APPENDIX A

NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND COMMENTS



Sacrarmerto Local Agency City of Sacramento
Formation Commission Development Services Division

1121 1 Street, Suite 100 2101 Arena Boulevard, 2™ Floor
Sacramento, CA 9581 Sacramento, CA 95834

Date: August 16, 2005

To: Responsible Agencies, Interested Persons, and Organizations

From: Don Lockhart, Assistant Executive Officer, Sacramento LAFCo

Tom Buford, Associate Planner, City of Sacramento

Subject: RECIRCULATED Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental impact
Report for the Greenbriar Project (P05-069)

Public Review Period: August 16, 2005 to September 16, 2005

Introduction

The Recirculated Notice of Preparation for the Greenbriar project (P05-069) is attached. The Notice
of Preparation is being recirculated because the Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission
is serving as a co-lead agency with the City of Sacramento, pursuant to the California Environmental

Quality Act {CEQA).

All responses submitted to the Notice of Preparation dated June 28, 2005, including
comments submitted at the Public Scoping Meeting held on July 13, 2005 will be considered,
and do not need to be resubmitted.

Project Area

The project is located in the unincorporated portion of Sacramento County, on approximately 577
acres located at the northwest intersection of State Route 99 (SR 99) and Interstate 5 (I-5). The
project site is jocated outside the current Sphere of Influence for the City of Sacramento. The site is
bordered by agriculturat and rural residential land uses to the west and north, I-6 and agricultural
tands to the south, and SR 99 and a new residential community currently under development within
North Natomas to the east. Regional access to the project site is provided from SR 98 and I-5. Local
access to the project site is provided by Elkhorn Boulevard (Exhibit 1}.

The recently approved Metro Airpark development area is located approximately 2 miles west of the
project site, within Sacramento County and adjacent to the eastern boundary of the Sacramento
international Airport. The Metro Airpark development area includes existing and proposed
commercial, hotel, and recreational (i.e., golf course) land uses. The City’s North Natomas
Community Plan area is located adjacent to the eastern boundary of the project site and across
SR 99. New residential and commercial land uses are currently being developed east of the project

site.
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Project Description

in addition to proposed approvals and development described below, the proposed project includes
a request for a Sphere of Influence (SOf) boundary adjustment and annexation to the City of
Sacramento. The Sacramento County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo} is the agency
with statutory responsibility for boundary changes and Sphere Of Influence adjustments, and the
EIR will therefore address LAFCo’s needs for environmental evaluation and disclosure under CEQA.
The EIR will evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the project and recommend mitigation
measures as required. The lead agencies will prepare a fuli-scope, project EIR in compliance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15120 and 15161.

The applicant is seeking approval of a residential mixed-use development on the project site, which
is located adjacent to and west of the Sacramento City fimits and the City's SOI; the project
applicant is seeking to annex the project site fo the City. Annexation will require approval of pre-
zoning entitlements from the City, and approval of an amendment to the City's SOl and annexation
approval from the Sacramento County Local Formation Commission (LAFCo}.

The project includes the construction of a range of housing types (e.g., high, medium, low density).
The proposed land use plan is a predominantly residential development centered on a common
water feature {(approximately 41 acres) (Exhibit 2). A total of 3,723 housing units and approximately
30 acres of retait and commercial space would be constructed on site. An 11.3-acre elementary
school would be provided in the southeastern portion of the project site. A total of 8 neighborhood
parks (approximately 59 acres) would be provided throughout the community and would be
connected by the central water feature and pedestrian paths and trails.

Commercial development would be primarily located in the northeastern portion of the project site
along Elkhom Boulevard. Medium and high density housing and retail land uses would be located in
the center of the project site along a new arterial that connects the project site to the North Natomas
Community to the east and Metro Airpark to the west.

The project would require several land use entitiements from the City of Sacramento including a
general plan amendment, zoning amendments, pre-zoning, expansion of the North Natomas
Community Plan area, and amendment of the North Natomas Community Plan. The project site is
currently designated as agricultural cropland by the County and agriculture by the City. The project
would change the land use designation to low density residential, medium density residential, high
density residential, community/village commercial, and parks and open space land use deskgnations

under the City’s General Plan.

Environmental Effects

The LAFCo and City reviewed the proposed project and determined that an EIR should be prepared.
It is expected that the following environmental issues will be evaluated in the EIR.

Consistency with Plans and Policies: Evaluation of project consistency with applicable land
use and environmental plans and policies applicable to the project site including the Sacramento
County General Plan, City of Sacramento General Plan, the Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan, the Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan, and other relevant plans.
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Traffic and Circulation —impacts to local and regional transportation facilities including several
freeway segments. The evaluation transportation analysis will evaluate local intersections,
project-related vehicle trips, proposed site circulation and access, local transit operations, and
the surrounding roadway network.

Agriculture —Conversion of agricultural land to urban uses and impacts to surrounding
agriculturai uses.

Air Quality —Regional and local air quality will be described, and air quality impacts during
construction {short-term) and project operation {long-term). The project’s estimated air emissions
will be compared to emissions thresholds of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District.

Hydrology and Water Quality ~Effect on hydrology and water quality characteristics of the
central valley region including aiteration of drainage patterns, erosion, stormwater discharges,

and flooding.

Geology and Soils ~Seismicity of the local area, presence of existing fault lines and effect on
development, erodibility of site soils, soil stability, and expansive characteristics of site soils.

Noise ~Construction and operational noise impacts (including traffic and airport noise) and
comparison of these impacts to applicable noise thresholds. .

Biological Resources — Botanical and wildlife reconnaissance surveys will be conducted. The
EIR will describe the existing biological resources on the project site and evaluate the project’s
impacts to these biological resources. The project site is located within the Natomas Basin. The
EIR will evaluate how the project would affect implementation of the Natomas Basin Habitat

Conservation Plan.

Cuitural Resources —Cultural resource impact assessment for the project site. Field surveys
and literature review of the project site will be completed and summarized in the EIR.

Public Services —Potential to create adverse impacts to the provision of fire, police and
emergency medical response, public schools, and libraries.

Utilities —Current capacity of the water and wastewater systems and the project’s impact to
these systems. An analysis of the regional water supply conditions will be provided, consistent
with Senate Bill 610 (CEQA Section 21151.9), as well as water conveyance, wastewater
collection and treatment, storm drainage, solid waste disposal, and electricity and natural gas

services.

Aesthetics —Potential visibility of the project from surrounding uses and viewsheds. An
assessment of the spatial attributes of the project and lighting/glare impacts to onsite and offsite
areas will be provided.

Public Health and Hazards —Hazardous materials assessments, potential project impacts
related to use of hazardous materials and emergency response plans, and safety issues related
to the Sacramento Intemational Airport.

Parks and Open Space ~Project’s potential to increase the use of neighborhood and regional
parks, project’s consistency with applicable plans and policies for parks and open space, and the
project’s potential to result in the loss of open space.
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Population and Housing ~Project’s consistency with applicable goals and policies of the
Housing Element in City of Sacramento’s General Plan, as they relate to environmental policies
and impacts. The EIR will analyze how the project affects the jobs/housing ratio for the City of
Sacramento and North Natomas community. The EIR will also evaluate affordable housing
requirements for the city and county of Sacramento, and potential for inducing additional growth.

Cumulative Impacts — The EIR will summarize the cumulative impacts of the project as
identified and described in each of the environmental technical sections.

Alternatives

The EIR will examine a range of feasible alternatives to the proposéd project. The following project

B
2)

3)

alternatives have been tentatively identified for analysis in the EIR:

Reduced impacts to Biological Resources: Designed to avoid or reduce impacts to wetlands
and giant garter snake habitat on the proiect site.

Reduced Traffic Generation: Designed to constrain development at the project site to reduce
the potential of exceeding Leve! of Service (LOS) thresholds

No Project Alternative — Continuation of Existing Land Uses: Assumes no project and
continuation of existing conditions at the project site.

Other alternatives may be added following review of comments received in response to this NOP.

Submitting Comments

To ensure the full range of project issues of interest to responsible agencies and the public are
addressed, comments and suggestions are invited from all interested parties. Written comments or
questions conceming the EIR should be directed to the environmental project manager at the
following address by 5:00 p.m. on September 16, 2005:

City of Sacramento Environmental Services Division
Atin: Tom Buford, Associate Planner

2101 Arena Boulevard, 2™ Floor

Sacramento, CA 95834

Direct Line: (916) 808-7931

E-mail: tbuford@cityofsacramento.org

All comments must include full name and address in order for staff to respond appropriately.
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Date

August 16, 2005
August 17, 2005
August 28, 2005
August 29, 2005
September 6, 2006
September 14, 2005
September 18, 2005

September 16, 2005

RECIRCULATED NOTICE OF PREPARATION RESPONSES
PROJECT NAME: Greenbriar {P05-060}

Review Period: August 16, 2006 to September 16,2006

Name and Organization
Scolt Morgan, State Clearinghouse

Kevin Boles, Public Utilities Commission

Bridget Binning, California Department of Health Services

Christine Palisoc, California Regional Water Quality Controi Board

Rabert Sherry, Gounty of Sacramento Planning and Community Development
Monica R. Newhouse, Sacramento County Airport System

Taiwo Jalyeoba, Regional Transit

James P. Pachl
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA £ %
. . g

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research % 'ﬂ :

%b
| State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit e
Arnold Sean Walsh

Schwarzenegger Director
Governor :

Netice of Preparation

August 16, 2005

To: Reviewing Agencies

Re:  Greenbriar Development Project
SCH# 2005062144

Attached for your review and conmment is the Notice of ?rcparatioa (NOP) for the Greenbriar Development Project
draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). * :

Responsible agencies must transmit their cormments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Agency.
This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment m a timely
manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the
enrvironmental review process.

Please direct your comments to:

Tem Buford
City of Sacramento
Nerth Permit Center, 2101 Arena Blvd., Second Floor

Sacramento, CA 95834

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse i the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence conceming this project.

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at
(916) 445-0613. :

Sincerely,

Scott Morgan
Sepior Planner, State Clearinghouse

Attachments
ce: Lead Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.C.BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 958123044
TEL, (916} 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2005062144
Project Title  Greenbriar Development Project
Lead Agency Sacramento, Cily of
Type NOP Notice of Preparation
Description The applicant is seeking approval of a residential mixed-use development on the project site, which is
located adjacent to and west of the Sacramento City limits and the City's SOI; the project applicant is
seeking to annex the project site to the City. Annexation will require approval of pre-zoning
entiternents from the City, and approval of an amendment to the City's SO and annexation approval
from the Sacramento County Local Formation Commission (LAFCo}.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Tom Buford
Agency City of Sacramento
Phone (916) 808-7931 Fax
email
Address MNorth Permit Center, 2101 Arena Bivd., Second
City Floor State CA  Zip 95834
Sacramento

Project Location

County Sacramento
City
Region
Cross Streets  Elkhom Boulevard and Highway 39
Parcel No.  225-0800-002,-003,-004,-015t0-018,-021t0-038
Township Range Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways SR 892,15
Airports  Sacramento Intl
Railways
Walerways
Schools
Land Use Agriculture (AG-80)

Project Issues  Agricultural {and: Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Prainage/Absorption; Flood
PlainfFlooding; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Popuiation/Housing Balance; Public Services;
SchoolsfUniversities; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste;
ToxiciHazardous: Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian;
Wildiife: Growth Inducing; Cumulative Effects: Landuse; Aesthetic/Visual

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks
Agencies and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Department of Fish and Game, Region 2;

Department of Health Services; Office of Emergency Services; Native American Heritage Commission;
State Lands Commission; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; Califomia Highway Patrol; Department of
Housing and Community Development; Caltrans, District 3; Regional Water Quality Control Bd.,
Region 5 {Sacramenio)

Date Received

08/16/2005 Start of Review (8/16/2005 End of Review 09/14/2005
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

506 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3298

August 17, 2005

L.E. Buford

City of Sacramento

1231 I Street, Room 200
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Buford:
Re: SCH #2005062144; Greenbriar Development Project

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, we recommend that any
development projects planned adjacent to or near the rail corridor in the County be planned with
the safety of the rail corridor in mind. New developments may increase traffic volumes not only on
streets and at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. This includes considering
pedestrian circulation patterns/destinations with respect to railroad right-of-way.

Safety factors to consider include, but are not limited to, the planning for grade separations for
major thoroughfares, improvements to existing at-grade highway-rail crossings due to increase in. -
traffic volumes and appropriate fencing to limit the access of trespassers onto the railroad night-of-

way.

The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval is sought for the
new development. Working with Commission staff early in the conceptual design phase will help
improve the safety to motorists and pedestrians in the County.

If you have any questions in this matter, please call me at (415) 703-2795.

Very truly yours,

T

Kevin Boles

Utilities Engineer

Rail Crossings Engineering Section
Consumer Protection and Safety Division



State of California—Health and Human Services Agency

Department of Health Services

Dapatment of

Health Services

SANDRA SHEWRY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
Director Govemor

August 29, 2005

Tom Buford

City of Sacramento

North Permit Center

2101 Arena Boulevard, 2™ Floor
Sacramento, California 95834

RE: Greenbriar Development Project — SCH2005062144

The California Department of Health Services (CDHS) is in receipt of the Notice of
Preparation for the above project. ‘

If the City of Sacramento plans to develop a new water supply well or make
modifications to the existing domestic water treatment system to serve the Greenbrniar
Development Project, an application to amend the water system permit must be
reviewed and approved by the CDHS Sacramento District Office. These future
developments may be subject to separate environmental review.

Please contact Terry Macaulay of the Sacramento office at (916) 449-5600 for further
information.

Sincerely,

gt (s

Bridget Binning
California Department of Health Services
Environmental Review Unit

Division of Drinking Water and Environmental Management
Environmentat Review Unit/State Revolving Fund/Prop 50
1616 Capitof Avenue, MS 7418, P.O. Box 997413, Sacramentio CA 95898-7413
(916) 449-56800 Fax: (916) 446-5656
Intemet Address: www.dhs ca agovips/ddwemn



Tom Buford
Page 2
August 29, 2005

Terry Macaulay, District Engineer
CDHS Sacramento

1616 Capitol Avenue, MS 7407
Sacramento, CA 85899

State Clearinghouse
P.0. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044



/‘ California Regional Water Quality Control Board £~ |
b Central Valley Region 4

Robert Schneider, Chair

b
T

Alan C. Lioyd, Ph.D. - Arnold
Agency Secretary Sacramento Maiu Office Schwarzenegger
11020 Sun Center Drive #200, Rancho Cordova, Califomia 95670-6114 Covernor

Phone (916) 464-3291 + FAX (916) 4644645
hitp:/fwww. waterboards.ca.gov/centralvatley

29 August 2005

* L.E. Buford
City of Sacramento
1231 I Street, Room 200
Sacramento, CA 95814

PROPOSED PROJECT REVIEW, CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA),
NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR GREENBRIAR DEVELOPMENT PROJECT, STATE
CLEARINGHOUSE #2005062144, SACRAMENTO, SACRAMENTO COUNTY

As a Responsible Agency, as defined by CEQA, we have reviewed the Notice of Preparation for
Greenbriar Development Project. Based on our review, we have the following comments regarding the

proposed project.

- Storm Water

A NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities, NPDES
No. CAS000002, Order No. 99-08-DWQ is required when a site involves clearing, grading, disturbances
to the ground, such as stockpiling, or excavation that results in soil disturbances of one acre or more of
total land area. Construction activity that involves soil disturbances on construction sites of less than
one acres and is part of a larger common plan of development or sale, also requires permit coverage.
Coverage under the General Permit must be obtained prior to construction. More information may be
found at http://www.swrch.ca.gov/stormwir/construction.html

Post Construction Storm Water Management

Manage storm water to retain the natural flow regime and water quality, including not altering basehine
flows in receiving waters, not allowing untreated discharges to occur into existing aquatic resources, not
using aquatic resources for detention or transport of flows above current hydrology, duration, and
frequency. All storm water flows generated on-site during and after construction and entering surface
waters should be pre-treated to reduce oil, sediment, and other contaminants. The local municipality
where the proposed project is located may now require post construction storm water Best Management
Practices (BMPs) pursuant to the Phase II, SWRCB, Water Quality Order No. 2003 - 0005 - DWQ,
NPDES General Permit No. CAS000004, WDRS for Storm Water Discharges from Small Municipal
Separate Storm Sewers Systems (MS4). The local municipality may require long-term post-construction
BMPs to be incorporated into development and significant redevelopment projects to protect water
quality and control runoff flow.

California Environmental Protection Agency

L
T Recycled Paper



L.E. Buford -2- 29 August 2005

Wetlands and/or stream course alteration

Section 401 of the federal Clean Water Act requires any project that impacts waters of the United States
(such as streams and wetlands) to file a 401 Water Quality Certification application with this office. The
project proponent must certify the project will not violate state water quality standards. Projects include,
but are not limited to, strearn crossings, modification of stream banks or stream courses, and the filling
or modification of wetlands. If a U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (ACOE) permit is required for the
project, then Water Quality Certification must be obtained prior to initiation of project activities. The
proponent must follow the ACOE 404(b)(1) Guidance to assure approval of their 401 Water Quality
Certification application. The guidelines are as follows: :

1. Avoidance (Is the project the least environmentally damaging ;‘}ractz‘cable alternative?)
2. Minimization (Does the project minimize any adverse effects to the impacted wetlands?)
3. Mitigation (Does the project mitigate to assure a no net loss of functional values?)

If, after avoidance and minimization guidelines are considered and wetland impacts are still anticipated:
e determine functional losses and gains (both permanent and temporal; boih direct and indirect)

« conduct adequate baselines of wetland functions including vegetation, wildlife, hydrology, soils,
and water quality

e attempt to create/restore the same wetland type that is impacted, in the same watershed

¢ work with a regional context to maximize benefits for native fish, wildlife, vegetation, as well as
for water quality, and hydrology

e usc native species and materials whenever possible
» document all efforts made to avoid the mMze adverse wetland impacts

. be prepared to develop performance criteria and to track those for between 5 to 20 years
» be prepared to show project success baseé on achigving wetland functions

e if the project fails, be prepared to repeat the same process (via financial assurance), with
additional acreage added for temporal losses

e specify how the mitigation project will be maintained in perpetuity and who will be responsible
for the maintenance

For more information regarding Water Quality Certification may be found at
http://www.waterboards.ca.,qov/centralvallev/available documents/wg cert/application.pdf




™

" L.E. Buford -3- 29 August 2005

Dewatering Permit

The proponent may be required to file a Dewatering Permit covered under Waste Discharge
Requirements General Order for Dewatering and Other Low Threat Discharges to Surface Waters
Permit, Order No. 5-00-175 (NPDES CAG995001) provided they do not contain significant quantities
of pollutants and are either (1) four months or less in duration, or (2) the average dry weather discharge

does not exceed 0.25 mgd:

a. Well development water

b. Construction dewatering

c. Pump/well testing

d. Pipeline/tank pressure testing

e. Pipeline/tank flushing or dewatering

f. Condensate discharges

g. Water Supply system discharges

b. Miscellaneous dewatering/low threat discharges
Industrial

A NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities, NPDES
No. CAS000001, Order No. 97-03-DWQ regulates 10 broad categories of industrial activities. The
General Industrial Permit requires the implementation of management measures that will achieve the
performance standard of best available technology economically achievable (BAT) and best
conventional pollutant control technology (BCT). The General Industrial Permit also requires the
development of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a monitoring plan. The General
Industrial Permit requires that an annual report be submitted each July 1. More information may be
found at hitp://www.swrcb.ca goy/stormwir/industrial.htm]

For more information, please visit the Regional Boards website at
hitp://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/ or contact me at 916.464.4663 or by e-mail at

palisoc@waterboards.ca.gov.

CHRISTINE ISOC
Environmental Scientist
Storm Water Unit
916.464.4663

cer Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento
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September 6, 2005

City of Sacramento Planning Division
Attention: Mr. Tom Buford, Associate Planner
1231 I Street, Room 300

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Comments on the Greenbriar Project Notice of Preparation

Thank you for the opportunity for the Sacramento County Department of Planning and Community
Development to comment on the Reissued Greenbriar project Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR}. We have reviewed the most recent notice dated August 16, 2005 and have the

following comments:

Consistency with Plans and Policies: The project is located in the unincorporated portion of the Natomas
area, outside the County’s Urban Services Boundary. Please consider the Greenbriar application in the
context of the Natomas Vision.

Please consider the mitigation required for Greenbriar in the context of the Natomas Basin and Metro
Airpark Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs). The EIR should evaluate the amount of mitigation required by
the Greenbriar project compared with the amount of land in the Basin that is not already allocated to the
existing HCPs. Additionally, consider that the Basin receives competing mitigation pressures from projects
in the unincorporated County located in nearby communities such as Rio Linda and Elverta. The
availability of Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat, in particular, is becoming limited in the north County.
Please consider that the “Joint City-County Shared Policy Vision in Natomas” includes a 1:1 open space
mitigation ratio that may be more than what was required in the existing HCPs.

Traffic and Circalation: Since this project is located at the junction of Highway 99 and Interstate 5, please
consider the impacts to freeway traffic including peak hour congestion on Highway 99 impacting traffic
patterns on I-5. Within the project, please consider the viability of the light rail layout, indicate how rail
crossings will be handled and what the affect will be to the current park and ride lot at Elkhom Boulevard
and Highway 99. There are recent regulations requiring increased train homn usage at crossings. (Given the
close proximity of the light rail tracks to housing, please analyze the recent law change and its applicability
to this project to see if there will be any impacts. Consider the lack of trails and pedestrian linkages
between the lakes, parks and mixed use areas and how this may be improved to decrease Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) and allow for pedestrian, bike and other modes of travel.

827 7t Steet, Room 230, Sacramento CA 95814 + (918) 874-6141 = fax {916} 874-6400 » www.saccounty.net



" Agriculture: The project site is located on active agricultural lands. The 2002 map of Sacramento County
Important Farmland, prepared by the California Department of Conservation, shows that a majority of the
land on the subject site is Prime Farmland with significant portions of Farmland of Statewide Importance.
The County General Plan seeks to protect and preserve farmland and our agricultural heritage. Please
analyze the potential loss of agricultural land and viability and consider the impacts to nearby farming
operations from neighborhood complaints of dust, noise, aerial applications, odors etc. caused by routine
agricultural practices. ‘

Air Quality: Please consider alternative layouts to encourage pedestrian, bicycle and alternative
transportation usages to reduce automobile trips and associated impacts on air quality.

Hydrology and Water Quality: The west portion of the project site is located in an area of moderate to
high ground water recharge. The EIR should consider the cumulative impacts to recharge from the resulting
building footprints and streets. In addition, the several man-made lakes proposed on the project could
reduce infiltration if they need to be lined with impervious materials in order to retain their water. A
discussion of how the lakes’ water levels will be maintained is warranted. Consideration should be given to
utilizing drainage swales, especially in the moderate to high recharge areas of the project.

Airport Protection and Noise: The project is located near Sacramento International Airport and portions
lie within the overflight zone. History in the area has already proven that when residential development is
allowed in such close proximity to the airport, even with avigation easements, complaints will inevitably
follow, especially after properties experience two or three generations of sales. These complaints can result
in the modification of airport operations which adversely affect the airport’s ability to operate efficiently
and safely. The Sacramento International Airport is an important facet of the region’s economy and the EIR
should consider impacts to operations from adjacent residential and recreational land uses.

Biological Resources: The Natomas HCP and Metro Airpark HCP are operating in the Basin and have a
pre-established need for mitigation lands. The Natomas Vision and its related development will have a
similar need for mitigation lands as does the International Airport. This project develops lands currently
identified as potential mitigation lands and will also add its own requirement for mitigation lands to the area,
as it contains the habitat of several protected and/or endangered species. The EIR should consider impacts
to biological resources in the context of the already approved and operating Natomas Basin and Metro
Airpark HCPs. In addition to any direct take, consider impacts to the other HCPs as the Basin possesses
limited opportunities for mitigation. The County General Plan encourages concurrent permitting and
coordinated planning of preserve systems.

Parks and Open Space: Under the Natomas Vision, the County agreed to be the agent of open space in the
Basin and the City would be the agent of development. The project as proposed shows several developed
parks. These, however, do not appear to be linked by any kind of trail or greenbelt system and remaining
undeveloped open space is limited. As referenced above in the Air Quality section, please analyze how the
lack of interconnecting greenbelts will affect vehicle trips and explore project alternatives to increase open
space and provide more public access. The man-made lakes appear to have little common shore line. Most
of the water frontage is occupied by the rear yards of private single family dwellings, limiting the lakes’
value as open space as they are not available to all citizens. The Sacramento County Planning and
Community Development Department would recormmend exploring a project alternative with a greenbelt
system adjacent to the lakes to interconmect the parks, schools and retail centers. This would reduce impacts
to open space, traffic, air quality and aesthefics. Alternatively, please consider removing the lakes from the
proposal and converting the proposed lake acreage into public open space and incorporating trails, drainage
swales and other biological water guality treatments into the design.



Population and Housing: The Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ (SACOQG) Blueprint preferred
scenario shows that this area is planned to be primarily high density residential. The project as proposed
shows extensive low density residential areas. The environmental document should evaluate to what extent
the project meets Blueprint objectives such as densities and intensities of land uses without impacting
Airport operations. Furthermore, the document should address the required and appropriate inclusion of
affordable housing.

In conclusion, we reaffirm our commitment to pursning the planned, cooperative approach to development
in the Natomas area that has been agreed to under the Natomas Vision and look forward to a growing
partnership that will benefit the region. We understand that this project may be re-noticed and reserve the
right to comment again if that happens. Please keep us on your distribution for any future items regarding
this project. Thank you for your careful consideration and incorporation of our comments which are not
inclusive of all issues that should be discussed in the EIR but represent those areas in which we have a
particular knowledge or statutory authority.

/X\cly,

Robert Sherry
Planning Director




County Executive Sacramento International Airport

Terry Schutten ~ Matber Airport
Executive Airport
Franklin Field
Sacramento County
Airport System -
G. Hardy Acree, Director of Airports County of Sacramento

September 14, 2005

City of Sacramento Environmental Services Division
Attn: Tom Buford, Associate Planner

2104 Arena Boulevard, 2™ Floor

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Greenbriar
Project (P05-069)

Dear Mr. Buford:

The Sacramento County Airport System (Airport System) is pleased to provide com-
ment on the preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Greenbriar Pro-
ject. The proposed development is consistent with the current Comprehensive Land
Use Plan (CLUP) in that the residential development is outside the 60 CNEL (Commu-
nity Noise Equivalent Level) but the majority of this property is located within the exist-
ing CLUP Aircraft Overflight Zone which allows residential land use but is heavily condi-
tioned. Even meeting those conditions, the Airport System has concerns about the pro-
posed project due to the unique location of the property relative to the airport’s aircraft

training flight pattern.

Based on current and historical experience, the Airport System'’s specific concem is re-
lated to single-event noise occurrences and complaints from future homeowners in the
Greenbriar Project due to extremely low altitudes flown by military aircraft in the training

flight pattern.

Should the project be approved, disclosure of overflight and noise impacts on the initial
~ sale of homes, and Grants of Avigation and Noise Easements that would be executed
upon purchase of homes and be part of disclosure statements on future re-sales should
be minimum requirements. . The following comments support these recommendations.

£900 Airport Boulevard e Sacramento, California 95837 e phone (316) §74-0719 » fax (916) 874-0636
www.saccounty.net ® www.sacatrporis.org
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Background
The 557-acre property is located at the northwest intersection of interstate 5 and High-

way 99, and is bordered on the north by Elkhorn Boulevard. The land is currently util-
ized for agricuitural purposes, This proposal includes over 3,700 residential units (in-
cluding areas of both high and low density}, 12.5 acres of Village Commercial area and
20.8 acres of Community Commercial area.

Summary of County Airport System Concerns

In February 2004 the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors initiated environmental
review of the new Airport Master Plan for Sacramento intemational Airport (‘Airport’),
which includes forecasts of future aircraft operations through the year 2020. The Mas-
ter Plan estimates that total passengers served by the Airport will approximately double
between the year 2000 and 2020 and that flight operations will grow by more than two
percent annually during that period.

Approvatl of this project would facilitate residential and other noise-sensitive urban de-
velopment below the flight tracks of aircraft using Sacramento International Airport, re-
sulting in potentially significant effects on human health and wellbeing. The Airport Sys-
tem has consistently raised concerns regarding development in this area since the late
1980s.! Comments specific to the subject property include the attached May 22, 2000
letter (denoted as item “b” in footnote below).

This particular property is located 1.22 miles from the departure end of Runway 16L and
will experience direct overflights by commercial aircraft at altitudes between 1,500 and
3 500 feet above the ground. This area is also directly under the Airport’s flight training
pattern and would resuit in direct overflight of both general aviation and military training

operations.

The Airport System wants to reiterate our previous concems that potential development
of this particular area poses both safety and aircraft noise issues even though the air-
craft noise contours do not show that this area is significantly impacted by aircraft noise.
This area will experience single noise events in excess of that in areas under the depar-
ture and arrival corridors due to the nature of training activities. The Environmental Im-
pact Report (EIR) for the proposed project should examine the potential noise impacts
including single-event noise exposure on the project resulting from current and pro-
jected future aircraft operations in the vicinity.

Should this project be approved, it is essential that the City require an avigation ease-
ment(s) for aircraft movement and noise. Details about projected Airport growth and
over flight considerations follow.

' Examples of Airport System comments on previous projects include: {a) North Natomas Community
Plan, meeting among Airport System staff, City Planning and SACOG staff, April 19, 1891, (b) Airport
System comment lstter on proposed Greenbriar Farms development, May 22, 2000, 1890 (aftached).
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Increased Airport Operations

Commercial aircraft operations are predicted to continue expanding during the coming
decades in both frequency and size of aircraft. Flights operations in early morning and
late evening hours are also expected to increase. The Airport Master Plan forecasts an
average annual passenger growth rate of four percent (4%) between 1999 and 2010,
and almost three percent (3%) between 2010 and 2020.2 The Master Pian also fore-
casts that average annual flight operations will increase 2.7% between 1999 and 2010,
and by 2.1% between 2010 and 2020.°

Recent growth rates have been particularly rapid. The total of 901,000 passengers
served in June 2004 was 14% higher than the same month in 2003, and was the first
time monthly passengers exceeded 900,000. For the 12-month period ending October
2004. the total number of passengers was 9,338,930, an increase of 602,341 (almost
7%). As an origination-destination airport, Sacramento International has obviously not
experienced the post 9-11 decline in passengers common among many *hub” airports.
The Airport's recent passenger increases were stimulated by more airlines offering Sac-
ramento service (Aloha, Hawaiian, JetBlue, Mexicana), coupled with an increase in
flights. Some departures, such as the two operated by JetBlue, occur in the late eve-

ning hours.

Aircraft departure routes for most northbound flights and aircraft training pass near the

area proposed for the Greenbriar development. The Natomas area has experienced

substantial urban growth in recent years and has resulted in greater numbers of noise

complaints received by the Airport System. As stated above, the number of aircraft
overflying this site will increase as the Airport continues fo grow. The Federal Aviation

Administration (FAA) has total control over aircraft departure routes. The Airport Sys-

tem is unaware of any FAA plans to alter these routes, and i is highly specuiative that

the FAA would alter these routes in the future.

Noise Considerations

The Sacramento County Grand Jury addressed the drawbacks of iand use incompatibil-
ity near. Sacramento International Airport in its Final 2001/2002 Report “Encroaching
Land Use Imperils Sacramento’s Airport System” (p. 42-51), published June 30, 2002.
This report summarized some of the potential negative impacts as follows:

The Grand Jury has concerns about the negative impact to the Sacramento County Air-
port System’s current and future plans for operations, growth and development at both
Sacramento International Airport and Mather Field as a result of planning, zoning and
land use decisions made by local political bodies.

Land use decisions made by the Board of Supervisors, County Planning Department
and Commission, and the City of Sacramento may seriously affect both airports’ opera-
tional status as well as future expansion plans. These decisions create a high probabil-

2 gacramento Intemational Airport Master Plan, February 2004, Table 3.2-1, p. 313
3 sacramento International Airport Master Plan, February 2004, Table 3.4-14, p. 3-53.
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ity for curfews, limited operations, restricted flight paths and the necessity of obtaining
operational variances for continuation or expansion of air transit operations.

These decisions have and will continue to expose Sacramento International Airport,
Mather Field and the taxpayers of Sacramento County to potential liability for damages
from lawsuits brought against airport operations at both facilities. This liability arises
from lawsuits that could be brought by surrounding commercial operations and residen-

. tial homeowners in new developments allowed to build in close proximity to known and
pre-existing major aviation facilities.

Although aircraft manufacturers have significantly reduced the noise levels of new air-
craft over the past 20 years and airlines work hard to reduce noise impacts, aircraft
noise remains an unwanted byproduct of aircraft operations. The Airport System does
its part to minimize aircraft noise by working with aircraft operators, air traffic controllers,
and concerned citizens to ensure the airport operates in as quiet a manner as possible.

As described in detail below, about 75 percent of aircraft departures from Sacramento
International Airport occur to the south. These overflights occur at altitudes ranging
from 1,500 to 3,500 feet above the ground. An aircraft flying at these altitudes at a hori-
zontal distance of one-half mile is close enough that it appears to an observer on the
ground to actually be overhead. Of perhaps even greater concern is noise generated by
military aircraft training operations at the Airport. Many of the military aircraft are larger
and noisier than commercial aircraft, and are typified by lower flight patterns (500 —
3,000 feet) than departing commercial aircraft. The variability of military aircraft opera-

tions could also be a significant source of potential annoyance to project area residents.

Background Information — Flight Tracks and Noise Exposure

The Airport System operates an Aircraft Noise and Operations Monitoring System
(ANOMS) that monitors aircraft flight tracks and noise exposure. Attached are flight
track plots generated by ANOMS for the Airport.  Figure 1 provides a location map of
the proposed Greenbriar development. Figure 2 depicts a single day of flight tracks
(November 17, 2004) when the Airport operates in a “south flow” configuration, i.e.,
landing to the south and departing in a southward direction. The green lines depict de-
partures, the red lines are arrivals, and the blue lines labeled as overflights are com-
prised mostly of aircraft training operations.

Wind and weather conditions dictate the direction of flow at SMF. Aircratft take off and
land into the wind. Because south winds predominate at the Airport, south flow occurs
about 75 percent of the time. If the winds and weather are highly variable, south flow
may occur intermittently throughout the course of the day. Figure 3 depicts Airport
“north flow” for a day (September 15, 2004). North flow is used when the winds are out
of the north, when other weather conditions dictate, and for nighttime naise abatement.
During the course of a year north flow occurs about 25 percent of the time.
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Figure 4 depicts the flight tracks associated with training activity for the fourth quarter of
2004 at the Airport. Although all types of aircraft train at SMF, the large military aircraft
are of greatest concern. These fransport-size aircraft, such as the C-5A, KC-10, and
KC-135, train several times each week. These aircraft operate at much lower aititudes
than the typical commercial traffic at the Airport and are also not subject to the engine
noise restrictions imposed on commercial aircraft. Fighter-type aircraft also utilize the
Airport. All public use airports are obligated to make their airfieid available to military
aircraft for training purposes and these aircraft may be in the flight pattern for up to an
hour. These aircraft operate at aititudes as low as 500 feet over this proposed devel-

opment.

Wildlife Attractant Concerns :
Though the original development plan did not include lakes within the Greenbriar pro-

ject, the most current plan shows several lakes. The area in which these lakes are pro-
posed is within the area defined by the FAA in Advisory Circular 5200-33A, Hazardous
Wildlife Attractants On and Near Airports as being in conflict with aircraft operations.
Positioning a new lake to the southeast of the airfield would likely increase waterfowl
traffic directly through the airspace and through the primary departure corridor for com-
mercial air traffic. The safety of said commercial traffic is at risk should the lakes be
built without conforming to the standards within the aforementioned FAA Advisory Circu-

lar.

Please refer to the attached memorandum (Attachment 6) from the United States De-
partment of Agriculture, Wildiife Services regarding what type of lakes would be accept-
able and how they must be maintained in order to be in agreement with the FAA guide-

lines.

Thank you for considering the Airport System's request and comments. Any questions
you have can be directed to me at B874-0704.

Sincerely,

Monica R. Newhouse
Airport Noise Program Manager

Enclosures (6)

C:
Robert B. Leonard, Airport Chief Operating Officer - County Airport System
Leonard H. Takayama, Deputy Director — Planning and Development,
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ROBERT LEONARD:
Master Plan Direg
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO yan caer 05.001
DEPARTMENT OF AIRPORTS Mail Loce; 95-001.

6900 AIRPORT BOULEY,
SACHAMENTO,. c&umnmm»ﬂﬁ

G, Hardy Acrea Johii OFarrel
‘BIRECTOR.GF AIRFOHTS ADMIKISTRATOR, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT &
My 23,2000 : NEIGHBORHOOD ASSISTANCEAGENG
M. Thonias Pace, Associate Planner
foy of Sazrameniq
1231 1 Street, Roo

Sacramento, CA 958142998

Subject:
Dear Mz Pate:.
The Sacramento County Affport Systéin staff his reviewsd the information, which you
st regarding the grepesedﬁreenbrm Farms development. . Asyoumlght guess, we have:
seqious concerns with:the proposal.

verfl 1ght noise is always @ matte:r ofconccm, aespecmlly when

11,2000, a1 .'day Almelsdrawnenth; att:
;enslosme 15 avemcai stme cﬂth ?KSpaﬁﬂ"aﬂhis “gate’ winch < hows

is htﬂc dou’bi but what we weuid receive complaints abiout these Thghts.

The6( CNEL fiolse contour,’ wiuch ‘you.are uuﬁmng, -was thelast ndise contours which the
Baani ‘ 'Supervxsars adoptcd in 1993, Thése contouirs.aré o longet current.. We ate

_ §or Sacramento International airport-which will provideus with
ncw SOHtOUrs; hawevet’, jt'is expecied t to be, appmx&matei; two years! ‘before. any.new
contoursare a d by the Board. '

“The Adeport Systeny recommends that local governments support the adopted CLUPS and
ot approve developments which are not in compliatics: with thie CLUPS. That would be’
thie case for this development:

SACRAMENTO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT EXECUTIVE AIRPORT MATHER MRPORT | ERANKLINFIELD
PHONE: {916) 920:5411 PHONE; {918) 8758035 PHONE: (916)875.7077 PHONE {916} 875:9035



fﬁqxal position-in.supportofiorin

any specific developmient: ‘Wetryto provide factual. data fo the decision:

gy can make an. znfomxcd decision, Iurge you tumslude & ﬂmmugh analysis
' ff overflight nojse {sstiesasthe City considers {hiis. proposed

The Airport System does not normally take:

P}ease cali Mr Fred Coxe at 874-0638 or: myseff at 8740600 if you. ‘Bave any qucstums ot

Thank you for giving us the ‘opportunity-to ba invotved inthe City’s consideration of the
‘Greenbrias Farms development, '

Sincerely,.

G. Har&y Acree Duec:or
Sacramento County Afrport System

Enclosures Tnternational Adrport Alrcrs ft Altitudes-over Greenbriar Farms Gra;ah
. ANOMS Flight Paths for International Axxport —May 1,2000

(MISCOD77- DO
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United States
Department of
Agticulture

Marketing and
Regulatory
Programs

Animal and
Piant Health
Inspection
Service

Wikdtife
Services

California State
Office

3418A Arden Way

Sacramendp, CA
95825
{916) 979-2675

USDA
YO

Subject: (reenbriar Hbusing Development ,
Date:  8/30/2005

To: Sacramento County Airport System

On August 30, 2005, Wildlife Services was asked to evaluate the proposed plans for
“Greenbriar Project” at the intersection of [-5 and Hwy 99 to determine the potential
for lakes in the development to become hazardous wildlife attractants.

Based oo information that has been provided to USDA-WS and our knowledge of
wildlife use patterns at SMF, the location of the proposed lake would likely increase
the number of hazardous wildlife in the area and their movements through flight
patterns. We would recommend that these kinds of altractants should net be
permitted with in a five mile radius of the airport, as prescribed by the FAA in A/C
5200-33A, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On and Near Airports. In SMF’s situation,
the golf course located west of the airport and Pritchard’s Lake located north of the
airport already attract substantial numbers of waterfowl to the area. Positioning a
new lake southeast of the airfield would be likely to increase waterfowl traffic
directly through the airspace around the airficld through a synergistic effect. This
situation is specifically addressed in Section 2.8 of the previously mentioned A/C.

The presence of lakes should be limited to water detention facilities, holding water for
no more than 48 hours, then allowing the basin to dry. These basins should be
maintained in shortly mowed grass, with easily maintenance slopes to prevent
vegetation build up. Any vegetation not maintained as landscape would be likely to
harbor populations of rodents attractive to raptors. Raptors pose another threat to
aviation, especially as the positioning of this feature in under the flight patterns. Any
wildlife attracted to the lake/detention pond should be hazed aggressively and
regularly to deter use of the facility.

If the above measures are followed, hazards to aircraft would be minimized, but not
completely avoided. Wildlife Services does not recomimend that water retention
basins be constructed within five mile radius if the feature has the potential attract
wildlife which may pose a hazard to aircraft because even the recommended
mitigation measures will not eliminate use by waterfow! and increased movement in

the airspace.
P}gz,ase feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

fica McDonald
Wildlife Biologist, USDA Wildlife Services

916-874-0501

APlIIS Safeguarding American Agricuitine
,'.'."'.""”/' APHIS is 80 agency of USDA's Markefing and Regulatory Programs

‘ An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer
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September 16, 2005

Tom Buford, Asscciate Planner
CiTY OF SACRAMENTO
Environmental Services Division
2101 Arena Boulevard, 2™ Floor
Sacramento, CA 95834

Pear Mr. Buford:

Subject: Recirculated Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for the
Greenbriar Project (P05-069)

Regional Transit (RT) staff has reviewed the Notice of Preparation for an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Greenbriar Project and submits the
following comments regarding the document:

Light Rail Operations

The Draft Environmental fmpact Report (DEIR) should identify the future light rail
alignment and station being planned through the area and the impacls of the
development on this future alignment and station. Analysis of traffic impacts on the
local intersections and the freeway interchange should take into account the
changes that will occur in the area when light rail is constructed. These cumulative

impacts need to be addressed.

Bike and Pedestiian Circulalion

The document should identify the pedestrian and bicycle connectivity within the site
and between the site and adjoining development and also analyze the impacts of
the development on this circulation. Strong pedestrian and bicycle circulation within
the subject site and adjoining roads/uses will facilitate ease of access by future
residents to transit services. RT wants to see a design that emphasizes a high
jevel &f pediestitan linkage encouraging pedestrian activities around the rail station.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have further questions regarding
these comments, please contact me at 556-0507 or at tjaiyeoba@sacrt.com.

Sincerely,

/,Zuvab

Taiwo Jaiyeoba
Director of Planning

c Mike Wiley, Assistant General Manager — Planning, RT
Don Smith, Senior Planner, RT



James P. Pachl

Attorney at Law
817 — 14 Street, Suite 100
gacramento, California, 95814
Tel: (916)446-3976

Fax: (916)447-8683
September 16, 2005

Tora Buford, Associate Planner

Plancing & Building Department

2101 Arena Bivd, 2nd floor gog ~937C

Sucramento, CA 95834

RE: comment NOP for DEIR for Greenbriar anpexation and project

Dear Mr. Buford,

, These comments are o1 hehalf of ECOS, Sierra Club, and Friends of the Swainson's
Hawk. These organizations are opposed to further development outside of the County Urban
Service Boundary and to further development in Natomas Basin outside of the present Permit

»

Areas of the NBHCP. Thus, they oppose this project, and also the extension of light rail through
the project area.

Incorporated herein by refercnce 8s ATTACHMENT A, is my lettor to Greg Bitter, City
of Sacramento, dated January 11, 2005, commenting on the Preliminary Review of Application
for Greenbriar Project, which discusses the following issues that will need to be analyzed io 30
FIR and considered by City in its decision-making:

(%) potential violation of the Natomas Settlement Agreerment (Stipulated Amendment of Federal
Judgment, May 15, 2001; (b) violation of City Council Resotution 2001-518; {c} potential
violation of the Federal and State Incidental Take Permits under 2003 NBHCP; (¢) fondiog of
new or upgraded highway interchanges and {anes; (g) impacts 1o pume farmland and the need to
mitigate for loss of prime farmland; (f) inconsistency with State law and LAFCO policy to
protect prime farmland; (g) conflicts between residential use and jet noisc impacts; (h)
inconsistency with California Education Code §§ 17213 and 1721 5; (i) cumulative impacts;

(j) mitigation of cumulative impacts; (K) funding of necessary traffic and drainage facilities; ()
light rail; () growth inducement. :

The project is outside the Counry Urban Service Boumdary. There are large areas of
vacant Jaud within the Urban Policy Area and Urban Service Boundary which are suitable for
development, and many opportunities for infilt development withiu cxisting urban and suburban
areas in the City and the region. This project, and further development in Natomas outside of the
cxisting USB, will divert investnent and resources away from infill and development within the
existing USB. This is an impact that must be addressed in the EIR.



Traffic impacts generated by the project on I-5 and Hwy 99, and traffic impacts on
regional access 10 the Airport must be analyzed. It should not be approvg:d if rraffic .gcneratcd by
the project, in combination with existing traffic and trafhc projected to arise from build-out of
North Natomas and South Sutter, will impede access to the Adrpott. Traffic analysis should
include analysis of impacts o0 Alrport access during e moming and evening commute fours;
and sualysis of effects on Airport operations if apalysis chows that traffic impacts will impede

Afrport access.

The EIR should address the inconsistency of the light rail project proposed for thr, area with US
EPA policies against fedexal investment in capacity-increasing trangportation projects in 020n¢
pon-attainment arcas,

Consisteney with " Jojnt Vision" Policies

The EIR must address consistency and inconsistencies of the project with cach of the
City/County adopted Joint Vision policies, including but not limited to Joint Vision's policies for
open space preservation, farmland preservation, airport protection. The EIR should cxplain how
the project will provide open space mitigation at the ratio of at lesst 1t 1 "within the
Sacramento unincorporated area of the Basin® (Joint Vision p- 11) and minimize and mitigale for
{oss of farmiand, (id), as required by Joint Vision.

The BIR must address consistency and inconsistency with the Joint Vision General Plan
Amendments and ammexation that are being processed by City and LAFCO.

mcwﬂmlﬁmmgﬂm

The letter of USFWS and CDFG, July 29, 2005, commenting on the prior NOP dated
Juns 28, 2005, raises important issues.

In the FEIR/EIS for the 2003 Natomas Basin FIabitat Conservation Plan, City stated that:

"Devalopment of West Lakeside and Greenbriar Farms is not considered
reasonably certain to occur because extensive studies, planning and further
analyses are required as part of the Joint Vision process before any development
approvals may be considered for any of these arcas, and because the outcome of
these efforts {s unknown." (FEIR/ELS p. 3.31, attached.) (ATTACHMENTY BB)

The NOP proposes that Greenbriar proceed ahead of Joint Vision, which ig inconsistent
with City's representations in NBHCP FEIR/EIS.

The effectivencss of the NBHCP's Operating Conservation program is explicitly
premised on the commitment of City to limit development 10 8,050 acres within the City's
Permit Area, Sutter's Commitment to limit development to 7,464 aores, and Metro Air Park
commmitment to limit development to 1,986 acres within its Permit area, for a total of 17,500
acred. The NBHCP, EIR/EIS, and other decision documents rely upon the assoroption that the
rest of the Basin will remain in agriculture and continue to provide habitat values for threatened

GGS and SWH.



The Federal District Court, Tudge Pavid Levi, construed the effect of these provisions in
its decision on September 8, 2005, upholding the 2003 NBHCP, as follows:

At pg. 30, fint 13, of the Opinion, the Couxt states that:
nthe Service and those sceking an TTP in the firtore will face an uphill battie if they
pttempt to argue that additional developraent in the Basin beyond 17,500 acres will not
resuit in jeopardy” pointing out that the HCP, Bio Op, Findings, ETR/EIS all are
prodicated on the assumption that development will be limited to 17,500 acres and the
rexpeining lands will remain in agriculture.

At pg. 22 fint 10, of the Opipion, the Court states that:
nwhile plaintiffs contend that future development will vitiate the NBHCP, it is more
Tikely that, if future development in. the [Sacramento] County will have this effect, the
Sceretary will decline to issue TTP's for development in [Sacramento] County or will
ingist on mitigation that may be considerably greater than required by the NBHCP."

The Greenbriar project, and other development proposed under “Joint Vision” are
inconsistent with the NBHCP as construed by the Court's decigion.

Habitat Baseline

Because the project is totally dependent upon issuance of Incidental Take Permits by
USFWS and CDFG and upon the habitat baseline established by the 2003 NBHCP, the habitat
haseline condition for Groenbriar and Jomt Vision would be the same as that relied upon by the
2603 NBHCP for thosc areas, because the NBHCP relied up remaining agriculture at Greenbriar
and in the Joint Vigion area to provide habitat benefits. Duning most years, Greenbriar was
cultivated in rice, which is valuable GGS habitat. It was fallowed for the past twe years 1o
atterapt to reduce the habitat baseline for GGS, but that is not the habitat condition relied upon
by the NBHCP and its EXR/EIS in detexmining that there were be no jeopardy ag along 2s the
Basin outside of the NBHCP Permit Areas remained in agriculture.

Prior to 1997, the Natomas Basin was certificd by FEMA as being protected agamst the
100-year flood of the Sacramento River. However, the FEMA certification is out of date and

cannot be relied upon.

The Sacramento Beg, September 8, 2005, (ATTACEMENT ). reported that 3 panel of
experts 3t the Floodplain Management Association Annual Conference concladed that "Our tisk
of deadly floods is probably much highex than we think”, because data on which is the basis of
the FEMA 100-year certification standard relies on information from the 1960's which s
seriously outdated.

The Corps of Brgineers and SAFCA have already found serious deficiencies in the
Sacramento River levee which protects Natomas. Sce "Commonly Asked Questions ..." by the
Corps and SAFCA, which was distributed at public meetings in July 2002 (ATTACHMENT D).



The Corps/SAFCA document states that engineering studies subsequent to the 1997 tlood

revealed that foundation soils underlying the levees do not meet enginecring criteria for

undesseepage, and that there is potential for underseepage to canse "boils" that conld canse levee
1 e levee could breach and cauge male flooding within

The Corpy/SAFCA. documents speaks of the need for major reinforcement of the
Sacramento River leves protecting Natoroas, for which money bas not been authorized or
appropriated. The New Orleans flood tragedy demonstated that & relatively small breach of a
levee rapidly becomes a very large breach, and that 2 flood basin, sach as New Orleans or Notth
Natomas, fills very rapidly once the levee is breached. Flooding of North Natomas during high
water conditions could be 30 feet deep in some locations.

Comtmon sense and prudence dictate that no further development be approved in Notth
Natomas pending reagsessment and jmprovement of the actual level of fload protection for

Natomas Basin. The E{R for thi roject shou iseue in ight of © t
{nformation. '
onsisten i o Folici
The EIR must address the consistency of this project with LAFCo's policies, mciuding

policies for agricultural Jand preservation, open space, habitat protection, mandate for tnfill
development in preference to development on farmland, protection of the Airport operations,

At the LAFCo hearing of August 3, 2005, the project proponent and developer, AKT
davelopment, represented that it would "donate” $10,000,000 from the proceeds of the project to
University of California, Davis, Health Care System, towards copstruction of & relocated medical
school facility. Several LAFCo Commissioners made comments indicating that thig "Jonation”
was & major reason for LAFCo to proceed with the project. The developer has allegedly offered

donations to other charitable organizations from the procecds of the project. )

Because it appears that the decision to approve the project will very likely be influenced
by the developer's statement of its intention to donate, the EIR and project description should
state whether the developet's statement of its intention to “donate” the funds to U.C. and the
ather charities is 2 Tegally binding legal obligation and condition of approval for the project.




James P. Pachl

Attorney at Law
817 - 14T Street, Suite 100
Sacamento, California, 95814
Tek (916}446-3978
Fax: (916)447-8689

January 11, 2005

Greg Bitter

Planning & Building Department
City of Sacramento

1231 1 Strest, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 93814

RE: Prefiminary Review of Application for Greenbriar project, H#IR04-463

Dear Mr. Bitter,

I vepresent ECOS, Siera Club, and Friends of the Swainson's Hawk in pending litigation
challenging the velidity of the 2003 Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan. [ received a copy
of the Application on January 10, 2005, and offer the following comment for City's

consideration:

A. Potential Vielations of Natomas Settlement Agreement (Stipulated Amendment of
Judgment, Mzy 15, 2001).

] am the Plaintiff's representative for implementation of the Natomas Settierent
Agreement, which was incorporated into a Stipulated Amendrment of Tudgment in NWF v.
Babbitt, Civ. No. $-99 274 DFG, filed May 16, 2001, The Stipulated Judgment, p. 17, staies
that Ciity shall enact a resolutien which restricts first-stage legislative entitlements on Greenbriar,
and two other projects, until completion of the pending SOI study for proposed development n
Natomas Basin outside of the NNCP erea. Such a Resohrtion 2001-518 was enacted by the City
Council on June 24, 2001, which defipes first-stage legisiative entitiements as incleding
prezoning, Tozoning, general or community plan amendments, development agreements, or
establishment of a PUD. Most of the actions requested by the project applicant are therefore
prohibited until after completion of the SO study referenced i Resolution 2001-518.

The Stipulated Judgment, pg. 16, parag. b, states that City will confirm, in its preparation
of its SO! study, its interest in creating a GGS protection zone. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
separately submitted to City a conceptual map of a GGS protection zone that included allora
substantial portion of the subject property, to provide GGS aquatic habitat connectivity between
GGS habitat areas and wetland preserves of the Natomas Basin Conservancy north and south of
the Greenbriar propertics. The project map chows no connectivity comidor for GGS. While the
Settlement Agreement does not require a "GGS protection zone” on this property, USFWS

-4 -
A TpCHhelT ’A'T

LU




clearly intends that any fotuce Incidental Take Permit covering development on this property

would include a nortb-south "GGS habitat copnectivity corridor” through this property.

. Potential Violation of Federal snd State Yucidents}l Take Permits Under 2863
NBHCP

‘The conservation mrtigation program of the 2003 Natomas HCP relies upon the
assumption that development in the Basin will not oxceed 17,500 acres for the S0-year term of
the permit, all of which is restricted to the Permit Arcas of City, Sutter County, and Metro Air
Pazk, and that the rest of the Basin will largely remain in agriculture (to supplement the
ipadequate mitigation program). The 2003 NBHCP provides that the City shall not approve new
development outsidc of its Permit Arca without incidental take permits under the Pederal and
State Endangered Species Acts, and thet such new development shall trigger re-evaluation and
possible amendment of the of the Natomas Basin HCP. Permitting of new development outside
of the City's NBHCP Pennit Arca without Tocidental Take Permits would expose the City to
revocation of its permit under the NBHCP and potential civil and criminal action for violation of
Federal and State ESA.

The project application fails to include any commitment to mitigatc for impacts oo
threatened and endangered species, or to obtain Incidental Take Permits under the Federal and
State ESA. The Eovironmental Information Form asks the applicant to list other permits and
public approval required for the project. The applicant wrote in n.4.", which seems 1o declare
that applicant intends to ignore the requirement for Federal and State Incidental Take Permits
under Federal and State ESA. -

C. QOther Yssuey

The only highway access are the interchanges at Elkhom/Hwy 99, avd the Airport
interchange, which are cleatly inadequate 10 sexve the project. A new lane would be needed on
Hwy 99 to accommodate waffic generated by the project. The projest application fails to makoe
any provision for constructing a new ot upgraded interchange, or additional highway lanes. Will

aflowe i 1 i1 hanees and hiphwy \anes?

The project site is prime farmland, the Joss of which must be mitigated. Such mittgation
‘s feasible and thus required under the Court of Appeal decision in the Lent Ranch case (2004.)
The project is ignoring State Jaw and LAFCO policies for protection of prime agricnltursl land.

There are significant airplane poise Lopacts arising from operatioos of the Sacramento
Tnternational Airport. The Airport discourages new residential construction west of Highway 99
because of conflicts between residential use and jet noise impacts. In commenting on the original
North Natomas Community Plan, the Airport strongly opposed any residential construction

west of Highway 99. '

. Cahfqrnia Education § 17215 prohibits using State and local funds to construct schools
within two }mles of an aifport runway, unless approved by the California Department of
Transportation. Such approval may be ualikely because of current and anticipated air traffic

—f -

AThcnmeer A2



volume at Sacramento Internetional. Most of the area between Bwy 99 and the Airport is within
two miles of the east runway, except for a narrow strip alangside Hwy 99, where siting of
schools is inadvisable duc to highway noise and clevated air pollution from vehicle exhaust.
Siting of a school within 500 feet of a ficeway is severely restricted by Education Code Section
17213. This may be 8 consiraint on the desirability of residential uses at Greenbriar.

There are major cumulative impacts issues a8 10 air quality, traffic, drainage, and flood
control arising from the combined impacts of this project, existing development in North '
Natomas, and reasonably foreseeable new devclopment in North Natomas, *loint Vision." Metro
Air Park, and Sutter County. How will these cumulative impacts be mitigated? Who will pay

sary affic gnd drainage facili cw developme he publi

The project map shows light tail service © the site. However, such light rail service is
contingent upon Federal funding that may not wateralize. Projected ridership on the proposed
airport Line, based on existing approved land uses, does not meet Federal criteria for funding. Itis
sot know whether approval of urban development at Greenbdar would change that ,
Jetexmination, Rail expansion linked to development of farmland is contraversial, and
controversiol projects tend 1o get pushed down on the priority list. Federal funding is
inoreasingly scaree due 1o raultiple demands to serve existing urban areas, and rapidly esualating
costs of other federal needs having higher priority (e.£.: servicing increased national debt, -
increased military expense, funding social security obligations.) Light rail servics to Natomas is
also dependent upon linkage to the proposed Intermodal Terminal, which is financially infeasible
without much more federal funding that is unlikely to be spproved. Tt would be highly unrealistic

jiy's evaluati i i e that there will be 1t i i the ai

The commercial retail area proposed along Elkhom is growth-inducing as to the farmland
north of Eikhotn Bivd.

The subject property is ouitside of the County Urban Service Boundary. There are large
areas of vacant land within the Urban Policy Area and Urban Service Boundary which are
suitabie for new development, and many opportunities for infill development in the region. For
that reason, ECOS, Sierra Club, and Friends of the Swainson's Hawk continue 10 Oppose new
development outside of the County Urban Service Boundary.

Thank you for the opportupily to comment.
Very Truly Yours,

Jamnes P Pachl

ATEpctr g o7 A 3




NBHCPVOL1001627
SECTION X RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

(vec Section 221 and Section 4.1.2.3) because this is the amount of development that would be
allowed m the Natomas Basin under adopted City, Snthex County, and Sacramento County
Jand use plans. In other words, 17,500 acres represents the level of development considered
reasonably foreseeable in the Basin,

Other specific development approval vequests for lands oufside of the City, Suiter County,
and MAY Permit Areas were not considered reasonably foreseeable under NEFA for the
ressans described above in the discugsion rvegarding the treatment of cuunulstive effects
ander the BSA. Section 41.23 of the EIR/EIS explains that several other long-teTm projects,
including the potential for development withdn the unincorporated postion of Secramente
County, have the potential to oocur in the Basin at some unidentified future date. If thesc
projects gecur, they would not be inclisded  the 17,500 acres of Plarned Development
rmloss the NBHCY is amended or a separate FICP were prepared for that additional
development. Both the EIR/ £S5 and NBHCP ackaowledge that any additional usban
development in the Basin beyond 17 500 acres may contribute to significant cumulaiive
environmental effects to the resources within the Natomes Basin. However, at the time the
Tyraft FIR/ B was preparved, insufficient data were available to conduct an assessment of
these comulative effects, in part, because the natere, location, amount, and extent of such
development was yoknowt and remains unkpown as described Further above i this
Master Response, Additonally, no spexific land uses or proposals were idemtified (with the
exception of the Creenbriar Farms and West Lakeside areas) that would enable an analysis
of potentinl cumulative impacts.

The following text summarizes the status of future specific development proposals ot
planning efforis that commentors suggest shoukd be considered curnulative projects and the
way in which the NBHCF and EIR/EIS address these planning efforts or proposals.

Waos{ Lakaslde and Graenbriar Farms. The Draft NBHCP describes the West Lakeside and
Creenbriax Farms proposals on page II-15. The developer has attempted fo obiain necessary
development approvals for several years to support development of the West Lekeside and
Greenbriat Farms properties, In its latest attempts, the developer filed a general plan
acnendoent, prezoning and amaxation applications with the City on February 22, 2002 for
the West Lakeside project. Although the developer has expressed intesest in annexing the
Greenbriar Faxms property, it has not fled any applications with the City. Because the West
Lakeside and Greenbriat Rarms properties are not included in any adopted Iand use plans
nox are they Jocated within the City's SO and city limits or within the County’s Urban
Services Boundary, development of these axeas is not allowed by the City ox Sacramento
County. Whila the developer has expressed interest in armexation ko the City, the status of
these requests and the bong and ability to obtain necessary local approvels remain
pneertain becanse t is unknown whather the foint Vision effart would result in changes to
the SOT so that such development could proceed. Consequently, development of these
properties was considered speculative st the time the Draft NBHCP was prepared, and it
remains specalative. .
Moreover, the wﬁmwmﬂwwmm& the West Lakeside and
Greenbriar Faxms for the foreseeable future. In accordance with the Settlement Agrezment in -
Wﬁm litigration, the City adopted a resolution (Resolution No. 2001-518
Appendix H of the Final EIR /EIS), imposing restrictions on its appioval of General Plan
amendments, rezonings/ prezonings, and development agreements for the Camino Norte,
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ECTION 3 RESPOMSES TO DOMMENTS

West Lakeside, and Greenbriar Farms areas, or any lands otherwise located outside of the
existing boundaries of the North and South Natopnas Community Plans unti] completion of the
Joint ‘Yision. Consequently, these axeas ore not covered by the NBHCP and the ITPy, ond the
City is prohibited under its Resclution from sking any actions to approve the Waest Lakeside
and ({CenbIAy Farms annexations and development proposals pending the res
i350T eHFORL, Loeveiapment o est e and Gieenhiat Fartos properfy i not
~ormidared reasonably certain to orcut because extensive studies, planning, and fuxther
analyses are required as part of the Joint Vision process before any developmant approvals
ray be considexed for any of these areas, T Tormusc the ontcome of these efforts is urdnown.
These projects aiso are not considered related projects undex ESA or CESA because they are
ot considered autharized activities that may bo covered by the NBHCP and ITPs. For these
reasons, they are not considered reasonably foreseeable.

Northern Territorfes/Broakflaid Land Comparty. In the 1990, Northern Territovios, Inc.
propoged a large devalopment project in Sacramento County north of Eikhom Boylevard
ottside the County’s Urban Sexvices Boandary. The County dexied the development project
and rejected the proposal to chenge the Urban Services Boundary for this project. As of the
date of preparakion of the Final NBHCP and EIR/FIS, the developer has not fled any

further annexation requests with the County or the City of Secramento. As stated above, the
City in restricted in 18 consideration of this project, should an apphication be filed, because
this axen is autside of the City's SOLand County’'s Urban Bervices Boundary, In other words,
urless the City's SOI or County's urban service boundary is expanded o inchnde this
property, the City or County must deny an urban developroont application. Consequently,
this area ig not covered by the NBHCP and the ITPs, and the City 5 prohibited wnder
Resolifion No. 2001-518 from talting any actions to approve a development proposal
pending the results of the Joint Vision effort described above. Development of this property
is not considered rensonably cevtain to ocour ‘because extensive studies, planning, and
further analyses are required before any development approvals may be considered for this
axes, and becanse the outcome of these efforts is mnknown. This project als0 is not
considered a related project under the ESA because it is ot covered by the NBHCP and
ITPs. Consequently, it is not considered reasonably foreseeable.

North River Coglition. The Noxth River proposal consists of 822 acres for development south
of West El Camino Avenue, inclading a 350-acre auto mall, outside of the Urban Services
Boundery and the City's Permit Acea. Sacamento County has held on abeyance its response
fo this proposel pending the outcome of the Joint Vision process. Developrment of the North
River Conlition’s proposal is not considered reasonably certain to oceur because extensfve
studlies, planning, and further analyses are required as part of the Joint Vision process
before the potential for development of this property can be determained.

Afteghany Properties, This area cotsists of 86 acres on the west gide of E1 Centro Road
outside of the City’s Permit Area. No application has been filed for urban development an
this property. This property must await the xesults of the Joint Vision planning effort before
the City could consider development of this site.

Lauppe Family/AKT, This area consists of approximately 298 actes of tand bounded by L5,
Powerline Road, West Drainage cenal, and RD 1000 Lone Tree canal outside of the City's
Permit Area. This property must await the results of the Joint Vision planning effort before
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Editorial: Our New Orleans
Do Natomas residents realize flood danger?

Published 2:15 am PDT Tuesday, August 30, 2005
Story appeared In Editorials section,

some parts of New Orleans remaln above water ~ battered and bruised to be

sure from Hurricane Katrina, byt stit breathing, The power of this frightening

storm, whose total damage wort't be kniown for some time, came dangerously
close to socking New Orleans with 2 surge of water and wind that could have
submerged much of the dty. -

A e e prouy [ oM oA @Y

New Orleans, essentially a bowl that is protected by walls, is used to the risk
posed by tropieal storms. The hurricane risk s such a part of the city's
psyche that a tall drink is named in its hanor, The Sacramento reglon has
some bowls of its own, one just as deep as New (Orleans, yet countiass
newcomers may not be aware of the fiood risk. And that is pretty darmn scary.

The fast-growing Natomas
basin, those cotmmunities
popping up seemingly overnight
around Arco Arena, is this
reglon's version of a New
Oreans. Before the levees, the
basin would remain under watar
throughout the spring as
snowmelt causad the ,
Sacramento River to sprawl
throughout the valley, Now a
system of [evees, canals and
pumps keeps Natomas fow and
ary. m i i e e

New Orleans |5 vuinerablg o o
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Wm-mﬂ:mm%w'wm T
certain storm of a certain ferocity arriving on 2 certain path. Natomas IS %
vulnerable If the Sacramento or American fivers - or both - surge after a cycle o
of monster rain storms. The American River empties into the Sacraments and
causes its water tevel 1o dangerously rise. Likewise, any number of major
rivers on the Sacramento system, such as the Yuba or Feather, can test the RN SYES s
levees along the system.

TIRE YECH Sve feelof,
Under current state 18w, homeowners arer't required to buy flood Insurance busas. alan
even If the first floor would be entirely under water wer 3 tevee to break. If
that levee (shouid it hold) can hold back a starm that theoretically has a 1- TRAFEIG CONTROL.
in-100 change of happening in any given winter, there is no insurance PERSON MEEDED Call
requirement. sk
New Orleans, one of the nation’s oldest dities, has a Civic memory of mugE_DE.IMﬁ&L
hurricanes, While plenty of Sacramento residents remember the storms of CLASS A for loghl s
1997 and 1986, the collective worry about the weather seems to fade with
the onset of every spring. W] e i
While there’s ne need to invent a new umbrelta drink in honar of the Pacific v _
storm cycle that could bury local communities such as Natomas in water, It's Wﬁ )
Important to jook at those images of New Qrteans and reatize that we're In
harm's way as wefl. Xf you live behind a levee, seriously consider buying flood TRUGK DRIVER END-
insurance. Gur fiood protection system is better than it used t© he, but it DUMP. CLASS A
needs to gat a whole iot hatter. Untl that happens, sacramento has
something in cormmon with New Orleans that na ong should ignore. TRUCK DRIVER
Petraleum, Class A ..,
TRUGK DRIVER. CLASS.
TheSacranintoee - Get the whohe MWW—W ACiean Y.
)
Theatrcal/tousing .o
TRUCK DRIVERS CDL.
Wanted for movement.
Adls by Gogaiv 2
Wﬂ%&mﬂﬁ . TRUCK QRIVERS DHE..
The Invisite Contral Wall Rempvesble flood wall protsdtion
vAww. foodcontrolam cam ingking Int QwnerQps.
Two pareons srecl 300 fyhour 3 - & f high food prolaclion Sﬁﬁﬂfﬂﬁﬁm
asmdevaloomenl.oom
1ood f VETERINARY.
£ind Fond Insurance And Conlral From 14 Soarch Englres 1n 1 '
waw nfa. comiFlood TeECHS
yiew Alt Ten Joba
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Commonly Asked Questions About the Froposed Modlficatlons

Yo
The Sacramento Blver Fast Lever and Natamas Cyo9s Canal Lavees

‘What is the purpose of the proposed project?

i j i iver ‘botwaon
To 1996, Congress authorized 8 project to raise the cast tovee af the Sacremento Raves in Natomaa botd
Powerlinn Rood and Verons so st it could safely withstand higher weleX lovels that arc expecied during
vory lasge Sorms. fn 1995, Congress spproved raising tho porth and south levees along the Natomas Crass
comal so that thoy could contain the seme Bigher waler levels. Engineanng studies for desigring tho

projects g eritoria farunder-

Bave revealed thot the fovmdation sofls under the tevee do pot meat sngitee i
som. T Tovess could b unssie when Diphst wator DCCO.

g _ Theyefore, without correchive &
'T%&%Bc the Corps, the Stats Reclamation Board ond the Sacmmnepio ‘Axes Flood Conirol Agency are

cquontly, B
ovaluating options to addross dus onder-seepage issue. Ope or moxe

jroplomentced as partof the Teves raise project.

of thesa options would be

‘What s “tader-seepage”?

Under-sccpage 3 water seoping through pennoable Jovoe foundation soil strata such as sand sod gravel.
Druring » fleod, high iver stoge cyeales presure that forges water into the tram an the river tide of the
Jevee. The watcr flaws sway from the cover ader the Yoves and either seeps out of the ground on the Aty
side of the lovea or becames grouadwascr. 1f the puxface sails on the dry alds of tho lovos have Jow
permesbility, such as ilt ond clay, they vestrict senpage to o suface, Tho resiriction canyps the water fo
exort upwrd pressure on the eurface soats andt can “Nift" if5. The boil provides a paseae

for inereesed flow of water and the hcrmcdm_%m 20 wash pWRY the gand below the l=vee. Ifnot

seinforced, the levee could breach nad cwase tmajor fonding within the Natomas Busin.
———

Hovw could the risk of under-seepage be sddressed?

“Tho projoct sponaors axe cvuluating thee dilferent aptians to teduce the ritk of jevoe fhilura duo to undor-
geepage. The first option is to reinforce the pifectod levees with a bevm oxtonding qutward 108 to 200 feet
from (he lendside of the lovee. Al ths fevee, the berm has thickuess of about vight fest tapering to abont
thiroe fet ot the cdgs. The second ophion is to install 2 sccpage cut-off wall through the leven. To be
effective, the bottom of the cut-off wall must extend into & ko peroonbility soi} strata suph as clay.
Construction cquipment mits the depth of cut-off wall copstruction 1o sbaut 30 fast below the top of
fevee, Tolocatipns where tho dopthi 1o clay stata exceeds 80 fest, the cutoff wall is oot foasible. The third
option i3 to install wells, disches and pumps slong the lo ad-side of the leves that are designed to sellove the
pressure by celeasing the confined watex o the surfice 2nd then movang it back ro the river.

What is the purpese of this meetlep?

Yu ordex to facifitote public input iato the profoct planning proscss and to camply with Stata znd Redarnl
?nvwnm&n&_i Taws, the Corps will produce an egvironmental docursent disclosing the environmental
impucts of raising the levees und implementing the various under-soepage contamment options. The
purposc of today’s scoplog Toeeting i3 to provids interested moatbers of the public with information about
thesa rocasures so they in turn can idetmify enviranmental and other conderas that need 1o be considered in
the project planning process und the enviroumental docymens. Public input will again be sought when the
environmonin] docurnent is conplets 1 diaft form, Inter this year,

1 T~
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‘Wheo will pay the cost assoclated with this project?

1 tho State ogislatie snd Conggress spprove tho project, oS8 will be shared a3 follaws:
-~

Pederal Share: TS pevceat

Srate Share: 17.5 poveeat

RAFCA Sherc: 1.5 porcent

‘Whe will be sifected by construction of ths propesad project?

Trxing construction, this projest will affest tesldoni and businesses in e appronciynaie geogeaphical area
of the Garden Highway leveo Betwoen Orchard Lane and Verons and the Natomas Cross Conal nosth and
south leyees, Lands and rasemests will be acquired from Praperty ownes along both skdes of (heae Jevaes.

Work slong fho Gazden Highway leves will require that local smd through traffic be detoured sround the
construction arca. Provisions for emeignney access by police, e, «od archulance will be maintaiocd arall
fimo. Controlled provisions for oS and ogress from homes and businnas will be aaslotmined st o1l fmed.

e exact natare of the kafhie control plam cannot be dcterooimad untdl all information 63 project impicts ia
gvuileble.

Propexty owsexs and rotidenty wilhin the affected construction “zoae™ will be kept informad sod are needod
mpmkipaminﬁwphnndngpmssmthispmje& .
‘Whot will the construction start?

Yrojected constrktion is cxpected to begin in 2005

How long will it take to constract the project?

The aonmmﬁﬁn schedule xl; be dcp:;lmt an the ltexnative selected, tequirements o avald
eqvironmental § on tencd and cndangered spoch , and the need to in i
o &:ewcm  hreator spoois irgace public access sround

Whao will benefit from construction of this ;;rc;med prn.]aet?

The project leveey protect &1} 55,000 oexes of the Natonus basin, so »li propertics in the basin will benefi

from the , Properiiss i :
lamwilftf:f‘f pe tmdmwnm&:nf&chmmﬁmmﬁtbydnumhgthc&kmattﬁn
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Scoping Meetings .

(Cnmnmnity Meetings)
Qacramento River East Bank Levee

And
Natomas Cross Canaul

The U.8. Army Corps of Enginsers (Corps), the State Reclamation ?oaiid
(Btate) and the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA!wnv jf}
you to attend any or all of the Scoping Meetings lated below. We W

he East Levee of the

s remedies for (1) seepage problems along t
g?;;;ent? River and the North and South Levees of the Natomas Cross
Canal, (2} erosion protection along the east pank of the gacramento River
at several sites and {3} raising of the Sacramento River East Bank Levee

and Natomas Cross Canal Levees,

Tharsday, July 25 Tuesday, July 30 Wednesduy, Joly 31

6:00 - 8:00 P.M. 6:00 — 8:00 P.M. 6:00 — 8:00 P.M.

South Natomas Teal Bend Golf Course Holt of California
Community Center Meeting Room Conference Room

2921 Truxel Road 7200 Garden Hwy. 7310 Pacific Avenue
gacramento, CA 95833 Qacramento, CA 95837 Pleasant Grove, CA 95608

High flows in the Qacramento River during the Flood of 1986 triggered seepage
through the Sacramento River East Levee in Natomas nearly failing the levee
in several locations. The problem was remedied through insertion of a shirry
wall along a reach of the levee and copstruction of a stability berm along
another reach of the levee between 1990 and 1993.

W engineers determined that flows higher than those
cxperienced in 1986 could create high pressure in porous materials undex the
levee. This higher pressurc may penetrate the surface soils on the landside of
the levee resulting in wﬁéﬁ@%ﬁﬂ%wg
At the above Scoping Meetings, representatives Iroro. the Corps, ihe ate and
SAFCA will present information on alternative remedies to address this
underseepage problem and plans to raise the levees. The public will have an

o,pporjcunity to identify concerns that need to be addressed as the project
planning process continues.

PLEASE. PLAN TO ATTEND.

For further information, contact Maggie Frankl e e ,.At "
Sacramenio Ares Flood Control A« y }u_
—-— 4 o

hvﬁ’qi"‘!é w1 -3



1231 | STREET

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
DEPARTMENT CITY OF SACRAMENTO M 300
CALIFORNIA SACRAMENTO, CA
Planning Division 95814-2998
PLANNING
916-808-5381
FAX 916-808.5328

Date: June 28, 2005

To: Responsible Agencies, Interested Persons, and Organizations

From: Tom Buford, Associate Planner, City of Sacramento

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Greenbriar Project {Project P05-069)

Public Review Period: June 28, 2005 to July 289, 2005

Introduction
The Notice of Preparation for the Greenbriar project (P05-069) is attached.
Project Area

The project is located in the unincorporated portion of Sacramento County, on approximately 577 acres
located at the northwest intersection of State Route 99 (SR 99) and Interstate 5 (I-5). The project site is
located outside the current Sphere of Influence for the City of Sacramento. The site is bordered by
agricultural and rural residential land uses to the west and north, I-5 and agricultural lands to the south, and
SR 99 and a new residential community currently under development within North Natomas to the east.
Regional access fo the project site is provided from SR 99 and i-5. Local access to the project site is
provided by Etkhom Boulevard (Exhibit 1).

The recently approved Metro Airpark development area is located approximately 2 miles west of the project
site, within Sacramento County and adjacent to the eastern boundary of the Sacramento International
Airport. The Metro Airpark development area includes existing and proposed commercial, hotel, and
recreational (i.e., golf course) land uses. The City’s North Natomas Community Plan area is located
adjacent to the eastern boundary of the project site and across SR 99. New residential and commercial land

uses are currently being developed east of the project site.
Project Description

In addition to proposed approvals and development described below, the proposed project includes a
request for a Sphere of Influence (SOI) boundary adjustment and annexation to the City of Sacramento. The
Sacramenio County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) is the agency with statutory
responsibility for boundary changes and Sphere Of influence adjustments, and the EIR will therefore
address LAFCO’s needs for environmental evaluation and disclosure under CEQA. The EIR will evaluate
the potential environmental impacts of the project and recommend mitigation measures as required. The



lead agencies will prepare a full-scope, project EIR in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15120 and
15161.

The applicant is seeking approval of a residential mixed-use development on the project site, which is
jocated adjacent to and west of the Sacramento City limits and the City’s SOI; as such the project applicant
is seeking to annex the project site to the City. Annexation will require approval of pre-zoning entitlements
from the City, and approval of an amendment to the City's SO1 and annexation approval from the
Sacramento County Local Formation Commission (LAFCO).

The project includes the construction of a range of housing types (e.g., high, medium, low density). The
proposed land use planis a predominantly residential development centered on a common water feature
(approximately 41 acres) (Exhibit 2). A total of 3,723 housing units and approximately 30 acres of retail and
commercial space would be constructed on site. An 11.3-acre elementary school would be provided in the
southeastern portion of the project site. Atotalof 8 neighborhood parks (approximately 59 acres) wouid be
provided throughout the community and would be connected by the central water feature and pedestrian
paths and trails.

Commercial development would be primarily located in the northeastem portion of the project site along
Eikhorn Boulevard. Medium and high density housing and retail land uses would be located in the center of
the project site along a new arterial that connects the project site fo the North Natomas Community to the
east and Metro Airpark to the west,

The project would require several land use entilements from the City of Sacramento including a general
plan amendment, zoning amendments, pre-zoning, expansion of the North Natomas Community Plan area,
and amendment of the North Natomas Community Plan. The project site is cummently designated as
agricultural cropland by the County and agriculture by the City. The project would change the land use
designation to low density residential, medium density residential, high density residential, communitylvillage
commercial, and parks and open space land use designations under the City's Generat Plan.

Environmental Effects

The City reviewed the proposed project and determined that an EIR should be prepared. itis expected that
the following environmental issues will be evaluated in the EIR. ,

Consistency with Plans and Policies: Evaluation of project consistency with applicable land use and
environmental plans and policies applicable to the project site including the Sacramento County General
Pilan, City of Sacramento General Plan, the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, the
Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan, and other relevant plans.

Traffic and Circulation —impacts to local and regional transportation facilities including several freeway
segments. The evaluation transportation analysis will evaluate local intersections, project-related vehicle
trips, proposed site circulation and access, local transit operations, and the surrounding roadway
network.

Agriculture —Conversion of agricultural land to urban uses and impacts to surrounding agricultural
uses.

Air Quality -Regional and local air quality will be described, and air quality impacts during construction
(short-term) and project operation (long-term). The project’s estimated air emissions will be compared to
emissions thresholds of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District.



Hydrology and Water Quality —Effect on hydrology and water quality characteristics of the central
valley region including alteration of drainage patterns, erosion, stormwater discharges, and flooding.

Geology and Soils —Seismicity of the local area, presence of existing fault lines and effect on
development, erodibility of site soils, soil stability, and expansive characteristics of site soils.

Noise —Construction and operational noise impacts (including traffic and airport noise) and comparison
of these impacts to applicable noise thresholds.

Biological Resources — Botanical and wildlife reconnaissance surveys will be conducted. The EIR will
describe the existing biological resources on the project site and evaluate the project’s impacts to these

biclogical resources.

Cultural Resources ~Cultural resource impact assessment for the project site. Field surveys and
literature review of the project site will be completed and summarized in the EIR. '

Public Services —Potential to create adverse impacts to the provision of fire, police and emergency
medical response, public schools, and libraries.

Utilities —Current capacity of the water and wastewater systems and the project's impact to these
systems. An analysis of the regional water supply conditions will be provided, consistent with Senate Bill
610 (CEQA Section 21151.9),as well as water conveyance, wastewater coliection and treatment, storm
drainage, solid waste disposal, and electricity and natural gas services.

Aesthetics —Potential visibility of the project from surrounding uses and viewsheds. An assessment of
the spatial attributes of the project and lighting/glare impacts to onsite and offsite areas will be provided.

Public Health and Hazards —Hazardous materials assessments, potential project impacts related to
use of hazardous materials and emergency response plans, and safety issues related to the
Sacramento Intemnationat Airport.

Parks and Open Space —Project’s potential to increase the use of neighborhood and regional parks,
project's consistency with applicable plans and policies for parks and open space, and the project's
potential to result in the loss of open space.

Population and Housing —Project’s consistency with applicable goals and policies of the Housing
Element in City of Sacramento’s General Plan, as they relate to environmental policies and impacts. The
EIR will analyze how the project affects the jobs/housing ratio for the City of Sacramento and North
Natomas community. The EIR will also evaluate affordable housing requirements for the city and county
of Sacramento, and potential for inducing additional growth.

Cumulative impacts ~ The EIR will summarize the cumulative impacts of the project as identified and
described in each of the environmental technical sections.

Alternatives

The EIR will examine a range of feasible alternatives to the proposed project. The following project
alternatives have been tentatively identified for analysis in the EIR:



i
2)
3)
4)

Airport Land Use Compatibility: Avoid or reduce noise and safety impacts from operations at the
Sacramento International Airport.

Reduced Impacts to Biological Resources: Designed to avoid or reduce impacts to wetlands and
giant garter snake habitat on the project site.

Reduced Traffic Generation: Designed to constrain development at the project site to reduce the
potential of exceeding Level of Service (LOS) thresholds

No Project Alternative — Continuation of Existing Land Uses: Assumes no project and continuation
of existing conditions at the project site.

Other alternatives may be added following review of comments received in response fo this NOP and the
public scoping meeting.

Submitiing Comments

To ensure the full range of project issues of inferest to responsible agencies and the public are addressed,
comments and suggestions are invited from all interested parties. Written comments or questions
concerning the EIR should be directed to the environmental project manager at the following address by
5:00 p.m. on July 29, 2005:

City of Sacramento Planning Division

Attn: Tom Buford, Associate Planner

12311 Street, Room 300

Sacramento, CA 95814
Direct Line: (916) 808-7931
E-mail: tom.buford@cityofsacramento.org

All comments must include full name and address in order for staff to respond appropriately.
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DBate

June 28, 2005
June 29, 2005
June 30, 2005
July 1, 2005
July 11, 2005
July 13, 2005
July 19, 2005
July 25, 2005
July 26, 2005
July 26, 2005
July 28, 2005

July 29, 2003

Scoping Meeting

July 13, 2005

NOTICE OF PREPARATICN RESPONSES
PROJECT NAME: Greenbriar (P05-069)

Review Period: June 28, 2005 to July 29, 2005

Name and Organization

Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

William Ness, U. S Army Corps of Engineers (via e-mail)
Walt Seifert, Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates (via e-mail)
Helen Selph, City of Sacramento, Long Range Planning
Nancy Miller, Miller, Owen & Trost (Legal Counsel for Sacramento LAFCO)
Monica Newhouse, Sacramento County Airport System
Sandy Hesnard, Caltrans Division of Aeronautics

Art Smith, SMAQMD

Dennis J. O'Bryant, California Department of Conservation
Katherine Eastham, California Department of Transportation
Wendy Haggard, P.E., County Sanitation District 1

Wayne White, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Transcript: EIR Scoping Meeting
Monica Newhouse, Sacramento County Airport System
George Munson, Sacramento County Airport System

Katherine Eastham, Calfrans, District 3



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Governor’s Office of Planning and-Researeh——o—m
o Lo\ 2 2 ]
State Clearinghouse and Plan :gx_gn@} Unityr =
[ —
Arnold i » :
Schwarzenegger E i -Ni
Governior d Jut 05 2005
Notice of Preparation .
Juge 28, 2005 :
' PLANNIIG DEPARTMENT
To: Reviewing Agencies
Re: Greenbriar Development Project

SCH# 2005062144

Attached for your review and cornment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Greenbriar Development Project
draft Envirenmental Impact Report {HIR). ’

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Agency.
Tigs is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a timely

INANNE

r. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the

environmenial review process,

Please diréct your comments to:

L.E. Buford

City of Sacramento -
1231 I Street, Room 260
Sacramento, CA 95814

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project. :

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at

(916) 445-0613.

Sincerely,

Scott Morgan

1/

Senior Plapner, State Cleafinghouse

Attachments
cc: Lead Agency

1400 TENTH STRERT P.0.BOX 8044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (9161 445.0613  FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov




SCH#

Project Title

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

2005062144
Greenbriar Development Project

Lead Agency Sacramento, City of
Type NOP Nofice of Preparation
Description  The project seeks 1o a change in the City’s sphere of influence, anneaxation to the City of Sacramenio,
and the necessary entilements to allow for the development of approximately 3,723 housing units and
approximately 30 acres of retail and commercial space would be constrycted an site. An 11.3 acre
elementary school would be provided in the southeastern portion of the project site. Atotalof 8
neighborhood parks (approximately 53 acres} would be provided throughout the community and would
be connected by the central water feature and pedestrian paths and frails.
Lead Agency Contact
Name L.E. Buford
Agency City of Sacramento
Phone (916) 808-5835 Fax
email
Address 12311 Street, Room 200
City Sacramento State CA  Zip 95814
Project Location
County Sacramento
City ‘
Region
Cross Streets  Elkhom Boulevard and Highway 99
Parcel No.  225-0800-002,-003,-004,-01 5to-018,-02110-038
Township Range Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways SR 99,15
Airports  Sacramento Intl
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use Agriculture (AG-80)
Project Issues AestheticVisual;, Agriculiural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources;
Drainage/Absorption; Flood PlainfFlooding; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; PopulationfHousing
Balance; Public Services; Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading;
Solid Waste: Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circutation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply,
Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth Inducing: Cumulative Effects; Landuse
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of
Agencies  Water Resources; Department of Fish and Game, Region 2; Department of Health Services; Office of

Emergency Services; Native Amierican Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; Caltrans,
Division of Aeronautics; Caiifornia Highway Patrof; Department of Housing and Community
Development; Caltrans, District 3; Stale Water Resources Control Board, Clean Water Program; State
Water Resources Conirol Board, Division of Water Rights; Department of Toxic Substances Control;
Regional Water Quality Controt Bd., Region 5 {(Sacramento)

Date Received

06/28/2005 Start of Review 06/28/2005 End of Review 07/27/2005

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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Tomn Buford - Greenbriar EIR, P05-069 ] Page 11

From: *Ness, William W SPK" <William W.Ness@spk01.usace.army.mil>
To: <torn. buford@cityofsacramento.org>

Date: 6/29/05 3:54PM

Subject: Greentriar EIR, P05-069

| am responding to the NOP you recently issued for the Greenbriar project.
The applicant has recently submitted a wetlands delineation to aur office for
verification. Based upon our review of the submitted information, soil
surveys, and historic aerials, it appears additional information will need to
be provided to us before we can verify the extent of waters present on the
site. To ensure the EIR adequately considers the effect the proposed and
alternative developments would have on the aquatic environment, | would
encourage you to use the findings of a verified delineation in your
documentation. Alternatives which minimizes and avoid impacts to the
aguatic environment should be favorably considered. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment. -Will

William Ness

Sacramento Office Chief

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

1325 J Street, Rm. 1480

Sacramento, California 856814
(916)557-5268, fax (916)557-6877
william.w.ness@usace.army.mil
www.spk.usace. army.mil/fegulatory. html



{Tormn Buford - Notice of Preparation. Grenbria Project (Project P05-069) Page 11

From: "“Walt Seifert" <saba1@sbeglobal.net>

To: <tam bufcrd@cityofsacramento.org>

Date: 6/30/05 2:58PM

Subject: Notice of Preparation: Grenbria Project {Project P05-068)
Mr. Buford,

Thanks for providing the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation for the Greenbriar Project.

The water features of this project as shown in the project site plan will make walking and biking trips
longer as they block through travel. This wilf affect mode choice and air quality.

There appears to be only a single roadway connection to the east over Hwy 99 and no roadway
connection across |-5.

The proposed traffic and circutation element as described does not include an analysis of bicycle
circulation. '

As mitigation for the project and especially in the "Reduced Traffic Generation” alternative, a better
connected internal roadway system (shorter block lengths, grid system, bicycle/pedestrian bridges across
the water features) and supplemental trails (perimeter trails and trails through parks) should be analyzed.

Additional external connections such as bike/pedestrian crossings of I-5 and Hwy 89 or non-interchange
roadway crossings of these freeways should be analyzed.

Bicycle circulation should be analyzed for all alternatives, including on and off street bikeways,
consideration of travel distances and school and shopping access.

wWalt Seifert

Executive Director

Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates (SABA)
909 12th Street, Suite 114

Sacramento, CA 95814

{918) 444-6600

saba@sachike.org

www.sacbike.org
"SABA represents bicyclists. Qur aim is more and safer trips by bike.”
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INTERNAL MEMORANDUM

Date: 7-1-05
To: Arwen Wacht, Associate Planner
From: Helen Selph, Assistant Planner

SUBJECT: P04-069 Greenbriar

The Long Range Planning Team has reviewed your project, and has the following preliminary comments
regarding consistency with adopted City policy and recommendations for revisions fo the plan.

Adopted City Policy

Please see our previous comments {attached) on 1R04-463 in December 2004 regarding the following
policy issues that were established in the City-County MOU:

« Mitigation for loss of open spaceffarmiand/habitat — minimum ratio of 1:1

« There may be requirements for linkages to provide biological connectivity. See suggestions
below. .

« More mix of housing types within sub-areas of the plan

« Increased densities within ¥ mile of transit station (see RT recommendations)

s Constraints of over flight zone/ airport noise contours

New Comments on Revised Plan/Formal Application

Biological Connectivity: As mentioned in the previous memo 10 Greg Bitter, the City-County MOU
states that development will provide linkages for biclogical activity and trail systems. The California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) shows a large number of Giant Garter Snake (GGS) points along
the existing canal on the west boundary between Greenbriar and Metro Air Park. We recommend that the
plan be revised to include a wildlife corridor to maintain the north/south habitat linkages for GGS. This
would connect habitat on Natomas Basin Conservancy owned lands and Fisherman’s Lake, with GGS
habitat that would be preserved as a part of the Community Separator/Open Space Connector, consistent

with the principles of the MOU.

Mix of Housing Types & Increased Density: The plan shows most of the high density residential in
targe biocks located in the southeast quadrant of the proposed development. The high-density blocks
then abruptly transition to low density residential. Unless the over-flight zone preciudes this, we wouid
support more high density residential in the northeast quadrant adjacent to the light rail station (perhaps
above ground-floor retail), and some medium density residential in the southeast quadrant. In other
words, mix it up more, but keep the highest density near the light rail station where possible. The eastern
portions that are not constrained by the over-flight zone should support higher densities, but should also
provide some variety in housing types, especially in the areas between ¥ and ¥ mile from the station.
The area constrained by the over-flight zone will probably need to be mostly low density. Large parks
should not be in eastern area within % mile from the transit station, since they would lower densities and
increase walking distances. Conversely, plazas, small parks, and narrow finear greenways make more

C-\Documents and Settings\TBuferd\Local Settings\Temp\04-069_Greenbriar.dec



sense in the higher intensity eastern portion.

Airport Protection: It appears that the 60 CNEL does not overlap with the proposed development, (it
would be wise to confirm this with airport staff.) The applicant should be advised to show the over-flight
zone on the plan. There is a table in the Comprehensive Land Use Plan or CLUP {which will be replaced
by the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan or ALUCP in the near future) showing compatible land uses.
According to the CLUP, uses are compatible with the over-flight zone only if they do not result in a large
concentration of people. A large concentration of people is defined in the CLUP as “ a gathering of
individuals in an area that would result in an average density of greater then 25 persons per acre per hour
during and 25 hour period ending a midnight, not to exceed 50 persons per acre at any time.” Since the
CLUP will be replaced in the near future with the ALUCP, you will probably want to coordinate with the
airport and/or SACOG staff regarding how to interpret this.

Transportation Linkages: The blocks shown on the plan are too long for pedestrians. The upper Himit
for blocks lengths should be somewhere between 300-350 feet. In addition, there aren't encugh
connections through Meister Way between the north half and the south haif of the plan. Finally, we
would recommend that the applicant consider creating a pedestrian-oriented north-to-south “main street”
roughly along the boundary of the over-flight zone. This would improve connections and orient the
community according to the maximum alfowable densities in the over-flight zone.

In the previous plan, we liked the use of the green corridors through the plan, except for the fact that they
were too wide to be included near the future light rail station where you don’t want to increase walking

distances that much.

Question: What is the proposed width of Meister Way? Is it a County road or a City road?

Village Commercial: The plan shows all 29 acres of commercial on Elkhorn Blvd. We would
recommend that the “Village Commercial” be located adjacent to the light raii station or along the north-to-
south “main street”. We would support Village Commercial along the north-to-south main street.
Alternatively, would support more vertically oriented mixed use, with retail on the ground floor and housing
and/or small offices above, either along the main street or clustered near the future light rail station.

Finally, as | suggested in the previous memo, if you have not already done so, County staff should have
the opportunity to comment on this application. The name of the staff person that has been assigned to
the Joint Vision area is John Lundgren. You can e-mail him as jlundgren@saccounty.net.

Followup

Please contact me prior to sending the City response to the applicant so that our comments are
coordinated. Also, please provide copies of your review letter to the applicant, any further revisions made
by the applicant, and future staff reports related to this item.

Cce:

Ashely Feeney
Ellie Buford
Tom Buford
Jim McDonald
Steve Peterson

 Ch\Documents and SettingstTBuford\Local SettingsiTemp\P04-069_Greenbriar.doc
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95814-2998

PLANNING
916-264-5381
FAX 916-264-5328

MEMORANDUM
Date: 12-17-04
To: Grég Bitter, Associate Planner
From: Helen Selph, Assistant Planner

SUBJECT: IR 04-463 Greenbriar

The Long Range Planning Team has reviewed your project, and has the following
preliminary comments regarding consistency with adopted City policy and
recommendations for revisions to the plan.

We commend the effort that the applicant has made relative to incorporating the principles
established in the Blueprint, and to invoive other agencies such as RT. One thing that we
particularly appreciate is that the street connectivity throughout the plan is pretty good, and
the linear park, and perhaps the open space designated as “drainage/water quality” may
provide opportunities for improved pedestrian and bicycle connections. This being said, we
would like to offer the following comments to improve the project according to the City's
Smart Growth Principles, and in accordance with the City-County MOU.

Adopted City Policy

The December 10, 2001 MOU between the City and the County of Sacramento outlined a
set of principles for the Natomas Joint Vision area, which included preservation of open
space for habitat, farmiand, and airport protection. in adopting the MOU, the Council also
adopted a map (Exhibit A}, and Exhibit B, a statement of Joint City-County Shared Policy
Vision in Natomas. References to the MOU below include excerpts from Exhibit B.

The following comments have been organized around the City’s Smart Growth Principles:

“Preserve open space, farmiand, natural beauty, and critical environmental areas within the
urban environment and on the urban edge”; In accordance with this principle, and the
policies provided in the MOU, the applicant should be advised that they should be prepared
to mitigate for the loss of open space, including habitat and farmland, at a ratio of at least

ce: CrDocuments and Seitings\TBuferd\ ocal Seltings\TempiR04-463 - Greenbriar.DOC



1:1. The mitigation land is to be located in the Natomas Joint Vision planning area from
either the 1-mile buffer/Swainson's Hawk zone, or from the 1-mile Community
Separator/Open Space Connector just south of the Sacramento County -Sutter County

boundary.

The MOU states that development will provide linkages for biclogical connectivity and trail
systems, and that buffer areas will be derived from developing lands. Due to the known
presence of sensitive & special status species in the Joint Vision area, we cannot assume
that requirements for wildlife corridors and habitat preservation will be limited to areas
outside of the “Urban Reserve”. Furthermore, the preliminary conceptual site plan may not
be acceptable to the wildlife agencies.

The specific widths for buffers have not been adopted for the Joint Vision area. The width
of a buffer depends on what it is to be used for. Habitat buffers may vary, depending on
the species of concern. Ag-Urban buffers of several hundred feet can do little to mitigate
agricultural spray, which can drift for miles when conditions are right. An ag-urban buffer of
250-300 feet could be planted with 3 or more rows of tall, dense evergreen trees, which
would screen the view of homes from the open-space areas (such as the levee road), and
possibly catch some of the dust from agricultural operations. Since Lone Tree Road abuts
Metro Air Park on the west, a buffer is not needed. The freeway buffer on the south side
could be dual purpose if extended west all of the way to Lone Tree.

“Created a range of housing opportunities and choices with a diversity of affordable
housing near employment centers.”

One major comment would be that the applicant should be encouraged to provide more of
a mix of different housing types within sub-areas of the plan. In other words, rather than 42
acres of high density residential all concentrated in a single contiguous area of the pian, it
would be better to separate the high density blocks with other types of housing. Rather
than create neighborhoods of 20 or more acres of one product type (for example, medium
density 10-unit clusters) it would be better to create neighborhoods with more diversity or
break them up into smaller neighborhoods.

“Mix land uses and support vibrant city centers by giving preference to the redevelopment
of city centers and transit oriented development within existing transportation corridors with
vertically or horizontally integrated mixed uses to create vibrant urban places.”

“Support land use, transportation management, infrastructure and environmental planning
programs that reduce vehicle emissions.”

With regard to the area near the future transit station, the Regional Transit Master Plan
recommends densities greater than or equal to 30 DU/Acre within 1/8 mile of the transit
station, greater than or equal to 20 DU/Acre within % mile of the future transit station, and
10-15 DU/Acre for the ¥ mile radius. The density within the 1/8 and ¥ miles radius zones is
not given on the plan, but it is obvious that the density guidelines of the RT Master Plan
have not been achieved. The applicant should be encouraged to increase the density
within 1/8 mile and 1/4-mile radius of the transit station accordingly, and to designate more

oo Ci\Documents and Setlings\TBuford\Local Settings\Temp\IR04-463 - Greenbriar. DOC



area as mixed-use, particularly along Meister Way and the interior roads and intersections
adjacent to the flight rail station. Also with regard to the “drainage/water quality” feature
positioned through the middle of the plan may not be the best land use for an area that is
within ¥ mile of the future transit station were the greatest intensity is needed. if possibie,
it should be moved to an area outside of the % mile zone. The same is true for the parks
that are shown within the % mile radius. Some public open space (pocket parks,
promenades, plazas efc. are very desirable within the % mile radius, particularly when the
public open space can be used to orient the community {(as Peter Calthorpe did with his
design for Laguna West.) The 10-acre blocks of park however should probably be moved
to an area outside of the TOD, or reconfigured to provide orientation and pedestrian
connections.

As we have discussed, the CLUP noise contours are being revised due to airport growth
projected by the Sacramento International Airport Master Plan. The new noise contours
are not yet available for planning purposes. i will follow-up to obtain an update on their
status, and keep you informed regarding any preliminary information that is available.

Finally, in the spirit of with the MOU and the Joint Vision, | would suggest that County
planning staff should be allowed the opportunity to comment on applications received by
the City. The name of the staff person that has been assigned to the Joint Vision area is
John Lundgren. You can e-maif him at jlundgrenisaccounty.net.

Followup

Please coordinate with me regarding your response fo the applicant, provide copies of your
review letter to the applicant, any further revisions made by the applicant, and future staff
reports related to this item. '

ce: CrDocuments and Settings\TBuford¥.ocal Settings\Temp\tR04-463 - Greenbriar. DOC
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July 11, 2005 DEPARTMENT 1

Tom Buford Via U.S. Mail
City of Sacramento

Development Services Department

Planning Division

1231 1 Street, Room 3G0

Sacramento, CA 95814-2998

Re:  Notice of Preparation for an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the

l"/ Greenbriar (PO5-069) Project
Dear ‘:Fg&é\

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the above referenced of Notice of
Preparation (“NOP”). This fum represents the Sacramento County Local Agency
Formation Commission (“LAFCo”). This letter serves as a request {0 modify the NOP to
clarify that LAFCo is the lead agency for the sphere of influence amendment. LAFCo’s
status as iead agency for sphere of influence amendments was recognized by the City in
past NOPs for SOI requests. Further this request is consistent with LAFCo policies, our
previous correspondence to you in September and October of 2002 and CEQA
guidelines. (Sacramento LAFCo Policies, § IV, p. IV-7; see attached comrespondence;
CEQA Guidelines § 15051.)) Tomy knowledge, Sacramento LAFCo sphere of influence
applications have been consistently processed with LAFCo acting as lead agency.

The NOP creates confusion by referring on page one to “the lead agency” and
referring on page three to multiple “lead agencies.” The NOP should clarify that LAFCo
serves as the lead agency for amendments to spheres of influence and the City serves as
the lead agency for the annexation and rezoning and general plan amendment. It is my

understanding that we would both certify the document for our respective purposes.

I suggest that instead of creating one EIR for many projects, concurrent EIRs
could be prepared by the City and LAFCo. This strategy will allow the sphere of
influence amendment to be completed in a more efficient manner and may remove the
criticism that the EIR seeks to cover multiple projects in one document. Further it will
allow us to move the SOI in a timely manner ahead of the City’s Processing.
Alternatively LAFCo can utilize the EIR prepared by the City but retain authority to
approve and certify it for the SOI amendment.



July 11, 2005
Page 2 of 2

Further, this letter serves to express concern regarding the timing of the Notice of
Preparation because LAFCo has not received an application from the City of Sacramento.
We have received notice that the City intends to request concurrent processing of the SOI
and annexation but that is not scheduled to be heard until August.

I understand the need for efficiency with the preparation of environmental
documents and we should meet to discuss how the application could be expedited and to

address the CEQA concerns.

Very truly yours,

MILLER, OWEN & TROST
A Professiqn%;}"'COrporation

."f

BM[/} M (/1/0/

A Nancy C. Miller

cc: Peter Brundage

Enclosures



N e

SACRAMENTO LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

1152 1 Street. Suite HX - Sacramento, Califomia Y385 14-2536 Tel (9161 B746438 Fay (910 872093

September 20, 2002

Mr. Brad Shirhall

EIR Project Manager

City of Sacramento

Planning and Building Departmemnt
1231 1 Street. Suite 300
Sacramento. CA 95814

SUBJECT: NOP for EIR for WEST LAKESIDE PROJECT

Application Number P00-027 and P00-028; SCH # 2000072056

Dear Mr. Shirhalil:

We have reviewed the above noted project, and respectfully offer the following
comments.

~J

La

The NOP identifies a reorganization (annexation and related detachments) as part
of the project description. With the prezoning. the Ciry will be lead agency for the
annexation [Gov.Code section 13051.(b)}2).] However. LAFCo is the lead
agency for any revisions to the Sphere of Influence (SOI. and mav impose
mutigation measures independent of the City of Sacramento. In the interest of
process streamiining. consideration shouid be given to partnering with LAFCo in
the scoping of a joint environmental document. rather than to have to circulate a

subsequent NOP.

While the project description does reference the necessary amendment to the City
of Sacramento’s Master Service Element. such action is not a project subject 10

CEQA.

If the project description remains the same. (which for reasons set forth in this
letter perhaps should be changed.) the lead agency oversight of the SOI
amendment should be ciarified.

Concurrent SOI and annexation processing is nol consistent with Sacramento
LAFCo policies. There has not been idenufied compelling public policy reasons
why this project is u wood candidate for waiver of this Sacramento LAFCo policy.
No reasons are set forth m the NOP.

Foree Brimaze, B oo ot bRt Yee gt Fuveg b Hhracee Mharriie e §remenes § otrmiresaen; £ irrs
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It 15 not clear how this project relates o the Joint Vision Memorandum of
Understanding that is presently being considered by both the City and C ounty of

Sacramento.

According to the public material distributed at the various City Council and Board
of Supervisors workshops, the project site does not appear to be included in any
future Sphere of Influence amendments under consideration by the City ("MOU
Regarding Principles of Land Use and Revenue Sharing for the Natomas Area") .

In fact the property is identified for permanent open space in the July. August, and
September 2002 drafts. In the course of project review, LAFCo is required to give
“great weight” to such City-County agreements {Gov.Code section 56425(b}.}

Further, in oral and wriltten testimony regarding the MOU. interested parties have
identified this property as some of most environmentally sensitive in the Natomas
Basin, perhaps worthy of permanent habitat and open space protection. The
Narural Features map issued with the MOU materials dated Julv 2002. appears to

identify this area as habitat for certain species.

In this context, and with these issues taken together, one may conciude that the NOP is
premarure.

Perhaps instead, the project would be more appropriately included in the subsequent City
SOI amendment application. to be submitted after the final MOU is adopted.

We would be happy to further discuss these commems with the City and the project
proponent, and look forward to working cooperatively with all affected parties.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on this project.

Respectfully.

SACRAMENTO LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

J

Peter Brundage
Executive Officer

Maf
ec:

Robert Thomas, City Manager. City of Sacramento
Terry Schutten, County Executive

City Planning Department

County Planmng Department

Applicant

P West Lukesider
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COUNSEL October 15, 2002

Mr. Brad Shirhall

EIR Project Manager

City of Sacramento

Planning and Building Department
1231 I Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95818

Re:  NOP for WEST LAKESIDE PROJECT: SCH # 200072056;
City Planning Number P00-027, P00-028

Dear Mr. Shirhall:

Thank you for meeting with Don Lockhart, LAFCo Assistant Executive Officer, and me
last week to discuss our concerns with the NOP for the above referenced project. We
appreciated recetving clarification from the City of Sacramento planning staff and the property
owner on the project status. [ also appreciate your willingness to extend the time for comment
on the NOP and as a result of our meeting we have the following additional comments.

We have not recetved a project application and understand that the City will not be
submitting an application to LAFCo for a Sphere of Influence Amendment (SOI) or the
reorgamzation as identified in the NOP (annexation and related detachments) at this time. The
City indicated its intent on amending its General Plan prior to initiating any action with LAFCO
for either a SOI amendment or a reorganization. The General Plan Amendment EIR will not be
prepared until an MOU with the County is executed. Under the current draft MOU (Joint
Vision) the project property is designated as permanent open space.

As a result, there is currently no project initiated with LAFCo and thus our environmental
review responsibility as a lead agency for the SOI amendment or as a responsible agency/lead
agency for the reorganization has not commenced. We would request that the NOP project
description be modified to reflect these facts. We did discuss the possibility of the property
owner filing an application with LAFCo, but in light of the current inconsistency of the project
with the City and County general plans and the current joint vision document (MOU), a filing at
this time would be premature.
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LAFCo staff has forwarded the LAFCo policies to the environmental consultant for their
review. If you have any questions regarding this letter or have concerns please do not hesitate to

contact me.

I am interested in your thoughts on the process particularly if you intend to proceed with
the preparation of an environmental document. [ look forward to talking with you.

Sincerely yours,

HYDE, MILLER, OWEN & TROST

A Professional Cerperation

C’/ Nancy C- Miller ™\ B

NCM:bak

ce: City Manager
County Executive
City Planning Director
County Planning Director
Tina Thomas



GREENBRIAR PROJECT (P05-069)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)

COMMENT FORM

To be added/corrected on our mailing list and to document the author of comments
‘received, please provide the following information. Thank you.

Name: ‘Uf’ﬂ A )01_0‘1&[)111\0

address: At A pod Blvel Saciaman, A q=g3r)
|

Organization: Lﬂmmumﬁﬁ @D A.um,{’f&\u}dﬁm

The purpose of the Notice of Preparatlon and Scoping Meeting is to identify
environmental issues for consideration in the Environmental Impact Report.

' Please provide us with your written comments on the EIR by July 29, 2005.

Issue Areas for Consideration in the EIR:
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Please send comments to!

Tom Buford

Planning and Building Department
1231 { Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 85814

Phone: (916) 808-7931

FAX (916) 264-7185
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July 19, 2005

Mr. LE. Buford

City of Sacramento
12311 Street, Room 200
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Buford:

Re: City of Sacramento’s Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental Impact Report for
Greenbriar Development Project; SCH# 2005062144

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Division of Aeronautics (Division),
reviewed the above-referenced document with respect to airport-related noise and safety impacts
and regional aviation land use planning issues pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The Division has technical expertise in the areas of airport operations safety, noise and
airport land use compatibility. We are a funding agency for airport projects and we have permit
authority for public and special use airports and heliports. The following comments are offered for
your consideration.

The proposal is for the development of approximately 3,723 housing units, approximately 30 acres of
retail and commercial space, an elementary school and eight parks.

The project site is located approximately one mile east of the Sacramento International Airport. The
western half of the project site is within the Overflight Zone as designated in the Comprehensive Land
Use Plan for Sacramento International Airport prepared by the Sacramento Council of Governments
(SACOG) in its capacity of Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC). The proposal should be
submitted to SACOG for a consistency determination.

The project site is also within the Sacramento County Airport System’s draft plaﬁning policy area for
Sacramento International Airport. The proposal should be coordinated with airport staff to ensure that
the proposal will be compatible with future as well as existing airport operations.

Section 11010 of the Business and Professions Code and Sections 1102.6, 1103.4, and 1353 of the
Civil Code (http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw html) address buyer notification requirements for lands
around airports. Any persont who intends to offer land for sale or lease within an airport influence
area is required to disclose that fact to the person buying the property. Future homeowners and tenants
must be advised of the proximity of Sacramento International Airport.

It is likely that some future homeowners and tenants will be annoyed by aircraft noise in this area.
Aircraft noise levels could represent a significant adverse impact on the project. A thorough airport-
related noise analysis should be included in the DEIR.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code 21096, the Caltrans Airport Land Use Planning
Handbook (Handbook) must be utilized as a resource in the preparation of environmental documents
for projects within an airport land use compatibility plan boundaries or if such a plan has not been
adopted, within two nautical miles of an airport. The Handbook is published on-line at

http://www .dot.ca.gov/hg/plannin g/aeronaut/htmlfile/landuse.php.

Public Utilities Code, Section 21659, “Hazards Near Airports Prohibited” prohibits structural hazards
near airports. To ensure compliance with Federal Aviation Regulation, Part 77, “Objects Affecting
Navigable Airspace,” submission of a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration (Form 7460-1) to
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) may be required. For further technical information, please
refer to the FAA’s web site at http://www.faa. gov/ats/ataf AT A400/oeaaa. html.

The proposal includes an elemeritary school. Education Code, Section 17215 requires a school site
investigation by the Division of Aeronautics prior to acquisition of land for a proposed school site
located within two miles of an airport runway. Our recommendations are submitted to the State
Department of Education for use in determining acceptability of the site. The Division’s school site
evaluation criteria is available on-line at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/planning/acronaut/htmifile/-

regulations.php.

The proposal also includes several small lakes. Land use practices that attract or sustain hazardous
wildlife populations on or near airports can significantly increase the potential for wildlife-aircraft
collisions. The FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5200-33A entitled “Hazardous Wildlife Attractants
on or Near Airports” addresses this issue and is available on-line at

http://www.faa.gov/arp/150acs cfm#Airport_Safety. For further technical information, please refer to
the FAA’s web site at http:/wildlife-mitigation.tc.faa.gov/public_html/index htmil. For additional
information concerning wildlife damage management, you may wish to contact the United States
Department of Agriculture, Wildlife Services, at (916) 979-2675.

Aviation plays a significant role in California’s transportation system. This role includes the
movement of people and goods within and beyond our state’s network of over 250 airports. Aviation
contributes nearly nine percent of both total state employment (1.7 million jobs) and total state output
($110.7 billion) annually. These benefits were identified in a recent study, “Aviation in California:
Benefits to Our Economy and Way of Life,” prepared for the Division of Aeronautics which is
available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/planning/aeronaut/. Aviation improves mobility, generates tax
revenue, saves lives through emergency response, medical and fire fighting services, annually
transports air cargo valued at over $170 billion and generates over $14 billion in tourist dollars, which
in turn improves our economy and quality-of-life.

The protection of airports from incompatible land use encroachment is vital to California’s economic
future. Sacramento International Airport is an economic asset that should be protected through
effective airport land use compatibility planning and awareness. Although the need for compatible and
safe land uses near airports in California is both a local and a state issue, airport staff, airport land use
commissions and airport land use compatibility plans are key to protecting an airport and the people
residing and working in the vicinity of an airport. Consideration given to the issue of compatible land

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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uses in the vicinity of an airport should help to relieve future conflicts between airports and their
neighbors.

These comments reflect the areas of concern to the Division of Aeronautics with respect to airport-
related noise and safety impacts and regional airport land use planning issues. We advise you to
contact our district office concerning surface transportation issues.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. We look forward to reviewing
the DEIR. If you have any questions, please call me at (916) 654-5314.

Sincerely,

Sancl~ ﬂ@

SANDY HESNARD
Aviation Environmental Planner

¢:  State Clearinghouse, SACOG, Sacramento International Airport

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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July 25, 2005

Mr. Tom Buford, Associate Planner

Development Services Department

City of Sacramento

1231 1 Street, Room 300
~Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJECT: NOP OF DRAFT EIR FOR THE GREENBRIAR PROJECT
FILE # P0O5-069
Dear Mr. Buford:

Thank you for sending information regarding the project listed above to the
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (District) for review
and comment. District staff comments follow.

On June 7, 2005, i sent comments to Arwen Wacht. In that letter | stated that
due to the size of this project, it is likely that the CEQA threshold of significance
for the precursors of ozone would be exceeded during the construction phase. In
the Environmental Effects section of the NOP you have provided, it shows in the
Air Quality section that an environmental analysis will be completed to determine
what impacts will occur in the construction and operational phases of the project.
When that analysis is complete, | look forward to receiving the draft EIR in order
to complete the review and analysis on behalf of the District.

Since this project is located adjacent to two major freeways, the recent guidance
provided by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) will apply. On that basis,
1 offer the following information:

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) recently adopted the “Air Quality and
L and Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective” to provide guidance 1o
local planners and decision-makers about land use compatibility issues. The
Handbook suggests that, at a minimum, the siting of residential uses shouid not
occur within 500 feet of a freeway. Traffic-related studies referenced in the
Handbook reflect that the additional health risk attributable to the proximity effect
was strongest within 1,000 feet. Other studies conducted near Southern
California freeways indicate a dramatic drop off in the concentration of ultra-fine
particulates beyond 300 feet. We urge the City to consider the most recent
CARB guidance on air quality and land use prior to making a decision on this
project. If the City Council approves this project, we urge them to consider
focating non-residential uses in the parts of the project area closest to the
freeway. As an alternative, minimize impacts on residential development by
orienting buildings away from the freeway or providing appropriate setback or
buffer zones.

777 12th Street, 3rd Floor & Sacramento, CA 95814-1908
916/874-4800 & 916/874-4899 fax
wwww.atrquality.org



This project will also be subject to various District rules. On that basis, the
following information is provided:

All projects are subject to SMAQMD rules and regulations in effect at the time of
construction. A complete listing of current rules is available at www.airquality.org
or by calling 916.874.4800. Specific rules that may relate 1o construction
activities may include, but are not limited to:

Rule 201: General Permit Requirements. Any project that includes the use of
equipment capable of releasing emissions to the atmosphere may require
permit(s) from SMAQMD prior to equipment operation. The applicant, developer,
or operator of a project that includes an emergency generator, boiler, or heater
should contact the District early to determine if a permit is required, and to begin
the permit application process. Portable construction equipment (e.g.
generators, compressors, pile drivers, lighting equipment, etc) with an internal
combustion engine over 50 horsepower are required to have a SMAQMD permit
or a California Air Resources Board portable equipment registration.

Rule 403: Fugitive Dust. The developer or contractor is required to control dust
emissions from earth moving activities or any other construction activity to
prevent airborne dust from leaving the project site.

Rule 442: Architectural Coatings. The developer or contractor is required to
use coatings that comply with the volatile organic compound content limits
specified in the rule.

Rule 902: Asbestos. The developer or contractor is required to notify SMAQMD
of any regulated renovation or demolition activity. Rule 902 contains specific
requirements for surveying, notification, removal, and disposal of asbestos
containing material.

Other general types of uses that require a permit include dry cleaners, gasoline
stations, spray booths, and operations that generate airborne particulate
emissions.

I ook forward to receiving the DEIR when it is compieted for this project. If you
have questions, please contact me at 874-4887 or asmith@airguality.org.

Sincerely,

" At Smith
cc Ron Maertz SMAGQMD

LMBD/LANDUSE & TRANS/LANDUSE/SAC200400304B
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July 26, 2005

Tom Buford, Associate Planner

City of Sacramento, Planning Division
1231 | Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Greenbriar Development Project SCH# 2005062144

Dear Mr. Buford:

The Department of Conservation’s Division of Land Resource Protection (Division)
monitors farmland conversion on a statewide basis and administers the California Land
Conservation (Williamson) Act and other agricultural land conservation programs. The
Division has reviewed the above NOP and offers the following recommendations for the
DEIR with respect to the project’'s potential impacts on agricultural land.

The proposed project involves a change in the City’s Sphere of influence, annexation,
and various entitlements to allow development of 3,723 housing units, retail/commercial
space, school, and park uses an a 577-acre site. The NOP notes that the DEIR will
evaluate the project’s impacts on conversion of agricultural land to urban use and
impacts to surrounding agricultural uses. Therefore, the Division recommends that, ata
minimum, the following items be specifically addressed to document and treat project
impacts on agricultural land and land use.

Agriculiural Setting of the Project

The DEIR should describe the project setting in terms of the actual and potential
agricultural productivity of the land. The Division’s Sacramento County Important
Farmland Map, which defines farmland according to soil attributes and land use, may be
used for this purpose. In addition, we recommend including the following information to
characterize the agricultural land resource setting of the project.

« Current and past agricultural use of the project area. Include data on the types of
crops grown, and crop yields and farmgate sales values.

The Department of Conservation's mission s to protect Califormians and their environment by
@rotecting fives and property from earthquakes and landsfides; Ensuring safe mining and oif and gas drilling;
Conserving California’s farmiand; and Saving energy and resources through recycling.
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« To help describe the full agricultural resource value of the soils on the site, we
recommend the use of economic multipliers to assess the total contribution of the
site’s potential or actual agricultural production to the local, regional and state
economies. State and Federal agencies such as the UC Cooperative Extension
Service and USDA are sources of economic multipliers.

Project Impacts on Agricultural Land
« Type, amount, and location of farmland conversion resulting directly and
. indirectly (growth-inducement) from project implementation.

« Impacts on current and future agricultural operations; e.g., land-use conflicts,
increases in land values and taxes, vandalism, etfc.

» Incremental project impacts leading to cumulatively considerable impacts on
agricultural land. This would include impacts from the proposed project as well
as impacts from past, current and probable future projects.

Impacts on agricultural resources may also be quantified and qualified by use of
established thresholds of significance (California Code of Regulations Section 15064.7).
The Division has developed a California version of the USDA Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment (LESA) Model, a semi-quantitative rating system for establishing the
environmental significance of project-specific impacts on farmland. The model may also
be used to rate the reiative value of alternative project sites. The LESA Model is
available on the Division’s website noted later in this letter.

Mitigation Measures and Alternatives

Feasible aiternatives to the project’s location or configuration that would lessen or avoid
farmiand conversion impacts should be considered in the DEIR. Similarly, while the
direct conversion of agricultural land is often deemed to be an unavoidable impact by
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analyses, mitigation measures must
nevertheless be considered.

The Division recommends consideration of the purchase of agricultural conservation
easements on land of at least equal quality and size as partial compensation for the
direct loss of agricultural land, as well as for the mitigation of growth inducing and
cumulative impacts on agricultural land. We highlight this measure because of its
growing acceptance and use by lead agencies as mitigation under CEQA.

Mitigation using conservation easements can be implemented by at least two alternative
approaches: the outright purchase of conservation easements tied to the project, or via
the donation of mitigation fees to a local, regional or statewide organization or agency,
including land trusts and conservancies, whose purpose includes the purchase, holding
and maintenance of agricultural conservation easements. Whatever the approach, the
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conversion of agricultural land should be deemed an impact of at least regional
significance and the search for mitigation lands conducted regionally, and not limited
strictly to lands within the Sacramento region.

Information about conservation easements is available on the Division’s website, or by
contacting the Division at the address and phone number listed below. The Division’s

website address is:
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/

Of course, the use of conservation easements is only one form of mitigation that should
be considered. The following mitigation measures could alsc be considered:

» Increasing home density or clustering residential units to allow a greater portion
of the development site to remain in agricultural production.

« Protecting nearby farmland from premature conversion through the use of less
than permanent long-term restrictions on use such as 20-year Farmland Security
Zone contracts (Government Code Section 51296) or 10-year Williamson Act
contracts (Government Code Section 51200 et seq.).

« Establishing buffers such as setbacks, berms, greenbelts, and open space areas
to separate farmland from incompatible urban uses.

« Investing in the commercial viability of the remaining agricultural land in the
project area through a mitigation bank which invests in agriculturat infrastructure,
water supplies and marketing.

The Department believes that the most effective approach to farmland conservation and
impact mitigation is one that is integrated with general plan policies. For example, the
measures suggested above could be most effectively applied as part of a
comprehensive agricultural land conservation element in the City's general plan.
Mitigation policies could then be applied systematically toward larger goals of sustaining
an agricultural land resource base and economy. Within the context of a general plan
mitigation strategy, other measures could be considered, such as the use of transfer of
development credits, mitigation banking, and economic incentives for continuing

agricultural uses.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP. If you have questions on our
comments, or require technical assistance or information on agricultural land
conservation, please contact the Division at 801 K Street, MS 18-01, Sacramento,
California 95814; or, phone (916) 324-0850.

Sincerely,
Hly P b A,

Dennis J. O'Bryant
Acting Assistant Director
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05SACO113
03-SAC-99 PM 33.180-
Greenbriar (P05-069)
Notice of Preparation
SCH# 2005062144

Mr. Tom Buford, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento

Planming Department

1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Buford:

Thank you for the further opportunity to review and comment on the Greenbriar project Notice of
Preparation documentation. Qur comments are as follows:

e The comments of our December 17, 2004 and June 9, 2005 letters (copies enclosed)
regarding this project are still valid.

e Please provide the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) for this project as soon as it becomes available.
After our initial meeting with City staff, we look forward to seeing the TIS and an assessment
of this project’s impact’s on State freeway and interchange facilities, prior to its inclusion in
the EIR, so appropriate mitigation to the mainline and interchange(s) can be determined.

e The internal project circulation access roads and parcel mapping provided in the DEIR should
reflect the nght-of-way dedication needs of the ultimate 8-lane I-5 and SR99 freeways that
abut this project site, allowing for new structures and auxiliary Ianes in the vicinity of the
preliminary engineered freeway Junction.

o Please provide a map showing the proposed re-alignment of the irrigation drainage channel,
located between SR99 and the Greenbriar property, while allowing for the right-of-way needs
of the 8-lane SR99 and I-5 freeways and auxiliary lanes near the expanded SR99/1-5 Junction

interchange.

e The DEIR should discuss the new elementary school site location, after consultation with
Sacramento Metropolitan Airport staff and Caltrans, to ascertain if it should be sited in
another location, possibly outside the project’s boundaries.

~Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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s The DEIR should provide a map showing the proposed alignment of the Regional Transit
light rail transit line to the airport using Meister Way through the project area and depict any
transit-oriented development features near the prospective station site.

Please work with our office regarding traffic, right-of-way, and other issues of concern to

Caltrans while the TIS and DEIR are being developed and provide any further action regarding
this project. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Ken Champion

at (916) 274-0615.

Sincerely,

iz (bt armn

KATHERINE EASTHAM, Chief
Office of Transportation Planning ~ Southwest

Enclosures

c: Don Smith, Regional Transit
Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

“Caltrans improves mobility across Californic”
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Application

Ms. Arwen Wacht, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento

Planning Department

1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Wacht:

Thank you for the further opportunity to review and comment on the Greenbriar project proposal.
Our comments are as follows:

e The comments of our December 17, 2004 letter (copy enclosed) are still valid. Caltrans is
especially interested in reviewing the traffic study as soon as it is available and its assessment
of impacts to State freeway and interchange facilities.

e The Greenbriar project proposes a school site in the southeast area of the subdivision that
places it quite close to the State Route (SR) 99 Junction with the Interstate 5 (I-5) freeway.
The California Public Resources Code Section 21150-21154, Chapter 21151.8, indicates that
a project’s environmental impact report or negative declaration may not be approved if it
involves the purchase of a school site and the construction of a new elementary or secondary
school by a school district within 500 feet from the edge of a freeway traffic lane or other
busy traffic corridor. Poor air quality and elevated noise exposure to school employees and
children are less than desireable effects created by a poorly situated school site next to
roadways. The location of the school in a more central location would provide: (1} a more
walkable situation for most students and (2} a better internal circulation plan for equalizing
the distance of school-related vehicle trips as well.

A re-design of the nearby I-5 / SR99 Junction and widening of the freeways may place the
proposed school site closer to high speed vehicular throughfares than depicted on the maps
provided. In addition, our prior letter indicated the need for an early consultation meeting to
clarify freeway right-of-way allowance issues associated with accommodating increased
traffic demand and a revised Junction design for two future 8 lane freeways. The need for
freeway-to-freeway connectors situated adjacent to this project at the Junction should also be
clarified.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Caltrans will need reserved right-of-way and the establishment of wider extended freeway
access control boundaries to be determined along the east and south Greenbriar property
frontage. The proposed irrigation canal relocation should also accommodate the abutting
State Route 99 Highway as it changes into a higher standard 8 lane freeway facility.
Accordingly, the abandonment and relocation of existing easements referred to on Page 8 of
the documentation should allow for the new freeway facility widening. For further assistance
regarding the existing right-of-way easements Caltrans has further interest in and examples
of preliminary access control plans that would be standard for an 8 lane freeway, please
contact Scott Jackson at (530) 741-4307.

In the southwest cormner of the Greenbriar project, the future Lone Tree Road and structure at
Interstate 5 should be provided with an adequate right-of-way reservation.

Caltrans would be interested in consulting with the project proponents regarding the possible
re-alignment of the irrigation drainage channels, as stated on Page 6, that are located between
SR99 and the Greenbriar property. This re-alignment may change existing drainage patterns
near the SR99 highway. Pre and post project discharge information and any channel
alignment proposals should be shared with Caltrans.

Any soundwalls to be constructed are the responsibility of the developer and should be
situated with sufficient setback areas to atlow for the new freeway Junction design and right-
of-way footprint.

Please work with our office to finalize the TIS and provide any further action regarding this
project. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Ken Champion at
(916) 274-0615.

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY:

KATHERINE EASTHAM, Chief
Office of Transportation Planning - Southwest

cl

Don Smith, Regional Transit

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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be: John Holzhauser, Office of Traffic Operations — Sacramento

KC/ ke

Steve Hetland, Special Funded Projects

Tom Ganyon, Office of Right of Way

Don Grebe, Office of Right of Way

Scott Jackson, Office of Right of Way Engineering

Chad Baker, Advanced Planning

John Roccanova, HQ Design and Local

James Asbis, HQ Office of Traffic Operations

Jennifer Hayes, Community Planning

Dennis Jagoda, Hydraulics

Bruce Capaul, Permits

Marlon Flournoy, Office of Transportation Planning-Southwest
Jeff Pulverman, Office of Transportation Planning

Ken Champion, District 3 — Sacramento County LDR Coordinator

“Caltrans improves mobility across Californin”
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Mr. Greg Bitter

City of Sacramento
Planning Department
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Bitter:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Greenbriar project proposal. Our
comments are as follows:

e Any specific development which is proposed, and any change in land use, which would result
in or allow increased or redistributed trips for the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP)
may trigger roadway facility improvement needs sooner than scheduled.

» This project represents a change to the original land uses of the 1994 NNCP from
Agricultural to Mixed-Use Residential, Commercial and Transit-Oriented development. A
preliminary assessment of this project indicates that it could generate an appreciable increase
in trips for the immediate vicinity of the State Route (SR) 99/Elkhorn Boulevard Interchange
and the Interstate 5 (1-5) /SR99 Junction Interchange.

 This project has impacts that are of regional or area wide significance. In addition, this
project adds to a changing regional background traffic picture fostered by the proposed
connection of the western segment of the Placer Parkway and the nearby build out of the
Elverta Specific Plan affecting SR99 near this project. Assembly Bill (AB) 1807 amended the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Public Resources Code Sections 21081 .4,
21081.6 and 21081.7, mandate that lead agencies under CEQA provide the California
Department of Transportation with information on transportation related mitigation
monitoring measures for projects that are of statewide, regional, or area wide significance.
The enclosed “Guidelines for Submitting Transportation Information from a Reporting or
Monitoring Program to the Department of Transportation” (MM Submittal Guidelines)
discuss the scope, purpose and legal requirements for mitigation monitoring reporting and
submittal, specify the generic content for reports, and explain procedures for the timing,
certification and submittal of the required reports. For this project and 1ts part in the
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increasing traffic demand, therefore, the enclosed Mitigation Monitoring Certification
Checklist form should be completed and submitted to our office when the mitigation measures
are approved, and again when they are completed for all improvements related to the
Greenbriar project.

This mixed use project, immediately northwest and abutting the I-5 and SR 99 Junction, will
generate approximately 3134 AM and 3623 PM peak hour trips from just the residential
portion of this project. The commercial portion of the project is as yet unspecified, but will
add even more trips to peak traffic flows. A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) should be prepared.
The complete Caltrans TIS guidelines are available at the following website:
hitp://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/traffops/developserv/operationalsystems/. The TIS should
incorporate the following scenarios:

Existing conditions without the project

Existing conditions plus the project

Cumulative conditions (without the project)

Cumulative conditions (with project build-out}

Existing conditions (widened freeway facilities and new I-5/SR99 interchange)
Future conditions (widened freeway facilities and new I-5/SR99 interchange)

The traffic analysis should provide a Level of Service (LOS) analysis for the SR99/Elkhorn
Boulevard Interchange freeway ramps and ramp terminal intersections. A merge/diverge
analysis should be performed for the freeway and ramp junctions and all analysis should be
based on AM and PM peak hour volumes. The analysis should inctude the (individual, not
averaged) LOS and traffic volumes applicable to all intersection road approaches and turn
movements. The procedures contained in the Year 2000 Highway Capacity Manual should
also be used as a guide for the traffic study.

The analysis should also include a Junction interchange and traffic circulation element. A
SR99/1-5 Junction Interchange analysis should address any revised traffic movement needs for
improved circulation near the Gireenbriar project (ie. south access to the I-5/Metro Airpark
Interchange) or new east road access from I-5 into North Natomas via a revised Junction
interchange design. In addition, the analysis should assess the various scenarios for the
changing SR99 and I-5 mainline traffic conditions 1 the project area. It is unclear from the
document if access to I-5 will be part of this project.

Caltrans requests a meeting prior to the completion of the traffic study to enable early
consultation. The analysis should address this project’s constraining 1mpacts to the future I-
5/SR99 freeway interchange, if full right-of-way allowance is not made for the traffic demand
and junctioning of the two freeways that are planned to be widened to 8 lanes each. The
analysis should also address any traffic congestion and queuing impacts near the future
Interstate S/Metro Airpark Interchange site, 1-5/ Del Paso Road, and SR99/Elkhom Boulevard
Interchanges as a result of an inadequate freeway-to-freeway interchange widening proviston
at the junction.
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Mitigation measures should be identified where the project would have a significant impact.
Caltrans considers the following to-be significant impacts:

- Off-ramps with vehicle queues that extend into the ramp’s deceleration area or onto

the freeway.
- Vehicle queues at intersections that exceed existing lane storage.

- Project traffic impacts that cause any ramp’s merge/diverge Level of Service (LOS) to
be worse than the freeway’s LOS.

- Project impacts that cause the freeway or intersection LOS to deteriorate beyond 1.OS
E for freeway and 1.OS D for intersections. (If the LOS is already “E” or “F”, then a
quantitative measure of increased queue lengths and delay should be used to determine
appropriate mitigation measures.)

Traffic generated from the proposed project will contribute to cumulative SR99/Elkhorn
Boulevard Interchange impacts. Interchange improvements (ie. ramp terminal intersection
maodification, closed circuit television monitoring, traffic surveillance items and auxiliary
lanes) may be required, in addition to Kittelson Report improvements, as mitigation measures
to maintain adequate traffic operations in the vicinity of this project. Fair share mitigation
fees for HOV lanes from I-5/Del Paso Road to north of I-5/Metro Airpark Interchange and on
SR99 between the Elkhom Boulevard Interchange and I-80 should be considered.

The analysis of future traffic impacts should be based on a 20 year planning horizon.

Possible mitigation measures to consider and the timing of their implementation include the
following:

- SR99/Elkhom Boulevard Interchange signalization
- Modifications to ramp terminal intersections

- Transit enhancements to reduce vehicular trips

- Contribution to SR99 mainline auxiliary lanes

- Provision of right-of-way or temporary landscape buffer for a future expansion of the
15/SR99 Interchange when the freeway-to-freeway interchange project goes forward.

According to Caltrans Planning Transportation Concept Reports for the future ultimate
freeway expansion needs at the Interstate 5/SR99 Junction, a future ultimate 8 lane Interstate
5 freeway will be junctioning with a future ultimate § lane SR99 freeway. This junction
expansion is yet to be designed but borders the Greenbriar Project on the south and east
sides. The need for auxiliary lanes and freeway-to-freeway connector ramps will require
study in addition to the future interchange design.
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The proposed development of new commercial units should mitigate construction activities
such that any development would not contribute contaminants to storm waters handled by the
State, for example oils, grease, sand, sediment, or debris. All runoff that enters I-5 or SR99
right-of-way must meet Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) standards for clean

water.

Any increases of discharge from this development into the State drainage system must be
mitigated. Existing drainage patterns must be perpetuated or improved within the State right-
of-way. Pre and post-project discharge information should be supplied for Caltrans review.

The incorporation of environmental Best Management Practices, ie. retention ponds,
infiltration trenches, or other drainage improvements should be used to mitigate drainage
impacts by the proposed development.

Any project sign plans near I-5 or SR 99 should be provided to Caltrans for review depicting
the layout, roadway set back, orientation, glare intensity and sign size.

Any work conducted within State right-of-way will require an encroachment permit. For
permit assistance, please contact Bruce Capaul at (530) 741-4403.

Please work with our office to finalize the TIS and provide any further action regarding this
project. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Ken Champion at

(916) 274-0615.

Sincerely,

AL SIGNED BY:
THERINE EASTHAM, Chief

Office of Transportation Planning — Southwest

o

bc:

Don Smith, Regional Transit

John Holzhauser, Office of Traffic Operations — Sacramento
Steve Hetland, Special Funded Projects

Tom Ganyon, Office of Right of Way

Don Grebe, Office of Right of Way

Martha Ragas, HQ Office of Right of Way

Jennifer Hayes, Community Planning

Dennis Jagoda, Hydraulics

Bruce Capaul, Permits

Marlon Flournoy, Office of Transportation Planning-Southwest
Jeff Pulverman, Office of Transportation Planning

Ken Champion, District 3 — Sacramento County LDR Coordinator

KCf ke
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Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for Greenbrier Project
Control Ne.: P05-069

Dear Ms. Buford:

County Sanitation District 1 (CSD-1) and Sacramento Regional County
Sanitation District (SRCSD) have reviewed the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the subject
project.

The subject property is outside the boundaries of CSD-1, SRCSD, and the
Urban Service Boundaries (USB). The current Master Plans for both

- districts do not provide for sewer service to this area. All pipes within the

districts, both existing and future, have only been sized for flow within the
USB. Any expansion of the USB would immediately cause our system to
be undersized. Therefore, this project is of specific concern to CSD- 1 and
SRCSD. -

The ultimate plan for conveyance and freatment of the subject property by
the Districts shall not be considered until after a formal application for
annexation to the districts and the USB has been filed and is being
processed.

In order for the Districts to more fully evaluate the subject project’s
impact on their systems, during the annexation process a sewer study will
be needed. This study shall demonstrate any interim and permanent
commection(s) to the Districts’ systems. This study may be refined by
supplemental studies as the scope and details of the subject project

- besome more defined.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please call Stephen
Moore at 876-6296 or myself at 876-6094.

Sincerely,

S)ECEIVE

AUG 01 2005

Wendy Haggard, P.E.
Department of Water Quality
Development Services

Wi Odclm

PLANNING DEPARTMENT  Athber Schalansky

CiR Christoph Dobson
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Department of Fish and Game
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Sierra Region

1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A

LIS Fish & Wildlife Service
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 85825

{916} 414-6600 Rancho Cordova, CA 85670
FAX {916) 4146712 FAX (916} 358-2912
ECEIVE JUL 29 205
Tom Buford, Associate Planner ' JUL 200 i
City of Sacramento Planning Division 29 20
1231 I Street, Room 300

g to, California 95814
acramento, Califormia PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject: Commments on the City of Sacramento’s June 28, 2005, Notice of Preparation of a
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Greenbriar Project (Project P05-069)

Dear Mr. Buford:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and California Department of Fish and Game
(DFG) (hereafter collectively referred to as the Wildlife Agencies) have reviewed the City of
Sacramento’s {City) June 28, 2005, Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the Greenbrier Development Project (proposed project). The proposed project
is for the construction of 3,723 housing units (consisting of low, medium and high density
housing), approximately 30 acres of retail and commercial development, an 11.3 acre elementary
school, an approximately 41 acre cormmon water feature, and eight neighborhood parks totaling
approximately 59 acres. The proposed project area totals approximately 577 acres.

The proposed project is located in northern unincorporated Sacramento County, approximately
one mile east of the Sacramento International Airport. The proposed project site is bounded by
Interstate 5 to the south, Highway 99/70 to the east, the Metro Air Park (MAP) development to
the west and Elkhorn Boulevard to the north.

Potential Impacts of the Proposed Project on the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan

The proposed project is located north and west of the area covered by the City’s Natomas Basin
Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) (City et al. 2003) Section 10(a)(1)(B) and Section 2081(b)
incidental take permits (ITPs). The NBHCP is a multi-jurisdictional, multi-species, 50-year plan
intended to protect and conserve 22 “Covered Species” and other biological resources within the
Natomas Basin in Sacramento and Sutter Counties. The plan was submitted by the City and
Sutter County in support of their applications for federal ITPs under Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act), as well as applications for ITPs under State
law pursuant to Section 2081(b) of the California Fish and Game Code. The conservation
strategy of the NBHCP reljes on total development in the basin being limited to 17,500 acres
(including MAP) and includes measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts to each of the
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NBHCP’s Covered Species. The Service issued an ITP (Permit # TE073667-0) to the City
premised on the NBHCP on June 27, 2003. CDFG issued their ITP (Permit # 2081-1995-086-
02-A1) to the City on July 10, 2003.

The effectiveness of the NBHCP’s Operating Conservation Program is explicitly premised upon
the City’s commitment to limit total development to 8,050 acres within the City’s Permit Area,
and Sutter County’s commitment to limit total development to 7,467 acres within Sutter
County’s Permit Area. These commitments are outlined in Sections 1.B.2.a and LB.2.b of the
NBHCP and Section 3.1.1 of the NBHCP’s Implementation Agreement. Section 3.1.1(a) of the
NBHCP’s Implementation Agreement provides that if either the City or Sutter County approve
urban development beyond that considered in the NBHCP within the Natomas Basin or outside
of their respective Permit Areas, the approval would constitute a significant departure from the
NBHCP’s Operating Conservation Program. The City and Sutter County agreed that in the event
this futare urban development should occur, then prior to approval of any related rezoning or
prezoning, such future urban development shall trigger a reevaluation of the NBHCP and I'TPs, a
new effects analysis, potential amendments and/or revisions to the NBHCP and ITPs, a separate
conservation strategy and issuance of ITPs to the City and/or Sutter County for that additional
development, and/or possible suspension or revocation of the City’s or Sutter County’s [TPs In
the event either jurisdiction violates such limitations. In addition to suspension or revocation of
the City’s and/or Sutter’s permits, violation of the provisions limiting development, which is
incorporated by reference as a Term and Condition under Condition E of the jurisdictions” ITPs,
would subject the offending jurisdiction subject to potential civil and criminal penalties under
Section 11 of the Act.

The proposed project will convert 577 acres of land from agricultural to urbanized uses that is
presently suitable habitat for several of the NBHCP’s Covered Species. For example, the State-
and Federally-threatened giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) (snake) has been observed on
numerous occasions in the Lone Tree Canal, which adjoins the western boundary of the proposed
project site. The uplands within 200 feet of the Lone Tree Canal on the proposed project site are
suitable upland habitat for-the snake. As another example, much of the proposed project site is
suitable foraging habitat for the State-threatened Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni) (hawk). As
noted above, if approved, the proposed project would result in a loss of up to 577 acres of habitat
beyond that anticipated, analyzed and approved under the City’s permit and would constitute a
significant departure from the NBHCP’s Operating Conservation Program. Therefore, in
accordance with the NBHCP’s Implementation Agreement, prior to approval of any rezoning or
prezoning for the proposed project, the City will need to work with the Wildlife Agencies to
conduct a reevaluation of the NBHCP and ITPs, a new effects analysis and amendment of the
ITPs and revisions to the NBHCP to address such additional development. As part of the effects
analysis, the full impact of such development on the efficacy of the NBHCP'’s carefully designed
conservation strategy o minimize and mitigate the impacts of take of the Covered Species
associated with a maximum of 17,500 acres of development within the Natomas Basin must be
thoroughly analyzed. A separate conservation strategy that adequately addresses the mcreased
impacts to the Covered Species resulting from additional loss of the limited habitat remaining in



Mr. Tom Buford 3

the basin will be required prior to authorization of any additional take. If the City fails to
conduct the necessary environmental analyses and appropriate plan revisions and permit
amendments, there is a possible risk of suspension or revocation of the NBHCP ITPs.

The Propesed Project’s Potential Impacts on Connectivity in the Natomas Basin

The importance of maintaining connectivity corridors for the NBHCP’s Covered Species is a key
underlying theme of the April 2003, Final Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (City et al.
2003). The HCP’s 0.5:1 mitigation ratio is, in part, justified by the plan’s commitment to
maintain connectivity between the Natomas Basin Conservancy’s reserves (NBHCP, p. IV-7).
The plan repeatedly emphasizes the need to ensure commnectivity between the Natomas Basin
Conservancy’s reserves in order to minimize habitat fragmentation and species 1solation
(NBHCP, p. I-16). For example, a primary goal of the NBHCP is to “ensure conmectivity
between individual reserves, and cormectivity between reserves and surrounding agricultural
lands”, and the NBHCP’s “conservation strategy emphasizes maintaining connectivity between
TNBC (The Natomas Basin Conservancy) reserves to allow giant garter snake movement within
the Natomas Basin” (NBHCP, p. IV-18). Maintenance of connectivity comidors is extremely
important for the snake to allow individuals to access areas of suitable habitat and to sustain
genetic interchange throughout the basin (NBHCP, p. II-15). Prior to acquisition of wetland
reserves, the Natomas Basin Conservancy must demonstrate that reserve lands to be acquired are
hydrologically connected to suitable habitat and other reserve lands (NBHCP, p. IV-22). The
Natomas Basin Conservancy must reassess connectivity corridors within and between reserves

annually (NBHCP, p. VI-16).

The primary opportunity for connectivity for the snake in the Natomas Basin is the basin’s
system of irrigation and drainage canals and ditches (NBHCP, p. IV-18). The Lone Tree Canal,
which is located along the western edge of the proposed project site, is a particularly signficant
conmectivity corridor for the snake, and snakes have been observed using the canal on numerous
occasions. As indicated in Figure 17 of the NBHCP (City et al. 2003), the Lone Tree Canal
represents one (and we believe the most significant) of only a few possible corridors to allow the
movement of snakes between the Natomas Basin Conservancy’s managed marsh and rice
reserves to the north and south of Interstate 5 (see attached map indicting the current locations of
the Natomas Basin Conservancy’s reserves). Of the other two possible movement corridors, the
N Drain is surrounded on both sides by urban development (i.e., Sacramento International
Airport and the approved Metro Air Park project) and the West Drainage Canal is disconnected
from other hydrologic features north of Interstate 5 (Natomas Basin Conservancy 2005). Based
upon the above information, the DEIR should evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed
project on the ability of snakes to move within and between the Natomas Basin Conservancy’s
reserve lands and surrounding agricultural lands.

The NOP indicates that there is little to no buffer between the proposed project and the Lone
Tree Canal. The absence of an adequate buffer could severely limit the utility of the Lone Tree
Canal as 2 major connectivity corridor in the basin. The DEIR should include an analysis of an



Mr. Tom Buford 4

alternative in which an increased upland buffer is provided between the proposed project and the
Lone Tree Canal. As a potential starting point, the NBHCP includes a Jand area buffer of at least
750 feet width between residential development (as is being considered here) and Fisherman’s
Lake (NBHCP, page V-2). A buffer of comparable width along Lone Tree Canal should be

analyzed.

Additional Comments on the Notice of Preparation

In addition to the effects of the proposed project on the viability of the NBHCP and connectivity
for the snake in the basin, the DEIR should discuss and provide avoidance, minimization and
mitigation measures for the following:

I The proposed project's potential impacts upon fish, wildlife and plants, and their habitats.

2. The proposed project’s potential impacts upon significant habitats such as wetlands,
including vernal pools and riparian areas. The proposed project should be designed so
that impacts to wetlands are avoided. Mitigation should be provided for unavoidable
impacts based upon the concept of no net loss of wetland habitat values or acreage.

3. The proposed project's potential impacts to special status species, including species which
are State- and federally-listed as threatened and endangered.

4, The proposed project's potential indirect and cumulative impacts upon fish, wildlife,
water quality and vegetative resources.

The DEIR should also:

1. Provide an analysis of specific alternatives which reduce potential impacts to fish,
wildlife, water quality and vegetative resources.

2. Include a full evaluation of the proposed project’s consistency with applicable land use
plans, including the Sacramento County General Plan and the NBHCP. :

3. Consider and analyze whether implementation of the proposed project will result in

reasonably foreseeable potentially significant impacts subject to regulation by the DFG
under section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code. In general, such impacts result
whenever a proposed project involves work undertaken in or near a river, stream, or lake
that flows at least intermittently through a bed or channel, incliding ephemeral streams
and water courses. Impacts triggering regulation by the DFG under these provisions of
the Fish and Game Code typically result from activities that:
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Al Divert, obstrtict, or change the natural flow or the bed, channel or bank of any
river, stream, or lake;

B. Use material from a streambed; or

C. Result in the disposal or deposition of debris, waste, or other material where it
may pass into any river stream, or lake.

In the event implementation of the proposed project involves such activities, and those
activities will result in reasonably foreseeable substantial adverse effects on fish or
wildlife, a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA} will be required by the
DFG. Because issuance of an LSAA is subject to review under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the DEIR should identify and analyze potentially
feasible mitigation measures aimed at avoiding or substantially reducing impacts
associated with project activities requiring an LSAA.

Finally, in the event implementation of the proposed project will involve activities and
impacts requiring an LSAA, please contact the Sacramento Valley-Central Sierra Region
for a notification packet and fee schedule for an LSAA.

This project will impact fish and/or wildlife habitat. Assessment of fees under Public Resources
Code Section 21089 and as defined by Fish and Game Code Section 711.4 is necessary. Fees are
payable by the project applicant upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the lead agency.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21092 and 21092.2, the DFG requests written
notification of proposed actions and pending decisions regarding this project. Written
notifications should be directed to the DFG Rancho Cordova office, 1701 Nimbus Road, Rancho
Cordova, California 35670.

The City is currently developing at least one additional proposal (i.e., Natomas Joint Vision) for
amendment of their general plan, expansion of their Sphere of Influence (SOI) and potential
annexation of additional lands. Based upon (1) this knowledge; (2) the extensive environmental
analyses and ITP amendment processes triggered by the approval of any additional development
not considered in the NBHCP in the basin; and (3) the conservation benefits of large-scale land
use planning (as opposed to project-by-project consideration), the Service and DFG recommend
that the City delay consideration of the proposed project until the larger Joint Vision-related
general plan amendment and SOI expansion are considered.
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Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. Please contact Craig Aubrey or Lori Rinek
of the Service at (916) 414-6600 or Ms. Jenny Marr, Staff Environmental Scientist

(530) 895-4267 or M. Kent Smith, Habitat Conservation Supervisor, (916) 358-2382 of the
DFG if you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter.

Sincerely, Sincerely,

Wayne White andra Morey

Field Supervisor Isepuiy Regional Manager

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service California Department of Fish & Game
Enclosure
cc:

Larry Combs, County of Sutter, Yuba City, California

Board of Supervisors, County of Sacramento, Sacramento, California

John Roberts, The Natornas Basin Conservancy, Sacramento, Califormia

Kent Smith, Department of Fish and Game Region 2, Rancho Cordova, California
Jenny Marr, Department of Fish and Game Region 2, Rancho Cordova, Catifornia
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SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA, WEDNESDAY, JULY 13, 2005
6:00 P.M.
“";OOO—~-

MR. BUFORD: We'®ll go ahead and étart the meeting.

This is the EIR Scoping Meeting for the Greenbriar
Project. The Project Number for the City of Sacramento is
P05-069.

I'm Tom Buford. I'm an assoclate plaﬁner with the
Environmental Affairs Division for the City of Sacramento.
The purpose -- we'll go through the purpose of the mesting
and a few preliminarie$, and then we'll take whatever
comments folks have wiﬁh regard to the EIR.

Arwen Wacht, in the front here, 1s an asscciate planner
and is from Current Planning. She's actually the project
planner.

Greqg Bitter, in the back row, is the senior planner
with Current Planning who is responéible for the current
planning on the project.

pon Lockhart is here. He's the assistant executive
officer with the Sacramento Local Agency.Formatiah
Commission.

Amanda Olekszulin is here. Amanda is with EDAW, which
is the envirommental copsulting firm that's doing the
Environmental Impact Report for the project.

Tiffany Wright is with Remy, Thomas & Moose --

CAPITOL REPORTERS - (918) 923-5447
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MS. WRIGHT: -- Mcose and Manley.

MR. BUFORD: She's an attorney for the applicant.

MALE SPEAKER: Could you say her néme for me again,
please.

MR. BUFORD: She'll give you a business card so you can
probably see it better written.

And Phillip Serna, I believe.

MR. SERNA: Phil.

MR. BUFORD: Phil?

One of the project applicant's representatives.

Those are the folks that I know in the audience right

now that are associated in cne way or another with the

.applicant or with the City.

The purpose of today'’s meeting is to obtain comments
and input on the scope of the Environmental Impact Report.

A meeting was noticed and scheduled in the Notice of
Preparation for the project, and it was noticed for .
¢ o'clock, and by my watch it's 6:15, and the internal clock
is €:20. So I think we've probably got the folks who are
going to be here.

Most of us in the room are probably familiar at this
point with the EIR process, but I think it bears mention that
this is one of the opportunities for public comment, and
during the Notice of'Preparation period, which for fhis

project is June 28 to July 29, the City receives comments.
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We can receive them at this meeting. We also recelve written
comments, and there are forms in the back of the room for
providing us with written comments. '

There are forms for signing in. And if you've signed
in back here and you'‘re not already on our mailing list,
vou'll be put on the mailing list for the project.

Arwen 1s here.

Why don't you take a couple of minutes -- and have you
explain the project or the basics of the project.

MS. WACHT: Well, again, my name is Afwen Wacht. TI'm a
project manager for the City for Greenbriar. This is
PO5-069. It's approximately 577 acres.

We do have our tentative map exhibit up here. I've got
a smaller version of the PUD schematic plan. But if anyone
wants copies of any other exhibits, I'd be happy to provide
them. |

Right now I believe they're looking at ~-- there is a
sphere of influence, an annexation, development adgreemernt,
general plan amendment, community plan amendment, pre-zone,
pPUD establishment to the master parcel map, to the
subdivision map, and eventually special permits.

What they're overall kind of proposing is approximately
3,723 units for residential units. The residential units
that are in there are going to be low density, wedium

density, and high density.
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There is also a commercial component, several parks,
detention basins, a school site that is propased'at thig
project site.

It's generally 1ocatéd at the socuthwest corner of
Eikhorn and Highway 99. Also, the southern boundary is
Interstate 5, and Meister Way is proposed to eventually run
east-west through the site.

There is a number of different housing projects they're
proposing -- sorry, I'm going all over the place -- different
lots, clusters, there is the standard size lots. They've
included several high-density size lots also.

I believe that's it. I'd be happy to answer any
questions anyone may have on just the general aspects of the
project.

MR. BUFORD: And if you have, yeah, anything, Arwen can
answer quéstions. Obviously, the applicants are here and
available, I'm sure, afterwards if anyone is interested.

Also indicate Samar Hajeer is here with the Department
of Development Engineering & Finance.

Have I got that right?

"I've been with the City three weeks. It's ail.new.

And Ashley Feeney, who is a planner with Long Range
Planning.

Okay. We don't have enough people here to be very

formal, so if anyone would like, that iz here, to make a
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comment about the scope of the EIR, we'd like you to
introduce yourself and talk to us.

Are you here to -- do you want to make a comment?

MS. EASTHAM: Well, 1f you want me to start off.

MR. BUFQRD: Sure.

MS. EASTHAM: I'm Katie Eastham. I'm with Caltrans
District 3, so we're the entity that's ultimately responsible
for Interstate 5 and State Route 99. |

We 've already met with the City to discuss the traffic
study, our big concern being Elkhorn Interchange going onto
SR 99, the potential impacts from having this number of
housing units with such limited access points on the freeway
gystem.

our other concern was the location of the elementary-
school which, as you see, is 1n the southeast cﬁrner, which
ig right at the intersection of where I-5 and 99 meet. This
is an interchange which will need to be upgraded in the
future to accommodate a much larger State Route 99 as well as
a much larger I-5 interchange. Our concern being where the
boundaries of the project are and knowing that we're going to
have to expand the existing facilities there.

our opheﬁ -- the big concern with the elementary schoél
being piaced there 1ls its c¢lose proﬁimity to a Staté
faciiityl Air Resources Board has come out with guidelines

recommending that facilities for folks with sensitive
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natures, especially elementary school kids, aren't located
500 feet within a busy interchange or high traffic volume
area like that.

That would be our big concern. And I Believe we've
already submitted some preliminary comments about the
possibility of switching the park and the elementary school
so that there is more of a buffer between the school and the
State facilities.

MS. NEWHOUSE: Which park .are you referring to?

MS. EASTHAM: There is -- thaﬁ one that looks like a
big racing track, that's a park. And then the lower portion
is the elementary school site.

MS. NEWHOUSE: That puts it inside the aircraft

overflight safety zone for the airport system. That would

mean that it was directly in the area that has a high
likelihood of aircraft accidents-

MR. BUFORD: What's your name?

MS. NEWHOUSE: Monica Newhouse from the Sacramento
Cmuﬁty Airport System. I'm the airport nocise program

manager.

So the school is of significant interest to us as well
for the location, because we definitely do not want a school

inside that overflight safety zone.

MS. EASTHAM: Yes. I understand the overflight safety

zone line moved between the original map and the existing
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tentative map, that it's actually moved further east?

.MS. NEWHOUSE: Yes. That is because the company doing
tﬁ@ -~ it was erroneous. It was smaller than it was supposed
tc be, and it did move furthef. It encompasses about 75% of
the project.

MR. BITTER: The line didm't -- Greg Bitter, City
Planning Department.

The line didn't necessarily move. In reality, it's the
original exhibit depicted the line in the incorrect position.

M3 . EASTHAM: Right.

MR. BITTER: I just want to make sure that's clear.

MR. BUFORD: -Is the line shown on this exhibit?

MS. EASTHAM: It should be.

MS. NEWHOUSE: No, it's not. But the --

MR. BUFCRD: Is this your map, Arwen?

MS. WACHT: Yes.

MS. EASTHAM: Yeah, you're right --

MS. WACHT: ©No, this isn't myvmapn

MS. EASTHAM: Yeah, because it originally was about
here (indicating), and now it's closer to here {indicating.)

And, again, that's still, eveﬁ if you were to move the
school anywhere within the site, you're still going to be
having to place it éomeplace really close to the State
highway to meet that small band of where you can site a

location like that.
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MR. BUFORD: Anything else from Caltrans?

MS. EASTHAM: No, that's all I have for right now.

MR. BUFORD: Ckay. Menicaé

MS. NEWHOUSE: -~ Obviously we have a lot. of concerns
related to this property because 75% of it ig inside the
aircraft overflight safety zone for Sacramento International,

meaning that it is directly under the military training

pattern for the ailrport. Even though it's a commercial

service airport -- there are commercial overflights, but the
ones that would be of most interest are the military training
flights which can be as low as 500 feet above ground level
with noise levels in excess of over a hundred decibels SEL.

Obviously that could be a problem. But because of the
safety aspect, densities are cf particular interest because
the saféty area is defined as the area where there is the
highest propensity for an aircraft accident. So the
densities related inside that area are of particular
interest, the school siting, that.

Also, the lakes are a problem in thigs latest version
for us in that they are wildlife aﬁtractants, and this would
cause a flyway in between the river and this property and
rherefore create a very high safety concern for the alrport
system.

The FAA will be commenting on that particular element

as well as the USDA, because all of those lakes are inside an

10
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area that is federally mandated to not create lakes, wildlife
attractants for alrports.

and that's probably the bulk of our concerns.

MR. BUFCRD: Any other comments?

MR. MUNSON: That would be it.

George Munson, M-u-n-s-0-I, also with Sacramento County
Airport System.

and that would be it for now.

MR. BITTER: Actually, I have one other question,-

Has the team, the entire team, acquired the gervices of
an aviation Firm for advice on this project?

MR. BUFORD: Well, I éall you, from the -- I don't
know. You're talking about -- you can ask the applicant.

You might ask the applicant 1if they'd like to answer.

M3 . OLEKSZULIN: Vincent Mellone & Associates. But he
is not an aviation environmental firm. He is a former air
traffic controller, so he does not have any experience with
aircraft noise impact.

MR. SERNA: So we'd be actively saying that it is a
general assessment of the strains assoclated with the
alrport.

MS. NEWHOUSE: With wmoving the flight path?

MR. BUFORD: If that's the extent of the comments on

the scope of the Environmental Impact Report, then I'l1l call

an end to the meeting.

i1
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Thank you all very much. I'm sure the folks here will
stick around afterwards for general discussion.
(At 6:28 p.m. the meeting was concluded.)

- --000- -~
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