitigation Measure 6.1-2c of the Second DEIR, Meister Way would be 
widened to 4 lanes west of SR 70/99. The widening will occur along the segment of Meister 
Way from the intersection of Meister Way and 28 Street/36 Street (identified on the tentative 
map) west to Lone Tree Canal. All widening will occur within the boundaries of the project 
site. To clarify the limits of the widening, Mitigation Measure 6.1-2c has been modified as 
shown below. This change is also presented in Chapter 7, “Revisions to the DEIR, RDEIR, 
and Second RDEIR,” of this document. This change does not alter the conclusions presented 
in the EIR. 

Page 6.1-59, second paragraph, of the Second DEIR is hereby revised as follows: 

“Mitigation Measure 6.1-2c: Meister Way west of SR 70/99 (City of Sacramento) 

On or before 66% total buildout of the project based on trip generation, the project applicant 
shall widen Meister Way west of SR 70/99 to provide two travel lanes in each direction from 
the first street intersection of SR 70/99 (Meister Way and 28 Street/36 Street [identified on 
the tentative map]) west to Lone Tree Road. Right-of-way for the recommended widening is 
currently available on-site. Based on “windshield surveys” of the project area, the site 
proposed for this improvement is substantially similar to the project site. Construction-related 
impacts would be similar to the project’s construction-related impacts and no new significant 
impacts would occur. Mitigation recommended for the project would also substantially reduce 
construction-related impacts associated with this measure. With implementation of this 
mitigation measure, this roadway segment would improve to LOS D under Baseline plus 
Project conditions, which is acceptable based on City standards. Therefore, impacts to this 
intersection would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.” 

34-36 The commenter offers no evidence to support the opinion that triple left turn lanes would 
result in adverse safety impacts. The City has previously implemented triple left turn lanes 
(e.g., at Truxel Road and Gateway Park Boulevard) and triple left turn lanes are common in 
the design of intersections throughout the Sacramento Region and Bay Area. Triple left turn 
lanes are proposed at only one freeway ramp studied in the Greenbriar project. Based on the 
design and siting of these facilities, implementation of triple left turn lanes would not result in 
adverse safety hazard impacts because they are standards roadway design features that are 
routinely implemented by transportation agencies.   

34-37 The details regarding the proposed interim transit service mitigation (Mitigation Measure 6.1-
10 in the Second RDEIR) would be developed through consultation with the City, 
Sacramento Regional Transit, and other transit service providers to ensure that the project 
would implement a transit service that would implement the performance standards outlined 
in the mitigation. The City, through its responsibility as a lead agency, will be responsible for 
ensuring that transit services are offered to residents at Greenbriar through the monitoring 
requirements of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as required by CEQA. The 
final details of the transit service plan will depend upon the transit services requested by on-
site residents. Please refer to response to comment 29-59. 

34-38 Please refer to response to comment 34-37. The Greenbriar project is designed to be a transit-
oriented development and has been designed to be consistent with the principles of the 
SACOG Regional Blueprint. The greatest distance between any land use at the project site 
and the DNA LRT station is approximately 2/3-mile. The transit service required by 
Mitigation Measure 6.1-10 is intended to be an interim service and would cease once alternate 
bus transit becomes available or the DNA light rail line is fully operable. Regarding the 
commenter’s assertion that people located greater than ¼-mile from a transit station would 



EDAW  Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR 
Comments and Responses on the DEIR 4-558 City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo 

not walk to the station, the commenter does not take into account that people would be able to 
drive to and park at the LRT station. The ¼-mile distance is a reference point in designing 
transit-oriented communities that identifies the probability of people to walk to a destination 
versus driving to that destination. The commenter offers no evidence to support the claim that 
residents located greater than ¼-mile from the LRT station would not use the station because 
shuttle service is not provided. Therefore, no further response can be provided. 

34-39 Please refer to response to comments 29-59 and 34-37. 

34-40 
Mitigation Measure 6.10-1 explicitly states that the project applicant shall “fund and operate 
an interim shuttle/bus transportation service.” No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

34-41 As identified in the DEIR, construction of the project is anticipated to last approximately 5-10 
years and would occur in phases (see Section 3.5.8, “Project Description,” of the DEIR). The 
specific details regarding the number of construction personnel and truck trips that would 
occur at the site are not currently known. However, the EIR provides a reasonable estimate of 
the volume of constriction traffic that would be anticipated to occur in any development 
phase. As described on page 6.1-84 of the Second RDEIR, the project is estimated to require 
a maximum of 250 construction workers that would commute to the site on a daily basis and 
would result in 50 one-way truck trips per day for the hauling of materials to the site. The 
estimate was prepared in consultation with the City and the project applicant. The EIR 
concluded that these construction trips would be substantial in relation to existing traffic 
volumes and roadway capacities and that a potentially significant traffic impact would occur. 
The commenter offers no evidence to support the assertion that different construction vehicle 
estimates should have been used. Therefore, no further response can be provided.  

34-42 Please refer to response to comment 34-41.  

34-43 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

34-44 Please refer to response to comments 34-9 through 34-43. 



September 5,2006 

Peter Brundage 
Executive Officer 
Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission 
1 1 12 I Street. Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95 8 14 

RE: Comments on Greenbriar Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

The comments below identify significant issues with the analyses in the Draft EIR, 
options that should be analyzed by LAFCo, and corrections to text and one exhibit. 

Build-out of the North Natomas Community Plan 

The Draft EIR is based on the assumption that all land in the North Natomas Community 
Plan (NNCP) will be developed. Build out of the NNCP is important to analyze for base- 
line, cumulative and alternative scenarios iil the EIR. This assumption is also critical to 
ensure that the proposed project that does not impair build-out of the NNCP. The 
Preparer writes on Page 7-5 that Greenbriar's development "may make other 
developments more difficult to process." This impact should not fall on property owners 
inside the current NNCP. 

The Draft EIR is inconsistent in analyzing the build-out of the NNCP. Despite numerous 
statements in the document that "All larzd in the NNCP area is currentlyproposed for 
development, " the analysis in the Draft EIR appears to have left out the impacts from the 
probable development of the 12 1 acres of land (Bayou Way Properties-Exhibit A). 

The Draft EIR should use Alternative #5 of the NNCP EIR (Exhibit B), or something 
similar, for the build-out assumptions of the NNCP. Alternative #5 of the NNCP EIR 
provides for urbanization of all land inside the NNCP. This alternative is consistent with 
the City's Habitat Conservation Plan which permits development of all 9,030 acres in the 
NNCP. This alternative is also consistent with policies of CSD-1 that assumes, and plans 
sewer capacity for, development of all land within City Community Plans (including land 
designated for agricultural uses'). 

Providing for the build-out of the Bayou Way Properties in the base-line, cumulative, and 
alternative scenarios will correct other inconsistencies in the document. For example, 
Section 5.4.3 indicates that "there are no known properties that are designated for 
residential development that could replace Greenbriar." The Bayou Way property 
owners can agree with this statement if the above corrections are made. If the Preparer 
chooses to leave development of Bayou Way out of the Final EIR, then the property 
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owners would object to both the validity of the statement, and analysis that follows in 
Section 8.1. 

The above inconsistencies need to be corrected to ensure that the project impacts are 
analyzed correctly, and that the project does not impair the build-out of the NNCP. 

Traffic - 
Exhibit 6.1-2 indicates roadways that were studied in the Draft EIR. It is not clear if the 
Preparer used the roadway network approved for the NNCP in their analyses of the traffic 
south of 1-5. Figure 10 in the NNCP (Exhibit C) should be used by the Preparer to 
provide consistency with the NNCP EIR. The Bayou Way Property owners would like to 
see the traffic counts projected on the local street that connects Bayou Way and Del Paso 
Road (along the existing City Limits). This analysis is important to understand the impact 
of the project on the road network planned for the NNCP. 

LAFCo Action to Amend Citv SO1 

LAFCo will consider whether or not to adopt an SO1 Amendment to the City of 
Sacramento for either the proposed Greenbriar project or one of the alternatives, This 
action is analyzed as part of the EIR. However, there were no alternative SO1 boundary 
adjustments identified for consideration. 

The Bayou Way Properties have not been added to the City's SO1 at this time. The 
NNCP calls for these properties to be added to the City's SOI. Page 96 of the NNCP 
includes the following section on Sphere of Influence Consistency: 

"When the Community Plan is adopted, the Sphere of Influence of the City should 
be revised to include all of the community plan area. The communityplan area 
north of Del Paso Road or west oflnterstate 5 is not included in the Sphere, as of 
June 1993. 

On July 2, 1996, the City Council adopted Resolution 96-346: 

Resolution to initiate proceedings with the Sacramento Local Agency Formation 
Commission to amend the Sphere of Influence of the City of Sacramento to 
include the unincorporatedportion of the North Natomas Community Plan. 

Despite the language in the NNCP, and the language in City Council Resolution 96-346, 
LAFCo has not added the Bayou Way Properties to the City's SOI. LAFCo has only 
added the unincorporated portion of the NNCP known as the "Panhandle" to the City's 
SOI. 

At this time, with the presumed development of the Bayou Way Properties in the subject 
EIR, LAFCo shouId amend the City's SO1 to be consistent with the NNCP and City 
Council Resolution 96-346. This action should take place whether or not Greenbriar 
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proceeds. And even though the NNCP EIR provides the analysis for LAFCo to take this 
action, the Draft EIR for Greenbriar should also provide LAFCo with the analyses 
necessary to take this action. 

Corrections to Text 

In Section 3.7.1, the NNCP acreage should be corrected to be "9,038" instead of "9,000." 
See page I0 of the NNCP for verification. 

In Section 3.7.8, it should be noted that the Natomas Basin HCP covers unincorporated 
portions of the NNCP. The NBWCP covers 1,600 acres of unincorporated area inside the 
NNCP. 

In Section 5.2.2, the preparer used the North Natornas 2002 Nexus Study to define 
"developable areas." The Nexus Study indicates acreage "planned for development" that 
are covered by the NNCP Financing Plan - it does not define areas in the NNCP that can 
be developed. The acreage that can be developed in the NNCP is based on the Natomas 
Basin HCP - which is the entire 9,030 acres of the NNCP. The reference to the Nexus 
Study should be deleted. 

In Section 6.12.2, the Preparer indicates that the NBHCP does not include area in the 
unincorporated County. This is incorrect. The NBHCP covers 1,600 acres of 
unincorporated area inside the NNCP. 

Correction to Exhibit 7-1 

Exhibit 7-1 does not show the correct boundaries of the NNCP Area and excludes the 
Bayou Way Properties. 

Exhibit 3-2 correctly identiJies the Bayou Wuy Properties aspart of the NNCP. 
Table 7-1 correctly identifies the Bayou Way acreage aspart ofthe NNCP. 

Thank you making these critical changes to the document. We look forward seeing a 
revised Draft EIR, or a Final EIR that does not impede the build-out of the NNCP. Please 
contact me if you need supporting documentation for any issues raised in this letter. 

Sincerely, 

i 

(916) 479-4432 
10 1 15 Brenna Way 
Elk Grove. CA 95757 

Footnoie I :  Page 2-9 CSD-1 Master Plan Update: 'j%rpurposes of developing wastewalerflow estimates for potential buildout 
conditions, all areas shown on current land use mapping as agriculiure have been assumed to be ultimately developed at a densip 
equivalent to low density residential areas (6 ESDS per acre). 
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LETTER 35 

 
Bill Farley 
September 5, 2006 
 
35-1 The analysis provided in the DEIR evaluates the project’s potential impacts to the environment 

based on the baseline conditions present at the project site and in the project area at the time of 
publication of the NOP. The North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP) area is located to the 
east and south of the project site. This area is anticipated to fully build out by approximately 
2016; buildout was therefore assumed for purposes of the cumulative analysis (see page 7-6 of 
the DEIR). The remaining development plans for the NNCP area were also described and 
evaluated in the cumulative impact analysis presented in the DEIR (see Section 7.2, 
“Cumulative Impacts”) consistent with the requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA 
Guidelines.  

Regarding the planning process for projects within the North Natomas area, please refer to 
response to comment 33-9. Further, the comment refers to page 7-5, which discusses 
development of projects that are located within the Joint Vision area, outside the NNCP. The 
project would not affect development of lands within the NNCP, which is permitted for 
development through the Natomas Basin HCP.  

For projects, like Greenbriar, that are within the boundaries of the NBHCP but are not 
permitted for development by the HCP, it is recognized that there is finite habitat within the 
Basin. Each project that moves forward has the potential to further diminish available habitat. 
Thus, if Greenbriar is successfully permitted through the endangered species act process, there 
is the potential that other projects within the Joint Vision area that follow Greenbriar could have 
a more challenging permit process as resources become more diminished. 

35-2 In regards to the Bayou Way Properties, this property is located within the NNCP boundaries, 
but outside the City’s adopted Sphere of Influence (SOI). Further, this site is designated as 
Agricultural in the NNCP land use map. The cumulative analysis provided in the DEIR 
evaluates the proposed buildout of the NNCP area consistent with the land use designations 
identified on the adopted NNCP land use map. Because the Bayou Way Properties site is 
designated as agricultural, and there are no pending development applications before the City, 
the analysis assumed that this property would remain in agricultural production with buildout of 
the NNCP area.  

35-3 With regard to buildout assumptions of the NNCP area please refer to response to comments 
35-1 and 35-2. As described, buildout of the NNCP is well understood. Also, please see the 
discussion of cumulative buildout on pages 7-6 through 7-8 of the DEIR. 

35-4 The analysis presented in the DEIR accurately characterizes baseline conditions at the time of 
publication of the NOP. Further, no changes to the baseline have occurred in regards to 
development patterns within the NNCP area. As described in response to comment 35-2, the 
Bayou West Properties site is designated as Agricultural in the NNCP land use map. Further, no 
application for the development of this property with urban development has been received by 
the City. As such, the DEIR provides an analysis assuming that this property would remain in 
agricultural production consistent with the requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA 
Guidelines. It would be speculative to assume any other use of this property. The Bayou West 
Properties are considered consistently throughout the EIR, including in the Alternatives analysis 
(in Section 8.1), wherein the Bayou Properties are not considered as a feasible offsite 
alternative. 
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35-5 Please refer to response to comments 35-1, 35-2, and 35-4. 

35-6 As described in Section 5.2.2, “Land Uses in the North Natomas Area,” the NNCP boundaries 
would be amended to include the project site as a Special Planning Area (SPA) and would be 
subject to its own land use policies. As such, an evaluation of the project’s consistency with 
relevant policies of the NNCP is not required.  

A review of most recent roadway data indicates Bayou Road, Del Paso Road, and Powerline 
Road are correctly presented in Exhibit 6.1-2 of the DEIR. Regarding the project’s traffic 
impacts, a detailed traffic evaluation was prepared and presented in Section 6.1, 
“Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR. As described therein, the project’s estimated 
traffic trips were generated based on trip generation rates for proposed land uses included in the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 7th edition and approved by the 
City. These trip generation rates were then distributed and assigned to local roadways within 
the project area through the use of the City’s SACMET Regional Travel Demand Forecasting 
Model. Further, the roadway network approved for NNCP was used in the cumulative 
modeling analysis prepared for the project.  The DEIR included an evaluation of traffic impacts 
to the intersection of Del Paso Road and Powerline Road (see Exhibit 6.1-1). Regarding the 
need to evaluate impacts along Del Paso Road, please refer to response to comment 29-45.  
Regarding Bayou Road, there is no direct connection to Bayou Road from the Greenbriar 
project site; therefore, it is not anticipated that the project would result in a substantial 
contribution of traffic trips to this roadway.   

35-7 The DEIR provides an analysis of Dispersed Development Alternative (see Section 8.2, 
“Comparative Merits of the Alternatives,” of the DEIR) which considers whether existing 
properties within the City’s SOI are available and could support the project’s proposed land 
uses. This alternative is intended to inform decision-makers as to the impacts of an alternative 
that would result in infill development within the City’s existing SOI.  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 (a), an EIR must discuss a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project “…which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project …and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” A separate 
alternative that would result in different alterations of the City’s SOI would not meet the 
objectives of the project – including the important objective of providing readily accessible 
light rail transit opportunities on-site. Consideration of such an alternative is not required under 
CEQA.  

35-8 Annexation of the Bayou West Properties site would require a separate application to the City 
and LAFCo, and it is not part of the Greenbriar proposal. There currently is no application on 
file for annexation of the Bayou West Properties site. If an application is filed, the annexation 
proposal would be considered independently and on a separate schedule from the proposed 
Greenbriar project. Further, because a development application for this property has not been 
submitted to the City and consistent with the requirements of CEQA, the Bayou West 
Properties site was not considered in the cumulative impact analysis in the DEIR. It is not the 
responsibility of the Greenbriar project to provide an analysis of the potential environmental 
impacts of other proposed development within the area except to the degree that they would be 
considered cumulative projects.  
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35-9 Because of the expansive nature of the NNCP, the NNCP was identified as encompassing 
“approximately” 9,000 acres (see Section 3.7.1, “Project Description,” of the DEIR). It is noted 
that the NNCP more exactly covers 9,038 acres. 

35-10 It is acknowledged that the NBHCP permit area included development of lands that are outside 
the adopted boundaries of the NNCP.  

35-11 The commenter is correct.  The NNCP area consists of a total of 9,038 acres of which 8,915 
acres have been identified by the City as being “developable.” The following changes have 
been made to the DEIR. These changes do not alter the conclusions of the DEIR. These 
changes are also reflected in Chapter 7, “Correction and Revisions to the DEIR, RDEIR and 
Second RDEIR.” 

 “The North Natomas Community Plan area is located in the northwest portion of the 
City of Sacramento and is part of the greater Natomas Basin. The North Natomas community is 
bound by Elkhorn Boulevard on the north, Interstate 80 (I-80) on the south, the Natomas East 
Main Drain canal on the east and the West Main Drain canal and SR 70/99 on the west. 
According to the North Natomas Nexus Study Update (City of Sacramento 2002), The NNCP 
area consists of approximately 9,038 acres of which 4,228 8,915 acres have been identified as 
“developable” in the NNCP area. In 1993, the primary land use in the NNCP area was 
agriculture. Since that time, the NNCP was adopted in 1994 and land uses have been rapidly 
converting to urban uses. The project is not within the NNCP but the boundaries will be 
amended to include the project. The project will not be subject to the NNCP policies but will 
be designated as a special planning area (SPA).” 

35-12 The commenter is correct. Approximately 1,600 acres of unincorporated County areas are 
included in the NBHCP. The text of the DEIR has been revised to reflect the correct boundaries 
of the NNCP. Please refer to Chapter 7, “Revisions to the DEIR, RDEIR, Second RDEIR,” of 
this document.  

 Page 6.12-9, fourth paragraph is revised as follows: 

 “The project site and Off-site Conservation Lands are within the Plan Area for the 
NBHCP, a regional conservation plan for minimizing and mitigating impacts to multiple 
species from urbanization in the Natomas Basin. USFWS has approved the NBHCP and has 
issued Incidental Take Permits (ITPs) to the City and Sutter County for take of federally listed 
species to result from urban development in the Natomas Basin. Sacramento County is not a 
permittee under the NBHCP; however, the NBHCP covers approximately 1,600 acres of, and 
the NBHCP does not cover urban development for unincorporated portions of Sacramento 
County, although the NBHCP does provide for land acquisition in these unincorporated areas 
on a willing-seller basis for conservation purposes. The NBHCP currently authorizes take 
associated with 17,500 acres of urban development in southern Sutter County (7,500 acres) and 
within the City (8,050 acres) and Sacramento County (i.e., 1,983 acres of the MAP area).” 

35-13 Exhibit 7-1 has been revised to reflect the correct boundaries of the NNCP. Please refer to 
Chapter 7, “Revisions to the DEIR, RDEIR, Second RDEIR,” of this document. 
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5 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE RDEIR  

The written and oral comments received on the RDEIR and the responses to significant environmental points 
raised in those comments are provided in this section. Each comment letter and the public hearing transcript are 
reproduced in their entirety and are followed by responses to comments raised in them. Each individual comment 
is assigned a number (e.g., 1-1) that corresponds with the response following the comment.  
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LETTER R1 

 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Susan K. Moore, Field Supervisor 
California Fish and Game 
Sandra Morey, Region Manager  
January 17, 2007 
 
R1-1 The comment describes the project and does not raise any issues related to the environmental 

analysis provided in the DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

R1-2 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

R1-3 Please refer to response to comments 1-3 through 1-11. 

R1-4 Please refer to response to comments 1-3 through 1-11. 

R1-5 USFWS will be notified of all future public documents pertaining to the project. Please also 
refer to response to comment 1-3 through 1-11. 
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LETTER R2 

 
State of California 
Office of Planning and Research 
Terry Roberts 
May 29, 2007 
 
R2-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary.  The comment letter forwarded by the 
comment letter is presented as comment letter R3.  
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LETTER R3 

 
California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics  
Sandy Hesnard  
December 7, 2006 
 
R3-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

RDEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

R3-2 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
RDEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

R3-3 The project applicants will be required, pursuant to the Education Code, to coordinate with 
Caltrans regarding the preparation of a school site investigation prior to construction of the 
proposed elementary school on the project site. Please also refer to response to comment 3-7. 

R3-4 As described in Section 3.5.1, “Land Uses,” of the DEIR, the project applicants are proposing 
to notify future land owners and tenants through title documents and lease agreements that 
occupants could be subject to increased noise levels associated with aircraft overflights. The 
project applicants will coordinate with Caltrans regarding the specific notification language to 
be used. See also response to comment 20-11. 

R3-5 The project applicants will submit all necessary forms and documents to the Federal Aviation 
Administration for the construction of the proposed project. Given the distance of the project 
from the airport, it is not expected that any structure built on Greenbriar would affect 
navigable airspace. 

R3-6 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
R DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

R3-7 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
RDEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER R4 

 
California Department of Transportation, District 3  
Bruce De Terra, Chief 
January 2, 2007 
 
R4-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

RDEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

R4-2 Please refer to response to comments 3-3 and 3-6. 
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LETTER R5 

 
County Sanitation District 1  
Wendy Haggard, P.E. 
December 11, 2006 
 
R5-1 Please refer to response to comment 24-1. 

R5-2 Please refer to response to comment 24-1. 

R5-3 A copy of the Revised Draft Greenbriar Finance Plan is included as Appendix E of this 
document. Regarding CSD-1 service, please refer to response to comment 24-1.  

R5-4 The project applicants are in process of preparing a revised Municipal Services Review 
(MSR) in coordination with the City and LAFCo. A final MSR will be circulated to CSD-1 
for review.  It is anticipated to be available by August 2007.  Regarding CSD-1 service, 
please refer to response to comment 24-1.  
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LETTER R6 

 
County of Sacramento, Department of Transportation  
Matthew Darrow, Senior Civil Engineer 
November 21, 2006 
 
R6-1 This comment letter repeats the information presented in Sacramento County Department of 

Transportation’s comment letter dated July 24, 2006. Please refer to response to comment 22-
1 through 22-4 for responses to issues raised in this comment letter. 
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LETTER R7 

 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
Jeane Borkenhagen, Associate Planner 
December 29, 2006 
 
R7-1 Please refer to response to comments 23-2 and 23-3. 

R7-2 The initial preparation of the site would include the grading of approximately 577 acres. This 
amount is based on the total project site of 577 acres which includes the approximate 31 acres 
(Refer to Lots V, W, and X in Exhibit 3-4) which would provide a buffer for the protection of 
giant garter snake habitat. As stated in the project description, this area is proposed to be 
preserved as natural habitat (Refer to Page 3-6 of the DEIR). Also, refer to Page 6.12-26 
under 1.a. for further discussion of this buffer area. Though this area would be preserved as 
natural habitat, portions of the approximate 31 acres would likely be disturbed due to habitat 
preparation activities. Thus, grading-related emissions and associated fee for the initial site 
preparation in the RDEIR were based on the disturbance of 577 acres.  

With respect to phase 1 of building construction (area north of Meister Way), the amount of 
building and paving equipment should be based on an actively disturbed area of 72 acres 
which would call for 7.2 * 3 or 21.6 pieces of “other” equipment to be input into the 
URBEMIS model. The actively disturbed area of 72 acres is based on 25% of the total area of 
the project site north of Meister Way (i.e., approximately 303 acres) minus the approximate 
15 acres (refer to Lots V and W) which would be set aside for natural habitat. No building 
construction or paving would occur on this 15-acre area and thus no associated equipment 
should be included in the URBEMIS modeling. The previous modeling in the RDEIR 
indicated 15 pieces of “other” equipment. This was updated to reflect 21.6 pieces of 
equipment, as shown below in revised text and Table 6.3-3 (refer to Appendix G of this 
document for revised modeling output files). The previous modeling in the RDEIR also 
indicated 9 pavers and 9 rollers. Similarly, the modeling was also updated to reflect 7.2 pavers 
and 7.2 rollers. 

With respect to phase 2 of building construction (area south of Meister Way), the amount of 
building and paving equipment should be based on an actively disturbed area of 65 acres 
which would call for 6.5 * 3 or 19.5 pieces of “other” equipment to be input into the 
URBEMIS model. The actively disturbed area of 65 acres is based on 25% of the total area of 
the project site south of Meister Way (i.e., approximately 274 acres) minus the approximate 
16 acres (refer to Lot X) which would be set aside for natural habitat. No building 
construction or paving would occur on this area and thus no associated equipment should be 
included in the URBEMIS modeling. The previous modeling in the RDEIR indicated 14 
pieces of “other equipment”. This was updated to reflect 19.5 pieces of equipment, as shown 
below in the revised text and Table 6.3-3 (Refer to Appendix G for revised modeling output 
files). The previous modeling also indicated 7 pavers and 7 rollers. Similarly, the modeling 
was also updated to reflect 6.5 pavers and 6.5 rollers.  

Although the changes result in higher construction emissions, the relative difference 
compared to the totals reported in the DEIR is minor. The changes would not result in any 
new significant impacts, or in any substantially more severe environmental effects, as shown 
below. These changes are presented below and in Chapter 7, “Revisions to the DEIR, RDEIR, 
and Second RDEIR.” 
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Page 6.2-16, 3rd paragraph, is hereby revised as follows: 

“ As discussed above, SMAQMD has not established a threshold of significance with respect 
to construction-generated ROG emissions because those attributable to construction 
equipment exhaust are low and those from the application of architectural coatings are 
regulated by Rule 442 (Christensen, pers. comm., 2005); however, SMAQMD has adopted a 
threshold of 85 (lb/day) for NOX (SMAQMD 2004). Thus, as depicted in Table 6.2-3, the 
initial site preparation phase of construction would generate maximum daily emissions of 
approximately 638.7 lb/day of NOX. Subsequent development phases (i.e., building 
construction of phases 1 and 2) would generate maximum daily emissions of approximately 
357.9423.7 lb/day and 297.0374.1 lb/day of NOX, respectively. Modeled emissions of NOX, 
during all phases of construction (i.e., initial site preparation phase and building construction 
of phases 1 and 2), would exceed the SMAQMD’s significance threshold of 85 lb/day. In 
addition, because Sacramento County is currently designated as a nonattainment area for 
ozone and PM10, construction-generated emissions could further contribute to pollutant 
concentrations that exceed the CAAQS.” 

Table 6.2-3 
Summary of Modeled Worst-Case Daily Short-Term Construction-Generated 

Emissions 
Emissions (lb/day) Source 

ROG NOX 
Initial Site Preparation Phase (Beginning Spring 2007) 
 Diesel Mobile Equipment Exhaust1 92.9 637.3 
 Employee Trips 1.2 1.4 

 Total Unmitigated (Site Preparation) 94.1 638.7 
 Total Mitigated (Site Preparation)2 89.5 511.2 

Building Construction Phase 1-North of Meister Way (Beginning 2007) 
 Diesel Mobile Equipment Exhaust1 52.061.7 330.9396.7 
 Employee Trips 21.2 27.0 
 Architectural Coating 3 - - 
 Asphalt Off-Gas4 6.1 - 

 Total Unmitigated (Phase 1) 79.389.0 357.94423.7 
 Total Mitigated (Phase 1)2 76.785.9 291.7344.4 

Building Construction Phase 2-Soutb of Meister Way 
(Beginning 2009)   

 Diesel Mobile Equipment Exhaust1 43.855.6 279.2356.3 
 Employee Trips 14.5 17.8 
 Architectural Coating 3 - - 
 Asphalt Off-Gas4 4.5 - 

 Total Unmitigated (Phase 2) 62.874.6 297.0374.1 
 Total Mitigated (Phase 2)2 60.671.8 241.2302.8 

 Maximum Daily Emissions Unmitigated All Phases 94.1 638.7 
 Maximum Daily Emissions Mitigated All Phases2 89.5 511.2 

 SMAQMD Significance Threshold: None 85 
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R7-3 Fractions of construction equipment are identified only as part of the URBEMIS output model 
in Appendix D of the DEIR. The written analysis provided in DEIR (see Impact  
6.2-1) does not identify fractions of construction equipment and, therefore, would not provide 
the possibility for confusing the reader. No further response is necessary. 

R7-4 The fee calculation spreadsheet was updated to reflect the changes to the modeling discussed 
above in R7-2 and to account for overlap during 2009 and 2010 by only subtracting 
SMAQMD’s threshold once during those periods. In addition, the duration values in the fee 
calculation spreadsheet were also updated to reflect those suggested by SMAQMD. With the 
aforementioned changes, the new fee would be $2,587,955 ($4,485.19/acre). Refer to 
Appendix G of this document for revised fee calculation spreadsheet. 

R7-5 Please refer to response to comment R7-4. 

R7-6 Mitigation measure 6.2-1 c. (Page 6.2-20 for RDEIR) was revised as shown below to reflect 
the new fee amount and SMAQMD’s suggested changes to the mitigation language. 

“Mitigation Measure 6.2-1: (City of Sacramento and LAFCo) 

c. The applicant shall pay $1,525,537 2,587,955 into SMAQMD’s off-site construction 
mitigation fund to further mitigate construction-generated emissions of NOx that exceed 
SMAQMD’s daily emission threshold of 85 lb/day. The calculation of the fee listed here 
daily NOx emissions is based on the current cost of $14,300 to reduce a ton of NOx. 
However, the then current cost of reducing NOx should be used at the time of the payment 
of the fee. The determination of the final mitigation fee shall be conducted in coordination 
with SMAQMD. The fee shall be paid to SMAQMD prior to the issuance of any grading 
permit for any portion of the project. The fee can be paid on an acre bases ($5,959.13 
$2,634.91/acre2 $4,485.19) as development occurs and grading permits sought. (See 
Appendix D of the DEIR for calculation worksheet).” 

R7-7 The District commented on this issue when the DEIR was released (please refer to response to 
comment 23-6), and the information did not change in the RDEIR. Mitigation measure 6.2-2 
(Page 6.2-22 of the RDEIR) was revised as shown below to concur with those measures 
contained in the SMAQMD-approved Greenbriar Air Quality Mitigation Plan (AQAP). This 
change is also presented in Chapter 7, “Revisions to the DEIR, RDEIR, and Second RDEIR.” 

Page 6.2-21, Mitigation Measure 6.2-2, is hereby revised as follows: 

 “Mitigation Measure 6.2-2: (City of Sacramento and LAFCo) 

When a proposed project’s operational emissions are estimated to exceed SMAQMD’s 
threshold of significance of 65 lb/day for ROG or NOX, an Air Quality Mitigation Plan 
(AQAP) (Appendix E) to reduce operational emissions by a minimum of 15% shall be 
submitted to SMAQMD for approval. The following mitigation is included in the SMAQMD-
approved AQAP for this project (Appendix E) has been chosen from SMAQMD’s most 
current recommended land use reduction measure and shall be incorporated to achieve a 15% 
reduction. 

a. Nonresidential land uses shall provide bicycle lockers and/or racks (commercial). 

b. Nonresidential land uses shall provide personal showers and lockers for employees 
(commercial). 
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c. Bicycle storage (Class I) shall be provided at apartment complexes or condos without 
garages (residential). 

da. The entire project shall be located within ½ mile of a Class I or Class II bike lane and 
provide a comparable bikeway connection to that existing facility (residential, 
commercial, mixed). 

eb. The project shall provide for pedestrian facilities and improvements such as overpasses 
and wider sidewalks (e.g., 5-foot) (residential, commercial, mixed). 

f. Preferential parking shall be provided for carpools/vanpools (commercial). 

gc. High density rResidential, mixed, or retail/commercial uses shall be within 1/4 mile of 
planned transit. light rail, linking with activity centers and other planned infrastructure 
(residential, commercial, mixed). 

h. Parking lot design shall include clearly marked and shaded pedestrian pathways between 
transit facilities and building entrances (commercial). 

i. Setback distance shall be minimized between development and planned transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian corridor (commercial, mixed). 

jd. Neighborhoods shall serve as focal points with parks, school and civic uses within 1/4 
mile (residential, mixed). 

ke. Separate, safe, and convenient bicycle and pedestrian paths shall connect residential, 
commercial, and office uses (residential, commercial, mixed). 

lf. The project shall provide a development pattern that eliminates physical barriers such as 
walls, berms, landscaping, and slopes between residential and nonresidential uses that 
impede bicycle or pedestrian circulation (commercial, mixed). 

m. Wood-burning fireplaces shall be prohibited, and if natural-gas fireplaces are installed, 
they shall be the lowest emitting commercially available (residential). 

ng. The lowest emitting commercially available furnaces shall be installed (residential, 
commercial, mixed). 

o. Ozone destruction catalyst shall be installed on air conditioning systems in consultation 
with SMAQMD (residential, commercial, mixed). 

p. Loading and unloading facilities shall be provided for transit and carpool/vanpool users 
(commercial). 

qh. Average residential density shall be seven dwelling units per acre or greater (residential). 

ri. The project shall be mixed-use and consist of at least three of the following on-site and/or 
within 1/4 mile: residential development, retail development, personal services, open 
space, and office space (mixed). 

j. A display case/kiosk displaying transportation information shall be provided. 
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k. Minimum amount of parking shall be provided. 

l. Parking lot shade shall be increased by 10%. 

m. The project shall become a permanent member of a Transportation Management 
Association (TMA). 

n. The project shall provide a transportation coordinator. 

o. The project shall contract with landscapers complying with ARB standards. 

The changes would not result in any new significant impacts, or in any substantially more 
severe environmental effects. 

R7-8 The City acknowledges that modeling of mobile source emissions presents challenges that are 
different from those associated with stationary source emissions. However, models do exist, 
even if they require modification to fit the analysis needs, and were used for the DEIR and 
RDEIR analyses. The primary differences between stationary source and mobile source 
emissions are: 

1. Stationary sources generally produce a stable quantity and quality of emissions over 
the life of the project. There may be improvements in emissions control technology 
during the life of the stationary source, but these improvements generally do not need 
to be installed unless there is a change to the source operations, under certain rules. 
On the other hand, emissions control technology for mobile sources such as 
automobiles and trucks--changes relatively frequently, and as these vehicles age and 
are replaced with new vehicles, emissions improve. This is primary reason why air 
quality in California has improved dramatically over the past few decades, in spite of 
a large increase in vehicles and vehicle miles traveled in the State. Thus, an accurate 
model for stationary sources assumes the source would generally produce the same 
quantity and quality of emissions over time, while an accurate model for mobile 
sources would need to consider changes in the quantity and quality of emissions, as 
the number of vehicles on the road increase while at the same time emissions controls 
are improved. The URBEMIS and EMFAC models, for mobile sources, for that 
reason, include improved pollutant reduction in emissions over time, and these 
assumptions are well accepted by air districts throughout California. This same 
assumption applies to consideration of controllable toxic air contaminants. 

2. Unlike stationary sources, which generally emit from one source point, mobile 
sources by their very nature emit pollutants along a linear path. This makes modeling 
of these pollutants more complex.  

With respect to stationary source versus mobile source risk levels, because the source of the 
risk would not be material to the receptor, it is reasonable to apply the risk level associated 
with significant impacts from stationary sources (incremental cancer risk of 10 or more in a 
million) to exposure from mobile source emissions. 
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R7-9 It is acknowledged that the California Air Resources Board handbook provides blanket 
recommendations that residences should not be located within 500 feet of a freeway, but 
provides no thresholds of significance. This is reported in the DEIR and the RDEIR (please 
refer to response to comment 23-7). 

Regarding the referenced Protocol, this was used in the RDEIR and its results were reported 
on page 6.2-27. No assertions are made in the RDEIR correlating the results of the Protocol to 
acceptable cancer risk. For one, the Protocol is based on general data, and is not site-specific 
to the conditions at Greenbriar. Second, the Protocol does not make reference to acceptable 
risk, tied to the Protocol results. Consequently, the EIR did not come to any conclusions 
relating to the Protocol results and impact significance. 

R7-10 The RDEIR used the matrix tables in the Protocol to arrive at the reported relative risk results. 
As described on page 6.2-27 of the RDEIR, based on the location of residents closest to the 
freeways and the 2025 projected traffic volumes (Table 6.1-40 of the DEIR), the Protocol 
shows an incremental cancer risk of 90 to 135 per one million at those residences closest to 
Interstate 5, and between 24 and 45 per one million at those residences closest to SR70/99.  

The specific data used to derive these conclusions for I-5 were the peak hour traffic on I-5 
east of Power Line Road, 9,984 trips in 2025 at a distance of 300 feet from the roadway 
(nearest sensitive receptor). The Protocol matrix (Table 1 of the Protocol, which shows risk 
for sites north or south of a freeway) shows a cancer risk of 90 per million people at 300 feet 
and 8,000 peak hour trips, and 135 per million with 12,000 trips for sites located north of a 
roadway (location of Greenbriar relative to I-5 at this location). Because the 9,984 peak hour 
trips are between the trip data shown in the table, the range of relative risk was reported in the 
EIR. For SR70/99, peak hour trips in 2025 would be projected to be 6,369. Comparing this 
projection to Table 2 in the Protocol (the table used to determine risk east or west of a 
freeway), the risk for residences within 300 feet of the roadway ranges from 24 (correlated to 
4,000 peak hour trips) to 45 (at 8,000 peak hour trips). Again, this range of risk is reported in 
the RDEIR. 

A site-specific health risk assessment (HRA) was included in the DEIR and the RDEIR, in 
spite of the Protocol not requiring one, because it had been prepared prior to the District’s 
publication of the Protocol. The HRA included in the EIR is based on the site-specific 
conditions at Greenbriar, and this provides a more accurate assessment of relative risk than 
the more generic Protocol, which is regional in nature, but not site-specific. Because an HRA 
had been prepared, it was appropriate to report on its results for Greenbriar. 

R7-11 Please refer to response to comment R7-12, which details why the conclusion of less than 
significant is supported by the data. 

R7-12 The commenter is correct in the observation that the data in Table 3 of the HRA could be 
confusing; this is why the data are summarized in the DEIR and the RDEIR. As required by 
Section 15140 of the State CEQA Guidelines:  

EIRs shall be written in plain language and may use appropriate graphics so that 
decision-makers and the public can rapidly understand the documents. 

This mandate necessarily requires that complex technical information is translated into 
discussions that are understandable to the lay public. 
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Based on the site-specific HRA, the RDEIR reports a total risk of 29 in one million over 70 
years of exposure. This is based on exposure to current and future emissions levels; please 
refer to response to comment R7-8. The EIR also reports that, with expected improvements in 
air pollution controls, background risk (average risk of exposure in the Sacramento area) is 
expected be reduced from the current 143 in one million to between 21 and 36 in one million. 
The project exposure, over a 70-year period, would be substantially less than current 
background levels in the region, and would be slightly more or slightly less than future 
background levels. However, the project’s increment of risk, is not 10 more than the most 
improved background condition of 21 in one million (29-21=8), and is less than current 
background and the high range of future background cancer risk. This is why the RDEIR 
concluded that the relative cancer risk was less than significant. CEQA requires that impacts 
are based on a comparison between current conditions and those conditions in place with the 
project. In the case of the analysis contained in the EIR, it looked at both existing and future 
background conditions, and compared the project to both.  

As to the data about further risk reduction because people do not tend to live in their homes 
for 70 years, and the average residence time is much lower, this data is presented as further 
information to consider in evaluation the project. However, this data was not used to derive 
the impact conclusions. The conclusions were based on a comparison of the risk over a 70-
year period of exposure to current background risk, as well as a comparison future 
(substantially improved as emissions controls are improved) risk. The data were then 
compared to determine if risk would increase by 10 in one million, which it would not. 

In summary, the Protocol was used, as requested by the District, and a site-specific HRA was 
discussed in the analysis because it had been prepared and reflected a more accurate 
projection of onsite conditions. The cancer risk to residents closest to the freeway is estimated 
at 29 in one million people from exposure to TAC, and this is an increment of approximately 
8 in one million more than improved future background levels, and less than current 
background conditions (i.e., less than the cancer rate if background conditions did not 
improve over time). This impact would be less than significant. 

R7-13 The applicant will be planting trees for landscaping, and a noise barrier between the freeway 
and onsite residences is proposed (Mitigation Measure 6.3-4). These measures would 
accomplish the suggestions of the commenter. Thus, even if there ultimately is a disagreement 
between the District and the EIR, please note: 

1. The District has no thresholds of significance for exposure to mobile source TACs. Under 
the District’s approach, risk levels are reported, but no significance conclusions are drawn. 
The EIR reports the level of risk using District protocol, as well as using a more precise, 
site-specific HRA. The EIR does include thresholds of significance as a basis for 
determining if the incremental risk of exposure at the site would be a significant impact 
under CEQA. Consequently, the EIR both provides the information requested by the 
District, as well as providing CEQA significance conclusions that are based on commonly 
accepted risk metrics. 

2. As Stated in Section 15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines: “Disagreement among experts 
does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of 
disagreement among the experts.” By including the District’s protocol and a site-specific 
analysis, as well as the discussion about why the EIR methodology was selected, the EIR 
meets the requirements of Section 15151. 
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3. Most importantly, although the District does not have significance thresholds for TAC 
exposure, it recommends measures to reduce the risk of exposure to TACs. The proposed 
project has adopted these measures in the project design and in mitigation of noise impacts, 
so the same end result would occur, despite there being a potential disagreement among 
experts regarding the avenue to get to this common result. 

Please also refer to Master Response 3. 

R7-14 Please refer to responses to comments R7-10 through R7-12. 

R7-15 During construction, TAC-producing vehicles move throughout construction areas and 
operate for a relatively short period of time. Vehicles may, for short periods of time (e.g., a 
few days to a month at a time), operate next to residences, but these activities would be 
sporadic and not persistent. Given that the vehicles would not operate in consistent patterns 
(unlike roadways, construction vehicles would not be confined to a linear corridor wherein 
they would produce TAC in one location and over a long period), modeling is both difficult 
and unlikely to be accurate. Further, there are no unusually long construction activities 
foreseeable at the site that would result in persistent exposure to TAC. Given the short-term 
nature of construction and the mobility of construction vehicles, exposure to construction 
TAC would not be substantive. Thus, this impact was concluded to be less than significant. 
No information has been provided that would suggest a different conclusion. 
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LETTER R8 

 
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates 
December 27, 2006 
 
R8-1 The Draft Greenbriar PUD Guidelines fully incorporate the “Smart Growth” Principles. 

Section 1.3 of the Draft PUD Guidelines addresses the SAGOG Blueprint principles in detail. 
Consistent with Blueprint principles, the Greenbriar PUD would provide a varied network of 
both on- and off-street pedestrian pathways and trails, allowing for safe and convenient non-
vehicular travel throughout and within the PUD. The street and trail system within the PUD 
would allow for varied opportunities for safe and convenient non-vehicular travel throughout 
the plan area. All arterial and collector streets would have striped Class II bike lanes. Nearly 
all sidewalks within the PUD’s streets would be detached from the street edge and separated 
from the street by a landscape planter of varying width depending upon the street facility. 
These pedestrian-friendly streets would provide a safe, walkable route to everywhere in the 
PUD area under a dense canopy of shade trees. 

The comment states that the bicycle and pedestrian trails are not clearly shown on the DEIR’s 
maps and thus are not possible to evaluate. The bicycle and pedestrian trail system is shown 
on the face of the tentative map on the Street and Trail cross sections.  

R8-2 The comment states that the proposed water features would discourage walking and cycling 
and encourage automobile use. As described in the DEIR, approximately 3.9 acres of 
pedestrian trails would be provided around the lake/detention basin. (DEIR page 3-12) While 
on-street direct access may be interrupted by the lake in some circumstances, the lake feature 
and its associated Lakewalk promenade would offer off-street trail connections that are a 
signature feature of the land plan that have both community-wide and regional benefit. 

In addition, Mitigation Measure 6.2-2 requires separate, safe, and convenient bicycle and 
pedestrian paths to connect residential, commercial and office uses. It also requires the 
project to provide a development pattern that eliminates physical barriers such as walls, 
berms, landscaping, and slopes between residential and nonresidential uses that impede 
bicycle or pedestrian circulation. In addition, that mitigation measure requires the entire 
project to be located within ½ mile of a Class I or Class II bike land and provide a 
comparable bikeway connection to that existing facility (residential, commercial, mixed.) For 
further discussion of bicycle connectivity, please refer to responses to comments 32-21 and 
R8-3. 

In addition, the Draft Greenbriar PUD Schematic Plan provides many varied recreation 
opportunities in the location of both publicly- and privately-owned active and passive parks 
and open spaces. One large community park, three neighborhood parks, three private parks, 
two private recreation centers, numerous pocket parks, pedestrian paseos and marina parks 
(ranging in size), and an elementary school are located within the PUD. These amenities are 
linked by residential streets and trails. Additionally, the PUD includes a large lake with a 
pedestrian-friendly lake-walk or promenade around its perimeter , and a wide freeway 
buffer/open space corridor (along the south and east project boundaries) enhanced with 
pedestrian trails and landscaping. 
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R8-3 The Greenbriar land use plan provides for internal connectivity within the plan area and 
utilizes a hierarchy of streets to maximize circulation opportunities and link neighborhoods. 
In the northern half of the project a traditional grid system is used. In the southern half of the 
project, a modified grid system is employed due to the shape, design, and function of the lake 
(which is a significant drainage control feature). The plan provides multiple residential street 
connections to primary residential streets and to arterial streets throughout the plan area. The 
street plan employs only a few, very short cul-de-sacs for individual residential lot access 
where limited access opportunities exist. 

Connection from Meister Way to the south is limited due to the location of the DNA light rail 
line corridor and appropriate public safety limits by Sacramento Regional Transit for safe 
corridor crossings and efficient train operating procedures. 

R8-4 The land plan incorporates Sacramento Transportation & Air Quality Collaborative’s “Best 
Practices for Complete Streets” 
(http://wwwsactaqc.org/Resources/Agreements/CompleteStreets.pdf) by utilizing a ‘grid’ 
pattern to the extent feasible (please refer to response to comment R8-3) and employing short 
block lengths of less than 600 feet throughout the plan area to the extent feasible.  

R8-5 The comment points out the geographic constraints associated with a site that is located 
adjacent to two major freeways and includes extensive biological habitat mitigation, and is 
acknowledged. 

The project would provide three external connections to the north to Elkhorn Boulevard 
(excluding off-site Lone Tree Boulevard) and would be limited by Sacramento Public Works 
standards to these connection points due to space constraints between Lone Tree Road and 
the freeway interchange. The project would provide one connection to the east and would be 
limited to one connection due to Caltrans requirements. The project would provide two 
connections to the west through the Wildlife/Habitat Buffer, but would be limited by 
biological mitigation needs for the preservation of sensitive species (giant garter snakes) and 
mobility of the species. The project does not provide any connectivity to the south over the 
Interstate 5 corridor due to constraints with Caltrans and lack of regional funding options. 

R8-6 AB 32 was signed into law following preparation of the DEIR, and was consequently not 
included in the DEIR. Please refer to response to comment 29-93 for an extensive discussion 
of greenhouse gases, AB 32, and the project’s relationship to global climate change effects. 

R8-7 The commenter requests additional bicycle and pedestrian connectivity. The adequacy of the 
project’s bicycle and pedestrian path and trail connectivity is addressed in responses to 
comments R8-2 through R8-5 above. Because the commenter’s concern is only general in 
nature, no further response is required. 

R8-8 The space for a trail section included within the buffer along the south, west and east 
boundaries of the project site would be developed to City of Sacramento standards for 
bikeways with a 10-foot paved bike trail with 2-foot shoulders on each side totaling 14-feet. 
The buffer would be dedicated to the City of Sacramento. 

R8-9 The buffer trail section would be constructed to City of Sacramento standards. As described 
in the DEIR, prior to recordation of the first map, the applicant will coordinate with the City 
of Sacramento Development Engineering and Finance Division to identify the necessary on- 
and off-site pedestrian and bicycle facilities to serve the proposed development, which shall 
be incorporated into the project. These facilities include, among other things, sidewalks, stop 
signs, in-pavement lighted crosswalks, lane striping to provide a bicycle lane, and other such 
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features associated with bike and pedestrian trails. (DEIR p. 6.1-83.) At the time the City and 
the applicant determine which specific improvements would be required, the City and the 
applicant would determine the most appropriate manner in which to fund and construct the 
improvements. 

R8-10 Please refer to response to comment R8-5. 

R8-11 Please refer to response to comment R8-5 regarding the adequacy of the project’s external 
connectivity. Inclusion of a light rail crossing in the Meister Way vehicular crossing cannot 
be accomplished due to different structural loading characteristics of the two types of 
crossings. Further, there is no current shared funding in North Natomas for the SR 70/99 LRT 
crossing the commenter proposes. The light rail crossing of SR 70/99 will be funded by 
Regional Transit. Regional Transit supports the project and the mitigation measures currently 
incorporated into the project. (Please refer to comment letter 26 and response to comment 8-
2) Regional Transit has not requested a financial contribution to the Highway 70/99 crossing 
and the commenter has not shown that there is any nexus between project-related impacts and 
a requirement to contribute to funding the Highway 70/99 crossing.  

R8-12 The light rail crossing of the American River will be funded by Regional Transit. The North 
Natomas Community Plan (NNCP) requires the collection of development fees and the 
finance plan prepared for the NNCP allocates funds toward the development of the DNA 
facilities.  A portion of these funds would be used to fund the American River LRT Crossing. 
Regional Transit supports the project and the mitigation measures currently incorporated into 
the project. (Please refer to comment letter 26 and response to comment 8-2.) Regional 
Transit has not requested a financial contribution to the American River Crossing. Further, 
there is not a meaningful nexus between project-related impacts and a requirement to 
contribute to funding the American River Crossing. 

R8-13 The Meister Way Crossing and other crossings would be constructed consistent with warrants 
as established in the traffic study and as determined by the City of Sacramento. 

R8-14 Please refer to response to comment R8-5 regarding internal connectivity. 

R8-15 The project’s neighborhood and street design is carefully planned with convenient and 
frequent connections to the site’s trail features. Additionally, schools, parks and retail uses 
would be easily and conveniently accessible by walking and biking. Bicycle and pedestrian 
path and trail connectivity is further addressed in responses to comments R8-2 through R8-5. 
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LETTER R9 

 
James P. Pachl 
January 2, 2007 
 
R9-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

RDEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary.  

The commenter indicates that the comment letter, which is submitted in response to the 
RDEIR, will also include comments on the DEIR. The comment period for the DEIR closed 
on September 5, 2006. As stated on page 1-2 of the RDEIR, comments to the RDEIR are to 
be limited to the materials contained in the RDEIR. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
section 15088.5, subdivision (f)(2), when a lead agency recirculates only the revised chapters 
or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers limit their comments to the 
revised chapters or portions of the RDEIR. The RDEIR expressly requested that comments be 
limited to the RDEIR, as is required by CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(f)(2). Notably, 
when a lead agency recirculates an EIR, the lead agency need only respond to (i) comments 
received during the initial circulation period that relate to chapters or portions of the 
document that were not revised and recirculated, and (ii) comments received during the 
recirculation period that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised 
and recirculated. Thus, the City need not respond to comments received during the 
recirculation period that relate to the chapters or portions of the DEIR that were not revised. 
However, while not required, the City has provided responses to all comments received 
during the recirculation period. 

R9-2 Please refer to Master Response 1 and responses to comment letter 29.  

R9-3 Please refer to Master Response 1 and responses to comments 29-2 to 29-24 for a 
comprehensive discussion of flood risk. 

R9-4 Please refer to Master Response 1 and responses to comments 29-2 to 29-24. 

R9-5 Please refer to Master Response 1 and responses to comments 29-2 to 29-24.  

R9-6 Please refer to Master Response 1 and responses to comments 29-2 to 29-24.  

R9-7 The City is proposing to adopt a mitigation measure that would only allow development if 
allowed by FEMA.  The City is working closely with FEMA on the new Flood Insurance 
Rate Map and fully intends to defer to FEMA’s expertise in this matter.  Please refer to 
Master Response 1. 

R9-8 The RDEIR did not assert that SAFCA will construct a new setback levee inland of the 
existing east levee of the Sacramento River. Rather, the RDEIR discussed SAFCA’s Natomas 
Levee Evaluation Study 2005, which proposed a variety of remedies, one of which was a 
setback levee along the upper 5 miles of the east levee of the Sacramento River. The RDEIR 
accurately represents the 2005 study.  

R9-9 Please refer to Master Response 1. 

R9-10 Please refer to Master Response 1. 
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R9-11 Please refer to response to comments 29-3 and 29-9, and Master Response 1 regarding the 
City’s determination that the long term flood hazard impacts are less than significant because 
100 year flood protection would be provided for the project site.  Regarding the selection of 
the significance threshold, CEQA provides agencies with the general authority to adopt 
criteria, referred to as “thresholds of significance,” for determining whether a given impact is 
“significant.” Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines sets forth an environmental checklist with 
questions from which thresholds of significance are commonly gleaned. The City relied on 
Appendix G in establishing its threshold of significance for flooding.  Specifically, the City 
determined that a significant impact from flooding would occur as a result of the Project only 
if the Project would “place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map.”  This is consistent with Appendix G.  In addition, the 100-year flood is the 
standard used by most Federal and state agencies, and is used by the National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP), as the standard for floodplain management and to determine the 
need for flood insurance.   An agency’s determination regarding the proper thresholds of 
significance is governed by the “substantial evidence” standard of review. (National Parks 
and Conservation Association v. County of Riverside (1999) 71 Cal.App.4th 1341, 1358 
(National Parks) (court applied the substantial evidence test when upholding an agency’s 
decision to adopt different thresholds of noise significance for different areas of a project); 
(Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 493 (court 
found that a lead agency has the discretion to determine whether to classify impacts as 
significant, depending on the nature of the area affected).)  Under the substantial evidence 
standard, the court must defer to the City’s decision regarding the proper thresholds of 
significance when it is supported by substantial evidence. (Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 409; Defend the 
Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 1261, 1265-1266; Del Mar Terrace 
Conservancy Inc. v. City Council (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 712, 725.)  In this case, since levee 
improvements will be made which will provide a 100-year level of flood protection for the 
Project area, the City determined the Project would not “place housing within a 100-year 
hazard area” and, thus, exposure to flooding was “less than significant.” 

The City is aware of the current discussion at a State level regarding 200-year flood 
protection.  While no new legislation has been passed, the City will comply with any future 
changes in the law. 

Please refer also to Master Response 1 and responses to comments 29-3 and 29-9.   

R9-12 The relative risks associated with flooding, as expressed in the comment, are part of the 
record that the City of Sacramento and LAFCo will consider when determining whether to 
approve the project.  Please refer to response to comment R9-11. 

R9-13 Please refer to Master Response 1 and response to comments 29-3, 29-9, and R9-11. 
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R9-14 The commenter is incorrect in claiming that permitting development on the Greenbriar site 
prior to the upgrade of the levees to 100-year level of flood protection would be inconsistent 
with the Sacramento City General Plan. Consistency with Sacramento City General Plan 
Section 8, Goal A, Policy One, Flood Hazard, requires that the City find that measures can be 
implemented to eliminate or reduce the risk of flooding in the Project area.  As discussed in 
Master Response 1, the City is proposing to adopt a mitigation measure that ensures at least 
100-year flood protection will be provided at the project site.  The mitigation measure would 
only allow development if allowed by FEMA, following FEMA’s revision of the Flood 
Insurance Rate Map for the Natomas area.  The City is implementing measures to eliminate 
or reduce flood risk, consistent with the General Plan.   

Moreover, the City’s determination of consistency with its own general plan is accorded great 
deference because, as the body that adopted the general plan policies in its legislative 
capacity, it has unique competence to interpret those policies when applying them in an 
adjudicatory capacity. (Save Our Peninsula Comm. v. County of Monterey (2001) 87 
Cal.App.4th 99, 142.) The City determined that the Project is consistent with the General Plan 
because such measures, namely the upgrade of the levees to 100-year level of flood 
protection, can and will be implemented. 

R9-15 Please refer to Master Response 1. 

R9-16 Please refer to Master Response 1 and responses to comment 29-28 and R9-14. 

R9-17 Please refer to Master Response 1 and responses to comment 29-28 and R9-14. 

R9-18 Please refer to Master Response 1 and responses to comment 29-28 and R9-14.  

Consistency with a City’s land use plan or policies is evaluated under the “substantial 
evidence” standard (See Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 
Cal.App.4th 704, 717.) Where substantial evidence supports the City’s determination of 
consistency, the court must defer to the agency’s determination. (River Valley Preservation 
Project v. Metropolitan Transit Development Board (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 154, 168; City of 
Fremont v. San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit Dist. (1995) 34 Cal.App.4th 1780, 1786.) 
The City’s determination of consistency with its own community plan is accorded great 
deference because, as the body that adopted the community plan policies in its legislative 
capacity, it has unique competence to interpret those policies when applying them in an 
adjudicatory capacity. (See Save Our Peninsula Comm. v. County of Monterey (2001) 87 
Cal.App.4th 99, 142.) In this case, the project includes mitigation for implementing flood 
protection which conforms to the current FEMA and Army Corps standards, this will be 
considered in the City determination of whether the project is consistent with the North 
Natomas Community Plan Flood Control Guiding Policy A. 

R9-19 The commenter states that the RDEIR fails to specifically disclose any increase in flood 
hazards due to levee improvements on the Feather and Yuba Rivers since the 1997 storm 
event. However, the City’s evaluation of flood protection for the project in the RDEIR is 
based on two levee evaluation studies which were conducted in 1998 and in 2006, and 
incorporates the latest information available regarding the status of flood protection within 
the Natomas Basin, including any recent flood events or levee upgrades. As stated in Master 
Response 1, the flooding impacts analysis includes information that was publicly available at 
the time the EIR was circulated, new information available subsequent to publication, 
revisions made to the flood hazard evaluation as part of the recirculation of the EIR, the status 
of ongoing flood control projects in the Natomas area and the City’s process for approving 
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projects in the Natomas area. The City initially evaluated the potential impacts of flooding 
based on the levee evaluation conducted by the USACE in 1998 which found that the levees 
protecting the Natomas area, including the Sacramento River levee, met FEMA criteria for 
100-year flood protection. Although in its 2006 Natomas Levee Evaluation Program report, 
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency found that some portions of the levee system would 
be subject to underseepage and erosion hazards during a 100-year storm event, SAFCA is 
implementing the necessary levee improvements to correct these deficiencies. The City 
considered these studies along with possible contingencies and scenarios and determined that, 
with the implementation of SAFCA flood improvements and project mitigation measures 
(including the new mitigation discussed in Master Response 1), flood protection would be 
provided at the site. Further evaluation of the levees in light of the upgraded portions of the 
Feather-Yuba-Bear River levees will not alter the determinations in the DEIR or RDEIR. 

Refer also to Master Response 1. 

R9-20 Regarding the feasibility of the DNA line, please refer to responses to 8-2, 29-47, 29-48, 29-
61 and S2-13; see also response to comment letter 26 and Appendix B. Moreover, as part of 
the required mitigation for project impacts, the project applicant will provide a fair share 
contribution to help fund freeway congestion relief projects, which could include the DNA 
project. Please refer to response to comments 3-3 and 8-2. Development of the DNA line is 
considered feasible, and remains a key project objective as well as a priority for the City. 

The EIR does not advocate that the City accept or reject one or more alternatives. Rather, the 
EIR presents a discussion and comparison of impacts of the alternatives to the proposed 
project in order to provide adequate information to the decision-makers when they consider 
whether to approve the project. (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 (c).) As part of this 
discussion, the EIR includes an assessment of whether one or more of the alternatives would 
achieve certain project objectives, including the key project objective of providing 
development and associated density along the proposed DNA rail line. Ultimately, the 
determination whether an alternative is feasible will hinge in part upon whether the 
alternative meets most of the basic project objectives. (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 
(c).) Although project alternatives ultimately need not satisfy all project objectives, they must 
meet the fundamental goals of the project. This issue was squarely decided in AIR, where the 
court held that a county properly rejected an environmentally superior project alternative 
because it failed to meet “the fundamental objective of the project.” (Association of Irritated 
Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1400; see also Sequoyah Hills 
Homeowners v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715.) 

The alternatives analysis in the DEIR, and as summarized in the RDEIR, is legally adequate 
under CEQA. 

R9-21 Please refer to responses to comments 8-2, 29-47, 29-48, 29-61 and S2-13 and RD-20. 

R9-22 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion that the proposed DNA line would be 
unattractive to air travelers, particularly those concerned about arriving timely to the Airport 
and that shuttle service would be quicker and more reliable. There is no evidence to support 
this opinion. Because the comment does not address the analyses of the DEIR, RDEIR, or 
Second RDEIR, no further response is necessary.  
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R9-23 Regarding funding available to construct and operate the DNA light rail transit line, please 
refer to responses to comments 8-2, 29-47, 29-48, 29-61 S2-13, and RD-20. Since the date of 
the cited Bee article, the project applicant has agreed to provide a fair share contribution to the 
City’s Traffic Congestion Relief fund, which could be used to help fund the local share of the 
DNA Project costs. Please refer to response to comment 3-3.  Regarding RT’s intentions to 
continue pursuing implementation of the DNA line, LAFCo has received a letter from Dr. 
Beverly Scott, General Manager/CEO of RT dated November 1, 2005 indicating support for 
the Greenbriar Project and that the implementation of the Greenbriar Project would increase 
RT’s competitiveness for federal funding to extend the light rail line to the Sacramento 
International Airport.  Further, more recently a letter was received from Dr. Beverly Scott, 
dated November 1, 2005, indicating that RT has every intention of continuing to pursue and 
implement the DNA light rail extension.  Copies of these letters are included in Appendix B of 
this document. 

In addition, the Sacramento Area Council of Government’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
includes the DNA line and a financial plan to insure the implementation of the project as 
required under the Chapter 30 of Code of Federal Regulations Section 450.322(b)(ii).  This 
financial plan includes strategies to implement identified facilities in the event of funding 
shortfalls. 

R9-24 The commenter asserts that the EIR improperly rejects the off-site and dispersed development 
alternatives because the applicant does not own sufficient land within the City which is 
suitable for the project. First, commenter ignores the other reasons that an off-site alternative 
may not be feasible. As explained by the RDEIR, there is no suitable site within the NNCP 
that is owned by the project applicant. Moreover, most of the land within the NNCP area is 
currently proposed for development, as is most of the land within the City. Finally, an off-site 
alternative does not meet the basic project objectives. (RDEIR pp. 8-1, 8-19.)  

Second, the commenter incorrectly asserts that rejecting an off-site alternative because the 
applicant does not own the land is improper. Pursuant to CEQA, an EIR must describe a 
reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, that could 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project while avoiding or substantially 
lessening any of the significant effects of the project. (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, 
subd. (a),(f).) Notably, “among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the 
feasibility of alternatives is whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or 
otherwise have access to the alternative site. (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, subd. (f)(1), 
emphasis added.)  

In Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 574, the court 
rejected petitioner’s claim that the county should not have rejected alternative sites simply 
because the applicant did not own them: “A project alternative which cannot be feasibly 
accomplished need not be exhaustively considered. A feasible alternative is one which can be 
‘accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, legal social and technological factors.’ Whether a property is owned or can 
reasonably be acquired by the project proponent has a strong bearing on the likelihood of a 
project’s ultimate costs and the changes for an expeditious and ‘successful accomplishment’.” 
In this instance, the property required for the off-site alternative cannot be reasonably required 
by the project applicant.  

If a lead agency concludes that no feasible alternative locations exist, it must disclose the 
reasons for this conclusion in the EIR.  (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, at subd. (f)(2).)   
The DEIR and RDEIR considered an off-site alternative, provided a comparative analysis of 
impacts to the proposed project, and disclosed the multiple reasons why the off-site alternative 
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was not likely feasible.  The analysis is adequate under CEQA.  Importantly, there is no other 
land available along the proposed DNA line.  This objective is critical to both Regional Transit 
and SACOG support of the proposed project.  (See Appendix B). 

R9-25 This comment is noted. It is difficult to determine what point the comment is intended to 
make. It does not appear that the comment addresses the analyses contained in DEIR or the 
RDEIRs, and as such no further response is necessary. To the extent that the comment is 
intended to demonstrate that the off-site and/or dispersed development alternatives are 
feasible, please refer to response to comment R9-24.  

R9-26 Because the comment does not raise issues related to the analyses or conclusions of the DEIR 
or RDEIRs, no further response is necessary. To the extent that the comment is intended to 
demonstrate that the off-site and/or dispersed development alternatives are feasible, please 
refer to response to comment R9-24. 

R9-27 Because the comment does not raise issues related to the analyses or conclusions of the DEIR 
or RDEIRs, no further response is necessary. To the extent that the comment is intended to 
demonstrate that the off-site and/or dispersed development alternatives are feasible, please 
refer to response to comment R9-24. 

R9-28 The comment addresses the agriculture section of the DEIR. The agriculture section was not 
recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to response to comment R9-1.  

The description of the Metro Air Park project contained in the Greenbriar DEIR is based on 
the Metro Air Park EIR and related project approvals. As stated by the comment, Metro Air 
Park is entitled for development and construction of infrastructure has begun. The Greenbriar 
DEIR therefore correctly assumes future development of the Metro Air Park project in its 
analysis of agricultural impacts. The comment offers no evidence to support its contention that 
there are no expectations to develop Metro Air Park. 

Further, the Greenbriar project includes a 250-foot buffer on the west side of the project site, 
compared to a 25 foot buffer on the MAP side of the canal.  This tenfold increase in buffer 
width is intended to recognize the importance of the aquatic connection between Fisherman’s 
Lake, the site and points north including the NBC preserve. Moreover, the 250 foot buffer 
provides an aquatic connection not previously contemplated by the NBHCP. 

R9-29 The comment addresses the agriculture section of the DEIR. The agriculture section was not 
recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to response to comment R9-1. 

The DEIR accurately describes the Joint Vision Plan and Joint Vision MOU. (See DEIR, pp. 5-
11.) Furthermore, the City and County have acknowledged that the City is the appropriate 
agent for planning new growth in the North Natomas area. While the Joint Vision Plan does 
not designate lands to be developed, the City has made known its intention to develop the lands 
north of the project site under the Joint Vision Plan. As the lands north of the project are 
planned for development and not agricultural use, the Project is not inconsistent with the Joint 
Vision Plan. Moreover, both the City and County are in the process of updating their General 
Plans.  Both the City and County General Plan updates propose the development of the North 
Natomas Joint Vision.   

Further, the 250-foot agricultural buffer the comment claims is necessary to mitigate 
agricultural impacts (conflicts between agricultural and urban uses) on the northern portion of 
the project site is a requirement of the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP). Because the 
project site is not located within the boundaries of the NNCP, this requirement is not necessary.
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Impacts to agricultural lands were adequately analyzed in the DEIR and appropriate mitigation 
measures have been required. (DEIR, pp. 6.11-1 to 6.11-9.) The City believes it is 
inappropriate to require agricultural easements on lands that are designated for urban 
development. 

R9-30 The comment addresses the agriculture section of the DEIR.  The agriculture section was not 
recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR.  Please refer to response to comment R9-1. 

The comment states that the land south of the project (south of I-5) is not entitled to develop, is 
used for agricultural purposes and is not in the City of Sacramento.  The commenter 
mistakenly suggests that all of the land immediately south of the project and I-5 is agricultural 
in character and lies outside the City of Sacramento.  The land immediately south of the 
project’s southeast quadrant and I-5 is well within the City of Sacramento city limits and is also 
urbanized.  Known as the Westlake community, this residential neighborhood was anticipated 
for development as part of the City’s NNCP adopted in 1994.  The Westlake community also 
includes a small amount of acreage zoned for commercial development along El Centro 
Road/Bayou Way near the intersection with Del Paso Road, and at the far northwestern corner 
of the current city limits.  The land immediately east of Westlake and southeast of the project is 
also within the NNCP.  The owners of this parcel are currently seeking entitlements to develop 
the property for intensive commercial retail use.  The Westlake community is nearly built out 
and the last remaining development of the area is expected to be complete by the winter of 
2007. 

The area due south of the project’s southwesterly quadrant is currently zoned for agricultural 
use within unincorporated Sacramento County.  The same area is also identified for 
agricultural use within the City of Sacramento’s NNCP; however, the land is not currently 
within the city limits.  Together with the land southwesterly of the Greenbriar property across 
I-5, and the parcel of land known as West Lakeside immediately north of Del Paso Road, these 
unincorporated parcels have been identified by the City of Sacramento as a “Sphere of 
Influence Amendment Alternative” for the purpose of analyzing future urban growth and open 
space preservation as part of the Natomas Joint Vision effort.  Furthermore, the City of 
Sacramento acknowledges that one of a number of current annexation actions within the North 
Natomas area includes the West Lakeside parcel south of I-5. 

The comment also states that development of Greenbriar will put additional growth-inducing 
pressure on the lands south of the project.  The DEIR adequately analyzes growth-inducing 
impacts of the project.  (DEIR, pp. 7-2 to 7-5.)  Section 7.1 of the DEIR discusses in great 
detail the project’s potential growth inducing effects, especially as it relates to the area between 
the NNCP area and the Metro Air Park development.  The discussion of potential growth 
inducement affecting nearby agricultural activities is limited to the lands north of the project.  
A similar discussion about potential effects on agricultural lands south of the project is not 
presented due to the fact an interstate highway with its own growth-inducing effects separates 
the project and the agricultural lands to the south.  Additionally, these same agricultural lands 
for which the commenter expresses concern, abut or are incorporated within the NNCP.  
Because it is widely recognized that the NNCP significantly influences growth inducement 
within the Natomas Basin, the Greenbriar DEIR does not need to dedicate extensive discussion 
to the project’s “additional” and relatively insignificant potential growth inducing pressure.  
The project DEIR does acknowledge that the 1986 NNCP EIR and 1993 NNCP EIR 
Supplement documented growth-inducing impacts generally associated with urbanization near 
the agricultural lands (p. 7-2). 
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The comment also questions the DEIR analysis of potential conflicts between the agricultural 
uses on the lands south of I-5 and the residential uses at Greenbriar.  The DEIR adequately 
analyzes impacts associated with conflicts between adjacent agricultural and urban uses and 
requires appropriate mitigation measures.  (DEIR, pp. 6.11-8 to 6.11-9.)  The project DEIR 
does not address potential conflicts between agricultural uses on the lands south of I-5 and 
proposed residential uses because of the relative separation between the two.  The project’s 
southern-most residential neighborhood is separated by: 1) a planned on-site freeway buffer; 2) 
the entirety of the Caltrans I-5 right-of-way; and 3) the entirety of the County of Sacramento 
Bayou Way right-of-way.  The approximate distance of the closest planned residential unit to 
the agricultural lands south of I-5 is 500+ feet, and because of this separation – including an 
interstate freeway – potential conflicts do not require exhaustive analysis. 

R9-31 The comment addresses the agriculture section of the DEIR. The agriculture section was not 
recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to response to comment R9-1. 
Please see also response to comment R9-49 below. 

Impacts to agricultural lands were adequately analyzed in the DEIR and appropriate mitigation 
measures have been required.  (DEIR, pp. 6.11-1 to 6.11-9.)  As discussed in response to 
comment R9-37, implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.11-1 would substantially lessen 
significant impacts associated with the conversion of farmland on the project site because 
LAFCo would only approve the conversion of agricultural land where it is consistent with 
conservation policies.  Further, the project would conserve open space and habitat land some 
of which would be used for agricultural practices at a ratio consistent with the mitigation ratio 
identified in the City/County Joint Vision Plan MOU.  (DEIR, p. 6.11-7.)   

Mitigation Measure 6.12-1 requires the project applicant to dedicate land to the Natomas Basin 
Conservancy (NBC).  The NBC serves as plan operator for the Natomas Basin Habitat 
Conservation Plan (NBHCP) and acquires and manages habitat land for the benefit of the 22 
special-status species covered under the NBHCP, including Swainson’s Hawk and giant garter 
snake.  Habitat for these species includes agricultural land in rice production.  

The project applicant will dedicate the Spangler property, which is located in northern 
Sacramento County along the Sutter County line, northeast of the Sacramento Airport and 
west of SR 70/99.  The site is currently in irrigated rice and is surrounded by agriculture 
(primarily rice) on all sides.  The North Natomas 130 site, which is adjacent to the NBC’s 
Cummings preserve to the south, Fisherman’s Lake to the east, rice land to the north, and the 
Sacramento River to the west, will also be dedicated to the NBC. 

One of the NBC’s key conservation strategies is to maintain at least 50% of its mitigation 
lands in rice production.  Typically, the NBC puts up to 75% of the mitigation land in rice 
production and 25% as managed marsh.  A majority of the lands that the project applicant is 
dedicating to the NBC for habitat management will therefore remain in agricultural use.  The 
project applicant is not required dedicate any additional lands for agricultural use. 

R9-32 The comment addresses the agriculture section of the DEIR. The agriculture section was not 
recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to response to comment R9-1.  

The DEIR adequately analyzed impacts to Swainson’s Hawk and requires appropriate 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. (DEIR, pp. 6.12-30 to 
6.12-32.) Mitigation measure 6.12-2 requires that 27.9 acres of low-quality, 59.5 acres of 
moderate-quality, 108.6 acres of high-quality foraging habitat, and 1.9 acres of potential 
nesting habitat be provided as mitigation for the loss of approximately 546 acres of low- and 
moderate-quality foraging habitat. (DEIR, p. 6.12-31.) The specific locations of the mitigation 
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lands will be identified prior to the City Council’s consideration of the project.  This mitigation 
land was carefully selected as appropriate habitat for Swainson’s Hawk and it is not necessary 
to put additional lands under agricultural easements to address impacts to Swainson’s Hawk. 

R9-33 The comment addresses the agriculture section of the DEIR. The agriculture section was not 
recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to response to comment R9-1.  

The comment asserts that LAFCo is currently updating its policies regarding agricultural and 
open space land preservation and that the project should be evaluated in terms of the updated 
policies.. The commenter is incorrect. CEQA does not require evaluation of a proposed 
project’s consistency with draft or proposed policies. Rather, CEQA requires a discussion of 
any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general and/or regional 
plans. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 subds. (d)-(e).) "[T]here is no express legislative or 
regulatory requirement under CEQA that a public agency speculate as to or rely on proposed 
or draft regional plans in evaluating a project.” (Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Vista 
(1996) 50 Cal.App.4th 1134, 1145.) A “plan that is in draft form” is not “applicable” within 
the meaning of the mandate in section 15125 that EIRs discuss project inconsistencies with 
“applicable general plans and regional plans.” (Id. at p. 1145, fn. 7.)  Further, LAFCo in 
December of 2006 decided not to proceed with a “policy update,” determining that existing 
policies were adequate. 

Section 5.4.3 of the DEIR provides a thorough discussion of the project’s consistency with 
LAFCo’s policies, standards, and procedures as they currently exist. LAFCO will determine 
the project’s consistency with its own policies and any associated impacts. 

R9-34 The comment addresses the agriculture section of the DEIR. The agriculture section was not 
recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to response to comment R9-1.  

The comment states that the project is inconsistent with LAFCo policies related to the 
planned, orderly, and efficient development of an area. Specifically, the comment cites the 
LAFCo policy related to the time in which an area should be developed following a change in 
organization. The commenter mischaracterizes LAFCo’s policy to imply that such 
development must be completed within 5 years. The policy actually states that LAFCo will 
approve a change of organization or reorganization that will result in the conversion of prime 
agricultural land in open space use to other uses if it finds, among other things, that 
“[d]evelopment of all or a substantial portion of the subject land is likely to occur within 5 
years. In the case of very large developments, annexation should be phased wherever 
feasible. If the Commission finds phasing infeasible for specific reasons, it may approve 
annexation if all or a substantial portion of the subject land is likely to develop within a 
reasonable period of time.” (DEIR p. 5-5, emphasis added.) Thus, contrary to the comment’s 
assertion, LAFCo policy does not require all land proposed to be fully developed within 5-
years of project approval. Indeed, such a draconian requirement would make development of 
large projects, such as Greenbriar, nearly impossible to approve. Moreover, the applicants 
expect to commence construction in 2010, or once SAFCA has commenced construction of 
the 100 year flood protection plan. 

As stated in the DEIR, the project is expected to be built out within 6 years of the beginning 
of construction. (DEIR, p. 5-11.) Such a schedule is a reasonable amount of time for a large 
scale development such as Greenbriar. 

Regarding FEMA’s Flood Insurance Rate Map, please refer to Master Response 1. 
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R9-35 The comment addresses the agriculture section of the DEIR. The agriculture section was not 
recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to response to comment R9-1. 

The comment questions the DEIR’s discussion of project consistency with LAFCo’s policies 
related to agricultural land conversion. LAFCo policies require the determination of whether 
the project would have a significant adverse effect on the physical and economic integrity of 
agricultural lands. (DEIR, p. 5-11.) LAFCo and the City will make this determination and 
decide whether the project is consistent with the LAFCo policies related to agricultural land 
conversion. The EIR is a tool used by LAFCo as lead or responsible agency to determine the 
effects on the environment when balancing requests for SOI amendments and changes of 
organization. 

The project site is surrounded by development on three sides.  Surrounding land uses include 
agricultural land uses to the north and south, new residential development in the North 
Natomas community to the east and south, and the recently approved Metro Air Park 
development project to the west. The Metro Air Park development consists of proposed 
commercial, hotel, and recreational (i.e., golf course) land uses. The North Natomas 
Community Plan (NNCP) area is located adjacent to the eastern boundary of the project site 
across SR 70/99. Future development in the North Natomas area includes residential and 
commercial land uses. Moreover, the commenter’s suggestion that the project area remain in 
agriculture is inconsistent with RT’s objective of completing the DNA line between 
downtown and the airport, and passing through the Greenbriar site. 

The comment cites several projects currently seeking entitlements from the City and states 
that additional housing is not needed at this time.  The City is aware of all of the current and 
pending projects that are being considered and still believes that there is a need for the 
project.  The City’s determination is based upon the projections in its General Plan and 
General Plan update, as well as the County’s General Plan update and the SACOG Blueprint.  
The City’s General Plan update anticipates a need for 35,394 (base) or 144,893 (draft 
preferred blueprint scenario) additional units by year 2050; the County’s General Plan update 
anticipates a need for 406,696 (base) or 498,698 (draft preferred blueprint scenario) 
additional units by year 2050; the SACOG Blueprint assumes growth in the region that would 
demand an additional 3,817,000 units by 2050. 

The comment offers no evidence in support of the opinion that no additional housing is 
needed at this time. 

R9-36 The comment addresses the agriculture section of the DEIR. The agriculture section was not 
recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to response to comment R9-1.  

LAFCos were created to oversee local agency changes of organization and are authorized by 
the Act to consider preservation of open space and agricultural land, as well as the efficient 
provision of services in making their determinations regarding changes of organization. 
While LAFCo has the power to impose conditions on changes of organization, they may only 
act within the parameters of the powers granted by statute. (Timberidge Enterprises, Inc. v. 
City of Santa Rosa (1978)86 Cal. App. 3d 873, 884; City of Ceres v. City of Modesto (1969) 
274 Cal.App.2d 545, 550.) Further, CEQA does not expand the powers granted by the Act to 
allow imposition of mitigation measures that are beyond the scope of LAFCo’s authority. 
(See Sierra Club v. California Coastal Commission (2005) 35 Cal.4th 839, 859 (CEQA 
confers no independent authority).) In order to fulfill CEQA’s requirement that feasible 
mitigating actions be taken, a public agency is required to select from the various powers 
which have been conferred upon it by other law, those which it determines may be 
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appropriately and legally exercised. LAFCo policies require the determination of whether the 
project would have a significant adverse effect in the physical and economic integrity of 
agricultural lands (see DEIR p. 5-11).   

R9-37 The comment addresses the agriculture section of the DEIR. The agriculture section was not 
recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to response to comment R9-1.  

As described in the DEIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.11-1 would substantially 
lessen significant impacts associated with the conversion of farmland on the project site 
because LAFCo would only approve the conversion of agricultural land where it is consistent 
with conservation policies. Further, the project would conserve open space and habitat land 
some of which would be used for agricultural practices at a ratio consistent with the 
mitigation ratio identified in the City/Count Joint Vision Plan MOU. (DEIR, p. 6.11-7.) The 
DEIR adequately analyzes impacts associated with loss of agricultural lands.  Please also 
refer to response to comment R9-31. 

R9-38 The comment addresses the agriculture section of the DEIR. The agriculture section was not 
recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to response to comment R9-1.  

As described above, implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.11-1 would mitigate for the 
conversion of agricultural lands through conservation of open space and habitat land, some of 
which would be used for agricultural practices at a ratio consistent with the mitigation ratio 
identified in the City/Count Joint Vision Plan MOU. (DEIR, p. 6.11-7, 6.6-12.) Please also 
refer to response to comment R9-31, which discusses Mitigation Measure 6.12-1 and the 
project applicant’s dedication of lands in agricultural production to the Natomas Basin 
Conservancy for management as habitat preserves. 

The comment questions whether impacts to agricultural land can be adequately mitigated 
with conservation of lands that will also serve as mitigation for impacts associated with loss 
of open space and habitat. This so-called “stacking” of mitigation is appropriate where 
substantial evidence shows that the mitigation will reduce impacts for each of its intended 
purposes. (San Bernardino Audubon Society v. Metropolitan Water Dist. (1999) 71 
Cal.App.4th 382.) 

Here, the project applicant will coordinate with the City to identify appropriate lands to be set 
aside in permanent conservation easements at a ratio of one open space acre converted to 
urban land use to one-half open space acre and at a ratio of one habitat acre converted to 
urban land use to one-half open habitat acre preserved consistent with the Joint Vision MOU. 
The total acres of land conserved will be based on final site maps indicating the total on-site 
open space and habitat converted. (DEIR, p. 6.6-12.) In any event, the mitigation ratio will be 
consistent with the mitigation ratios identified in the City/Count Joint Vision Plan MOU, 
which will be provided prior to annexation. (DEIR, p. 6.11-7.)  

These lands will serve to mitigate for the loss of agricultural land where appropriate. The 
DEIR recognizes that because the conservation easements described above will be purchased 
for land exhibiting benefits to wildlife, including a combination of habitat, open space, and 
agricultural lands, the mitigation would not be applied exclusively to agricultural lands and 
that therefore, this mitigation would only partially offset conversions of agricultural lands 
associated with the project impacts. (DEIR, p. 6.11-8.) The DEIR adequately analyzes 
impacts associated with the conversion of agricultural lands for purposes of CEQA.  



EDAW  Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR 
Comments and Responses on the RDEIR 5-74 City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo 

R9-39 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
RDEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary.  

R9-40 The comment addresses the agriculture section of the DEIR. The agriculture section was not 
recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to response to comment R9-1. 
Please also refer to response to comment R9-38. 

R9-41 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
RDEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. Regarding the land classification systems 
used in the analysis of agricultural impacts, the EIR identifies the methodology used to 
evaluate the impacts and the thresholds against which the impacts will be measured consistent 
with the requirements of CEQA. CEQA does not require an agency to cite all other 
alternative methodologies that could be used to evaluate agricultural resources impacts. 

R9-42 Regarding approval of the agricultural evaluation presented in the DEIR, the Department of 
Conservation was distributed a copy of the DEIR for the project by the State of California, 
Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse. To date, no comments have bee 
received from the Department of Conservation. Please refer to response to comment R9-41. 

R9-43 The comment addresses the biological resources section of the DEIR. The biological 
resources section was not recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to 
response to comment R9-1. Please also refer to responses to comment letter 29. 

R9-44 The comment addresses the biological resources section of the DEIR. The biological 
resources section was not recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to 
response to comment R9-1. Please also refer to response to comment 1-5.  

R9-45 The comment addresses the biological resources section of the DEIR. The biological 
resources section was not recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to 
response to comment R9-1. Please also refer to response to comment 1-5. 

R9-46 The comment addresses the biological resources section of the DEIR. The biological 
resources section was not recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to 
response to comments R9-1 and 1-5. 

R9-47 The comment addresses the biological resources section of the DEIR. The biological 
resources section was not recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to 
response to comment R9-1. Please refer to response to comment 1-5. 

R9-48 The comment addresses the biological resources section of the DEIR. The biological 
resources section was not recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to 
response to comments R9-1 and 1-5. 

R9-49 The comment addresses the biological resources section of the DEIR. The biological 
resources section was not recirculated and is not included in the RDEIR. Please refer to 
response to comment R9-1.  

The Natomas Joint Vision MOU policy requires the provision of permanent open space in the 
Natomas area through conservation easements at a 1:1 mitigation ration (comprised of half-
to-one ration for habitat and half-to-one for open space). Mitigation Measure 6.6-2 require the 
project applicant to coordinate with the City of Sacramento to identify appropriate lands to set 
aside in permanent conservation easements for open space in accordance with the Natomas 
Joint Vision open space policy.  
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The comment questions the consideration of parks, bicycle paths, and detention basins within 
the project as open space for purposes of meeting the required open space mitigation.  The 
Sacramento City Council and the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors have agreed to 
this interpretation of open space and believe that it is appropriate to include on-site open 
space areas in the calculation of mitigation credit. 

See also response to comment R9-31 for a discussion of the project applicant’s dedication of 
lands to the Natomas Basin Conservancy for management as habitat preserve. 

R9-50 The comment refers to text on Page 6.2-28 which discusses average residence time in 
California. This is just a statement and no adjustments (i.e., ratio of this duration to a 70-year 
lifetime) were taken in the preparation of the health risk assessment and thus were in no way 
reflected in the results. 

R9-51 Please refer to response to comment R7-13. 
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LETTER R10 

 
Sutter County Community Services Department 
Doug Libby, AICP 
January 2, 2007 
 
R10-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

RDEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

R10-2 Please refer to response to comments 1-4 and 1-5 for a discussion of the project’s compliance 
with the requirements of the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP). Because 
the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
RDEIR, no further response is necessary. 

R10-3 The DEIR provides a comprehensive analysis of the project’s consistency with the NBHCP in 
Impact 4-12-9 of the DEIR (page 6.12-38).  

R10-4 Please refer to response to comment 1-4 and 1-5 for a discussion of the project’s compliance 
with the requirements of the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP). Because 
the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
RDEIR, no further response is necessary. 

R10-5 Please refer to response to comments 1-4 and 1-5 for a discussion of the project’s compliance 
with the requirements of the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP). Because 
the comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
RDEIR, no further response is necessary. 
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6 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE SECOND RDEIR 

The written and oral comments received on the Second RDEIR and the responses to significant environmental 
points raised in those comments are provided in this section. Each comment letter and the public hearing 
transcript is reproduced in its entirety and is followed by responses to comments raised in them. Each individual 
comment is assigned a number (e.g., 1-1) that corresponds with the response following the comment.  
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LETTER S1 

 
State of California 
Office of Planning and Research 
Terry Roberts 
May 29, 2007 
 
S1-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER S2 

 
California Department of Transportation 
Office of Transportation Planning - South 
Bruce De Terra 
Chief  
May 25, 2007 
 
S2-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

S2-2 Please refer to response to comment 3-3. 

S2-3 As described in the approved Project Study Report (PSR), Elkhorn Boulevard Interchange 
Modification, Elverta Road Interchange, and Meister Way Overcrossing,” dated June 1999, 
the costs associated with construction of the Meister Way overpass were estimated to be 
approximately $3,612,000. Because time has passed since the preparation of that document 
and construction costs of risen, the applicants have prepared a revised estimate dated July 4, 
2007. The cost for the Meister Way overpass is estimated to be $8,273,936 in 2007 dollars 
(based on a cost index of 1.414 and a 35% contingency of $2,145,095). The project applicant 
is committed to paying its fair share of the proposed overpass based on the financial cost 
projections outlined below and in the Revised Draft Greenbriar Finance Plan (included as 
Appendix E of this document). 

S2-4 The City and the project applicant will coordinate with Caltrans in the final design and siting 
of the proposed Meister Way overpass to ensure its compatibility with the future 
improvements to SR 70/99 and the I-5/SR70/99 interchange. 

S2-5 The City and project applicant will coordinate with Caltrans to understand the timing of 
implementing Caltrans’ proposed improvements to the Elverta Road and SR 70/99 
interchange. If it is determined that the proposed improvement would be in place prior to the 
issuance of the first occupancy permit for the project site, then the applicant will contribute 
funds that are dedicated toward the lane restriping as identified in Mitigation Measure 6.1-1c. 
If the interchange improvement project would not be implemented prior to issuance of the 
first occupancy permit, then Mitigation Measure 6.1-1c would be implemented to improve the 
LOS of this intersection to an acceptable level. 

Regarding reference to windshield surveys, the DEIR and Second DEIR identifies several 
mitigation measures that would require the construction of off-site improvements. Consistent 
with the requirements of Section 15126.4 (1) (D) of the CEQA Guidelines, the DEIR 
describes the potential environmental effects that are likely to occur. However, the CEQA 
Guidelines specifically state that “the effects of the mitigation shall be discussed, but in less 
detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.” The City and LAFCo 
acknowledge that once specific details regarding the proposed off-site improvements become 
known, additional environmental review focusing on the specific elements of those projects 
would need to be conducted by the appropriate lead agency. In the case of Mitigation 
Measure 6.1-1c, Caltrans would be the agency responsible for overseeing the preparation of 
such analysis. The DEIR and Second DEIR have been prepared consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 
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S2-6 The City and the project applicant will coordinate with Caltrans in the final design and siting 
of the proposed traffic signal at the SR70/99 Northbound Ramps and Elkhorn Boulevard. All 
necessary encroachment permits will be secured from Caltrans prior to implementation of this 
improvement. 

S2-7 Regarding proposed mitigation for the SR 70/99 Southbound to I-5 Southbound on-ramp, 
please refer to the enhanced mitigation program discussed in response to comment 3-3. The 
City and LAFCo acknowledge that there are procedures and mechanisms in place to allow the 
agencies to coordinate with Caltrans to implement improvements within Caltrans’ 
jurisdiction. The City and LAFCo intend to coordinate with Caltrans in the implementation of 
all mitigation measures that fall within their jurisdiction. 

As described in response to comment 3-3, an enhanced mitigation program would be 
implemented to address specific improvements along SR 70/99 and I-5. Please refer to 
response to comment 3-3. These improvements are intended to reduce congestion along the 
segments of freeway near the project site. However, even with implementation of these 
improvements, the LOS of these freeway segments would continue to remain unacceptable. 
As such, while traffic impacts would be improved with implementation of the identified 
mitigation, this mitigation would not reduce the project’s impact to a less-than-significant 
level. Without the full implementation of mitigation measure 6.1-3c, impacts to the SR 70/99 
Southbound to I-5 Southbound on-ramp would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Regarding the commenter’s disagreement with the conclusions of the EIR, please refer to 
Master Response 3. 

S2-8 Regarding the proposed mitigation for the segment of I-5 north of Del Paso Road, please refer 
to response to comment 3-3. The City has reviewed and enhanced the applicant’s fair-share 
contribution requirements that would provide for improvements along the I-5 corridor to help 
alleviate regional congestion that occurs in this area including the segment of I-5 north of Del 
Paso Road. While these enhanced funding requirements would help to implement the 
improvements that would reduce the project’s traffic-related impacts, these improvements 
would not fully mitigate the impacts of the project to this freeway segment to a less-than-
significant level nor would they be implemented prior to issuance of the first occupancy 
permit at the Greenbriar site. Therefore, the conclusion that impacts to the segment of I-5 
north of Del Paso Road are significant and unavoidable is correct.  

S2-9 Regarding the proposed mitigation for the segment of SR 70/99 between Elkhorn Boulevard 
and I-5/SR 70/99, please refer to response to comment 3-3. The City has reviewed and 
enhanced the applicant’s fair-share contribution requirements that would provide for 
improvements along the SR 70/99 corridor to help alleviate regional congestion that occurs in 
this area including the segment of SR 70/99 between Elkhorn Boulevard and I-5/SR 70/99. 
While these enhanced funding requirements would help to implement the improvements that 
would reduce the project’s traffic-related impacts, these improvements would not fully 
mitigate the impacts of the project to this freeway segment to a less-than-significant level nor 
would they be implemented prior to issuance of the first occupancy permit at the Greenbriar 
site. Therefore, the conclusion that impacts to the segment of SR 70/99 between Elkhorn 
Boulevard and I-5/SR 70/99 are significant and unavoidable is correct.  
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S2-10 Regarding the proposed mitigation for the segments of SR 70/99 and I-5 near the project area, 
please refer to response to comment 3-3. The City has reviewed and enhanced the applicant’s 
fair-share contribution requirements that would provide for improvements along the SR 70/99 
and I-5 corridor to help alleviate regional congestion that occurs in the project area. The 
Revised Draft Greenbriar Finance Plan (included as Appendix E of this document) has been 
amended to include then enhanced fair-share contributions.  

S2-11 The project applicants will submit their final design plans for proposed bike and trail facilities 
to the City for review and approval. The proposed bike and trail facilities will comply with all 
City design standards including requirements for providing adequate sighting and setback 
from adjacent land uses. 

S2-12 The commenter’s suggestion for the proposed location of on-site bike paths is noted and will 
be considered by the City during its review of the merits of the project. 

S2-13 Regarding additional funding commitments to the DNA light rail line please refer to response 
to comment 3-3. 

S2-14 Regarding the location of the proposed elementary school, please refer to response to 
comment 3-7. Alternatives to the location of the school site on the Greenbriar site are not 
feasible because of other constraining factors at the project site including: requirements of the 
Sacramento International Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan and setback requirements 
associated with diesel emissions from freeway facilities. Exhibit S2-1 presents the constraints 
associated with siting the school facility at Greenbriar.  
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Source: Wood Rodgers 2007 

 
School Location Constraints Exhibit Exhibit S2-1 
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LETTER S3 

 
William D. Kopper 
May 23, 2007 
 
S3-1 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 

DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

S3-2 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

S3-3 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

S3-4 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 

S3-5 The commenter expresses concern that the Baseline and Cumulative Conditions intersection 
analysis was not re-modeled with the revised trip generation estimates presented in the 
Second RDEIR. As described in the Second RDEIR (page 6.1-1) the trip generation estimates 
were revised to remove the 11% trip discount for light rail ridership. In revising the trip 
estimates, other errors in the formula calculations were realized and corrected as well. The 
removal of the light rail discount in combination with other corrections to the trip estimates 
resulted in a total trip generation estimate that is 1,200 trips fewer than the estimate presented 
in the DEIR. The Second RDEIR further explained that the intersection analysis was not 
remodeled because the inclusion of regional projects to the model would change regional 
traffic patterns at substantial distance from the study area intersections such that substantial 
changes to local intersections would not be expected to occur. The commenter offers no 
evidence that impacts to local intersections would be substantially different from that 
presented in the Second DEIR. Further, the intersection analysis provides an overestimate of 
the project’s impacts to local intersections because the trip generation estimates that the 
analysis was based on included 1,200 additional trips distributed throughout the roadway 
network. Please refer to Master Responses 2 and 3. 

S3-6 In response to comments received on the DEIR, the project’s trip generation estimates were 
revised using Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) regression (fitted curve) equations 
for all land use components. Please refer to Master Response 2, response to comment S3-5, 
and the Second DEIR for additional details regarding the revised trip generation estimates. 

The commenter asserts that use of the ITE regression equations was not appropriate because 
the statistical R2 values were too low. The ITE Trip Generation Handbook (Second Edition) 
provides guidance on the application of ITE trip generation rates. As stated on page 9 of the 
handbook, ITE recommends using regression equations when: 1) a regression equation is 
provided; 2) the independent variable is within range of data and either the data plot has at 
least 20 points or the R2 value is 0.75 or greater and standard deviation is greater than 100% 
of weighted average rate. 

 

 



EDAW  Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR 
Comments and Responses on the Second RDEIR 6-26 City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo 

The trip generation rates for the elementary school and retail/major grocery land uses were 
reviewed. Both of these land uses meet the first criterion for use of regression equations. For 
the elementary school uses, the R2 values (based on ITE Land Use Code 520 [ITE 520]) were 
0.50 for the a.m. peak hour and 0.52 for the p.m. peak hour; however, use of the regression 
equation was appropriate because the a.m. peak hour regression was based on 38 studies of 
peer sites (meeting criterion 2) and the independent variable value of 800 students is within 
the range of the studies (0 to 1,100 students). For the p.m. peak hour, the regression equation 
is based on 37 studies of peer sites (meeting criterion 2) and the independent variable value of 
800 students is within the range of the studies (0 to 1,100 students). 

For the retail/major grocery land uses, the daily regression equation (based on the ITE 850 
equation) had an R2 value of 0.52; however, the daily equation was not used in the generation 
of a.m. and p.m. peak hour trips or the a.m. and p.m. peak hour level of service (LOS) 
analysis. Instead, for the retail/ major grocery land use an R2 value of 0.75 for the p.m. peak 
hour, which is the critical peak hour for retail land uses. 

S3-7 While the commenter provides their estimate of project-related trips, no supporting 
calculations are provided. The Second DEIR and Master Response 2 and response to 
comment S3-5 explain the changes that were made to the trip generation estimates for the 
project. The City and LAFCo have presented a conservative traffic analysis based on 
established traffic modeling assumptions. The commenter offers no new factual evidence that 
would support changes to the EIR or traffic analysis. Regarding disagreement with the 
conclusions presented in the EIR, please refer to Master Response 3. 

S3-8 Please refer to response to comments S3-5 through S3-7. 

S3-9 Please refer to response to comments S3-5 through S3-7. 

S3-10 Please refer to response to comment S3-5. The commenter suggests that with the addition of 7 
regional projects to the traffic model, traffic volumes at local intersections would be 
substantially increased and would result in new significant impacts. A significant impact at 
study area intersections would be significant if the operation (i.e., LOS) of the intersection 
exceeded the thresholds identified on pages 6.1-48 through 6.1-50 of the Second RDEIR. The 
commenter provides a comparison of the traffic volumes that would occur along 4 roadway 
segments based on the information contained in the DEIR and Second DEIR.  While traffic 
volume increases are presented, no evidence is presented by the commenter to indicate that 
the operation (i.e., LOS) of study area intersections would substantially degrade. This is 
supported by the analysis of the LOS for the intersections located near the roadway segments 
presented in Table 3 of the comment. As described above, the operation of these intersections 
would not result in any new or substantially more sever significant impacts. 

S3-11 Regarding trip generation estimates, please refer to response to comment S3-5 through S3-7. 
The commenter provides a comparison of the traffic volume increases that would occur at 4 
freeway ramps for the a.m. peak hour and 5 freeway ramps for the p.m. peak hour based on 
the contained in the DEIR and Second DEIR. While traffic volume increases are presented, no 
evidence is presented by the commenter to indicate that the operation (i.e., LOS) of study area 
intersection would substantially degrade. This is supported by the analysis of the LOS for the 
intersections located near the roadway segments presented in Table 4 of the comment. 
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Table 1 
Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service – Cumulative (2025) Plus Project 

Conditions 

Second DEIR 
(TJKM)  

Second DEIR 
Plus Seven 

Regional Projects  ID  Signalized Intersection  Peak 
Hour  

LOS  LOS  

2a SR 70/99 SB Ramps / Elverta 
Road  P.M.  A  B  

5 SR 70/99 SB Ramps / Elkhorn 
Boulevard  P.M.  B  B  

6 SR 70/99 NB Ramps / Elkhorn 
Boulevard  P.M.  B  C  

10 I-5 SB Ramps / Metro Air 
Parkway  A.M.  C  C  

10 I-5 SB Ramps / Metro Air 
Parkway  P.M.  A  A  

Note: Delay = Average control delay in seconds per vehicle, LOS = Level of Service  
 

As described above, the operation of these intersections would not result in any new or 
substantially more sever significant impacts. 

S3-12 Please refer to response to comments 34-7 through 34-12. 

S3-13 Please refer to response to comment 34-13. 

S3-14 Please refer to response to comments 34-14 and 34-15. 

S3-15 Please refer to response to comments 34-16 and 34-17. 

S3-16 Please refer to response to comment 34-18. 

S3-17 Please refer to response to comment 34-19. 

S3-18 Please refer to response to comments 34-20 through 34-24. 

S3-19 Please refer to response to comments 34-25 and 34-26. 

S3-20 Please refer to response to comment 34-27. 

S3-21 Please refer to response to comments 34-28 through 34-30. 

S3-22 Please refer to response to comments 34-31 and 34-32. 

S3-23 Please refer to response to comments 34-33 through 34-42. 

S3-24 Please refer to response to comment 34-43. 

S3-25 The comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER S4 

 
State of California 
Office of Planning and Research 
Terry Roberts 
May 29, 2007 
 
S4-1 The commenter states that the EIR did not evaluate the project’s impacts to the interchange of 

I-5 and Airport Boulevard, the intersections of Elkhorn Boulevard and Dry Creek Road, 
Elkhorn Boulevard and 16th Street, Elkhorn Boulevard and Watt Avenue, and Elverta Road 
and Watt Avenue, and the segment of Elverta Road between Lone Tree Road and Watt 
Avenue and Elkhorn Boulevard between Powerline Road and Watt Avenue.  The facilities 
identified by the commenter were not selected for analysis because these facilities are all 
located at a substantial distance (i.e., greater than 2.5 miles from the project site) and these 
facilities currently operate acceptably.  In general, project-related traffic typically diminishes 
with distance from the project site.  The roadways and facilities selected for analysis in the 
Second RDEIR were generally representative of the outermost points (1 to 1.5 miles from the 
project site) where traffic trips from the project are expected to be detected by the City’s 
traffic model and that would cause a measurable change in traffic volumes. Further, as shown 
on Exhibit 6.1-10 of the Second RDEIR, only 15 percent of the project’s total traffic trips 
would be expected to travel east on Elkhorn Boulevard, with only 10 percent of the trips 
traveling to the north along SR 70/99 and 5 percent of the trips traveling west on I-5. Only 
some smaller percentage of these trips would be expected to travel along the facilities 
identified by the commenter because many of the trips would be diverted prior to reaching 
distant locations.  The commenter offers no evidence to support that the identified facilities 
would operate unacceptably with the project.  Further, the facilities selected by the City and 
LAFCo, in consultation with other transportation agencies, are located at reasonable distances 
from the project site such that project-related trips would be able to be detected through 
modeling techniques.   

S4-2 The commenter points out a typo in the Second RDEIR.  The following changes have been 
made to the Second RDEIR.  These changes are presented in Chapter 7.0, “Revisions to the 
DEIR, RDEIR, and Second RDEIR.”  These changes do not alter the conclusions presented in 
the Second RDEIR. 

Page 6.1-2, 5th paragraph, of the Second RDEIR is hereby changed as follows: 

“I-5 is an four- to eight-lane freeway that runs in an east/west direction within the 
study area. Access to I-5 is currently via State Route 99. I-5 serves as a commute 
corridor between downtown Sacramento and the northern and southern portions of the 
City and County. It also provides access to the Sacramento International Airport west 
of the site and other Central Valley communities (e.g., cities of Woodland and Davis). 
A future interchange (I-5 / Metro Air Parkway Interchange) is planned approximately 
one-half mile west of the project site. This interchange would provide direct access to 
I-5 from the project site through the approved Metro Air Park development (adjacent 
and west of the project site).” 
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S4-3 Regarding the commenter’s request that the traffic counts should have been performed during 
the school season, there are no existing schools near the project site.  The nearest school is 
located greater than 2 miles from the project site.  While traffic counts were not performed 
during the school season, it is not expected that traffic counts conducted during the school 
season would be substantially different, if at all, than the traffic counts included in the Second 
RDEIR because local roadways near the project site would not be affected by traffic traveling 
to schools that are distant from the project site. 

S4-4 Regarding the methodology to compute LOS for all Sacramento County facilities, the Circular 
212 methodology was used to model the project’s impacts to Sacramento County facilities and 
this methodology is recommended in the Sacramento Transportation Impact Study Guidelines. 
This methodology includes the use of the peak-hour factor = 1.0. See Appendix B of the 
Second RDEIR. 

S4-5 Please refer to response to comment S4-4. 

S4-6 The baseline lane configurations are the same as the existing lane configurations depicted in 
Exhibit 6.1-3 of the Second RDEIR. 

Regarding providing a description of the 7-year transportation improvement plans for study 
facilities, it is unclear what the commenter would like described in the document.  The 
existing configuration for study facilities and proposed improvement to those facilities are 
described throughout Section 6.1, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the Second RDEIR. 

S4-7 The source for the “Residential Linked Trip by Purpose Discount” is the Institute for 
Transportation Engineers (Trip Generation Handbook). 

S4-8 The forecasting methodology for the Cumulative (2025) traffic volumes is contained within 
the City’s SACMET Regional Travel Demand Forecasting model.  This model includes all 
traffic improvements identified in the Sacramento Area Council of Government’s 2025 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan.  This traffic model is available for review at the City of 
Sacramento, Public Works Department during normal business hours.  All traffic modeling 
data used in preparation of the Second RDEIR is included in Appendix B of the Second 
RDEIR. 

S4-9 Regarding differences in cumulative traffic volumes described in the Second RDEIR and 
other regional transportation projects, the Second RDEIR added several regional cumulative 
projects into the City’s 2025 SACMET traffic model.  These projects include Placer 
Vineyards, Placer Ranch Specific Plan, Regional University and Community Specific Plan, 
West Roseville Specific Plan, Sutter County Measure M, Elverta Specific Plan, and Plumas 
Lake project. In reviewing the project listed by the commenter, several of these regional 
projects included in the Greenbriar SRDEIR were not included in the cumulative traffic 
volumes for those projects cited by the commenter.  For example, page 7-10 of the 
Sacramento International Airport Master Plan EIR did not include any of these projects.  
Therefore, the cumulative traffic volumes of the project would not be the same as those 
presented in these other EIR documents. 
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S4-10 The roadway network used in the Second RDEIR to perform existing, baseline, and 
cumulative traffic modeling was based upon the most recent information available regarding 
the proposed roadway network for the Metro Air Park development.  While the modeling 
performed for the project does not show Meister Way terminating at Road B in the Metro Air 
Park development (it instead terminates at Powerline Road, which is west of Road B), this 
change in the roadway network would not result in a substantial change in the Second RDEIR 
analysis because only 7-10 peak-hour project trips are anticipated to travel west on Meister 
Way past Road B (see intersection #3, Exhibit 6.1-6 and 6.1-14).   

S4-11 The Second RDEIR does identify the funding mechanisms for the traffic improvements 
recommended as mitigation.  Where the project applicants will fully fund or make a fair-share 
contribution toward recommended traffic improvements, this funding has been identified in 
the Revised Draft Greenbriar Finance Plan (see Appendix E of this document).  Please refer to 
response to comment 3-3. 
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7 REVISIONS TO THE DEIR, RDEIR, AND SECOND RDEIR 

7.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter includes revisions to the text in the DEIR and Recirculated DEIR subsequent to their publication and 
public review.  The changes are presented in the order in which they appear in the original DEIR and are 
identified by the page number.  Revisions are shown as excerpts from the DEIR or Recirculated DEIR text, with 
strikethrough (strikethrough) text for deletions and underlined (underlined) text for additions. 

7.2 REVISIONS TO THE DEIR, RDEIR, AND SECOND RDEIR 

CHAPTER 5, PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS AND POLICIES 

Page 5-1, paragraph 4 is hereby revised as follows: 

The North Natomas Community Plan area is located in the northwest portion of the City of Sacramento and is part 
of the greater Natomas Basin. The North Natomas community is bound by Elkhorn Boulevard on the north, 
Interstate 80 (I-80) on the south, the Natomas East Main Drain canal on the east and the West Main Drain canal 
and SR 70/99 on the west. According to the North Natomas Nexus Study Update (City of Sacramento 2002),  The 
NNCP area consists of approximately 9,038 acres of which 4,228  8,915 acres have been identified as 
“developable” in the NNCP area. In 1993, the primary land use in the NNCP area was agriculture. Since that time, 
the NNCP was adopted in 1994 and land uses have been rapidly converting to urban uses. The project is not 
within the NNCP but the boundaries will be amended to include the project. The project will not be subject to the 
NNCP policies but will be designated as a special planning area (SPA).” 

CHAPTER 6, ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

6.1, TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Page 6.1-2, 5th paragraph, of the Second RDEIR is hereby changed as follows: 

“I-5 is an four- to eight-lane freeway that runs in an east/west direction within the study area. Access to I-5 is 
currently via State Route 99. I-5 serves as a commute corridor between downtown Sacramento and the northern 
and southern portions of the City and County. It also provides access to the Sacramento International Airport west 
of the site and other Central Valley communities (e.g., cities of Woodland and Davis). A future interchange (I-5 / 
Metro Air Parkway Interchange) is planned approximately one-half mile west of the project site. This interchange 
would provide direct access to I-5 from the project site through the approved Metro Air Park development 
(adjacent and west of the project site).” 

Page 6.1-59, second paragraph, of the Second DEIR is hereby revised as follows: 

“Mitigation Measure 6.1-2c: Meister Way west of SR 70/99 (City of Sacramento) 

On or before 66% total buildout of the project based on trip generation, the project applicant shall widen Meister 
Way west of SR 70/99 to provide two travel lanes in each direction from the first street intersection of SR 70/99 
(Meister Way and 28 Street/36 Street [identified on the tentative map]) west to Lone Tree Road. Right-of-way for 
the recommended widening is currently available on-site. Based on “windshield surveys” of the project area, the 
site proposed for this improvement is substantially similar to the project site. Construction-related impacts would 
be similar to the project’s construction-related impacts and no new significant impacts would occur. Mitigation 
recommended for the project would also substantially reduce construction-related impacts associated with this 
measure. With implementation of this mitigation measure, this roadway segment would improve to LOS D under 
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Baseline plus Project conditions, which is acceptable based on City standards. Therefore, impacts to this 
intersection would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.” 

Page 6.1-65 of the Second DEIR has been modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c: I-5 Northbound to SR 70/99 Northbound off-ramp: Fair-Share Contribution to the City’s 
Traffic Congestion Relief Fund (City of Sacramento and Caltrans) 

a. Prior to issuance of any building permits, the City will establish a Traffic Congestion Relief Fund to fund 
over all congestion relief projects.   

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant shall pay its fair-share 
contribution to the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund.  Monies collected within the City’s fund will be 
used by the City in the time and manner as required by the City of Sacramento, in coordination with 
Caltrans and other transportation agencies including Regional Transit, to fund improvements that would 
relieve freeway congestion.  As determined in consultation with Caltrans and RT, the project’s fair-share 
contribution for all feasible (project and cumulative) mainline freeway improvements would be 
$1,135,904. 

The project applicant shall contribute its fair share amount in the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund.   The 
City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund will be used to implement projects that would reduce mainline freeway 
congestion. However, it can not be guaranteed that the congestion relief projects would be constructed or 
would be constructed prior to buildout of the project because the types of improvements, costs, and funding for 
such improvements has not been identified.   Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Widening I-5 Northbound to SR 70/99 Northbound off-ramp to provide an additional lane is required to mitigate 
this impact. With implementation of this mitigation measure, this freeway ramp would operate at LOS D. Caltrans 
District 3 Draft DSMP does not include adding a lane to the existing two-lane on-ramp for SR 70/99 southbound 
to I-5 southbound by the year 2010. To implement this mitigation measure, additional right-of-way would be 
required and is not currently available. Additionally, this improvement is not included in any of Caltrans’ funding 
mechanisms. Because this mitigation measure is beyond the control of the project applicant, outside the 
jurisdiction of the City, and there is no established funding mechanism available for contribution, this mitigation 
measure is considered infeasible and the impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 

Page 6.1-65 of the Second RDEIR has been modified as follows: 

Significance After Mitigation 

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, the SR 70/99 Northbound to Elkhorn Boulevard off-ramp 
would operate at acceptable levels and this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  However, 
this ramp is not under the jurisdiction of the City of Sacramento (i.e., subject to Caltrans jurisdiction).  While the 
project would contribute funds to implement measures that would fully mitigate impact to this ramp to a less-
than-significant level, it is unknown whether these measures would be implemented prior to buildout of the 
project because they are not subject to the exclusive control of the City.  As a result, for purposes of CEQA 
impact to SR 70/99 Northbound to Elkhorn Boulevard off-ramp (Impact 6.1-3b) would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  

For the I-5 Northbound to the SR 70/99 Northbound off-ramp, the project applicant would contribute to the City’s 
Traffic Congestion Relief Fund.   While mitigation is recommended that would require the project applicant to 
contribute to the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund, this mitigation (the Fund) does not provide quantifiable 
actual reduction in the number of project-related trips on the I-5 Northbound to the SR 70/99 Northbound off-
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ramp. Therefore, impacts to the I-5 Northbound to SR 70/99 Northbound off-ramp would remain significant and 
unavoidable.   

Further, no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s impacts to the I-5 Northbound to SR 70/99 
Northbound off-ramp because recommended mitigation is beyond the control of the project applicant, outside the 
jurisdiction of the City, and there is no established funding mechanism available for contribution to recommended 
improvements. Therefore, impacts to these ramps are considered significant and unavoidable. 

Page 6.1-65 of the Second RDEIR has been modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-4b: I-5 North of Del Paso Road (City of Sacramento and Caltrans) 

a. The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c.  

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant shall pay its fair-
share contribution to the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund.   This contribution has been previously 
identified within the fair-share funds calculated for Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. Monies collected within 
the City’s fund will be used by the City in the time and manner as required by the City of Sacramento, in 
coordination with Caltrans and other transportation agencies including Regional Transit.  The City’s 
Traffic Congestion Relief Fund will be used to implement projects that would reduce mainline freeway 
congestion. However, it can not be guaranteed that the congestion relief projects would be constructed or 
would be constructed prior to buildout of the project because the types of improvements, costs, and 
funding for such improvements has not been identified.   Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Because this mainline segment of I-5 currently operates unacceptably, the only mitigation that could improve 
the operating conditions of this segment during peak conditions would be the widening of this segment of I-5 
mainline to eight lanes (currently six lanes). While widening of I-5 would improve the operating conditions of 
this mainline segment to acceptable conditions, Caltrans currently has no plans to expand this segment of I-5 
beyond its current capacity nor are any funding mechanisms established to collect monies to fund 
improvements such as this. Further, because of the developing nature of properties to the east and west of I-5, 
additional right-of-way is not available for the expansion of this freeway segment. Because no feasible 
mitigation is available to reduce the project’s impacts to this mainline segment, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-4c: I-5 north of I-5/I-80 Interchange between I-80 and Arena Boulevard Exit (City of Sacramento 
and Caltrans) 

a. The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c.  

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant shall pay its fair-
share contribution to the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund.  This contribution has been previously 
identified within the fair-share funds calculated for Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. Monies will be deposited 
within the City’s fund in the time and manner as required by the City of Sacramento, in coordination with 
Caltrans and other transportation agencies including Regional Transit.  The City’s Traffic Congestion 
Relief Fund will be used to implement projects that would reduce mainline freeway congestion. However, 
it can not be guaranteed that the congestion relief projects would be constructed or would be constructed 
prior to buildout of the project because the types of improvements, costs, and funding for such 
improvements has not been identified.   Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Because this mainline segment of I-5 currently operates unacceptably, the only mitigation that could improve the 
operating conditions of this segment during peak conditions would be the widening of this segment of I-5 
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mainline to eight lanes (currently six lanes). While widening of I-5 would improve the operating conditions of this 
mainline segment to acceptable conditions, Caltrans currently has no plans to expand this segment of I-5 beyond 
its current capacity nor are any funding mechanisms established to collect monies to fund improvements such as 
this. Further, because of the developing nature of properties to the east and west of I-5, additional right-of-way is 
not available for the expansion of this freeway segment. Because no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the 
project’s impacts to this mainline segment, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Page 6.1-67 of the Second RDEIR has been modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-4e: SR 70/99 between Elkhorn Boulevard and I-5/SR 70/99 Interchange (City of Sacramento) 

a. The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c.  

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant shall pay its fair-
share contribution to the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund.   This contribution has been previously 
identified within the fair-share funds calculated for Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. Monies will be deposited 
within the City’s fund in the time and manner as required by the City of Sacramento, in coordination with 
Caltrans and other transportation agencies including Regional Transit.  The City’s Traffic Congestion 
Relief Fund will be used to implement projects that would reduce mainline freeway congestion. However, 
it can not be guaranteed that the congestion relief projects would be constructed or would be constructed 
prior to buildout of the project because the types of improvements, costs, and funding for such 
improvements have not been identified.   Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Because this mainline segment of SR 70/99 currently operates unacceptably, the only mitigation that could 
improve the operating conditions of this segment during peak conditions would be the widening of this 
segment of SR 70/99 mainline to six lanes (currently 4 lanes) between Elkhorn Boulevard and Elverta Road. 
While widening of SR 70/99 would improve the operating conditions of this mainline segment to acceptable 
conditions, Caltrans currently has no plans to expand this segment of SR 70/99 beyond its current capacity 
nor are any funding mechanisms established to collect monies to fund improvements such as this. Because no 
feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s impacts to this mainline segment, this impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

Significance After Mitigation 

While mitigation may become available in the future to reduce the project’s impacts to freeway mainline 
segments, this project would not have sole responsibility for implementing these improvements.  The project 
applicant shall contribute its fair share amount in the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund.  Monies will be 
deposited within the City’s fund in the time and manner as required by the City of Sacramento.  This contribution 
has been previously identified within the fair-share funds calculated for Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. The City’s 
Traffic Congestion Relief Fund will be used to implement projects that would reduce mainline freeway 
congestion.  However, it can not be guaranteed that the congestion relief projects would be constructed or would 
be constructed prior to buildout of the project because the types of improvements, costs, and funding for such 
improvements has not been identified.  Therefore, impacts to the freeway mainline segments (I-5 north of Del 
Paso Road, I-5 north of I-5/I-80 Interchange between I-80 and Arena Boulevard Exit and SR 70/99 between 
Elkhorn Boulevard and I-5/SR 70/99 Interchange) would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Because no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s impacts to study area freeway segments, 
impacts to I-5 north of Del Paso Road, I-5 north of I-5/I-80 Interchange between I-80 and Arena Boulevard Exit 
and SR 70/99 between Elkhorn Boulevard and I-5/SR 70/99 Interchange freeway segments would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
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Page 6.1-78 of the Second RDEIR has been modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-7b: I-5 Northbound to SR 70/99 Northbound off-ramp (City of Sacramento and Caltrans)   

a. The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. 

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant shall pay its fair-
share contribution to the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund.   This contribution has been previously 
identified within the fair-share funds calculated for Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. Monies will be deposited 
within the City’s fund in the time and manner as required by the City of Sacramento, in coordination with 
Caltrans and other transportation agencies including Regional Transit.  The City’s Traffic Congestion 
Relief Fund will be used to implement projects that would reduce mainline freeway congestion. However, 
it can not be guaranteed that the congestion relief projects would be constructed or would be constructed 
prior to buildout of the project because the types of improvements, costs, and funding for such 
improvements has not been identified.   Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

The project applicant shall coordinate with Caltrans to pay its fair share toward widening the off-ramp to 
provide an additional lane. This measure would be subject to Caltrans’ requirements and Caltrans determining 
through a feasibility evaluation that this measure could be implemented. It is unknown at this time whether 
sufficient right-of-way is available to accommodate this improvement. Further, widening of the off ramp is 
not included in Caltrans’ District 3 Draft District System Management Plan (DSMP) and Caltrans does not 
have any funding mechanisms in place to implement this improvement. Furthermore, widening the off ramp 
would require additional right-of-way that is not is not subject to the control of the City or the project 
applicant. It is unknown at this time whether this mitigation would be feasible and, if feasible, whether 
Caltrans would be able to secure sufficient right-of-way and funding to implement this improvement. 
Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Page 6.1-78 of the Second RDEIR has been modified as follows: 

Significance After Mitigation 

While mitigation recommended would require the project applicant to contribute its fair share amount toward the 
City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund, it can not be guaranteed that the congestion relief projects would be 
constructed or would be constructed prior to buildout of the project because the types of improvements, costs, and 
full funding for such improvements have not been identified. As a result, for purposes of CEQA, cumulative 
impacts to these ramps would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, SR 70/99 Northbound to Elkhorn Boulevard off-ramp and 
the I-5 Northbound to SR 70/99 Northbound off- ramp would operate at acceptable levels under cumulative 
conditions and the project’s cumulative impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. However, these 
ramps are not under the jurisdiction of the City of Sacramento (i.e., subject to Caltrans jurisdiction). While the 
project would contribute funds that would implement measures that would fully mitigate impacts to these ramps 
to a less-than-significant level, it is unknown whether these measures would be implemented because they are not 
subject to the control of the City. As a result, for purposes of CEQA, cumulative impacts to these ramps would be 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

While mitigation may be feasible for the I-5 Northbound to Metro Air Parkway off-ramp and the Metro Air 
Parkway to I-5 Southbound loop on-ramp, this mitigation would not be able to reduce the impact of the project to 
a less-than-significant level. These ramps would continue to operate at LOS F and no other feasible mitigation is 
available. Therefore, cumulative impacts to this ramp would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Cumulative Traffic Impacts, Pages 6.1-81 and 6.1-82 of the Second RDEIR have been modified 
as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-8a: I-5 east of Power Line Road to the MAP Interchange (City of Sacramento and Caltrans) 

a. The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c.  

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant shall contribute its 
fair share toward Because this mainline segment of I-5 would operate unacceptably under Cumulative No 
Project conditions, widening this segment to six eight lanes (currently four lanes).  This mitigation would 
improve the operating conditions of this segment during peak conditions to an acceptable LOS. The 
Caltrans’ District 3 DSMP includes adding an HOV lane to I-5 by the year 2020 and according to the 
Metro Air Park Finance Plan, this segment of I-5 would be upgraded to six lanes with buildout of the 
Metro Air Park project. Therefore, before recordation of the first map, the project applicant shall, in 
coordination with the City, prepare a City Council-approved Finance Plan. This funding mechanism shall 
be in conformance with the Draft Greenbriar Finance Plan presented in Appendix C of the DEIR. This 
funding mechanism shall ensure that the project applicant will pay their fair-share costs, determined in 
consultation with the City and in coordination with the Metro Air Park Finance Plan, toward the widening 
of I-5 to six lanes. No other right-of-way is available to widen this segment to eight lanes. The Draft 
Greenbriar Finance Plan identifies 100% of the funding needed to construct this improvement. Additional 
right-of-way to accommodate the expansion of this freeway segment beyond six lanes is not available 
because of the developing nature of properties to the east and west of I-5. While expansion of this 
freeway segment would reduce the project’s cumulative traffic impacts to this freeway segment, it would 
not reduce the project’s cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level because widening to eight lanes 
is not feasible 100% funding has not been identified. No other feasible mitigation is available to reduce 
this impact. Therefore, while reduced, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measure 6.1-8b: I-5 north of Del Paso Road (City of Sacramento and Caltrans) 

a. The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c.  

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant shall contribute its 
fair share amount in the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund.  This contribution has been previously 
identified within the fair-share funds calculated for Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. Monies will be deposited 
within the City’s fund in the time and manner as required by the City of Sacramento, in coordination with 
Caltrans and other transportation agencies including Regional Transit.  The City’s Traffic Congestion 
Relief Fund will be used to implement projects that would reduce mainline freeway congestion. However, 
it can not be guaranteed that the congestion relief projects would be constructed or would be constructed 
prior to buildout of the project because the types of improvements, costs, and funding for such 
improvements have not been identified.   Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Widening this segment of I-5 mainline to twelve lanes (currently six lanes) would improve the operating 
conditions of this segment during peak conditions to an acceptable LOS. The Caltrans District 3 DSMP includes 
adding an HOV lane to I-5 by the year 2020 but no funding mechanism for this project is defined. No other 
freeway expansion projects are planned for this segment of I-5. Further, because of the developing nature of 
properties to the east and west of I-5, additional right-of-way is not available for the expansion of this freeway 
segment. Because no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s impacts to this mainline segment, this 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Mitigation Measure 6.1-8c: I-5 north of I-5/I-80 Interchange between I-80 and Arena Boulevard Exit (City of Sacramento 
and Caltrans) 

a. The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c.  

b. Upon the City’s issuance of any building permit for the project, the project applicant shall contribute its 
fair share amount in the City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund.  This contribution has been previously 
identified within the fair-share funds calculated for Mitigation Measure 6.1-3c. Monies will be deposited 
within the City’s fund in the time and manner as required by the City of Sacramento, in coordination with 
Caltrans and other transportation agencies including Regional Transit.  The City’s Traffic Congestion 
Relief Fund will be used to implement projects that would reduce mainline freeway congestion. However, 
it can not be guaranteed that the congestion relief projects would be constructed or would be constructed 
prior to buildout of the project because the types of improvements, costs, and funding for such 
improvements have not been identified.   Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Because this mainline segment of I-5 would operate unacceptably under Cumulative No Project conditions, 
widening this segment of I-5 mainline to twelve lanes (currently six lanes) would improve the operating 
conditions of this segment during peak conditions to an acceptable LOS. The Caltrans District 3 DSMP includes 
adding an HOV lane to I-5 by the year 2020 but no funding mechanism for this project is available. No other 
freeway expansion projects are planned for this segment of I-5. Further, because of the developing nature of 
properties to the east and west of I-5, additional right-of-way is not available for the expansion of this freeway 
segment. Because no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s impacts to this mainline segment, this 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Significance After Mitigation 

While mitigation recommended would require the project applicant to contribute its fair share amount in the 
City’s Traffic Congestion Relief Fund, it can not be guaranteed that the congestion relief projects would be 
constructed or would be constructed prior to buildout of the project because the types of improvements, costs, and 
full funding for such improvements have not been identified. Therefore, cumulative impacts to the freeway 
mainline segments (I-5 east of Power Line Road to the MAP Interchange, I-5 north of Del Paso Road, I-5 north of 
I-5/I-80 Interchange between I-80 and Arena Boulevard Exit) would remain significant and unavoidable. 

No feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s cumulative mainline freeway segment impacts to a less-
than-significant level. Therefore, the project’s cumulative impacts to these mainline freeway segments are 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

6.2, AIR QUALITY 

Page 6.2-16, 3rd paragraph, is hereby revised as follows: 

“ As discussed above, SMAQMD has not established a threshold of significance with respect to construction-
generated ROG emissions because those attributable to construction equipment exhaust are low and those from 
the application of architectural coatings are regulated by Rule 442 (Christensen, pers. comm., 2005); however, 
SMAQMD has adopted a threshold of 85 (lb/day) for NOX (SMAQMD 2004). Thus, as depicted in Table 6.2-3, 
the initial site preparation phase of construction would generate maximum daily emissions of approximately 
638.7 lb/day of NOX. Subsequent development phases (i.e., building construction of phases 1 and 2) would 
generate maximum daily emissions of approximately 357.9423.7 lb/day and 297.0374.1 lb/day of NOX, 
respectively. Modeled emissions of NOX, during all phases of construction (i.e., initial site preparation phase and 
building construction of phases 1 and 2), would exceed the SMAQMD’s significance threshold of 85 lb/day. In 
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addition, because Sacramento County is currently designated as a nonattainment area for ozone and PM10, 
construction-generated emissions could further contribute to pollutant concentrations that exceed the CAAQS.” 

Table 6.2-3 
Summary of Modeled Worst-Case Daily Short-Term Construction-Generated Emissions 

Emissions (lb/day) 
Source 

ROG NOX 
Initial Site Preparation Phase (Beginning Spring 2007) 

 Diesel Mobile Equipment Exhaust1 92.9 637.3 

 Employee Trips 1.2 1.4 

 Total Unmitigated (Site Preparation) 94.1 638.7 

 Total Mitigated (Site Preparation)2 89.5 511.2 

Building Construction Phase 1-North of Meister Way (Beginning 2007) 

 Diesel Mobile Equipment Exhaust1 52.061.7 330.9396.7 

 Employee Trips 21.2 27.0 

 Architectural Coating 3 - - 

 Asphalt Off-Gas4 6.1 - 

 Total Unmitigated (Phase 1) 79.389.0 357.94423.7 

 Total Mitigated (Phase 1)2 76.785.9 291.7344.4 

Building Construction Phase 2-Soutb of Meister Way (Beginning 2009)   

 Diesel Mobile Equipment Exhaust1 43.855.6 279.2356.3 

 Employee Trips 14.5 17.8 

 Architectural Coating 3 - - 

 Asphalt Off-Gas4 4.5 - 

 Total Unmitigated (Phase 2) 62.874.6 297.0374.1 

 Total Mitigated (Phase 2)2 60.671.8 241.2302.8 

 Maximum Daily Emissions Unmitigated All Phases 94.1 638.7 

 Maximum Daily Emissions Mitigated All Phases2 89.5 511.2 

 SMAQMD Significance Threshold: None 85 
1 Based on default model settings, and SMAQMD-recommended equipment types and number requirements and maximum daily acreage 

disturbed. 
2 Reductions based on SMAQMD-recommended construction mitigation measures. 
3 As recommended by SMAQMD, architectural coating emissions are not included in the analysis 
4 Includes off-gas emissions from the application of asphalt during paving activities.  
Refer to Appendix D for additional assumptions and modeling output files. 
Source: Data modeled by EDAW in 2006 and 2007 
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Page 6.2-20 of the RDEIR, Mitigation Measure 6.2-1 is hereby revised as follows: 

“Mitigation Measure 6.2-1: (City of Sacramento and LAFCo) 

c. The applicant shall pay $1,525,537 2,587,955 into SMAQMD’s off-site construction mitigation fund to 
further mitigate construction-generated emissions of NOx that exceed SMAQMD’s daily emission threshold of 85 
lb/day. The calculation of the fee listed here daily NOx emissions is based on the current cost of $14,300 to reduce 
a ton of NOx. However, the then current cost of reducing NOx should be used at the time of the payment of the 
fee. The determination of the final mitigation fee shall be conducted in coordination with SMAQMD. The fee 
shall be paid to SMAQMD prior to the issuance of any grading permit for any portion of the project. The fee can 
be paid on an acre bases ($5,959.13 $2,634.91/acre2 $4,485.19) as development occurs and grading permits 
sought. (See Appendix D of the DEIR for calculation worksheet).” 

Page 6.2-21 of the RDEIR, Mitigation Measure 6.2-2, is hereby revised as follows: 

 “Mitigation Measure 6.2-2: (City of Sacramento and LAFCo) 

When a proposed project’s operational emissions are estimated to exceed SMAQMD’s threshold of significance 
of 65 lb/day for ROG or NOX, an Air Quality Mitigation Plan (AQAP) (Appendix E) to reduce operational 
emissions by a minimum of 15% shall be submitted to SMAQMD for approval. The following mitigation is 
included in the SMAQMD-approved AQAP for this project (Appendix E) has been chosen from SMAQMD’s 
most current recommended land use reduction measure and shall be incorporated to achieve a 15% reduction. 

a. Nonresidential land uses shall provide bicycle lockers and/or racks (commercial). 

b. Nonresidential land uses shall provide personal showers and lockers for employees (commercial). 

c. Bicycle storage (Class I) shall be provided at apartment complexes or condos without garages (residential). 

da. The entire project shall be located within ½ mile of a Class I or Class II bike lane and provide a comparable 
bikeway connection to that existing facility (residential, commercial, mixed). 

eb. The project shall provide for pedestrian facilities and improvements such as overpasses and wider sidewalks 
(e.g., 5-foot) (residential, commercial, mixed). 

f. Preferential parking shall be provided for carpools/vanpools (commercial). 

gc. High density rResidential, mixed, or retail/commercial uses shall be within 1/4 mile of planned transit. light 
rail, linking with activity centers and other planned infrastructure (residential, commercial, mixed). 

h. Parking lot design shall include clearly marked and shaded pedestrian pathways between transit facilities and 
building entrances (commercial). 

i. Setback distance shall be minimized between development and planned transit, bicycle, or pedestrian corridor 
(commercial, mixed). 

jd. Neighborhoods shall serve as focal points with parks, school and civic uses within 1/4 mile (residential, 
mixed). 

ke. Separate, safe, and convenient bicycle and pedestrian paths shall connect residential, commercial, and office 
uses (residential, commercial, mixed). 



EDAW  Greenbriar Development Project Final EIR 
Corrections and Revisions 7-10 City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo 

lf. The project shall provide a development pattern that eliminates physical barriers such as walls, berms, 
landscaping, and slopes between residential and nonresidential uses that impede bicycle or pedestrian 
circulation (commercial, mixed). 

m. Wood-burning fireplaces shall be prohibited, and if natural-gas fireplaces are installed, they shall be the 
lowest emitting commercially available (residential). 

ng. The lowest emitting commercially available furnaces shall be installed (residential, commercial, mixed). 

o. Ozone destruction catalyst shall be installed on air conditioning systems in consultation with SMAQMD 
(residential, commercial, mixed). 

p. Loading and unloading facilities shall be provided for transit and carpool/vanpool users (commercial). 

qh. Average residential density shall be seven dwelling units per acre or greater (residential). 

ri. The project shall be mixed-use and consist of at least three of the following on-site and/or within 1/4 mile: 
residential development, retail development, personal services, open space, and office space (mixed). 

j. A display case/kiosk displaying transportation information shall be provided. 

k. Minimum amount of parking shall be provided. 

l. Parking lot shade shall be increased by 10%. 

m. The project shall become a permanent member of a Transportation Management Association (TMA). 

n. The project shall provide a transportation coordinator. 

o. The project shall contract with landscapers complying with ARB standards. 

The changes would not result in any new significant impacts, nor in any substantially more severe environmental 
effects. 

6.3, NOISE 

Page 6.3-16 of the DEIR, Table 6.3-8 is hereby revised as follows: 

Table 6.3-8 
City of Sacramento Maximum Acceptable Interior and Exterior Noise Level Standards for New 

Development without Mitigation 
Applicable Area Noise Source Land Use 

Interior Exterior 
State Requirements a Noise Element Requirements 

Single-family X  None Ldn ≤ 45 dB b 

Single-family  X None Ldn ≤ 60 dB in backyards 

Multi-family c X  Ldn ≤ 45 dB Ldn ≤ 45 dB 

Multi-family  X None Ldn ≤ 60 dB in common outdoor use areas

Schools X  None Noisiest hourly Leq ≤ 40 dB during 
school day 

Traffic or fixed 
source (industrial, 
plants, etc.) 

Schools  X None Ldn ≤ 60 dB 
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Table 6.3-8 (continued) 
City of Sacramento Maximum Acceptable Interior and Exterior Noise Level Standards for New 

Development without Mitigation 
Applicable Area Noise Source Land Use 

Interior Exterior 
State Requirements a Noise Element Requirements 

Aircraft Single-family X  None 
Ldn ≤ 45 dB and maximum instantaneous 
levels of ≤ 50 dB in bedrooms and ≤ 55 in 
other habitable rooms b 

 Single-family  X 

CNEL ≤ 65 dB (State 
Aeronautics Noise 
Standards) 
requirement does not 
apply to Mather and 
McClellan AFB 

CNEL ≤ 60 dB for Sacramento 
International Airport 
CNEL ≤ 65 dB for all other areas 

 Multi-family X  Ldn ≤ 45 dB 
Ldn ≤ 45 dB and maximum instantaneous 
levels of ≤ 50 dB in bedrooms and ≤ 55 in 
other habitable rooms b 

 

Multi-family  X 

CNEL ≤ 65 dB (State 
Aeronautics Noise 
Standards) 
requirement does not 
apply to Mather and 
McClellan AFB 

CNEL ≤ 60 dB for Sacramento 
International Airport 
CNEL ≤ 65 dB for all other areas 

 Schools X  None Noisiest hourly Leq ≤ 40 dB during school 
day 

 Schools  X 

CNEL ≤ 65 dB (State. 
Aeronautics Noise 
Standards) 
requirement does not 
apply to Mather and 
McClellan AFB 

CNEL ≤ 60 dB for Metro Sacramento 
International Airport 
CNEL ≤ 65 dB for all other areas 

a Projects for which U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) financing is requested are subject to HUD noise 
requirements. The noise element requirements listed in this table are at least as stringent as the HUD requirements. 

b The requirement for interior noise exposure is triggered when the exterior Ldn exceeds 60 dB. 
c Multi-family includes hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings as defined by Title 24, 

Part 2, California Administrative Code. 
Source: City of Sacramento General Plan 1988 

 

Page 6.3-42, Mitigation Measure 6.3-5 is hereby revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 6.3-5: (City of Sacramento and LAFCo) 

a. Prior to issuance of any building permits, site-specific acoustical analyses shall be conducted once 
construction plans are available for the proposed school to ensure satisfaction with the City of Sacramento 
interior noise level standards. This site-specific acoustical analyses shall include site-specific design 
requirements to reduce noise exposure of proposed on-site receptors and all feasible design requirements 
shall be implemented into the final site design. Noise reduction measures and design features may 
include, but are not limited to the use of increased noise-attenuation measures in building construction 
(e.g., dual-pane, sound-rated windows; mechanical air systems; and exterior wall insulation). 
Implementation of these design measures would ensure interior noise levels meet the City’s noise 
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standards and ANSI standard, including the ANSI standard that the interior of schools shall not exceed 40 
dBA Leq and measured during the peak hour of noise during school operations. 

This would result in mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant level because the interior of school 
classrooms would be insulated from noise to the degree that speech disruption would not occur.” 

SECTION 6.4, UTILITIES 

Page 6.4-14, paragraph 1 is hereby revised as follows: 

Environmental Impacts Associated with SRWTP Expansion. The SRWTP would provide wastewater treatment services 
for the project. The SRCSD approved an SRWTP is currently undergoing expansion to accommodate wastewater treatment 
demands for future growth and development. As a result, the project would contribute to the need to expand the SRWTP. 
According to the EIR prepared for the SRWTP 2020 Master Plan Expansion, construction and operation of facility 
improvements could contribute to significant and unavoidable impacts related to construction-related air quality. Because the 
project would contribute to the need for expanding the SRWTP, and would contribute to the impacts assessed in the EIR for 
the SRWTP 2020 Master Plan Expansion would be a significant impact to wastewater facilities.  

SECTION 6.10, HYDROLOGY, DRAINAGE, AND WATER QUALITY 

Page 6.10-24, Mitigation Measure 6.10-3 has been replaced with the following:  

Mitigation Measure 6.10-3 (City of Sacramento and LAFCo) 

The following mitigation shall apply in the event that FEMA revises the FIRM and issues a new SFHA 
designation that indicates the Natomas levees can no longer provide 100-year flood protection (decertification). 
The City anticipates that after decertification, but before recertification, FEMA will likely remap the Natomas 
area (including the Greenbriar project site) as one of three potential SFHA designations: AE, AR, or A99 zone.  
Each designation prescribes specific building and design requirements for new, above-ground development. 

If the Greenbriar project site is remapped by FEMA into an AE, AR, or A99 zone, then: 

(1) the City will require development within the project site to comply with all applicable building and 
design regulations identified by FEMA and by the City of Sacramento’s Floodplain Management 
Ordinance in existence at the date of issuance of building permits pertaining to the applicable 
remapped zone; 

(2) the project applicant shall participate in a funding mechanism such as an assessment district 
established by SAFCA and/or the City for the purpose of implementing measures that would provide 
no less than 100-year flood protection for the Greenbriar project site, or for that portion of the 
Natomas Basin requiring recertification for 100-year flood protection including the Greenbriar project 
site provided that such funding mechanism is 

i. based on a nexus study; 
ii. is regional in nature; 

iii. is proportionate, fair, and equitable; and 
iv. complies with all applicable laws and ordinances. 

(3) the requirements of the applicable FEMA zone and corresponding requirements under the City of 
Sacramento’s Floodplain Management Ordinance shall be met prior to the issuance of building 
permits for the project.  Homeowners within the floodzone shall maintain federal flood insurance, as 
required under the applicable FEMA and City of Sacramento Floodplain Management Ordinance 
regulations. 
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Mitigation measures(1) and (3) shall terminate upon the first recertification of the levees by the U.S. Army Corp 
of Engineers.  Under any of the three SFHA designations (AE, AR, or A99), homebuilders within the floodzone 
area shall disclose to all prospective buyers, lenders, bondholders and insurers of property through written 
disclosure, prior to the sale of units, that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has determined that the levees 
protecting the Natomas Basin may not provide flood protection from a 100-year or greater storm event until the 
levees are recertified as providing 100-year flood protection. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the above mitigation would ensure that all development that occurs at the project site prior to 
recertification of the Natomas levee system would comply with the development restrictions established for flood 
hazard areas and would result in a less-than-significant long-term flooding impact because 100-year flood 
protection would be provided at the project site.  Although there is reasonable certainty that the levee 
improvements would be in place to provide 100-year flood protection by 2010, depending on the SFHA 
designation selected for the site, it is possible that some damageable structures and/or homes could be in place 
prior to implementation of all levee improvements that would provide 100-year flood protection.  Should this 
occur, significant and unavoidable flood hazard impacts would occur for a short-term period of time.  Because 
the construction of structures and homes would be allowable within FEMA’s regulations, no other feasible 
mitigation would be available.   

SECTION 6.12, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Page 6.12-9, fourth paragraph is revised as follows: 

The project site and Off-site Conservation Lands are within the Plan Area for the Natomas Basin Habitat 
Conservation Plan (NBHCP), a regional conservation plan for minimizing and mitigating impacts to multiple 
species from urbanization in the Natomas Basin. USFWS has approved the NBHCP and has issued Incidental 
Take Permits (ITPs) to the City and Sutter County for take of federally listed species to result from urban 
development in the Natomas Basin. Sacramento County is not a permittee under the NBHCP; however, the 
NBHCP covers approximately 1,600 acres of, and the NBHCP does not cover urban development for 
unincorporated portions of Sacramento County, although the NBHCP does provide for land acquisition in these 
unincorporated areas on a willing-seller basis for conservation purposes. The NBHCP currently authorizes take 
associated with 17,500 acres of urban development in southern Sutter County (7,500 acres) and within the City 
(8,050 acres) and Sacramento County (i.e., 1,983 acres of the MAP area). 

Exhibit 6.12-4 is hereby revised as follows (see comment 21-19): 
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Location of Greenbriar Project in Natomas Basin Exhibit 6.12-4 
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CHAPTER 7, OTHER CEQA-REQUIRED ANALYSES 

Exhibit 7-1 is hereby revised as follows:  
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Source: TJKM 2005 

 
Project’s Contribution to Potential Cumulative Impacts Exhibit 7-1 
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