Item No.16-3
Supplemental Material

For
City of Sacramento

City Council
Housing Authority
Redevelopment Agency
s« Economic Development Commission
# Sacramento City Financing Authority .

Agenda Packet

Submitted: January 22, 2008

For ihe Meeting of: January 22, 2008
] Additional Material
] Revised Material "

»

Subject: Greenbriar Powerpoint Presentation

Please find a copy af the January 22, 2008 Powerpoint Presentation for the
Greenbriar project attached to this memo.

Contact Information: Arwen Wacht (808-1964)

Please include this supplemental material in your agenda packet. This material will also be
published to the Cityss Intranet. For additional information, contact the City Clerk Department at
Historic City Hall, 915 | Street, First Floor, Sacramento, CA

95814-2604 « (916) 808-7200.
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10-acre elementary L

buffer with ped/bike
school site

retail/LRT station
path

including a 7-acre
site

288,000 + sq. ft. of
commercial,
28-acre freeway
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Land Use

30-acre habitat buffer
40-acre detention

2.952 dwelling units
basin/lake

577 + acres
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30-acre habitat buffer
40-acre detention

41 acres of parks
CERNELE

2,952 dwelling units

577 + acres
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41 acres of parks
30-acre habitat buffer
40-acre detention

2,952 dwelling units
basin/lake
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ltem No.16-4
Supplemental Material

For
City of Sacramento

City Council
Housing Authority
Redevelopment Agency
Economic Davelopment Commission
Sacramento City Financing Authority

W

Agenda Packet

Submitted: January 22, 2008 5

For the Meeting of: January 22, 2008
(] Additional Material
] Revised Material

Subject: Greenbriar PUD Guidelines Revisions

Please find a copy of the revised pages for the Greenbriar PUD Guidelines attached
to this memo. -

Contact Information: Arwen Wacht (808-1964)

%

Please include this supplemeéntal material in your agenda packet. This material will also be
published to the Cityss Intranet. For additional information, contact the City Clerk Department at
Historic City Hall, 915 | Street, First Floor, Sacramento, CA

95814-2604 « (916) 808-7200.
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ltem No.16-5
Supplemental Material

For

City of Sacramento

City Council
Housing Authority
Redevelopment Agency
Economic Davelopment Commission
Sacramanto City Financing Authority

Agenda Packet

Submitted: January 22, 2008

For the Meeting of: January 22, 2008

O Additional Material
D Revised Material

Subject: Greenbriar Correspondence
Please find a spreadsheet of correspondence received by Planning staff and copies

of the correspondence attached to this memo.

* Contact Information: Arwen Wacht (808-1964)

Please include this supplemental material in your agenda packet. This material will also be
published to the Cityss Intranet. For additional information, contact the City Clerk Department at
Historic City Hall, 915 | Street, First Floor, Sacramento, CA

95814-2604 « (916) 808-7200.



Letter Dated
Alan Kilgore 10/10/2007
Allen Jamieson 01/03/2008
Ariel Gardiner 01/15/2008
Catherine Hurd 01/15/2008
Christine Balley 01/07/2008
Christopher Mazzarella 01/08/2008
Christopher Mazzarella 01/21/2008
Coalition for Clean Air; Planning and
Conservation League; American Lung
Association of California 01/07/2008
County of Sacramento Department of
Transportation 10/02/2007
David Merritt 01/07/2008
Deanna Marquart 01/15/2008
Department of Fish and Game 12/13/2007
Environmental Council of Sacramento 10/10/2007
Friends of Light Rail and Transit 12/10/2007
Friends of the Swainson's Hawk 10/04/2007
Friends of the Swainson's Hawk 01/08/2008
Jaclyn Hopkins 01/14/2008
Jacqueline DelLu 10/02/2007
James P. Pachl 09/27/2007
James P. Pachl 10/06/2007
James P. Pachli 10/11/2007
James P. Pachl 11/08/2007
James P. Pachl 01/08/2008
James P. Pachl 01/15/2008
[Jean McCue 01/08/2008
JoAnn Anglin 01/05/2008
JonMarshack 01/07/2008
Jonathan Teague 01/14/2008
Judith Lamare 10/14/2007
Ken Stevenson 01/07/2008
Linn Hom 01/08/2008
Linn Hom 01/21/2008
Marilyn Hawes and Ron McDonough 01/07/2008
Mark Dempsey i 10/09/2007
Molly Fling 11/06/2007
Natomas Community Association 07/20/2005
Natomas Community Association 11/28/2005
Nick J. Zuvela 11/06/2007
North Natomas Alliance 06/22/2005
North Natomas Alliance 10/19/2005
IrLlQ_rir}_ Nafopgas Trgngportation Mgnagement - -
Association 10/10/2007
North Natomas Transportation Management
Association 01/15/2008
North State Building Industry Association 11/08/2007
Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment 12/11/2007

L]



Office of Environmental Health Hazard

Assessment 09/26/2007
Remy, Thomas, Maose, and Manley, LLP 11/01/2007
Rob Burness 10/09/2007
Robert Burness 01/07/2008
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates 09/28/2007
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advacates 11/07/2007
Sacramento Area Council of Governments | 10/11/2007
Sacramento Area Council of Governments

and Sacramento Regional Transit 10/24/2007
Sacramento Asian Chamber of Commerce No Date
Sacramento Audubon Society 01/07/2008
Sacramento Black Chamber of Commerce |01/07/2008
Sacramento County Farm Bureau 11/06/2007
Sacramento County Taxpayers League 10/06/2007
Sacramento Hispanic Chamber of ~

Commerce 12/18/2007
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality

Management District 09/19/2007
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality

Management District 10/29/2007
Sacramento Metropolitan Chamber of

Commerce 01/04/2008
Save Our Sandhill Cranes 10/02/2007
Sharon Frederick 01/04/2008
Shirley Hines 01/08/2008
South Natomas Transportation Management

Association 10/10/2007
Sue Thompson 09/27/2007
Sue Thompson 10/09/2007
Susan and Ron Heaton 01/08/2008
Sutter County Community Services

Department 09/27/2007
Swainson's Hawk Technical Advisory

Committee 09/02/2006
Thomas C. Reavey 10/05/2007
Trudy Ziebell 01/07/2008
US Fish & Wildlife Service 09/18/2007
US Fish & Wildlife Service and Department

of Fish and Game 03/21/2006
US Fish & Wildlife Service and Department

of Fish and Game 09/05/2006
US Fish & Wildlife Service and Department

of Fish and Game 09/18/2007
Alexis Jones 09/08/2007
Belle Mertzel 09/18/2007
David Huhn 09/18/2007
Friend's of the Swainson's Hawk,

Environmental Council of Sacramento, and | 06/01/2006
Gina McKeever 09/17/2007
Judith Levy 09/10/2007
Kelly Hughes 09/13/2007




b

Marc and Alison Thomas 09/18/2007
Micheal Rockenstein 09/18/2007
Patrick Robrecht 09/17/2007
Rio Linda Union School District 09/19/2007
Sacramento Metropolitan Chamber of Comm{ 09/19/2007
Sally Pettigrew 09/15/2007
Ted Gibson 09/16/2007
William James 09/14/2007
Pedro Martinez 09/14/2007

H;



TArwan Wacht- | Urge

From: a kilgore <arkilgoreghyahao.com>

To: <redbanesfdcomcast.net>, <mnotestino@mognotcom>,
<planning.samuela@yahao.com>, <blw2fmindspring.com>, <dweo@insurance.ca.gov>,
<hfargoBeityofsacramento.org>, <rtretheway@cityofsacramento.org>, <ssheady@oityofsacramento.org>,
<scohn@cityofsacramento.org>, <rkfong@cityofsacramento.org>, <lhammand@cityofsacramento.org>,
<kmccarty@cityofsacramento.org>, <bpanneli@cityofsacramento.org>, <rwaters@cityofsacramento.org>,
<rkerridge@cityofsacramento.org>

Datex 10/11/07 7:07AM

Subject: | urge you not to accept or certify the Greenbriar EIR

1025 Univarsity Ave. #70
Sacramento, CA 95825
October 10, 2007

Dear Mayor, Commissiomers, Councilpersons,

Subject: Greenbriar EIR

1 am writing as a cancernad citizen of the City of Sacramento, in opposition to the acceptance of the
Greenbriar EIR. | am not particularly anti-development, | simply believe opportunities exist to
acommadate growth and economic devetfopment withoat the loss of prime ag#cultural, wildlife impacts to
one of the most significant populations of Giant Garter Snakes, and over 50 Swainson’s Hawk nesting
sites in the project area of Greenbriar.

Mostly, | am very concerned about the dacision makiniprocess on multiple levals which appear to he
streamlinaed to approve this project. In every maasure | have observad, the process has$ badn biasad in
favor of the project, without regard to other facters that must be considerad.

There is sufficient developabile land in the existing urban services boundary and the City’s existing
sphenaof influence. The LAFCo approval of an expansion for this project violates the rules under which
they are governad. LAFCo should be approving annexations for orderly growth, and conserving
dpricultural lands, not project-specific. This project consumes valuable greenfield lands outside city
boundaries, and urban limit lines:

The NBHCPl is the mechanism to prevent a jappardy take of Giant Garter Snake, and for the protection
of Swainson's Hawk. However, mitigation lands have not bagn sacured, or purchasad, and no incidental
take @ermit has bieen issued by the US Fish and Wikdlife Service. The original HCP assumed areas
outside the HCP permit area would remain in agriculture. '

Mitigation lands identified are offsite, and essential connectivity through wildlife carridors is not providad.

Safety to residants and wildlife. Fload control levegs have been de-certifidd, and do not meset the
100-year flood standard. Risk to life, property and the environment are unacceptable.

Air quality concerns have not been fully addressed in the EIR. Two neighbosing freeways, and a nearby
airport will impact the potential residents. The project dees nothiag to address the single-rider
trarSportation patterns that maintain dependencie$ on fossil fuels, and dagrade air quality.
Mitigation for 4oss of Prime Agricultural (~800 acres of Prime Agricultural Land are lost by this profect)
should occur at a minimum ofa 1:1 ratio. Other jurisdictions have mitigatedeata 3:1ratio. =z 5 == == -=

In summary, the Greanbriar projact appears to be "rule by developer®, rather than a well-planned project
that Sacramanto County and City both need and deserve. | urge all decisiop makers to reject not only the
Greenbriar EIR, but all others like it. If decision makers do not act respongibly naw, our future will be
devoid of clean air, open space, locally grewn food, flood free places to liwe, continued global warming,
and loas of biodiversity. Our children will be atuck paying the hidden costs for this type of development.

1E
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fArwen Wacht - | urge you not to accept or cerfify

Pl seton e e

Sincerely,
Alan Kilgore

CC: Judith Lamare <judelam@sbcglobal.net>

f
{

&
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From: Allen Jamieson <allenj@macnexus orge
To: <hfargo@cityofsacramento,org>

Date: 1/3/2008 2:00 PM

Subject: Greenbriar project

1 understand that almost all politicians at all levels are enthused
over building anything anywhere, in the hope of making more jobs and
getting more property taxes.

BAD THINKING!

The proposed Greenbriar Project is totally BAD from an environmental
standpoint;, anyway, the last thing we need is more people crowding
into our already crowded city and county:

| hope you will vote AGAINST this disastrous proposal from the ever-
greedy Tsakopolis

Allen Jamieson
allenj@macnexus.org
3611 East Curtis Drive
Sacramento CA 95818
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From: eli bassin <trendy72@yahoo.com>

To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargo; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridge;
Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Scot Mende; Steve
Cohn

1/15/2008 11:16 AM

Subject: No on Greenbriar +Tuesday workshop

Pleas include this comment in the public record tonight so I can save you time not 5
making official public testimony.
1

Simple to the point:

Downtown: Your cities economic/infrastructure core is in downtown. With the increase
in housing prices it has recently become affordable for amazing developments to occur in
downtown these past few years. Your team has done wonderful things with the rail
yards. Slow this sprawling growth so we can continue to keep enough demand to invest
in our downtown core.

Flood: A single additional unit should not be built behind our levies unless you are ready
to promise your life that a levy will not brake and nobody will die as you are putting
uneducated people in the potential path of harm. People trust their educated leaders, you
should be able to promise their safety. These are people and families lives your pytting
in a dangerous place.

Thank you for being responsible leaders

H]

Ariel Gardiner
Resident of Downtown Sacramento
1531 T street -

Bl
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January 7, 2008

Dear Mayor Fargo and Councilmembaers:

| oppose the Greenbriar projedd bacause there are too many unresolved prablems that
should be evaluated in the context of regional davelopment, It Is located outside the
existing urban growth boundary, and the environmantal impact report for the project
does not adequately evaluate or mitigate for adverse impacts on wildiife habitat, the

loss of farmland, air quality, transportation, resource consumption, and climate change.

There are. alternatives for housing at existing sites within the City of Sacramento and
adjacent urban areas. Approval of the Gréanbtar project Is inconsistent with regional
goals of minimzing sprawi and protecting open space.

Please suppgat good regional planning for our area by rejecting the Greenbriar projsct.

Sincerely,

3 Chrisfine Balley
11343 Sutter's Fort Way
Gold River, CA 95670
{916) 635-8184 u

P

a1



From: C Hurd califmtngri@yahoo.com

To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargo; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridge;
Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Scot Mende; Steve
Cohn

1/15/2008 2:38 PM

Subject: REJECTED Greenbriar

Dear Council Members -
I urge you to vote NO on the Greenbriar Project because:

**City Planning Commission REJECTED Greenbriar --The project would pave over
577 acres of prime farmland;

**Sacramento County Taxpayers League OPPOSES the development (lack of public
transportation);

**Natomas Community Association OPPOSES Greenbriar because City has made
numerous unfulfilled promises to Natomas residents, attested to by the Sacto County
wGrand Jury, 2007,

**Greenbriar is located OUTSIDE existing urban growth boundary;

**Greenbriar is UNNECESSARY because there is more than enough space within
existing municipal boundaries to handle new growth for many years (City staff is using
questionable population growth projections - significantly higher than state's estimates -
to justify project);

**Greenbriar should not be considered until successful housing is creg_ted at downtown
Railyards site and at numerous other infill sites within City and adjacent urbanized areas
(like south Sacramento and Rosemont);

**There are already 2000 acres of vacant land in North Natomas already approved for
development that has yet to occur;

**Much of Greenbriar site isilocated in overflight zone of Int'l Airport;

**Natomas levees are currently uncertified and much of Natomas sits in a deep flood
basin;

**U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has not approved proposed levee improvement work

**The City's new General Plan states that there will be NO development on greenfields
(farmland outside the City) unless there is 200 year flood protection - BUT Greenbriar is
being pushed well before 200 year protection is secured;

—_— = = g



**Greenbriar would result in paving over of more prime farmland in Natomas with NO
guaranteed mitigation in Natomas Basin;
u LS
**Greenbriar poses serious toxic air and noise pollution impacts for residents because of
location next to two freeways and under airport overflight zone, raising concerns from
State Office of Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA);

**Qreenbriar has raised serious concerns among wildlife agencies and research
scientists who question feasibility of mitigating impacts on wildlife and habitat protected
by existing Natomas Basin Conservancy and Habitat Conservation Plan.

Thank you for your atténtion in this matter.

Catherine Callahan Hurd
3154 O Street
Sacramento 95816
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From: cmazz@surewest.net

To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargo; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridge;
Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Steve Cohn
Subject: Greenbriar Project

1/8/2008 1:52 PM

Daté Dear Mayor Fargo and Councilmembers:

Please vote no on Greenbriar. I am concerned about wildlife and preserving threatened
species. This project is in the area covered by the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation
Plan (NBHCP) but outside the permit area of that Plan. US Fish and Wildlife and
California Fish and Game will have to approve permits beyond the current NBHCP if
Greenbriar is to develop. The City has not reached any agreement with these agencies
about what the impacts of the project are on the Natomas Basin Conservancy and the
NBHCP, and has not reached any agreement about what permit conditions (mitigations)
will be provided to offset all impacts. It should not approve the development until it has
agreed on conditions for permits to destroy the species living there. The City should not
pave over habitat for threatened species until it has completed filling in the vacant land in
the current City limits. ; o

Christopher Mazzarella

1565 Danica Way

Sacramento, CA 95833

(916) 923-3613



.

From: gmazz@surewegt.ngt
To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargo; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridge;

Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Steve Cohn
1/21/2008 3:53 PM
Subject: Greenbriar Project

Dear Mayor Fargo and Councilmembers:

Please vote no on Greenbriar. I am concerned about wildlife and preserving threatened
species. This project is in the rea covered by the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation
Plan (NBHCP) but outside the permit area of that Plan. US Fish and Wildlife and
California Fish and Game will have to approve permits beyond the current NBHCP if
Greenbriar is to develop. The City has not reached any agreement with these agencies
about what the impacts of the project are on the Natomas Basin Conservancy and the
NBHCP, and has not reached any agreement about what permit conditions (mitigations)
will be provided to offset all impacts. It should not approve the development until it has
agreed on conditions for permits to destroy the species living there. The City should not
pave over habitat for threatened species until it has completed filling in the vacant land in
the current City limits.

[~
Christopher Mazzarella
1565 Danica Way
Sacramento, CA 95833
(916) 923-3613

£

=" -g= — el -;;E;—-_‘_ -:-:-_—_-E—:-:;-:#:- " mm



=23 4

COALITIOR FOR

AMERICAN

" LUNG
ASSOCIATION..

of California

i, WICTIVIR: - :
i N
AGUE

P ANNING AND CONSERVATION LE

January 7, 2008

Mayor Heather Fargo and City Council Members
Fa% number: 264-7680

=

Dear Mayor Fargo and Council members:

We are writing on behalf of the Coalition for Clean Air, the Planning and Conservation
League, and the American Lung Association of California to express serious concerns
aboyt the current Greenbriar development project you are considering this month. Our
primary air quality concern with the project is that residences would be built within 500
feet of the freeway which the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use
Handbook clearly recommends not be done.

After many years of criticism for not providing adequate information to local land usé
agencies the California Air Resources Board invested a lot time and resources to create an
Air Quality and Land Use Handbook which it published in 2005. Per the Executive
Summary of the Handbook,

“The Air Resources Board’s (ARB) primary goal in developing this document is to
provide information that will help keep California’s children and other vulnerable
populations out of harm’s way with respect to nearby sources of air pollution.
Recent air pollution studies have shown an association between respiratory and
other non-cancer health effects and proximity to high traffic roadways. Other
studies have shown that diesel exhaust and other cancer-causing chemicals emitted
from cars and trucks are responsible for much of the overall cancer risk from
airborné toxics in California...

-- - - = = H owhmm - m mmag = (SRR, S -
Focusing attention on these siting situations is an important preventative action.
ARB and local air districts have comprehensive efforts underway to address new
and existing air pollution sources under their respective jurisdictions. The issue of
siting is a local government function. As more data on the connection between

L]



proximity and health risk from air pollution become available, it is essential that air
agencies share what we know with land use agencies...”

In Table 1.1 of the Handbook, CARB makes the following specific recommendation:

Recommendations on Siting New Sengitive Land Uses
Such Aa Residgnces, Schools, Daycare Centers, Playgrounds, or Medical

= Facilities*

Source
Category Advisory Recommenditions

Freeways and e Avoid siting new sensitive land uses w1th1n 500 feetof a freeway, urban 7
High-Traffic roads with 100,400 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day.
* Roads N

=

Numerous studies in recent years have found adverse health impacts from living or
attending school close to freeways or other high-traffic roads. The health impacts include
decreased lung function, exacerbated asthma, and premature death. The CARB Handbook
summarizes the recent health findings as follows:

Key Health Findings

Lo

¢ Reduced lung function in children was associated with traffic density,
especially trucks, within 1,000 feet and the association was strongest within 300
feet. (Brunekreef, 1997)

e Increased®asthma hospitalizations were assoeiated with living within 650 feet of
heavy traffic and heavy truck volume. (Lin, 2000)

e Asthma symptoms increased with proximity to roadways and the risk was

! greatest within 300 feet. (Venn, 2001)

e Asthma and bronchitis symptoms in children were associated with proximity to
high traffic in a San Francisco Bay Area community with good overall regional
air quality. (Kim, 2004)

e A San Diego study found.increased medical visits in children living within
550 feet of heavy traffic. (English, 1999)

o= == = As air pollution from freeway traffic is high enough to cause health impacts within 1000
feet of freeways, we believe CARB could have recommended against any residential
development within this range. CARB however decided to tak® a more conservative
approach and limited their recommendation for not siting residences to 500 feet.

&.
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For these reasons we urge you not to approve this project.in its current form or any other

project that proposes to build residences within 500 feet of a major freeway.

Sincerely, g

Tim Carmichael
Coalition for Clean Air

Gary Patton
Planning and Conservation League

Bonnie Holmes Gen
American Lung Association of California

cc:
Larry Greene, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Mary Nichols, Chair, California Air Resources Board =

James Goldstene, Executive Officer, California Air Resources Board

Joan Denton, Directof, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
Ray Kerridge, City Manager
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Terry Schutten, County Executive
Paul J Hahn, Ageacy Administrator

Municipal Services Agancy

Department of Transportation
Tom ZlotRowsHi, 1'.)irector£G

County-of Sacramente

ECEIVE | . Octobar 2, 2007
NPT WYL 0CT -5 2007 %

City of Sacramento
Devélophent Services DEpartnteht [¥
2101 Arena Boulevard, Second Floo
Sacramento, TA 95834

SUBIIEC'I‘ :  COMKIENTS ON FINdL ENVOIRNMENT IMPACT: REPORT FOR
GREEJBRIAR MASTER PLANNED COMMUNITY

Déar Mr. Buf#rd: ar .

The Sacramento County Departmant of Transportation has raviewed the Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR) for the Greenbriar Master Planned Community. We appraciate the opportunity to review
this documsnt. Our comments are as follows:

1. Page 6-32 gnd S4-3. Even though ther® is no school ngar the project site. Comparatively, dunnc
schools are in session regional facilities such as major thoroughfares and freeway facilities would
experience slight]y higher traffic than during schdbls’ off session. For example, students from
Sutter~and Yubd countiss would commute to Sacramento County’s colleges and universiti&s.
From my past experience, generally, traffic counts shall be done only during the schools in
s&ssion to reflecmhe congested AM peak conditions. This was the primary reason for the original
comment. Also, this would maké thé EIR moré défénsiblé if &%r challenged.

2. Page 6-32 and S4-4. Response to comment sigtes that Circular 212 mathodology was us®d to
compute the LOS for the County’s signalized intersections. But, Appendix B to F of the Sacond
Recirculated DEIR uses Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) mcthodology which is
inconsistent with the County’s Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelimss (July 2004) Using the
County’s, modifiBd Clrcular 212 méthodology®would result in slightly different resulfs. Therefore,
impacts on e C%unt\_/ s signalized intersections are not corré'ctly evaluated. Pleas® evaluate the
County’s mgnahq?d intarsections using the correct mathodology as splcified in the County’s TIA
guidelines. i

- = - = LI =" == - = - - - =m =m -

“Leading the Way to Greater Mobility”

Design & Planning: 906 G Street, Suite 410, Sacramento, CA 95814 . Phone: 916-874-8291 . Fax: 916-874-7831
'aOp&st-rl & Maintmnance: 4100 Traffic Way, Sacramento, CA 95827 . Phone: 916-87#&-8123 . Fax: 916-875-%363

SACDOT www.sacdot.com
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Mr. Tom Buford e
Octobér 2, 2007

Page 2

! 'S
Should wou have any quéstions, pléhse feel fr¥eto contact m2 it (916) 875-2844.

IS:js

CC:

"y

- Sincerely,
ke GA
" " ?’lk Gal Si e
‘mw v JackamalSigeh
/. “Associate Transportation Engineer
' "y Departmént of Transport#tion

1 = ]

Don Lockhart — Sacranfento LMFCO 1121 Stramt, Suite 10b, Sacramento, CA 95814
Judy Robinson - Planning

Stév&é Hong -IFS

Dan Shoeman — DDT

Dean Blank - DOT !

Matthew Darrow — DOT

BomDavison — IFS

Theresa Mack — [FS
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From: "Merritt, David (DHCS-SNFD-ACLSS)" David.Merritt@dhcs.ca.gov

To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargo; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridge;
Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Steve Cohn
1/7/2008 10:49 AM

Subject: The Greenbriar Project

Dear Mayor Fargo and Councilmembers:

*

The Greenbriar Project, which comes before the City Council on January 8, must be

opposed. It is a bad idea for reasons that affect everyone in our area and a good idea for

reasons that affect a small part of our area. It is bad idea because:

1.

>

%0 N o

10.

11.
12.

13.
v 14.

15.

—_ — — .

It depnves visitors to our fine city of the expanswq,ﬁrst impression they receive
of waving green fields or water-filled fields 2buzz with egrets and hawks and
rabbits.

It contributes to an ugly impression of endless impersonal sprawl-think of housing
near airports in the Los Angeles basin.

It further restricts habitat available to threatened and endangered wildlife without
providing adequate habitat mitigation.

It further reduces available prime farmland without providing adequate mitigation
of losses to agricultural production.

It increases the amount of pélluted urban runoff into the Sacram®nto River.

It increases the number of persons and buildings at risk for flood.

It increases the numtgr of commute trips in an area that has no public transit.

It increases the financial burden on the City to provide for drinking water, sewage
treatment, street maintenance, police and fire protection, public transpertation,
and educational facilities. .

It contributes to the decay of older neighorhoods whose public services are
already well-established and whose schools are experiencing declining
enrollments.

It contributes to defacto ethnic and economic segregation, which deprives all of
the City's peoplé of the benefits of diversity and diminishes the horizon of
opportunity for children being raised in poverty.

It ignores the availability of large parcels of land within the existing urban area.

It ignores the exi$ting availability of retail business to serve the City's growing
population.

It contradicts the City's stated intentions of enllvenlng its urban core.

It contributes to the current economic housmg crisis by addmg houses that will
compete for value with thousands of existing area vacancies.

It continues the potential for conflict-of-interést betwe&n private developers and
City officials who own land parcels.

It is a good idea because:

1.
2.

3.

The City will receive increased revenues from developer fees and property taxes.
It completes a zone of human occupation along the propesed light-rail line to the

airport. g
It provides temporary employment for construction company.employees.

- — - -_—-;;;--—E;_:;:--::-:--—---
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4. It enriches the City's most prosperous developer.

City staff oppose this plan. Both liberal and conservative community groups oppose this

plan. Please oppese this plan.
Thank you,

David Merritt
7021 Wilshire Circle
Sacramento, CA 95822

il



From: "Deanna Marquart" marquart-policy@comcast.net

To: Heather Fargo; Steve Cohn

CC: Brooks Truitt; GPAC - Joe Yee; Matt Piner; Ray Kerridge; SACOG - Mike
Mckeever; Tom Pace; William Crouch

Subject: No to Greenbriar

1/15/2008 9:42 AM

;I‘O: Hon. Heather Fargo, Hon. Steve Cohn

The Greenbriar project does not fit with the priorities that are emerging through the
general plan process, and I sincerely urge you to vote against it. A "NO" on Greenbriar
would help send a signal to Sacramento residents aind developers alike that our city's
leadership is serious about development that moves Sacramento forward toward livability
and sustainability: two values that require action and discipline in order to achieve and
preserve them.

Please vote NO on Greebriar.
Deanna Marquart

2216 L Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
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* December 13, 2007

1]

Mr. Scott Mende, New Growth Manager
Chity of Sacramento

915 | Street, New City Hall, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814-2604

Mr. Robert Sherry, Planning Director

Sacramento County

Planning and Cofmunity Development Department
827 7" Street, Room 230

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Messrs. Mende and Sherry: .

The purpose of this letter is to provide the City and County of Sacramento with a
ciearer understanding of the Department of Fish and Game’s (Department) current
position regarding Swainson's hawk foraging habitat mitigation for the growing number
of projects being proposed within the Natomas Basin. Over the past two or so years, as
we have been engaged with the City and County in their Joint Vision process, along
with the discussion of numerous specific projects within the Basin, including Greenbrigy, *
Sacramefito Airport expansion, SAFCA levee protection, etc., both the-Department and
the U.S. Eish & Wildlife Service have consistently and repeatedly identified the impact of ™
additionag development within the basin as a major concern as it potentially affects the
baseline values that were the foundation for the Natomas Basin HCP (NBHCP).

It has been and remains our position that the most effective mechanism for
identifying how additional development can occur within the Basin while not negatively
impacting (and in fact, hopefully enhancing) those original baseline values is through a
process like Joint Vision. Without such a comprehensive assessment aimed at the
entire area, it has become increasingly difficylt fo fully, gssess the long-term affects of
currently proposed projects, especially as the furffber of those projects has increased.
With respect to the Swainson’s hawk, as you are aware, we have been repeatedly
asked to support mitigation ratios that are less than current County policy and the
policies of several permitting jurisdictions within the County and the region; policies that
set the mitigation ratio for larger projects at one acre of mitigation for each acre of
foraging habitat lost.

e



® City of Sacramento Planning Department %
New City Hall -
915 | Street, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814 i g

Kessrs. Mende andl Sherry
December 13, 2007
Page Twp

=

After much discussion, both within the context of the Joint Vision meetings,
meetings with Greenbriar, and internal meetings within the Department, we have come
to the conclusion that until such time that the City and County can demonstrate through
Joint Vision, or some other comprehensive process, that from a conservation
perspective, the future of the Natomas Basin will likely be as good, or hopefully even
better, than when the NBHCP was approved, that we cannot in good faith support
mitigation at less than one acre for one acre for Swainson's hawk foraging habitat.

.While we understand the logic of considering mitigation that is focused on quality as

much or more than quantity, there are simply too many uncertainties regarding the
future condition and availability of the lands within the Basin to support anything less
than an acre of mitigation for an acre of impact at this time.

If you have any questions regarding our concerns or position, pleagg do not
hesitate to contact Mr. Kent Smith at (916) 358-2382 or ksmith@dfg.ca.qov, or
Mr. Todd Gardner, Staff Environmental Scientist, at (209) 745-1968 or

tgardner@dfg.ca.gov.s

L

h Sincerely,

Regional Manager

e

Tika

cc.  Ms. Carol Shearly

L TR e QS
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Ms. Leighann Kloffitt

Ms. Julie Car
Sacramento County

827 7th Street, Room 230

Sacramento, CA 95814 %
‘Mr. Larry Combs )
Sutter County T

1160 Civic Center Boulevard
Yuba City, CA 95993
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Messrs. Mende and Sherry
December 13, 2007
Page Three

cc: Mr. John Ntattox
Office of Genaral Council
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

'Mr. Kent Smith %
Mr. Jeff Drongesen

‘Mr. Todd Gardner

North Central Region

1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A
Rancho Cordova, CA 9567(
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¢ COUNCIL®
OF SACRAMENTO

909 12th Street, Suite 100 ® Sacramento, CA o 95814 ¢ (916) 420-4829

- October 10, 2007

Joseph Yee, Chair

Sacramento City Planning Commission s
9151. St

Sacramento, CA 95814

Greenbrier (Item 3, October 11, 2007 agenda)

The Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS) is opposed to the proposed
annexation and future development of the Greenbrier project in North Natomas. Both
the location and timing of the development are inconsistent with smart growth principles.
The projectswill destroy important habitat and prime agricultural lands, put residential
development too close to freeways and in the flight path of the Sacramento International
Airport, and undermine incentives for infill development. The approvals are also being
rushed through with unseemly haste, ahead of habitat conservation planning, ahead of
provision of adequate flood protection, and ahead of the City’s general plan update.

ECOS submitted comments on the Sphere of Influence expansion for the Greenbrier
project and has reviewed the comments of Friends of Swainson’s Hawk on the
Greenbrier‘annexation. ECOS incorporates those comments by reference, and adds
these observations.

« | Infill Incentives
Promoting infill development, including use of vacant parcels in developed areas,
redevelopment of underused industrial sites and commercial corridors, and cleanup and
reuse of contaminated sites, is and ought to be a priority for the City of Sacramento.
The City of Sacramento has substantial areas of land suitable for infill development,
including areas within the City’s sphere of influence in Rosemont and South
Sacramento. These areas are more than adequate to meet the City’s needs for
additional housing.

=== Will be diffictlt td promotefinfill ahd TEdeW &I MPRTent, ToWVEr, if tHe City cohtinued to — —
annex more greenfields*for development. Although infill has substantial benefits to the
community, in terms of savings on infrastructure costs and reduced environmental
impacts, these savings are not necessarily reflected in the costs to those developing
infill projects. If too much cheap land is made available for greenfield development, infill
development will suffer. Opening up new areas to greenfield development undermines

WWWwW.ecosacramento.net



the market for infill. Claims that the Greenbrier project is needed because infill and
redevelopment projects are unlikely to proceed amount to self fulfilling prophesies.

Il. Transit Friendly Development

Greenbrier proponents tout its proximity to the proposed DNA light rail line. The DNA
line is not moving forward at this time, however, and is unlikely to be built for at least
twenty years. Nor are there any immediate plans for bus rapid transit or other
substantial transit service. As a result, even if the Greenbrier site is planned for transit
friendly development, it is unlikely that transit friendly development will in fact occur if
the area is annexed and plans for development move ahead now. Instead, projects will
be designed and built for automobile dependent uses.

Already, one of the proposed commercial centers is proposed for a big box retailer like
Home Depot. Even where initial plans call for transit friendly development, the City will
have a very difficult time effectuating those plans unless development occurs concurrent
with the provision of transit. The pattern we have seen in the developed areas of North
Natomas, where the community plan calls for development along a transit corridor, but
as specific project§ are proposed they instead are designed for access by car, will be
repeated. When and if transit ultimately is provided, it will be hard to make it work
because the area has been developed for use without transit.

lll. Comprehensive Planning and the General Plan Update

The City of Sacramento is undertaking a general plan update. The process provides an
opportunity to consider the City’s priorities for development and available resources.
This should include an evaluation of the need, if any, for expansion of the area devoted
to urban development -- as opposed to accommodating growth through more efficient
use of the existing urbanized areas -- and identification of priorities for protection of
habitat, open space, and agricultural lands. Consideration of whether the urban area
should be expanded through annexation of areas currently devoted to agricultural or
open space uses, and what areas are appropriate for annexation, should be informed
by that comprehensive planning effort.

Similarly, the determination of what the land uses should be within an annexed area can
best be evaluated as part of the general plan update, so that citywide needs are taken
into account and land uses within the annexed area are coordinated with planned uses
in adjacent areas.

—=7F=Anhnexing the Greenbrier area"and designating land uses now; before"the general plan
update is completed, is premature. Similarly, annexation the Greenbrier area before
completion of the Natomas Joint Vision process, including identification of those areas
in North Natomas that are the highest priority for protection as open space, is
premature.

=
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Nor does it appear there is any compelling need to move ahead now. There has been a
downturn in the housing market, and with the Federal Emergency Management
Agency’s rejection of the City’s request for A99 designation, it is unlikely any residential
construction will occur in the Greenbrier area in the near future.

The proposed Greenbrier annexation is at the wrong time, in the wrong place. It is too
close to the airport, unnecessarily destroys important habitat, open space, and
agricultural lands, undermines incentives for infill, forecloses options for transit friendly
development, and prejudges planning processes, including the general plan update,
that are currently underway. ECOS urges the City Planning Commission to reject the
proposed annexation.

Sincerely,

Andy Sawyer, President
Environmental Council of Sacramento

F
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Friends of Light Rail & Transit

P.O. Box 2110
¥ Sacramento, CA 95812

916.978.4045
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December 10, 2007

Sacramento City Councilmembers
915 | Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Honorable Councilmembers:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Friends of Light Rail & Transit (FLRT) | am offering this
letter of support for the Greenbriar project in the Natomas community.

In October odr board heard a presentation on the project from Brett Hogge, Riverwest

Investments. Mr. Hogge shared details of the project, and as followup, completed our

organization's Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Evaluation form. Our TOD Criteria and

Evaluation sheet was created in 2002 in resppnse to years of work in the region promoting TOD ¢
planning and development. Although our evaluation form is simple by design, we fael it ;
addresses the key components of successful TOD ptojects.

The Greenbriar project scored well when reviewed using our evaluation sheet. To suppeort the
scoring, our staff further researchad details of tiwe project, including a review of information from
both oppenents and propapents ofthe project. Paramount to our support is the projected
ridership generation (far the future DNA line) and thé planned housing densities within % mile of
the future light rail station. FLRT believes that the DNA light rail extension is critical to the
success of our transit system, and projects such as Graenbriar will help us ensure that tive line
is fundad and built in the future, giving thousands of community residents ap alternative to
driving into Dowimtown Sacramento, of to the dozens of cammunities light rail will service.

We did not review or have an extensive discussion on process, environmental ifipacts or land
use policy.

I have attached our TOD Criteria and Evaluation form for your information. We can be reached
by contacting our Executive Director Seann Rooney at (916) 447-1960.

Sincerely,
"::-‘:-;-:E—E:- - - LI e = mITwm e em g T =amm m=-*wm - == - - —
¥ Dain Domich
President

Attachments
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915 L'st., C-425
Sacramento, Ca. 95814
916-447-4956

October 4, 2007

Joseph Yee, Chair and Members of the Commission,
City Planning Commission

915 I Street

Sacramento, Ca. 95814

Dear Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission:

Thank you for continuing the hearing on Greenbriar to October 11. What is before you in the
Greenbriar application is a complex of ten interrelated documents each requiring a decision by the
Commission. This project is not in the current General Plan and it would have a huge impact on the City
and its priorities. If this project were in the General Plan, you would not have so much to review and
approve. These decisions each deserve a public hearing with members of the public able to speak on
each one. Instead, we are told to share our three minutes of testimony on all ten items.

Good Planning. What citizens care about is planning well for growth. Poorly planned growth occurs
when projects move forward that are not in the General Plan. Poorly planned growth happens when
Planning Commissions do not examine the documents before them carefully. The Planning Commission
has the responsibility for planning city expansions properly. When you look at the ten documents you
must approve before Greenbriar moves forward to the Council, you will find numerous planning
deficiencies. You should start with a thorough debate and discussion of whether it is appropriate to
repell the 2001 resolution [Repeal of Resolution No. 2001-518 ] that prohibits the City from piece meal
development in North Natomas.

Priorities. On the merits of the Greenbriar proposal, we are not persuaded that it is intrinsically a good
project for the City. However, we are convinced that it is far more important at this time to focus City
attention and resources on making the Railyards Project work. Greenbriar if approved will distract from
and compete with Railyards, Township 9 and other projects in the River District. Infrastructure for
Railyards is critical. Railyards is the first new community to be served by the proposed DNA line.
Until it succeeds, the DNA line will not go further.

Light Rail. Much has been made of the notion that Greenbriar brings light rail to the airport. This is a
fiction. There is no Draft Environmental Impact Report for the DNA line because the federal
government has not agreed to begin that process. No matter what you do with Greenbriar, the DNA line
does not get into the federal “new starts” queue until the first segment to the American River (the one
mile “Minimum Operable Segment” north from the Sacramento Valley Station) is completed with local
and state money, and a sales tax for transit has been adopted by the voters of this county to fund
operating the line. When are these two preconditions likely to happen?




Certifying the EIR. The Greenbriar FEIR has a number of serious problems made clear in the written
record, and you should not certify it until they are fixed.
» The wildlife mitigation program is grossly inadequate as stated by the California Department of
Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (September 18, 2007) and the Swainson’s
Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (September 2, 2006).

» The air toxics analysis is flawed and mitigation for air quality impacts inadequate as stated by
the Sacramento Metropolitan Air District letter of September 20, 2007, and the State Office of
Health Hazard Assessment (letter to APCO Larry Greene, September 26, 2007) .

» The EIR identifies significant and unmitigated direct and cumulative impacts of the project
from paving over 588 acres of prime farmlands Other jurisdictions are mitigating by requiring
acquisition of farming easements to ensure agricultural use in perpetuity on an acre preserved for
each acre paved over. Why is the City of Sacramento not meeting the same standard? What
evidence is there that the City/applicant proposal to double count habitat mitigation land as
farmland preserved is justified? We don’t believe it can be justified.

» There is lack of substantial evidence for the finding that the city lacks space inside its existing
boundary to meet housing needs in the next decade. In fact it can meet housing need within the
already urbanized area for the next 10 to 15 years using current projections.

» There is lack of substantial evidence that other locations for new housing do not have light rail
and transit access at least equivalent to what Greenbriar can be expected to have. In fact, the
Railyards, Delta Shores, Florin Road and Rosemont are infill areas with light rail existing or
planned. "

Habitat Mitigation Approvals Should Come First. Our organization has very specific concerns about
the ‘inadequacy of the mitigation in the FEIR for impacts on Swainson’s Hawks and for agricultural land
loss. We have stated those in comments by legal counsel, James P. Pachl (FEIR, pp 4-300 -303) and in
letters to LAFCo in September. Swainson’s Hawk biologists have also stated concerns in a separate
letter (FEIR pp. 4-509-4-514) with which we concur. The TAC’s detailed comments make clear that the
Swainson’s Hawk mitigation is inadequate and not based on science.

In the absence of state and federal wildlife regulatory agency approval of the effects analysis and
mitigation program (HCP) for the project, the FEIR’s assertions in response to our comments
lack the weight of substantial evidence. Do not certify the EIR and do not adopt the Mitigation
Monitoring Program until the wildlife agencies have approved an effects analysis and a mitigation
program for Greenbriar. Otherwise, the EIR and MMP simply defer mitigation. The public and the
Commissioners are entitled to know what the mitigation will be, not simply that a new HCP will be
obtained, with no disclosure of the mitigation measures and the cost.

Sincerely, . - - -

SMM

Judith Lamare Ph.D., President < .
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January 8, 2008 n

Mayor Fargo and Members of the Council
9151 Strees *
Sacramento, Ca. 95814

Re: Annexation of Greenbriar, impacts on habitat, Natomas Basin Conservancy (NBC),
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP)

Dear{Mayor Fargo and Members of the Council:

. Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk is well on record in numarous commeit letters regarding the
Greenbriar project and its Environmental Impact Report since 2005. I am attaching some of
these documents as well as relevant comment letters by the wildlife regulatory agencies and the
Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee. These commeénts are still relevant because the
City has not presented an adequate hgbitat mitigation program for Greenbriar. Instead, the FEIR
claims that mitigation will be adequate when the proponemts meet all permit requirements with
wildlife regulatory agencies. This claim violates California Environmental Quality Act by
deferring mitigation. It also constitutes a violation of the existing Habitat Plan by the City.
FOSH is also very concerned with the lack of adequate farmland mitigation for the project since
the NBHCP assumes the continuation of agriculture ih the hagm in perpetulty ~Farmlands aré
important to the sustainability of the Basin’s Syvainsen’s Hawk p0pula1:|on and its Giant Garter
Snake population. . 5,

3 1 . |
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The effectiveness of the NBHCP's Operating Conservation program is explicitly premised on
City's commitment to limit development to 8,050 acres within the City's Permit Area, Sutter to
7, 464 acres, and Me&3 AuPark‘s to 1 986 acres, for atota.'l of 17, 500 acres. Them

—— ﬁﬂQGS)andSwamson sHawk(Sﬂﬂl -

The Federal District Court, Judge David Levi, construed the®ffect of these provisions in its
decision upholding the 2003 NBHCP, September 8, 2005, as follows:

Pl

At pg. 30, fint 13, of the Opinion, the Court states that:

W



L

== Conservancy for any future development in the Basirt

"...the Service and those seeking an ITP (Incidental Také Pérmit) in thie future
will face an upkill battle if they atterpt to argue that additional development in
the Basin beyond 17,500 acres will not result in jeopardy," pointing out that the
HCP, Biological Opinion, Findings, and EIR/EIS are prédicated on the
assumption that dévelopment will be limited to 17,500 arres and the most of the
remaining lands will remain in agriculture during the 50-yedt Pefmit Term.

At pg. 22 fint 10. of the Opinion, the Court states that: .
"...while plaintiffs contend that future development will vitiate the NBHCP, it is

~ more likely that, if future development in the [Sacramento] County will have this
effect, the Secretary will decline to issue ITP's for development in [Sacramento]
County or will insist on mitigation that may be considerably greater than required
by the NBHCP."

The wildlife agencies have not agreed to issue Incidental Take Permits for Greenbriar. The
required habitat mitigation ratio likely will substantially exceed 1 to 1 if these agencies
ultimately do issue Permits. The City does not know what may be required to obtain these
permits and would be well advised to maintain flexibility in dealing with the wildlife agencies.
By pre-committing itself to many details of the project prior to final résplution of the habitat
mitigation issues, the City reduceés its flexibility and future options mot only for the project area,
but also for compatible and successful land uses in the rest of the Basin, Moreover, by
approving annexation of this projéct without an agreement with the wildlife agencies, the City
puts its land use and transportation program in limbo. It sets itself up to break promises later. Not
knowing what the mitigation requirements mighf b, the City signs a blank check committing
itself and its resources to the annexation. The likély result is that the City will later have to make
disappointing changes in project. It will not be able to reverse the annexation.

City's FEIR/EIS for the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, pp. 3-30 - 3-31, certified by
Sacramento City Council on May 13, 2003, représented to the wildlife agencids that: @
*Development of West Lakesid® and Gréegbriar Farms is not consideréd reasonably
certain to occur bécause Extensiwk studies, planning and further analyses are requi
of thé Joint Vigiar pr, before any development approwvils may be: .
considered for any of these areas, and because the: outcome of these efforts is unlmown%"
= (FEIR/EIS p. 3-31, attached.) . *,
Yet the City is now praceeding to annex Greenbriar without completing those “Joint Vision
studies, planning and further analysis.” It would be wiser to stick to the previous strategy.

The City in the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan and in the Implegmentation Agreement
that it signed with the wildlife regulatory agencies agreed to do a effects analysis and fully
nitigate for all impacts on the NBHCP and the opéragné proaram of the Natomas Basin
. Yet it has ot achieved agreement with *
the wildlife regulatory agencies about those &ffécts and mitigations for the Gre@nbriar project.
To quote from the wildlife agencies’ letter:

“Thé Effacts Analysis and proposed conservation strategy in the DEIR were created with little
input from the Wildlif® Agencies and havé not been evaluated by the Wildlife Agencies to
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« determine their consistency with Federal and State Endangered Species Act ré?;uirémenis or
their effects on the efficacy of the NBHCP.” ., =

and

“Fuguré devglopment in the basin will require a new conservation strategy that is developed
with input and review from the Wildlife Agencies, to address thésg impacts. ”

[US FWS and CDFG Séptember 5, 2086 letter entitled “Comments on the City of
Sacramento's July 2006, Draft Environmental Impaét Report for the Proposed Greenbriar
Development Project, Sacramento County, California”]

Though the quoted wildlifé agencies® letter was submitted over 18 months ago to the City, there
has been no change in this assessment. The “effects analysis” circulatzd with the DEIR was
grossly inadequate; wé comment&d at the time (attached) and our comments are still relevant.
The Eity has an obligation under CEQA and under its NBHCP to fully 2valuate, fully disclose,
and to fully mitigate propos¢d Greenbriar project impacts to the species, their habitat and to the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conscrvation Plan and the Natomas Basin Operating Program. e

The Staff report presented to Council for the January 8 Workshop fails to note the submittal of
the recent letter from California Fish and Game to City staff dated December 13, 2007 which is
attached. The Fish and Game letter points out two very important key elemegnts that aré missing
from tht Greénbriar package before you: :

1) a minimum of 1:1 habitat mitigation is required to mitigate for impacts on Swainson’s
Hawk; and

2) analysis of effects on the NBHCP is best done in the Joint Vision process, in a
comprehensivé way, not for one project.

Wikldlife apd Habitat Mitigatiop for Gr iy is Inadequate.

As you know, Friends of thegwainson’s Hawk has joined a lawsuit to overturn the approval of
the Final Environmental Impact Report on Greenbriar by LAFCo. A primary reason why the
Friendswof the Swainson’s Hiiwk Board voted to join this lawsit is that the mitigation program
for Swa%nson’s Hawk in m:gﬁlk is grossly inadequate, and the analysis of impacts on
Swainson’s Hawk contradicts the publicly stated scientific opinions of both the California
Departnzent of Fish and Gamg and the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee. (See
attachc% latters.) The FEIR iggga]ly deferS mitigation. Our comment lett2r is attached.

In its staff report for the January 8 workshop, the City staff tries to minimize the difficulties the
City faces with the habitat mitigation issues. Staff seems to be relying on the applicant to
manage the interface with the régulatory agemcies. While applicant claims that they will take care
of all wildlife regulatory requirements, the fact is that the City must be the primary local party to
these negotiations and agreenfnts hecause the City is the permittee under the Natomas Basin
HCP and has pledged to protect that plan in any further development in the Basin. While

== w==S0SFWS seoms willifig tokefer agréciment on mitightibh15 & otk 28 SRCisTat CEQA. -~ ~ =~
does not provide that flexibility, and California Department of Fish and Game has not concurred
in deferral of mitigation. By moving ahead now with annexation, before it has reached
agreement with the wildlife agencies with whom it has an agreement (Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan) the City puts that agreement in jeopardy. s



Fasmland Mitigation Not Provided
While other jurisdictions including SAFCA 4nd the County of Sacramento Department of
Airperts, are mitigating loss of farmland with 1:1 mitigation requireménts, the Gréenbriar
proposal FEIR is nat. Over 500 acrés of primé farmland are to Be paved over with no guarantee
that equivalent farmland will be preserved in the Basin to emsure that farming continues, We

= have commented in the EIR process that double counting mitigation land for farmland mitigation
is not acceptable in this case. There are no guarantees that any of the habitat land will be

maintaingd permanently in agriculture.
Thank you for considering this letter, and the attachments.

i1
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From: Jaclyn N. Hopkins jaclynhopkips@hotmail.cogn

To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargo; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridge;
Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Scot Mende; Steve
Cohn

1/14/2008 8:33 PM

Subject: Please Vote No on Greenbriar

Dear Councilmembers,

I am emailing the council to encourage each of you to vote NO on the Greenbriar
Project. I understand that the population of Sacramento is growing rapidly and that as a
city we must adapt to accomodate that growth, but developments like Greenbriar are
NOT the solution. The land is situated in a flood plain under the flight zone of a major
airport. Does this sound like a good place for your constituents to live? Also, the property
is in close proximity to 2 major highways. From what I have heard, all of the clean air
advocates are concerned about how this would impact the health of the residents in
Greenbriar. The land is also home to 2 sensitive species. Based on the proposal, the
mitigation sounds wimpy. We can do better for Sacramento. The council's energy would
be better spent focusing on the existing communities and the infill developments that are
currently in the works. The last thing Sacramento needs is more sprawl.

Thanks for your time and consideration regarding this issue.

Jaclyn '
Jaclyn N. Hopkins Peak Adventures Team Lead

jaclynhopkins@hotmail.com 916-873-7427

"Be the change" - Mahatma Gandhi

W]
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From: “coveydelu@jps.net" <coveydelu@jps.net>

To: <planning.eamuels@yahoo.com>
Date: 10/2/07 3:47PM
Subject: Greenbriar Project

Octonr 2, 2007
Dear Commissioner Samuwis,

| would like to ask that you consider the effect of expanding Sacramento’s urban footprint for the
Gregnbriar Project on the remaining Sacramento County agricultural lands. You are abligated to protest
farmland yet the EIR for the Greenbriar projeet has not mitigatgd for the ss of 518 acres of highly
praductive farmland. The acreage west of the airport cap be suitable for permanent agricultural
easement. As other cities in our region have warked to preserve farmland, so should Sacramento with a
1:1 mitigation! i

The EIR also assumes that agricultural lands north of the project will develop in 10 qr 20 years. What is
the basis for this assumption? Are we to assume there is no plan to save agricultural land in the
Sacramento County? Development is not a given since it will require take permits from the regulatory
agencies. o "
The developers of the Greenbriar project claim that they will meet the agri®ultural mitigation requirement
through the habitat lands conserved. There is no evidence that habitat mitigation can meet the
requirements of the wikdlife regulatory agencies and that this same land will be used for agricultural
production.

In summary, to be true to its policies and to public interests, the city should require more mitigation for
impacts on agricultural lands lost by the Greenbriar development.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Jacqueline T. DelLu
Secretary of Save Our Sandhik Cranes

coveydelug®jps.net



James P. Pachl M 5

Attorney at Law
717 K Street, Suite 534
Sacramento, California, 95814
Tel: (916) 446-3978
Fax: (916) 447-8689 jpachi@sbcglobal.net

September 27, 2007
Joseph Yee, Chair, and Commissioners
Planning Commission -
City of Sacranmento via e-mail to City staff

RE  Greenbriar project, September 27, 2007 agenda, Item 15,
Request to Postpone Hearing .

L}

Dear Chairman Yee and Cogimissioners,

I represent Sierra Club and Fri€nds of Swainson's Hawk regarding the proposed Greenbriar
project, and have previously submitted letters commenting on that project and its EIR.

It appears that the City's process for giving notice of this hearing went at least partially amiss. I
received no notice of hearing. I first learned of tonight's hearing in a conversation on Monday.
City staff advise me that City's record says that notice was mailed on September 14 to all parties
who had commented on the EIR, including me at my current address. Attorney William Kopper
and the designated representatives of Sutter County Planning Department and California
Departmentof Fish and Game told me that they had not received notice of tonight's hearing even
though they had earlier submitted comment letters. Others who were entitled to notice may or
may not have received notice or don't know of the hearing.

For that reason alone, I must respectfully request that the hearing of this very controversial

proposal should be postponed to another date, and that at least two-weeks' notice of hearing he

given by first-class mail and e-mail to all parties who commented or submitted letters in the

earlier reviews, and other interested parties. v
Also, Greenbriar is at the end of tonight's_very long agenda, which is not enough time for public
testimony and deliberations among the Commissioners. Th& LAFCo hearing and deliberation on
the SOI was three hours. Irespectfully ask that this hearing be postponed to a meeting at which
there is sufficient time for testimony and deliberation by the Commissioners. There is no need to

S fast-track this proposal articularly in light of the stalled housing market and the developer's_

= fecent conmdlitment to I'Z'E\'F'C&'F& r%'t‘s ttbn of Foéi!%%im‘d&elaﬁxﬂsﬁ‘éﬁ‘ﬁﬂbolfear' -

flood protection is restored.

L4
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Respmectfully submitted,

James P. Pachl, on behalf of
Sierra Club and Friends of the Swainson's Hawk.

Iml
[ ]
[ ]
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James P. Pachl .

Attorney at Law

717 K Street, Suite 534
Sacramento, California, 95814
Tel: (916) 446-3978
Fax: (916) 447-8689 jpachMsbcglobal.net

October 6, 2007

Joseph Yeé, Chair, and Commissioners
Planning Commission

New City Hall

915 I Street, Third Floor

Sacrameénto, CA 95814

RE  Greenbriar project, Planning Commission Hearing, October 11, 2007
Dear Chairman Yee and Commissioners,

I represent Sierra Club, Friends of Swainson's Hawk, and Environmental Council of Sacramento
regarding the proposed Greenbriar project, and have previously commented on that project and
its EIR. These organizations oppose the project. There are a number of reasons why the City
should not approve the annexation or the project, nor certify the EIR or rep&al Council
Resolution No. 2001-518.

1. The Public Infrastructure Finance Plan in the FEIR verges on financisl
infeasibility.

ThelPlanning Commission is urged to carefully review the serious public finance issues of tige
project. Pleasp sgg Greenbriar Public Infrastructure Finance Plan, 8/14/07, on a CD in back
cover of Greenbriar FEIR, particularly pp 31 — 35, "Feasibility of Finance Plan®.

The FinancePlan shows that the project and its public infrastructure finance plan verge on
financial infeasibility, and that there are major uncertainties and likely additional costs that could
easily push public facilities financing into the “infeasible” range (unless City subsidizes the
project). There should be no consideration of annexation, prezoning, or other approvals until all _
financial questions are resolved and revised Finanoe Plan and fiscal analysis prepared.

The Greenbriar Public Facilities Finanee Plan, page 32, states that development having a public
infrastructure burden between 15 -2096 of market sale price may e feasible, but that
development having an infrastructure burden above 20% is:infeasible, "based on EPS experience

.. for over two decades." EPS' analysis in j] mg 9on page 33 "Infrastructure Burdon" shows
Greenbnarscostburdanas 0.3% phthe sg g J0;
majority of omes, 16.4% of the sale price of low-densny homes, and 14.7% of the sale price of
high density residences. (ATTACHED). _




Infrastructure costs of the North Natomas Community Plan escalated far above initial

projections. City now admits a'$70 M shortfall. The Grand Jury has asked for a fingncial audit of
North Natomas financing, and requested thg City respond by October, 2007. A relatively small

cost increase above the estimates of the Greenbriar Finance Plan would push Greenbriar's
infrastructure burden well beyond 20% of estimated residential sale prices, which EPS concludes
would make the project infeasible. In the likely event of cost incgeases, there would be three
possible scenarios (1) project does not.go forward, or; (2) City subsidizes the infrastrugture costs, ¥
or; (3) City agrees to eliminate, and/or indefinitely defer, "nonessential" public infrastructure (as
happened in North Natomas Community Plan), and subsidizes “essential” infrastructure.

Tablke 9 cost projections are highly speculative. For example, the Finance Plan does not explain
how it computed the Table 9 projécted habitat mitigation cost. The Federal and State wildlife
agencies been clear that Greenbriar’s proposed endangered spccxes habitat mitigation,
approximately 0.5 acre preserved for every acre developed, is grossly inadequate. The hgbitat
mitigation costs will remain unknown until the City completes &n Effects Analysis and new
HCP, if approved by the USFWS and CDFG, and those agencies issue Incidental Take Permits
which state the extent and type of habitat mitigation required. Habitat mitigation required by
USFWS and CDFG will likely be much greater than presently proposed by City and assumed by
the Finance Plan.

The Finance Plan, p- 23 states that tho developer “may be required to advance fund and

litigna : ghts” but does not include those costs in the
Financ& Plan The Cahforma Department of Transponation insists that the project should
financially contribute to off-site highway improvements. A sizeable contribution by the project
will likely be required.

The Fingncing Plan, Table 9, includes np fypding to 1mplement the Joint Vision requirement that
development provide 1 acre of gmmm in the Sacramento County area of the Basin
for every acre developed. The FEIR’s assertion that detention basins, urban parks, bicycle paths,
and freeway buffers within the project are "open space” under Joint Vision are contrary to the
Joint Vision MOU and Government Code §§56060 and 65560, and has not been authorized by
City Council or Sacramento County as fulfilling the Joint Vision open space mitigation
requirement. (See discussion below).

Table 9 says that the Supplemental Leveg Feg is only a preliminary estimate. In fact, SAFCA
staff has privately indicated that the likely fee would be at least §2 per square foot for each
home, which is substantially more than the Table 9 estimate for medium and low-density homes.

The Fimance Plan, p. 25 states that a total of taxes and assessments of less than 2 percent
indicates financial feasibility Finance Plan, p. 34, Table .10, shows estlmated total taxes and
assessments as ranging from 1.24 to 1. 67 pcrcent of assumcd sale pnccs However the Fmance
Plan p. 35, faotnote 2, states that “actu; ates g ;

»

ma-p=cx=ss= 1 D€ percentage calculations used in Tables 9 and 10 toxdeterming feas1b1hty are based on home
prices equal to 2005 Natomas price levels (p. 34). However, 2005 khome prices wese the peak of
tiee market and were driven, in part, by unrealistic home loans which are no longer available.
Grocnbnar homc pnoes cannot be rehably estimated at this time __I,f_gmm:_mgqs
} d 4 F 3 7
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WMMMm Tables 9 and 10, and most likely within the
“infeasible” range beyond 20%.

2. There is no figeal analysis. The Finance Plan #§ils to congider the fiscil effect of
revénue shering required by the'Joint Vision MOU.

There is no figcal.analysis available to the public. The Joint Vision MOU says that the 1 percent
ad valorem propdrty tax from parcels annexed within the Joint Vision area shall be distrib#ted
gqually between County and City, that other revenues would be shared, and that City and County
would adopt a master Tax Sharmg and Land Uso Agneement for Annexations. (See Joint Vision,
pp- 4, 5). There is o Jqint Visian, agreemen TheGrecnbnarﬁnancmlanalysm
do:es not account for the eﬁect of Jomt VlSlOIl revcnuc ﬁanng. County ms1sts on revenue
mmmmmmummnmmm and
whether GEQA mitigation measures which rely upon revenue generated by Greenbriar are
financially feasible.

This progect t i foran approvals uptil exsaJ tVi i rgvenue-

ise i d glysis CEQA mmgauon mbasures whlch rely on
revenue subject to Jomt V:sxon revnnue—shanng must be deemed speculative and infeasible due
to the fiscal effect of Joint Vision revenue sharing, unless demonstrated othrerwise by a revised
financial analysis after there is a Joint Vision revenue-sharing agreeient. The FEIR should not
be certified with speculative or infeasible mitigation measures. |

3. Aswertions that Greenbriar will provide net revenue tosubsidize infill
and contribute to completing NNCP infraftructure gre unsupperted.

There is no evidence that Greenbsiar development will generate revenue to subsidize infill and
contribute to compleuon of commumty facllmcs within exlsnng Natomas development.
: : il th aJoint Visi

Revenuesjcapnot éve _ gharing agreement. gnd
much more certaigty of Greenbnar fees and infrastructure costs, In hght of (1) uncer‘mnty

about public infrastructure costs and fees which, even as tentatively estimated by the Finance
Plan Table 9, cause the project to vérge on infeasibility, supra, and (2) the reductlon of C1ty s tax
revenu® from Greenbriar due to Joint Vision revenue sharing, there is
the project can generate revenue and fees in excess of that needed for on-site évéldpmént. To
the contrary, it is much more likely that

4. Assertions that Greenbriar will incresse jolis-housing balance are unsupported.

It is asserted that Metro Air Park will provide jobs for Greenbriar residents. In fact, the 2080-
acre Métro Air Park site is completely vacant, despite having been fully permitted in 2002 and
despite the construction of detention basins and a road, and placement of fill. There is no
evidence that there will be substantlal (or any) development at Metro Air Park in the foreseeable

=—— ftuge. It must co me.ggmnst e industrial and pffice parks which are.served by existing
infrastruc d'm

——w —— —

turd an: puBﬁc fagilities, inc udmg large vacant parcels designated for commercial and
employment centers in the City’s existing North Natomas Community Plan area.

If the justification for Greenbriar is to provide housing next to a major employment center, then
consideration of Gréénhriar should be deferred uniil substantial employment-ganerating

3



devélopment actually exists at Metro Air Park. Job-housing Yalance capbe morg feasibly

li ngw b velopment wi e urban area.

[}

5.x  The gasertion that the Greenbriar project will ciiuse the Federal government to
provide Federal funding to build light rail to the Airport i fiction.

Regional Transit npw states that projected completion datg.is 2026 and estimated cost is $360 M.
Fhe Federal govarnment has not stated that it is interested in funding light rail to the Airport, and
no evidence, other than hopeful assertions by local government, that development of Greenbriar
will induce Federal funding. RT was recently required to suspend its planning of light rail
extensions due to shortfall of locally-generated operatmg revenues, and has reduced or
eliminated service on some bus routes. Bus service to existing North Natomas development i is
minimal, even though the North Natomas Community Plan was promoted as “transit-orien

RT’s plan for the DNA line includes ummmumm which
would be a slow ride unattractive for persons net¢ding rapid transit to the Airport. Wall-
publicized gxpress bys from, a downtown R station, perhaps vith a small indoor waiting area,
would provide much more cost-effective, rapid, and feasible mode of transport from downtown

to thé' Airport, and could be implemented pow.

There are at least 10,000 mostly-developed acres in South and North Natomas, plus Airport and
Metro Air Park that would be served by light rail to the Airport. If that potential ridership can’t
attraet Federal funding for light rail, another 500 acre’ at Greenbriar will make no difference.

Interestingly, the recent County Airport Master Plan provides no funding for public transit to the
Airport.

6. Greenbriar’s propesed open space mitigation under Joint Vision ig inconsistent with
statutory delinitions of open space and Joint Viggon.

City contends that the project complies with the Joint Vision MOU by mitigating for loss of open
space at 1 to 1 ratio, with nfitigation lamd being within the County's jurisdiction of the Basin.

Habitat mitigation in Sacrannto County legitimately counts as open spacé mitigation.

However, the project inténds to credit devgloped parks. bievcle paths, qrtifigial dgtention basins
within the project as the balance of the Joint Vision

open space mitigation, ang incorrectly claims, without substantiation, that City Coungil and the
County Board of Supervisors have agreed to this. (FEIR p. 5-75, top paragraph) This is

| Government Code §56060 and §65560, which deﬁne open spase as certain uses

of essontxally unimproved land.

7. Conversion of 518 acres of prime and important farmland are not mitigated,
findings that mitigation i not feasible are umsupported, thereby violating CEQA,

CEQA requires that thg significant impacts of conversion of farmland be mmgated to the extent

. feasiblé. The EIR and Findings (MM 6.11- 1).as rt that lg§s of % iti by |
=== mpletentdidn of m_q;ﬁ:z&pfowswn of 1 ac gacﬂaménto
. County, for every acre developed, per the Joint V1s1on MOU.
However, MM 6. 6-2 open space m1tlgatlon," m mitigate for loss of agncultural land
because it aythorize T _ ses othe




therefore unlikely to preserve productive agriculture. MM 6.6-2 provides that open space
mitigation shall consist of one-half acre preserved for hahitat per MM 6.12 (biological resources)
and one half acre preseyved for open space. However, mitigation lands would be subject to
conditions imposed by FWS and DFG in a Greenbriar HCP and must be managed exclusively for
highest wildlife habitat value. A Greenbriar HCP, if approved by USFWS and DFG, may
require non-agricultural management of some or all wildlife mitigation lamds (stch as managed
marsh for Giant Garter Snake or grassland for Swainson’s Hawk). Moreover, City states that
artificial detention basins, urban parks, bicycle paths, and other non-agricultural "open spage"
within the project will be improperly credited as open space mitigation of MM 6.6-2.

The Finding.that e itigation is infeasible is not su &d. Thére are very large
areas of prime and important agricultural land in Natomas, Sacramento County, outside the
NBHCP Permit Area and the Urban Semce Boundary that could be preserved as @ncultural
mitigation fof Greenbriar. AE <] al amoux als
Natomas Basin HCP pr&cludes new development in the Swamson s Hawk Zone a one-rmle strip
paralleling the Garden Highway. Farms west of the Airport are undevelopable due Airport
proximity. Substantial areas lie outside the County USB. All is high quality farmland.

8. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servict and Californid Depsrtment of Fish and Ggme
determined that the EIR’S analysis of impacts on endangered Species' is deficient,
and impacts gre mot mitigated to less than sigmificant, thereby violating CEQA

Please review the letters of USFWS and GDEG dated September 5, 2005, January 17, 2007
(FEIR 4-2, 5-2), and two letters dated September 18, 2007. Also see letter of Swainsqg’s Hawk

Teghnical. Advisory Commitige, September 2, 2006 (FEIR 4-500).

=9, The Sheramento Air Quality Mansgement District and California Office of
Environmental Health Assessment have determined that the EIR’s analysis of’
impacts on gir quality is deficient, and impacts of gir toxins on human health is not
mitigated to leSs than significint, thereby violating CEQA

Please review the letters of the Sacramgento Ajr Qualitv Management District, dated August 31,
2006 Deccmber 29 2006 (F EIR 4-268 5-23) and September 19, 2007, and of the California

fhcg of Ep ental Health. Hazard Assossment, September 26, 2007, which are vety cléar
about the health ha ar ds ansmg from placmg resx&nocs within 500 foet of a freeway.

10.  Greenbrisr traffic will worsen congegtion on Hwy 99 and I-5, thereby potentislly
mpedmg@:cceﬂ to the Airport during peak traffic conditions; traffic analysis in
EIR is inadequate and thus does mot comply with CEQA

aent of Tra atign states that the peak hour level of s&rvice on I-5 and
Hwy 99 is presently wnacceptable, and that Greenriar will worsen the situation, and fails to
mitigate for its impacts even though additional mitigation is feasible. (FEIR p. 6-5), The EIR
proposes only an undetermined minimal figancial contribution towards meeded highway
1mprovements, and thé?e is no assurance that additional capaci on I-S and Hwy 99 will ever be
ilt. THE sericus ihddBqbiacics Gf thE Warfic analysis relicd u avgmygu
documented by the repert letbers of Neal Liddicoat, P.E., MRO Engmeers, dated September 2,
2006, May 27, 2007, (FEIR pp. 4-541, 6-14) amd September 12, 2007, submitted by William

Kopper, Attorney.

-
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11.  Appreval of Grefabriar and similer projects will impade infill developmentt ind
upgrade within the existing community by diverting private and munieipal
investment gnd effort from the existing community to the urban edge.

Experiencé in other communities has demonstrated that large-scale development on farmlands at
the urban edge causes private capital and municipal planning efforts to gravjtate to the urban
edge while existing urban areas deteriorate due to lack of investment and effort.

Consideration of dcvelopment of Greenbriar is pemature. According to a 2005 Gencral Plan

technical report (per Clty staff report), there was 14 f the
the City’s SOI in 2005, including large areas of South Sacramento and Rosemont in the SOI

suitable for residential devclopment Staff has not provided a current total, but it is safe to

assume development of 3000 to 4,000 acres since 2005, leaving approximately 10,000

undeveloped acres within the current City limit and SOI (excluding Greenbriar), The principals

governing the General Plan update focus on the memm
fore censideri ér development on farml

Tleere is no need to consider annexation and development of prime farmland which is isolated
by two freeways, would require very costly infrastructure, is emdangered species habitat, and is
in a deep flood hasin lacking 100-y&ar flood protection. Natomas residents rightly complain
about lack of promised City facilities and services. Smart Growth planning would focus
resources on (1) completing development within the NNCP, Railyard, Delta Shores, Curtis Park
Railyard, Panhandle, and other vagant areas within the City and the South Sacramento and
Rosemont SOI areas (which would need to be anrxed), and (2) completing the infrastructure
promised to North Natomas but never delivered.

Unlike: Greenbriar, these areas are not isolated by wide highways, urban infrastructure and road
networks are in place or nearby, and, except for Natomas, the résidents would not be exposed to
the threat of deep flooding. Light rail is present at or near most of thése lacations, or plannéd
near-term"(Cosumnes College extension).

Staff relies on an estimaté that Sacramento's population will grow by 200,000 by 2030, which is
no more than an €éducated guess. Even if true, thewe is so much landl préséntly available within
the City's existing SOI that development of Greenbriar need not be considered until all
oppertunities within the City and its SOI are built out.

12.  City should reject staff’s proposal to rescind Council Rasolution No. 2(01-518.

Council Resolution No. 2001-518 provides that the City will not approve first-stage entitlements
(prtzoning, zoning, general or community plan amendments, or development agreements) for
unincorporated land in Natomas Basin outside of the NNCP, other than Panhandle, until
completion of the City’s Sphere of Influence stugdy in Natomas, mow underway as Joint Vision
but not yet completed. The ReSolution was intended to assure an orderly planning ard
congideration of future development and open space while avoiding piecemeal politically-driven
development such as that which you age now hcmg asked to recommend approval. The

- - - - n
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Tavlg 9 ' DRAFT

Grganbriar Public Facilities:Financing Plamn
Infrastructure Burden - Residantial Market Rate Units.

5 Low-Density Medium-Density High-Density
i®m ReBidgntial Redi déntial Residentidl
Assumptions:
Unit Size (sq. ft.) 2,700 1,660 1,000
Lok;Square Feet 5,000 3,800 nim
Buikling Valuation $162,918 $96,544 $65,100
Finished Unit Salling:Price [1] $440,000 $310,@00 $250,000
City Fess
Bullding Perrmt $1,505 $1,055 .41
Plan Check 3499 4348 §278
Technalogy Surcharge $80 $56 $45
Business (peration'd Tax $65 $39 §26
Strong-Mahion Instrurpetation Fee $16 §10
Majon Street Construction Tax . 1,303 $772 3521
Residential Devetopmerk Tax - 3085 $385 $250
Haysing Trust Fung $0 $0 $0
Water Service Fees #,920 §4,920 $1,375
Citywide Park Fee 34493 493 §2,647
Fire Review Fae $0 ] 338
CFI#ho. 97-01 Bond Detat 5967 3516 $809
Air Quality ¥Mtlakjon [1] $450 _$240 §144
Hahita Mitigatian [2] £7.000 $4.400 %1,700
Subtotal City Pess (rounded) $21,700 $17,200 $8,200
i3 Other Agency Reas,
SAFCA CIE Fee $222 $222 $119
SAFCA Assessmait Bistgct Bogd Debt 0,224 §2.224 81,192
Supplemental Levee Fee (PRELWM. ESTIMATE) [3) $3,500 $2,500 $2,000
SchostMitigatien $11,835 $11,835 94,734
SRCSD Sewer Fee $7.,000 $7.,000 $7.500
Subtotal Other Agancy Feas (roundad) $24,800 $23,800 $15,000
Gregnbriqr Publjc Facilities Feq (rounded) [4] $4200 $3,600 $2,%0
Gréenbrigr D&velopsr/CFD (rounded) [4] $21,300 $15,700 $11,100
=
,,___>TOTAL COST BURDEN $72,000 $60,300 $36,800
3
Cost Burden asi%4 of Unit Sules Price 16.4% 19.5%; 14.7%;
1 “cost_bmrdEn”
Note: FeasitMity Range, based on numerolis feasibility anslyses conducted by EPS ovéx the last two
decades, is deScribed gs follows:
Below 15%: Feasible
1586 - 20%: May be feasible
Above 20%: Infeasible
gource: Greenbriar Developers; City of Sucramamto; erd EPS.
e [1] Air Quality Mltqatlon cost is a peelimimary estimate based on input frem project applicant.= -

(2] Bowed on teml estimated hawitat mitigation costs excludirig land gequidition (#ncl Ignd is dedicated) for the
Greenbgar. project. Refer to EPS# 17400 for details.

(37 Balipark estimate provided by developer as a placalanider.

[4] Itis assurived here that a CFD is used to furrd rogdwdy, sewer, witer, léhdscape corridors, gnd drainage facilities
apd that a Greenbriar Public Fagilities Feg Is establisheg to fund other pyhlic facilities. See Tataig A-12.

33
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# Grednbriar Public Facilitis; Financing Pign
Two-Percent Test of Total Tax Burden

—_—

Table 10

#

DRAFT

S

Low-Density Meadium-Density High-Dendity
Item Assumption Residential Residential Residential
Home Price Estimate [1] $440,000 $310,000° 3250,000
Homeéowner's Exemption [2] ($7,000) (87,000) ($7.000)
Assessegl Value [3] $433,000 $303,000 $243,000
Property Tax 1.00% 54,330 $3,030 $2,430
Othar Ad Valorem Taxes [4] 0.15% $650 $455 $365
Total Ad Valorgm Taxad $4,980 43485 $2,795
Special Taxes and Asssasments (Proposad) *
Reclamation Dist. No. 1000 - O & M Assess. 8§51 834 $17
SAFCA AsD. No. 1 - O & M Assessment $74 §50 $25
SAFCA Consolidated Capital Assessment District $80 $80 3§53
TMA CFD [5] 821 $21 '$16
Parks Maintenance [6) $52 $52 $30
City of Sacramento A.D. No. 96-02 - Library 527 827 $27
City of Sacramento A.D. No, 89-02 Lighting Dist. §66 $66 %5
CFD No. 97-01 $108 §108 $75
Total Spacial Taxes and Assessments 8478 $§436 $288
Proposed Infrastructure CFD (Preliminary Estimate) $1,500 $1,200 N/A
Parks Maintenance Cost (Preliminary Esfimate) $44 844 §26
Total Tax Burden $7,002 $5,165 =$3,108
Tax Burden a# % _of Home Price 1.59% 1.67% & 1.24%.
“two_percent”

Source: Gregory Group, City of Sacramento, Greenbriar landowners, and EPS.

1] Home prices are basad on 2005 prica levels in North Natomas from the Gregory Graup. "Low density” assumes2,700-
square-foot hames, "medium den¥ity" assumes 1,600-square-foot hmmes, and thigh density" assumes 1,000-squage-

foot attached units.

[2] An owner-occupied single-family residence is allowed a"$7,000 reduction of the assessad value of the property far the

purposes of calculating the annual property tax.

[3] The adjustesl assessed value is the value upon which the 1% propemty tax rate, as alowed under Proposition 13, is

calculated.

[4] Other Ad Valorem taxes include regional sanitation bonds and school general obligation bonds.

Greenbriar may elgct t
for the North Natomfls
significantly higher than those shown here,

[6] Assumes same rate as CFD 2002-2 Parke Maintenance.

?r%_

=

[7] Assumea that Greenlwriar pays the same rate as development east of -5,

Prepari by EPS

34

eatg a sgparate TMA; the costs, wweyer, arg notknown at this time. As a praxy, the rates
A are"shown. Please note that Bclts to peride transiiservice to Graenbriar may ba
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Draft Report
Greenbriar Public Facilities Financing Plan
August 14, 2007

example unit type.2 While the Greenbriar CFD clearly is feasible, bond financingfor
other facilities included in additional CFDs will be limited by the tax rates indicated

above.

e

W

2 Please note that Greenbriar developers may elect to formm TMA CFD to fund transit sgrvic%. The cost to
provide these services is unknown at this time, and EPS has used current rates from the North Natomas
TMA CFD No. 99-01 as a proxy. Actual tax rates adopted for Greenbriar could be significantly higher than

thoge shown. o
A ——
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James P. Pachl

Attorney at Law

717 K Street, Suite 534
Sacramento, California, 95814 n
Tel: (916) 446-3978 ’
Fax: (916) 447-8689 jpachl@sbcglobal.net

October 11, 2007
Joseph Yee, Chair, and Commissioners

Planning Commission
City of Sacramento

Greenbriar project: _Addepdym to my Jetter dated October 6, 2007

Dear Chairman Yee and Commissioners,

I previously mailed to Commissioners a comment letter dated October 6, 2007, on behalf of
ECOS, Sierra Club, and Friends of the Swainson's Hawk. Thereafter, the staff report for October

N 11, 2007, was available, including a previously unavailable Fiscal Analysis, and I learned of AB
1259. This letter responds to that additional information.

. 1. New Information: State Dept. of Finance recently determined that population
growth projection for SACOG jurisdictions is overstated by 30% (Assembly Bill
1259)

The Staff report and findings contend that Greenbriar's annexation and development is justified at
this time because the City's population will grow by 200,000 by 2030. City's population and
housing need projections rely on the 2005 SACOG population projections which rely on the
State Department of Finance population and housing need projections.

Yesterday I became aware of Agsembly Bill 1259, awaiting the Governor's signature, which
states that the Department of Finance population projections released in July 2007, show that its
previous population projectiog for the SACOG area was overstated 0%. The relevant part
of AB 1259 reads as follows:

"SECTION 1. Section 655§4.7 is added to the Government Code, to read:"

"65584.7. (a) The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:
(1) Accurate and current data to estimate housing needs is necessary to ensure that state,

s=——eg=——c=z = a» Icgiongl, andlocalagencies plag effectively, . - .- ~-.. = -
e - " (2) The Depagtment of Finance, which is cﬁarged with providing demographic data to aid
effective state and local planning and policymaking, released updated gopulation

grojectiqns for the state on July 9, 2007.




(3) The updated projections released by the Department of Finance represent a decline ef
the prior projectiop in the near-term population growth for the area

within the regional jurisdiction of the.Sacramente Asga Council of Governments."

The bill éoes on to authorize the Department of Finance to adjust its housing need projections for
SACOG.

In light of this new information, it appears that City's projections of population and housing
needs which it relies on to justify the Greenbriar project are gvegstated and outdated, and must be
revised downward to reflect the updated Department of Finance data released July 9, 2007.
Greenbriar and other projects outside the County Urban Service Boundary should not be
considered until the City revises its populatign and housing need projections based on the July
9, 2007, Department of Finance projections for the SACOG area.

2. Mitigation Measure 6.10-3 should be modified to prohibit construction until the
levees are upgraded to provide flood protection adequate for an urban area

Mitigation Measure 6.10-3 authorizes construction of the project to the extent e allowed by

FEMA's anticipated re-designation of the Natomas flood basin, which could be A-99 or AR, P
which under some circumstances would allow new development prior to upgrading of the levees

to the minimal FEMA 100-year standard. The Qctober 11 Staff report, p. 115, points out that

AKT Development submitted a letter to LAFCo dated September 19, 2007, stating that it would

not undertake vertical residential construction until the property has 100-year flood protection.

However, the Mitigation Measure has not been modified accordingly.

In light of AKTs letter of September 19, 2007, MM 6.10-3 should be modified to prohibit
vertical construction until 100-year protection is achieved. Without modification of that
Mitigation,Measure, AKT's pledge is unenforceable and therefore cannot be relied upon to
support a finding that impact of potential flood hazard are m1t1gated to less than significant.

3. Fiscal Analysis, January 2007

A fiscal analysis dated January 2007 was made public with the October 11 staff report. It
purports to reflect the division of revenue between City and County required by the Joint Vision
MOU, but the Analysis is written obscurely and it is unclear as to how revenue available to City
after the Joint Vision revenue split is computed or whether Greenbriar would be a net revenue
gain or net revenue loss for the City. At page 7, the Analysis states that "the results suggest a
fiscally negative impact to the City", which usually means that there will be a net revenue loss.

Moreover, the Joint Vision MOU, Section II, states that there will be further negotiations, and
that City and County will dopt a Master Tax Sharing Agreement. There is no Master Tax
Sharing Agreement. A rgliable fiscal analysig cannot be done until City and Cougty bave adopted
Ememmemeas=== % Magster. Tax Sharjpg=Agreement for Joinf Visior, of} Pt minifiin = for GTEenbTIAr.= == ™= w= o —u & & & =

The City has acknowledged a shortfall of re%nue and infrastructure for the North Natomas
Community Plan, which was not subject to revenue-sharing with County. In light of that

= &
=



difficulty, there needs to be must better explanation as to why there will not be such a shortfall
resulting from Greenbriar.
Thank you for considering these comments.

Very T urs,

James chl



James P. Pachl

Attorney at Law
717 K Street, Suite 529
Sacramento, California, 95814
*  Tel: (916) 446-3978
Fax: (916) 244-0507 jpachl@sbeglobal.net

November 8, 2007

Joseph Yee, Chair, and Commissioners
Planning Commission
City of Sacramento

RE Greenbriar project, November 8, 2007 agenda, Item 3,

Dear Chairman Yee and Commissioners,

I have previously subnditted letters dated October 6 and October 11, 2007, to the Commission
regarding this project on behalf of Sierra Club, Friends of Swainson's Hawk, and Environmental
Council of Sacramento. On October 11, the Commission closed public testimony, but stated that
public testimony would be allowed at the November 8 meeting as,to any new information. On
Friday November 2, City staff released a new Staff Report and attachments, totaling 200 pages,
including a 30-page letter by the Applicant's attorney.

Please review the following documents separately submitted to the Commission or in the FEIR:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Calif. Dept of Fish and Game, letters dated September 5, 2005,
and January 17, 2006(FEIR pp- 4-2, 5-2)

Swainson's Hawk Technical ‘Advisory Committee, September 2, 2006, (FEIR p. 4-509)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servicez Calif. Dept of Fish and Game, (regarding Swainson's Hawks and

Giant Garter Snakes), Sept 18, 2007

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, (response to City’s letter), Sept 18, 2007

Sutter County, letters dated September 18 and 27, 2007 (regardlng effect on NBHCP)

Sacramento Metropelitan Air Quality Management District, Septemher 19, 2007

State Office of Environmental Health Hazard" Assessment, September 26, 2007

Friends of the Swainson's Hawk, October 4 and 14, 2007 (Attachments 4 and 16 to Staff report)

Rob Burness (former County Planner), October 9, 2007 (Attachment 9 to Staff Report)

Environmental Council of Sacramento, October 10, 2007 (Attachment 14 to Staff report)

James Pachl, letters dated October 6 and October 11, 2007, and attachments thereto;

Sacramento County Farm Bureau, letter by Ken Oneto, President, dated November 6, 2007

———Applicant'sletter, by Tina Thomas, Attorney, of Remy, Ihpgas, NJopse, ang Manley, angd the .
City staff report contain numerous errors, some of which are addressed below.

id
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1. Pending Litigation

Although most of the decisions about the Project have yet to be made by City, we have sued
LAFCo as to its approval of the SOI and certification of the EIR, to preserve our rights under the
short CEQA statute of limitations. City wasgot named as defendant because the City has not
approved the Project and has the discretion to deny the Applicatiori or to modify:most of the
proposed Project, EIR, and mitigation measures. (If City were to modify the EIR, LAFCo would
need to concur before the revised EIR could be certified by both lead agencies).

The letter of Ms. Thomas, page 30, mistakenly asserts that Public Resources §21167.3 and
* CEQA Guidelines §§ 15231, 15233 are applicable. In fact, thosg provisions are applicable only
to a responsible agency, and are not applicable to City's actions as to Greenbriar, because City
is a co-lead agency, not a responsible agency. City is free to reject the Project or to modify any
part of the EIR, mitigation measures, or findings (except for those applicable exclasively to
= IAFCo's actions).

2. The assertion that the City of Sacramento's population will grow by 200,000 persons
by Year 2030 is unsupported and contrary fo the projections of the 2005 General
Plan Update Technical Document and current populatlon growth projections by
SACOG and the California Department of Finance. 5

City claims that the Project is necessary to help accommodate City’s projected population
increase of purportedly 200,000 by Year 2030. (See letter of Tina Thomas quoting a 2005 letter
of Carol Shearly, Planning Director, and other City documents).

In fact, the City of Sacramento General Plan Technical Background Report, 2005, p. 2.4-13,
Table 24-5, "City of Sacramento Population and Employment Projections”, (EXHIBIT A,
attached), shows the population of the existing City plus Panhandle as 407,100 in 2000, and the
projected population of 564,200 in 2030, which is an increase of 157,100 persons from Year
2000 to 2030, not 200,000. :

The same documenf projects the City's population plus Panhandle as 473,100 in 2010, which
when subtracted from 564,200 equals a projected population increase of 91,100 between 2010
and 2030.

The GP Technical repert projects population growth of 200,000 by 2030 only if Natomas Joint
Vision Area, including Greenbriar is annexed and developed as shown on EXHIBIT A. The
2005 GP Technical Report does not prOJect a population increase 200,000, as shown on
EXHIBIT A, unless the Joint Vision Area is annexed and developed.

More recent data shows that even the population projections of the 2005 GP Technical Report
were greatly overstated and can no longer be relied upon. As mentioned in my previous letter
dated October 11, 2007, Assembly Bill 1259, states, in relevant part:

Smpmgmsa = ==iT-F - == =. EEETE M LeIEes A e g ee et g g Tep o= BT T
"(3) The updated projections released by the Department of Finance [July 9, 2007]
represent a decline of over 30 percent from the prior projection in the near-term

*population growth for the area within the regional jurisdiction of the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments." -
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ATTACHED as EXHIBIT B are the SACOG Draft Projections, September 2007, which now
projects that the population of the City of Sacramento's will increase by 129,299 between 2006
and 2035 (a 26-year period) — much less than the 200,000 projected by City staff.

Moreover, recent events have shown that a substantial portion of the region's recent new housing
growth, perhaps 25%, may have been attributable to the generous availability of sub-prime
mortgages which are no longer be available, and investors speculating on increasing housing
price8. Tt also appears from repeated anecdotal accounts that a substantial part of the region's
"new growth" population is comprised of persons commuting to jobs in the Bay Area. Persons
willing to commute from Sacramentd’to the Bay Area several times per week comprise a limited
market pool which appears to have peaked and cannot be relied upon for prpjections of future
new growth. )

In light of the uncertainty of even short-term population projections, it would be completely
opposite to the principles of Smart Growth for City to annex and approve any new development
on prime and important farmland outside of the County Urban Service Boundary until the
thousands of acres of vacant non-prime land suitable for residential development within the City
and its pre- existing SOI (South Sacramento and Rosemont) are largely built out.

3. Failure to Mitigate for Loss of Prime and Important Farmland

Please refer to discussion of this issue in my letter dated October 6, 2007, page 5, and to the
letter of Ken Oneto, President of the Sacramento County Farm Bureau, November 6, 2007.

The letter of Tina Thomas, page 18, claifs that CEQA does not require that loss of farmland be
mitigated, and improperly cites andurelies upon the discredited “Kangaroo Rat” decision of the
California Fifth District Court of Appeal (Fresno), 2003, which was ordered depublished by the
California Supreme Court in 2004.

California Rule of Court 8.1115(a) states that:
“[A]n opinion of a California Court of Appeal or $uperior court appellate division that is

not certified for,publicé.:tion or ordered published must not be cited or'relied on by, a court

or a party in any other action.” %
As to mitigation for loss of farmland, CEQA Guideline 15021(a)(2) is on point:
“A public agency should not approve a project as proposed if there are feasible
alternatives or mitigation measures avgilable that would substantially lessen any
significant effects that the project would have on the environment.”

L

CEQA Guideline 15370(e) states that “Mitigation” includes:
“Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.”

Accordingly, the Sacramento County SuperiorzCourt, Judge Lloyd Connelly, ruled in 2002, ing

the Lent Ranch case, that CEQA required the City, of Elk Grove to mitigate to the extent feasible,

by permanently protecting existing prime farmland, for loss of farmland due to the Lent Ranch
project. (Sacramentp Superior Court, Case No 01CS1090.) The Third District Court of Appeal
upheld that part of Judge Connelly’s decision pertaining to farmland mitigation, although the ;
Court of Appeal’s opinion was not published.

2
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While no new farmland would be created by permanent protection of existing farmland in
Natonfas Basin, a permanent agricultural easement at the ratio of 1 to 1 or 2 to 1 would prevent
the conversion of the protected farmland to non-agricultural use, which is fgasible partial
compensation for pa¥ing of the Greenbriar site. Ken Oneto, President of the Sacramento County
Fagm Bureau in the Bureau’s letter to the Commission. November 6, 2007, points out that #
mitigation for lgss of farmland due to Grgenbriaf should be at the ratio of at least one acre
permanently proteéted for every acre developed, which, ¥ the standard mitigation measure
required in Yolo, San Joaquin, and other Counties in the region.
AKT and it§ entities own or control substantial tracts of farmland;in the unincorporated
Sacramento County in Natomas Basin. Some would be difficult or infeasible to develop.
Undersigned counsel identified several of these tracts in“a previous letter commenting on the
RDEIR. There are also Working farms on prime farmland between, the Airport and Garden
Highway that are undevelopable due to proximity to the Airport and distance from highway
x access.” These landowners may be amenable to selling permanent agricultural conservation

easements to mitigate for Greenbriar. Thus, this Applicant would*have no difficulty in providing

. generous mitigation for loss of farmland.

Instead, Applicant offers ridiculously little agricultural mitigation (see my letter, October 6,

2007), which relies on the unsupported assertion that the wildlife agencies will allow 75% of the

wildlife mitigation habitat lands (mitigated at 0.5 to 1) to be managed for commetcial

agriculture. The letter of Applicant’s attorney contends, that this is justified by her

. misunderstanding of the Joint Vision MOU, which never underwent CEQA review or =
environmental analysis, was never intended or designed to satisfy CEQA mitigation
requirements, and has no legal effect.

L]

a

4. The Project Fails To Provide Open Space Mitigation As Promised by the Joint
Vision‘MOU

The Joint Vision MOU was sold to the Council, the public, and the media as a means of
protecting open space in the Sacramento County area of the Natomas Basin by requiring new
development to provide one acre of open space for every acre developed. Joint Vision
“conceptual” maps'shows equal areas of development and open space. Skeptics such as,myself
believed that City would not honor its promise of open space preservatiop, and the Greenbriar
project, as proposed, proved that our skepticism was justified.

W

City staff and Applicant now claim that artificial concrete-lined detention basins, developed
urban parks, freeway buffers, and bicycle paths within the"project can be credited to satisfy the
Joint Vision open space requirement. . These uses are inconsistent with Government Code
§56060, which defines open space as: “. . any parcel or area of land or water which is
substantially unimproved and devoted to an open space use, as defined in Section 65560".

. Section 65560 defines “open space land” as “any parcgl or area of land or water that is
essentially unimproved and devoted to an open-space use.” Open space uses described in that
| w—=s==statute, do not encompass developed urban parks artificial detention basins within the project, or

“ improved freeway buffers or imprgved (i.e.: paved) bicycle trails within development.

5. The Project Is In Violation of the 2003 Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Pan
and Relies on the False Assumption that It Can Use the Existing NBHCP Mitigation
Measures To Mitigate for Impacts of Greenbriar on Species

=
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The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Calif. Department of Fish and Game have re.peatedly told
City and the Applicant that the EIR’s analysis of Project impacts on wildlife, particularly the
endangered Giant Garter Snake and Swainson’s Hawk, and proposed Mitigation Measurgs are
inadequatg. See USFWS and CDFG letters dated September 5, 2005, January 17, 2006 (FEIR pp.
4-2, 5-2) and two letters dated Sept 18, 5007. See also letter of Swainson’s Hawk Technical
Advisory Committee (an independent committee of biologists expert on the Swainson’s Hawk),
dated September 2, 2006, (FEIR p.4-509).

it

The project is within the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (“NBHCP”) area, but outside
of the Perthif' Area of the Plan. The-2003 NBHCP permits 17,500 acres of new urban
development after 1997 within designated Permit Areas for Ciwty (8050 acres), Sutter County, and
.. Metro Air'Park. It allows the urfiisually low mifigation ration of .5 acres preserved in the Basin
for every acre developed, but only becausesthe 2003 NBHCP:and City’s EIR/EIS for the NBHCP
assume that most of the remainder of the Basin’s 29,000 acres outside of the Permit Areas will
remain as undeveloped farmland that will continue to provide habitat henefits that will
supplement the habitat preserves provided under the NBHCP. The NBHCP provides that any
néw devetdpment outside of the Permit Area will require an Effects Analysis of the new
development on the entire NBHCP program arid issuance of Incidental Take Permits prior to
prezoning (which the wildlife agencies recently modified to require Incidental Take Permits, if
approved, prior4o City approval of teritative subdivision fnap, development agreement, etc).

The Federal District Court, construed the effect of these provisions in its decision*upholding the
2003 NBHCP, on September 8, 2005, as f(_)llows:

At pg. 30, fint 13, of the Opinion, the Court states that:
" *the Service and those seeking au ITP (Incidental Take Permit) in the future
will face an uphill battle if they attempt fo argue that additional development.in
the Basin beyond 17,500 acres will not result in jeopardy," pointing out that the
HCP,xBiological Opinion, Findings, and EIR/EIS are predicated on the ,
assumption that development will be limited to 17,500 acres and the most of the
remaining lands will remain in agriculture during the 50-year Permit Term.

4 - L'

At pg. 22 fint 10, of the Opinion, the Court states that: | . .

" awhile plaintiffs contend that future development will vitiate the NBHCP, it is
more likely that, if future development in the [Sacramento] County will have this
effect, the Secretary will decline to issue ITP’s for development in [Sacramento]
County or will insist on mitigation that may be considerably greater than required

by the NBHCP." o

In addition, City represented to the wildlife agencies, in City’s FEIR/EIS for the Natomas Basin
Habitat Conservation Plan, pp. 3-30 - 3-31:
"Hevelopment of West Lakeside and Greenbriar Farms is not considered
e _reasonably certain to occur because extensive studies, planning and further
SW=E== =" ~jralysesure required_as part-of the Joint¥ ision process-before.any—=-i === ==
development approvals may be considered for any of these areas, and because the
outcome of these efforts is unknown." (FEIR/EIS p. 3-31, attached.)

Approximately 6000 acres of City’s NBHCP Permit Area have been developed. The

Sutter County and Metro Air Park Permit Areas are mostly undeveloped. Common sense
says that there should be substantial build-out of the permitted 17,500 acres and

5
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assessment of its effects and effectiveness of the Conservation Program before
considering yet more development in this sensitive habitat area.

Greenbriar cannot legitimately use the 2003 NBHCP as a basis for determining what mitigation
plan will work while reducing, by 577 acres the agricultural area intended to help mitigate for
development permitted by the 2003 NBHCP. Yet Applicant’s attorney repeatedly refers to the
NBHCP and NBC practices to justify the Greenbriar propesal’s mitigation ratio.

'Ms. Thomas letter also refers to State Fish and Game’s 1994 purported “guidelines” for
mitigating the development of Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat. This dodument has no
application in the case of a project that is developingea portion of an existing Habitat
Conservation Plan that is designated to remain in habitat. Clearly the 1994 document did not
anticipate nor address how the CDFG would analyze impacts and mitigation for a project
changing a 2003 Habitat Conservation Plan. Because the Department has no routine guidance in
this matter, it is important that the Department’s findings regarding impacts and mitigation be
determined before the CEQA document on this project is adopted. One-half to one mitigation is
not adequate to address the impacts of the project on Swainson’s Hawk or Giant Garter Snakes
because that the land in question is part 8f a habitat conservation plan mitigating for other
development in the basin.

Both CDFG and the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee are orrrecord that the
Swainson’s Hawk mitigation program proposed for Greenbriar is flawed because it mitigates for
loss of a landscape of supportive habitat with scattered fragments of habitat. Some of the
fragments described in Ms. Thomas letter are unacceptable as mitigation land for the Swainson’s
Hawk. The Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee filed a comment letter, September
2, 2006 objecting to the amount and type of mitigation, and characterization of habitat quality
(low, moderate, high). These flaws have not been corrected. Ms. Thomas’ letter simply refers to

# adding a few more acres of land to the mix without regard to whether these acres will support the
conservation effort in Natomas Basin.

The Greenbriar mitigation program assumes, without basis, that at least some of the mitigation
land will be farmed. Given the potentially detrimental effects of the Basin’s development upon
the viability of agriculture and its the water delivery system (absolutely essential for Giant Garter
Snake), there is no basis for assuming what NBC will or could do with its lands in the future to
protect the species. Instead, Greenbriar could mitigate for loss of agricultural land and suppert
Swainson’s Hawk foraging by dedicating nearby farmland (owned byapplicant) to permanent
agricultural uses beneficial to the covered species. )

6. The Partial Reversal Of The Position Of Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District Appears Politically-Dictated And Lacks Scientific Basis
The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (“SMAQMD”) has been highly
. _critical of certain elements of the EIR and the project. See letters of the District dated August 31,
= = 2006, DedEfilaer 29, 2006<(FEIR 4-268, 5-23) September 1972007, and of the State Qfficeofi= = & ===
Environmental Health Assessment, September 26, 2007, which are very clear about the health
hazards arising from placing residences within 500 feet of a busy freeway.
On October 25, 2007, the SMAQMD Board (comprised of City and County elected officials)
adopted the following policy, by a 5 —4 vote:
“8. Land use — Support communities in their efforts to meet sustainable land use and

=
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energy use goals ands objectives or adopted Blueprint Preferred Scenario targets.”
(See attached EXHIBITS C and D)

This new policy leaves Air District staff with no choice but to support @f new development
project proposed by local government within the Blueprint Preferred Scenario map area (such as
Greenbriar) regardless of possible detrimental effects upon air quality and human health; and
robs District staff of their scientific independence. Blueprint underwent no environmental
review, and never addressed the potential health hazards of locating new residential development
next to freeways. The District Board’s blanket support for any project within the Blueprint map
area, regardless of its effects, is inconsistent with the District’s responsibility to protect the =
public’s health.

A few days later, the District submitted its letter dated October 29, 2007, which for the first time
stated District support for Greenbriar and asserted that the Air Resources Board guidance
document which recommends that residential projects not be located within 500 feet of a
highway was somehow not applicable to the Sacramento region or to the project site, (even
though located at the junction of I-5 and'Hwy 99). The District’s position in its new letter is
inconsistent with that of the highly respected State Office of Environmental Health Assessment,
stated in its September 26, 2007, letter, and lacks scientific basis.

Thank you for considering these comments.

f35
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%.Shafre of
® Population Regi%'s
u Populatign fopq{atlon ghange Changg 1986
a % PQUNTY 1986 8096  1986-2006 - 2008
EL DORADD 100,900 © 178,637 75,737 8.91%
Plg‘pervnlg w 7178 gﬂ A f’ 3,022 3628
}SI%gh Lake Tghoe 20,650 23,652, 3,002 0.35%
= E‘:&g{,gw;% 73,1@0‘ 14,2.7,32 = 69,688 8.19%
&EQ . 141,500 7498 17,998 20.70%
y j 8,675 13,917 4,342 0.51%
olfax 1,150 4,331 681 0.08%,
%: In 5,600 33,695 28.095 3.30%:
‘Logmis 4,990 6,501 1.511 0.18%
Rogklin = 10,850 51,480 40.230 4.73%
Rosévilie 30,450 104,981 74,531 8.76%
-Unglt:orporaged 79,800 106,393 26,593 3.13%
£

SACRAMENTO 9047800 1,387,771 482,971 58.80%;
Citrus Heights . 87,018 87.018 10.23%
Elk Grove * 131,081 131.081 1541%
Folsom 16,800 69,544 52.744 6.20%
Galf 6.850 23,017 16,167 1.90%
Istefs 8%0 814 -56 -0.01%
Raq;c{ho Cgrdova . 56,470 56.470 6.64%
Sacrame 329,600 458,001 128,401 15.10%
Lnincorpgzated 550,680 561826 11.226 1.32%
SYTTER 58,200 91,669 33,469 3.9
EivdOak 3770, 7492 3.722 0.44%
Yupa Gity 21,850 60,653 38,803 4.56%
Unﬁ,orpp;gzte% 32,550 23524 -9,026 -1.06%
“ vyog ¥ 124,200 190 $qg 66,300 7.80%
Davis 40,650 23.988 2.82%
i West Sacragiento * 43,21% 43.219 5.08%
yinters 3,340 6,874 3.534 0.42%
Woodland 34,05Q 53,016 18.966 2.23%
Unincarporated 46,]0% 22,753 -23;347 52.75%
‘i YUBASRRS SR T - T 753300 B 69,198 ¢ 15898 1.87%
Marysville 11,00 12,775 15775 0.21%
Whealland 1,535 3518 1,988 0:23%
Unincorporateg 40,800 52,905 19,105 182%
SACOG Region 1,382,908  £,233,273 850,373 100.00%,
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2035 Population
Projectiong
(SACOG)

Tahae Basin portion
projectiong

233,200

£ 16,200
wa

217,000

546,800
20,300
2,500
51,708
8,500
68,300
150,700
244,800

& 1,972,200
L] 98,700

® 177,500
84,400
24,400
1,6Q0
166,200
587,300
832,100

b

127,600
8,500
63,500
55,600

270,700
67,500
86,000
11,100
58,800
47,300

~ 148 200
13,600

3.800
131,800

3,299,700

=

Sources:
1986 populanont State of Calitornia, Departméit of Finance,
2006 population: State of Calffornfa, Deparfgxent of Financé,

/* Population

a

%, Shyre of
Region's
Change Chighge

2006 - 2035 / 2008 - 2035

80,215 7.36%
6.003 0.55%
n/a na =
*74,212 6.81%
L1} [ ]
229,302 21.08%,
7283 0.67%
s, 669 0.06%
18,005 1.6586
1,999 0.18%,
17.220 158% =
45,719 4.19%
138,407 12.70% "
8
584429 ° w3.e%,
11,682 1.07% .
46,419 4.26%
14,856 1.36%
1,383 0113%,
786 0.07%
109.730 4/ 10.07%
129,209 &7 11.86%;
270.274 24.79%
E .
35,931 3.30%
1,008 0.09%
2,847 0.26%
32.076 2.94%
T
80,200 7.36%
2.862 0.26%
42,781 3.92%
4.226 0.39%
5.784 0.53%
24,547 2:25%
B e fw—
80-80 7.31% -
825 0.08%
282 0.03%
784895 7.24%
1,090,079 100.00%.
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E-4 Population Estimates for Citigs, Counties*and the State, 2601- 2007. with 2080 Benchmark§Sacramento, California, Ma)
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SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY
'MANAGEMENT DISTRICT '

For Agenda of October 25, 2007

To: Board of Directors
o Sacramento®™etropolitan Air Quality Management District
From: Larry Greene

Air Pollution Control Officer

Subject: R!_egislative Review and Approval of Update to District Legislative Policy

21

Recommendation
That the Board approve the 2008 policy document (attached).
Background

The attached policy document is a format that has been used by the SMAQMD Board of
Directors to provide staff with guidance regarding how to respond to specific sybject areas
that may come up in state and federal legislatiop or regulations._Key changeg nclude
augfenting our stated policy on climate change and the addition of a land-use item that
would explicitly express district sugoort for the Blyeprint Preferred Scenaria. The document
also very slightly modifies our bicycling and walking projects/programs statement and
eliminates some obsolete or excessive languagey

Changes are highlighted and the 2007 Policy Recommendations are also attached for
reference.

Fiscal Impact

bm

None,
Respectfully submitted:

Larry Greene
Air Pollution Control Officer/Executive Director

" Approved as to form:

Kathrine Pittard t
District Counsel
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Sacramento®Metropolitan Air Quality Management District

,2008 Board Directives for
State and Federal Legislation and Regulation

AR QUALITY MISSION

b

1. State and Federal legislation and regnlation  Monitor and influence state and federal legislation,
regulations, or budgets as necessary to support the district’s air quality program or its ability to meet the
regulatory requirements or to achieve the annifal emission reductions as required by the California and
Federal Clean Air Ats. (restated) -

N
.\{p

LIMATE CHANGE ) " ¥
u
2. Programs — Support and participate in local, state, regional or national efforts in a manner consistent with
the SMAQMD Board-adopted Climate Change Protection Program.

-

MOBILE SOURCES

H

3. Cleaner Vehicles and Vehicle Scrappage Programs -- Support cost-effective incentive programs to retire
older, more emissive motor vehicles or to accelerate use of cleaner vehicle technologies. (restated)

4. Market-based Transporfation Control Measures or Transportation Demand Management Strategies --
Support efforts creating transportation control measures, such as tax credits for employer telecommute

programs, tax credits for employer-paid transit passes and vanpool tax credits. Support efforts to
incentivize, reward or assist transportation demand management strategies.

5. Smog Check — Continue to advocate for AB 616. Maintain or enhance the cost-effectiveness and
efficiency of emissions reductions associated with Smog Check II or recapture ernission reduction
shortfalls associated with changes in the Smog Check II program.

u
6. Bicycle and Pedestrian Project/Programs — Support improvements,jn policies pertaining to nonmotorized
transportation, increasing funding for bicycling or walking capjtal or maintenance projects and increasing
biking and walking safety. (restated)

Locomotives — Support efforts mitigating air poltution impacts of rail transport and rail facility operations.

Land Use — Supporticommunitiss in their efforts to maet sustainable land use and energy use goals and
objectives or adopted Blueprint Preferred Scenario targets.
DISTRICT FEES / ADMINISTRATION

*

9. Fee Authority Including the Surcharge on the Annual Registration of MBtor Vehicles % Oppose efforts that
would eliminate the current local authority to assess motor vehicle registration surcharges, or other fees, or
restgct gotivities that may be funded by that funding source.

" "m -

10. Expenditure of Funds Collected From Penalties -- Oppose efforts restricting the district’s authority to
expend funds collected from penalties in a manner consistent with district goals and objeatives. (restated)

11. Duplicate Fees -- Oppose efforts authorizing state/federal agencies to collect duplicate fees from small
businesses already paying fees to local agencies for similar programs.

L
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AGENDA Wwh
MATERIAL

t 0
January 7, 2608 (U ’/(t(::m%rlﬁ'i CFFIGE
Y OF SACRAMEHT"
Members of the Sacramento City Council
900 I Street 008 AN -8 A FOb
Sacramento, CA 95814 . .

Dear Mayor Fargo and Council members:

As a resident of East Sacramento for 38 years and as one who has been involved with
major land use decisions in Sacramento County during 30 years with the County
Planning Depdttment, I want to express my strong concerns regarding the proposetl
Greenbriar project.

Although there are negatives associated with the project in terms of habitat value, quality
farmland and still-unresolved flood protection, my main concérn is on# of timing. There
are just too many unresolved issues to approve this project at this time:

1. The need for thé project now in relation to population projections is not clear.
City staff justifications, based on a projected 200,000 increase in population
by 2030 are not supperted by the City’s own T&chnical Background Report
and State of California population projections for the region. The more likely
scenario is somethingron the order of an additional 96«#40,08@: persons over
Jthe next 22 years, a level more consistent with past growth and one that does
not require this project in order to accommodate it.

2. The City’s General Plan update is well underway. There are legitimate issues
with the draft policies of the General Plan, in particular policy LU.1-1.4
regarding promoting infill over greenfield development and Policies LU.1-+1.6
and LU.1-1.7 regarding the phasing of gneenfield development. City Planning
staff counter-arguments to these policy inconsistencies are hardly strong and
convincing.

3. The implementation of the Joint Vision between the City and County has not
been finalized. There are still unresolved questions on mitigation of open
space and revenue equity. Under pressure from the project proponent, the
County has made concéssions on mitigation ratios for the project that provide
a precedent to undermine the ability to achieve the open space protection
objectives of the Joint Vision.

4. There are unresolved questions about the impact of the Overflight Area of

. I Mctr Aupo t affect thé acceptability of dénsiti€sin _ _ I
T s epmwseﬁ %%I! Eat arc crﬁ%aq%é%le : juStitication of a ight railline. The - = = =& = =

present quiescénce of County Airports, Caltrans and FAA does not necessarily
mean that they won’t be negistering their strong concerns when development
specifics are under review,,



5. Habitat mitigation in relation to the Natomas HCP, the Joint Vision’s open
space prot&ction objectives and the assyet undeclared requirements of federal
and stata regulatory agencies is not clear. On a number of occasions, local
approval in advance of state/federal buy-in of local mitigation requirements
has led to difficult readjustments to locally approved projects. Doesn’t it make
mone sense t0 work out the mitigation strategy with all involved parties in
advance of a major new entitlernent that was not contemplated in the prior
agreements?

Given thése unresolved questions, I ask your Council to carefully think through your
potential support-of this project: Will you actually get what is being promised? Will
moving ahead here and now potentially thwart other worthy city development priorities?
Will approval threaten hard-fought consensus on habitat mitigation?

Your General Plan ultimately should give you this kind of guidance. It should not just

specify whera development might occur, but whan and how. It should articulate a well-

thought-out strategy for the priority and timing of development. Other regulatory

agéncies need to wéigh in and there netds to be a bettér consénsus on how new

development in Natomas fits in to established mitigation strategies. You don’t have that ~
guidance now, You should demand it tfore approving such a seminal project as

Greenbriar.

If you don’t deny this project as premature, then at the very least you should continue it
until there is a carefully thought out strategy for the City’s urban expansion in place in
the cont&xt of the City’s General Plan, the Joint Vision is adopted and other unresolved
issues are sorted out. Contrary to the! characterizations of some, the fate of the light rail
line to the airport does not depend on this project’s approval at this point in time.

All my professional life I have argued for rational, sensible well-planned and
environmentally responsible growth. If ever there was a project that demanded all these "
qualities, {Hisks it.

1038 55™ St s
Sacramento, CA 95819
916-456-4332
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.' 007-09-28
Sacramento Planning Commission
reenbriar project

Sacramento Planning Commission
City Hall

915 | Street, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

September 28, 2007
Re: Greenbriar project
Dear Commissioners:

[ have written you and testified before you about connectivity. In May | testified on behalf of the Sacramento
Area Bicycle Advocates about the lack of connectivity from the Panhandle project area to areas outside the
Panhandle. | followed up with a letter on the topic.

The same connectivity problem exists with Greenbriar. It is difficult to tell which is worse. Greenbriar, about a
mile square, will have a single connection via Meister Way to the east, no connection to the south and two
connections to Metro Air Park on the west. In Midtown or East Sacramento, there would be 12 to 16
connections over a one mile distande. I've not included Elkhorn Blvd in the east/west connections since its
six lane width and Hwy 99 interchange will be an intimidating and unfriendly place for pedestrians and
bicyclists. 5
This “infill* project as planned will be severely cut-off from its surroundings by Hwy 99, I-5 and the Lone Tree
Canal.

The lack of connectivity will permanently discourage residents of Greenbriar from walking or biking for
transportation. It takes about 5 minutes to bike a mike and 20 minutes to walk a mile. When lack of
connectivity prevents short, direct trips few are going to walk or bike an extra one, two, or three miles to get
where they need to go. Human powered transportation takes too much time and human energy to make that
feasible.

i
When the city of Sacramento adopted pedestrian friendly street standards several years ago, we cheered.
The street standards are good for pedestrians and bicyclists. -

What has become clear after reviewing the Panhandle and Greenbriar layouts is that having good standards
for street cross sections is not enough. The city needs street connectivity standards. | urge you to ask the
city to develop such standards and to apply some reasonable standards in the interim.

designed non- mterchange road crossing would suff ice as would a separate bike/ped overcrossnng Not only
would this give residents a way out of Greenbriar, it would allow residents south of I-5 a way in to use light
rail, which otherwise will be tantalizing close, but in practical terms, unreachable for those waking or biking.

Likewise, Greenbriar will not have residents biking or walking to jobs at'Metro Air Park if it is inconvenient
and indirect, no matter how close they may be as the crow flies.

kA




SABA is an award winning nonprofit organization with more than 1.400 members. We represent bicyclists.
Our aim is more and safer trips by bike. We're working for a future in which bicycling for everyday
transportation is common because it is safe, convenient and desirable. Bicycling is the healthiest, cleanest
cheapest, quietest, most energy efficient and least congesting form of transportation.

Yours truly,

Walt Seifert
Executive Director n

cc: Scot Mende "
Ed Cox
Ray Tretheway 5
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From: "Walt Seifert" <saba1@sbcglobal.net>

To: "David Kwong" <dkwong@cityofsacramento.org>
Date: 11/7/07 2:41PMW

Subject: Greenbriar Project

Mr. Kwong,

The Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocat®s has previpusly commentéd on the Greanbriar projéet and its
poor connectivity. See the attachen letter.

| would like emphasize again the need to mitigate the connectivity problems with this project. There
should ke a bicycle/pedestrian crossing or a non-interchange road crossing of I-5 on the southem edge of
the project. Such a crowsing woujpl have significant banefits.

. =3
It would substantially increase the “ridershed" for the planned light raii station in Greenbriar. As currently
planned, though there will be many rooftops south of I-5, residents will not be able to reach the light rail
station. The station will be within walking distance and cycling distance for people living south of I-5 if
access were provided.

A crossimg for cyclists and pedestrians is needed because of the impenetrable barrier I-5 represents. It
would allow many trips that otherwise would be taken by automohile to be made by bike.

Having a crossing is consistent with city’s current plans to have non-intarchange crossings of I-5 between
the Del Paso and Aréna interchanges and the Arena and |-80 interchanges.

I hope,you will consider our comments and pass them aleng to the Planning Commission.

Walt Seifert

Executive Director

Sacramento Area Bicyole Advecates (SABA)

(916) 444-8600

saba(@sacbike.org

www.sacbike.org

"SABA represénts hicytlists. Our aim is more and safer trips by bike."

ccC: *Ed Cox (Work)" <ecox@eityofsacramento.org>
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October 11, 2007 "

City Plgpning Commission
Gy of Sacrargento

916 I Street,12™ Elder
Saqragggnto, CA 93814

JRe: Greenbfial

The Planning Commissign has raa® it c]éar that it is mte;ested' ingthe transxt_onentcd

@ l@pment Charactesistics™of the proposcd Grestibriar project. Isverysmuch:appreciate your
cSmmitinEhCto tAdtoyetly Exarhinirfethis 1§'§Ee&fo;b3\al=1ﬂfqujeﬂ ‘a%!udﬂ Iths
y develd

ﬂhﬁal:ﬁ‘iqf wé&baogftransit qdnrm in this City and negign. gimnhpro;cct atany .
scalg:that.ls within %2 mile ofs xhtmg or planned Ilﬂ’lt ra11 statmlzhoul "be studidd carcfully

]*velqpmen; depsities garficularly housing densities, Arga.common metfic to usego Asess the
traandershlﬁ'potenml ofa dSwlopment ﬁ)ﬁlthls.vanable wife Greenbriar'project fall$
irsbn3eWhat sHoft. Transit plannem cncrally usetarult of thumbmhatgProjects slwuld Have
numrmlm@?len’nal densities of [ dwellingjunits pengcre 'anc!I rldErs'l'np gets.much.bcttcr.at
eysEn, hlghcr ensities. The GreenbriarGensities ar@slﬁctly hightr than 13dwelling ST acre
w1thm.'4 ml]E and slightly lower WAthin % mil&. Pthinkih® infaM réason® fof tHis arg tha
alr;xm proxlmltly isSues, the land valu€s at a Igcation arf Rrﬁty ar ftbm downtggm Sacramento,
andgthe fact that it 1s being dc&'elopcd riéar the e edge ofan urbanized area X(i. e., not inthe middle
nof downtﬁwn)

Howeve‘, no single:metric.can tellthe wholg tory, For jnstance, theym ages62 stations in our
t Ight rail sybtern. There 8 an average of ®624 dwelling units within ¥ mile of these
-stat s Greenbriar will have, 2367 dwelhn; unitsswithih %mil€ofithe light rgil station, 46%

hlgher-than_,the-avera_ge of all statjgng in the current system. ,In fact}jt weuld,h#ve¢ more housing
¢losg tqtransit than gl but.elgvemof the ex1shn§.'$2 stations.

TH éall?n! oun Bf course, =is!tra trldashtp Greéhbriar also scoYes well here. Oug
. g eﬁ} up ate etropohtan ransy ortltlon Fxn@mﬁctﬂhﬁbu—m‘@ut

or e Grecn ar stop woilld &eherati .1&4‘5 ings per ay ect 1,460
Boadings atR avérgge stlabn/bit ths DBWAE®h 1 Nakth'NatAgigidirpor™DNAY ight fhil,
linc m:EOSS Tﬁcrgfgrc,gtgggbr@r wouldpengratg al;opt%}no dmgs 1an thegyerage:
of the, 1'&3. emithat line, and 19 of¢hempproximateky: ﬁﬁ dai :boaf'dmgs for thes
entifeine. % -trav"el YiodtMwomfs uug foﬂ&x -p? eclithis is one ofutticmost

“sghRightadd in e'cmlﬁﬁry Wealeon lznazwﬂl bewsable inshegegiony
application-fer,fec derq,] trangjt:dgllars toragsistin bu11 ing"

Wifh, thaflesyot fOr ') your iMrept 1r'1'tHE'tr oen d develop
1 efgtmi tﬁ!ﬁ OV UNC O DT IRAT T
willassigt in meeting the future public transportatlon ne'ecis df trle rqlon '

ng I (o —

Mike ®1&8K eever
Exeﬁutlv_g Birector

E#m isalie. I‘txh V‘E)‘owcan
Vet iSproj



Seprmio A

Comanci! ol
CR gl ts
1415 L Stre, October 24, 2007
Bl 308
crsasmie, CA )
w4 Joseph Yee, Chair
. Sacramento City Planning Commission

1 918321, ]
Ratoriy g New City Hall
wh: 918,321, gl 915 I Street, Third Floor
PN 530G W9 Sacramento, CA 95814

) Dear Chair Yee and Members of the Planning Commission:
h" ST Tl

Sacramento Regional Transit District and the Sacramento Area Council of Governments have

;ﬁc{a er-f;st(;'t presented you with testimony about the significant transit ridership that would be generated by
95816 the Greenbriar project. In this letter, we add some detail about the timing of our pursuit of
R, 916.321.2900 federal funds for this important project.

Wy, sl com

. The current Federal Transportation Bill will need to be reauthorized by Congress in 2009. We
will want Congress to specifically list the complete Downtown to North Natomas to Airport
(DNA) light rail line as a project eligible for funding in that bill. There will be a great deal of
activity in 2008 in preparation for the 2009 work. Most important for the prospects for DNA
funding is that the Federal Transit Authority will be working on its list of light rail projects to
recommend for inclusion in the bill. We expect them to complete their recommendations in mid
to late fall, 2008. That means that we will e actively advocating with them through 2008 to
include the DNA line on their recommended list. That process will start in a few short months.

As the travel model information we have presented you clearly shows, the inclusion of transit
riders from the Greenbriar project will significantly improve our argument. Conversely, if the
City decides to reject that project now, even if it intends to reconsider its decision at a future
date, our argument will be significantly weakened. We will not e able to project riders from an
unapproved transit-oriented project.

The DNA project is included in SACOG's existing MTP, and in the draft update to the MTP

before the SACOG Board on Monday, October 29. It has been a very high priority project for

RT for several years. It is also a high priority project for the City of Sacramento, demonstrated

by the central role it plays in the North Natomas Community Plan. Recent polls and community

workshop results clearly show the public's support for continued expansion of our region's light
- rail system.

Proceeding with Greenbriar now is an important component of helping the City and region to
compete in very stiff competition for federal funding for this project. The magnitude of the
issue is substantial - hundreds of millions of dollars. Please let us know if you have any
questions about this information or our prior testimony.

I

e e Es= m Sincerely i =Samrn = SataE=aant & Setes "am MEERT— SamE e ——

H

%W ﬂf_‘; ;(w.ﬁq

Mike McKeever Michael R. Wiley
Executive Director Interim General Manager
SACOG Regional Transit
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Honarabli Kayor Farjo and Céuncilmambers

Satramento City Hall \
915 | Street, 5 Floor .

Sacramento, CA §5814

" Re: Tha.Gregnbriar projact
R I
Dear Mayor Fargo and Counclimembers:

]

i | am writing on hehalf of the Sacrantnto Asian Pacific Chambér of Commgrce to express our strong =
support for the Gregnbriar project.

Located between the developing Metra Alr Park light Industrialoffice Eomplex and the"North Natomas i
Community Plan, the Greenbriar project Is adogical and well-reasoned agdition to the City of %cf'amento -

W and will serve to enhance the urban landscapa.of North'Natomas. The Chambser has taken the'time to
become fagniliar with the Graenbriar proposal and understand the projeet's uniqus characteristies that 2

warrant our support.

As you are aware, Gregnbylar was designad with the future Downtown-Natomas-Alrport light rail

extension | mind, Including a station site cantrally lecated within the projéct. The Chamber believes the

DNA extension is critical to broadsning our reglon's transporfation altermnativesand that appropriata

development along the planned extension route [s neceSsary to successfully lmplement light rail sarvice s

In North Natomaa Greenbriar has been intentlonallmnne! to complement the DNA extension with a -

- widg varialy of housing densitis'planned near and around the sfation site, including Effordable and senior
units. Neatly 80% of all housing within the project is locateq Within 2 mile of the stafien sits, and average
resilentlal dengitfes within % mile of the station will éxceed 17 dwelling units par acre. \

[

. Desides its support lur public transit, Gr@ﬁhbrﬂ?‘ﬁ fagxso represents onig of the first large-scale magter-
planned projacts to imcorporate SACOG's Regiogal Blusprint principles. Following many months of
communily input, tha Blugprint suggests a morg sustalnable way to plan future communities hd;g on
expending housing varkety, providing transportation alternetives, preserving nalural résourdes, smd-
bringing jobs and housing closar together. Gréenbriar achiaves thee laudable objectives with more than
a dozen different housing types, Mght rall as the projsct's centarpiece, an extraordinary smount of habitat
and opan oA pressrvation  including gatistying the Joint Vision MOU = and the project would locate
nearly 3,000 homes immediatsly adjacent to 38,000 jobs plannéd at the néighbosing Medro Alr Park

smployment osnier. Bacause of thase and othér project attribuite8, the Chambsir S@e8 Grimnbriaras a
made! project for the City of Sgcramento to approve I arder to implamgnt the-B/ysprint, and to «:
responsibly plan the City's future.

i

sic—w—g—cwl="= § = | lgok forward to expressing the Chamber's endorsémant for Greentyiar duringsth public hagring Zezazes-= = =
procass, Should you have questions aljout our position, plase don't hesitate to contact me.

B

. Raspectiully, c 5'

b

B Patrisia Fong Kushida "
i“‘ ¥ Prasident/CEO . o .
Bat Fo14 h’{J\Al«e ) a
cc: Sacramento LAFCo .

] #
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Sacramento Audubon Society

P. O. Box 160694, Sacramento, CA 95816-0694

January 7, 2008

Mayor Heather Fargo and Members of the Sacramento City Council
City of Sacramento

Yo 915 "I" Street, Fifth Floor
Sacramento, CA. 95814 )

o

e

Dear Mayor Fargo and Members of the Sacramento City Council:

Sacramento Audulyon Society opposes AKT’s proposed “Greenbriar” developmeat project. The

Greenbriar project, if approved, would pave over approximately 577 acres of prime agricultural

land and habitat in the Natomas Basin, oufside of the existing City limits, outside of the County’s

urban services boundary, outside of the boundaries of the lands that may be permissibly

developed under the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, and inside of a deep basin that
«has inadequate flood protection.

Last November, the City’s Planning Commission stood up to AKT, and rejected this project.
The City Council should do the same. This project is eveh more offensive than AKT’s typical
out-of-bounds efforts to destroy habitat and exacerbate sprawl and gridlock throughout the
Sacramento region for a broad range of reasons, including, but not limited to:

x . Everybody, including the City and AKT, knows that adequate flood protection does not
“exist in the Natomas Basin. Approval of the Greenbriar project would be extremely
irresponsible due to the substantial risk of loss of life and property that the project poses.

o The projeét cannot lawfully be approved, because it lies outside of the developable area
covered by the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (“NBHCP”). The project area =
supports wildlife species such as the imperiled Swainson's hawk and giant garter snake.
Wildlife protection agencies and Swainson's Hawk biologists have formally commented
that the biological mitigation measures proposed for Greenbriar are grossly inadequate.

.« The project is not consistent with current city or county general plans. A general planis

supposed:to serve as a forward-looking guide for sensible future development — not as a %
retrospective catalogue documenting an ever-expanding swath of environmental carnage,
sprawl and gridlock caused by the senseless approval of environmentally and socially
irresponsible development projects, such as this one.

Sacramento Audubon Society thanks the City’s Planning Commission for its decision to place

Emeeers=t the"City’s"and its residents’ interests ahead of AKT’s"biologically, fiscally and socially ===== =% » == &~ =2 = u =

irresponsible development proposal. We urge the City Council to do the same.

T 6 W ran

Keith G. Wagner, President
Sacramento Audubon Society .

-
l‘
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hﬁllelll Black (,hllnl' of Coamperce

w B TABING CARE OF BUSINESS” i

January 7, 2008

Honorabke Members
Sacramenmto City Council
City Hall

915 I Street, 5 Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Gredubriar
%
Déar Mayor Fargo and Councilmembers:

Qn behalf of the Sacramento Black Chember of Cammerce, I submit our endorsement for
the proposed Greenbriar project.

Greenbriar is one of the first opportunities for the City of Sacramento to approve a large-
scale masteg-planmed community that was designed based on Blueprint planning principles.
The project incorporates a wide variety of housing opportunities planned around a proposed
light rail station, and the project’s system of roadways is designed gccerding to a more
traditional grid pattern, avoiding standard suburban cul-de-sacs. The project site itself lies
next door to the Metro Air Park employment centef that is expected to gendrate nearly
40,000 jobs when completed. Greenbiriar will i improve the local JObS housmg balance while
at the same time providing a viable transportation alternative that minimizes dgpendence on
single-occupant auto use. The City Council has been very supportive of the Blueprint and
should approve this project in the interest of advancing one of the region’s most sustainable

project proposals.

The Sacranrento Black Chamber of Commerce is pleased to register our suppert for
Greenbriar praojeet and we stronFly encourage the City Council to approve the project.

Tb%zyou for your consideration®

Sincerely,

Azizza Davis GQoines

i 4 [4 4
226- S QLS
President/CEO DB

L1l

e

= - ——aaalra— == — e

2655 Del Monte Street, Webt Shcramento, Galiforniy 95691 Phone: (916) 374-9355 Fax: (916) 374-9366
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Sacramento County Farm Bureau
8970 Elk Grove Blvd. Elk Grove, CA 95624
Phone: (916) 685-6958 Fax: (916) 685-7125

7]

November 6, 2007

Mayor Heather Fargo

City Hall

915 | Street, 5th Floor

Sacramento, California 95814-2604

RE: Proposed Greenbrfar Project
Dear Mayor Fargo:

. The Sacramento County Farm Eureau has significant concerns regarding the
proposed Greenbriar project. We believe these concemns are not baing
appropnately addressed by the City of Sacramento, the County of Sacramento or

ﬁ LAFCo.

The proposed Greenbrier project will pave over some of the County’s remaining
prime farmland with no discernible mitigation to help preserve farmland in our

- region.” The City of Sacramento and County of Sacramento both have General
Plans that recognize the importance of protecting agriculture land, yet the City of
Sacramento is allowing the Greenbrier project to count habitat mitigation land as
agnculture preservation with no evidence that it can and will be used for farmland
in perpetuity. Jurisdictions in the' region require at least 1:1 mitigation for the
mtent purposes of agriculture only. Anything less than 1¥ mitigation for
agriculture is unacceptable and this project should be no exception. In addition,
the project lies outside the Permit Areas of the Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan, the NBHCP mitigation plan relied on the assumption that
most of the Basin outside of the Permit Areas would remain undeveloped and
agricultural for the 50 year Permit Term.

It should be recognized that agriculture’s economic impact to Sacramento County
D uaa=—emsis-O Ve md 306amillion imfarmgatessales-and=over-$4a2:billiomin suppentivesss——rmm=ca—am—m—-
industries, such as transportation, processing and sales. It should also he
recognized that Farm Bureau respects the position of the City and County’s need
to grow to accommodate future population growth. However, agriculture should
be of highest priority and protected against urban sprawl because of its economic
contribution. Agriculture is an important economic engine that drives the vitality



L

of not only our State’s economic health, but habitat for our wildlife, foeed and fiber
for paople around the world. We urge that inflll projacts and revitalization of
existing developed areas are the priority before the development of
existing farmland. %

In addition, the proposed development is slated for over 3,400 housing units,
shopping malls, an elementary school and several parks in a deep floadplain
prior to any repairs of Natomas levees; which lacks 100 year flood protection.
This is poor public planning.

In closing, the proposed Greenbrier project does not adequately address the
impacts to agriculture and is cleary inconsistent with the City’s and County's
General Plan and Natomas Basins Habitat Conservation Plan. Farm Bureau first
urges that infill projects are priority before further expansion. If expansion must
occur, we ask this project remain consistent with other jurisdictions in the region
that require at least 1:1 mitigation for the intent purposes of agriculture only.
Anything less than 1:1 mitigation for agriculture is unacceptable.

™ Sincerely,
Foder T

Ken Oneto, President

cc.  City of Sacramento Council Members
City of Sacramento Planning Commission
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission

-

13
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Offisers & Direstors

Prgsident

KEN PAYNE

Hazardous Substand®s Scientist
Vicw Presi 1]

JONATHAN COUML

Homard Jgevis Taxpayers Assocjgtian
BOB CREEDON

Sengtor Ford, Inc.

Segrefary
W. BRUCE LEE
Fiscal Policy Advisqg

Tregmjer
JOE SULLIVAN
Sullivan & Aissocisdes
Execgtive Dirgglor
BOB BLYMRYER
Transportation Historian
Offige Manager
SUSAN FERRELL &

. -
JEFF ATTEBERRY, PE.
Civil Engineer
CARL BURTON
People’s Advocate, Inc.
PAUL CARR
Financial Consulfnt
TROY DININ
Ral®’s Supermarkets
FELICIA ELKINSON
Taxpayer
ED GREBITUS, JR.
E. A. Grebitus & Sous, Inc.
ADAM GRZYBICKI
AT&T "u
THOMAS W. HILTACHK
Bell, McAndrews & Hiltachk
BILL HIRSCHFELT
John Q. BrdRson Corlpany
BILL JOHNSON, PE.
Gedphysici® & Civil Engineer
BILL LAWRENCE, SR.
AAA RV Appliance Patts, Inc.
JIM LOFGREN
Rental Housling Association
of Fcrafnento Valley
AL MCNULTY
Taxpeyer
RICH&RD MERSEREAU
Taxpayer-Policy Mnalyst

E===—nIORES"O’BRIEN = ™

Taxphyer

JAY O’BRIEN
ThxpByer

HARVEY ROSE, M.D.

- Respeatfully,

October 6, 2607

Joseph Yee, Chairperson

City of Sacramento Planning Commission

915 I Straet, NCH, 3rd Floor '
Sacramento, CA 95814-2671

RE: Opposition to the Annegation of Greenbriar by the City of Sacramento
DearChairperson Yee,

On Gehalf of the Sacramento County Taxpayers League, I am writing to urge you and the
other members of thé Commission to disallow the Greenbriar annexation project outside of the
Sacramento City limits in North Natomas. We first expressed our oppesition to Greenbriar in
September 2006 through both a letter and testimony to the Local Area Formation Commission
(LAFCO Commission), and again in tastimony to the LAFCO Commission in September
2007.  Our primary opposition was then and is still now based on the substantial
infrastructure costs to taxpayers that it will take to make this area safe and well-serviced, and
due to the tremendous risks and costs that allowing additional development in a severe flood
plain lacking 100-ysar protection would present to taxpayers.

-
Secondly, the League now notes severe additional risks to thé taxpayérs du& to a conflict
between the existing “Joint Vision” mémorandum of understanding (MOU) betwéen the City
of Sacramento and the County of Sacramento that governs potential development of this area,
in which all tax revenues would be shared equally bBtwaén them, and the Graenbsiar
Municipal Services Review and Fimancing Plan, which assumes that all of these revenues
would be available to the City of Sacramento to build, operate, and fund municipal services.
This conflict could result in a legal challenga by the County of Sacramento to recover the tax
revenues, kaving the project in serious deficit and the City’s taxpayers exposed to huge
financial liabilities to finish it.

Finally, th® City of Sacraménto has a dismal track ré&ord in delivering tax-supported public
services to the existing; North Natomas community. The Sgcram®nto BEE recently réperted
that the City still ne€ds $74 million dollars, presumably coming from City taxpayers, to
provide already-promised public services to North Natomas such as police and fire services,

. libraries and schools, parks and recreation, and sven basic bus sesvice. The Sacrammato

County Grand Jury also noged in its 2006-2007 final report, “North Natomas: Development
Gone Awry” the serious deficit in municipal services and infrastructure in the build-out of the
North Natomas Comniunity Plan. The City of Sacramento must finish North Natomas and
deliver the services already paid for and promised to its taxpayers as a first priority, not expbs#
the taxpgy®s to even greater risks and liabilities with Grgenbriar. Thank you for your
considération, and pléasg convey our concerns to ofhéf nfembéirs of the commissian.

il
{I.:
I1I
i
lllI
di
i

i

ll

ll

ob Blymyer, Executive: Director
Sacramento County Taxpayers League

Cc: Sacramento City Council Mé&mbers

#i
1804 Tribute Road, Suite 207 + Sacramento, CA 95815-4309 + Phone (916) 921-5991 » Fax (916) 567-1279

http:/MvRwRactgx.org

Email: SacTaxL®&gue@Prodigy.net
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SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN “
AlIR Q‘UALITY Larry Greene
MANAGEMENT DISTMICT AR POLLUTION CONTROL, OFFICER

poid
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September 19, 2007

Mr. Tom Buford

Senior Planrer

Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services
City of Sacramento

2101 Arena Blivd, 2™ fioor
Saecramento, CA 95834

Mr. Don Lackhart

Assistant Executive Officer

Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission
1112 | Stregt, Suite 100

Sacramentg‘. CA 95814

SUBJECT: FEIR, GREENBRIAR PROJECT FILE # P05-069
SAC 2004003Q4M:

Dear Mr. Buford and Mr. Lockhart:

Thank you for sending the FEIR for the project listed above to the Sacramento
Metropalitan Air Quality Management District (District) for review and comment. District
staff comments follow, u

"The FEIR provides responses to the District’s August 31, 2006 letter regarding the =
Greenbriar DEIR. In addition, it provides responses to the'District's December 29, 2006
letter régarding the Recirculated DEIR. For purposes of this letter, comments will be
groupsd by topic, regardiess of which District letter sparked the discussion.

Off-qite conakruction fee par acre calculation

The District notes that part of the URBENIIS calculations were ne-run, using a more
conservative amount of *other equipment.™ In line with that, the off-site construction
mitigation fee was recalculated and the neW fee was determined to be $2,587,955. The
fee calculation spreadsheet also shows that fee @s expressed as a mitigatian fee per
acre of 34,485.19. It's important to make note that this calculation was made a function
of the fee per acre of the acreage of the_total proigct. In otiser words $2,587,955 was
divided by 577 acres and the fee per acre was determirred to be $4,485.19/acre of land.
That land could be comprised of park land, lake land, buffer space as well as developed

review, entitem ahning Directo. iew, the mitigation fee should be
applied onall categories of land use. We recommend to the City that this distinction be
made very clear in the Mitigation Rfonitoring Report, any conditiem of approval which

mention® this fee and in the mitigation measure itsalf.

n

777 12th Strefet, 3rd Floor 1 Saci@mento, CA 95814-1908
916/874-4800 ¥ 916/874-4899 fax
wyav.airquality.erg
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Mitigation Mea&ure 6.2-1 ¢ (off-site construction mitigation fee)

The approgiriate mitigation mé&asure, amended in the FEIR and without underiines and
strikaauts, currently.réads:

The applicant shall pay §2,587,958 into SMAQMOD'’s off-site construction mitigation fund
to further mitigate construction-generated emissions of NOx that excead SMAQMD's
daily emission threshold of 85 Ib/day. The calculation of the fee listed here is based on
the current cost of §14,300 to reduce a ton of NO,. However, the then current cost of
reducting NO, should be used at the time of the payment of the fee. The fee shall be
paid to SMAQMO prior to the issuance of any grading permit for any postion of the
project. The fee can be paid on an gerg bases [Sic] $4,485.19 as development ocoyrs

and grading parmlts sought. (Seg Appendix D of thg DEIR for calculation worksheet). ™

(underline addad by SMAQMD.)

Because of a spelling error (bases vs basis), we balidve this mitigatien measure. needs

slight editing. In addition, we believe the mitigation measura should make it clear that all

acres of the projact should have the fee applied to it. We suggest that the two
semtances at the end of the measure be changed to read:

»“The fee can be paid on a per agre basis of $4,485.19 per acre as development occurs

and gradimg permits are sought. The per acre fee will be applied to all 577 acres of the
progect, mdudmg open space, lake, buffer, developed land, etc. (See *Construction Fee
Cakeulation” in the back of the FEIR for calculation worksheet.}*

Operational mitigation measure MMS.2-2 (operational air quality emissions)

The proponent has chosen to disregard the District's comments that the Greenbriar
“Master AQ/TSM Plan” (sometimes calisd an Air Quality Mitigation Pian, AQMP) needs
to be strengthened. Aswe previously explained, the*Master AQ/TSM Plan” was first
submitted to the District in October 2005 and was approved by the District in a 12/21/05
lstter, 20 manths ago. Sinc# theh, the District has released naw protocol about how to
create Air Quality Mitigation Plans and has had a public workshop on refined project-
specific measures. Unkler current District protocol, the District believes the “Master
AQ/TSM Plan” naeggds moreq detall in order to b® moré effective, enforceable and
defensible.

The Greenbriar *Master AQ/TSM Plan” mixes the raquirements of the Narth Natomas
Community Plan for a Transportation Systems Management/Air Quality Plan with the
CEQA-generated neex to mitigate air quality impacts through an Air Quality Mitigatien
Plan (AQMP). For some time, District representatlves have discussed with City of
Sacramento planners,the confusion mixing the requirements for a TSM+ordinance with
air quiality mitigation can cause. In the case of this*Master AQ/TSNkPlan,* the project
attempts to add up trip raduction points with reduction in air quality emissions. To use a
simple metaphor, the addition of "‘apples and oranges™does not equal more *apples.”

-mm == B el m - d o= o -m - E a E N _mEE m

The measures contained in the *Master AQ/TSM Plan” lack the specificity to be
enfarcgablile. As one examplé, measure #33 reads:

i1

&

! FEIR, Greenbriar, August 2007, pg. 5-32.

i
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This profect will be designed to maximize bicycle and pedestrian connectivity
between residential uses and commercial/retail land uses. Any uses that may
impede pedestrian or bicycle circulatian, such as berms, gates, walls, or ather
structures will not be constructed.?

The *Master AQ/TSM Plan,” however, ofers no proof of this statement. There are no
diagrams or Design Guidelines or specific project policies to sitow that this goal will be
implemented. There is also no explanation on how the construction of a meandering
lake does not constitute a barrier to pedesirian and bicycle circulation.

The measurea also lack specificity. For example, measure #15 reads:

The City of Saeramento requires that a certain percentage of a development's

parking lat be shaded by 50% within 15 years of the establishment of the parking
lot. To improve air quality conditions, Greenbriar will provide an additional 10% of
parking Iot shading by adding more trees.’ y

The “Master AQ/TSMPlar?® again offers no praof of this statement. Thare are no
diagrams or Design Guldelines or spegific projegt palicies to shaw that this goal will be
implemented. Where, exactly, will this measure ks implemented? Will it be implemented
in all parking lots- including those at the schoel, in high density residential devel@pments,
in any retail area? Thers.are no exhibits and no proef.

Because the measures lack specificity, enforceability and justification, the District still
beliewes the Master AQ/TSM Plan neads to be revised and rewritten to be a bone-fide,
stand-glone Air Quality Mitigation Plan.

Currently, Mitigation Measure 6.202 reads:

When a project’s operational emissions are estimated to exceed SMAQMD's :
threshold of significance of 65 Ib/day far ROG or NOx, an Air Quality Kitigation :
Plan, AQAP [SIC], to reduce operational emissions by a minimum of 15% shall :
be submkted to SMAQMD for approval. The following mitigation is included in the
SMAQMD-approved AQAP [SIC] for this projact (Appendix E) and shall be
incarporated to achieve a 15% reduction.*

This mitigation measure says nothing about the timing of the implementation of the
measure nor dose it recognize that the *Master AQ/TSM Plar® i® not actually an Air
Quality Mitigation Rian. »

LU

“The District suggests that Mitigation Measure 6.2-2 be rewritten as follows:

z an Air Quality Mitigation Plan designed to reduce project operational emissions

by 15%. The AQMP must be endorsed by the SMAQMD. This AQMP can be a ,

s =—m=—-revisian of the*previausly andoreed Master AQ/TSMPlan,~but it must berre-E=—mm=mu== =" jas-a— =
aidorsed by the District under their current guidance. The project-specific air

By the time of the City Council hearing on the project, the proponent wil create g
a

i

% Greenbriar Master AS/TSM Plan, Dated Getober, 2085, pg 10 ;
3 Grgenbyiar MaSter AS/TSM Plan, Dated October, 2005, pg 16 ;
* FEIR, Greenbiar, pg 5-32 .
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.e quallty mitigation measures contained in the AQMP wil be implemented by the

project prior to the issuance of certificate of occupancy by the project or any sub-
part of the project. The AQMP will ve sepdrate ane distinct from the fgroject's
Transportation Systems Management Plan.

R [ ]
Toﬁc Air Contaminants'(TACS) fram Mobile sources

The DEIR, RDEIR and FEIR maintain that it is *feasonable to ap;':'ly the risk level
associated with significant Impacts from stationary sources (incremental cancer risk of
10 or more in a million) to exposure from mobile sourcé emissions.® The combined
environmental documents, thus, establish a threshold for TACs for this projact. They -
state this standard is one which is usqd by the District and athérs for stationary source
TACs. While that is correct, it is currently not a standard for mobilg source TACS$. The
District has no standard for mobile source TACs.

The DEIR, RDEIR and FEIR state that relative to TACs from mobile sources on tine
highways near this project (-5 and SR 70/99), the impact is less than significant. The
District still strongly believes the conclusion of *leSe than significant” is not sypporied by
the data nor the argument presented in the document.

The project specific Health Risk Assesament found that “the praject's cancer risk from
exposure to an-road mabile-source TACs ... for the residents closest to freeways, is 29
in 1 million.? The *29 in 1 mi¥ion” numhber is an absoluta numbar and current state-
accepted @rotocol indicates the number is to lae taken as an incramental risk to the
Sacramento county aréa background rigk level of 360 cases per million. If one saes this
result in this way, then a praject specific risk level of 29 (morée cases of cancer) in one
_million is clparly a significant impact for TACs in the context of an environmental

“document which has set 10 in a million as & threshold of significante. The District

believes this is the correct way to view the result of 29 in a million and believes that the
project is significant for TACs. Because of that, the District further believes the project is
obligated to supply mitigation for this significant risk. That mitigation could involve the
movement of the houses closest to the two freeways further back, even the movement of
the school further back or some other mitigation like the planting of redwood trees.

The District does not acoept the document’s methodology of comparing the results of the
HRA to the background or to any *improved background level.”
We find the following statement devoid of reason or precedent:. «

“The cancer risk to residents closest to the freeway is estimated at 29 in ore
milliog peaple fram exposure to TAC, and this is an incremant of approximately 8
in one millipon mare than improved future background levels, and less than
curremt background conditions (ié. Less than the cancer rate if background
conditioms did not improve over time. This impact would be less than significant.”

"®FEIR, Grendriar, pg 5-34
“IRDEIR, Greenbriar
? FEIR, Greenbriar,pg 5-36 @
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How the risk compares incrementally to a current or an *improved background® is
irrélevant and sironeously discounts the risk. Using the document’s own standard of
significance af 10 in a million increased cases (cancer), we believe the HRA results )
show the praject is “significant” for Toxic Air Contamihant® and not "less than significant™
as the document claims. As such, we believe the document shouid call out specific
mitigation for the risk. We are concerned that this unusual methadoldgy which is not
ueed by OEHHA or any Air Distfict could be seen as some kind of magel or précedent,

In summary, we belisve the conclusian reachad by the environmental documents
regarding the"lass than significant® leve! of the TAC exposure is unsupported and is not
in line with how OEHHA and the rest of the sciantific community would view resuits frm
a Health Risk Assessment.

If you have questions, please contact me at 874-4885 or jparkenhagen@airquality.org.
.

S Bothylry .
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" Jeane Borkenhagen
Assoclate Planner
"
cc Larry Rohinsaon SMAQMD
LE Buford City of Sacramento W
Ed Cox . City of Sacramento
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SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN Grenbriar - Attachment 20

) |
Larry Greene
@Jﬁtc e% yr'% IIELI cyrl AR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER

October 29, 2007

Mr. William Thomas
Development Services Department
City of Sacramento

9151 St. 3" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJECT: Greenbriar CEQA Analysisc Toxic Air Contaminants
FILE # P05-069, SAC 200400304U

Dear Mr. Thomas:

The Sacramento Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) supports the Greenbriar
development project because it offers many air quality-friendly elements. The mixed-use
design, density, and transit features are consistent with Blueprint, which is one of the key
planning tools designed to limit the air quality and transportation impacts of projects in
the Sacramento region.

Greenbriar will help link already urbanized areas of the City of Sacramento with the
Sacramento Interriational Airport and future industrial uses in Metro Air Park to the west.
Furthermore, it is an essential step to toward ensuring the Downtown-Natomas-Airport
Regional Transit light rail line implementation. Finally, the project proponent has
committed to implementation of a SMAQMD-endorsed operational Air Quality
Mitigation Plan and mitigation of construction impacts, which will help to mitigate the
project’s impact on the region. All of these characteristics ultimately assist with regional
air quality. '

The District, however, disagrees with the analytical approach to assessing Toxic Air
Contaminants in the EIR. The District developed a guidance document for addressing
highway-related toxic risks: Recommended Protocol for Evaluating the Location of
Sensitive Land Uses Adjacent to Major Roadways, which was approved by our Board of
Directors in January 2007. The Protocol was developed in response to an Air Resources
Board guidance document, which recommends that residential projects not be located
within 500 feet of a highway. Because that guidance was based on data specific to Los

3 igk taresidential grojects in Sacramentoz=.The District Staffmm ==
applied Sacramento-specific data to the ARB's analytic approach and devised new
setback recommendations that are detailed in the Protocol. The Protocol advises agencies
to prepare a site-specific health risk ass®ssment when projects are located within a
specified setback zone.

777 12th Street, 3rd Floor # Sacramento, CA 95814-1908
916/874-4800 ¥ 916/874-4899 fax
Wiw.airquality.org
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The Greenbriar resid_ences are located outside the setback zone in which a site-specific
health risk assessment is recommended under the Protocol. Consequently, the Protocol
would not have recommended a site-specific heath risk assessment for the project, but
would have recommend disclosure of the relevant potential cancer risk established in the
Protocol’s screening tables.

Rather than rely upon the Protocol, however, the EIR proposed a significance threshold

of 10 cases in a million for toxic risks and included a site-specific health risk assessment, = s
The point of contention between the District and the conclusions in the EIR arises from

the EIR's evaluation of the health risk assessment.

First, while the EIR risk assessment showed that the risk posed by the project was 29
cases in a million, in assessing the significance of that impact it compared the risk to
regional background levels rather than the EIR 10:1 million significance threshold. Itis O
inconsistent with standard practices to compare the risk to background, because that '
approach artificially minimizes the added risk posed by the specific project.

]

Second, the evaluation made several adjustments to the health risk assessment factors that
lowered the 29 in a million risk estimate, This, too, is inconsistent with standard
practices. Risk assessment methodologies have been developed over many years and are
designed to give an accurate estimate of worst-case risk. By adjusting the accepted
methodology, the EIR distorts the usefulness of the tool in weighing those risks. Asa
consequence, it also misstates the risk.

For example, the evaluation assumed emissions from mobile sources will go down over
time, based upon regulations that are presumed to go into effect in the future. Standard
health risk methodolqgy does not allow for consideration of futufe reductions from laws
and regulations that have not been implemented. In addition, even if some emissions go
down based on new U.S. standards, it is also possible that overall emissions will increase
if truck traffic increases and if there are increased numbers of higher emitting Mexican
and Canadian trucks. Because these variables are unpredictable, standard procedure is to
use a uniform approach to assessing future emissions.

Again, the District has not taken a position on the ultimate conclusion reached in the EIR
- that the toxic risk of the project is not significant. The District disagrees with the
analytic approach taken in the EIR, however, because it sets a bad precedent for
performing risk assessments in the region. Quite simply, if a risk assessment is
undertaken, it should comply with standard, accepted practices.

Aside from the impact analysis, we'd like to note that the Greenbriar project also includes i
_ B trees and berms along roads, which is typicalmitjgatiqn {g reduge petential toxic impggls - —. =1
SET==S "mlE roadwayh” To enhdhce the rédiction potential oF tl-gs'e measutes, we récommend e

the use of finely-needled trees and the use of sound walls in strategic places along the

boundary of the project. "
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In conclusion, the Air District supports this project for the reasons outlined above, but
disagrees with certain technical aspects of the TAC risk evaluation methodology.
[ M

If you have any questions, please contact me at §74-4802 or LGreene@airquality.org.

Sincerely,

Latry Greene

Air Pollution Control Officer

4

CC:  Mr. David Kwong City of Sacramento
Ms. L.E Buford City of Sacramento
Mr. Tom Buford City of Sacramento
Mr. Don Lockbart LAFCO 7
Mr. Scot Mende i City of Sacramento :
Mt. Phil Serna Serna Consulting
Ms. D.E. “Red” Banes Planning Commissioner
Mr. John Boyd Planning Commissioner
Mr. Joseph Contreraz Planning Commissioner
Mr. Chris Givens Planning Commissioner
Mr. Michael Notestine Planning Commissioner
Ms. Jodi Samuels Planning Commissioner
Mr. Barry Wasserman Planning Commissioner
M. Darrel Woo Planning Commissioner
Mr. Joseph Yee Planning Commissioner
Mr. Marty Hanneman Assistant City Manager
Mr. Ray Trethaway City Councilmember

Enc: Dr. George Alexeeff, Deputy Director for Scientific Affairs, Office of ?s
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, California EPA, correspondence to
Larry Greene, APCO, Sept 26, 2007, RE: Review of the Recirculated Draft EIR
for Greenbriar Project.

R
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January 4, 2008

Hon. Heather Fargo, Mayor
City of Sacramento

915 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: Greenbriar Project

Dear Mayor Fargo:

On December 4, 2007 The Sacramento Metro Chamber Board of Directors

sacAAMENTS METAQRDLITAN
CHAMSER OF COMMERCE

Chair 2088

Mithael facobson

Cdlifornia Public Affairs Mcnoger
izte!

Ist Vige Chalr

Livda Cltler

Vi Prei¥fant, Carporate Communicdionses

GenCorp

2nd Vice Chair
RéndySmrer

Senggalice Presdent
Teichert LW¥ Co

Vidg Chair, Govdinment Afllirs

Kathy McKam
Vice Preli.aEnemd'A{fIrs
oeT

Vicg Chagr. Econpmic Develogment

BiSuasig

As&a!-tenem Mgwbﬂsor

formally reviewed and voted to endorse the Greenbriar project and believes"ie Chair. Membership Develagment

incorporates many of the smart growth principles included in the SACOG
Blueprint preferred scenario. This endorsement followed a comprehensive
review of the project by both our Land Use and Natural Resources Committee
and Executive Committee. We strongly encourage the City Council to
approve this project when it comes before the Council.

The Sacramento Metro Chamber is the largest, oldest and most prominent
voice of business in the greater Sacramento area. Representing nearly 2,500
member businesses and business organizations in the six county Sacramento
region, the Sacramento Metro Chamber serves as the region’s leading

. proponent of regional cooperation and primary advocate on issues affecting
business, economic development and quality of life. "’

L

Over the last several years, the Metro Chamber has been one of the main
proponents of the SACOG Preferred Blueprint Scenario. “Blueprint,” as it is
commonly known, provides a regional land use guide that encourages growth
in a smarter, more responsible and coordinated way. The Metro Chamber is a
proud advocate of the The Blueprint preferred scenario as it shows that if the
Sacramento region grows in a more sustainable manner, we can minimize
traffic congestiqp.and.s

rve to |mprove air quality. This approach also allows us_.
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The Greenbriar project includes:
389 acres of residential development
30 acres of neighborhood commercial uses
150 acres of parks and open space
The Greenbriar project is a transit-oriented development. Greenbriar is in close
proximity to a future light rail station and is expected to generate approximately
1,162 daily riders, which significantly enhances the viability of the
Downtown/Natomas/Airport line and the ability to secure federal funding.
e The owners of the proposed development are donating 6.42 acres of land,
valued at $5.4 million for the exclusive use of the DNA Light Rail Extension '
project.
e The owners of the proposed development are underwriting the establishment of
a Transportation Congestion Relief Fund administered by the City of Sacramento
that could be used to ease highway traffic.

The Metro Chamber respectfully requests the City of Sacramento to approve the
Greenbriar project as presented.

Sincerely,

et ot 2tk

Matthew R. Mahood
President & CEO

Cc:  Sacramento City Council

e i SrEmaeg= e AT e T T TS S e e



From: slfmail@aol.com
To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargo; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridgg;

Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Steve Cohn
Subject: One Voter's Views on Greenbriar
1/4/2008 11:28 AM

Dear Mayor Fargo and Councilmembers:

I am a resident of the City of Sacramento and I am concerned atwut the future growth and
economic well-being of the City. I am particularly committed -- and think you should be
as well -- to the excellent planning embodied in our Blueprint for the region? The
Greenbriar project daes NOT represent the spirit and intent of th€: Blueprint.

Please stay within the existing boundaries of the City and focus on improving our current
urban afea, and meeting our infrastructure needs. Reject the Greenbriar project as
recommended by the City Planning Commission on November 8, 2008.

Sinoerely,?
Sharon Ffederick”
2128 I Street

916-492-2848




From: "Shirley Hines" hiness@earthlink.ngt

To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargo; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridge;
Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Steve Cohn
1/8/2008 8:29 AM

Subject: Greenbriar Project

I oppose the Greenbriar Project. Please accept the recommendation of the City Planning
Commission to deny the project. To approve Greenbriar would be to go against the city's
vision and stated priorities.

sincerely,
Shirley Hines
719 Flint Way
Sacramento
(916) 444-6553

Shirley Hines
hiness@earthlink.net
EarthLink Revolves Around You.

[
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TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION ™
October 10, 2007

Joseph Yee, Chairperson .
Planning Commission .

1731 J Stréet, Suit® 200

Sacramento, Cilifornia 95814

Dear Mr. Y&; = &
The South Natomas Trangportation Flanagemant Association is pleaséd to support the
Greenbriar project and endorse its approval.

Greenbriar is structured to conform to smart growth principles, is a transit oriented
development and is consistent with tiee elements contained in the Joint Vision of both the
City Council and Board of Supervisors. The project will improve the job and housing
balance du€ to its proximity to Métro Air Park, a developing light indystrial business park
with 35,000 new jobs.

Our interest remains in supporting the development of meaningful transportation
alternatives for South Natomas and the entire Sacramento region. Greenbriar will
generate approximately 1,162 daily transit riders. Therefore Greenbriar will help in the
region’s efforts to secure the final leg of the DNA light rail extension project right of way
and will support the zoning crucial to qualify for federal funds for the future light rail
alignment to the airport. Consequently, the South Natomas Transportation Management
Association unhesitatingly supports the City of Sacramento’s annexation and approval of
the Greenbriar project.

Raspectfully yours,

7 NP,
Stephanie Mertén, Membership Services Manager
South Natomas Transportation Management Association

Wi

CC: Sacramento Planning Commission, Sacramento City Council, LAFCo, SACOG,
Sacramento Regional Trarsit

2595 Copiist Ooks Dive, Suite 275

Seorambao, Colfarnio $5833.2524

P96 5460928 fofsimo.uig
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From: Jude Lamare <judelam@sbcglobal.net>

To: David Kwong <DKwong@cityofsacramento.qrg>
Date: 9/27/07 4:22PM

Subject: Greenbriar

Please pass on to commissioners for tonight®® hearing.
Septembier 27, 2007
Members of the Council:

| undesstand that the Planning Commissian will be hearing the Greenbrier
project this evening. Unfortunately, bacause of thé lack of notice, | ama

not able to attend, but wish to voice my cancerns. Developing Gregnbriar is
nothing more than a [egitimized ponzi scheme on the part of the City of
Sacramento. North Natomas already has a$70 millien+ gap in funding for
services and infrastructure that was promised and never delivered. What
happened to the finance plan that was in place whan Narth Natomas waa
developed? If the finance plan is broken, fix itl Either charge more for

the housing, invest more wisely or provide the ®ervices at the timg of
construction of homes, eliminating the expensive lag time and escalation of
costs. By fast tracking the Tsakopaulos Greenbriar projaect of another 3000+
high density homes northwest of the City limits; you will he exacerbating

thee services and transportation gridlock alteady in existence in Natomas.
What will you annex to fix the increased services that are generated by this
project? *Smart growth&§ mandates that mixed use high dermeity housing be
built in urban, not suburban environments, with alternate transportation and
services in place. This development has no reason to move forward until the
levees are strengthened, gridlocked roads are improved or alternative modes
of transportation are in place. Light rail will not be built in time to

serve this community. Interstate 5 is already gridiocked. This development
should not move forward under the guise of attracting federal light rail

funds. Housing, schoels, parks and the environment will have negative
noise, air and safety impacts from the neighboring highways and
integnational airport. Homes, schools and park® should not be citad in

flight paths_or hemmesl in by freeways. This parcel tregs to be agricultural,
commercial or industrial. Listen to the representatives of the psople, who
voted against this projact at LAFCO. And shame on any elected official who
has received campaign funds from the developer and votes for this projact.

Sue Thompson

5041 Sienna Lame w5
Sacramento, CA 95835

916-928-4220

Buet@sac.Sticaré.com

--— End of Forwarded Message




Fram: David Kwong

To: Arwen Wacht, Scot Mande
Dite: 10/9/07 5:57PM
Subject: Fwd: Graenbriar

FYI, for distribution to the PC, thanks.

>>> *Sué Thompsor" <§%§*§,@m> 10/09/2007 3:01 PM >>>
Please distribute this email to all members of the Council and Planning
Commission:;

| understand that the Planning Commission will be hearing the Greenbriea

project Thuraday, October 11, 2007. | wish to voice my concerns. Developing

Gregnbriar is nothing more than a legitimizad ponzi scheme on the part of
the City of Sacramento. North Natomas already has a $70 million+ gap in
funding for services and infrastructure that was promised and never
delivered. What happened to the finance plan that was in place when North
Natomas was developed? If the finance plan is broken, fixit! Either
charge mor for th# housing, invest mere wisely or psovidé the slévichs at =
the time of construction of homes, elimjnating the expansive lag time and
escalation of costs. By fast trackimg the Tesakopoulos Graenbriar projact of
anotier 3000+ high density homes morthwest of the City limits; you will be
exacerbating the services and transportation gridlock already in existence
in Natomas.

What will you annex to fix the increased services that are generated by this
project? "Smart grawth*'mandates that mixed use high density housing be
built in urban, not suburban environments, with alternate transportation and
services in place or concurrently constructed. This development has no
reason to move forward until the levegs are strengthened, gridiacked roads
are improved or alternative modes of transportation are in place. Light

rail will not be built in time to serve this community. Interstate 5 is

already gridlocked. This develapment should not move forward under the
guise of attracting fegaral:light rail fund$, which are not available.

Housing, schools, parks and the environment will have negative

noisg, air and safety impacts from the neighbering highways and
international airport. Homes, schools and parks should not be cited in
flight paths or hemmed in by freeways. This parcel begs to be agricultural,
commerciafor industrial. Listan to the representatives of the people, who
voted against this project at LAFCO. Plaase vote to stop this project in

its tracks. u

Sue Thompson

5041 Sienna Lane
Sacramento, CA 95835
916-928-4220

su .gticare.com
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1/8/2008 4:31 PM >>>

From: "Heaton, Susan" <sheaton@Downev,Brand.com>

To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargo; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridge;
Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Steve Cohn

We are against this project. Thank you.
Susan and Ron Heaton

1463 52nd St.

Sacramento, CA 95819
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_ SUTTER COUNTY
COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

-

September 27, 2007

Scot Mende, New Growth Manager

City of Sacramento "
915 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-2671

Ré: Greenbriar (M03-046 and P05-069) A request to aliow the annexation and future
development of 577+ acrea.into the City of Saceynento

Dear Mr. Mende:

§ The.Courity of Sutter wishes to comment an the Greanbriar project (M05-046 and PG5-069)
schedulad to be presentad to the City of Sacramento Planaing Cammission this evening.
Sutter County would have commented sooner but did not racaive notice of this public
heaing. As a partner with the City of Sacramento in the Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan, we fee! we should have bpen provided notice of this putdic hearing.

As a signatary to the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP), Sutter County
has serious conoems regarding this project aid its potential to Jeopardize the validity of the
NBHCP. Under the NBHCP, Sutter County and the City of Sacramento are allewed a
designated amaunt of development within specific arems in exchange for the praseyvation of
habitat lands for threataned ard endangered spacies. The Saverabilty saction of the
NBHCP states tHat  one of the plan's participants hee its permits reveked for failure fo
camply with the NBHCP, the essential effact to the implementation of the NBHCP s that
less Authorized Davalopment is aliowid by the plan.

It has baen acknowledged that approval of the project would constitute a significant

NBHCP's Operating Canservation Plan, and cauld trigger a reevaluation

Fausignatory:toi thorNBHEP:thisse:unacoeptablestd SuttersBounty incoe———=x—
approval of thls project places the integrity of the NBHCP in jeopardy and could impact ™

Sutter County’s ability to dévelop within its own pemmittad develspatent area.

" This issue is of paramount concem to Sutfer County. This project Kes outside of the
r@ baundaries designated in the NBHCP for deveippment. Sutter Caunty does not support a
proposal thet may undermine the adopted NBHCP, or potentially thraaten Sutter County’s

1199 Civic Cénis Bowsard « Yilea Qity, CA 95963 = (530) 8227400 « FAX: §630) 822-7109
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ability to devglop within its permitted development area. Sutter County recommends the City
of Sacraminto’s Planning Commission mcommend denlal of this project to the Sacramanto
City Coundil.

= Please.provige this office with all future noticgs regarding this project.

Sincerely,

Doug Libby, Al
Principal Planner
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Swainson’s Hawk

Technical Advisory Committee

City of Sacramento . September 2, 2006
- North Permit Center ®
Department of New Development
2101 Arena Blvd, 2nd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95834

e

Subject:: Comments on the Greenbriar Development Project DEIR

2

+
Dear City Staff:

The Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) respectfully submits the
following, comments on the proposed Greenbriar Development Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) (EDAW 2006). The TAC is an ad hoc group of
research biologists formed in 1989 to facilitate research on the state-threatened
Swainson’s Hawk and to provide technical assistance to the California Department of
Fish and Game and other state, federal, and local agencies regarding land use issues
affecting this species. The following comments are specific to issues related to the
Swainson’s Hawk.

3

b

Pg:%a 6.12-10, Isst paragraph, last gentence.

v i
« While it is true that the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan NBHCP) does not
include specific pgovisions related to land use on the Greenbrier project site, the NBHCP
assumes continued agricultural uses in all areas of the basin not included in the 17,560
agres authorized for development. This was the primary rationale used to support a
= conglusion that along with the enhancemént of the NBHCP resérvés, remmmng
undeveloped areas of the basin would be sufficient to sustain covered species
populations.

. NBHCP m_l—udes a E&tat compensatlon raho of_nr
0.5: 1 (i.e., for every acre of lamd removed, one-half acre is acquired and included in thc
reserve system) and specifi®s that upland habitat (i.e., habitat suitable for Swainson’s =
Hawk) on reserves will comprise only 25% of the reserve land base. Thus, because
nearly all of the land that has been developed to date within the City of Sacramento’s ®
permit area was high quality upland habitat, thé ultimate compensation ratio for
Swainson’s Hawk habitat has been approximately 0.125:1 (i.e., for every acre of land

o
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removed, one-eighth acre is managed as upland habitat on Natomas Basin Conservancy
[NBC] resetves). To account for this deﬁclency and stil| attempt to meet the goals of the
plan, ‘the NBHCP assumes that remaining areas of the basin not authorized for
development are considered essential to sustain Swainson’s Hawk (and other Covered
Species) populatidns in the basin.

Page 6.12-19, Swainson’s Hawk, second paragraph.

The second sentence notes that Central Valley Swainson’s Hawks migfiate only as far
south as Mexico. While the bulk of the population appears, based on tadJo—telcmetry
studies, to winter in Mexico, some segment of the population also winters in Ceantral
America and South America.

Page 6.12-20, first eomplete paragraph.

The Natomas Basin Conservancy’s most recent survey report is for year 2005. Available
since April 2006, the DEIR should be updated accordingly. Only 45 sites wer€ actiye in
2005 (compnred with 59 active in 2004), which is “similar to unpublished results for 2006,
In addition, while it is accurate that the majority of nests in th® basinsoccur along the &
western side of the basin, it seems relevant to note that development within the €ity of
Sacramento’s permit area has resulted in removal of several nest sites and inactivity of
others. Thus, the data are beginning to demonstrate the effects of development parthitted
under the NBHCP. *

Page 6.12-20, third complete paragraph.

Idle agricultural lands can provide high quality foraging habitat for Swiinson’s Hawks.
Estep (1989) ranks fallow fields as a high value cover type. It depends on the végetation
structure and prey availability. The valye of fields planted to wheat, while ly ranked
lower than several other common agricultural crop types, should be assessed relatlve to
other surrounding crop types. Wheat and otlrer grains may still provide valuableforaging
habitat in the contéxt of a foraging habitat matrix, and because they are harv

relatively early in the season (June), may provide an important source of mid-sedson prey
availability. HoweVer, the application of these distinctions may provide little current
value in the Natomas Basin (s¢e below). 5

"

Page 6. 12-31 first paragraph.

&

This descnp’aon of Impact 6.12-2 relies on the approach that evaluates the suitability of
individFRICIop iy pes TRl ha (1S i
Hawks (i.e., value versus area). While pcrhaps appropriate ata broader landscape level,
this is a less effective method of evaluating impacts and assigning compensatiortiin.the
Natomas Basin where the overall suitable landscape is diminishing rapidly. The concept
relies on the rationale that foraging habitat can be increased throughrapplication of higher
value cover types that support moré& robust and mioré accéssible prey populations.
However, with continued urbanization of the Natomas Basin, this concept for purposes of

=
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habitat compensation realizes increasingly diminished return as the overall land base is
reduced. While it may be possible to maximize the value of individual fields, Swainson’s
Hawks require large unbroken landscapes and are much less likely to use fragmented
landscapés or isolatéd parcels régardiéss of their individual ‘valué

" With the €xtent of uplangd habitat alréady lost in the southérn portion of thé basin due to

" urbanization and the likelihood of ulation declmes that are expected to occur as a
result of this losg, all upland habitits in remaining portions of the basin are considered
essential to continued Swainson’s Hawk accurrgnce and use of the basin. Describing
impaets on the basis of somewhat subtle dlstu?s_ ons bawoen ‘moderate’ and ‘low’ value
foraging habitat, while important with respect to maximizing habitat value on reserves, is
today less applicable in the Natomas Basin with regard to assessing development-related
impacts and assigning appropriate levels of compensation.

In fact, if further development is allowed at all (which would be inconsistent with the

intent of the NBHCP), the continuing reduction of Swainson’s Hawk habitat and the

inability of the NBHCP to fully compensate for this loss would argue for a significantly

higher level of compensation for ‘new’ projects than currently required under the

NBHCP. 7

-

Page 6.12-31. Second parigraph, sacond santence.

Fotused surveys would not necessarily reveal the importance of the project area to
nearby nesting pairs. Intensive multi-year observation studies could determine the extént
of use of the project area relative to the stirrounding landscape; howewver, it would not
address the effects of ﬁ'agmentauon or overall landscape changés as a result of

urbanization. Data ¢ smo% '1999 in the:-Natomes Basin has indicated the effects of

itat fragnsentation’ urbanization on local Swainson’s Hawk nesting. Many
traditional nesting ter’ tones in thé southern portion of the basin have &ither abandoned or
s gre expected to abandqn in the newr future) not necessarily as a result of lack of foraging
habxtai riear the nest, but rather as a résult of an ovérall transformation from agricultural
, %mes to urbanization. % 4

As noted above, evaluatmg specific crop types is no longer an appropriate method for
addressing impacts to Swainson’s Hawk in the Natomas Basin. The project site lies on
the northern edge of the “upland’ portion of the basin. Along with an approximately 1-
mile€'edge along the Sacramidnto River, this is also the portion of the basin that has
provided most of the available foraging habitat for Swainson’s Hawks and is the area that
gontinues to be urbanizeéd. Th& loss of suitable upland foraging habitat in the basin has

g —beendramaticsince the-lates 1990s because developmentshagfocuged inupland aress e
Continuing loss of upland habitat within the southern portion of the basin, including the
project area, contributes to this overall decline. So, characterizing the loss of habitat as a
‘cumulative’ loss is appropriate; however, the site-specific assessment of crop types has
little relevance.
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Page 6.12-31, Mitigation Measure 6.12-2.

The preceding impect section notes that the:project will remove:546 acres of upland
habitat suitable for Swainson’s Hawk foraging. "Mitigation Measure 6.12-2 would require
implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.12-1, which would provide the following;

Hl

27.9 acres along Lone Tree Canal s

100.6 acres at Spangler mitigation site

18.5 acres at North Natomas 130 site

49 acres to be acquired = \

. The 27.9 acre buffer along the Lone Tree Canal will provide-virtually no value to
foraging Swainson’s Hawks. Both sidés of the canal will be urbanized, which w111
preclude use of a narrow isolated strip along the canal. If isolated within an Stherwisé
unsuitable landscape, the 18.5 acres at the'North Natonaas 130 site would also prov1dc
, little if any value to Swainson’s Hawks. However, the 18.5 acres is assumed to be
contlguous with a lafger reserve, afidif so may provide additioal value to an existing
resgrve.

# ¥
Of the 196 acres proposed as mitigation, 168.1 acres may have value to faraging
Swainson’s Hawks if managed to maximize foraging value and sufficient land is retained
4 the Natomas Basin to sustain the Swainson’s Hawk population. Thus, the proposed
mitigation would psovide 168.1 acres of suitablé habitat to offset the loss of 546 acres of
suitable habitat.

The mitigation measure suggests that enhancing the foraging value of individual fields on
168.1 acres of mitigation land split into at least 4 separate fragmented parcels céh offset
the loss of 546 contiguous acres of foraging habitat area.

As noted above, the primary management issue for Swainspn’s Hawk in the Natomas
Basin is available upland area, not spécific crop type valug, so to calculate mitigation
responsibility on the basis of an evaluation of the foraging valus of specific crop types on
mitigation lands vs. impacted lands ®ads to deficient mitigation. Based on thé above, the
proposed mitigation is 0.3:1, or for every acre lost only 0.3 acres will be preserved.
While mitigation lands can be, and should be, managed to maximize foraging habitat
value, this does not offset the loss of suitable foraging landscape. As noted above, given
the recent and ongoing loss of upland habitat in the basin and the current and anticipated
loss of nestmg Swamson s Hawks in order to even conceptually meet the goals of the

» Page 6.12-32. Significance gfter Mitigation

This section states the proposed mitigation would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level. As noted above, a 0.3:1 ratio evén with enhanced value on mitigation



lands does not fully mitigate the loss of upland habitat in the Natomas Basin for
Swainson’s Hawk. It assumes that Swa.mson s Hawk populations can be sustainable on
smaller landscapes by increasing mte—speclﬁc foraging value. There is no evidence to
suggest that this is the casé. The Swainson’s Hawk is a wide-ranging, open plains
speties that requires large unbroken landscapes for successful foraging, reproduction, and
N population sustainability. The proposed mitigation is based solely on the foraging value
of specific crop types and assumes less area is required if prey availability can be
maximized on smaller areas, and does not acknowledge or address the full ecological
needs of the species. The end result is that the foraging land base in the.Natomas Basin
will be further reduced and overall landscape value will decline, likely resulting in further
declines of the Natomas Basin Swainson’s Hawk pepulation. @

ay

Page 6.12-42. Effect on the Conservation Strategy of the NBHCP, first paragriph.

This suggests that the condervation stratégy for Swainson’s Hawk ifi the NBHCP is an
=  ‘effective’ strategy. While the NBC has mastérfully maintained compliance with all

aspects of the NBHCP, effactiveness of this strategy has not been demonstrated. The

TAC commented similarly during preparation of the NBHCP noting in particular that the

0.5:1 compensation ratio was insufficient to sustain the current Swainson’s Hawk

population. Given this, using the NBHCP strategy as the baseline for ‘effectiveness’ is

problematic and if effectiveness cannot b¢ demonstrated rélative to the goals of the plan,
. the proposed project would, in fact, further reduce the effactiveness of the NBHCP.

Page 6.12-42. Effact on the Conservation Strategy of the NBHCP, second
paragraph. "

This paragraph correctly states that the basis for the 0.5:1 mitigation ratio used in the
' NBHCP included: 4
. a® Much of the land to b€ developed was considered marginal habitat quality,
¢ NBCreserve “%iwould provide higher habitat quality, and
[

The lands outside the parmit area but within the basin would not be developed.

.
g

i - *

Irrespective of the deficiencies of the NBHCP strategy (i.®., most of the land that has
been developed has heen high value Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat; NBC reserves
can provide only 25% upland habitat replacement — not the full 0.5:1 — and thus NBC
reserve management along cannot successfully mitigate impacts on Swainson’s Hawk
from urbanization in the basin), the third bullet above was a key assumption regarding the
lfng-term sustainability of Swainson’s Hawk in the basin. The concépt was not baséd on

ptcxﬁc_prop;typc habitat.value,put rather.the maintenance .ofithéslandscape a8 ——ee——ccae— =

w

The second paragraph suégests that because mitigation lands would be enhancedto 3
increase their foraging value, this would not be inconsistent with the¢ thied bullet above

and thus would not affect the basis of the NBHCP 0.5:1 ratio. It argués that maximizing
Qlw-specﬁc foraging habitat value on a smaller number of acres is sufficient to offset the

H
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loss of larger landseapes, and thus while less land is available, these small islands of
‘enhanced foraging habitat’ will sustain the Swainson’s Hawk population in the basin
consistent with the goals of theNBHCP. " ~

As noted above, this assumption has no ecological basis with regard to Swainson’s Hawk
and thus is an inappropriate method of addressing impacts and mitigation for this species

in the Natomas Basin. The proposed mitigation (0.3:1 compgnsation ratio) is inconsistent
with both the existing compensation requirements undér the NBHCP (0.5:1 compensation
ratio) and the intent and goals of the NBHCP relative to long-term Swainson’s population
sustainability in the Natomas Basin.

Page 6.12-43, Second paragraph

This paragraph continugs thé same argument'regarding enhanced foraging value as an

appropriate means of offsetting the reduction of available landscap. There is no

evidence to suppert this argument. Whilé Swainson’s Hawk foraging ranges differ based -
on cropping patterns and individual fields can e enhanced on the basis of crop types,

long-term sustainability requires maximizing landscapes, not individual fields. As less

and less foraging landscape is available in the Natomas Basin, compensation on the basis ) "
of the value of individual fields is less relevant (i.e., as the landscapge becomes less
suitable, Swainson’s Hawk uge of isolated fields or suitable habitats that occur within a
highly fragmented environment will decline negardless of the valus of individual fields).
Again, maximizing foraging value on reserves using the proposed approach is esstntial as
long as Swainson’s Hawks continue to use the Natomas Basin, but compensation for
development-related impacts using this approach will result in an unmitigated loss of
suitable open foraging landscape that will contribute to further loss of habitat in the
Natomas Basin, and-in turn may contribute to local poplﬂaﬁ&p declines.

-3

This concludes comments by th® Swainson’s Hawk TAC on the proposed Greenbrier
Development Project DEIR. We Eope our comments are useful and provide some value
in terms addressing the long-term sustainability of Swainson’s Hawks in the Natomas
Basin. The TAC appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project and welcomes
the opportunity to provide further comment or technical support. -

Sincerely,

James A. Estep
Chair

1]
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THOMAS C. REAVEY

October 5, 2007

Joseph Yee, Chairperson

City of Sacramento Planning Commission
915 I Street, NCH, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814-2671

VIA FACSIMILE (916) 264-7680 AND US MAITL

RE: Greenbriar: Please Disallow Its Annexation By The City of Sacramento
Dear Chairperson Yee,

I am writing to urge you and the other members of the Commission to disallow the
Greenbriar annexation project outside of the Sacramento city limits in North Natomas...J '
reviewed the draft and final Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) for Greenbriar and
found that the EIRs identify severe, unavoidable, and significant impacts, and would
further strain the city’s ability to deliver desperately-needed police, fire, and emergency
services to North Natomas. As referenced in the Sacramento County Grand Jury’s 2006-
2007 final report, North Natomas residents already struggle with compromised levees, a
lack of roads, dangerous traffic congestion, a lack of bus services, a lack of police services,
and a lack of fire prevention services. To add Greenbriar to this dangerous situation at
this time is unthinkable. Additionally, local nonprofit organizations, including the

1 Sacramento County Taxpayer’s League , and state and federal agencies have detailed
numerous problems with the Greenbriar project such as the higher taxes and infrastructure
costs that will result.

Furthermore, there is no reason to put this project in front of the City General Plan
update and in front of the very necessary fixing of the’compromised North Natomas

. levees. Finally, any rationale for the project’s need based on light rail
funding/planning/construction to the airport is likely fictional and thus insufficient to
merit continuing this annexation process. For all of these reasons, I therefore urge you to
disallow the Greenbriar annexation project by the City of Sacramento. Thank you for
your consideration, and please convey my concerns to other members of the commission.

—_ —

e — o

espectfully, "~ "

Thomas Reavey, a North Natomas resident of Council District 1
' '1'70 Vista Cove Circle
Sacramento, CA 95835
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January 7, 2008
48 Aiken Way

Sacramento, CA 95819

Dear Mayor Fargo and City Council Members,

| am writing to plead with you to not approve the Greenbriar development for the following
reasons:

1} Greenbriar would pave over more than 500 acres of prime farmland; farmland close to
city borders is 8 priceless commodity for those of us who belleve in buying locally-grown
food. It is time that we all realize that we depend on the earth for our lives, and the
continual devejopment of [and, especially good farmland, will lead to our demise.

2) Greenbriar will take away habitat for any wildlife that lives off that land; here again, we
humans need to learn that when we belleve it is okay to deprive wildlife of its habitat,
we are also depriving ourselves of a healthy environment/habitat.

3) Greenbriar Is ima flood-zone--does anyone need to point out to youlow foolish it is to
allow development in a flood-zone? *

4) The city has not been able to provide the existing neighborhoods in Natomas with the
infrastructure and services they should have and were promised. Finish this project.

5) Homes in the Greenbriar development are in the over-flight zone of the alrport. The
airport was originally placed far removed from housing so that residents would not be
disturbed by the noise of low-flying planes. Why deliberately place homes in an area
where the peace of homeowners would be continually disturbed?

6) Greenbriar Is outside Sacramento’s urban growth boundaries. Plgase concentrate on
allowing development within the boundarles.

Please do the sensible thing and listen to your Planr'iing Commission, which rejected this
project because of Its location and dasign.

VRS

JZZ% W@&
Trudy Ziebél|

=43
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US Fish & Wildille Serviea .
Sacrarmerio Fish apoWiliife Office
2800 Coitage Way, Room W-2806 .
Sacramenio CA 98825
(916)414-8000

FAX (818) 444-8712

Departent of Fi§h and Game
Sacramento Valley- .
Central Slere Raglan

1701 imbus Rosd, Sulke A
Rancho Cordawe, CA 05670
FAX (816)-358-2212

AR § 1 2006
Tom Buford, Assaciate Planmer
City-of Sacramento Planning Division
123] I Stréet, Room 300
Sacramento, Celifornia 25814 s
Subject: Commants on the City of Sacramento’s Decémber 2005, Analysis of Effects on,, '

the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation $lan Report

w

Dear M. Buford: 5 " .

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servios (Service) and Californiz Departmant of Fish and Game
- (DFG) (hertafiar collactively rafarrad to as the Wildlife A gencies) have reviewed the City of
Sacramentq;s (City) December 2005, Analysis of Effeqts on the Natomas Basin Hzbitat
Consérvation Plan Report (Réport). The Fport has besn preperad ag part of the City’s
consideration of the Greembriar proposal (praposag project), which would include the
construction of 3,723 housing units (consisiing of low, medium and high density housing),
approximately 30 acres of retail and commegcial development, an 113 acrezlanentary school,
an approximaté]y 41 acre common water feature, and eight néighborhoad parks totaling :
approximately 59 acres. The proposed project arsartotals approximately 577 acres north of the
existing City limits. Thefproj®ct area is locate] within the Natomas Bagin Habitet Canservation -
Plan (NBHCP) Arez, and outside the City's Incidental Take Permit (ITP) area in northem
unincorporated Saéram'gnto County approximately one mile ast of the Sacramento Intemational

irport. The project si'% is boundéctby Intéstai® 5 to the south, Highway 99/70 to the sest, the

70 Air Park (MAP) evalapmept to the west, and Eighorn Boulevard to the north:

;.1 : L
As our discusgion beloV§ further explainse the Report does not adequately address the impacts of
the proposed projéct onithe WBHCP;s operating conservation program. In particular, the Réport
dobs not include a comprehensive aid meaningful analysis of the proposed projoct’s effects on
the giant garter gnake (GGS), Swainson’s hawk (SWH) and other Covered Species with regards
to- 1)yconnectivity among resérve lands and among ths thi¢€ major géographic areas in the"
Natomas Basin, and 2) the eroding basstine of agricultura lands, and rice farming, in particular,
refsulting both from currént économic conditions and the cumulative kffects of other reasonably
foreseeable-development in the basin.

-
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Tom Buford, Associste Plann..
. Page 2 of 10

Background

1.5

Fim

The Wildlife Agencics submitted w July 29, 2005, joint Eaxtment Iatter to thé City in rogpagse to
the Notice of Preperstion (NOP) of a Drift Environnental Impact Report for the Greegbrigr
. . ijwtlhleﬁ&nﬂedtbﬁifmveithemmﬁpr@ﬂﬂhr&ukinnhoofupm577
= acges of ebitat beyond that anticipated, analyzid indécoversd fos take under the City’s permit
apt would constituté a signifieant departure from the NBHCP’s Opszating Conservation
Progremn. Additiomally, in aceqedanee with the NBHCP's Implementation Agreement, prigr to”
" appmvﬂofmymngam&rhmmdm&ﬁwkmwmmua
recvaluation of the NBHCP and ITPs, a neiv effects sralysis, 4 potential amendment did/or
revisions to the NBHCP and ITPs, ¢ 2 séparate conservation strategy and issurnce of ITP$to thé
City to address such additional development. ' Aj part of the effafts analysis, the full impact of
sug} development on the-efficacy of the NBHCP's caréfully designed coniservation steategy to
minimizé and mitigate the impacts of take of the Covered Species assoviated with @ maximum of
17,500 acres of devejopment within the Natomps Bsin must be thoroughly anelyzad. ’
Ammﬁﬁm&ﬂéymmd@ﬂ&lymhwimwhmmwswds
rinlﬁngﬁunaddx'ﬁomllouofthelinﬁtedhnbitatmnaininginﬂnblﬁnisﬂmrﬁquiﬂdprior
to autherization of any additional take. Thig effécts analyxis would neéd'to cvaluate whethey
Laseling conditions and assumptions used in the original salyxis are still agcurate. )

Further, an Septembek 7, 2605 Judge Lévi issued » decision in the federal NBHCP litigation,
which cautioned in footmote 13 ofthﬁdpdsionth;t“thangicemdthme%gnnl’l’Pinthe
future will facesm uphill battlé if they attémpt to argue that additional developant in the Bain
béyond the 17,500 acres will not result in jeop_lrdy-‘—'ito GGS snd SWH. Juige Levy's opinion
congidered the:effects of the current trend of fallowing ricé agriculture lande in the basin to
facilita¢é potéintia] further urban development. '

[ 1Y)

As préviously noted, the effeotiveness of the NBHCP’s Operating Conssrvation Program iz
explicitly premiged upon thes Citys commitment to Limit total development to 8,050 acyes within
the City™s Permit and Sutter County’s commitment to limit totg! development to 7,467
acves within Sutter ty's Permit Area. Thést commitments s outlindd in Sections I.B.2.a
and 1B.2.b of the NBHCP and Séction 3.1.1 of the NBHCP’s Implementation Agresment.
Section 3.1.1(a) provides that if either the City or Sutter County approves urban

beyond that considerwd in the NBHCP within the Natomsas Basin or outside of thejr resgiective
Péarmit Areas, the approval would congtitute a significant departure NBHCP’s

£

= T

N BNy DY TO #DDIOV: prmg
development shall trigger a réévaluation of the NBHCP and ITPs, anew
effects analysis; potintinl amendments-and/or revisions to,the NBHCP 2 ITPy, ¥éparate
conservation strategy and issuance of ITPy to the City sud/ar Suttér County for that additions!
development, and/ar possiblé suspension or revocation of the City’s or Sutter County’s ITPs in
the event either jurisdiction viplates such limitations. In yddition to suspansion or revecation of
-the: City's'and/o Sutter’y parmits, violation of the provisions limiting development, which is
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Tom Buford, Asgociate Plange.

Page 2 of 10 .

the City’s and/or Sutter’s permits, violgtion of the provisions limiting dévelopment, which is
Incorporséd by reference as & Term and Condition under Condition E &F the jurisdictions’ ITPs,
'would subjoct the offending jurisdiction, to potentiakcivil and criminal phaltite under Section =
1T of the Act. Additianal penalties, would apply undér State law.

The Natomas Basin is curréntly divided into three major-areas relative to the movement of
obligate wetland and aguatic speciest 2 northwestgm xone situgted nogth of Intepsiate 5 and west
oinghwnyl70m”;mwmhmm;ﬁmMthoﬁnﬁmSmdMofﬂighwm
70 ¥nd 99; and i calstern zoné located cast of HighWays 70 and 99 (Brode and Hangon 1952).
These:rosdways are cffective barriers to the mpvements of aquatic Bpecias.such i GGS; the
movemeat of ugkes between geographic srésa has ben riduced to a small number of culverts
connécting thoeg agess: These culvrts, though nat ideal, likely provide thes only hydrologic
connectivity betwemn the Basin’s three geographic aress. The wektem adge of the Dorthwesten™

=  andsbuthwestemn Kones is-bardésell by the Sacremento River, likely itself s barrier to GGS and
other wietland dependents sl &pocies: _ ¥ X
Natomss East Main Dritinage Caml (Steelhéad Créek) and farthigieast, by increesingly less-

" suitable (uplend and higher gradient etream) habitat for GGS. Each of thepe areas contiing
hnporﬁﬂhabiﬁfortbegimtgﬁt&ﬂb,hcludthﬁcbﬁdWmdﬂﬁNormDrimge

®  Canal in the noxthwestarn zone, Fisherman's Lake in the sputhwosten zons, and “Snake Alley”
(North Main Canal and assotiated rice fields) in the eastéqnzons. The propossd Gréénbeiar site
i# located within th& northwestém zoné, at thé intersection of all three:zonss. ‘g

The importance of maintaining cannéctivity corridors for the NBHCP'» Covered Species is a key
underlying theme of the April 2003, Fingl Natoms=s Basin Habitst Conasirvation Plan (City &t al.
2003). The NBHCP’s0.5:1 mitigstion ratio‘is, in part, justified by the plan’s commitment to
maintain comectivity between the Natomas Basin Conseyvancy's:(TNBC) resgrves and .

«ma  urrounding agricultural Isnds (NBHCP, p. IV-8), i well i connéctivity between the three main

. ghogriphic aroes of the Natomas Basin. The plan repeatedly emphasizes the need to engure
?  copnctivity between TNBC reserves in arder to minimize habitst fragmentation xnd speeiss
isolitian (NBHCP, p. I-16). For exampl€, a primary goal of the NBHCP is to “emsure

— —grioultursl lsads”, Sud the NBIYGR' i ¥lgrmtion strytegy emphasizes maintsining =~~~
connectivity betwean TNBC resegves to allow giant garter snake movemeat within the Nitomas ¢
- Basin” (NBHCP, p. IV-8). Maintensnce of conniéctivity carridorsiis extremely importang for
GGS to illow individuals of this spesies to access areas of suitable habitat and to yustain genetic
interchange throughout the basin (NBHCP, p. II-15). Priar to acquisition of wetland réserves,

acq 1ca’ly cor
%mhbﬂhbihﬁﬁﬂWﬂﬂ%HCP?Nfﬂﬁm FTDY TCRBSESS Lo Nty
. corridors within ind hetwedn résérvés annually (NBHCP, p. VI-16). Miintaining cormectivity
corridors is-egsential. If suitable habitatcannot be accessed by GGS or other coverad spasits
becanss of limited connectivity, thén the overall baaéline for the species in the Natomas Bysin
will decline, o ﬂ -

-‘g -
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i Tl primary opportuaity for connéctivity for the GGS in the Natomas Basin is the basin’s system
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of immigation and draigage canals anduditchss (NBHCP, p. IV-8). The Loné Tree Canal, which is
; logated along the westérn €dge ofithie proposéid projéct site, is a particularly significant
: connectivity corridor for GGS, and individuals of this-specjes have been cbsteved, using the
: canal on numerous ogcasions. As indicated in Figure 17 of thé NBHCP (City et al. 2003)sthe
“Lone Troe Canal represents one (and we believe the mqst significant) of only a féw possible

B corridors to allow the movement of GGS Wtweén TNBC's managéd marsh and rice’resérvesto

' thé north and south of Interstate 5 (I-5). Of the other two posgiblemoversent corridors, the
; North Drain ig surrounded on bpth'bides by urban development (1.8, Sacramsuto Iytemational

- ¥ Airport and the approvéd MAP projéct) and thé West Drainage Canal is disconnected from other

hydrologic features north of I-5 (Natomas Basin Consarvancy 2005). Bagsd upon the shove
information, the effects analysis falls short of ¢valuating the poteatial impects of the proposed *
projéct on the ability of GGS to move within and between TNBC's reserve lands and
suropiding egricultorallands. .

Annual biological monitoring of GGS in 2004 and 2005 (Jones and Stokes.2004, 2005), south of
I-5 resulted in troublingly low numbers of this spcies, suggtsting that further isolation through -
compromiséd connecting habitat may lead to & loss of thisgegment of the basin's population.
This portion of the giant garter snake’§ population in'the basin, faced with furthér isolation, is
increasingly more important bécauss of thé potential for genetic isolation. If snakes are not able
to move betwesp this area and other arass of the basin, they may,becoms genetically isolatéd, or,
in the worst casé, éxtirpatéd, in thé southwistén geographic ares.

R At oy L i e

The abstnce of an adequate buffér could sevagely limit thé utility of the Bone Tree Canal as
major comnectivity corridor in the basin. The 2004 NBHCP Giant Garter Snake Monitoring
Report (Jones and Stokes 2005) identified the Lone Tree Camil as likely the most important
comnéctivity corfidor for GGS. Thé éffécte analysis should include an aﬁalﬁis”‘bf an altgmative
in which an increased upland buffer is provided betwgeg the proposed project and the Lone Tree
Caml. The City’s Decemhber 2005 Report contains conflicting lenguegé régarding the: proposed
width of the buffer, stating variously that development will.occur within 250 fet of the canal (p.
4-6) and that th consérvation Sas&meat will providé a 200 foot wide sstback from the high water
line of Lone Tree Canal and the development (p. 4-7). The NBHCP includes a Jand area buffer
of at least 250 feet width between residentinl development and Fish®rman’s Laké (NBHCP{%. V-
s T 2)- i Wildlife-Agenciés bEliés that 250 feet, sxtending from the edga of the canal odtward, js
5 the mipimum acceptable size for a buffer'between Lone Tree Cgnal and the proposed projéct sité,
A Further analysis of the &ffacts of the proposEd projéct, thie' basélin of GGS, and other
| information may indicate the need for a buffer larger than 250 fegt.

o The Wildlifie Agancies stron :~ i igning {mpropoged pyojget so that:
j  thestonm water nui-off geténtion basin is situatéd adjaceat to the Lori# Tree Canal af the edge of
.~ the proposed buffer. This site design would provide an additional buffer to protect GGS from

tg,e proposed project’s human related disturbance effects.

i s

: Additionally, the Report proposes to record & 30.6 acre conservation eestment along Lone Tre
* Canal (p. 4-7) as oné of the méasures that will “likely offsét thé projéct’s éffécts on GGS
; movement™ We request clarification regarding the language describing this mitigation. Thé

TR L |
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Report states that “[flunding will bé providéd by the project applicant to cover the cost of
insmections and maintenance in perpetuity”’; and that the conservation lands will bé transferred to
TNBC ressrve systesn for the managémant in prpetuity (p. 6-14). The accepmnce of additional
consérvation lands By TNBC is at the discretion of their Board of Diréctors which must fisst
determine thet TNBC caneffectively assurie managmémt of additional lands beyond the-totat
calculatéd in théir finencial mode! and endowment securities. At minimum, the accéptance of
lands and presumebly a canal conservation eagément would réquiré a dedication of an
endowment land managément f8€ to be detewmined by the TNBC.

g

The Wildlife: Agescits are; conctimied ahout the speculative language describing the potential
cbnsarvation easement on the Lone Tree Canal. We understand that th® managésnént of the
operution tnd maintepancEof this canal is undér th directive of the Natomas Mitual Water
Company (NMWC) whese principle charge consists of maintenance of the structurs! efficiéney *
of the water delivery canals throughout the bagin. A conséfvation #asémént designed to provide
for the conservation of GGS, as wéll as the Westarn pond turtle, anether Covared Spiscies, would
likely conflict with current managerment mandates of the NMWC. Given that thé propesed
project would impinge on this canal and that findings in the 2004 NBHCP Micnitoring Regort
(Jomes and Stokés 2005) confirm the importancs of this canal for GGS, additional m@gues mAay
be necessary to protect this comridor for GGS. Although protecting Lori& Tree Canal with a
conservation asémént may havé mirits conceptually, unless NMWC agrees to subordinaté itg
management easoment, the: proposed vegstated Lone Tree Canal snaks bénchis and
supplementad water (from wells) may not produce high quality habitat in perpetuity, and, thus,
this measure will not likely aghicve the desiresi congérvation bentfits asserted. .

Lastly, the proposad project notes that in thenear future, Elkhorn Blvd: along the site’s morthém
borde, will be egpanded from two lanes to a six lanés to accommodat®itraffic genegated by MAP
and othér dévélopmeats (p. 6-14). This expansion will result in 2 modification to the culvet
drainage system under the roadbed which may resultin a modification of flows into the Lone:
Tre® Canal along thé proposéd projéct. Discussion as to whethes this potential effect was
analyz}d in the'Metro Adr Park Habitat Congevation Plm (MAPHCP) as part of that projct's
infrastructure impacts is needed; howeves, the connictivity of canals in the basin is already
réstricted by high velocity flows in the culverts under the I-5 crossing of the Loné Trée Canal
such tHat giant garter gnakes may have difficulty moving north from the southernmost population =
unit. Tht additional ¥ffécts of the Eikhorn road expension on wateg flows and velocity and
habitat connectivity may further negatively effect snake mobility and movémént resulting in a
significant advérse change in connectivity in the basin. Extension and widening of Elkhorn
Boulevard may impede the movement of GGS from south to north (and vice véissa) across .
Elkhorn Boulgvard, because GAB will nédd to pass under Elkhomn Boulevard via a culvegt. GGS
may exchibit reluctance to use.culverts in closs Broximity to urban devejo

i ) o BUGE f; CrE et VERELEL Ol Near (i Tulvers, 18T e
providéd. Impinging connectivity at Ejkhorn Boulevard could furthes refiuce movement of
gnakes between the northwestern and southwestern geographic aréas. Impacts to connectivity
would résult in increased impacts to the teking of GGS, thereby, necessitating a very diffesént
conservation stritegy and additional constrvation measurés and mitigation.




Tom Buford, Associaté Plannc.
Page2 0£10

Failore to Anslvze Proposed Project i Light of Chang&s in E.and Usé since Approval of
NBECP and Reasonably Foregeeable Future Lapd Uss Changes '

The effects analysis should consider pote-ual changes in land use (e.g., tgncu]tunl prodauetion)
dus to factors such as potential changes in operations of Sagramento International Airport Lands
and costs of agricultural watér. Changés in land:usé affeats thé spaci®s’ baseline habitat, whxch
in- turn effacts the impacts of the taking of the species aglnacessxtatqs a very different =~ .
consérvation strategy. Thé graatér the impact of thé taking, the greater the likslihood that
diffegent argl increased mitigation may be warranted. For example; 2 complete analysiz of the
change in baseline habitat may 18ad to a dejcrmination that the applicant neéds to mitigate at a
2:1 or 3:1 of ever higher ratio to mest the conservation needs of the species affected. It may also
result in requiring that preserves be ﬁtablishbd in vy specific lc;c&tions with ths basin.

The analysis fails to consider tha potanhal inglirect and cumulsfive impacts on the NBHCP’
Covéréd Spcies. In August 2005, Jéany Marr of DFG provided Eilén Bérryman with a list of
possible future projects in the basin to be considersd for inclusion in the effects analysis endithe:
proposed project EIR. The following is a list of possible future projects that may represent
reasonably foreséeable cumulative d&vélopmeént in the basin. The City should provide an update
of the status of eggh of the below-projects and any other projects in the Basin that are under
activé considération, and astéss whether or not the impacts of the projects may be consideréd =
cumulative to the propesed project. Ifthuy are.dequed cumnlative, the effects of the proposed
projéct may bé considérably graater in light of these potential land use changes, and résult in
“increased conservation needs for the Covered Speciog in the basin.

Possible future projects in th& Natomas Basin:

- e

« . Natomas Fish Screes Replacesnent Project

¥ Natomas Levee Setback Project

= Sacramepto Area Flood Control Leves Up grade Project
% Sacramento River Water Reliability Study Projéct * ' .
¢ Sacramento Metropolitar Airport Bxpansion Project =

= Sacramento Metropolitan Afrport Master Managemant Plan

# Joint Vision Project

% Downtown to Natomas Rail Light rail Transportation Project

w»  Sacramento Municipal Utility Substation Expéansion Projects (numerous)

[ ST -

4]

Finaﬂy the Report does not adéquatély address thé potéatial Bffects on GGS rasulting! :
ad acent to urban or residential development. Rice f%g_typxcaﬂy involvas the aerial

ad_;aaant residential development. For ampla, fermers or their contractoxs could have difficulty
obtaining insurahice to covér heir opéxations in close proximity to residential developmeht Thé
proposed project has historically bewn and is currently boydered to the north by rice fislds.
Therefor®, the City should an#lyze the potential effects of the prqposed projEct on adjaaént
agricultural usés. = = » .
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Cogclusion "

On Décembar10, 2002, thé County and City tach approved & Memorandum of Undarstanding'"

- (MOU) that outlined a vision for land%use and revenue sharing principles for lands in the
Natomas Basin. This “Joint Vision” MOU désignatéd the City as the agént for development and
the:County as the agent of permenept open space protection in the Natomas Basin. Based upon
our understanding of thé “Joint Vision" MQU, the City and County infénd to work
collaboratively to affect further land use changes in the Natomag Basin. The Wildlife £Agencits
spcourags the City and County to pursué an amendmrent to the NBHCP that facuses on the Joint
Vigion, rathér than pursuing an améndmént for Greenbriar, and then an amendmept for the Joint .,
Vision,

Pursuant to Public Resources Cods-Sections 21092 and 21092.2, the DFG requegts yritten
notification of propoged actions and pepding decisions régarding this project. Writlén

= notifications should bé direetéd to the DFG Sacramento Valley/Central Sierra Region, 1701
Nimbus Road, Suite A, Rancho Cordova, California 95670. The Segvice also requests being
infonméd regarding any actions on thé propes&d projact. Writtan notification can be submitted to
the Servioe at the letterhoad address.

Thank you for the opportunity to réviéw this project. As the Wildlife Agsnciss have previously
stated in correspondgnce ami in we are concerned about the effects of the proposad
project on the efficacy of the NBHCP and thé City’s existing ITPs. The Report does not

. § adequately address the effects of the proposed project on the GGS, in particular, and mare

“geaerally, on thé NBHCP’s oprating congtéirvation program. Future development in the:basin
‘will likely require a new conservation strategy to address these impacts, and will necessitate the
preparation of arEnvironmental Impact Statément/Environmental hppact Report pursuant to the
Nx'onﬂ'ﬂlvimnm"énm Policy Act and California Environmental Quality Act, respectively. We:
mhain ommitted to- working, with the City to preserve the,benefits of the, NBHCP #nd to éasuré
thak any futur¢ dévelopmént in the basin‘adaquately protscts the QGS, SH and otber covered
sp;”fes. . ! “

2

¥ -=Rléas& contact Ken Sanchez, Assistant Field Supervisor, at (916) 414-6622 or Holly Herod, the

Service’s Secramertto Valley Branch Chief, at (916) 414-6645 and Jénny Mary, DFG Staff
Environmental Scientist, at (530) 895-4267, or Kent Smith, DFG Acting Assistant Regional
Me;g&agq, at (916) 358-2382 of the DFG if you have any questions or concems regarding this
letter. | . '

Sincerely, Sincerely,

B

=%

Auwoac oNMara

.Susan K. Moore i /PEandra Morey '
Acting Figld Supervisor Region Mandgér - .
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servics California Department of Fish and Game
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Tom Buford, Senior Planner .

City of Sacramento Environmental Planning Services REGI,ON 2
2101 Arena Boulevard, Second Floor g o
Sacramentg, California 95834

Subject: Comments on the City of Sacramento’s July 2006, Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Proposéd Greenbriar Development Project, Sacramento County,
California

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) July 2606, Greenbriar Development Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR). The DEIR has been prépared as part of the City’s consid&ration of the
Greenbriar proposal (proposed project), which would include the construction of,& 473 housing
units (consisting of low, medium and high density housing), approximatély 28 acres of retail ands
commercial devélopment, a 10-acre elementary school, an approximately 39-acre common water
feature, and eight neighborhood parks totaling approximately 49 acres. The proposed project
area totals approximately 577 acres and is north of the existing City limits. The Project area is
located within the Natomds Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP,; City of Sacramento ef a,
2003) Ares; however, it is outside the City’s Incidental Take Permit (ITP) area in northern
unincorporated Sacramento County, approximately one mile east of the Sacramento Intethational
Airport. The 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,

The project would result in impacts to up to 577 acres of giant garter snake (GGS) Bibitat, and
diréct and indirect impacts could include the loss of individuals, displacement of snakes,
increased contamination of habitat, predation by domestic and feral animals, effects related to
human encroachment, and road mortality. The DEIR discusses a proposed conservation strategy
that includes preserving approximately 30.6 acres along the Lone Tree Canal (which would be a
2,650-foot-wide corridor thet includes the canal and 200 feet of adjacent uplands), to ba
protected and managed in perpetuity as GGS habitat. Included in the proposed conservation
strategy in the DEIR is 2 proposal to presérve, restore, and manage approximately 204.2 acres of
GGS habitat at two off-site locations, including approximately 190 acres of managed marsh
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habitat at thé Spangler Property and approximately 14.2 acres of managed marsh habitat at the
Natomas 130 Property. In addition to approximatély 59.5 acres of upland associated with the
managed marsh, an additional 47.3 acres of agricultural and riparian would be dedicated for
Swainson’s hawk (SWH) habitat.

The Effects Analysis and proposed conservation strategy in the DEIR were créatéd with little
input from the Wildlife Agéncies and have not been evaluated by the Wildlife: Agencies to
determine their consistoncy with Federal and State Endangered Speciés Act requirémahts or their
effects on the efficacy of thé NBHCP. The Wildlife Agencies twice previously submitted to the
City lettars stating our concerns with thw proppsed project. The Wildlife Agénciés mét with the
City on June 6, 2008, to furthér €xplain our concerns. A summary of these letters and meetings
follows.

Background Summary

The Wildlife Agencies submitted a July 29, 2005, joint comment J#tter to the City in résponse to
the Natice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the: Greenbriar
Project. The lester noted that if approved, the propoge project would résult in a loss of up to
577 acres of habitat beyond that anticipatéd, analyzéd and covered for take under the City’s
permit and would constitute a significant departure from the NBHCP’s Operating Consérvation
Program. Additionally, in accordance with the NBHCP’s Implementation Agreement, prior to
approval of any rezoning or prezoning for the proposed project, tig City is réquired to conducta -
reevaluation of the NBHCP and ITPs, préparé a néw éffects analysis, rovise or amagyd the
NBHCP and ITPs, and develop an Environmental Impact Statement, or develop a separate
conservation strategy and obtain separate ITPs to addréss such additional development. We
noted that as part of the effects apalysis, the.full impact of such dgvelopment on thé éfficacy of
tiee NBHCP’s carefully designéd consérvation strategy Yo minimize and mitigate the impacts of

= take of the Covered Species associated with a maximum of 17,500 acres of developmient within
the Natomas Basin must be thoroughly analyzed and a consérvation strategy that adequately
aderesses the increased impacts to the Covered Species resultifig from additional loss of the
limited habitat rgmaining in th& basin is also réquiréd prior to authorization of any additional
tak¥. This@&ffécts analysis would need to evaluate if baseline conditions and assumptions used in
the original analysis are still accurate.

w an DR WRRYE o

On Septemlger 7, 2005 Judge Levi issued a décisionsin th&fédéral NBHCEP litigation, which
cautionéd in footnote 13 of that decision that “the Service and thpse seeling an ITP in the future
will facg an uphill battle if tey at®®mpt to argus that additional devélopment in the Basin beyond
thi¥ 17,500 aerés will not result in jgopardy" to GGS ang SWH. Judge Levy’s opinion considered
theeffects of the current trend of fallowing rice agriculuré lands in thé basin to facilitate
poténtial furthér urban development.

On March 21, 2006, the Wildlife Agencies issued a second joint comment letter to the City in
response to the City’s December 2005, Analysis of Effects on th& Natomas Basin Habitat
» Consérvation Plan Réport, which was propared as part of the City’s consideration of the proposed

@
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Graiinbrier dévélopmaint project. In this letter, the Wildlife Agengies dissugsed our concerns
about the proposed project’s effects on the GGS, SWH, and othér Covéred Spacies with regards
to 1) connéctivity among réséave lands and among the three major geographic areas in the
Natomas Besin, and 2) the eroding baseline of agricultural lands, and rica farming, in particular,
resulting both from curréint économic conditions and the cumulative-effects of othey reasonably
foreseeable developmont in the basin. We specifically identified ow the City’s Decémbér 2005
dacument failed to adéquatély address the impaets of the proposed project on the NBHCP’s  ~
Operating Conservation Program and also failed to analyze the praposed project in light of
changes in land usésince the approval of the NBHCP and reasonably foreseeable land use

.

changes.

Finally, on June 6, 2006, the Wildlife Agencies met with repregentatives of the City to discuss
the Gregnbrier project. In this meéeging, the Wildlife Agéncies exprésséd concern and
disappointmént at the City’s decision to release the DEIR without aequate input and review by
the Wildlife Agencies. A July 7, 2086, téléphone conférénce call betwedn the representatives of
the Wildlife Agencies and the City reviowed meny of the topics from the June 6, 2006 maifing.

Conclusion

- Based on our review of the DEIR, wé réiterate our concérns, éxpresaéd préviously in our letters
and metings with the City, that DEIR does not adequately address the impacts of the propased
project on the NBHCP’s Operating Conaérvation Program. Pleasé sa¢ our March 21 , 2006,
letér, enclosed.

Furtlrer, the' Wildlife Agencies have not evaluated the: Effects Analysis in the DEIR to determine
its consistency with Fedaral and State Endangeréd Spieciés Act réquiréménts or itsgeffects on the
efficacy of thié’ NBHCP. Suoh review will occur during the development of ejﬂmg new HCP far
Greenbries, an amegndment to the existing NBHCP, or a new HCP for the Natomes Basin. The
City will b réquiréd to abtain a néw ITP from the Wildlifs Agengies, authorizing jncidantal take
of State- and Fedesuily-listed threatemed and endangertd spicies beyond what wasipémitted in
the existing NBHCP. Until our review is completed, we are™unable to determine the adequacy of
the mitigstion and conservation proposal refiected in the Effécts Analysis. Howévér, the
Wildlife Agénciés récognize that the proposal likely represents the minimum of mitigation and
conservation measures that may be required for the devélopmént of thé propaséd project.

Pursuant to Public Résources Cade Sactions 21092 and 21092.2, the DFG requests written
notification of proposed agtions and pemgling decisions regarding this project. Writtea

notifications should be dirécted t%g%%#;w 1791
NS Road, Suite A Raticho Cordova, Cahforiia - e Service also requesis writhn

notification régarding any actions on the proposed project. Notification can be submitted to the:
Service at the letterhead address. @

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. As the Wildlife Agénciés have ripeatedly
stated in correspondence:and in pérson, wi aré concerned about the effects of the propoged
projéct on the efficacy of the NBHCP and the City’s existing ITPs. The DIER doés not
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adequately address the effects of the proposed project on the GGS, in particular, and more
generally, on thé NBHCP’s Operating Conservation Program. Future development in the basin
_ Will require a new conservation strategy that is develomed with input and review from the
¢ Wildlife Agencies, to address these impacts. We remain commiteed to working with the City to
preserve the benefits of the NBHCP and to ensure that any future development in the basin
adequately protects the GGS, SWH and other Covered Species.

Please contact Holly Herod, the Sacramento Valley Branch Chief, or Kelly Fitzgersald of the
Service at (916) 414-6645, of the Service and Jenny Marr, Staff Environmental Scientist, at (530)
895-4267, or Kent Smith, Acting Assistant Regional Manager, at (916) 358-2382, of the'DFG if

you have any questions or concerns regarding this lette?. =

Sincerely,

Ha

[22g

W%CW %\N \J‘i/ \ﬁ\@\, ,{";(‘\/ e

Susan K. Moore Sendra Morey
Field Supervisor Region Manager
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service California Department of Fish and Game
Enclosure
n
cery u
Lag Combs, Administrator, County of; Sutter
(Atin: Board of Supervisors), County of Sacramento -

John Roberts, The Natomas Basin Conservancy .
Keijt Smith, Department of Fish and Game Region 2
Jetéy Marr, Department of Fish and Game Region 2
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United States Department of the Interior

: FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE  *
: S%mprww Wildlife Ofce
2840 Caifagt Way, Room, W-2605
- Smb,Cahfomn 825 1846
In reply reféitto:
1-1-07-CP-1106 “
v SEP:Kg 2007
Ms, Carol Shearly -
=« Director of Planning
Cny ofSwangmto %
Planning Départment
915 Street -
New City Hall 3® Floar

TR

Sacramento, California 95814

i

Subject:

Dear Ms. Shearly:

RéSponsé to thié: City of Sacraméato lmmmﬁ Greenbriar Project
in Sacramentd County, California

=

-,
®

Thinlétter xwponds to thié City of Saaraméato’s (City) March 19, 2607 Aﬁ&r régarding the
Grecnbmrpro_lect. In your letter, you descaibe the City's understanding of the Fish and Wildlife
Service’s (Service) position regarding local City approvals of the poje& argl complianee with
the Natomas Basin Eabitat Consegvation Plan (“NBHCE’), Impl ion Agreement (“IA”)
and fedéral and stats ingidaotal tae peawits (“TPPs™). We write to out position regarding
that iskug.

Speciﬁoally, you state “we mdorstandthatﬁwSamiceanchpamnmt:pfFish& Game ...
compur that by completing the Effects Analysis prion to the City’s censideration of the pwe-zoning

“I5. appliotion and LAFCO's decision on the annexation, the City conplied with the terms of the

[NBHCP], IA #nd incidental take permit with regpect to the City’s IopaFapprovais process for the
Greenbriar paojeet™ That statemést doés not accuratdly reflect our position régarding the
Greenhyiar devalopmpont. Firss, we point out that the:Service has not yet 'concurred in the “Effects
Analys{s® pregpred by the City. The Service hag previously advised the City that its formal
reviewofsuchpmlyslsvuﬂoccmonlyaspanofmﬁmmewofaﬂapphmumforafe(hal
incideatal take permit in conn®ction with the Grecabriar develo pmeg.@%oﬂdswhanapphcaﬁm
be filed. Secortl, completion of zn ffécts @nalysis is o€ of several of theCity

¥ NBHCP Ifplémbntation
Greenbriar project. Innddrhontocomphmganeﬁ'ectsanalym,thc(.‘__ maymtam-ovethe
Greenbriar project until 1) it obtains the Sexvice’s approval of an amelidment to the NBHCP and
obmins ITPs for the:project from lgfth agencies, or 2) the project propengpt develops its own
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HCP and obtaibe sepm!eimﬁmﬁhakapumitsforﬂgpmjectﬁom@ Service. NBHCP 1A at
§ 3.1(a). i

Whilé the Sezvice has'agré€d that the City mdy proceed with certain pre-project approvals, it is
our position that to rémain in compliance with the NBHCP 1A and ITPs, the City may not take:
action. t0.approve the Greenbriar project through specific peojectapprovals, ise, approval of s
temsative subdivision map, » fingl subdivision map, or a developount ngreement for the project”
until aﬁuﬂnmjectpropomthupbumedfednalmmﬁhepwmts

As youknow, the Stvice, the projeft propontiet, end thé Cxtyhnvepn&mpﬂed in discussions

thbpotennal impacts of the projeet on the giant gartes snake, the Swainson’s Hawi,
andotbermcovepdundqﬂnNBHCP and on the NBHCP’s overall conservation strategy
for thys Natorgas Basin,.and mbaveonuvualczmonsexpmgdomwncemubpmth&‘
projéct’s potential ingdividyal and cumulative impects on the above spdeslnd consecrvation
Stratégy. Nevmhﬂ&gvv%mmmedmmgwnhﬂncnymdﬂnmectmpmm
ExploradwﬂopmbmmeCPfoghEGreenbmumoﬂMdemthewmmm of
the ESA and compleoent the conservation strategy of the-existing NBHCP.

If you have WOM or we can be of further assistanee, please contact Jana Milliken, Actmg

Sacramento Bench Chief, or Lori Rinek, Deputy Assiftant Fie{d Supervisor, st

(916) 41
; Sheegely, 4
r . e
|f). R4 d; g
. Cay )
N Assistant Fiefd Supervisor
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September 18, 2007 i

Tom Buford, Senior Planner
Envirenmentsl Planning Services
2101 Areqs Boulévard, Second Flgor
Sacraménto, CA 95834

Subject: Comments on the City of Sacsamento’s August 2007, Final Environméntal
Impact Report for the Proposed Greenbriar Development Projeet, Sacramaento .
County, California

Dékr Mr. Buford:

" %‘; The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (3i¥iiR) and Cdlifornia Départment of Fish and Game

- (DFG) (hereafier collectively referred to an the Wildlife Agancies) have revi¢wed the City of
Secramento's (City) August 2007, Greenbeiar Development Project Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR). The FEIR has-been preparedaspart of the City’s consideration of the Greenbriar
proposal (propaged girojéct), which weuld inciude the comstruction of 3,473 housing units:
(consisting of low, médium and high demsity hpusing), spproximately 28 acres of retail apd
commercial development, a 10-acr® €léméntary sahool, an gppsoximately 39-acre common weter
feature, and sight neighborhood panks totaling approximately 49 aerés. The proposed project
area totals approximately 577 acres and is north of the existing City limits. The projéct aré is
located within the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (WBHCP; City of Sacramento e al.
2003) Arde; however, it is outsidethg City’s Incidental Take Permit (TTP) area in northern
unincorporatéd Sacrémento County, approximitely one mile esst of the Sacramento Interrational
Airport. The project site is baunded by Interstté 5 to the sputh, Highway 99/70 to the esst, the
Metro Air Park (MAP) development to thé wéat, and Elklom Boulevard to the north.

The Wildlife Agencips-previously submitted to the City four Jetters stating our concerns with%h:
propased piroject, including: § July 2005, joint comment letter to the City in respense:to the
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of & Draft Egvironmental Irmpwgt Report for the Greeabriar Project;
a'Mareh 2006 §cand joint commelit letter to thi City in response to the City’y December 2005,

e i# of Efférts on the N Basin Habitat Congérvition Plan Report, which was pre; ~
e o N PR A VRIS eSS SRR = =

2006 third joint comment letter to the City in reaponsd to the City’s July 2006, Gréehbéiar
Davelopment Project Draft Environmental Impaat Repert;and a Décémber 2006 fourth joint
cogment letter to the City in'Tesponse to the City’s November 2006, Recirculated Draft
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Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Greenbriar Development Project. As you kow,
the Ageneies, the project proponent, and the City have purticipated in discussiony reggrding the
potential impgcts of the project on the giant garter snake (GGS), the Swainson’s lawk (SWH),
other spacie covgred undar the NBHCP, and on the NBHCP*s overall consérvation itratagy for
the Natoma® Basin, and w&'havé on ¥veéral occasions expressed our conearns:about the project’s
poténtial individual and cumulativé impacts on the above spacies-and conservation strtegy.

The Wildlife Agencies have reviewed, but npt yet concurred on, the “Aualysis of Effects on the
Netomas Basin Hubitat Conservation Plen Report” and the Biological séction of the DEIR,
including the analysis'of the effects on GGS, prépard by thé City and havé previously advised
the City that formal revisw of such analysis will only occur’in the course of the Agencies’ review
of firture federal and states applications for incidental take permiiin conmection with the
Greenbeiar development, should such applications be filed.

Thie FEIR statés that the figoppsed project maty impact of up to 497.aerés of SWH foraging
habité. THE'FEIR’s proposéd mitigation strategy for impacts to SWH inchadisg thé présérvation
and manageroent of 27.9 acres.of on-site (Lone Tree Canel upland component), and 212.6 scres
of off-site foraging bubitat. Bgaed on our review of the FEIR, the Wildlife Agoncicsare
concermwd that the FEIR do#s not provide adequete mitigation measures to minimiZe significant
effects to SWH to below A ignificint lével. Particularly, the permanent protectian of 240.5 serex
- over four separate locations (Spangler site, North Natomas Site, Lone Tree Canal, and an
&E»g umdenuﬁed49m=parcel)uumunsofnuﬁgaﬁngforthelasof:conﬁguom497acxuof

i SWH foraging habitat fallg shost of the:standard that Sacrantento County and the DFG bave
developed for detgrmining formging habitat impects in unincorporated Sacramento County. This
standard should b& con#idéred to sérve as minimum mitigation under the California
Environmental Quality Ack (CEQA), and should salso consider the proposid project’s added
potential effects to the NBHCP’s Opeeating Conservation Program.

Although like:the<FEIR’s anelysis of impects to SWH foraging habitat, which determines the
16vel of impect based on the Starting impact higbitst vahie'and the ending mitigation habitat value,
thé methodology dévélopéd by Sicramanto County (County) and DFG i¢not detérmirfed baséd
on stasonal use of certain landcover typesio oncgm year, ae dépicted in the effects:analysis
fos the Greenbriar projest. The FEIR's analysis-of impects undey- represents impacted foraging:
habitat by only considering the habitat valuc based upon one growing semson, and dpes ot depict
th& highéir habitat values expected to qecur on sit& over Subsequént growing scasons. In other
words, Somé impactiad lands which wers valued in the FEIR as low quelity field crop or modasate
quality idle cover types were not considered for their higher quality values in years when crop
types may be rotated, or when idle cover types are brought back into agricultural production.
Conversely, some proposed mitigation lgnds were valyed =y high qualityslfalfa and were not
considexed for their lower quality cover types when this crop type may be rotated or set aside is
E‘%.—idpw?s: T e aE A Ca g a——mm m = - =

Bacause of the difficulty of kecuratitly assésSing habitat values baséd upon the'long-térm véraus a
*  singular growing séason, the County and DFG developed a methedology which recognizes that
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SWHfor&gmglhbmmwiiglumrm large expansive opgn speces agd agricultural arcas than
in areas which havé been fragmented by agricultursi-residentisl or urban development. The
concept is.that impacts to fozqmg hebitat occurs a8 propgrties develop to incréasingly more
intengive-uses on smaller minimum parce! sizsy. Thersfore, faragi it impacta &r&asskssad
when agricultuza] sind agricultursi-residentlal pgrcels aré rézomed to‘smallér minimum pearcel
sizes. Ay a bageline, the County asSsumes thet progiéaties zond AG-40.and larger have 100%
hibmt vilue, AG-20 propéities hitve 75% value, and AR-10 properties have 25% habitat value.
Propérties zonéd AR-5 #nd Smillér, such as AR-2, AR-1, the urban Residential Densities (RD-1
thru 40), commercial and industrial onings, retain no h@imvalw. According to this:
meetbodology, the proposed project would qualify ss containing 100% habitat valye, T
Wildlife qums recommend that replacemgnt luds be provided with equil or grester hebitat
¥ and mitigats thé significant tffacts on
SWH fufaging hibitat to beiow a significant Jével, &

Pursuant to Public Resources:Code Sections 21092 and 21092.2, the DFG requesty written
notification of proposed gotions and pending decisions regarding this project. Written
notifications should te directed to thg DFG Sacramento Valley/Central Sierr# Region, 1701
Nixbus Raad, Suite A, Ragcho Cordova, Californis 95670. The Sérvice dlso requigsts written
notificdtion régarding any.actions on the propaséd peoject. Notification can be submitted to ths:
Service at the letterhead-address.

Thanl you for the opportunity to review this project. As the Wildlife Agencies:-hwwe stated, we
-arc congened sbout the sifects of the proposed project on the efficacy of the NBHCP and the
City's existing ITPs. The FEIR does not adequytely address the effects of the proposed peoject
on th& GGS or SWH. We remain committed to working with thé City to énsure that any futuré
development in the basin adéquately protects the GGS and SWH, and othar NBHCP Covered

Species

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If we can be of furthey assistance, at DFG
please cantyct Mr. Todd Gardner, Staff Environmentsl Scientigt, at (209) 745-1968, and at thg
Service plesse contect Jana Millikén, Acting Sacfimeénto Veley Bransh Chief, at (916) 414-6561
or Lori Ringk, Députy Assistant Fiéld Supérvisbe, at (916) 414-6600. .

Sincerely, Simccrely, 7]

—_—— ==K ent Smith e e s = ——— e
Assigtant Field Supervisor Acting Regiongl Menpger
U.S. Figh and Wildlife Service Californis Department of Fish and Gamg
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cc: .
Larry Combs, Administrator, County of Sutter, Yubs City. CA
Donald Lovkimart, Assigtant Executive Officer, Sgcriinsento Loasl Agéncy Formation
Commission, Sacramento, CA
Jobn Robérts; Thé Natomail Bik§in Congerviincy, Sacramento, CA
Kdint Smith, Califomia Départment of Fish and Game, Rancho Cordova, CA *
Todd Gardriét, Califormia Department of Fish and Geme, Rangho Cordova, CA
) ) Iﬁ: n
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Mr. Tom Buford

cc:
Mz, Larry Combs, Administritor
County of Sutter

1160 Civic Centér Boulevard
Yuba City, Califomia 95993

Mr. Donald Lookhart

Seoramexto Locel Agengy Formation Commission
1112 “I” Steaet, Suite 100

Sacramento, CA 95814-2836

Mr. Jobn Roberts
TheNatoroas Basin Conservancy

2150 Rivee Plaa Drive, Suite 460
Sgcramiento, Califbrnia 95833

Mr, Kent Smith
“®Mr. Todd Gardner
California Départmént of Fish.and Ggme
North Céntral Region
1701 Nirgbus.Rd, Suité A
Rancho Cosdova, Califorgia 956704599

bee:

Mr. John Mittox

California Department of Fish and Game
Office of the General Counse]

1416 Ninth Street

Sacramento, Califprnia 95814

S

[0



James P. Pachl

Attorney at Law
717 K Street, Suite 529
Sacramento, California, 95814
Tel: (916) 446-3978
Fax: (916) 244-0507 jpachisbeglobal.net
January 8, 2008

Mayor Heather Fargo
Members of the City Council
City of Sacramento cc: City Manager Ray Kerridge -
RE  Council Workshop on Grgenbriar project. Jan 008. 6 Item 20

Dear Mayor Fargo and City Councilmembers,

These comments are submitted on behalf of Sierra Club, Friends of Swainson's Hawk, and
Environmental Council of Sacramento, which oppose the Greenbriar project, a suburban
development project atop prime farmland in a deep flood basin.

There is growing public concern about local government’s continued approval of sprawl
development. Greenbriar supporters are attempting to disguise the project with false claims of
“smart.growth,” and to justify it with th® prepesterous assertion that a few hundred acres of
development at Greenbriar will magically induce the Federal government to pay for an 3800 M
light rail line to the Airport by 2026.

City staff incorrectly assert that the Greenbriar project will. generate funding that will pay for all

project public facilities and infrastructure, plus surplus funds that will help ameliorate the City’s *
fiscal deficit and the enormous deficit of the North Natomas Public Infrastructure Financing

Plan. However, staff has failed to provide the Council with thg project financing plag. fiscal

analysis, and City-County revenue sharing agreement required by Joint Vision, prior to this

Workshop even though staff earlier presented a detailed pubhc infrastructure financing plan and

Jfiscal analysis to the Planning Commissign.

The City Planning Commission rejected the project on November 8, 2007, by a 5_- 3 votg, with
one recusal. A divided LAFCo earlier approved expansion of City’s Sphere of Influence to
include Greenbriar by a bare margin of 4 — 3.

The project is opposed by the Natomas Community Association, Sacratnento County Taxpayers

League, Sacramento County Farm Bureau, County of Sutter, environmental organizations

(Environmental Council of Sacramento, Sierra Club, Audubon, Friends of the Swainson’s

Hawk), and numerous.citizens.-The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Segiige, ;Cmmﬁ_:_: -
Fish and Game, State Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (as to air toxics _

effects), California Department of Transportation, and Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory

Committee have stated very strong concerns by letters submitted to City and LAFCo.
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The project is supported by SACOG, the Regional Air Board, and Regional Transit, whose
Boards are comprised of representatives of the same local jurisdictions which have repeatedly
approved the suburban sprawl development that has become the hallmark which defines this
region. The former City Manager, Bob Thomas, vigorously spearheaded the Greenbriar project
while he was City Manager, and then was hired as a consultant by the project developer, AKT,
after he left City employment.

The current lawsuit challenging LAFCo’s erroneous approval of the SOI and certification of the
EIR is “on hold” pending City’s decision. City was named as a real party in interest, but not as a
defendant. City has the discretion to disapprove or modify the Project, the EIR, and mitigation
measures.

This letter focuses primarily on the impacts of the project on City’s finances. The numerous
other problems with the project will be addressed by others at this Workshop hearing, and by
letter prior to the next hearing.

1. The project f@ile to provide funding sufficient to pay costs of project infrastructure
and public facilities:

A fundamental principle of the North Natomas Community Plan (“NNCP”) was that the
infrastructure, public facilities, and other costs of development would be paid in full by the new
development. The reality was dramatically otherwise. The North Natomas Financing Plan
greatly understated costs of infrastructure, and developers consistently resisted fee increases,
sometimes claiming that development “would be infeasible” if fees were increased. All too
often, City acceded to developer demands, and much of what was promised to new residents by
the City in the Community Plan was not delivered. See

Several months ago, City staff admitted that $70,800,000 was nesded to complete the community
infrastructure promised by the Financing Plan. More recently, City staff told Natomas residents
that it would cost $150,000,000 to complete infrastructure and facilities promised by the
Financing Plan and not delivered. Most of the NNCP area is now built out, and remaining future

) development project cannot legally be required to contribute more than its propertionate share of
cost of community infrastructure due to legal nexus requirements.

The Report of the Sacramento County Grand Jury, June 2007, page 28, (ATTACHED) strongly
recommended an independent public audit of “whether the City has met the stated fiscal goals”
of the NNCP, and listed a detailed set of issues to be addressed which go well beyond the scope
of the usual municipal financial audit. City should undertake no new development in Natomas

until the audjt recommended by the Grapgd Jury, addressing all of the issues ljsted on page 28 of
the Re is undertaken and made avajlable to ublic, an ar ip pl j
r ting the same err: t caused the failure Natomas Fi ing Plan.

Tonight’s Staff Report, p. 4, states that a financing plan and tax revenue-sharing agreement for
Greenbriar are being prepared, which is rather strange because the Public Infrastructure

== _Financing Plan and Fiscal Impact Analysis;were prexiouslycompleted and sutumitted tothe

- ~ Planning Commission. See “Greepbriar Public Infrastructure Finapce Plan”, 8/14/07, ona CD in
back cover of Greenbriar FEIR, particularly pp 31 — 35, "Feasibility of Finance Plan".

The Finance Plan shows that the project and its public infrastructure finance plan verge on
financial infeasibility, and that there are major uncertainties and likely additional costs that could

2



easily push public facilities financing into the “infeasible” range, unless City subsidizes the
prOJect Thern hould no conside; 'on of xation, prezoning, or oﬂ; m)rovals until all

ATTACHED are pages 23 and 32 — 36 of the Greenbriar Public Facilities Finance Plan
presentedsto Planning Commission. Page 32, states that development having a public
infrastructure burden between 15 -20% of market sale price may be feasible, and that
development having an infrastructure burden above 20% s infeasiblg, "based on EPS experience
... for over two decades." EPS' analysis in Table 9 on gage 33, "Infrastructuré Burden," shows
Greenbriar's cost burden as 19.5% of the sale price of .a medjum-dengjty home, which is the
majority of homes, 46.4% of the sale price of low-density homes, and 14.7% of the sale price of
high density residences

Cost projections in Table 9 (page 34) are highly speculative. For example, the Finance Plan does
not explain how it computed the Table 9 proj ected-haMm_lgaHQnmsL The Federal and State
wildlife agencies been clear that Greenbriar’s propoesed endangered species habitat mitigation,
approximately 0.5 acre preserved for every acre developed, is grossly inadequate. For each acre
of mitigation land required, there are associated fees (for monitoring, endowment, maintenance

. and operations). The habitat mitigation costs will remain unknown until the City completes an
Effects Analysis and new HCP, if approved by the USFWS and CDFG, and those agencies issue
Incidental Take Permits that state the extent and type of habitat mitigation required. Habitat
mitigation (acreage amd fees) required by USFWS and CDFG will be much greater than
presently proposed by City and assumed by the Figance Plan.

The Finance Plan, p. 23, states that the developer “may be required td“advance funds and
construct additional off-site roadway improvements” but does nat inglude thase casts in the
Finance Plan. The California Department of Transpiortation insists that the project shpuld

“ financially* contribute to off-site highway improvements. A sizéable contribution by the project
will likely be required, which will further increase the project’s cost burden.

The Financing Plan, Table 9, page 33, includes no funding.to implement the Jpint Vision
réquirement that development provide 1 acre of open gpacé mitigation in the Sacramento County
area of the Basin for every acre developed. The Report’s assertion that artificial detention
basins, bicycle paths, and freeway buffers within the project are "open space" under Joint Vision

&) are contrary to the City’s promises in the Joint Vision MOU, and Government Code §§56060
and 65560 which defines “open spacé.”

The Finance Plan, Table 9, page 33, says that the Sypplemental Levee Fee is only a preliminary
estimate. In fact, SAFCA staff has privately indicated that the likely fee would be at least $2 per
square foot for each home, which is substantially more than the Table 9 estimate for medium and
low-density homes. Every levee project in the region has generated huge costs overruns. It is
very likely that the pending SAFCA project, which is the largest ever, will also generate huge
cost overruns that will require a substantial increase in the levee fees and assessments.
:ﬂ:-- :F ii—.-:-:d;’:—-;h—:;-—;h_—--:z — - . — = -_— -_-——— e m
The Finanoce Plan, p. 32 states that a total of taxes and assessments gf less than 2 percent
indicates financial feamblhty Finance Plan, p. 34, Table 10, shows estimated total taxes and
assessments as ranging from 1.24 to 1.67 percent of assumed sale pnces However, the Finance

Plan, p. 35, footnote 2, states that “actyal tax ratgs ted f nbri be signifi
hmher_than.!hgsc_shiwn_”

*
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The percentage calculations used in Tables 9 and ]0 to determine feasibility are based on home
prices equal to 2005 Natomas price levels (p. 34). However, 2005 home prices were the peak of
the market and were driven, in part, by unrealistic home loans that are no longer available. Home
prices and sales have smce declined substantlally and are pro;ected to declme further _lf.gus

extrer k ome prices prove less Plan

and e higher, then the ratio of costs and total taxes:r,gm mceswﬂlbeg@rthan
shown in Tables 9 and 10, and most likely within the “infeasible” range beyond 20%.

In such event, the City would likely elimjpatg. apd/or indgfinitely defer. "pongssential” promiged

publi¢ infrastructure at the developer’s reqyest (as happened in North Natomas Community

Plan), and would need to apply its General Fund to pay for essential infrastructure. Decline in
home values below 2005 levels would also lead to a reduction of property tax revenues
anticipated from Greenbriar by the Fimance Plan (which is based on 2605 home prices).

The Joint Vision MOU says that the 1 percent ad valorem property tax from parcels annexed
within the Joint Vision area shall be distributed equally between County and City, that other
revenues would be shared, and that City and County would adopt a master Tax Sharing and Land
Usg Agreement for Annexations. (See Joint Vision, pp. 4, 5). There is g9 Joint Vision revenue

sharing agreemgnt. The Greenbnar ﬁnanclal a.nalys1s does not account for the effect of Joint
Vision revenue sharing. Joi 5108 ory.selevant to ques Q pihe
providing services to Greenbrigr will cost the Cltvmore it will receive ig rev
Greenbriar, and whether CEQA mitigation measures which rely upon revenue generated by
Greenbriar are financially feasible.

This project should not be cqpsj approvals until there is a Joint Vision revenue-

sbaring agreement, much more gﬁm to axtyal fees gnd public facilities costs discussed
abové, and r&vised financial and fiscal.apalysis. The North Natomas Community Plan was not

subject to the Joint Vision revenue-sharing agreement and cannot pay for itself, so it is
mysterious why staff think that Greenbriar would pay for itself and produce surplus revenue
despite revenue-sharing under Joint Vision.

CEQA mitigation measures which rely on revenue subject to Joint Vision revenue-sharing must
be deemed speculative and infeasible due to the fiscal effect of Joint Vision revenue sharing,
unless demonstrated otherwise by a revised financial analysis after there is a Joint Vision
reveénue-sharing agreement. The FEIR should net be certified with speculative gr infeasible
mitigation measures.

2. Assertions that Greenbriar will proviKle net revenue to subsidize infill
and contribute to completing NNCP infrastructure aré¢ unsupported.

In light of the information disclosed by the Financing Plan, above, and the substantial decline of
housing prices and constriction of the home loan market, there is no reason to believe that the
Greenbnar development will generate surplus revenue to subsidize infill and contribute to

Igmlmgs_\mmn_em lo evenues ¢

€d until thére 15 1SI0D revenue ing agree muc

of Greenbriar fees and mfrastructure costs, and a realistic estimate of probable sale prices of
homes in Greenbriar (which will be substantially less than in 2005). In light of (1) uncertainty
about public infrastructure costs and fees which, even as tentatively estimated by the Finance
Plan Table 9, cause the project to verge on infeasibility, supra, and (2) the reduction of City’s tax

" 4
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revenue from Greenbriar due to Joint Vision revenug sharing, there is 0 basis fos assuming that
the project can generate revenug and fees in excess of that needed fos on-site development.

3. Greenbriar Fiscal Impact Analysis, January 2007

The Greenbriar Fiscal Impact Analysis, dated January 2407, was submitted to Planning
Commission on October 11. It purports to reflect the division of revenue between City and
County required by the Joint Vision MOU, but the Analysis is written obscurely and it is unclear
as to how revenue avallable to City after the Joint Vision revenue split is computed or whether
Greenbriar would bg a net revenue gain or net revenue loss for the City. At page 7,
(ATTACHED) the Analysis states that "the results suggest a figcally negative impact to the
City", which means that there will be a net revenue loss.

Moreover, the Joint Vision MOU, Section Il, states that there will be further negotiations, and
that City and County will adopt a Master Tax Sharing Agreement. There is no Master Tax

Sharing Agreement. A reliable fiscal analysis cannot be done until City and Coupty Bave
adopted a Master Tax Sharing.Agreement for Joint Vision, or, at minimum, for Greenbriar.

4. The Partisl Reversal Of The Position Of Sacramento'Metropolitan Air Quplity
Management District Was Politically-Dictated And Lacks Scientific Basis

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (“SMAQMD”) was highly
critical of certain elements of the EIR and the project. See letters of the District dated August 31,
2006, December 29, 2006 (FEIR 4-268, 5-23), September 19, 2007 and the letter of the State
Office of Environmental Health Assessment, September 26, 2007, submitted to Planning
Commission, which are very clear about the health hazards arising from placing residences
within 560 feet of a busy fresway.

Thereafter, on October 25, 2007, the SMAQMD Board (comprised of City and County elected
officials) adopted the following policy, by 3 5 —4 votg:
“8. Langd usg — Support communities in their efforts to meet sustainable land use and
energy use goals ands objectives or adopted Blueprint Preferred Scenario targets.”

This new policy leaves Air District staff with little choice but to suppert agy new development
project supported by local government within the Blueprint Preferred Scenario map area (such as
Greenbriar) regardless of possible detrimental effects upon air quality and human health; and
robs District staff of their scientific independence. “Blueprint” underwent no environmental
review, and never addressed the petential health hazards of loeating mew residential development
next to freeways. The District Board’s blanket support for any project within the Blugprint map

area, rgg_axdles s of its effects, is ipconsistent with the District’s legal respongbility to protect the
gublic’s heg]m

A few days later, the District submittad its letter dated October 29, 2007, which for the first time

stated District s port for eenbn that the Air Resources anrdggm -
~=='='=‘dﬁ=fﬁhleln%vE%)t'apphable to the %acr%eﬁﬁgxon on or 1o the projectsite, (even though
located at the junction of I-5 and Hwy 99).
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Thereafter the State Office of Environmental Health Assessment decisively rebutted the local Air
Board’s assertion, by letter dated December 10, 2007, which City staff failed to disclose in its
Staff Report. A copy of that letter will be submitted to Council.

5. Assertions that Greenbriar will increase jobshousing balance &re unsupported.

It is asserted that Metro Air Park will provide jobs for Greenbriar residents. Unfortunately,
many industrial and warehouse workers cannot afford new home prices in Natomas.

The 2000-acre Metro Air Park site is completely vacant, despite having been fully permitted in
2002 and the construction of detention basins, main roads, and placement of fill. There is no
evidence that there will be substantial development at Metro Air Park in the foreseeable future.
It must compaete against existing industrial and office parks which are served by existing
infrastructure and public facilities, including large vacant parcels designated for commercial and
employment centers in the City’s existing North Natomas Community Plan area.

If the justification for Greenbriar is to provide housing next to a major employment center, then
consideration of Greenbriar should be deferred until substantial employment-generating
development actually exists at Metro Air Park, which pay wages sufficient for workers to buy

homes in Natomas. gob-housing balance can be more feasibly accomplished mow by infill
» . - e 13 3 - a.

6. The agsertion that the Greenbriar project will chuse the Federal government to
fund construction of light rail to the Airport is fiction.

Regional Transit now states that projected complgtion date is 2026 and estimated cost is $860 M.
There is no evidence that the Federal government is interested in funding light rail to the Airpeort,
and no evidence, other than wishful assertions by local government, that development of
Greenbriar will induce Federal funding. RT was recently required to suspend its planning of
light rail extensions due to shortfall of locally-generated operating revenues, and has reduced or
eliminated service on some bus routes. Bus service to existing North Natomas development is
minimal, even though the North Natomas Community Plan was promoted as “transit-oriented.”
RT’s plan for the DNA line includes . jon stops bgtween downto d the Ai aslow
ride that would be unattractive to persons who need rapid and timely transit to the Airport. Well-
publicized express bus from a downtown RT station, perhaps with a small indoor waiting area,
would provide much faster ride to the Airport, and would be more cost-effective and feasible,
and could be implemented how.

There are at least 10,000 mostly-developed acres in South and North Natomas, plus Airport and
Metro Air Park that would be served by light rail to the Airport. The assertion that an additional
500 acres of Greenbriar development would magically induce the Federal government to pay the
$800 M estimated cost of the project is ludicrous.

Thank you for considering these comments.
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Recommendstion 1. An indgpendént fiscal and compliance audit needs to be conducted to
determine whether the city has met the stated fiscal goals and whether development has actually
been completed and built in a timely and proper manner. This audit ngedS to he conducted by
persons versed in land use and development, fiscal issues related to dév&lopment, and familiar with
municipal financing. Further, the audit needs to be conducted and overseen by some entity or
independent persons not in association with the city.

The audit should observe the actual results of development and compare the results to the stated
goals for dgveloping North Natomas.

The following issues need to be afldressed in the audit:

¢ 1. Hasthe development enhanced the city’s ability to attract major industrial employers?
2. Daes the area contain optimum amounts of land devoted to parks, recreational facilities and
..open space? . .

3. What has been and will be the fiscal impagts of the devélopment on the city, i.e., is the
revenue derived from the development supperting not only the capital cost of the
infrastructure required for the development, but also the ongoing cost of maintaining that
infrastructure including the development and maintenance of the regional park?

4. Do the actual tax revenuts generatéd by the development of North Natomas provide an
ongoing revenue surplus for use throughout the city?

3. Has the jobs-to-housing ratio goal of 60% been achieved?

. Have the various fiscal devices that the’ city used to assist the developers provided a clear
audit trail to dtermine that builders/developers did what they were supposed to do with thé
money and in a timely and proper manner?

The audit report should be made readily available to the public at the same time it is given to the
city.

Finding 2. There is no information currently being provided to the Califomia Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board as to the content of the water, sediment and soil in the
drainage detention basins in North Natomas. The city may be allowing untreated surface water
containing pellutants, such as pesticides, to reach the Sacraménto River.

Recommendation 2. The city should develop and then conduct, on a regular basis, an analysis of th®

water, sediments and soil in the drainage detention basins agd provide that information to the Central
Valley Water Quality Comtrol Board.
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IV. INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING STRATEGY AND
FUNDING SOURCES

[N
This chapter outlines the Greenbriar financing strategy and describes how a combination
of funding; sources will be used to fund the $150.3 million of backbone infrastructure
and other public facilities required to serve the Project.

BUILDOUT FINANCING STRATEGY

Developer funding and construction of backbone infrastructure and other public
facilities is the primary financing strategy for Project buildout. In addition, the financing
strategy includes formation of one land secured bond financing district (e.g., Mello-Roos
CFD or Assessment District), which will fund a portion of the total backbone
infrastructure and other public facility costs. For certain public facility categories in
which no developer construction is required and no formal citywide development
impact fee has been established, Greenbriar will pay for public facilities through a
Greenbriar Public Facilities Fee. Finally, the master project developer will pay
applicable development impact fees, which are typically due at building permit
issuafice. The developer will receive fee credits for infrastructure items constructed that
are also included in these fee programs. Also, other nearby development projects such
as the NNCP, and MAP, will participate in funding the cost of shared facilities.

Table 2 shows the proposed funding source for each public facility at buildout. Under
this funding strategy, approximately $79.0 million will be a combination of developer
funding and land-secured bond financing; $13.9 million will be funded through the
Greenbriar fee; and $14.2 million will be funded through existing development impact
fees.

The estimated costs and proposed funding sources are estimated based on the most
current information available. Actual backbone infrastructure and other public facility
costs funded under each category may be revised as more detailed information

regarding facility construction and project sequencing becomes available.
| ] =2

_szbﬁuhnuah_ggt_Let_l_nMdst}us Financing Plan, the master project developer also may
e required to advance fund and construct mdditional off-site roadway improvements
(e.g., State Route 99 interchange improvements) that provide benefit to land uses outside "
of the Project. Any future development projects which are deemed to receive benefit
e —aacefrOm these facilities should be required by the City tospay their fair share, which willbé =’ == = == ==
used to reimburse the Greenbriar project.

-
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Draft Report
= Grembrlar Public Facilities Financing Plan
August 14, 2007

Future versions of this report will include a detailed analysis which contains the range
of the total fee and infrastructure burdens by selected land uses.

TOTAL BURDEN OF MAJOR INFRASTRUCTURE

The infrastructure cost burden of development to a property owner can be used to
assess the financial feasibility of a development project. The total infrastructure cost
burden consists of all costs (e.g., developer funding and the wond debt associated with
special taxes and assessments) plus applicable fees (e.g., county development impact
fees, school mitigation fees). A measure of financial feasibility is this: if the total cost
burden is less than 15 to 20 percent of the finished home price, then a project is
considered to be financially feasible. Typically, residential units with a cost burden
percentage below 15 percent are clearly financiully feasible while units with a cost
burden percentage above 20 percent are likely to be financially infeasible. This
feasibility benchmark is based on EPS’s experience in conducting financial feasibility
analyses for numerous projects throughout the Sacramento region and Central Valley
over the last two decades. i

Table 9 shows the total estimated infrastructure burden of typical homes in the
Greenbriar project. As shown, the total cost of infrastructure and public facilities
accounts for approxlmately 14.7 to 19.4 percent of the estimated sales price of residential
units at Greenbriar.

TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS

7
Table 10 shows the estimated taxes and assessments as a percéhtage of home sales
prices for four different proposed Greenbriar land uses. The total annual amount
includes the following taxes and asseséments:

e Property taxes;
e Other general ad valorem taxes (e.g., school/other general obligation bonds);
® Services taxes and assessments (estimated in this chapter); and

¢ Greenbriar Infrastructure CFD taxes (proposed in this Financing Plan).

Under the “2-percent test,” a total taxes and assessments percent of sales price that is ’
_ less than two percent indicates financial feasibility. The taxes and assessments for the

“homes range from 124 to 1.67 percent; indicating annual tax-burden feasibility for each ==

—
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Graenbriar Public Eacilities:Fingncing Plgn
Infrastructure Burden - Residential Markat Rate Units

DRAFT

Low-Denwity Medium-Density High-Density
Itam Redidential Ré}|dential Rfgidentiah
Assumptioms:
Unit Size (sq. ft.) 2,700 1,660 1,000
Lot Sdare Fegt. 5,000 3,000 n/a
Buildimg Valkmdion $162,918 $96,544 $65,100
‘/i FinShed Unit Selling Price:[1] $440,000 $310,000 $250,000
City Fees:
Building Permit +$4,505 $1,055 %841
Pigh Chilek $499 348 $276
Technolegy Surcharge $s80 56 845
Busimssm Operation's Tax $65 1§39 $26
Strohg Metion Instrjmergaticy) Fee i s 10 $7
Major; Straet Conetruction Tax $4.303 $772 $521
Residential Development Tax $§385 $385 $250
Housing Trust Fund &0 $0 $0
Water Servica, Feas “$4,920 §4,920 $1,375
Qitywide Park Fee '$4,493 $4,493 $2,647
Fife Review Fae .80 ] 338
CFD No. 97-01 Bond Debt $987 $516 $309
. Air Quajity Mitigation [1] $450 $240 $144
Hajita Nitigalien [2] $7,080 §4,400 $1,700
Subtotal City Fess (raunded) $21,700 $17,200 $8,200
R Otiie} Agéncy Ff
SAFCA CIE Fee $222 $222 $419
SAFCA A#sessiment Mtrict Borld Débt: $2.224 5‘2,22_4 Q_1,192
Suppigmental Levee Fae (PRELIM. ESTIATE) [3] _$3,500 $2,500 !2.000
School Mitigatiom 311,835 $11,835 $4,734
SRCSD Sewer Fee _ $7,000 $7.600 §7.000
Subtots) Other Agancy FagX (roundad) $24,800 $23,8Q0 $15,0Q0
Gréénbrigr Public Fcilities; P (roundéd) [4] $4,200 B $3,600 $2,500
n
Gresnbriem Develops/CFD (reunded) [4] $21,300 $15,780 $11,100
TOTAL COST BURDEN $72,000 $60,300 $36,800
-3
._____> Cost Burden:as;% of Unit Sales Price 16.4% 19.5% 1478 "
“cost_burdpn”
. Noie: Faasitlity Rangas, basasl on numerous faasibility analyses canducted by EPS over the st two
decides, is dwcribed as follows;
Belpw 15%: Faasible
15% - 20%: Mmy be feasibie
Above 20%: imfemsibie
Sauirce: Greenbriar Developers; City of Sacramenio; and EPS. 2
Pt -— S mmes
===Ee=——=" 77 A} GGaiiy Mitighech 2 % Ko B ;G basad W ingut WL GER S5l =

[2] Based on toial astimated habitat mitigation cests excluduqlmd acquisition @@ince |lamd im dedicated) for the
Gmonbrias Rojett. Refer to EPS# 17800 for #etalls. '
[3] Baipark etimate provided by developer g8.a placeholder.

] It imassumed here that a CFD is used to fumd remdway, sewer, water, [andatape comisiors, and drainage facilities

and thakia Greenbriir Public Familities Fem is established to fand ether puliic facilitied, See Talie A-12.

o
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DRAFT

Table 10
Grswnbriar Public Facilitieg, Financing Plan
Two-Parasnt Test of Total Tax Burden

Low-Dengity  Madium-Density _ High-Density

Item Assumption Residential Residential Residential
—=2  Home Price Estimata{1] $440,000 $810,680 $250000 €
Homeowner's Exemption [2] ($7.000) ($7,000) ($7,000)
Assessegd Value [3] 2433,000 1$303,000 $243,000
Property Tax 1.00% $4,330 $3,030 $2,430
Othar Ad Valorem Taxes [4] 0.15% $650 M55 8365
n
Total Ad Valoram Taxadg: $4,980 $3,48% 2,795
Spiicial Taxps and Assag§ment$ (Propogag)
Reclamation Dist. No. 1000 - O & M Assess. $51 $34 317
SAFCA AD. No. 1 - O & M Assessment $74 $50 $25
SAFCA Consolidated Capital Assessment District g§80 $80 $53
TMA CFD [5) $21 321 $16
Parks Maintenance [6] $52 $52 $30
City of Sacramento A.D. No, 96-02 - Library 927 927 527
City of Sacramento A.D. No. 89-02 Lighting Dist. 366 $66m $45
CFD No. 97-01 $108 '$108 $75
Total Special TAxes and AisFsmants: $478 3436 32338
Proposed Infrastructure CFD (Preliminary Estimate) 01,500 $1,200 N/A
= Parks Maintenance Cost (Preligninary Estimate) $44 $44 %26
Total Tax Burden §7,002 $5,165 43,108
——=—> Tux Busden as:% of Home Price 1.50% 1.67% 1.2%% 6_—
Two_percant”

Saurce: Gregory Group, City of Saeramento, Greenbriar landownews, and EPS.

[1]«H_eme prices are basad on 2005 price levels in North Natomas from the Gregory Graup. "Low density” assumes 2 700-\
5 square-foot hames, "medium dendty‘ assumes 1,600-square-fant homes, amd "high density" assumes 1,000-square-
foot sttached units.
[2] An owner-occupigd single-family residence is aljowagd a $7,000 reguction of the assessed valug of the proparty for the
purpaes of calculmting,the annual property tax.
[3] The adjusted assessad value is the value upon which the 1% property tax rate, as.allowed under Proposition 13, is
calculated.
[4] Other Ad Valbrem taxes include ragional sanitation boris and schoo! general obligation bonds.
==—=——_[56] Greenbriar may elect to create aseparate TMA; the costs, however, are not knawn at this time. As a proxy, the rates [
- fay the North Natgmas TMA are shown. Please note that costs to provide trangit s@rvige:.to Greenbhyiar may be
significantly higher than thowe shown here.
[6] Assumes same rate as CFD 202-2 Pgkks Maintenance.
[71 Assune8 that Greenbriar pays the same rate as development east of |-5. .
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Draft Report
Graeririar Pubbic Facilities Firmncing Plan
August 14, 2807

=

example unit type.2 While the Greenbriar CFD clearly is feasible, bond financing for
other facilities mcluded in add1t10nal CFDs w1ll he limited b the tax rates indicateg:
above. = i

it

T 1

bir

*

/ 2 Please noke that Greenbriar devalopers may elect to form a TMA CFD to fund transit services. The cost to
provide these services is unknown at this time, and EPS has used current gates from the North Natomas
TMA CFD No. 99-01 as a proxy. Actullll tax rates adopted for Greenbriar could be significantly higher than
those shown.

g
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Jewsary 11, 2007
Pam 7of11

The manner in which the property tax revenues are allocated betwegn, the City and County

will be dictated by the Joint Vision MQU. The cases study revenues, as well as per capita
revenues and costs, are shown s separate line items. The results suggest  fiscally negative

impdtFto the City both during the absorption period and at the conclusion of the assumed
" ten-yesr absorption timeframe in 2016.
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James P. Pachl

Attorney at Law

717 K Street, Suite 529
Sacramento, California, 95814
Tel: (916) 446-3978
Fax: (916) 244-0507 jpachl@sbcglobal.net

January 15, 2008

Mayor Heather Fargo .

City Council

City of Sacramento cc: City Manager Ray Kerridge
RE  Council Workshop on Greepbri piect, J 0

Supple;nent to Comment Letter dated January 8, 2008
Dear Mayor Fargo and City Councilmembers,

My letter to Council dated January 8, 2008, on behalf of Sierra Club, Friends of Swainson's
Hawk, and ECOS, described how the proposed Greenbriar is unlikely to provide sufficient
funding to pay costs of project infrastructure and facilities. '

At the January 8, 2008, Council meeting, Staff stated that the total average fee burden for the
project would be $60,300, and that this was 14.7% of the average sales price of new homes in
Greenbriar. See Staff's power point presentation to Council, page 63, attached EXHIBIT A.

This was a gerjous misrepregentation of the information contained in the Infrastructure Financing
Plan, dated August 14, 2007, attached to the FEIR and presented to Planmng Comrmssmn

o

In fast the Greenbsi i ilitieg Fj able , "Infrastructure
Burden, " attached EX,E]L_’I_B shows Greenbriar's cost burden as 19.5% of ale price of a

- ome (shown as having a cost burden of $60,300), 16.4% of the sale price of
low-den31ty homes and 14.7% of the sale price of high density residences. The Finance Plan,
Table 9, EXHIBIT B, projects the sale prices as follows: low-density residential, $440, 000;
medium density, $310,000, and high density, $250,000, based on 2005 Natomas prices (which
have since declined).

Fipancing Plap Table 9 (EXHIBIT B) states that development having a public infrastructure
burden between 15 -20% of market sale price jgay bg feasible, but that development having an
infrastructure burden above 20% is jnfeasible.

speculative, and the actual infrastructure burden as a percentage of sale pnce will l1ke1y be higher,
A few factors likely to increase the cost burden as percentage of sales prices are: "

L]
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. Financing Plan Table 9 sales prices are based on 2005 Natomas price levals, (Table 10, p.
34. footnote 1, EXHIBIT C.) Home prices have since declined. Future prices are unpredictable,
but "creative loans" and loans requiring minimal down payments, which made escalating prices
"affordable" for many buyers, are no longer unavailable; and “investors" who bought houses in
anticipation of re-selling for profit in a rising market will likely comprise a much smaller part of
the buyer market and be much more cautious.

. Projected habitat mitigation costs apparently assume a .5 to 1 mitigation ratio. In fact,

the wildlife agencies will require a much higher mitigation ratio. @

. The Financing Plan, p. 33, Table 9, footnote 2, (EXHIBIT B) excluded the cost of
acquiring habitat mitigation land because it is dedicated, and apparently assumes, unrealistically,
that the developer will not include its cost of acquiring mitigation land in developer's calculation
of cost burden as a percentage of sale price in considering project fasibility.

. Projected levee fees are apparently based on SAFCA's estimated cost of upgrading the
levees to 200-year level. Previous levee projects, much smaller than the pending project, often
incurred major cost overruns. Thus, it seems highly possible that the cost of the project, and
thus levees fees demanded of developers, will be substantially higher than projected now.  *

The Finance Plan, p. 23, states that the developer “may be required to advance funds and
construct additjonal off-site roadway jmprovements” . There is no documentation available to
public which supports Staff's claim that the amount presently allocated for mainline freeway will 3
satisfy the concerns of the California Department of Transportation.

The Financing Plan, Table 9, page 33, includes go fupding to implement the Joigt Visiog
requirement that development provide 1 acre of open space mitigation in the Sacramento County
area of the Basin for every acre developed. The FEIR’s assertion that detention basins, bicycle
paths, and freeway buffers within the project area are "open space” under Joint Vision are
contrary to the Joint Vision MOU and Government Code §§56060 and 65560

If approved, the most likely scenario is that as Greenbriar nears construction, the developer will
demand that City substantially reduce or defer some of the infrastructure and funding
requirements so that the project is deemed feasible by the develdper. This happened Jepeatedly
with the NNCP, resulting in a huge deficit of promised and necessary infrastructure. Greenbriar
is only more of the same.

City should not repeat the mistakes of the NNCP financing. There is plenty of time for an

indepgndent audit of all aspects of the performance of the NNCP Financing Plan to determine

what went wrong and how to avoid the mistakes of the NNCP, and to thoroughly review all

elements of the financial implications of the proposed Greenbriar project, before considering
-project approval. Rushing the project to approval on January 22 would be fiscally irresponsible. -

Tl




Greenbriar Finance Plan

—Total Avg Fee Burden: $60,300

¢14.7% of sales price (15% target, 20% max.)
+$36,500 for all City Fees
+$23,800 for Other Agency Fees

—Total Avg Annual Tax Burden: $5,165

¢ 1.7% of Assessed Value (1.8% typical for new
growth)

o$44 annually-for new Park Mamtenance
‘ Assessment

L .’.~..¢$1 200 annualLy f@r MeH@ Roos bonds for
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Tablg 9
Grsenistiar Public Racilittes Fin#ncing Plan
Infragtructur§ Burdén - Residential Market Rifta Units:

DRAFT

Mudium-Dansity

Low-Density High-Déngity
item Residsntial Ragidéntial Rbsidantial
Assumptiong
Unit Size (sq.'k.) 2,708 1,600 1,000
Lot Square Fomt 5,080 3,000 na
Buikiing Vakiafon $162918 806 544 $65,100
—“"> Finished Unit Selling Prioe [1] $440,000 $310,000 $250,000
City Fass
Buling Perm $1,505 $1,055 :$841
Plan Chgck $499 §348 %276
Tachnology Surchmrge %80 $56 s
Businees @peraibn's Tax $65 $39 €26
StropgMation Ingtrumentation Fee $16 310 £ 14
Major. Strest Comstruction Tax 31,303 $772 §s21 "
Residential Devigopment Tax §38s 3385 $250
Housing Trust Fund $0 $0 . B0
Water Service Foes $4,920 $4,920 375
Citywido Pirk Fee $4.403 $4,493 32,087
= m Fire Review Fae 0 $0 338
CFD No. 97-01 Bohd Debt $667 3516 $309
e Air Quatity Miigation (1] 1$450 $240 $144
Hablitat Mitigation 2] §7,000 ;400 $1,700
Subtotal City Faw# (rounded) $21,700 $17,200 $8,200
Other Agency Fees ¥ Bz
SAFCA CE Fee $222 $222 8119
SAFCA AssessmgrDistrict Bond Debt $2.224 221 YV s11e2
Suppiemental Levee Fae (PRELEA. ESTIMATE) 3] $3,500 $2,580 \/ $2,000
School litigation "$11,835 = $11,835 5,734
SRCSD Sewer Fee $7,080 §7,000 $7.,000
Subtotal Other Agsncy Fews.(rounded) $24:800 $23,800 $15,000
Grgenprigr Public Racilitiss Fae (roundad) [&] $4,200 $3,600 $2,500
Grownbriar Dev&lorler/CFD (roundgd) [4] $21,308 $15,700 $11,100
TOTAL COST BURDEN $72,000 $60,300 $36,800
4 -
> Cost Burden as % of Unit Saies Price 16.8%: 19.8% 418 -
B g
“cost_bunen”

S

decadeB, is dégcribed gs folfows:
Balow 15% Feasible
15% - 20%: My bW feaBble

Abore 20%: Iniagitle — _
ol L

~Greentmiar D&vEioBerS; Oty of Sacramento; apd EPS. o
e e W o e wa—  ——

. v
Note: Feasitility Range, baged on numerous fea$ iy amalyses conductsd by EPS oxer the laat two

" [1] Air Quaiily Mitigatien cost is a mreliminary estimate bawed g input fiom preject gpplicant.
[2] Basw an fola! estimated hefMat, mRigation costs excliding land acquisition (simce land is dedimated) for the

Greanbriad project. Rafer to EPS# 174GD for detals,

{3] Ballpark estimate provided by deveipper ms a phcehsider,

[4] tismesumed here thefa CFD ig used to féhd roadway, sewer, watar,

Ismdacape coridors, and draimmge facilities

afd thafia Greenbriar Public Facilfes Feg is established to fund otiwr public fackied See Tabié A-12.
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Table 10
Greenbsiar Public Pacilitjes Finincing Plan
Two-Percent Test of Total Tax Burden
“ Low-Density  Medium-Density High-Density
it¥in _Afsumption Regidential Residenflal Regidentml
1l
J,P Homa PrioaEstimate [1] $440,000 $310,000 $250,000 €
Hameowner's Exemption [2] ($7,000) {$7,000) ($7,000)
=
Asseeseqd Value [3] $433,000 1$303,000 243,000
Proparty Tax 1.00% %4,330 $3,030 $2,430
Other Ad Valorem Taxes [4] 0.15% $650 $455 $365
Total Ad Valoram Taxes '$4,880 $3,485 $2,795
Special Taxgk #nd AFsesSmeants {Proposad)
Regclamation Dist. No. 1000 - O & M Assess. Is51 $34 $17
SAFCA AD. No. 1-0 & M Asssesment $74 $50 §25
SAFCA Consolidated Capital Assagament District $80 $80 $53
.  TMACFD[s] $21 921 816
Parkg Maintenance [6] 352 %52 §30
City of Sagramento A.D. No. 96-02 - Library $27 3R7 S 714
City of Sacramento A.D, No. 89-02 Lighting Dist. '$66 $66 145
CFD No. 97-01 $108 $108 75
Total Special Taxé3 snd Agsegdments 8478 $436 $288
Proposad Infrastructure CFD (Preliminary Estimate) $1,500 §34,200 N/A
Parks Maintenance Cost (Preliminary Estimate) $44 844 $26
" Total Tax Burden $7,002 5,165 §,108
*~—=> Tax Burden as:% of Homs Price ) 1.59% 1.67% 1.2¢% 6.——
—
“two_percant"
Source; Gregory Group, City of Sacramento, Greenbriar l&ndowners, and EPS.
a? [1]_Home prices ar® based on 2005 price levels in North Natosas from the Gregory Group. "Low densityasgumes 2,709-\

square-foot hemes, “medium dgnsity*-assumed 1,600-squara-foot homes, and
foot attached units, .

[2] An owner-occupidd singlg-family residence is allowed a $7,000 reduction of the
purposes of calculating the annual property tax.

[3] The adjusted assaesed value is the value upon which the 1% proparty tax rata,
calculatgd.

[4] Other Ad Valarem taxes include regjonal senitatjon bonds and school general obligat; tﬁss_ — - cEE --§ -
\Jaﬂis e. Qa proxy, Ete's- "

“high density™ assumes 1,000-square-

assessad valug of the proparty for the

= —mx==cip [5]- Greenbrigr may elpct to cramte a separate TMA; the Tosts, hawevar, §re Mot kno

for: teNorth Natomas TMA are ghown. Plaase note that costs to provide transi
s;igniﬁgantly higher than those stbwn here.
[6] Assumgs same rate as CFD 2002-2 Parks Maintenance.
[7] Assumes that Greenbrias pays the same rate as development east of |-5.
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From Jean McCue <jean232@sbcglobal.net>
To: Heather Fargo =

CC.: Heather Fargo

Subject: Greenbriar N =
1/8/2008 12:27 PM !

Date Dear Mayor Fargo and Council-members:

I am a city resident and I urge you to vote no on the Greenbriar project. The project is ill- x
timed and not well thought out. Some of thé problems I am concerned about are: 1) it is

too close to the airport and will add to congestion on I-5; 2) housing is too close to the

fréeway and the airport for safety; 3) it is on prime farmland; 4) it is in a deep floodplain

where levees have not maintained certification, putting more lives at risk; 5) it will over-

commit the city to infrastructure that taxpayers cannot afford (current residents already

do not have the infrastructure promised); and 6) you are considering this annexation

before the General Plan is complete which will cut out public feview. The City should be

committed to smart growth, not swift growth. The annexation at this time makes not

sense.

Sincerely,
Jean McCue

“300 Sutley Circle
Sacramento, CA 95835

oM
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B
From: JoAnn <joannpen@comcast net>
To: <hfargo@cityofsacramento,prg>
Date: 1/6/2008 10:59 AM
Subject: NO to Greenbriar

DearMayor Fargo [Heather] -

| am writing to oppose the Greenbriar project; If ever there were a time to
honor and accept the recommendations of the City Planning Commission, this
Isit Greenbriar sounds like briar patch of problems!

Just consider the many troublesome aspects of this proposal: potential
flooding, flight paths, wildiife issues, and ignoring the general plan and
safety standards? And the current situation of vacant and repo housing? The
lure of federal money for light rail extension also sounds illusionary, a

fake attration to serve developers® needs, but which goes against planning
the real and current economic and transportation needs of Sacramantoy

Our city and region needs to focus on housing that is closer in, like the

rall yards opportunity, for exampley Greenbriar would be diversionary,

costly, and create serious oversight problems; This development is a really
badigea Please accept the November 8 recommendation of the City Planning
Commission and use your influence to deny the project

Thank you for your thoughtful attention to this,

JoAnn Anglin
[Tahoe Park)

W




Subject: Greenbriar Project - Item 20 on January 8 City Council Agenda

Date: Mon, 7 Jan 2008 12:33

From: Jon Marshack <jmarshack(@earthlink.net>

To: Heather Fargo, Ray Tretheway, Dist 3 Steve Cohn, Sandy Sheedy, Robert Fong,
Lauren Hammond, Lauren Hammond, Kevin McCarty, Bonnie Pannell, Robbie Waters
CC: Ray Kerridge

Honorable Mayor Fargo and City Councilmembers,

LA

I am a resident of the City of Sacramento and I oppose the Greenbriar project for a
number of reasons:

First, developing Greenbriar at this time is not smart growth. I am concerned about the
future growth and economic well-being of the City. Please stay within the existing
boundaries of the City and focus on improving our current urban area, and meeting our
infrastructure needs. I agree with Planning Commissioner Jodi Samuels who said (Bee,
November 10, 2008) "Greenbriar is a green field project, and the city has committed to
prioritizing infill projects, which is a better use of resources, focuses development on the
urban core, and controls sprawl . . . . To approve Greenbriar would be to go against the
city's vision and stated priorities." Meanwhile, there is plenty of room to grow inside the
current city limits for the foreseeable future.

Second, Light rail to the airport may be a great goal, but it is a long way off. Please don't
approve an annexation to the City now in the hope it will somehow help get light rail to
the airport. We will end up with the houses and no transit, as happened in North Natomas
over the last decade. I agree with Planning Commissioner Mike Notestine's view. "
Commissioner Michael Notestine, partner in a local planning and architecture firm, said
he doesn't think the far-off prospect of a light rail line can be used to justify building on
farmland now." (Sacramento Bee, November 10, 2007) The Council should have better
assurance that the third segment of the airport light rail line will be feasible before
approving land uses that depend on it. There are a number of hurdles for the DNA line to
manage, including (1) voter approval of a new transit tax to pay for operating the line will
be needed before federal approval of the funds for construction of any segment; and (2)
segments 1 and 2 of the line will have to be constructed before LRT can reach
Greenbriar.

Third, I am opposed to placing housing in the overflight zone of the airport. The airport
was located to be distant from residential communities to reduce conflicts over airport
noise and to protect public safety from airplane crashes. The Greenbriar project is so
close to the airport that the City has to override a public safety guideline to approve it.
The Greenbriar site doesn't accommodate the light rail station outside the overflight zone.

=== === "] urge €ouncil to spend more time thinking about this issue before approving the project ~
and overriding public safety rules. Council should consider that the federal government
may not want to approve a transit station inside the overflight zone of an airport.



W

For these reasons, please accept the recommendation of the City Planning Commission to
deny the project.

Sincerely,

a Dr. Jon B. Marshack
2308 H Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
(916) 202-8331

H
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From: "Jonathan Teague" energetic@comcast.net
To: Ray Kerridge B

1/14/2008 10:18 PM

Subject: Please Oppose the Greenbriar Project

City Manager Ray Kerridge
Dear Mr. Kerridge

I am a city resident and urge you to deny the Greenbriar project. There are numerous reasons for
rejecting this proposed development. It violates several elements of the City's new General Plan,
it promotes further residential development in an area that currently lacks flood protection, and it
promotes urban sprawl. Moreover, the Planning Commission has already voted against this
project. Why is it even being considered now?

Greenbriar would pave over more than 500 acres of prime farmland with no guaranteed
mitigation to preserve equivalent farmland near the City. Our community needs to look to the
future and the importance of having food grown close by. Please preserve farmland on the edge
of the city so that we can provide future generations with locally grown food and the other
benefits of close by farms. I support the Sacramento County Farm Bureau's request that you not
approve this project without full mitigation for loss of farmland.

In addition, the project would intrude on the overflight zone of Sacramento's airport. This
facility was located so that it would be distant from housing to reduce zone exposure and protect
the public from airplane crashes. It is just bad planning to override existing airport safety
guidelines to develop this area. .
In addition, this project would adversely affect lands that are covered by the Natomas Basin
Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) but outside the permit area of that Plan. US Fish and
Wildlife and California Fish and Game will have to approve permits beyond the current NBHCP
if Greenbriar is to develop. The City has not reached any agreement with these agencies about
what the impacts of the project are on the Natomas Basin Conservancy and the NBHCP, nor has
it reached any agreement about what permit conditions (mitigations) will be provided to offset all
impacts. The City Council should not approve the development until it has agreed on conditions
for permits that will mitigate the destruction of this habitat. It makes no sense to pave over
habitat for threatened species while Sacramento still has vacant land within the current City
limits and within reach of existing service infrastructure.

Thank you for your attention to this important issue. I urge you to vote for rational growth and
sound planning, and reject the proposed Greenbriar project.

Very truly yours,

Jonathan™.<[eague- - == s Eo== = -— = mE - geeEe g e 1 R e e

4800 Monte Way
Sacramento, CA 95822-1911
energetic(@comcast.pet

(916) 455-1469
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From: Scot Mende

To: Arwen Wacht

Date: 10/15/07 9:00AM

Subject: Fwd: DNA line must wait for sales tax for transit to pay for operating

Please include this in the next packet (Nov 8)

Scot Mende, New Growth & Infill Manager
Planning Department

Voice: 808-4756

Mobile: 879-4947

E-mail: smende@gcityofsacramento.org
Address: 915 | Street, 3rd floor, Sac CA 95814

il

>>> Judith Lamare <judelam@sbcglobal.net> 10/14/2007 7:43 PM >>>
Dear Planning Commissioners,

In my testimony to the Planning Commission 10/11/07, | mentioned that

“ federal funding for light rail depends more on transit sales tax than on
pending land use decisions. See attached Sacramento Bee article from
December 15, 2006 containing the following quote from General Manager
Beverly Scott. It explains that RT does not qualify for federal funds to
expand light#ail to the airport until it has operating funds to operate the
line.

*Regional Transit officials say they have money for just one more extension,
the four miles from Meadowview Road to Cosumnes River College scheduled for
completion in 2010.

Then, "we'll be tapped out," RT General Manager Beverly Scott said.

There still is federal transit money available for rail expansions. But,
Scott said, her agency will no longer qualify for those crucial funds until
it shows it has enough of its own money to run all of its new trains and
routes.

That means Regional Transit can't, for now, extend light rail south into Elk
Grove, where trains would provide an alternative to the most congested
freeway in the Valley, Highway 99, and Interstate 5.

Moreover, RT's long-planned light-rail connection to Sacramento
International Airport now isn't expected to happen until 2027, two decades
later than it once expected. &

This email and attachment are intended to clarify and substantiate that
testimony.

Jude Lamare

say= g====uJUdith Lamare, Rh.D. o= arg—= —carcmmem-w=n = B e T T B R ——— g e ST

717 K Street, Suite 534
Sacramento, Ca. 95814
916-447-4956
916-447-8689 (fax)
judelam@sbcglobal.net
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Ashle Crocker; Phil Serna




From: Ken Stevenson kenstevenson@sbcglobal.net
To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargd; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridge;

Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Steve Cohn
CC: jpachl@sbeglobal.net; linnhom@yahoo.com;
natomasparkplanningcommittee@yahoogroups.com _

1/7/2008 11:19 PM ) )

Subject: Greenbriar project

Dear Mayor Fargo and Councilmembers:

I am a resident of the City of Sacramento and am writing in support of the Planning
Commission’s decision to oppese the proposed Greenbriar project. I urge you to reject
this project when it comes before the City Council.

1 do not object to the eventual development of the Greenbriar site, and believe that will
make a great deal of sense at some time in the future. But this is not the time.

My primary objection is that approval of this project would represent a rejection of the
Joint Vision principles. The Joint Vision process, and sound planning practices in
general, are intended to ensure that growth eccurs in a rational and well-considered
manner. At a minimum, it should determine, on an area-wide basis, the most appropriate
location for each type of land use to be accommodated. Its purpese should be to avoid
the ill effects of haphazard, piecemeal development.

If sound planning principles were applied, theré are many reasons that the Greenbriar site
would probably be considered the least appropriate lacation in the entire Joint Vision area
for Greenbriar’s almost-entirely residential development:

e Itis nestled at the intersection of two major freeways, and many of the homes
would be located much closer to the freeways than the minimum 500 feet
recommended by the California Air Resources Board to protect the health of
residents. '

o Itis located under the airport overflight zone, requiring an override of public .
safety standards.

e Besides posing increased health risks, this site would subject residents to
increased nuisances (noise, light, vibration, etc.).

Due to the proximity to major roadways, the site would be much more suitable for heavy
traffic-generating commercial uses, such as the major retail site that Westfield is scouting

for in the area, as recently reported in the Sacramento Business Journal.

= = e AR SEer— S W = e T WE AW CEEe T s e =S =
It is clear that the only reason this project is being given serious consideration, and even,

according to some accounts, being puton the “fast track,” is the hope that it will improve

the prospects of obtaining Federal funding for the airport light rail line. It is highly

speculative that this result would in fact occur, in light of other funding obstacles this

project faces (obstacles so severe that even one of the project’s greatest boosters, the

B



Sacramento Be®’s ®ditorial bpard, has recently urged consideration of more feasible
alternatives). Even if the intended result did accur, it would provide slim justification
for, pardon the expression, “opening the floodgates” to further piecemeal, haphazard
development.

“ There are, of course, many other reasons for rejecting this proposal at this time, including
flood risks, unresolved habitat issues, and the project’s questionable ability to pay its own
infrastrwcture and public service costs. The latter is of particular concern in light of the
financing failures experienced in other areas of North Natomas.

Again, [ urge you to réject the Greenbriar proppsal.
Thank you for your consideration of my concems.
Yours truly,

Ken Stevenson

2050 Moonstone Way
Sacramento, CA 95835

L]



From: }ipphom@winfigst.com
To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargo; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridge;

Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Steve Cohn
Subject: Greenbriar Project
1/8/2008 1:56 PM

Dear Mayor Fargo and Councilmembers: .
I am a resident of the City of Sacramento and I am concerned about the future growth and
economic well- being of the City. Please stay within the existing boundaries of the City
and focus on improving our current urban area, and meeting our infrastructure needs.
Reject the Greenbriar project as recomméndé&d by the City Planning Commission on
November 8, 2008.

Sincerely,

Linn Hom ®
1565 Danica Way

Sacramento, CA 95833

(916) 923-3613

i~



From: linnhom@winfirst.com
To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargo; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridge;
Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Steve Cohn
1/21/2008 3:55 PM

Subject: Greenbriar Project

Dear Mayor Fargo and Councilmembers:

I am a resident of the City of Sacramento and I am concerned about the future growth and
economic well- being of the City. Please stay within the existing boundaries of the City
and focus on improving our current urban area, and meeting our infrastructure needs.
Reject the Greenbriar project as recommended by the City Planning Commission on
November 8, 2008.

3

Sincerely,

Linn Hom

1565 Danica Way

Sacramento, CA 95833

(916) 923-3613
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& January 7, 2008

FAX TO; SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL MBMBERS'
MAYOR HEATHER FARGO,

NO.718  P.171 &1

COUNCIL MEMBER: ROB FONG, LAUREN HAMMOND, SANDY SHEEDY, RAY TRETHEWAY,

STEVE COHN, KEVIN MICCARTY, BONNIE PANNELL, ROBBY WATERS
CITY:-MANAGER, RAY KERRIDGE

FROM: MARILYN HAWES and RON MCDONOUGH
941 VALLEJO WAY a
SACRAMENTO, CA 95818
916 340 2620

SUBJECT; GREEMBRIAR PROJECT - OPPOSE

We strongly OPPOSE the Greenbriar project at Natomas, We support the recommendcation of the City
Planning Commission re denial of the project. The State and Corps of Engineers have not approved the
project or the funding. The City’s draft new General P®n states no development of the o,
greenfields/farmiand outside the city, unless it has 200-year flood protection. Why would you go ahead

with Greenbriar and against the General Plan recommendation. This would result in destruction of

prime farmland in Natomas. The Sacramento County.Farm Bureau requests that the City fully mitigate

for the loss of farmland; yet this proposal would peve ovar Greenbriar without parmanently protecting

an equivalent amount of farmland.

You've heard numerous, valid arguments in opposition to this destructive movik. We cannot understand
why you would be acting on this prematurely, It looks like ypu are caving into the interests of AKT
Development which seems to have a stranglehold on many of our council members and supervisors.
You are here to protect the interests of the citizens of Sacramento, not that of Tsakopoulos . It's really
disappointing that he has so much power over development in Sacramento. This Is ciose to 600 acres of

prime farmland we are talking about.
Do the right thing ind oppose the annexing of this project.

Thank you,



From: Dempseys3 <dempseys3@yahoo.com>

To: <dkwong@cityofsacramento.org>
Date: 10/9/07 7:40PM

Subject: Greenbriar propggal

Dear Mr. Kwong, "

Please distribute this to all the planning commissioners. .
I'm writing to urge you to reject the Greenbriar proposal. It is ouside

existing urban growth boundary, and may even violate the existing

Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan. More than enough develop-able

land exists within currant urban boundarties to handle growth for next

few degades. There is no need to rush this development. -

More than my objection to this specific development, hoWawver, | still
object to the egregious mis-handling of existing development in North
NatomasYGenerally, this is an area so unsuitad to growth that a grant
to expand Ragional Séwer came with the condition that a $6 milllbn
pgnalty accrue if North Natomas was devetoped.

The land speculators controlling 20-foot-under-water fleodplain were not
botharad a hit. They went all thé way to then-vice-president G.H.W. Bush
to get the $8 million a more palatablg pay-as-you-develop penalty rather
than the prohibitive up-front fee. As an added bonus, they also got $43
millien in federal levee improvement money. But that outrageous subsidy
of private profit was not bad enough — | mean for the public, not the
investors getting better than a 760% return - the spaculators then did
not adequately fund schaols (Natomas $chosls were 10% shatt of the
needed revenue).

These kind of financial shenanigans have convincad me that the City
appears most interested in rewarding speculators rather than in public
service. This compounds my abjections to Greenbriar.

Let'® make pubMc policy actually serve the public, shall we?

BTW, did you see that the Bee says those North Natomas Levees need an
additional $308 million in wark? Where's that money coming from?

Please turn down this additign to an glready bad ilea.

— Regands -- Mark Dempsey



From: David Kwong

To: Arwen Wacht

Date: 11/6/07 5:43PM

Subject; Fwd: Greenbriar Annexation

fyi

>>> “Nolly Flilhg" <mdfiin jl.com> 11A86/2007 5:40 PR >>>
David,

Please send this to the nine Planning Commissioness. 1

e

1 would like to.gp on record of baing AGAINST the Greenbriar Annexation for
the following reasons.

- behind uncertified levees in a deep floodplain

- outside existing urban growth boundary designad to promote infill
develbpment and protegt farms and wildlife
"“‘ - more paving, over of prime farmland in North Natomas without assuring
equivalent farmland is permarently preserved there

- wildlife agericies and research Scientists 8ay the EIR dges not adequately
mitigate for impacts on wildlife, habitat and the existing Natomas Basin
Conwervancy and Habitat Conservation Plan. More development threatens
success of the.Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan

- toxic air i8sues next to two freeways and in direct airport flight path
for Sac Int'l

- airport noise impacts from airplane flight path zone

- possible placement of School facHlity withift two miles of airport
(requiring waivgr of state law)

- more than enough space within existing bosndaries to handle growth fos two
decades - no nead to rush Greenbriar. Greenbriar could compete with and
draw infrastructure resqurces from other projegts in the City -- like

Railyards — that are a much higher priority for the success of infil
development.

- no transit service - there is no funding to operate the light rail line
proposad from downtown to the airport and it's unlikely to get to the
airport until after 2027 if everything goes well in the funding proeess. If
two-thirds of the County's vaters do not approve a transit tax in 2012 to
support operating funds for DNA, it will be delayed until they do approve a
transit tax. I-‘Ieanwhiieﬁthe Greanbriar project will go forward withaut light
rail, :
Far—T—s =10 L -1 -=1 — =a - - -

- proponents claim Gresnbriar is neaded to justify the

downtown-Natomas-airport light rail line, but the flrst two segments of that

line (to Tewn Center) can be funded without Gréenbriar

a

- lack of sufficient services gnd infrastructure forexisting Natomas
population - it makew no sense to put thousamds more people in an area



akeady facing such serious challenges

i
In addition, I live in South Natomas and hear planes all the time as they
fly over my hous&. In fact, the first Surmiay | lived in my house, | fiew
out of bed at about 6:00 am to see if the *huge” jet | heard was landing in
my yeard (and if | should make coffeell). | wouldn't think of living
anywhere closer to a flight pattem. That is a horrible lacation for homes.

Molly Fling
1871 Bridgeereek Dr.
South Sacramento

L)
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From: Marty Hanneman

To: Carol Shearly; John Dangberg; Scot Mengde

Dite: 11/6/07 1:03PM u
Subject: Fwd: Graenbriar development / Natomas in-fill issues

ty )

>>> <nzuvela@netscape.net> 11/08/2007 9:47 AM >>>
1 am a resm®ent of Westlgke Natomags. | urge the City of Sacramento to take a step back gnd gefiously
raconsider it's planned development for Natomas and North Natomas.

Regarding current propasals for in-fill at Del Paso Rd and El Centro, | am alarmed at the disregard for
traffic planning and neighborhoad quality of life i8sues for us current residants of Wast Natomas - all in
viglation of the stated inténtion of city planners and legders for Natomas. Now comes a flaweg propgsal to
pave over yet arfother major figpdplain to the north - without any serious deference to flood safety,
infrastrucure, traffic, and true neighborhoed friendly vision.

As aur elected leaders, 1 urge you to not enable the vision of the developers. We must not kid ourselves.
The gateway to Sagramento from the north is well on it's way to becoming a pavad-over eyesore of
commercialization, high-d@nsity neighberhocis, and congest®n. This is not only grossly inappropriate for
such a dangerous floodplain but unfair for us residents' quality-of-life. We need to stop and reeonsider this
diraction. We are truly at a crucial point for the future heart and soul of this town - our city should at least
somewhat resemble a neighkashood place to live - and not some unattractive concrete sprawl.

Sacramento can bcome a beautiful river city and even a stunning tourist attraction - which it currently is
not. That vision can be substantially achieved by not marring our northern gateway. Let's authorize
pedestrian friendly meighborhoods and commerce centers we can be proud of - one's that have proper
infrastrucure first, low residential density, an an attractive appearance.

Thank You,

Nick J. Zuvela

24 Pamneh Ct

Sacramento, Ca 95835

Chegk Out the naw free AIM(R) Miail -- Unlimited storage and industry-leading spam and email viru8
protection.



From: Tom McDonagh <tomandrobynne@yahoo.com>

To: <awacht@gcityofsacramento.org>
Date: 7/20/05 7:56AM
Subject: P05-069 Greenbriar

P05-069 Greenbriar

Dear Ms. Wacht:

The NCA appreciates the applicant and yourself taking the time to meet with us to review this project. Our
comments can be summarized as follows:

Please confirm receipt. Thank you...

1. This proposal is premature. A Sphere of Influence amendment should be processed separately by
LAFCO. If LAFCO approves the SOl amendment, then annexation should be processed. Apparently, the !
city is requesting separately that LAFCO waive the policy requiring this at its August 3 meeting. We are g
opposed to this request and are concerned that neither the applicant or city staff were able to explain the 8
nature of this action or the LAFCO process at our meeting. This appears to be evidence of the premature

and uncoordinated process being used for this project. i
2. We are concerned that the city is accepting and processing land use applications for land not within
the city boundaries. The applicant has no standing.

3. We are submitting comments, but only with the understanding that they are provided for long-term
guidance and not indicative of support for the process currently being used by the city.

e

4. Wil this project be deemed part of the NNCP even though it is not in the current NNCP area?

N 5. This site'borders Interstate 5 and Hwy 99, as well as future major roadways such as Elkhorn Bivd.
Proper setbacks should be used for housing so as to comply with the CARB findings on pollution exposure
to residents. In addition, landscaped berms and sound walls should be implemented for sound barriers.

6. Public use land for schaols, parks, public safety, and open space should be given by applicant prior ,
to approval. This project is outside city limits/North Natomas Community Plan and the not within the “
constraints of the North Natomas Finance Plan. Turn-key parks and schools are much more desirable. B

7. Proposed school site location may not be acceptable to state law and the local school district. 1t is
shown near the I-5/Hwy 99 interchange as well as within 2 miles of the airport. This needs to be closely
reviewed with the school district. With the current proposed school site location, how will students in the
north end be able to walk or bike to school across busy streets? There is only a proposed elementary
school, what about middle and high school levels?

w

8. Housing density will have a major impact on the current North Natomas Community Plan. 3,723
housing units will add well over 10,000 residents in this area! This will result in major impacts to the area’s
infrastructure including roadways, police and fire. Possible light raii station serving this area is at least 20
years away and other area public transportation is not meeting the needs of current North Natomas
residents.

s=—cece——®__This development connects directly to North Natomas rather than accessingsthe freaeway. The gucmge = - = = = -
impacts of this action on existing and planned neighborhoods already in the city need to be evaluated.

10. The airport operations could be impacted. The airport is growing quickly and expansion will continue

over the next 20 years. Moving this many residents this close to the airport will only create problems for
all.

Y



11. The largest proposed lot size is 5000 sf. This project consists of 575 acres. Where is the low density
housing? The NNCP calis for a balance of residential densities in a neighborhood. This project does not
achieve this balance. Where is the move-up housing Natomas so sorely needs to keep residents in the
area long-term and promote job growth?

12. The density of the project will worsen the jobs/housing ratio in North Natomas. This ratio is way below
requirements outlined in the NNCP. This ratio should be met before the City should consider added 3723
housing units. The Metro Airpark being built next to the airport can be served by current housing in North
Natomas. -

LS
13. There is plenty of housing in North Natomas to support Metro Air Park. It is incorrect to assume that
people will need to commute from other counties. A substantial number of Natomas residents currently
commute to the Bay Area and would look forward to transferring to a job near the airport.

14. 15'Bwide bike / pedestrian trail around entire lake is a nice feature. There should also be other bike
trails around the perimeter of the project and ultimately connect with the bikeway master plan. This will
require bike and pedestrian paths along Elkhorn as well as across the major freeways that isolate this
area.

15. The 250 foot Elkhorn Boulevard greenbelt needs to be extended along the northern end of this project
site. Bicycle trails, community gardens, etc, are the appropriate uses for this greenbelt.

16. There was not a lot of time spent on housing types and layouts as well as commercial/retail areas.

17. The amount of retail land provided seems to be lacking an enough balance to provide its
neighborhoods enough commercial center areas that provide grocery, food service, personal service, "
banking, etc. @

18. Not sure about available parking at alley-loaded products for guests and overflow but care must be
taken to provide more parking that is currently provided in similar existing alleyway projects.

19. All single family residences should be designed to include private yards of sufficient size to support
kids, pets, and some recreation. " o

20. Multiple community centers (pools, etc.) in neighborhood parks were discussed as an amenity to
serve residents vs. one large scale “club center”.

21. Double-wide two car garages strongly encouraged for all units. This prevents neighborhood issues
because reality is that most housing occupants have muitiple vehicles. Residents will have multiple
vehicles as this area is isolated being northwest of current city limits and light rail service several years  ~
away.

22 There needs to be a buffer between mixed housing densities. There are problems when taller,
denser housing is next door to lower density. A buffer creates more privacy.

CcC: <rtretheway@cityofsacramento.org>
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From: Tom McDonagh <tomandrobynne@yahoo.com>
To: <awacht@cityofsacramento.org>
Date: 11/28/05 1:13PM
Subject: P05-069 Greenbriar

Arwen - Please find the below NCA comments regarding the above project. Please send back an email
confirmation that you have received and will incorporate into the City review.
Thanks, Tom McDonagh

=4

The NCA forwarded comments regarding this project P05-069 Greenbriar back in July 2005. Although it
appears that the project has changed slightly, the NCA is still concerned that the previous comments are
not being addressed. Please see these previously submitted comments. In addition, promotional material
put together by the applicant uses appealing phrases such as “Smart Growth™ "transit oriented” and
mixed-use infill’ when describing this project. Although the project itself within its own boundaries seems
to practice smart growth principles as outlined by SACOG, this project will have a negative impact on the
rest of Natomas if it is built before major improvements are made to the area’s infrastructure and city
services. What good does it do to have a transit oriented development of about 575 acres on the outskirts
of city limits when there is not any kind of mass transit in the foreseeable future? If city planners and the
applicant were truly interested in creating a

transit oriented project, the approval of this project would be conditioned in such a way as to not allow any
building permits until some type of mass transit was being built. Lastly, “mixed-use infill" uses more
catchy phrases but how can a project that is over 90% residential and on the outside edge of the northern
city boundary be considered an infill mixed-use project?
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From: Ken Stevenson <kenstevenson@sbcglobal.net>

L

To: Arwen Wacht <awacht@cityofsacramento.org>
Date: 6/22/05 4:31PM
Subject: P05-069 Greenbriar

The North Natomas Alliance has the following comments on the subject project:

Because the property lies outside of the community plan, we have no comments on its compatibility with
the plan. However, we note that it appears to primarily offer housing products similar to those currently
being proposed and built throughout North and South Natomas: single and multi-family residential, with
most of the single family housing being of the small-lot (medium density) type. Even the low-density
housing is at densities substantially exceeding the NNCP low-density target.

We suggest that other uses be considered for this site. One of the major concerns of residents and the
city is the inability to attract employment center uses (jobs) to North Natomas. A recent article in the
Sacramento Business Journal attributed this in large part to the lack of move-up or executive housing in
the area. Such housing is necessary to encourage business owners and executives, who would create
the desired jobs, to do so in North Natomas. There currently is no place within the NNCP boundaries for
this type of housing. The city should encourage developers to build this type of housing and it appears
"joint vision" areas such as Greenbriar will be the only place for it.

We also strongly oppose the residential uses that are proposed on portions of the site adjacent to the two
freeways, |-5 and CA-99. The state Air Resources Board recommends against siting housing within 500
feet of freeways due to numerous studies which have shown residents living close to fregways to suffer
increased adverse health impacts. "

One alternative use for these parts of the site might be regional retail. We have heard that a recently
updated market study concluded that North Natomas should have over 1 million square feet of additional
retail space. There is currently Ino space designated within the NNCP for additional regional retail uses,
and conversion of land not currently designated for it poses significant problems, such as diminishing the
supply of employment center land (thereby harming the jobs/housing balance), or impacting adjacent
residential neighborhoods.

Submitted by Ken Stevenson
kenstevenson@sbcglobal.net
916-419-0180

6/22/05
CC: Gary Quiring <gquiring@mac.com>
i
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From: Ken Stevenson <kenstevenson@sbcglobal.net>

To: Arwen Wacht <awacht@cityofsacramento.org>

Date: 10/19/05 2:25PM

Subject: P05-069 Greenbriar -

Arwen: a

The North Natomas alliance gas the following comments on the subject proposal (9/19/05 revision):

The revisions do not address the comments and concerns from the preceding version, so our previous
comments still apply.

We offer one additional comment at this time: While the school site does appear to more than 500 feet
from the freeways, we are still concerned with this location due to (1) freeway noise and (2) possible
intensified emissions due to location near the junction of 2 freeways. We think a location irthe northwest
quadrant instead of the southeast quadrant of the site might be more desirable (although this location

might be more subject to airport noise). We think this change should be looked into. §

ES
Thanks, i,
Ken Stevenson
419-0180
CC: Gary Quiring <gquiring@mac.com>
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BUILIRG INDUSTRY
ASSOCIATION

November 8, 2007

Ms Sabina Gilbert

Senior Deputy City Attorney
City of Sacramento

915 | Strewt, 4" Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Gilbert:

I am writing today on behalf of the North State Building Industry Association
(BIA) and our over 1,000 mé&mber companies. | am hopéful that you will be able to
address an issue concerning a current City of Sacramento Planning Commissioner.
While the BIA completely respects and acknowledges svery citizens right to take full
advantage of every legally available avenue to participate in the decision making
process of local governmént, we also believe that there is a standard of fairness that
must also be considered a fundamental aspect of any public deliberation.

Public officials may be required to disqualify themselves on the basis of a
common law bias conflict of interest. By virtue of holding public office, elected and
appointed officials.are bound to éxercisa the powers confarred on them with
disinterest skill, zeal, and diligence, primarily for the benefit of the public. Noble v.
City of Palo Alto (1928) 89 CA 47; Clark v. City of Hermosa Beach (1996) 48 CA4th
1152, 1170. The common law prohibits public officials from placing themsslves in a
position in which théir privaté or personal interests may conflict with their official
duties. Sew 64 Ops Cal Aty Gen 795, 797 (1981).

The spacific issue that we are concerned with is before the Planning
Commission tonight, Agénda itém 3, M05-046/P05-069 Greenbriar. A lawsuit was

filed contesting the approval of this project at the Sacramento Local Area Formation »
Comnmission with the Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS) as a plaintiff.




According to th& Wib Site of the ECOS, current planning Commissioner Barry
Wagserman is the Co-Vice President for land usé Planning and Legal as well as a
listed media contact for land use issues. As, an officer of ECOS, Commissioner
Wasserman appears to bo directly linked to the filing of the lawsuit against the
Greenbriar project.

Given what appears to bs a direct linkage to this issue, the BIA is formally
requesting the following:

That the City Attorney’s office acknowladge the inquiry presented herein at the
commencement of tonight's Planning Commission hearing, and answer the following
question prior to Mr. Waeserman'’s continued consideration of the project as a sitting
Planning Commissioner:

Does Commissioner Wasgerman have a conflict baséd on his affiliation/rols
with ECOS - whether perceived or actual - based on the fact that ECOS is a Plaintiff
in an active lawsuit against the very prbject of which he is being asked to cast an
impartial vote®

Mr. Wasserman as a private citizen has #very right to fully participate in every
avenue available to him in the decision making process of the City of Sacramento.
What we conténd is that Planning Commissioner Wasserman has a fundamental
requirement to bs impartial in his déliberations as an appointed official of the City of
Sacramento. By his leadership rqle in an organization that is a Plaintiff to a lawswit
againska project before him, we believe that he should recuse himself from the
discussion and not participate to ensure that the project applicant is afforded a fair
and impartial hearing.

By making this request we are not asking for a dslay, rather we bslieve that
there is ample statutory and case law guidance to address this isue prior to tonight's
mééting. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at
916.677.5717.

Regards,

._:%_—E:?:_. — = -;-_;- _;:-__ [ IRy e — _;h--- F_--- - .,

Dennis M. Rogers
Senior Vice President
Governmental and Public Affairs

i~



CC: Ms. Eileén Taichert, City Attorney
Mr. Rich Archibald, Assistant City Attorney
Mr. Scot Mende. New Growth Manager
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From: "Becky Heieck" becky@northnatomastma.org

To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargo; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridge;
Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Scot Mende; Steve
Cohn

1/15/2008 5:00 PM

Subject: Greenbriar

Good Afternoon, .
Unfortunately I can not attend the City Council meeting tonight to comment upon the
proposed Greenbriar development annexation. It is important that you are aware of the
North Natomas Transportation Management Association opinion.

Overall we find the project's commitment to bike, pedestrian and transit connectivity
impressive and consistent with the plans of North Natomas development. With the North
Natomas community of 33,000 residents and 10,000 employees just southeast of the
proposed Greenbriar project, good attention to bike, pedestrian and transit infrastructure
and services will be paramount in lessoning the impaction on the North Natomas
community.

This project has very positive implications for the Downtown-Natomas-Airport future
light rail line and early estimates indicate it could enjoy one of the highest riderships on
the light rail system. Approval of Greenbriar is particularly important as its population
significantly enhances the viability of this line to secure federal funding. We are all
aware of the promises made to residents and employees as it pertains to the positive and
timely development of the DNA line. We are way behind. Let's get on with it.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Becky Heieck

Executive Director

North Natomas Transportation Management Association
916-419-9955

916-419-0055 fax

916-719-4996 cell

"Pointing You in a New Direction” North NatomasTMA.org
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Mr. Larry Greenc

Air Pollution Control Offices

Sacramento Matrgpohtm Air Quality Managernent District
777 12" Stoest, 3™ Floor

Saarammto, California 95814-1908

i Subject: Review of the Revirculated Draft EIR for Greinbriar Project

DearMr. Grééné 2=

Iam raplying to theDietrict’s letter dated July 17, 2007 to Dr. Joan E. Denton, the Director
. of the Office of Bavironmantal Health Hazard Auenmcnt (OEHHA), which requestad
@ \assistance in addressing deficiencies in the Recirculated Deaft Environmental Impact Report
* (DEIR) for the Greembriar Farms development. The project involves building 3,473 residencas @
on 577acres at the jurxction of Interscatoi and Highway 99, north of Sacraménto. Theé niatetigls N
transmitted by the District have been reviewed by OBHHA staff, including the 13 page Draft
Health Risk Assessment for the Proposed Gréenbriar Farras Devélopment dated October 4, 2005,
We identified s¢verl concerns Bbout thé documént including: 1) Proposing the citing of
résidenc®s 209 fegt from the freeway instdad of following the recommendation in the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) April 2005 document “Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A v
Community Health Perspactive” that residencos be lodhtod at least 500 foet from a major
h1g11way, 2) Not addressing risks-for cardiovascular cffecty and asthma due to disse] exhaust and
other emisgions from the frecway; 3) Inappropriate useof yet-to-be realiwed emissions reductions
in the health rigk assessment; and 4) Insppropriste comparison of risk eStimates with background
risk. In sddition, we wears upablé to reproduce the ca#ncey risk estimates dus to thé kack of
deteiled information.

The CARB Air Quality and Land Us€Handbook isian attémpt by state government to be
- proactive ratheér than reactive in protecting thé public health, CARB and OEHHA uged thes best
data avaﬂ ablé%t the timé to recommend a suthack for residemces-of 500 fw from a major

e R

T soomp i s CARE gy N N

and adults. Many -tud1es now showmwated rates of asthma and ustbma symp!ou’xs in childven
.living né& major roadways Further, studies havs.shown increased risk of h%aﬂqck in adults "
exposed to traffic-ralated air pollutants. The EIR does not sddregs these risks from traffic-mlated

Q Califorply Environménél Protection Agency
= e exivgy ohilamp fociuf Colidirnfi i righ. Biliry Calitrsliansleds 10 take immadoje pction 10 reduce energy consumption,
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air pollutants, including purticulates; thus, the scisnce régarding heéalth effects of traffic-related
gir pollution has not been adequately conpidered in the EIR.

The project proposes to build som®résidences 209 feat from the highway ede. Tn the
préftnt casé, on€ highway bordéring thé proposed development is Interstate 5, the main cat and
truck route from the Mexican to the Canadian border. Although per-vehicle smissions in
California vehicles are axpacted to decroase, this will be partially offset by pn increased total
number of vehicles in the future. As ajgisult of the North American Freo Tradc Agreement, the'
possible presence on Interstate 5 of trucks registerod in Mwxico, where smissions are
unregulated, may offset any reductions in emissions of vehlclq registered in thie United S@tes.

Whanever possible, State law requires a sstbagk from major highways of 500 feat forgthapls to
proteet childrek and school"woskers from the advaereffects of vehicle exhanst pollution.

Building residences 200 fes from the freeway will result in Somiechildran in this development
beingexposed to a gre#ter rigk at home, whiere thty spénd more time, than at:school, due to the

€hortér sétback,

Thete are a number of conceptual errors.in the presentation of the: materil. In addition
some of the information included neads clarification or corrcction.

1. Estimate of the cancer risk from exposure to the 21 Toxic Air Contamingnts in
Table 1 on page 4 does not address risks for cgrdiovascular effécts and for asthma
duc to diese] exhaiist gnd othar combistion particulatéemissions smariating from

thé frasway.

2. Also on phge 4, the EMFAC madé) addréssds particulaté matter legs:-than 10
microns in diamét€r, not greater than 10 microns in diemetcr, as stated in the:report.

3. Onpage 5, footnote 6 seates that no health risk factors were available for furans.
This is incorrect. OEHHA tas developed Toxic Equivalspcy Factors for futans.
Thewe cant be found in Appendix C of our Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Téchnical
Suppcn Documq:t for Descnbmg Avalllble Cincer Potency Factors at

4. Onpagks8, the asstssment gtates thist the cancer and non-cancer risks from vehicle
sources ténd to décriiasa with time. We assume that this refers to per-vehicle

omlssmns, and mcludes yot-to-bc implemented emissions reductions. As indicwted -
ﬂm_ 28

It 10 THOTE Jax regu. a'ﬁ_ong,
include theue yet-to-be realizod emissions reductions inu health risk ‘s3sessment.
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5. On page 9, the highest acute and chronic non-cancer hazard indices are given as o®
0.63 4énd 0.26 pér million. Unlike cancer risks; bazard indices are not expressed per
million (unless the values are actually 0.00000063 wnd 0.00000026). It is Blso usual
to state:which chemicals contxibute to the non-cancer hazard indices.

6. On page 9, the brief discussion sbout camcer rigk ‘and rélative canger risk i not
clear. It appears that the risk assessment (pirigrapt8 2 and 3) is devaluing the
cancer risks cstimgted from 21 INir toxic3 émanating ffom the fréeway becausc the
estimatqd cancer risk is lower then theavezSgébackground for the Sacramento
Valley air basin. Thé risk ¢stimates from thel fréewsy are gidjtive to the
background rish,.and it is not appropriata'to dismigs cancer risks on the order of 100
in.a million (basad on an intérprétation of figures 3 and 4) because they arc lower
than ovérall background. The tisk assessment does not present the numerical value
of the cancek risk estimates from froeway emissiops in the brief diseussion, but
rather presents thom as a perognt of total background risk from air toxics in the
Sacramento air basin. The risk estimates should be presented in this report in
tabular form rathep than requiring the reader to interpolate from grephs.

iz TR o A

. Further, theére is a mi¥conception of the reason behind CARB’s racommigndation to

avoid siting résidénces nearer to fraewiys than 580 . Although increasing
" distancé from a tnajor roadway would also reduce exposurs to carcinogens in

traffic-related air poliution, the recemmendation is primarily based on exacesbation
of cardiovaaculsr and respiratory diseases from traffic-rclated air poltutants, as well
asmeasurements made in a few studies of decreasing concentmtions of traffic-
related air pollutants with distance from a freeway. The wording in paragraph 2 on
page 9 incorrectly mixes this recommendation with  statgment regarding
background cuncer risks in the basin,

~3
=
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' 2
+ 8. Ttis not clear that the.réport considered that the southbound Highway 99
inferchange with [-5 is elévatéd &nd thus that vehicular émissions from that portion i

of thi¢ highway should probably hé madeled diffcsently from emissions.thet occur at
thw'samé ground lével as the proposed residences. N

Although not covesed in the materials reviewed by OEHHA, an environnsental nuisance'
associated with vehicle traffic isnoiss. Vehicular noise from I-5 and Highway 99 will occur
2 around the cJock and will likely increaserwith tiore. Even the nearby Sacramento Airport has a
quiet time from midnight to 6 exn, The noise can be a covtinual remindé of the vehicle pollution
== —a2-and 208feet {5 quitc closesto the noise-fromhefreeways evenwithanitigation=Samd walls anl~=
tree planted, in tiers-are likely to mitigage toth noise pollution and particulat® pollution,

{
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OEHHA is:mandated by the Children’s Environméntal Héalth Protéction Act of 1999 to
conrsidér thiE sansitivitiés of infants and childrée in its risk assssmists. THE#commended 500-
foot sétbisck fram Schools ind major highways is a practical reeasura. to protect infants and
ehildrea from vehicular air pollution. Infanis and children are more:suscoptible to carcinogenic "
effects of some air poliutants, as well as to soms noncancer health effects. OEHHA is revising
our risk assessment guidelines to reflect this, but it should be noted that the Greenbriar
assossmont hasnot taken this into secount.

L

If you should kyve any questions, or would like to discuss ORHHA s comnients, please call
Dr. Melanie Maty of my staff at (510) 622-3150, or you may call me-at th® samé number.

Sincerely,
' Georgc Alenegff, Ph.D. j :
Deputy Director for Scientific Affairs

b cc:  Joan E. Denton, P.D.
Diréctor
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Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment

Joan E. Dentom, Ph.D)., Director
Haadquartens ¢ 1001 1 Street  Sacramento, Californis 95814
Mailing Addréss: P.O. Box %010 e Sacraménto, California 95812-4010
Oskland Offices Mziling Address: 1515 Cimy Street, 16®.Floor « Oaklgnd, California 94612

S

Lislz S. Addms
Sucremry for Euiiraiconml Profécisn

December 11, 2007

Mr. Larry Greene

Air Pollution Control Officer

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
777 12 Street, 3™ Floor

Sacramento, California 95814-1908

Subject: Review of the Recirculated Draft EIR for Greenbriar Project

Dear Mr. Greene: 3

In July the District requested assistance from Dr. Joan Denton, the Director of the Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), in evaluating the Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Greenbriar Farms development, which involves
building 3,473 residences on 577 acres at the junction of Interstate-5 and Highway 99, north of
Sacramento. The materials transmitted by the District were reviewed by OEHHA staff and a
comment letter describing OEHHA’s concerns was sent to the District on September 27, 2007 by
Dr. George Alexeeff, Deputy Director for Scientific Affairs.

We identified several concerns about the dpcument including: 1) Proposing the siting of
residences 209 feet from the freeway instead of following the recommendation in the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) April 2005 document “Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A
Community Health Perspective” that residences be located at least 500 feet from a major
highway; 2) Not addressing risks for cardiovascular effects and asthma due to diesel exhaust and
other emissions from the freaway; 3) Inappropriate use of yet-to-be realized emissions reductions
in the health risk assessment; and 4) Inappropriate comparison of risk estimates with background
risk. In addition, we were unable to reproduce the cancer risk estimates due to the lack of
detailed information in the materials transmitted to us.

_On October 25, 2007 Mr. Gary Rubenstein of Sierra Research sent the District a letter
= By drassing OEHHA s™concerns in a comnfent-response format.”Unfortunately the responses to
two of our comments are incomplete. In regard to our point 4, we believe that comparison of
freeway risk with background is not appropriate. The freeway risk is in addition to the
background risk, not part of it.

California Environmental Protection Agency

The energy challeng¥ facing California is real. Every Californian wesds fo take iwmediate actigu to raduce engrey consumtion.
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Mr. Larry Greene
December 11, 2007
Page 2

We also stated that there is a misconception in the DEIR of the reason behind CARB’s
recommendation to avoid siting residences nearer to freeways than 500 feet (point 2 above).
Although increasing distance from a major roadway would also reduce exposure to carcinogens
in traffic-related air pollution, the recommendation is primarily based on exacerbation of

_cardiovascular and respiratory diseases from traffic-related air pollutants, as well as
‘measurements made in a fewastudies of decreasing concentrations of traffic-related air poltutants
with distance from a freeway. The wording in paragraph 2 on page 9 of the DEIR incorrectly
mixes this recommendation with a statement regarding background cancer risks in the basin.

The consultant’s response stated: “While we understand OEHHA'’s comment in this regard, the
only quantitative analyses presented in CARB’s land use guidance document thaf relates
distances from freeways to health risks were both focused on diesel particulate matter as toxic air
contaminants.” However, on page 12 of CARB’s document are several examples from the peer-
reviewed medjcal literature of non-cancer risks that should be addressed, even if not quantifiable
by the proponent. These include:

e Reduced lung function in children was associated with traffic density, especially trucks,
within 1,000 feet and the association was strongest within 300 feet (Brunekreef, 1997).

¢ Increased asthma hospitalizations were associated with living within 650 feet of heavy
traffic and heavy truck volume. (Lin, 2000)
a
o Asthma symptoms increased with proximity to roadways and the risk was greatest within
300 feet. (Venn, 2001)

e Asthma and bronchitis symptoms in children were associated with high traffic in a San
Francisco Bay Area community with good overall regional air quality (Kim, 2004).

o A San Diego study found increased medical visits in children living within 550 feet of
heavy traffic (English, 1999).

OEHHA staff carried out one of the studies (Kim, 2004), which was confirmatory of
studies already in the literature. There are many more studies demonstrating adverse respiratory
and cardiovascular health effects resulting from exposures to traffic-related air pollutants.

— _As stated

—_— gggv;g sl¥é the %%% Air %_ualitz and Land Use Handbook is an attempt bz state 1
i goveinment 10 be Proacuve r Ve I protecting Me pablichedith, CARENd = S -

OEHHA used the best data available to recommend a setback for residences of 500 feet from a
major highway. This recommendation was made by CARB and OEHHA staffs after review of
the recent literature on particulate matter and adverse health effects, including asthma, on

children and adults. Many studies now show elevated rates of asthma and asthma symptoms in
children living near major roadways. Further, studies have shown increased risk of heart attack
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Mr. Larry Greene
December 11, 2007
Page 3

in adults exposed to"traffic-related air pollutants. The EIR still does not address these risks from
traffic-related air pollutants, including particulates; thus, the science regarding health effects of
traffic-related air pollution has not been adequately considered in the EIR.

Mr. Rubenstein’s letter also did not gddrcss OEHHA’s comment about noise.

OEHHA is mandated by the Children’s Environmental Health Protection Act of 1999 to
consider the sensitivities of infants and children in its risk assessments. The recommended 500-
foot setback from schools and major highways is a practical, proactive measure by public health
officials to protect infants and children from vehicular air pollution. Infants and children are
more susceptible to carcinogenic effects of some air pollutants, as well as to some noncancer
health effects. OEHHA is revising our risk assessment guidelines to reflect this. We believe that
the Greenbriar assessment has not adequately addressed this emerging public health concem.

2

If you should have any questions, or would like to discuss OEHHA’s comments, please call
° Dr. Jim Collins of my staff at (510) 622-3150, or you may call me at the same number.

Sincerely,

Melanie A.'Marty, Ph.D.
Chief, Air Toxicology and
Epidemiology Branch

cc: Joan E. Denton, Ph.D. C
Director

= George V. Alexeeff, Ph.D.
Deputy Director for Scientific Affairs
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November 1, 2007
HAND DELIVERED

Chair and Commissioners
Sacramento Planning Commission
915 “I” Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

"

Re: Proposed Greenbriar Project

Dear Chair Yee and Commissioners Banes, Boyd, Contreraz, Givens, Notestine,
Samuels, Wasserman, and Woo:

This letter responds to comments and concerns raised by both the Commission and
members of the public at the October 11, 2007 Planning Commission hearing on the
proposed Greenbriar project (project). As you are aware, the project is scheduled to
come before your Commission again on November 8, 2007. In advance of the November
. Commission hearing, the applicant would like to address the following issues, each of
which was raised at the October 11, 2007 hearing: (1) affordable housing plan; (2) Toxic
Air Contaminants; (3) global warming; (4) significant and unavoidable traffic impacts;
(5) Swainson’s Hawk habitat mitigation; (6) impacts to prime agricultural lands; (7)
single event ndise levels from the Sacramento International Airport; (8) project location
within the Sacramento International Airport Overflight Zone; and (9) project timing.
Please note that three of these issues --- impacts to agricultural lands, single event noise
levels, and project location within the overflight zone --- were raised at the September

=ﬁ___ﬁ_:.zz.lﬂ, 2007 LAFC %ﬁé%gar p_hcre of Inflyence (SOI dﬁp
—Municipal Services Review ), and Environmental Impact Report i&ﬁ) A written

response to these issues was provided to LAFCo on October. 10, 2007. For ease of

reference and to provide a comprehensive response to the Planning Commission, the

three issues raised at both the LAFCo and Planning Commission hearings are addressed
- again in this letter.

{00021653.DOC; 1}
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o

Affordable Housing Plan

The Sacramento County Code chapter 22.35 (“Code”) addresses affordable housing. The
“affordable housing component” of a development project is defined as “affordable
housing units included in or provided by a development project.” (Sac. County Code, ch.
22.35, § 22.35.020.) “Affordable housing units” are defined as “ownership or rental
dwelling unit[s].” (Ibid.) Further, the Code provides that at least fifteen (15) percent of
the development project’s dwelling units “shall be units leased or sold at an affordable

rent' or affordable housing price to low, very low and extremely low income
. households.”* (Id., ch. 22.35, § 22.35.030.)

The Code also includes provisions on size, location and quality of affordable housing
units. (Sac. County Code, ch. 22.35, § 22.35.100.) It requires that the affordable housing
component: 1) accommodates diverse family sizes, as determined by the approval
authority (id., ch. 22.35, § 22.35.100(A)); 2) is dispersed to the maximum extent feasible
(id., ch. 2235, § 22.35.100(B)(1)); 3) does not include adjacent multifamily
developments with more than fifty (50) percent affordable units unless Section
22.35.070(A) necessitates a dedication of land within the development project in conflict
with this provision (id., ch. 22.35, § 22.35.100(B)(2)); and 4) is visually compatible with
the market rate units and include similar quality external building materials, finishes, and
yard landscaping. (id., ch. 22.35, § 22.35.100(C).)

The Planning Commission voiced concern regarding two components of the project’s
Inclusionary Housing Plan: (1) the lack of ownership housing, and (2) the lack of
dispersal of affordable units throughout the project. The Commission also took issue

" The Code also provides that “[r]ental affordable units shall remain affordable for a
period of no less than fifty-five (55) years fr8n recordation of the notice of completion
for the rental units.” (Sac. County Code, ch. 22.35, § 22.35.120.)
? The affordable housing component must include:
1) Six percent of the dwelling units shall be affordable to and occupied by low
income households;
2) Six percent of the dwelling units shall be affordable to and occupied by very

== m=|ow income households@and==== = ==a o= mmm="mw= == a1 = =

3) Three percent of the dwelling units shall be affordable to and occupied by
extremely low income households.

(Sac. County Code, ch. 22.35, § 22.35.030.)

{00021653.D0C; 1}
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with several aspects of the City’s Affordable Housing Ordinance generally. Each of
these concerns is addressed below.

1. Ownership Housing

As discussed above, the current Inclusionary Housing ordinance does not require that any
component of the affordable housing provided in a given project be for-sale housing. x
SHRA and City staff have urged the applicants to provide ownership housing, however
the applicant has chosen to providé strictly rental housing. The Inclusionary Housing
plan proposed by the applicant meets the requirements of the City’s Ordinance, and as
such the plan is supported by SHRA. Notwithstanding the above, the Planning
Commission can recommend and City Council can require ownership housing in the
affordable housing component. Such requirement is not mandated by Ordinance but has
occurred on occasion. As noted by the Planning Commission, a handful of other
development projects have met their affordable housing obligations using a mix of rental
and ownership housing types. However, the fact-specific justifications for such a mix are
unknown and, furthermore, are unrelated to the Greenbriar project. To the extent
parallels could be drawn between Greenbriar and another project, the closest resemblance
would likely be to the Panhandle project in Natomas. The Panhandle project was
conditioned by the Planning Commission for the applicant to continue discussions with
the City and SHRA to include possible ownership housing. Using Panhandle as a
precedent, the Commission may wish to similarly condition Greenbriar. The project
applicants for Greenbriar would support such condition.

a ]

2. Dispersal

The Inclusionary Housing Plan for Greenbriar shows a clustering of the affordable multi-
family rental products — generally to the east and south of the proposed Light Rail
Station. This clustering was intended to capture density around the station and to =
maintain acceptable densities within the Aircraft Overflight zone. These important
considerations are to be weighed against the Code requirement that affordable units be
_ dispersed to the maximum extent feasible. Notably, dispersal is not mandated, but rather
% is encouraged to the maximum extent feasible or practicable. The Greenbriar site is
uniquely positioned along the future DNA line, and great consideration was given to the
need for density around the future LRT station. Moreover, the projett site is located
= T wi ATt PO i g Zone, Meaninp NipNaE dersity SvElopment mush batooused » - s
outside Overflight zone. Given the particular constrdints on the project site, it was
determined that further dispersal was not feasible.

H

3. The Ordinance

{00021653.D®C; 1}
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It appears that the Commission is generally dissatisfied with several aspects of the
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, including the ownership and dispersal requirements.
These concerns have been noted by the City, and we are advised that in early 2008 SHRA
intends to present to both the Commission and the City Council its recommendations for
revisions to the inclusionary housing ordinance. Included in the recommendations will
be increasing the eligibility for low income levels (currently limited to 80% of median
income) in exchange for ownership housing.

Prior to any City-wide revisions to the Ordinance, however, the project applicants are
required to comply with the current Ordinance. The Affordable Housing Plan submitted
by the project applicants, and endorsed by SHRA, complies with the existing Ordinance.
The City should not require more. However, as noted above, the applicants are willing to
accept a compromise on the ownership issue by accepting a condition to continue
discussions with the City and SHRA to include possible ownership housing,.

Toxic Air Contaminants

Attorney Bill Kopper and Sacramento Metro Air Quality Management District
(“SMAQMD”) representative Tim Taylor raised concerns regarding the risks associated
with mobile sanrce Toxic Air Contaminants (“TACs”). Following the Planning
Commission hearing, SMAQMD clarified its testimony and expressed that it has always
supported the project and that it continues to recognize the project’s importance in terms
of the DNA line and Blueprint development. As stated in its October 29, 2007 letter to
Bill Thomas, the District supports the Greenbriar project because it offers “many air
quality-friendly elements.” Thus, while SMAQMD disagrees with the methodology used
to analyze the risks from TAC:s; this is a technical issue and does not change the fact that
SMAQMD supports the project. SMAQMD is therefore Jomed with SACOG and RT as
reglonal agencies in support of Greenbriar.

The issues raised at the October 11 hearing are twofold: first, the selection of a
significance threshold; and second, the methodology used to analyze the health risks for
the project. Each of these issues is addressed below, following a brief summary of the
status of current regulations governing mobile source TAC emission and the DEIR’s
consideration of such regulations.

E—————— — I = -n = = - nl I m —-m0 [ | u
In April 2005 the Air Resources Board (“ARB”) published a guidance document entitled
“Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective,” (“Handbook™)
which included the recommendation to avoid siting a new sensitive land use such as a
residence or school within 500 feet of freeways. The ARB specifies that the Handbook is

{00021653.DOC; 1}
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advisory, not regulatory, and, contrary to testimony by Bill Kopper, the Handbook does
not establish a significance threshold for analyzing TACs.

The Greenbriar DEIR was published in July, 2006, and includes a discussion of the

= advisory recommendations set forth in the 2005 Handbook. The DEIR also discloses the

results of a health risk assessment prepared for the project, in order to provide the best
informational basis for considering the relative risk of exposure at the site.

In August 2006, after the July 2006 publication of the DEIR, SMAQMD adopted a
protocol for determining potential risk from exposure to mobile source TACs. The
protocol was revised in October, 2006. The recommended protocol is a three-step
process: (1) determine if any residences are within 500 feet of a major roadway; (2) if
they are, determine via a table included in the protocol if the project is subject to a cancer
risk from TACs of 370 in 1 million or greater; if they are subject to this level of risk,
cortluct a site-specific health risk assessment; if they are not subject to this level of risk,
report the results; (3) if they are not within 500 feet of a major roadway, report the
results. The Greenbriar project includes residences within 300 feet of I-5 and SR 70/99.
Thus, had the protocol been in existence at the time the DEIR was pubhshed the protocol
would have been invoked.

The DEIR was recirculated in November, 2006, after the SMAQMD protocol was
released. The recirculated DEIR (RDEIR) properly included the analysis required by the
protocol. Notably, the 3 step protocol revealed that the project was subject to a cancer
risk of substantially less than 370 in 1 million, thus no further health risk assessment was
required.

1. Significance Thresholds Are Required By CEQA

The significance threshold for a given environmental effect is “simply that level at which
the Lead Agency finds the effects of the project to be significant. ‘Threshold of
significance’ can be defined as [a] quantitative or qualitative standard, or set of criteria,
pursuant to which the significance of a given environmental effect may be determined.”
(Office of Planning and Research, Thresholds of Significance: Criteria for Defining
Environmental Significance (CEQA Technical Advise Series, September 1994), p. 4.)
Pursuant to CEQA, the lead agency (in this case, the City) is charged with establishing

=—==—=the¢=thresholds "of=significance; and=the=standard =of=neview for =a *court reviewing=the

H

=

1553

selected threshold is the “substantial evidence” standard. (See National Parks and
Conservation Association v. County of Riverside (1999) 71 Cal.App.4th 1341, 1358
(court applies the substantial evidence test to review of an agency’s decision to select
particular thresholds for an EIR).)

{08021653.D0OC; 1} -
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The sample Initial Study checklist, found in Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines, is
commonly used as a source for establishing significance thresholds. To the extent
Appendix G is applicable to the Greenbriar project, the checklist was used to form the
significance thresholds for the EIR. However, Appendix G does rot include guidance for
formulating a threshold for mobile-source TACs. Similarly, neither the ARB nor the
SMAQMD has established a threshold.

In July 2006, the Draft EIR was circulated without a threshold for analyzing the potential
risks from TACs because, as is discussed above and in the DEIR, no significance
thresholds had been (nor have they been since) established by the SMAQMD for
exposure of sensitive receptors to mobile source TAC emissions. (DEIR, p. 6.2-15.) The
SMAQMD has established a “10 in 1 million cancer risk” threshold for assessing impacts
caused by stationary sources, but no such threshold has been established for mobile
sources. In the absence of a threshold, the DEIR nevertheless analyzed the potential risk
from exposure to mobile sources on-site. As part of that analysis, a health risk
assessment was prepared by Sierra Research to evaluate the potential health-related
impacts to on-site sensitive receptors from exposure to mobile source TACs. The HRA
suggested mitigation measures such as tree plaritings and sound walls to disperse the
TACs: the project design incorporates these mitigation measures. Based upon the results
of the HRA, the DEIR determined that the impact was less than significant, taking into
consideration that the health risks from mobile source TACs are declining as a result of
federal and state emissions regulations.

In response to the DEIR, the SMAQMD indicated through oral and written comments
that the DEIR could not properly reach a significance conclusion without a threshold. The
City thus revisited the issue of whether to establish a threshold and, if so, what threshold
to use. Importantly, the City considered the court’s holding in Protect the Historic
Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal. App.4™ 1099) in which the
coutt stated that “[pJublic agencies are [] encouraged to develop thresholds of
significance for use in determining whether a project may have significant environmental
effects.” (Id. at p. 1109.) Similarly, the court in Berkeley Keep Jets Over The Bay
Committee v. Board of Port Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344 held that a “site-
sensitive threshold of significance” was required to determine if the noise impact of a
proposed nighttime air cargo facility at Oakland International Airport was significant or

= ot (ld=at p.1380.)- ===  mEms = . . -. 2 - =

Both the Amador and Berkeley decisions indicate that, where a lead agency is able to
establish a significance threshold, it must do so. Moreover, the courts in Kings County
Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692 and Riverwatch v. County of
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San Diegd (1999) 76 Cal. App.4™ 1428, held that the mere fact that a lead agency may
evaluate the significance of air emissions from stationary sources will not negate CEQA’s
requirement that an EIR evaluate the significance of all project-related emissions. As
applied to Greenbriar, these cases indicate that the EIR must establish thresholds by
which to evaluate the potential impacts from both stationary sources and on-site and off-
site mobile sources. B

After much consideration and deliberation, and in consultation with the EIR preparers,
the City adopted a threshold for the Greenbriar EIR based upon established approaches to
risk assessment and CEQA’s requirement to compare the impacts of a project to baseline
conditions (normally, existing conditions; however, in a case where the future conditions
will change and are relevant to the analysis of impacts, it is appropriate to also consider
future conditions, which in the case of the Greenbriar EIR provided for a more health-
conservative analysis) Pursuant to the threshold used in the Greenbriar EIR, the cancer
risk level would be considered significant if 10 additional persons in 1 million would
develop cancer over a 70 year exposure period, as comparecll to the baseline exposure
levels. (RDEIR, p. 6.2-16.) The Draft EIR was recirculated with this threshold, and the
City believes there is substantial evidence to support the threshold it used.

2. The RDEIR uses the protocol endorsed by SMAQMD as well as a
methodology endorsed by the City &

As discussed above, the EIR consultants engaged in the protocol recommended by the
SMAQMD. The protocol revealed that the cancer risk at the Greenbriar site was low
enough that it did not trigger the need for a health risk assessment. Based upon the
SMAQMD tables in the protocol, residences closest to I-5 would be subject to an
incremental cancer risk of between 90 and 135 per 1 million and residences closest to SR
70/99 would be subject to an incremental cancer risk of between 24 and 45 per 1 million.
In either instance, the risk is well below 370 in 1 million, meaning that by the
SMAQMD’s own protocol, no additional analysis was required. This information was
disclosed on page 6.2-27 of the RDEIR.

Although not required by the protocol, a site-specific HRA was prepared for the DEIR,
and was also included in the RDEIR because it was determined that the HRA provided
the best informational basis for considering relative risk of exposure at the site. As

===—=uogiscussednin the DEIRzand=sRDEIR=the HRA=fox the pro'ject concludes thatsthe project’s

cancer risk from exposure to on-road mobile source TACs for the residents closest to
freeways is 29 in 1 million. The current background cancer risk (the average risk in the
entire basin) from on-road mobile source TACs is 143 in 1 million. The background risk
is expected to be reduced by 75%-85% by 2020 as a result of regulations aimed at
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reducing diesel emissions, thus the background risk would range from 21 (85%
reduction) to 36 (75% reduction) in 1 million. The HRA prepared for Greenbriar shows
that residences nearest the freeway would be exposed to an on-road mobile-source risk of
29 in 1 million. As compared to the current background of 142 in 1 million, the risk at
the project is significantly less. As compared to the year 2020 background of 21 to 36 in
1 million, the risk at the project is similar. To simplify:

Project 29 in 1 million
Current Background (assumes no emissions improvements) 142 in 1 million
"' Increased risk over background 0*
- (*long terms project risk is less than risk from current exposure levels)

Project 29 in 1 million
Future Background, assumes emissions improvements (low end) 21 in 1 million
Increased risk over background 8 in 1 million
Project 29 in 1 million
Future Background (high end) 36 in 1 million
Increased Risk over Background 0

In all instances, the incremental risk (the project as compared to the background) from
the project does not exceed 10 in 1 million. The impact is less than significant. (RDEIR,
p. 6.2-29.)

At the October 11, 2007, Planning Commission hearing, SMAQMD representative Tim
Taylor testified that the methodology used by the EIR consultant to arrive at the “8 in 1
million” risk level was faulty. In short, SMAQMD characterized the EIR as concluding
that a cancer risk of 29 in 1 million at the project site (derived from the HRA) is less than
significant as compared to the threshold of 10 in 1 million. SMAQMD’s statement that
the EIR somehow “discounted” the risk from 29 to 8 is without merit. As discussed
above and explained by EDAW at the October 11 hearing, the risk of 29 in 1 million was
compared to the background, or baseline conditions, as is proper under CEQA. (See
) CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2 (in assessing the impact of a project on the environment, the
s===—==—="m|al] =agency should normallylimit®itsEXamination to=changes=in=the=existing' physical =
conditions in the affected area as the exist at the time the notice of preparation is
published, or where no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental
analysis commenced; also see the above discussion previously addressing this topic).)
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Compared to the background, the project risk is never greater than 8 in 1 million. The
risk does not exceed 10 in 1 million.

To summarize: the project complied with the SMAQMD protocol, which is the only
guidance provided by SMAQMD regarding off-site mobile sources. In addition, the
DEIR and RDEIR disclose the results of a health risk assessment prepared for the project.
The project design incorporates the mitigation measures suggested in the HRA and
requested by SMAQMD, including tree plantings and sound walls to disperse the TACs
Using the SMAQMD protocol, the project’s health risk is below the level requiring a
health risk assessment. Using the results of the health risk assessment prepared for the
project, and factoring in the existing and future background risk, the project’s health risk
is less than the established threshold of 10 in 1 million. Under either methodology, the
potential health risk from mobile sources TACs is less than significant.

For purposes of CEQA, the EIR’s analysis of the potential health risks from off-site
mobile sources is adequate. In fact, the EIR provides information and analysis that is
additional to SMAQMD requirements. The fact that SMAQMD does not agree with the
additional analysis performed by the EIR consultant is rendered moot by the fact that the
RDEIR also followed the SMAQMD protocol. Moreover, disagreement among experts
does not constitute grounds for overturning a lead agency’s certification of an EIR.
(Cadiz Land Company v. Rail Cycle (2000) 83 Cal. App.4th 74.) Finally, as noted above,
SMAQMD supports the project despite the disagreement regarding TACs.

Global Warming

Deputy Attorney General Lisa Trankley sent an e-mail to Commissioner Jodl Samuels on
October 11, 2007, in which Ms. Trankley questioned the adequacy of the analysis of
potential global warming unpacts of the Greenbriar project. Ms. Trankley notes that the
Attorney General’s Office is not officially commenting on the project and has not
reviewed the EIR in its entirety, however she questions the FEIR’s global warmmg
analysis. A review of the entire document, which includes the Draft EIR, Recirculated
Draft EIR, Second Recirculated Draft EIR and Final EIR, reveals that the project’s
impacts on global warming have been adequately analyzed and addressed.

The Greenbriar EIR analyzes the issue of climate change in several areas. Global climate
===—"ITnge Und"iis potdtial impActs on T oding T tHe Nomay BRI is Gddresed inthe — = >

RDEIR (see RDEIR pp. 6.10-12, 6.10-22 to 6.10-25); and the project’s potential to

generate greenhouse gas emissions is addressed in the FEIR (see FEIR, pp. 4-504 to 4-

508.) The DEIR also contains mitigation measures that will reduce the project’s potential
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emissions in the Air Quality and Transportation chapters. (See DEIR, pp. 6.1-1 to 6.1-90,
6.2-1 to 6.2-30.)

The project incorporates guidelines, strategies and mitigation measures that minimize the
human and spatial environmental footprint with respect to transportation and electricity
consumption. (FEIR, p. 507.) Implementation of these measures will help reduce
potential GHG emissions resulting from the development of the project. Some of the key
strategies are discussed in more detail below.

1. Consistency with Blueprint Principles

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) adopted the Sacramento
Region Blueprint Transportation and Land Use Study Preferred Blueprint Scenario
(Blueprint) in December 2004. The Blueprint is a vision for long-term land uses within
the Sacramento region, and promotes compact, mixed use development, over the type of
lower density, sprawling land uses that have been typical of the region in the past. The
overall goal of the Blueprint is to reduce vehicle miles travelled, making it a leader in the
quest to reduce the effect of new development on global warming. The Executive
Director of SACOG, Mike McKeever, provided strong testimony at the Planning
Commission hearing on October 11, 2007 in support of Greenbriar as the type of project
that is consistent with the SACOG Blueprint and reduces the potential generation of
greenhouse gases. Indeed, the project will provide for needed housing close to
employment, and will encourage the use of alternative transportation modes — both key
Blueprint principles. Mr. McKeever also warned that opposing a Blueprint project like
Greenbriar could stimulate non-Blueprint development in surrounding counties which, in
turn, would likely increase vehicle miles traveled as commuters buy homes located
further from the Sacramento jobs base. This type of leap-frog development is, as stated
by Mr. McKeever, “the biggest threat to the success of the Blueprint.”

Blueprint’s principles have been applied in the design of the proposed project. For
example, the project incorporates diverse housing types (i.e., low density, medium
density, high density residential), and the development will be compact (i.e., maximized
use of space by providing medium and high density residential land uses on more than
half of the site). Moreover, mixed uses such as a transit station and commetcial land uses
will be accommodated on the site.

E=——— R L e Rl R R o L e
Further, the Draft Greenbriar PUD Guidelines fully incorporate the principles advocated
by the Blueprint. The Draft PUD Guidelines provide that the project will include a varied
network of both on- and off-street pedestrian pathways and trails, allowing for safe and
convenient non-vehicular travel throughout and within the PUD. The street and trail
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system within the PUD allow for varied opportunities for safe and convenient non-
vehicular travel throughout the plan area. All arterial and collector streets will have
striped Class II bike lanes. Nearly all sidewalks within the PUD’s streets will be
detached from the street edge and separated from the street by a landscape planter of
varying width depending upon the street facility. These pedestrian-friendly streets would
provide a safe, walkable route to all locations within the PUD area under a dense canopy
of shade trees.

Thus, the project by its very nature (e.g., overall design that creates a compact
development pattern that encourages walking, biking, and public transit use which
reduces trip number and length) would reduce potential consumption of fossil energy
within the region, and thereby reduce potential GHG emissions.

2. Provision of Regional Public Transportation Opportunities

Importantly, the project is located along the right-of-way of a future light rail extension
(Downtown-Natomas-Airport or DNA) planned by the Sacramento Regional Transit
District (RT). RT has identified the DNA light rail line on its 20-year project map, and
the DNA line is included in SACOG’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan. In a letter
submitted July 11, 2007, RT confirmed both its continuing plans to extend light rail from
downtown to the Sacramento International Airport and its support for the project.

Some members of the public testified that the DNA line will not be fully realized for a
number of years due to funding constraints. RT is currently pursuing a variety of funding
sources to fund the construction of the DNA light rail line. For example, RT has been
involved in the lengthy Federal Transit Administration (FTA) New Starts funding
process, which requires a showing that the light rail line will serve areas with densities
that will support transit and generate ridership. The Greenbriar project will support this
funding by focusing appropriate transit-oriented development along the DNA line. (See
FEIR, Appendix B.) As substantiated through oral and written testimony from RT, the
population density provided by the project will help make construction of the light rail
line a reality. In a letter submitted to the City on November 1, 2005, Dr. Beverly Scott,
the General Manager and CEO of RT, expressed RT’s support for the project as one that
will significantly improve the region’s competitiveness for federal dollars in extending

,_ light rail to the Sacramento International Airport.

W
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By providing densities of residential development to support the line, the project will help
the City realize its goal of completing the DN'A line which, in turn, will promote the use
of transit by residents and employees within the downtown and Natomas areas, including
the nearby Metro Air Park site with thousands of jobs planned. The DNA line will also
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allow transit riders using RT’s light rail system to connect from other areas within the
City and County of Sacramento to the Natomas area, Sacramento International Airport,
the Sacramento Amtrak Depot, and/or the downtown area with a travel option other than
a single occupancy vehicle, with a resulting travel time savings by reducing and avoiding
traffic congestion. Residents along the future DNA light rail corridor will benefit from a
reduction in traffic congestion and increased transportation connectivity and mobility,
and employees working in the downtown, South Natomas and North Natomas
communities will be prov1ded with an alternative transportation mode, thereby reducing
freeway congestion and air pollution.

The DNA line would also reduce congestion from other non-Greenbriar sources on I-5
(primarily), SR 70/99, and I-80. According to the DNA Draft Alternatives Analysis
Report (2003), the DNA line is expected to transport as many as 1,200 persons during its
peak hours of operation and will reduce weekday peak period auto travel to Downtown
Sacramento by 4,700 daily trips. By comparison, traffic volumes on I-5 in 2025 will
range upwards to around 19,000 peak hour trips (both directions). The large number of
people traveling during peak hour in this corridor to access jobs in Downtown
demonstrates the need to have a variety of transportation mode choices, including the
DNA line, highway improvements and express bus services. Given that the DNA line
will parallel I-5, it would likely reduce congestion on I-5, as well as reduce traffic on SR
70/99. (See FEIR, pp. 4-20 to 4-22.) Vehicle trips are expected to be reduced by 35%,
along with a similar reduction in vehicle miles traveled, compared to projects not along
transit lines. (DEIR, pp. 6.1-83 to 6.1-84 (Mitigation Measure 6.1-9).)

Importantly, the project applicant has committed to building a new light rail station on
the project site. The Greenbriar Project objectives include providing development and
land for construction of a light rail stop along the proposed DNA light rail line with
densities that will support the feasibility of a light rail line. The Project includes
dedication of a corridor that could accommodate a future transit stop and light rail
alignment located near the center of the Project site along the proposed Meister Way
roadway. (DEIR, pp. 3-11 to 3-12.) In addition, prior to the construction and operation
of RT’s proposed LRT station along Meistef Way, th& pI'O_]eCt applicant has agreed to
fund and operate an interim shuttle/bus transportation service for residents and patrons of
the project site during peak commute perlods (DEIR, p. 6.1-85.) The prOJect S
commitment to the provision of public transit is Ereater than any other prOJect in the
e e e———— e e
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3. Reduced Emissions through Air Quality Mitigation Plan
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The Greenbriar Master Air Quality/TSM Plan will result in overall air quality emissions
reductions, including those associated with greenhouse gases, to at least 15% below
comparable projects through application of a variety of mitigation measures.

In addition, to the Master AQ/TSM Plan, the environmental consultant for the project is
currently preparing a stand-alone report that both identifies the project elements that
serve to reduce operational emissions and calculates the emissions reduction percentage
that will be achieved through project design and the AQMP. We expect that this report
will show that the project actually achieves a reduction in emissions that is greater than
15%. This report will be submitted to the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District upon completion, which is expected to be in advance of the
November 8 Planning Commission hearing.

Significant and Unavoidable Traffic Impacts

Commissioner Notestine questioned whether the significant and unavoidable traffic
impacts identifitd in the EIR can be reduced to less than significant; in particular, those
impacts that are significant and unavoidable due to lack of adequate funding and/or right
of way. The Draft EIR identified a handful of traffic impacts that remained significant
and unavoidable because the mitigation required to reduce or eliminate the impacts was
beyond the control of the City. Specifically, the mitigation measures were within the
jurisdiction of Caltrans, and Caltrans had not established a funding mechanism by which
itscould accept “fair share” contributions from developers in order to,implement the
necessary measures (e.g., securing right of way, providing additional lanes, widening
lanes and/or freeway segments) to reduce impacts to the freeway mainline. In sum, the
DEIR concluded that, because the mitigation is within the control of another agency, it
was unknown whether the appropriate measures would be implemented and thus the
impacts remained significant and unavoidable.

These determinations are consistent with CEQA caselaw at the time the DEIR was
released: City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of the California State University, (2006)
39 Cal.4th 341, and Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (5005) 130 Cal.App.4th
1173. Taken together, these cases provide that payment of fair share impact fees can be
required as CEQA mitigation for cumulative impacts for off-site improvements within
the control of another agency, provided that such fees are reasonably related to the
==—tm——caaproject’s-impactssandasuch-fees are part ofa plan ordf& systemsthat-will actually mitigate
the impact. Absent such funding mechanism, an applicant could not be required to
contribute to off-site improvements within Caltrans’ jurisdiction. Following release of
the DEIR, however, the Fifth Appellate District Court'of Appeal issued an opinion in
Woodward Park Homeowners Association v. City of Fresno (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 892,

{08021653.D0OC; 1}
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requiring that city to conduct a nexus study or otherwise determine a funding mechanism
by which the project applicant could contribute its fair share to mitigate, but not reduce,
its impact to freeway mainlines.

Pursuant to the Woodward Park decision, Caltrans and the City, along with Regional
Transit, have agreed upon a mitigation measure that will reduce the impact to the I-5 and
SR 70/99 mainline. Specifically, the applicant 'has agreed to pay the project’s fair-share
contribution for improvements to on-/off-ramps and other similar facilities. As described
in detail in Appendix C to the FEIR, the project’s fair-share contribution would be
$1,135,904 for funding of potential mainline improvements. Although the City has not
conducted a formal nexus study to support collection of the fees for a “Traffic Congestion
Relief Program,” the applicant is willing to pay such fair share contribution voluntarily
pursuant to the terms of the development agreement. The City, in consultation with
Caltrans and other transportation agencies including RT, will allocate the monies
collected in the Traffic Congestion Relief Fund for appropriate congestion relief projects.
Though it is not feasible for Greenbriar to completely resolve an intra regional, multi-
jurisdictional traffic level of service (see CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(4)(A)
[stating there must be an essential nexus between the mitigation measure and a legitimate
governmental interest] and subd. (a)(4)(B) [stating the mitigation measure must be
“roughly proportional” to the impacts of the project]), Greenbriar will contribute its
proportional share to needed projects, as is proper under CEQA. At the July 27, 2007
meeting between the City, LAFCo and Caltrans, and through subsequent correspondence,
Caltrans concurred with this approach for the mitigation program for the project. The
appropriate mitigation measures have been amended in the Final EIR to include this fair
share contribution obligation.

Notwithstanding the above, the Traffic Congestion Relief Program projects have not been
identified, therefore this mitigation would not reduce the project’s impacts to regional
freeway facilities to a less-than-significant level because 100% funding for the DNA line
and possible other freeway congestion relief programs have not yet been fully identified.
The impacts thus remain significant and unavoidable under CEQA. (Anderson First
Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173 (holding that, in order to fully
mitigate an impact, fair share fees must be part of a plan or fee system that will actually
mitigate the impact).)

Commissioner Samuels questioned the total acreages allocated to mitigate impacts to
Swainson’s hawk. In particular, Commissioner Samuels asked when the additional 49
acres of habitat needed to fully mitigate the impact would be identified by the applicant.

{08021653.DOC; 13
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Since the October 11 Planning Commission hearing, the applicant has agreed to provide
foraging habitat mitigation lands in excess of the required 49 acres in order to fully
respond to questions raised by the California Department of Fish and Game ("CDFG”) in
its letter to the City dated September 18, 2007.

1. 1994 Guidelines

CDFG's comments on foraging habitat compared the proposed conservation strategy to
the County of Sacramento's Swainson's hawk ordinance, which requires mitigation based
on proposed land use changes to land designated agricultural. The County's policy was
developed to satisfy the requirements of CDFG's 1994 Swainson's hawk guidelines
(“1994 Guidelines”) which require implementation of the prescribed standard or an
improved alternative. The Greenbriar conservation strategy must do the same, either
comply with the 1994 Guidelines or provide an alternative that exceeds those standards.

Pursuant to the 1994 Guidelines, foraging habitat within one mile of an active nest tree
should be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1 for each acre of development authorized or at_a ratio
of 0.5:1 for each acre of development authorized, depending on the management of the
mitigation lands (1994 Guidelines, at 11). The 1:1 ratio applies where at least 10 percéent
of the habitat management lands are acquired by fee title or protected by conservation
easement, and are actively managed as species habitat (Jd.). The remainder of the
mitigation lands must be protected by conservation easement on “agricultural or other
suitable [foraging] habitats.” (Id.). The 0.5:1 ratio applies where habitat management
land requirements are all satisfied both by providing mitigation held in fee title or under
conservation easement and by actively managing that land for prey production (/d. at 12).
Under either scenario, the instruments protecting the habitat must be found acceptable to
the Department (Id. at 11-12).

2. Impacts from Project Development

Development at the Greenbriar site will affect Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat. In 2005
(when the NOP was prepared), most of the Greenbriar site provided low quality habitat,
and the remainder provided moderate to high quality habitat. Of this acreage (546 acres),
however, the loss of about 50 acres has already been permitted for and mitigated by the
Metro Air Park project (MAP) for construction of off-site infrastructure on the Greenbriar

s==———=5i18 "Thereforethe Gréenbriar project wilFHffect about497=acres of tHe-foragings habitat

present in 2005 (394 acres low quality and 103 acres moderate-high quality). This habitat
is within 1 mile of active Swainson’s hawk nests.
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In order to achieve a mitigation ration of 0.5:1, as recommended by the 1994 Guidelines,
the project would need to provide 248.5 acres of mitigation lands (1/2 of 497 acres

impacted = 248.5 acres). The applicant has agreed to provide such acreage.

3. Proposed Mitigation "

The mitigation package for the Greenbriar project includes mitigation analyzed in the
DEIR and additional mitigation that has been proposed during discussions with CDFG
and the US Fish and Wildlife Service. Both components of the mitigation consist of
dedication of land to and provision of an endowment for active management by The
Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC), and both components are described below.

Mitigation Analyz%d in the DEIR. In the DEIR, a minimum of 349 acres of mitigation
were proposed, which included 196 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat located at
the following sites (see Attachment 1: “Swainson’s Hawk Habitat Mitigation Sites™):

» Spangler Property: 100.6 acres (45.4 high quality acres and 55.2 moderate acres),

» Natomas 130 Property: 18.5 acres (14.2 high quality acres and 4.3 moderate
acres),

» Lone Tree Canal corridor: 27.9 acres (27.9 low quality acres), and

> 49 acres at a site still to be determined (high quality acres).

Moderate quality habitat represents the upland components of managed marsh provided
for giant garter snake mitigation. These mitigation sites are all within 1 mile of
Swainson’s hawk nests. This mitigation would result in a mitigation ratio of 0.39:1 (i.e.,
196 acres of mitigation versus 497 acres of impact), which is above the ratio provided by
the NBHCP (about 0.19:1, consisting of 0.125 acres of upland foraging habitat, 0.0375
acres of upland components of marshes, and 0.025 acres of fallow rice, on average, for 1
acre impacted).

Additional Proposed Mitigation.  Additional mitigation land that would provide
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat has been proposed to the wildlife agencies in ongoing
discussions (see Attachment 1: “Swainson’s Hawk Habitat Mitigation Sites™), and would
increase mitigation to 380.1 acres of which about 224.6 acres would provide foraging
habitat for Swainson’s hawk. This additional mitigation site, which is within 1 mile of a

%ﬂiﬂsm’sh@v@s@isﬂ"“’ - - Il - I - Spa- = = of o o m o o allem ==

» Cummings property: 31 acres (31 high quality acres)
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As stated above, with the addition of the Cummings property, the project will provide
approximately 224.6 acres for foraging habitat. In order to mitigate at a ratio of 0.50:1,
as suggested by the 1994 Guidelines, the applicant would be required to provide an
additional 23.9 acres. The applicant has agreed to provide such acreage. Together with
the mitigation proposed in the DEIR, the Cummings property (31 acres) and the
additional 23.9 acres would result in a mitigation ratio of 0.50:1.

Overall, the mitigation proposed for the Greenbriar project’s impact on Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat would be consistent with the 1994 Guidelines, and exceed the amount of
foraging habitat mitigation that would be required pursuant to the NBHCP. Proposed
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat for the Greenbriar project would provide more than
twice the acreage of foraging habitat and endowment as would be required under the
NBHCP, and an acreage and endowment consistent with the 1994 CDFG Guidelines.

Impacts to Prime Agricultural Lands

The Sacramento County General Plan designates the project site as Agricultural
Cropland. The majority of the project site is currently in a fallow agricultural condition.
The California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection,
Sacramento County Important Farmland Map has designated the project site as Prime
Farmland (329 acres) interspersed with areas designated as Farmland of Statewide
Importance (68 acres), Farmland of Local Importance (68 acres), Unique Farmland (53
acres) and other land (59 acres). Areas designated as Prime, Unique, and Statewide
Importance are considered “agricultural land” or “important farmland” for purposes of
the EIR. Thus, the project would result in the conversion of 518 acres of “agricultural
land” as defined by CEQA. This is a significant impact.

The EIR for the project includes Mitigation Measure 6.11-1, which requires the project
apphcant to implement Mitigation Measure 6.6-2 prior to annexation. Measure 6.6-2
requires that, consistent with the principles of the City/County Joint Vision Plan, the
applicant will coordinate with the City to identify appropriate lands to be set aside in a
permanent conservation easement at a ratio of (i) one open space acre converted to urban
land uses to one-half open space acre preserved and (ii) one habitat acre converted to
urban land uses to one-half habitat acre preserved. While this mitigation reduces the
impact to agrlcultural resources, it does not mitigate to a less than 51gmﬁcant level.

E’Imﬁbtﬁnﬂ? mowever; if is tﬁE‘mltfg%cfo'h YT was Zoreld 8porrbétween tHECity afulies

County through the Joint Vision Memorandum of Understanding.

As discussed in the EIR, implementation of “Mitigation Measure 6.11-1 would
substantially lessen significant impacts associated with the conversion of farmland on the

(0D021653.D0C; 1)



Greenbriar - Attachment 19
Sacramento Planning Commission

Chair and Commissioners
November 1, 2007
Page 18 of 30

project site because the project would conserve open space and habitat lands some of
which would be used for agricultural practices at a ratio consistent with the mitigation
ratio identified in the Joint Vision Plan MOU. The EIR also requires the applicant to
dedicate land to the Natomas Basin Conservancy (NBC) to mitigate for impacts to
biological resources. (Mitigation Measure 6.12-1.) One of the NBC’s key conservation
strategies is to maintain at least 50% of its mitigation lands in rice production. Typically,
the NBC puts up to 75% of the mitigation land in rice production and 25% as managed
marsh. A majority of the lands the applicant is dedicating to the NBC for habitat
management will therefore remain in agricultural use.” While not included as a mitigation
measure for impacts associated with the loss of agricultural land, this mitigation measure
will serye to keep additional agricultural lands in use. However, because the
conservation easements are purchased for land exhibiting benefits to wildlife, including a
combination of habitat, open space and agricultural lands, the mitigation would not be
applied exclusively to agricultural lands. Therefore this mitigation would only partially
offset conversion of farmland associated with the project impacts, and the impact would
remain significant and unavoidable.

Commissioner Yee questioned the rationale behind the mitigation ratios for impacts to
agricultural land, and some members of the public suggest that the applicant should
provide additional mitigation lands in the form of conservation easements to mitigate the
impact to a less than significant level. As stated above, the mitigation ratios are
consistent with the Joint Vision MOU. Moreover, even if the EIR were to require
additional conservation easements as a mitigation measure, the project’s impact to
important farmland would not be reduced to less than significant, in part because such
easements “often prevent[] future impacts but do[] not address present problems.”?
Indeed, in Friends of the Kangaroo Rat v. Department of Corrections (2003) 111
Cal.App.4th 1400 (opinion withdrawn on February 18, 2004),* the Fifth District Court of
Appeal rejected farmland conservation easements as mitigation for the conversion of
agricultural land, stating: “[t]Jhis would not mitigate the loss of farmland; it would not
create new farmland or compensate for the loss of farmland that has already occurred.”
(Ibid., p. 1407.)

Friends of the Kangaroo Rat is instructive to the City’s consideration of the Greenbriar
project. In Kangaroo Rat, the court held that the EIR for the development of a new

Sp==—sadf=[evy and Isippmann= Preservation asMitigationdJnder CE®An (Environmental haw =~ —
News, Vol. 14, No. 1, Summer, 2005), p. 25.

*/ Although the opinion has been depublished, Levy and Lippmann, op. cit., p. 20, note
that it is “instructive.”
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prison facility was not required to consider conservation easements as mitigation for the
loss of prime farmland caused by the project. The cumulative loss of 480 to 2300 acres of
Important Farmland was considered by the EIR to be significant and unavoidable.
Commenters complained that the agency should have considered mitigating the impact
through the creation of agricultural easements over other Important Farmland in the
vicinity of the project. The agency rejected those measures as infeasible, noting that
easements on agricultural land already under cultivation would not mitigate the loss of
cultivated agricultural land due to the project. Alternatively, the agency reasoned that the
conversion of non-cultivated land to agricultural uses could create additional, possibly
significant biological impacts. Therefore, the agency concluded that no mitigation was
feasible. The court agreed, finding that easements did not fall within any of the
categories of mitigation provided in CEQA Guidelines section 15370. The court
specifically rejected the argument that that easements could mitigate by “[c]ompensating
for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments” as
provided in CEQA Guidelines section 15370, subdivision (e), because easements do not
cregte new farmland. Thus, whether an applicant provides a conservation easement over
1 acre or 100 acres, the impact to agricultural resources cannot be fully mitigated.

As discussed above, CEQA does not require additional mitigation for loss of agricultural
lands. Moreover, there is no factual basis on which to make a determination that
requiring the project applicant to acquire farmland conservation easements at a ratio
greater than required by the Joint Vision MOU bears reasonable proportionality to the
impact of the project.’

Single Event Noise Levels From the Airport

Commissioner Givens requested more information regarding the impacts from Single
Event Noise Levels (SENLs) and questioned whether the noise levels caused by the
Airport would be disclosed to potential homeowners.

The City of Sacramento and County of Sacramento have not established any SENL
standards, and no definitive SENL guidelines currently exist nationwide. Notably,
neither the FAA nor the Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN) has
recommended a threshold for SENL. In fact, FICAN and the California Airport and Land
Use Plannmg' Handbook continue to use CNEL as the primary tool for the purpose of
land use compatibility planning” One agency, The City oF Los Afigeles, adopTed a SENL

5/ See, CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4(a)(4)(B): “The mitigation measure must be
‘roughly proportional’ to the impacts of the project.” (Citing cases.)
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significance threshold of 10% of the population being awakened once every 10 days for
use in the LAX Master Plan EIR/EIS. However, that document specifically cautioned
that the threshold was for use in the LAX EIR/EIS only and should not ke used for other
projects.

The City of Sacramento General Plan’s exterior noise standard at residential land uses for
noise generated by aircraft activity associated with a metropolitan airport is 60 dBA
CNEL. No portion of the project is located within the 60 dBA CNEL aircraft noise
contour. (See Attachment 2: Sacramento International Airport Operations Area
Boundary and Operational Capacity CNEL Contours.) Therefore, aircraft noise levels at
all of the land uses proposed on the project site would be considered “normally
acceptable” with respect to the City’s General Plan land use compatibility noise levels.
The impact from aircraft noise is therefore less than significant.

However, because CNEL noise levels essentially represent a weighted daily average,
there is an argument that CNEL metrics may not adequately identify some aspects of
noise exposure effects from individual flights such as speech interference and sleep
disturbance. The EIR therefore analyzed the potential impacts (sleep disturbance and
speech interference) caused by exposure of the project to Single Event Noise Levels
(SENLSs) generated by aircraft overflights. Notably, the project lies partially beneath only
two departure routes, which is considerably fewer than many other residential areas
within the City. (See Attachment 3: Modeled Flight Tracks: Greenbriar.) To analyze the
potential impacts, the EIR relies upon studies conducted by FICAN which indicate 10%
of the population will be awakened when the SENL interior noise levels are 81 dBA and
above. Using FICAN formulas, the EIR analyzes potential sleep disturbances, assuming
that windows in residences would be open. The results indicate that the project site does
not produce sound levels that would awaken more than 10% of the population. Thus,
even if the conservative threshold used at LAX was applied to Greenbriar, it would likely
suggest that the impacts from overflights, as they relate to sleep disruption, would be less
than significant. In effect, the EIR assumes the LAX 10% sleep disturbance as a “de
factp” threshold in the absence of any other threshold or similar guidance from the City,
the County, or the FAA. '

The Court in Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port
Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344 (Berkeley Keep Jets) held that an EIR
prepared=for the de¥elopm®ht of T nighttime air cargd fd€ilify &t Oaklfind Irftefrfational
Airport must include a single event noise analysis in addition to the EIR’s analysis of
time averaged noise levels. Although the Court directed that the significance of single
. event noise effects be evaluated in the EIR to “assess whether the [project] will merely
inconvenience the Airport's nearby residents or damn them to a somnambulate-like

L1
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existence,” there was no established basis for defining or assessing the significance of
single event aircraft noise, and the Court did not set forth any standards of significance
for the evaluation of such events. (/d., at p. 1382.) The Greenbriar EIR provides a
thorough evaluation of potential impacts from SENLs and quantifies the potential for
sleep disturbance caused by nighttime aircraft, using the best available information and
assuming a very conservative “de facto” threshold. The EIR is consistent with the
requirements of Berkeley Keep Jets.

Regarding disclosure requirements, the DEIR provides that the applicant will dedicate an

overflight easement over the entire project site in order to grant a right-of-way for free
w and unobstructed Passage of aircraft through the airspace over the property, and will also
grant a right to subject the property to noise and vibration associated with normal airport
activity. In addition, recorded deed notices will be required to ensure that initial and
subsequent prospective buyers, lessees, and renters of property on the project site,
particularly residential property, are informed that the project site is subject to routine
overflights and associated noise by aircraft from the Sacramento International Airport,
that the frequency of aircraft overflights is routine and expected to increase through the
year 2020 and beyond, and that such overflights could cause occasional speech
interference, sleep disruption that could affect more than 10 percent of all residents at any
one time, and other annoyances associated with exposure to aircraft noise. Furthermore,
the applicant is proposing to require the posting of signs on all on-site real estate sales
offices and/or at key locations on the project site that alert the initial purchasers about the
overflight easement and the required deed notices. (DEIR, pp. 6.3-41 to 6.3-42.)

[

Project Location within the Airport Overflight Zone

Some members of the public expressed concern regarding the fact that the project will be
developed partially within the Overflight Zone of the Sacramento International Airport
(Airport).° It is important to note at the outset that the Overflight Zone is the area that
generally coincides with the area overflown by aircraft during normal traffic pattern

procedures. As discussed below, development is not prohibited in the Overflight Zone if

it is consistent with the CLUP. In fact, almost all land use categories are compatible with

the Overflight Zone, including residential. Development is restricted, however, within the

areas located under or near the runways, referred to as the Clear Zone and the Approach
<= Departure Zone. The Clear Zone is near the end of the runway and is the most restrictive;
T======"the A ppréach-Départure™Zone is 15cated Uhd2r the takdff and lariding slopes and is lé§s
# restrictive. Clear Zone areas are based upon the Runway Protection Zone established by

8/ The CLUP designates three safety areas: the Clear Zone, the Approach-Departure
Zone, and the Overflight Zone.
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the Federal Aviation Administration. The Overflight Zone is the area under the traffic
pattern and is the least restrictive. No portion of the project is located within the Clear
Zone or the Approach Departure Zone, and in fact the project site lies well to the east of,
and perpendicular to the north-south oriented runways.

Notwithstanding the above, the project’s location within the Overflight Zone subjects it
to scrutiny by the City Council and ALUC. This letter will summarize the process by
which a project within the Overflight Zone may be properly approved by the City, and
then discuss the process in terms of the Greenbriar project.

The Board of Directors of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) sits
as the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC). Pursuant to statutory requirements, the
ALUC adopted the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the Sacramento International
Airport (CLUP) on May 20, 1999. The ALUC is required by State law to enforce the
land use compatibility of propgsed developments with publicly owned and operated
atrports. The ALUC’s review of development applications is limited to three policy
areas identified in the CLUP: (1) height, (2) noise, and (3) safety. In the event that
ALUC determines that a development is inconsistent with the CLUP, Section 65302.3 of
the Government Code provides thaf the City Council may overrule the ALUC after a
hearing, with a two-thirds vote if the City Council makes specific findings that the
disputed portion of the proposed project is consistent with the purposes stated in the
Airport Land Use Commission Law. (Pub. Util. Code, § 21670.)

Cities and counties within ALUC’s jurisdiction are required to send development
applications to the ALUC for review. The City of Sacramento falls within the ALUC’s
jurisdiction and therefore must forward development applications to ALUC for review of
the development’s compatibility with publicly used, owned or operated airports. Due to
the project’s location relative to Sacramento International Airport, the Greenbriar project
is subject to ALUC review of the project’s consistency with the CLUP. In May, 2005,
the City of Sacramento received an application for development of the Greenbriar
project. The City referred the project application to ALUC for Teview for compatibility
with the CLUP because a portion of the project (405 acres) is within the Overflight Zone
of the Airport. The project proposal requests entitlements within the Overflight Zone for
uses that include residential, commercial, mixed use, park and open space with water
_bodies, and a light-rail trzgl_git station.

On December 7, 2005, ALUC staff provided its written review of the project to the City
of Sacramento’s Planning Department. Of the three policy components of ALUC
review: safety, noise, and height, ALUC’s.review of the Project focused on safety issues,
but did not focus on height or noise issues because (1) the Project does not propose
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structures that are close to penetrating any of the imaginary surfaces as set forth by the
Federal Aviation Administration in Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77, and (2) the
Project site lies outside of the 60 ,CNEL, which serves as the demarcation line for
réstricted residential development.

ALUC made the following findings with regard to the Greenbriar project. First, the
residential and commercial uses are compatible with the CLUP based upon the densities
proposed for the Project. Second, parks and open spaces within the Project are
compatible with the CLUP provided such areas do not contain facilities that lead to high
concentrations of people (an average density of 25 people per acre over a 24 hour period,
and not to exceed 50 persons per acre at any time), such as ball fields and playgrounds.
Nong of the proposed parks/open spaces will exceed an average density of 25 people per
acre/24 hours. Third, the project will either be considered (1) compatible with the CLUP
if the SCAS and FAA do not object to the proposed water features, or (2) incompatible if
either of these two agencies object to the water features. Neither SCAS nor FAA have
objected to the proposed water features, and in fact the SCAS has provided written
support. (See FEIR, pages 4-238 to 4-239.) Fourth, although the elementary school
proposed within the development is outside of the Overflight Zone, and therefore it is not
subject to the ALUC’s review, the ALUC has advised the City that because the school’s
proposed location is within 2 miles of an airport runway, state law (California Education
Code 17215) requlres the California Department of Transportation Division of
Aeronautics to review and approve the school’s location. The Division has reviewed the
project. #See FEIR, pages 5-11 to 5-13.) Finally, the ALUC found that the project is
inconsistent with the CLUP due to safety issues relating to the Project’s provisions for a
light rail station within the Overflight Zone, and ALUC notified the City of such
inconsistency. The light rail station is the only project element that is considered to be
inconsistent with the CLUP.

In order to override the ALUC inconsistency determination with regard to the light rail
station, the City Council thust find that the proposed project’s proposal to develop a light
rail station within the Overflight Zone is consistent with the purposes of the Airport Land
Use Commission Law, and more specifically with the public interest purposes stated in
Public Utilities Code Section 21670. This issue will be before Council at the December
hearing. If the Council chooses to override the ALUC determination, it must submit its
findings/overrides to the ALUC for a 45-day review period. Following the 45 day

=====——ugreview periodsCouncil willireview the ALLUC’s advisory comments, if any,=and the City

will take final action by a 2/3 vote. (Cal. Pub. Util-Code, § 21676, subd. (b).)

Project Timing
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During the October 11 Planning Commission hearing, a number of Commissioners and
speakers questioned the timing of the applicant’s request for legislative entitlements.
Commenters also questioned the relative need for project approvals given a perception
that Greenbriar may somehow threaten urban infill potential within the City. As was
expressed by the applicant’s representatives, Sacramento Regional Transit and SACOG,
there are a number of valid reasons why the City should consider project entitlements
now, and why Greenbriar does not compromise the City’s laudable infill objectives. The
applicant also provided the Commission with a general explanation of the timing of the
current entitlement request relative to the overall ability to secure final approvals and
develop the project.

Beginning in 2005, the City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo initiated a
streamlined environmental review and approval process intended to help expedite project
entitlements based on Greenbriar’s unique project characteristics and policy consistency.
These include the following;:

1. Project design as a transit oriented development (TOD) and compatibility with
SACOG’s recently completed Blueprint Preferred Growth Scenario and the Smart
Growth Principles advanced by the City-County Natomas Joint Vision
Memorandum of Understanding;

2. Extension of RT’s proposed Downtown-Natomas-Airport (DNA) light rail line
through the project, the incorporation of a station site centrally located within the
project, and RT’s interest in remaining competitive for scarce federal funding;

3. The project’s ability to accommodate expected population growth in addition to
that which would be served by urban infill according to the City’s General Plan
Update estimates; and,

The unique geography of Greenbriar, bordered on three sides by existing and
developing urban uses, including the North Natomas Community Plan, and the
1,900-acre Metro Air Park light-industrial office complex that will ultimately
employ 38,000 workers immediately west of the project.

f

The City of Sacramento has formally acknowledged each of these as reasons why
efficient processing and timely approval consideration.

In a letter dated July 25, 2005, addressed to Sacramento LAFCo Executive Director Peter
Brundage, then City of Sacramento Interim Planning Director Carol Shearly explained

{80021653.D0C; 1}
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how each unique project characteristic justified LAFCo’s consideration of concurrent
processing of a sphere of influence amendment and annexation. (See Attachment 4.)
Sacramento LAFCo, at its August 3, 2005 hearing, responded affirmatively to the City’s
suggestion for concurrent processing, and on November 1, 2005 the Sacramento City
Council unanimously approved three resolutions (see Attachment 5) setting in motion
concurrent sphere of influence and annexation processing.

Underscoring one particular aspect of project timing — the link between appropriate land
use planning, public transit and federal funding — both Regional Transit and SACOG
representatives have communicated on several occasions regarding Greenbriar’s integral
role in extending Sacramento’s light rail line northward to eventually serve Natomas and
the Sacramento International Airport. !

In her presentation to Sacramento LAFCo on August 3, 2005 (the hearing regarding
concurrent processing), Sacramento Regional Transit CEO and General Manager Dr.
Beverly Scot explained the following:
I am here this evening specifically because the land use decisions that are
made regarding the Greenbriar area and the timing of those decisions weigh
heavily on the ultimate fate of the Downtown Natomas Airport light rail
extension project.

The connection between our region’s DNA project and the Greenbriar area
is a real one. It is not contrived and it is not over blown. The direct
connection between transit supportive existing land use and future patterns,
and the success or lack of success of major capitol transit investments and
fixed guideway transit systems, like the DNA, is absolutely real. It is also
true that today, 50% of the project justification rating for all federal transit
Sfunding for rail projects is based on land use criteria.

= S0 the land use decisions that are made in our region, particularly along our
planned high capacity transit corridors and specifically within % mile of
planned rail and or bus rapid transit stations are not only critical to
ridership, but have also become absolutely critical to the federal transit
administration’s ultimate decisions about these projects. (emphasis added)
e=——=— —F _ ——————————————— ———— ——— - —— - _— - —————————
Mike McKeever, SACOG’s Executive Director, also shared similar comments in an
October 11, 2007 letter addressed to the City of Sacramento Planning Commission:
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Greenbriar will have 2,367 dwelling units within 2 mile of the light rail
station, 46% higher than the average of all stations in the current system.
In fact, it would have more housing close to transit than all but eleven of
the existing 52 stations.

Greenbriar would generate about 37% more boardings than the average of
the 14 stations on [the DNA] line, and 10% of the approximately 20,000
daily boardings for the entire line. (emphasis added)

In his October 11 testimony before the Planning Commission, Mr. McKeever, who
oversees the development of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan also stated:

We think it is very critical that we get as much ridership into the DNA
corridor as we can. We looked very carefully at the need for that train to
make the system work in the future. We concluded that we have a very
significant need for it and we need to make it work, and this project is an
important part of it. (emphasis added)

Similarly, in a jointly signed letter dated October 24, 2007 from Regional Transit’s
Interim General Manager, Mike Wiley and Mr. McKeever, addressed to the City’s
Planning Commission, it is made abundantly clear that given the schedule for
Congressional reauthorization of the Federal Transportation,.Bill, it is critical that
Greenbriar be approved as soon as possible. According to the letter: >

We expect [the Federal Transit Authority] to complete their [rail project]
recommendations in mid to late fall, 2008. That means that we will be
actively advocating with them through 2008 to include the DNA line on
their recommended list. That process will start in a few short months. . . .
Proceeding with Greenbriar now is an important component of helping the
City and region to compete in very stiff competition for federal funding for
this project. (emphasis added)

This region’s association of governments and public transit operator obviously agree that

Greenbriar is a unique and essential land plan necessary to facilitate the successful

extension of light rail. It is also very clear that both agencies agree the project should be
===—hpproved now=withoutfurthemdelays=—= Smm—mgecan —py st . seg—— e e — o -

Aside from the sensitive timing dynamics associated with transit funding, Commissioners
and speakers at the October 11 Commission hearing expressed concerns that approving
the Greenbriar project before infill potential was exhausted might be premature and may

{06021653.DOT; 1}
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somehow threaten efforts to direct development interest towards the city’s urban core and
smaller vacant sites in Natomas. Mr. McKeever was specifically asked to respond to this
concern.

According to Mr. McKeever, market competition for development — whether infill or
urban edge — does not function simply within city boundaries; it operates at a much
greater geographic scale. He emphasized that not only is there enough anticipated long-
term demand for housing to warrant planning for both urban edge and infill development
within the city, but that enough exists within and adjacent to the greater six-county region
that to avoid developing a site such as Greenbriar could exacerbate pressure to develop
outside of the region. The fundamental point stressed by Mr. McKeever is that it is
dangerous to assume delaying the approval of the Greenbriar project will enhance efforts
to develop urban infill projects because other extra-regional market forces may attract
development interest outside of the city and region, thereby making it more difficult, not
less, to develop successful infill projects. In other words, avoiding timely approval of
urban edge development within the city doesn’t mean it’s replaced with a proportional .
interest in urban infill development, or inter&st in any development even within the same
region.

In his testimony before the Planning Commission, Mr. McKeever stated the following:

I think that the risk of not building projects like this will stimulate leap frog
development farther out is much greater than proceeding with projects like
this will dampen infill in North Natomas. . . . Believe me, if the word gets
out that projects like [Greenbriar] are not approvable, the pressure in the
markets and in the politics with the people who have placed their bets much
further out gets intense.

Additionally, in her July 25, 2005 letter to Sacramento LAFCo’s Executive Director,
Carol Shearly states the following, further demonstrating that Greenbriar is an
appropriate new growth area that will function to complement, not jeopardize urban infill
policy objectives:

The City feels it is necessary to accelerate the Greenbriar project ahead of
the larger Sphere of Influence amendment, for which we are preparing an
e e—e———sriam application=later-thissyeaivto addressspopulatiensgrowth=sfstimates from<he mru=lin s=mr_—mrs e
General Plan update project an additional 200,000 more people living
within the City of Sacramento over the next 25 years. While the City has
an aggressive infill strategy, it is recognized that accommodating future
populations will, require additional new growth areas. The Greenbriar

{00021653.DOC; 1}
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project would be of benefit to the City in providing a centrally located new
growth area adjacent to the urban edge. (emphasis added)

Finally, Commissioners and various speakers have commented that they don’t see the
need to approve Greenbriar now given the amount of subsequent approvals necessary to
develop the property, combined with challenging market conditions that suggest it is
premature to develop the property. These concerns seem to stem from a general
misunderstanding of the overall approval process to which the project is subject, the
amount of lead time and sequencing of events that is necessary to acquire all
governmental approvals (as opposed to just legislative entitlements) and the scheduling
contingencies that must be accounted for in order to roughly estimate when development
5 would or could commence.

o

Beginning in 2005, the City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo jointly sought an
“expedited” process for the completion of an environmental impact report, sphere of
influence amendment and annexation for the Greenbriar property. More than two years
later, Sacramento LAFCo approved the sphere of influence amendment and municipal
services review, and certified the EIR. Prior to taking this action, the applicant, working
with the Fish and Wildlife Service, agreed to isolate tentative map approvals (both small
and large lot, and the development agreement) from the legislative entitlements now
before the Planning Commission. This separation of entitlements will facilitate parallel
consideration of the applicant’s proposed habitat conservation plan alongside detailed
information about subdivision design vis-a-vis the project’s tentative maps and tract-level
design guidelines.’

Meanwhile, in order to continue refining the proposed habitat conservation plan, the
applicant needs to understand the City’s and LAFCo’ commitment to modify land uses
by way of prezoning, a general plan amendment, certification of the EIR, annexation, and
other associated attions all of which are now ripe for consideration. The region’s transit
operator is likewise seeking the same level of commitment in order to help secure federal
funding for the DNA light rail extension — the design centerpiece of the project. To
continue delaying approval of the project’s land use entitlements would only work to
hamper efforts to complete a habitat conservation plan, the strategy of which proposes
superior mitigation in terms of ratios and functionality, and to thwart RT’s ability to

compete effectively for federal transit funding.
= ———— —— S = S e i e e, S - Se— N Wy e

7/ Pursuant to interest expressed by the Planning Commission, the applicant has agreed
to craft separate Design Guidelines (as opposed to PUD Guidelines) in order to provide
tract-level design standards.
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The legislative approvals currently before the Commission are intended to demonstrate,
in appropriate sequence, the City’s intent to implement a transit oriented, Blueprint-
supportive land plan with appropriate environmental mitigation measures. The next
entitlement stage would be to use land use approvals to vet specific subdivision design
elements and details relevant to an evolving HCP, which would be the subject of future
review and approval by the City, and federal and state resource agencies.

Because local housing market conditions are less than favorable, now is the appropriate
timé to seek Planning Commission recommendation of initial land use entitlements that
precede further consideration of tentative maps, the project development agreement and
subdivision design guidelines. It is also an opportune time to have LAFCo consider the
City’s annexation request.

The entitlements the Planning Commission is currently considering constitute a necessary
«11rst step” to initiate a lengthy, multi-agency process to complete approval of the project,
including bringing the property into the city limits. This, combined with the fact the
applicant has agreed not to pursue vertical residential construction until the property re-
acquires 100-year flood protection, provides the necessary intervening time to process
tentative maps, draft design guidelines, work with federal and state resource agencies to

address habitat mitigation, and for SAFCA to fortify Natomas Basin levees.

If the applicant were forced to wait until all global aspects of the Greenbriar proposal are
addressed one by one — regardless of the fact that all land use entitlements and CEQA
review is complete and ready for approval — it is very likely the property would not have
in place all the entitlements necessary to develop in time to capitalize on a stable housing
market expected within the next few years. It is also important for the Commission to
understand it has already taken more than two years just to draft, circulate, revise and
finalize the project EIR, all of which was suppose to occur on an “expedited” schedule.

The Planning Commission waiting to issue a recommendation on the project’s land use
entitlements and certification of the EIR would not serve any logical regulatory or
process-related purpose, but it would signal the City’s unwillingness to commit to a
project staff and elected officials have publicly supported for more than two years. It
would also make it much more difficult for Regional Transit to secure federal transit
funding, contrary to the City’s own objectives to facilitate a DNA light rail extension.

e — ——

Recommending approval of the project’s legislative entitlements now is the appropriate
action to take for all the reasons cited by the various interests who continue to advocate
for the project. The applicant respectfully requests the Commission recommend
approval, and that the project be forwarded for City Council consideration.

o
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Pending Litigation

As you are aware, ECOS et al. filed a lawsuit on October 24, 2007, challenging LAFCo’s
approval of the Sphere of Influence Amendment and certification of the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Greenbriar project. Public Resources Code section
21167.3 requires that, despite a pending lawsuit against a lead agency, the challenged
environmental document remains adequate unless and until the court reaches a final
determination that the document is inadequate. (See also CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15231,
15233.) The EIR thus remains valid for purposes of the City’s consideration of the
Greenbriar project.

* %k % k %k

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions or concerns regarding the
above, or regarding any other matters pertaining to the Greenbriar project, please contact
me or my partner Ashle Crocker at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Tina A. Thomas

cc:  Rich Archibald
Scot Mende
Carol Shearly
Nancy Miller
Phil Serna

{E8021653.080C; 1}
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From: <rmburness@comcast.net>

To: <redbanesf@comcast.net>, <mnotestine@mognot.com>,
<planning.samuels@yahoo.com>, <blw2@mindspring.com>, <dwco@insurance.ca.gov>
Date: 10/9/07 12:24PM

Subject: Gresnbriar Annexation

Dear Commissioners,

| urge you to recommend DENIAL of the:acosleratad approval of the Greenbriar annexatien and PUD
Ordinance. Critical issues regarding development of new lands in the Natomas Basin remain unresolved
with respect to levee protaction, mitigation of habitat loAs, loss of farmland, infrastructure costs and
revenue sharing.

[ ]
As one of the architect:of Sacramento County's General Plan Urban Service Boundary white working with
the Sacramento County Planning Department during the development of the County General Plan, we
recognized that the significant constraints of the Natomas Basin justified exclusion from future
dewelopment. Then Supervisor Grantland Johnson agread, with the provise that future development, if it is
going to occur at all, should be through annexation to the City of Sacramento. Years of negotiation leg to
the City and Caunty's Joint Vision for Natomas. Implementation of that Vision remains in abeyance as the
City of Sacramento reimagines its future and rethinks its priorities with widespread citizen input and in light
of SACOG's overall Blusprint for the Sacramento region .

You ar® being asked to accelerate the development of a small portton of the Natomas arga ahead of
implementation of the Joint Vision, in the midst of a new City General Plan and prior to resolution of
several important issues. Over the years | have seen too many lamd use decisions in this County driven
primarily by political expediency with dubious justification and with the promise that future negotiationsawill

resolve problems.
[ ]

This particular project is an oustanding example. Greenbriar will NOT accelerate Light Rail to the Airport: it
will remain on tie distant horizon of the 2020's. Greenbriar will NOT provide sufficient funds of and by
itself to significantly reduce the infrastructure financing issues in Nosth Natomas. Conditioning approval to
require Greenbriar's. compliance with FEMA or with US Fish and Wildlife Service requirements will NOT
guarantee affiequate flaod protaction and habitat mitigation of and by itself.

I have long argued that comprehermsve, coordinated planning is critical to responsible development. Your
Commission has an opportunity to exhibit strongdeadership in the region by insisting that the Joint Vision
be implemented comprehensively and that solutions to long term fleod protaction, habitat prolection and
financing are in place prior to setting out on the path to entitiements for any given piece of land in the
Natomas Basin.

Thank you for considering my input.

Please distribute this.letter to other Commissioners not on this email distribution
Sincerely,

R_ob Burness

ey i ol B e ————— A - il
ccC: <dkwong@cityofsacramento.org>




o]

September 8, 2007

Chairpérson
Sacramento LAECO
11121 Street, Suite 100

Sacramento, CA 958‘14

&

=

SUBJECT: Please supp:)rtl'preenbria‘;

¢ o4
ﬁear Chalrperson,

My housemate and I moved to North,Natomas about, 4wo years ago. Itis very
frustrating to be:so iselated and ye would fike
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Igore options ne‘arby We cannot *
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even buy gas without driving §evera1gmlles It 1s tedious to have t& go down Del =«

basg to get anything.

L]

We live east of Highway.99 in the Regency Park.development and are-excited for
the retail that GreenbBriar will bring. It wilkbe convenient to travela short

distance to do our grocerf shoppmg or get a bite4o eat at one 'of therestaurants.

-1

With Greenbnar so close to home, I could ride my bik® instead of drive and also
esljdy the area parks and Pubhg lake.,

I 2m eagerto welcome My new ne1ghb6'f‘ and en]oy what it has to offer. “Please

L]

help make Gteefibriar ‘reality and; approve this much désired developiment

quickly®

=

Thank you,

North Natomas
e=———— e e e ——— . _ =
» Copfes: Plahning Commissioners "
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#EPTEMBER 18, 2007

CHARLES T. ROSE
CHAIRPERSON
SACRAMENTO LAFCO
1112 ] STREET, SUITE 100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DEAR MR. ROSE,
AS A SENIOR CITIZEN I URGE YOUR APPROVAL OF THE GREENBRIAR PROJECT.

I LIVE IN THE ADJACENT HAMPTON’S DEVELOPMENT. WITH THE GRAYING OF THE
POPULATION (MYSELF INCLUDED), THERE IS GREAT NEED FOR SENIOR HOUSING.

WE ALSO NEED TO HAVE THE LIGHT RAIL SERVICE TO OUR AREA AND THE AIRPORT. I HAVE
LONG SINCE GIVEN UP DRIVING AND MY DAUGHTER AND I WOULD WELCOME THE CHANCE TO
USE RAIL TO THE AIRPORT

RESPECTFULLY, W

BELLE MERTZEL
36 CAMROSA
NORTH NATOMAS

i
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From: *David Huhn" <dhuhn{@lawsondb.com>
To: <planning.samuels@®yahoo.com>
Date: 9/18/07 3:35PM:

Subject: Support for Greenbriar

Dear Sacramento City Planning Commissioners , LAFCo Commissioners and
Sacramento City Council Members ,

i am writing to you to voice my support for the Greenbriar project.
Sacramento needs the light rail extension to the airport that Greenbriar
will help make a reality. Beyond that, Greenbriar is a wonderful example of
the type of smart growth, Transit Oriented Qevelopment that our area truly
needs.

As an avid cyclist, the bicycle friendly design that the Greenbriar

developer is pioneering in our area is the criteal missing link in

promoting a bretter quality of life. In Greenbriar even a non-cyclist would

be able to go to work, go to the grocery and visit a store, all without an
automobile. This is not just about reducing vehicle miles or polution, it

is alout enabling a lifestyle change where one can live, work and play

largely without the naed of a car. Other places have this dewn pat, why
shoulin't we have agcess to mixed use community designs like the Dutch have
had for years.

Finally, anyone can see that a proposal like this is visionary, and isn't

just another blob of sprawi dropped in our community. It is projects like
Greenbriar that are needed if we are not fo bacome just another L.A. This is
ultimately why support of Greenbriar is neaded: because if we cannot do this
now, when will we get to the point when we can have this type of community?
If this pragram is shot down now, when it does everything that a great
community plan is supposed to do, what will we see from other deveiopers?

Thanks you in advance for your suppert of the Greenbriar project.
>
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Chairperson Chris Tooker, LAFCo Commissioners,

Peter Brundage, Executive Officer  ~

Sacramento County LAPCo cc: Sacraménto City Council
1112 I Street, Suite 100 County Board of Supervisors
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: mCo Meeting, June 7, 2006, Greenbriar

]

Dear Chairperson Tooker, LAFCo Commissioners, and Mr. Brundage:

As you know, Sierra Club, Environmental Council of Sacramento, and Friends of the Swainson's
Hawk have major concerns about the proposal to annex and convert 577 acres of farmland to
urban development, known as "Greenbriar." This letter previews several issues; more detailed,
comments will be submitted after reviewing the DEIR.

| Applicant AKT Development has requested that LAFCo hold a special meeting "to consider the

Draft Environmental Impact Report" on June 15, 2006, only a few days after its release. This is
clearly insufficient time for the Commissioners and the public to review the DEIR. Applicant is
not entitled togguch special treatment. It would be more apjropriate for LAFCO to discuss the
DEIR after Commissione?s have sufficient time to review the both DEIR gnq the comment letters
on the project and DEIR submitted by the public and Trustee and Responsible agencies.

1. Applicant's Attempt To Exempt Greenbriar from The Joint Vision Open Space
= Requirement of 1 Acre Preserved for Every Acre Developed I Unwarranted

A foundational element of "Joint Vision" is its commitment to require development to provide
open space mitigation at a ratio lto1 "thhm the m umncorporated area." (,Sg& Joint
Vision p. 3.) AKT] TViSOrI'S

much,less. dedlcatlon.p -operL space.outs1dathe.d.eveloped-arrequlred.'.by.Jomt Vi SioN. e S e ==
The detailed descriptions of what is regarded as "opem space” mitigation in the Joint Vision

MOU dg pat include freeway buffers, active parks, detention basins, man-made lands, or buffers
within the scope of "open space.” (See Jt. Vision pp. 3, 9, 10-11.) "Buffer areas will Ee derived

[



from deang land." (Jt. Vision p. 3.) The only community separator designated as "open
space" in the Joint Vision MOU is at the Sutter/Sacramento County line. (See Jt. VlSlOll p- 10)

At public outreach meetings regarding drafting of Joint Vision, City staff repeatedly’stated that
"opert space" acquired under Joint Vision would be outside theurbanized area. At no time did
staff or City Council or the Supervisors state that urban parks, man-made detention fields,
freeway buffers, canals, or other land uses within the urbanized area would be creditedﬁtowards
thelto1 open space mitigation ratio.

Applicant argued to City Council and the Supervisors that it is too burdensome to acquire the
sopenspacemmgatlonland :;.U_;e.~ : ns oF contractually cg:
Ag ol §pace requjreme ' ramenteo County. Theséparcels, u
whlch would be dlfﬁcult or mfcas1ble to develop, are shown on the map attached as  EXHIBIT A,
indicated with hand-written cross-hatches. All are n®xt to habitat preserves of the Natomas
Basin Conservancy: These parcels are:

E

* APN No 201-110-22: 317 acres north of Elverta Road, connects two Natomas Basin
Conservancy preserves. The northern half is within the mile-wide open space "commumty
separator” designated by Joint Vision along the County line, and most is within the internal 100-
year flaod plain, shown on the map attached as EXHIBIT B, and thus difficult or perhaps
infeasible to develop.

* APN No 225-020-22, -24, -03, -05, -26, -27, -21, -16, -10, totaling 275 acres, south of I-
5, between I-5 and the West Drainage canal, adjoins the NBC's Fisherman Lake preserve, and is
entirely within the internal 100-yéar flood plain, per map attached as EXHIBIT.B. Much of it
flooded on January 1, 2006 from stormwater and overflow from the West Drainage Canal.
Proximity to the Airport runways makes residential developmeént infeasiblé. Commercial
dévelopment would be very expensive, perhaps infeasible, becauss it would require at least 18
inches of fill and a new drainage canal to the Sacramento Rivér with pumps. The existing West
Drainage Canal cannot accommodate additional stormwater (J. Lamare & J. Pachl pers%
observation, January 1, 2006.) Commercial development at that location would compete with
efforts to develop Metro Air Park, immediately north, which County hopes will becom¢ a
revenue-generator. §
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» APN No 225-030-11, -46, is 135 acres on the east side of Fisherman Lake north of Del
Paso Rd. AKT filed an application for annexation with City that has been in process fof several
years. Approximately forty pércent is in thé Swainson's Hawk Zone, which is to rema.E
undéveloped as a mitigation measure of the Natomas Basin HCP. (The SWH Zone is theasured
one mile from the inland toe of the Sacramento River levee.) Jets flying 3000 feet overhead
make it unsuitable for residential development. The western part was flooded from stormwater _
on January 1522006Y}*Eamare &*%"Pathl b&SFobservitionf=Homedwners along the tofFeY thie-—"—""———m=
low bluff to the east (Wastlake) paid premium prices for the view because the developers sales
agents said that it would remain undeveloped

* APN No 225-090-14, 225-010-50, which is 65 acrés between Garden Hwy and
Fisherman Lake, adjoining a small NBC preserve to the south. % 2

%
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~ TCity's commitnient to limit development o | 8

AKT acquired these parcels when Natomas land prices were much lower than today, and there is
no reason why, AKT cannot dedicate all of these lands to mitigate for the effects of Gregénbriar.

2, Light Rail To The Airport Is Financially Infegsible

Greenbriar proponents have argued that development of the site will help win Federal approval
of Federal funding for light rail to Natomas amd the Airport. The appearance that the DNA
project is viable was created at LAFCo's August hearing to justify fast track "special treatment"
for Greenbriar. Closer examination shows the DNA propesal to be a myth.

The cost estimate for the DNA link, as of December 2005, is now at leastJ’$600 006,000. An
elevated structure of approximately 1/2 mile is needed to span the American River flopdway and
two more bridges to cross I-80 and I-5. PrOJects of t‘rus magmtude are notonous for cost
overruns, Therelsnocwdencetha ClE arshi th Greepbriar 4 )]

ﬁ,mdmg Itis unreasonable to assume that local voters w111 tax themselvns to pay for a very -
expensive rail line to the Airport or Natomas which most of the region's taxpayers would seldom
or never have reason to use. Meanwhile, bus transit in North Natomas is minimal, as scarce

transit funds are divertéd to planning for DNA.

5 R VIR S~
" )

Our organizations obtained documeénts of the Regional Transit Agency, Federal Transportation
Agency, and Corps of Engineers under the Public Records Act and FOIA. Review of those
documents shows that the project proposal is barely moving at local and Federal levels.
Communication between Regional Transit and the Federal agencies has beon sparse. Two years
ago, Bay Area Rapid Translt (BART) completed a raxl line to the San Franclsco International
Airport, with 3 new stations en route, . The Federal

Tramﬁ)ortatlon Agency is unlikely to makesthe same mistake as Ito Sacramento Alrpbrt, where
passehger use is only a fraction of S.F. International.
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* 3. Development Of Greenbriar Violates The 2003 Natomas Basin Habitget
Conservation Plan (NBHCP)

05 0; actes within the C1ty s Permit Area, Sutter to
7, 464 acres, and Metro Au Park's to 1 986 acres, for a total of 17 500 arres. The NBHCP,




RECEIVED
(CAYOR/COUNCIL CTE g
MERT:

The Federal District Court, Judge David ‘I[gvg,chﬁ&s%"{u'éd'ihe effect of these provisions in its
decision upholding the 2003 NBHCP, W 2005\ mafgllows:

ALpg. 30. fint 13, of the Opinion, the Court states that:
"...the Service and those seeking an ITP (Incidental Take Permit) in the ' future

will face an uphill battle if they attémpt to argue that additional development in
the Basin beyond 17,500 acres will not result in jeopardy," pointing out that the
HCP, Biological Opinion, Findings, and,EIR/EIS aré predicated on the
assumption that development will ke limited to 17,500 acres and the most of the
remaining lands will remain in agriculture during the 50-year Pesmit Term.

At pg. 22 fint 10, of the Opinion, the Court states that:
“...while plaintiffs contend that future development will vitiate the NBHCP, it is
more likely that, if future development in the [Sacramento] County will have this
effect, the Secretary will decline to issue ITP's for development in [Satramento]
County or will insist on mitigation that may be considerably greater than required
by the NBHCP." “
The wildlife agencies have not agreed to issue Incidental Take Permits for Greenbriar. The
‘required habitat mitigation ratio may substantially exceed 1 to 1 if these agencies were to issue
such a Permit.

City's FEIR/EIS for the Natomas Basin Habitat Consgrvation Plan, pp. 3-30 - 3-31, certified by
Sacramento City Council on May 13, 2003, represented to the wildlife agencies that:
"Development of West Lakeside and Greenbriar Farms is not considered
reésonably certain to occur because extensive studies, planning and  further
analyses are raquired ag part of thg Jpigt Visiop progess before any ;
development approvals may be considered for any of these areas, and b&cause tfie
outcome of these efforts is unknown." (FEIR/EIS p. 3-31, attached.) %
It would make more sense to consider development of Greenbriar afitr build-out of the ’37,5 00
acres covered by the present Natomas Basin HCP. Thank you for considering this lettqé, =

Sincerely, &

-

Jude Lamare, Andy Sawyer, President, R
President, Friends of the Swainson's Hawk Environmental Council of Sacramento
9164474956 _ _____ _ __916- e

o _ _

- © [ ]

Conservation Chair
«Mother Lode Chapter, Sierra Club
916-447-3670
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In Support of Greenbriar

x

Project

From: "Gina S. McKeever" <gsmckeever@hotmail.com>

To: <diane.thorpe@saclafco.org>, <peter.brundage@saclafco.org>, <redbanes@comcast.net>,
<mnotestine@mognot.com>, <planning.samusls@yahoo.com>, <blw2@mindspring.com>,
<dwoo(@insurance.ca.gov>, <jyee@oyarch.com>, <john.w.boyd@kp.org>,
<hfargo@cityofsacramento.org>, <rtretheway@cityofsacramento.org>,
<ssheedy@cityofsacramento.org>, <tkfong@cityofsacramento.org>,
<lhammond@cityofsacramento.org>, <kmccarty@cityofsacramento.org>,
<rwaters@cityofsacramento.org>, <bpannell@cityofsacramento.org>

Date: 09/17/2007 3:02 PM

Subject: In Support of Greenbriar Project

CC: <bmoore@sachee.com>

Dear LAFCo Commissioners, Sacramento City Council Members and Sacramento City Planning
Commissioners:

I am a north Natomas resident who respectfully requests your support of the Greenbriar project.

Living in north Natomas for mor&than five years, I have watched this area grow from open fields to
acres of housing developments. But where are the restaurants, the retailers and the grocery stores to
serve our consumer needs? It is no wonder that the roadways leading to the few retail options in places
like Park Place and Natomas Marketplace/Promenade are congested. But from what I have learned
ahout Greenbriar, it will not only give us other shopping options but also help facilitate the desperately
needed light rail link to help ease Natomas traffic.

I am excited about what Greenbriar can do for our growing community and I hope that you share in my
excitement by supperting this significant development.

Sincerely,
Gina McKeever '
North Natomas Resident

Get the device you want. with the Hotmail® you love.

ki
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Cl‘nm-les T. Qose,

ngairperson

Sacramenﬁo LAKCO

C/o De’ce‘r B’rﬂuna,age, Executive O{:]Cice'r'

2 | Street, Suite 100

Samﬂamento, CA 05814

]QE: D]ease Appmove Gmenbriarr'
Demﬂ C%mﬂfes Qose:
Dfease approve the Greenh’r*ion" project in North Natoma;.

As an avea resident, { support any project that can make rapiﬂI transit to the arport a
reali‘c\.]. r——o-r* too many years there has been talk o]t Iight rail to the airport. . but nothing.
_ﬂmi; line will {)ene{:it Natomas and regiona{ residents alike. \With lig%t rail, we will no
'onger have to T'elq on taxis or our cars to get to the airport; nor will we have to 'r'elq on

congesteal commutes into downtown. \Y/e simpiq need Iig*ﬂt vail in Natomas.

| understand that C;rr-eenbriar is a cvitical link in getting FunJing Fm" the Fu’cm*e [ig!‘\t rail
line. So, to support Gmeenbrim' is to support the future Na’coma; light rail which is a

P g
goocj tl'\ing. J:or this, l urge you to approve the Greenbrim" project.,

Sinceﬂ"eh,

udith L_evq
eritage Darlﬁ Hom ner, and
Downtowen Busir‘zss ano{ Dﬁ"opew’*‘tq Ownev1
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September 13, 2007

Charles T. Rose, Chairperson
Sacramento LAFCO

C/O Pater Brundage, Executive Officer
1112 I Street, Suite 100

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Support for Greenbriar Project and Future Natomas Light Rail

Dear Mr. Rose, ,,

Various articles about the Greenbriar project in North Sacramento have been in the
Sacramento Bee in the past few years. Tuesday’s “Comnecting Communities” ad in tile
newspaper prompted me send you this 1€tter of support for the Greenbriar project.

As a residént of Natomas, I am very eager for light rail and expanded transit to be a
greater part of my community. I believe the approval of the Greenbriar project will help
support and stimulate the funding, development and construction of the Natomas light

rail line. o

=

I very much support the Greenbriar project and ask that you approve this transit-friendly
development.

Should you have any quéstions, please telephone me at (916) 923-5387.
Sincerely,
Kelly Hugchg

Homeowner

Cc:  Sacramento City Planning Commissioners
_ _ Sacramento City Council Members

The Hughes Family
3070 Bridgeford Drive
Sacramento, CA 95833



= From: 'Wlarc” <mbtrcimigigmail.com>

f To: <diane.thorpe@saclafco.org>, <peter.brundage@waclafco.org>,

¥ <redlbanes@comcast.net>, <mnotestine@@mogot.net>, <planning.samuels@yahoeo.com>,
<blw2@mindspring.com>, <dweo@insurance.ca.gov>, <jyee@oyarch.com>, <john.w.hoyd@kp.org>,
<hfargolpcityofsacramento.org>, <rtrethaway@cityofsacramento.org>, <sSheedy@cityof$acram®hto.org>,
<rkfonggcityofsacramento.org>, <lhammond@cityofsacramento.org>,
<kmccarty@cityofsacramento.org>, <rwaters@cityofsacramento.org>, <bpannell@cityofsacramento.org>
Date: 9/18/07 8:41PM ®
Subject: Support for Greenbriar

Dear LAFCo Commissioners, Sacramefito City Planning Commissioners and
Sacramento City Councill Members:

| write to you not just as a north Natomas resident, but also as a
homaowner, a taxpayer, a husband, and a father. Itis for all of these
reasons that I'support the Greenbriar project.

As a north Natomas resident | must say that nothing excites me about this
project more than its ability to help make light rail to the airport a

reality. As a taxpayer and hoemsowmer though, nothing excites me as much as
a projest that helps make light rail to the airport a reality with someone

else's money. To my knowledge there aren't ta® many other instances in
recent:Sacramento development history where a developer has voluntarily
offered substantial assistance in the expansion of our collective mass

transit system as a part of a proposed development. It doesn't seem very
sensible to me to turn down an offer like this for a system that we

desperately need. .

Yt

As a husband and north Natomas resident another facet of the Graenbriar
projest that deeply appeals to me is the introsluction of more retail into my
neighborhood. Mareover, due to the transit oriented development nature of
the Graenbriar project the refail that is part of Grgenbriar look$ like it

will have less traffic associated with it than standard retail developments
wouid elsewhen;e. I place this type of outcome in the "sest of both worlds"

category.

-

| urge_you to support Greenbriar as 1 do.

_____ Sincerely, _
e

| W B m——— @ W e e e e e e = - e s T W

Marc and Alison Thomas

@ North Natomas Homsowners

i



=

ccC: <bmaore@sacbee.com>
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e.-;j Sincerely,

From: "Patrick Robreeht" <pcrobrecht@earthlink.net>

To: = <diane.thorpe@@saclafco.org>, <peter.brundage@saclafco.org>,

<redbanechomcast net>, <mnotestme@mognot com>, <planning.samuels@yahoo.com>,
<bw2@mindspring.com>, <dwoo@insurance.ca.gov>, <jyeegoyarch.com>, <john.w. hoyd@kp ag>,
<hfargo@cityofsacramento.org>, <rtretheway@rityofsacramento.org>, <ssheedy@pcityofsacramento.org>,
<rkfong@cityofsacramento.org>, <lhammond@xityofsacramento.org>,
<kmecarty@@eityofsacramento.org>, <rwaterspcityofsacramento.org>, <bpannell@cityofsacramento.org>
Date: 9/17/07 8:18PM r

Subject: Greenbriar Project

To: Sagramento City Council Members, Sacramento City Planning Commissioners and LAFCo
Commissioners

| grew up in this area, and have sean it change. What were once farm landa have given way to massive
growth in resigdential housing. These houses lack the character often found not track housing
devalppmaents. It is for this reason that | support the Greenllariar project.

Greenbriar is to be celebrated. It preserves open space and follews the concepts of smart growth in ways
that all other projects in thisregion should be taquired to follow for some time to come. A mixture of
residential office and retail means that density in housing units per square mile is greater, and thu® less
land Is'neaded for the same number of people. For tao long developers have claimed that this type of
development is not feasible, and that the economics of home-building in our reglon simply will not permit
this type of community to be economically viable. The construction of the Greentitiar project will positively
change the dynamics of the current development trends.

Help preserve the character of the region | grew up in by supporting the smart growth Greenbriar project.
M

Patrick C. Robrecht, MBA

CC: <bmoore@lacbee.com>

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___




Charles T Rose,

Chairperson

$acrq,mqrfto AFCO .
C/oPeter Brundage, Executive Officer '

1112 | Strest, Suite 100

Sacramento, CA 95814

Topic: More Trangit and Light Rail Servicetin North Natomas — Approval
Neaded for Greanbriar

Dear Charles Rose,

Pleade approve the Greenbriar project in North Sacramento. This project
appears to be well-planned and will bring more preferable transit and light rail to
North Natomas.

| am very much in favor of getting morestransit servicgs for the North Natomas
area. Traffic in our neighborhaods and an the highway (Highway 99 and
ifterstate 5} continues to increase and the light rail extension is a positive
solution that can provide a serious bensfit for Sacramento.

| understand that the Greenbriar development will donate nearly six and one half
acres of land for the future use of the light rail line and the project will be
designed to generate a significant number of light rail riders.

| am also in favor of the Greenbriar project because it will add many acres of
parks', a public lake,and open space for Sacramento residents.

Your approval of this project will help jo further the tra—nsit opportunities for North
Natomas residents. Rlease vote to approye this project. | can be reached at
= (916) 804-1880, if you have any questions.

Sincerely, x

Pedro-Martinez
North Natomas Resident/Homeowner

City Council Members
The Sacramento Bee

*

PedroMartinez 8 Pompano Pl.  * Sacram®nto, CA 95835
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Fronft: “Frank Porter* <Frank.Porter@rlusd.arg>

To: <bpannell@cityofsacramento.org>, <hfargageityofsacramento.arg>,
<kmccarty@cityofsacramento.org>, <lhammondgXityofsacramento.org>,
<rkfong@cityofsacramento.org>, <rtretheway@cityofsacramento.org>, <rwaters@cityofSacramento.org>,
<ssheedyficityofsacramento.org>, <redbanes@comecast.net>, <dwooj@imsurance.ca.gov>,
<john.w.boyd@jp.org>, <biw2@mindspring.com>, <mnotestinefimognot.com>, <jyee@oyarch.com>,
<diane.thorpe@saaclafco.org>, <peter.brundagegéaclafco.org>, <planning.samuels@yahoo.com>  *
Date: ~ 9/19/07 10:25AM ' '

Subjesct: 9-19-07 - LAFCO Hearing - Greenbriar development- RLUSD Support

Dear EAFCO Board Members:

The Rio Linda Union Schawol District (RLUSD) Board of Trustees and North
Natomas 575 Investors LLC have reachad agreement on both a Memorandum of
Agraement and a'Mutual Benefit agreement to provide for the construction

of a neaw elementary schmol in the proposed Greenbriar development.

These agreements were approved in July-August 2006 by both the RLUSD
Board of Trustees and North Natomas 575 Investors LLC. These agreements
provide supplemental mitigation payments to purchase land and construct

a new elementary schqol in the Greenbriag neighborhoad to Serve this n&w
proposed development.

RLUSD facilities and planning staff have worked with a design team of
teatchers, parents, managemant staff, and the district's architect to
develop an initial conceptual design for the proposed school site. The
Rio Linda Union School District labks forward to building a new
elementary school to serve the families and chikiren jn the proposed
Greenbriar development.

We appreciate the willingness of the North Natomas 575 Investors LLC to
enter into this supplemental fee agreement to provide adequate funding
for a new elementary schaol in thi® proposed new community.

Sincerely,

Frank Porter,

Superintendent

Rio Linda Union School District .
627 "L" Street

Rio Linda, CA 95673 ?

Talephone: 916-566-1600, ext.1334
Fax: 916-991-6593
E-mail: frank.porter@rlusd.org

"A laarning community supporting extraordinary achievement for
children™

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This communication‘and any documentsfilesfor prévious-e-mail
attached to it contain confidential or legally privilaged information
intendag for the designated recipient(s). The unlawful use, disciosure,
review or distribution of such information is strictly prohibited. [f

you are net the intended recipient, or have received thie communication
in error, please notify the sender immediately by raply e-mail
(frank.porter@riusd.org) or by telephone at (916) 566-1785 and delete

w
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e all copies of this commuriication, including attachments, without reading
‘E‘ sthem or saving them to disk. Thank you.

¥

cC: <bmoore@sachee.com>
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From: "rockusc@ijps.net’-<rockusc@jps.net>

To: <jyee@oyarch.com>, <john.w.boyd@kp.org>, <hfargo@cityofsacramento.atg>,

<diane.thorpe@saclafco.org>, <peter.brundage@saclafco.org>, <redbanesjyse@oyarch.com

%comcast net>, <mnatestine@maegnot.com>, <planning.samuele@yahos.com>,
M@mnndspnng com>, <dwibo@insurance.ca.gov>

Date: 9/18/07 4:24PM -~

Dear LAFCo Commissioners, Sacramento, City Council Members and Sacramento
City Planning Commissioners:

| am writing you in suppert of the Greenbriar project. For the last 3 -
years, | have been a member, and am currently Vice Chairperson, of the

Sacramento City Unified School District Bond Oversight Committee. Our

responsibility is to insure the wise and legal use of bond funds

approved by voters. In such a capacity, | have become intimately aware of

the funding challenges that confront public officials when ipoking at

capital outlay projects.

it ® in Wight of this experience that | write you. More than any other
project that | know of, Greenbriar shows how a committed developer can
voluntarily deeign a community so as to lessen the burden on taxpayers
in the surrounding community. Greenbriar is of course outside the
Sacramento City Unified Schopl District, but that dees not mean that |
cannot sek the value of the contribution towards the new K-6 school that
Greenbriar has proposed. Beyond the school, Greenbriar includes parks
that do not need to be paid for by a Recreation and Parks District, and

a substantial contribution towards the Downtown-Natomas-Airport light
rail extension. That all of this comes at a time when revenues from
other building fees are looking to be reduced makes it even more
impressive.

Please support Greenbriar.

Sincerely,
Michael Roekenstein

Sacramento

mail2web LIVE — Free email basad on Microsoft® Exchange tachnolQgy -
http://ﬁnk.mail2web.comLLIVE
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<rkfong@cityofsacramento.org>, <lhammond@cityofsacramento.org>,
<kmccarty@cityofsacramento.org>, <rwaters@cityofsacramento.org>, <bpanneliggityofsacramento.org>
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FOSTERING REGIONAL ECONGMIC PROSPERITY
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metroshomber

SACRAMENTO HETROPOLITAN
CHAH&!I OF COMMEACE
Chair 2007
Septamber 19, 2007 5 o e,
The Honorable Charles Rose e 8 "‘wm
Chair, EAFCO * " i mw"lﬁ-mm
1112 |Sorées, Suite |10 eI Vice Chaie
Sacramento, CA 95818 % Uinde Cucler
Vﬁpwmmqm
RE: Gré&nbriar Projéct Past Chair
[ ] FranleWasisilgeon
= - Chalrraon & Founder
Degr Comynissionér Rosé: "'.'_‘ msouc&m-:mam.
. b - Vice C'a_#
The Sacrgmento Me&tro Chamber has compléted a preliminarily analy!is?d the' 5 = 2 "'o"::.f/m
Gregnbriar project and bialidivés it incorporat&s many of the smart growth principles -, "'f"""; Z‘::
includég in the SACOG Bluéprint preférred scénqrio. A thorough revﬁ!w of thil S * Preskdint
oject is underwa K o cas13rew 3l
pc j Y. , -%:%1.... T \.’ . KJWL;::E
Representing néarly 2,500 mémb#r buginesseg and buginégs organlzation; in the six- & | en Suug
county Sacrami¥nto region, the Sacrameénto Metro Chambe serves as thg region's v ﬂ%
voice of busir@ss and is the legding proponent of régional cooperatiof ¢ on issues REC
affecting business, gconomic delelopmwt and quality of lifs. The Metro ChamBEr ) ) e
mrongly ncourages cooparation across jurisdictiongl lines to gddréss il'npo '_ iisichert Land G
public policy isgfires thqt impact jobs ared the acoromy. 5 . ) . A
- - . Suommento Chy
Over the Igst several years, the Metro Chgmber has bean ome of the majn = ] % ""‘W,,L“,g
propenents the SACOG Preferred Blueprint Scenario, “Blueprint,” as it i = il + Mukon Actiuac + Pormes e
commonly known, provides a regional land use guide that encourages growth in a Ac-lacge RO“H:;“?::
smarter, more responsible and coordinated way. . .
pon Y MWW e
The Blueprint preferred scenario shows that if the Sacrarmanto region grows ina wvg_‘ p.,yg._ "
more sustainable manner, we can minimize traffic comgestion and serve to improve “"”"'Vh‘““"‘
air quality. This approach also allows us to maximize the use of existing critical . MWMK%
infrastructure that helps to support improved housing afferdability,. = WA |
= T g'li I ;'::‘:o
By design, the:Biueprint is only a guideline. In order for Blueprint to be successful, DA Aaonney
loaa! land use agencies need to authorize projects that incorporate Blueprint i :m::w
densities and smart growth principles. We believe the Gresnbwimr project is Warrdh %
;clmsistent with the densities and smart growth principles conmined within faory-Smeh (LP
ueprint.

] :
389 acres of residential development
30 acres of neighborhood commercial uses W
150 acrés of parks and open spacs Y
The Greenbriar project is a transit-oriented development. Greenbriar is in
close proximity to a futuré light rail station and is expected to generate

[

metrochamber.org

Presidgnt f§ CEO

Ovie Capitast Mal, Siwce 300
Sacrggrinto, Clornia 9581 4°

Phagne 716.552.4p00
Eax 916.443.2672

clayrionete naigochpmiscrocg




=
appgoximately 1,162 daily ridass, which significandy enhances the viability of
th& Downtown/Natomag/Airport line and th# ability the secure fadernl
funding,

» The owners of the pgoposéd dévlogmant are donating 6.42 acres of land,
vlued at'$5.4 million for the éxclusive use of thé DNA Light Rail Extension
project. #

e The ownars of the propesed devalahment gre undérwriting th:
establishment of a Transportation Congestion Relief Fund administéred by
the City of Sacranmento that could be used to ease highway traffic.

. 8

The Metro Chamber respactfully requests LAFCO approve the Greenbriar project

as presented.

Sinoarely,

Matthew R. Mahood ?

President & CEO
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f September 15, 2007

bt

Mr. Rose and Mr. Brundage
LAFCO

1112 | Street, #100
Sacramento, California
95814

*

Greenbriar

Dear Sirs:

FPlease approve the retall and neighborhood services, and new houses in the
Greenbriar project. The school and parks will be very nice for new families

moving to the area.

| live in the adjacent Hamptons development and would love to have a
grocery store at Elkhorn Blvd. We need more services up here.

i\r.m

Thank you.

ol Pt

fl:



a====—===crLity BouncikandSupervisors=—=

September 16th

Mr. Charles Rose

LAFCO

c/o Peter Brundage

1112 I Street, Suite 100

Sacramento, Calif. o
95814 ¥

Request: Please Approve Greenbriar
Mr. Rose:

I am a tax payer and a senior citizen.

I would like to ask you to approve the Greenbriar project. Anything that
helps bring rapid transit to our area and to the airport is positive for our
neighborhood. We need good public transit to the airport and to jobs to
provide for those that do not have cars, and to helpTeduce traffic.

Yours sincerely,

Ted Gibson

Taxpayer

2384 Cotterdale Alley
Sacramento, Calif.
95835
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Brundage. Pater

From: Wiliam James [bpejamesdDsabeglobal.net]
Sent:.. Friday, S8pt&mbér 14, 2007 3:07 PN

To: Thorpe. Diame; Brundage. Peter; redbanasfcomcast.net; mnotestinemegnot.com;
planning.wsemuels@yahoo.com; biw2@mindspring.com; dwoo@linsuragnce.ca.gov;
JyeaQoyarch.com; john.w.boyd@kp.org; hfargo@pityofsacramento.org;
rirethisway @cityoffiaBramento.org; Sshéady@cityofsacramento.org; rkfong§cityofascramanto.org;
Ihammond gajtyofsacramento.org; kmecarty@cityofsacramento.org; )
rwatérs@cityofsacramsnto.oxg; bpannellficityofsacramanto.org

Cc: bmdbre@sacbeg.com
Subjgct: re: Greenbriar Project, Mass Transit, & Taxes i

14 September 2007

Dear LAFCo Commissioners, Sacramento City Council Members, and Sacramento
City Planning Commissioners: T @

My name is Dr. William James. In addition to heing an educator and a downtown
Sacramento resident, I am also a homeowner. There are taxes, fees, and

, assessments that are regularly, and rightfully, leveed against my home. I do not
argue against these, because I know that they are needed for the proper functioning
of our society. However, just because money needs to be spent on the public weal
does not mean that it must of necessity come from taxpayers.

&

Without a doubt, Sacramento needs pleasant, secure, and affordable mass
transportation from the airport to its urban core to be considered a world class city.
The Greenbriar project by offering to help fund this necessary project relieves
taxpayers:like me of whatever portion of the obligation they voluntarily choose to
take-oms Furtlrer; by the very nature of transit orientedgevelopment, ridership on
Sacramentq’s mass transit system can reasonably be expeeted to increase beyond
that which would occur simply by extending light rail to the airport. This increase in
ridership will provide additional revenues, further reducing the tax burden on
homegwners siich as myself,

I usg yom strong support of the Greenbriar project.

Sincerely,

N A James, P, D e e

2717 2nd.Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95818

9/14/2007




