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For the i of : January 22 , 2008
Additional material

Revised Material

ubject: Greenbriar Powerpoint PresentationSM

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

r
Contact Information: Arwen Wacht (808-1964)

C,

Please include this supplemental material in your agenda packet. This material will also be
published to the City+s Intranet. For additional information, contact the City Clerk Department at
Historic City Hall, 915 I Street, First Floor, Sacramento, CA
95814-2604 . (916) 808-7200.
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For

LCLI Ce _:I
Hous i ng Autho rity

Redeve lopmen t Agency
Econom ic Davelopment Comm iss ion
Sac ramento C ity F i nanc i ng Autho rity

Submitted: January 22, 2008

For the Meet i ng of :. January 22 , 2008
Additional Material

Revised Material

Subject: Greenbriar PUD Guidelines Revisions

LO

Please find a copy of the revised pages for the Green briar PU D Guidelines 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 City6 Intranet. For additional information, contact the City Clerk Department at
Historic City Hall, 915 I Street, First Floor, Sacramento, CA
95814-2604. (916) 808-7200.
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'Item n 1 6=5
Supplemental

n

For
C ity of Sacramento

City Council
Housing Authori

Redevelopment Agency
Economic Development Commission
Sacramento City Financing Authority

Agenda Packet

Submitted: January 22, 2008

For the Meeting of: January 22, 2008
q Additional Material

q 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 Citys Intranet. For additional information, contact the City Clerk Department at
Historic City Hall, 915 I 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 DeLu 10/02/2007
James P. Pachl 09/27/2007
James P. Pachl 10/06/2007
James P. Pachl 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
Jon TNarsFiack 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 10/09/2007
Molly Flin 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
North Na=as TrWportation f%nagement
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,

3



Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment 09/26/2007
Remy, Thomas, Moose, 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 Advccates 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 Lea ue 10/06/2007
Sacramento Hispanic Chamber of `
Commerce 12/18/2007
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District 09/19/2007
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Mana ement District 10/29/2007
Sacramento Metropolitan Chamber of
Commerce 01/04/2008
Save Our Sandhi[[ 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



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

^_- - - - _



-- _--- _ __ _ ^ _ ---- - _ - _ _ ----_ --:-Arwsn Wacht - I urge you not to accept or certify tfi€'Gneenbriar ETF^--- ^` - - Vage 1

.

From: a kilgore <arkilgore0yahao.com>
To: <redbanesocomcast.net>, <mnotestinebmognot.com>,
<planning.samuels@yahoo.com>, <blw2JDmindsprin8.com>, <dwaoQinsurance.ca.gov>,
<hfargo®rityofsacramento.org>, <rtretheway®cityofsacramento.org>, <ssheary4Joityofsacramanto.org>,
<scohnv&cityofsacramento.org>, <rkfong@i;ityofsacrarr9nto.org>, <IhammondQcityofsacramento.org>,
<kmccartyQcityofsacramento.org>, <bpannell®cityofsacramento.org>, <rwatersAlgcityofs8cramento.org>,
<rkerridge@cityofsacramento.org>
Datec 10/11/07 7:07AIW
Subject: I urge you not to accept or certify the Greenbriar EIR

1025 University Ave. $70
Sacramento, CA 95825
October 10, 2007

Dear Mayor, Commissiosers, Councilpersons,

Subject: Greenbriar EIR

I am writing as a concerned citizen of the City of Sacramento, in opposition to the acceptance of the
Greenbriar EIR. I am not particularly anti-devabpment, I simply believe opportunities exist to
wmmmodate growth and qconomic development withoat the loss of prime agAcultural, wgOlife 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 GreenbriaF.

Mostly, I am very concerned about the decision makin g process on multiple, levels which appear to he
streamlined to approve this project. In every manure Rave ob3ervQd, the process hat beAn biased in
favor of the project, without regard to other factors that must be considered.

There is sufficient developable land in the existing urban services boundary aril the City's existing
sphemof influence. The LAFCo approval of an expansion for this project violates the rules under which
they are governed. LAFCo should be approving, annexations for orderly growth, and consen4ig
aWricultural lands, not project-specific. This project consumes valuable greenfield lands outside city
boundaries, and urban limit lines.

The NBHCP is the mechanism to prevent a jeopardy take of Giant Garter Snake, and for the protection
of Swainson's Hawk. However, mitigation lands have not been secured, or purchased, and no incidental
take prmit has been issued by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. The original HCP assumed areas
outside the HCP permit area would remain in agriculture. I

Mitigation lands identified are offsite, and essential connectivity through wildlife corridors is not provided.

Safety to residents and wAdlife. Floeid control leve@s haft be@n de-certifiAtl, and do not meet the
100-year iiboti standard. Risk to life, property and the environment are unacceptable. .,

Air quality concerns have not been fully addressed in the El R. Two neighborigg freeways, and a nearby
airport will impact the potential residents. The project does rothia,q to address the single-rider
trarisportation patterns that maintain dependencie3 on fossil fuels, and doWade air quality.

Mitigation for4oss of Prime Agricultural (-600 acres of Prime Agricultural Land are test by this project)
should occur at a minimum ota 1:1 ratio. Other jurisdictions have mitigatedoet a 3:1 ratio. ^-.;i =_ -

In summary, the Gzreanbriar project appears to be *rule by developer", rather than a well-planned project
that Sacramento County and City both need and deserve. I urge all decis,K% makers to reject not only the
Greenbriar EIR, but all others like it. If decision makers do not act responsibly rpy, our future will be
devoid of clean air, open space, locally grawn food, flood free pieces to live, continued global warming,
and loss of biodiversity. Our children will be stuck paying the hidden costs for this type of development.



Sincerely,
Alan Kilgore

ry

CC: Judith Lamare <judelam(Msbcgbbal.netb



ubmit - Greenbriar I, il?

From: Allen Jamieson <ailenj@macnexus orgs
To: <hfargo@cityofsacramento;prg>
Date: 1/3/2008 2:00 PM
Subject: Greenbriar project

I 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 countyr

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

Allen Jamieson
allenj@macnexus:nrg
3611 East Curtis Drive
Sacramento CA 95818

7
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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.
making official public testimony.

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

Ariel Gardiner
Resident of Downtown Sacramento
1531 T street

_ - - - : - - :- :

Wi.
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January 7, 2008

n

4^1

Dear Mayor Fargo and Councilmembers:

I oppose the Greenbriar proled twou6e there are too many unresolved problems that
Ohoukl be evaluated in the context of regional development, It Is located outside the
existing urban growth boundary, and the environmental Impact report for the project
does not adequately evaluate or mitigate for adverse Impacts on -wildlife 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 Greenbfiar project Is inconsistent with regional
goals of mSnimzing sprawl and protecting open space.

Please suppiwt good regional planning for our area by rejecting the Greenbriar project.

Sincerely,

Chrisline Salley
11343 Sutter's Fort Way
Gold River. CA 95670
(916) 635-8194 ^

:-



From: C Hurd califintn rg^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
Grand Jury, 2007;R

**Greenbriar is located OUTSIDE existing urban growth boundary;

P

^^-

**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 created at downtown
Railyards site and at numerous other infill sites within City and adjacenf 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;
L -t

**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
^ =and state-funding has yet to full^materialize;^ i. _ F. = = ^ : ^ F. = = ^ -

**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;



**Greenbriar would result in paving over of more prime farmland in Natomas with NO
guaranteed mitigation in Natomas Basin;

**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);

**Greenbriar 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 att6ntion in this matter.

Catherine Callahan Hurd
3154 O Street
Sacramento 95816

Z
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From: cmazzna,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

Datt 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. P

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

V

- - - i - - - - - - _ _ - •
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From: _WaWsurgwest.net

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 Cbuncilmembers:

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

n ^ y • _ - - - - n - n n r. FE --.i
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January 7, 2008

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

EWR

Dear Mayor Fargo and Council members:

AMERICAN
LUNG
ASSOCIATION..
of California

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
aboT41 the current Greenbriar development project you are considering this month. , Pur
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.

Aflbr many years of criticism for not providing adequate information to local land use
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. P& 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 tFiat diesel exhaust and other cancer-causing chemicals emitted
from cars and trucks are responsible for much of the overall cancer risk from
airborne toxics in California...

amm- ^^+̂ --- - _ - n -& -- - - ._- - -•~-_- -

Focusing attention on these siting situations is an important preventative action.
ARB arid 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

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

I'm

I

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

Recommendations on Siting New Senoitive Land Uses
Such As Residqnces, Schools, Daycgra Centers, Pipygrounds, or Medical

Faciiitirs*

Source
Category Advisory Recommendgtions

Freeways and • Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban
High-Traffic roads with 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day.
Roads °

V

C.)

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 ,
^

• 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 livin,g within 650 feet of
heavy traffic and heavy truck volume. (Lin, 2000)

• Asthma symptoms increased with proximity to roadways and the risk was
greatest within 300 feet. (Venn, 2001)

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

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

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 take 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,

Tim Carmichael
Coalition for Clean Air

Gary Patton
Plannirkg, and Conservation League

Bonnie Holmes Gen
American Lung Association of California

^c.

cc:
Larry Greene, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Mary Nichols, Chair, California Air Resources Board -i
James Goldstene, Executive Officer, California Air Resources Board
Joan Denton, Directof; Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
Ray Kerridge, City Manager

4
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Municipal Services Agency

Department of Transportation

Tom Zlotllowsti, Director
u

Terry Schutten, County Executive

Paul J.'tahn, Agsncy Administrator

County-of Sacramento

i-V

October 2, 2007

2101 Arena Boulevard, Second Floo#
Sacramento, rA 95834

City of Sacramento
Devi1oT!lnent Services Dtp oht

OCT - 5 2007

s . COM EN TS ON FIN E o ENT IMPACT, . PORT FOR
G E MASTER PLANNED Co TY

Dear Mr. B d:

The Sacramento County Department of Transportation has reviewed the Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR) for the Greenbriar Master Planned Community. We appreciate the opportunity to revi&
this document. Our comments are as follows:

1. Page 6-32 And S4-3. Even though there is no school near the project site. Comparatively, during
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•^nd Yub^` counties would commute to Sacramento County's colleges and universities.
From my past experience, g®nerally, traffic counts shall be done only during the schools in
session to refl&Pqhe cozi,gmted peak conditions. This was the primary reason for the original
comment. Also, this would mak6 the EIR more dzfensible if ever challenged.

2. Page 6-32 and S4-4. Response to comment states that Circular 212 ' odology was usEd to
compute the LOS for the County's signalized intersections. But, Appendix 11 to F of the Second
Recirculated D uses Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology which is
inconsistent withh the County's Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidel` (July 2004). Using the
County' s modifiA Circular 212 methodol tivould result in slightly different results. Therefore,
impacts on the Aunty's signalized intersections are not correuctly elvaluattd. PleasC evaluate the
County's signalijFd intersections using the correct methodology as spicified in the County's TIA
guidelines.

`Zeadirg* the Way to Greater Mobility"

Des^gn & Planning: 906 G Street, Suite 810, Sacramento, CA 9b814. Phone: 916-874-9291 . Fax: 916-874-7831
,,op*rati•nr & Maintonance: 4100 Traffic Way, Sacramento, CA 95827. Phone: 916-87®-a123 . Fax: 916-87041363

www.sacdot.com



Mr. Tom Buford
October 2, 2007
Page 2

Should i'you have any questions, plc"ase ft-L-1 frftmto contact me it (916) 875-2844.

x

i.z

Jask *1 Siggh
%sociate Transportation Engineer
Department of Transportstion

P.

JS:js

. T
h - Sacrac^nto Ll+^FCO 11 12 I Sx

^
^fflt, Suite i 0U, Sacramtnto, CA 95814CC: Don LociOart

Judy Robinson - Planning
Stcwe Hong -IFS
Dan Shoeman - DOT
Dean Blank - DOT
Matthew Darrow - DOT
BolwDavison - IFS
Theresa Mack - IFS
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From: "Merritt, David (DHCS-SNFD-ACLSS)" David.Merritt<Whcs.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: ^rl
r

The Greenbriar Project, which comes before the City Council on January 8, must be
oppnsed. It is a bad idea for reasons that affect everyone in our area and a good idea for
reasons that afRct a small part of our area. It is bad idea because:

r

IN

1. It deprives visitors to our fine city of the expansiveirst impression they receive
of waving green fields or water-filled fields abuzz with egrets and hawks and
rabbits.

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

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

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

5. It increases the amount of polluted urban runoff into the Sacramento River.
6. It increases the number of persons and buildings at risk for flood.
7. It increases the numlXr of commutes trips in an area that has no public transit.
8. It increases the financial burden on the City to provide for drinking water, sewage

treatment, street maintenance, police and fire protection, public transportation,
and educational facilities. 6

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

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

11. It ignores the availability of large parcels of land within the existing urban area.
12. It ignores the existing availability of retail business to serve the City's growing

population.
13. It contradicts the City's stated intentions of enlivening its urban core.
14. It contributes to the current economic housing crisis by adding houses that will

compete for value with thousands of existing area vacancies.
15. It continues the potential for conflict-of-interest between private developers and

City officials who own land parcels.

--_-___---__^_--_ ^=i---
It is a good idea because:

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

airport. V
3. It provides temporary employment for construction company_.employees.

.4
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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 oppose this plan.

Thank you,

David Merritt
7021 Wilshire Circle
Sacramento, CA 95822

}fi
F.
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From: "Deanna Marquart" marquart-policyCa)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
f/15/2008 9:42 AM

TO: Hon. Heather Fargo, Hon. Steve Cohn

The Greenbriar project does not fit with the priorities that are emergirlg 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 'and 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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DEPARTh61ENT OF FISH AND GAME

g on .:
1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
(916) 358-2900 fl

North Centra! Re i :-
htt.n: / /www. dfa: ca ^c ov

^f December 13, 2007
W

Mr. Scott Mends, New Growth Manager
City of Sacramento
915 I Street, New City Hall, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814-260e

Nfr. Robert Sherry, Planning Director
Sacramento County
Planning and Cofnmunity Development Department
8277 th Street, Room 230
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Messrs. Mende and Sherry:
^z

The purpose of this letter is to provide the City and County of Sacramento with a
clearer understanding of the Department of Fish and Game's (Department) currgnt
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.peen engaged with the City and County in their Joint Vision process, along
with the '. cussion of numerous specific projects within the Basin, including Greenbriq;,
Sacrameqto Airport expansion, SAFCA levee protection, etc., both the^-Department and
the U.S. 1ish & Wildlife Service have consistently and repeatedly identified the impact of "
additional 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).

F

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 difficult to fully,.Assess the long-term affects of
currently proposed projects, especially as the riun&er 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 rpitigation for each acre of
foraging habitat lost.

.:

^ 1". 1 Y-0 ^-^
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Messrs. Mende anc! Sherry
December 13, 2007
Page TvoQ

After much discussion, both within the context of the Joint Vision meetings,
meetings with breenbriar, 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
perspectiwe, 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, please do not
hesitate to contact Mr. Kent Smith at (916) 358-2382 or ksmithna.dfp.ca.gov, or
ft. Todd Gardner, Staff Environmental Scientist, at (209) 745-1968 or
tgardnerCâ.dfg.ca.gov.•

Sincerely,

Sandra Morey
Regional Manager

cc:
^

Ms. Carol Shearly
City of Sacramento Planning Department
New City Hall
915 I Street, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Ms. Leighann Moffitt
Ms. Julie Car
Sacramento County
827 7th Street, Room 230
Sacramento, CA 95814

`Mr. Larry Combs
Sutter County
1160 Civic Center Boulevard
Yuba City, CA 95993

Fr .



Messrs. Mende and Sherry
December 13, 2007
Page Three

cc: Mr. John `fUhattox
Office of General Council
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

'Mr. Kent Smith
Mr._ Jeff Drongesen
'Mt''Todd Gardner
North Central Region
1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A
Rancho Cordova, CA 9567C
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909 12th Street, Suite 100 • Sacramento, CA • 95814 •(916) 420-4829

Joseph Yee, Chair
Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 I. St
Sacramento, CA 95814

Greenbrier (Item 3, October 11, 2007 agenda)

The Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS) is opposed to the rroposed
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 project=will destroy important habitat and prime agricultural lands, put residential
development too close to freeways and in the flight patb 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 bnnexation. ECOS incorporates those comments by reference, and adds
these observations.

I. Infill Incentives
V

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.

1M --ill be diffictalt to pFomote-infill and ^ed^621^^ht;F1'c^f^^i^ if tfllc Cit^coo^tinue 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

October 10, 2007
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www.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.

N

II. 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 projects 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.

Ill. 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.

-Annexing the Greenbrier area anddesignating 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.

1!^
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Nor does it appear there is any compelling need to move abead 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

J4
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Friends of Light Rail & Transit
P.O. Box 2110
Sacramento, CA 95812
916.978.4045

December 10, 2007

Sacramento City Councilmembers
915 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Honorable Councilmembers:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Friends of Light Rail & Transit (FLRT) I 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 Orientoci Development (TOD) Evaluation form. Our TOD Criteria and
Evaluation sheet was created in 2002 in resgpnse to years of work in the region promoting TOD
planning and development. Although our evaluation form is simple by design, we feel it
addresses the key components of successful TOD pcojects.

The Greenbriar project scored well when reviewed using our evaluation sheet. To support the
scoring, our staff further researched details of the project, including a review of information from
both opponents and proponents of-the project. Paramount to our support is the projected
ridership generation (far the future DNA line) and thb planned housing densities within 'r4 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 Gr^enbriar will help us ensure that the line
is funded and built in the future, giving thousands of community residents am altemative to
driving into Doiimtown Sacramento, at to the dozens of communities light rail willservice.
We did not review or have an -extensive discussion on pcocess, environmental irApacts 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.

iY

Attachments



i

915 L`St., C-425
Sacramento, Ce. 95816
916-447•49S6

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
repeal 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 farmland%. 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. V.

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'sdetailed 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.

Xim; ---_ Sincerely, 6

^^,..6A4....

Judith Lamare Ph.D., President •

. ;-
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915 L St., C-425 Sacramento, Ca. 95814 www.swainsonshawk.org

January 8, 2008

Mayor Fargo and Members of the Council
915 I Streer
Sacramento, Ca. 95814

tt

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

DearlViayor Fargo and Members of the Council:

Friends of the Swainson's Hawk is well on record in nunnmrous comnxest letters marding the
Greenbriar project and its Environmental Impact Report since 2005. I am attaching somp of
these documents as well as relevant comment letters by the wildlife regulatory agencies and the
Swainson's Hawk Technical Advisory Committee. These comments are still relevant bocause the
City has not presented an adequate hgbitat mitigation program for Greenbriar. Instead, the FEIR
claims that mitigation will be adequate when the proponents meet all permit r+equiremoo.ts 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 assunies the continuation of agnculture iti the lagin in perpetuity. ^ Farmlands are
important to the sustainability of the Basin's Slvainspn's Hawk population and its Giant Garter
Snake population.

Anpruval of the Greenbriar AnneaattiQn Would VioLge The 2W&-AMomN BaAin.Rab
Conkervstion Pbiu QTA=1 I :rl

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 Pwnnit Area, Sutter to
7,464 acres, and Metro Air Paries to 1,986 acres, for a total of 17,500 acres. The ^T^,

R/Rq,aad otber decision. document 0 d-a
remain in agriculture and continue ta R&avide haWtat values fcutbreat®ed Chant Carter Snake

w:^;i (QGS) and Swainson's Hawk (SWH). -

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

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



"...the Service and those seeking an ITP (Incidtetetal Ta*iP~) in tire futare
%W face an uphill battle if they attempt to wrgue,tkat additional dnsloprnant in
the Basin beyond 17,500 acnes will not result in jeopurdy," pointing out that the
HCP, Biological Opinion, Findings, and EIR/EIS are predicated on the
assumption that divelopment will be limited to 17,500 wres and the most of the
remaining lands will remain in agriculture during the 50-year Permit Term.

F

rti

At ng. 22 flnt 10. of the Opinion, the Court states that:
"...while plaintiffs contend that future development will vitiate the NBH&, it is

! more likely that, if futufe development in the [Sacramento] County will have this
effict, 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. Of

.

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 fiaal resalution of the habitat
mitigation issues, the City rbducds its flexibility and future options not 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 project 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 w13at the mitigation requirements mighf be, the City signs a blank check committing
itself and its resources to the annexation. The lik6ly 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, represented to the wildlife agencies that:

!'Development of West LAesidt and Gh*eabriar Farms is not considered reasonably
certain to occur b&-arvs btfenslwk strrdies, plannlmW and furiker amudysas are nqui4
as Pat ofthe^Tomt E*LM o^ before any development apprawittls may be
conasderei for any of these areas, and because the outcome of thaw efforts is unkno

me

^_ (FEIR/EIS p. 3-31, attaahed.)

Yet the City is now proceeding to annex Greenbriar without completin&those "Joint V^sion
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 I.mpleQentation Agreement
that it signed with the wildlife regulatory agencies agreed to do a effects analysis and fully
litigate for all impacts on the NBHCP and the opera prc^yra^of ^e Natomas Basin

^Conservancy for any future development in the $asin. et it has not aKeved agreement with
the wildlife regulatory agencies about those effects and mitigations for the Greenbriar project.
To quote from the wildlife agencies' letter:

„

"Thi Effects Analysis and proposed conservation strategy in the DEIR were created with little
input from the Wildlife Agencies and have not been evaluated by the Wildlife Anencies to
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determine their consistency with Federal and State EndangeiCd Species Act requirLments or
their effects on tht efficacy of the NBHCP." .

and

"Fujure d8vqlopment in the basin will require a new conservation strategy that is developed
with input and review from the Wildlife Agencies, to address these impacts."

[US FWS and CDFG September 5, 20C61eftr entitled "Comments on the City of
Sacramento's July 2006, Draft Environmental Impa& Report for the Proposed Greenbriar
Development Project, Sacramento County, California"]

Though the quoted wildlife agencies' letter was submitted over 18 months ago to the City, there
has been no change in this assessment. The "effects analysis" circulated with the DEIR was
grossly inadequate; we commented at the time (attached) and our comments are still relevant.
The City has an obligation under CEQA and under its NBHCP to fully evaluate, fully disclose,
and to fully mitigate proposed Greenbriar project impacts to the species, their habitat and to the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan and the Natomas Basin Operating Program.

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
attachq4. The Fish and Game letter points out two very important kty elempts that are missing
from thb Greenbriar 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 prooess, in a
comprehensive way, not for one project.

Wildlife and, Habitat Mitimation for Greeabrior i3 Inudeguate.
As you know, Friends of thelwainson's Hawk has joined a lawsuit to overturn the approval of
the Final Environmental Im^ Report on Greenbriar by LAl~'Co. A primary reason why the
Friends^^f the Swainson's H^wk Board voted to join this lawsuit is that the mitigation program
for Sw9nson's Hawk in the T. IR is grossly inadequate, and the analysis of impacts on
Swainson's Hawk contradict^the publicly stated scientific opinions of both the California
Departx&nt of Fish and G"' and tbb Svj^wson's Hawk Technical Advisory Committee. (See
attachec^ letters.) The FEIR il^egally defei^ mitigation. Our commeat letter 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 r8gulatory agencies. While applicant claims that they will take care
of all wildlife regulatory requirements, the fact is that tbe City must be the primary local party to
these negotiations and agrebnmnts because 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

NO!' -^ SFWS 9eems willing toIt ^efbr agree-MM on mitigiti6bi Id !! fuMkik tie fWis'&t CE QA
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.
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While other jurisdictions including SAFCA and the County of Sacramento Department of
Airports, are mitigating loss of farmland with 1:1 mitigation requirements, thd Greenbriar
proposal FEIR is not. Over 500 acres of prime farmland are to Hb paved over with no guarantee
that equivalent farmland will be preserved in the Basin to ensure 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
maintained perman&fly in agriculture.

Thank you for considering this letter, and the attachmonts.

Sineanly, x_
5

Judith Lamare, Ph.D., President iudelam@sbcQlokaLset . w' , t- -- ----------
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From: Jaclyn N. Hopkins jaclynhopkips(ĝ,hotmail.cW
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

x
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From: ''coveydeluQjps.neY' <coveydelu(@jps.net>
To: <planning.6amuelsQyahom.cam>
Date: 10r1/07 3:47RM
Subject: Greenbriar Project

October 2, 2007

Dear Commissioner Samuels,

I would like to ask that you consider the effect of expanding Sacramento's urban footprint for the
Greanbriar Project on the remaining Sacramento County agricultural lands. You are qbligated to protest
farmland yet the EIR for the Greenbriar project has not mitigat@d for the loss of 518 acres of highly
productive farmland. The acreage west of the airport cap be suitable for permanent agricultural
easement. As other cities in our region have worked to preserve farmland, so should Sacramento with a
1:1 mitigationl

The EIR also assumes that agricultural larL.ls north of the project will crvelop in 10 qr 20 years. What is
the basis for this assumption? Are vie 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. Y 3

The developerg of the Greenbriar project claim that they will meet the vArkuftural mitigation requirement
through the babitat lands conserved. There is no evidence that habitat mitigation can most the
requirements of the wildlife 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. DeLu
Secretary of Save Our Sand hill Cranes

coveydeluMps.net

- - -:- -- - -_



James P. Pachl
Attorney at Law

717 K Street, Suite 534
Sacramento, California, 95814

Tel: (916) 446-3978
Fax: (916) 447-8689 jpachl®sbcglobaLnet

September 27, 20D7

Joseph Yee, Chair, and Commissioners
Planning Commission
City of Sacramento via e-mail to City staff

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

V)

Dear Chairman Yee and Co;unissioners,

I represent Sierra Club and Friends 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
Department,of Fish and Game told me that they had not received notice of toni+ght'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 be
given by first-class mail and e-mail to all parties who commented or submitted letters in the
earlier reviews, and other interested parties. n

Also, Greenbriar is at the end of tonight'svery long agenda, which is not enough time for public
testimony and deliberations among the Commissioners. The LAFCo hearing and deliberation on
the SOI was three hours. I respectfully ask that this hearing he postponed to a meeting at which
there is sufficient time for testimony and deliberation by the Commissioners. There is no need to
_fast__zack this prf^al^articularl in light of the stalled housing market and the developer's

- -^ recent MIL L0 LAFCo^ n { n of resi^dl^develbg^n ^t^nitil1b0-qear
flood protection is restored.

^^ ^



Respectfully submitted,

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

Y'
Y

^ . . ^ ^ ^ ^. .



James P. Pachl
Attorney at Law

717 K Street; Suite 534
Sacramento, California, 95814

Tel: (916) 446-3M
Fax: (916) 447-86t89 jpkhl®sbcg1oba1.net

October 6, 2007

Joseph Yee, Chair, and Commissioners
Planning Commission
New City Hall
915 I Street, Third Floor
Sacrame'nto, 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 litopased Greenbriar projbct, and have previously commented on that project and
its EIR. Thew 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 repeal Council
Resolution No. 2001-518.1

1. The Public Infitistrncture FinaEsce Pl= in the FEIR vergel on fiqanci4l
inf"sibility.

Thelfflanning Commission is urged to carefully review the serious public finance issues of *
project. laa Greenbriar Public Infrastructure Finance Plan, 8/14/07, on a CD in back
cover of Greenbriar FEIR, particularly pp 31- 35, "Feasibility of Finance Placi".

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 additiowl 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 Finance Plan and fiscal analysis prepared.

The Greenbriar Public Facilities Finanee Plan, page 32, states that development having a public
infrastructure burden between 15 -20Q/o of market sale rice ^ be feasible, but that
development having an infrastructure burden above 2/o is;i&fgk&ibj& "based on EPS experience
... f o r over t w o decades." EPS' analysis in 1a 9 on page 33, "Infrastructure Burden" shows
Greenbriar's cost burden asJ9.5% oftheWle nri^ of^ medi^um-densitv hom%:which is-the
majority of homes, 6.4° of the sale price of low-density homes, and :14.7°/a 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 finpncial audit of
North Natomas firipncing, and requested ttr, 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 evqpt of cost inqeases, there would be three
possible scenarios (1) project does not go forward, or; (2) City miLlidim the infrastructure costs,
or; ?3) City agrees to eliminate, and/or indefmitely defer, "nonessential" public infrastructure (as
happened in North Natomas Community Plan), and subsidizes "essential" infrastructure.

Table 9 cost projections are highly speculative. For example, the Finance Plan does not explain
how it computed the Table 9 projected t mift 'on cg. The Federal and State wildlife
agencies been clear that Greenbriar's proposed endangered species habitat mitigation,
approximately 0.5 acre preserved for every acre developed, is grossly inadequate. The habitat
mitigation costs will remain unknown until the City completes lin 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 Finauce Plan.

The Finance Plan, p. 23, states that the developer "may be required to advance fund and
construct .aclditietaal.offmsiterroadway.^veme.nts" but does not include those costs in the
Finance Plan. The California Department of Transportation insists that the project should
financially contribute to off-site highway improvements. A sizeable contribution by the project
will likely be required.

The Financing Plan, Tabl"e 9, includes gg funding to implement the JQWt V^gt^,qn requirement that
development provide 1 acre of o 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 Leve& FU 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 Fiwnoe Plan, p. 25 states that a total of taxes and assessments of less than 2 percent
indicates financial feasibility. Finance Plan, p. 34, Tab1e.10. shows estin:Wted total taxes and
assessments as ranging from 1.24 to 1.67 percent of assumed sale prices. However, the Finance
Plan, p. 35, footnote 2, states that':" t"r^,t^ Oiju in alatuficantl,v
hiWher lb-0 two shawn."

The percentage calculations used in Tables 9 and 10 to^ctetermine 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 which are no longer available.
Greenbriar home prices cannot be reliably estimated at this time, I_f Gr^enbrianhom-e ariM
Wve 1es&4ha& th,s= almW,b,y the FinancirJgOIL e' of s9sts WA tQW Ws to
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hQ31LGmrices wilt be higher tlaanshown in Tables 9 and 10, and most likely within the
`Weasible" range beyond 2W.

2. There i3 no 8val analysis. The Finance Pla AAW to consider the fWad effect of
revenue sharing required by the Joint Vidon MOU.

There is no fi.scal.analvsis available to the public. The Joint Vision MOU says that the 1 percent
ad valorem prop4rty tax from percels annexed within the Joint Vision area shall be distribftd
equally between County and City, that other revenues would be shared, and that City and County
would adopt a master Tax Sharing and Land Use Agreement for Annexations. (See Joint Vision,
pp. 4, 5). Thera is no Jaint Visionr,evenue sharing aQ*Pp.:mt. The Greenbriar financial analysis
does not account for the effect of Joint Vision revenue sharing. County insists on revenue
shflTing. - w _
to_C^een^r}ar wi l eR^t the ^^ty mg^ than kt w^ll rec^ive in rev^nve frqgzQM^riar. and
whether OEQA mitigation measures which rely upon revenue generated by Greenbriar are
financially feasible.

This project g", not k cprysidged for any Wrovals until thera is a Joint Vision revenue-
Iv' V!.;..4r- T„Lj^a I .r:j-e ® UEQQre certainty as tQ acta], fees and vubli va

almv& aad revised EnanEial and fiscal ^^g. CEQA mitigation measures which rely on
revenue subject to Joint Vision revwiue-sbaring must be deemed speculative and infeasible due
to the fiscal effect of Joint Vision revenue Owing, unless demonstrated otherwise by a revised
financial analysis after there is a Joint Vision revenue-sharing agreement. The FEIR should not
be certified with speculative or infeasible mitigation measures. .

3. Assertions: that Greenbriar will provide net revenue to aubaidizef infill
and contribute to completing NNCP infraftructure are untupparted.

x ^-- ,- ,-^-T- . ^^--_-• ^ r,-^^ . . ,^-•-
niuch more cgrtai^tv of Greenb-nar fees and infrastructure .costs, In light of (1) uncertainty

There is no evidence that Greenbriar development will generate revenue to subsidize infill and
contribute to completion of community facilities within existing Natomas development.
Revenu^canSot even be estimated until there is a Join Visio

fi%
about public infrastructure costs and fees which, even as tentatively estimated by the Fin#nce
Plan Table 9, cause the ^oject to verge on infeasibility, supra, and (2) the reduction of City's tax
revenue from Greenbriar dub to Joint Vision revenue sharing, there is ' for a ^ that
the project can generate revenue and fees in excess of that needed for on-siti evelopment. To
the contrary, it is much more likely that

4. Asa^rtiont that Greenbr^r will incre^e joli^housing balance are unsupported.
:i

It is asserted that Metro Air Park will provide jobs for Greenbriar residents. In fact, the 2000-
acre MZtro 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 substantial (or any) development at Metro Air Park in the foreseeable

-^}tg^ It must co^^ggj^nst e^ industrial and office parks which are^erved by existing
} ^} inft^^Enictur^ public fa^ilities, incIuding 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 GretnlYiar should be deferred until substantial employment-generating

v n ^^lr•^^^ 2nt snd

3



development actually cxists at Metro Air Park. Jo]^-uing, bg^ can^ morefeasiblv
wxQipl" ng.v by infiy development within the existing urban area.

5. The siwion that the Greenbriar project will ciiu"ee the Federal government to
provide Federal funding to build light rail to the Airport is Action.

R4onal Transit Apw states that projecftd c9male^n^s 202 and estimated cost is :$800 M.
TheThe Federal government has not stated that it is interested in t`imding 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 s na its planning of light rail
extftsions due to shortfall of locally-generated operating revenues, an4, 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 AhRRA which
would be a slow ride unattractive for persons netding rapid transit to the Airport. W9-11-
publicized "Z= &=a&wAtowU EX ^tior^ perhaps Vith a all indoor waiting area,
woylo provide much more cost-effective, rapid, and feasible mode of transport from downtown
to thiAirport, and could be implemented aow.

Tlwre are at least 10,000 mostly-ileveloped acres in South and North Natomas, plus Airport and
Metro Air Park that would be served by light rail to the Airpwt. If that poteatial ridenhip can't
attrwt Federal funding for light rail, another 500 acra at Greenbriar will make no difference.

Interdstingly, the reoent County Airport Master Plan provides no funding for public transit to the
Airport.

6. Graenbriar""s proposed open space mitigation under )Toint Vision is inconsistent with
statutory dellnitions of open zpace and Joint Vf4on.

94
with&O=W- and within the project as the balance of tlv Joint Vision

open space mitigAtion, and incorrectly claims, without substantiation, that City Council and the
County Board of Suptrvisors have agreed to tlus. (FEIR p. 5-75, top paragraph) This is

hh-Government Code §56060 and §65560, which define open space as certain uses
of essentially »*dmmved land.

However, the projact intends to credit develo y&d Rai;;. ^^cle patt^,s. ariificiaLdetention b

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

Habitat mitigation in Sacramtnto County legitimately counts as open spacb mitigation.

7. Conver3iun of 518 acrft of prime and important farmnlhnd are not mitipted,
finding* thkt nitigbtioa is not feasible ore unsupported, tbweby violating CEQA,

CEQA requires that tlt significant impacts of conversion of farmland be mitigated to the extent
feasible. The EIR and FinftfMM 6.11-1) a^rt that loss of Lqh^a^sw^l^ e^ iU b^' _

= ri'iple'^ntai^fi af^^ p?bvisiori of 1 ac-re^bf̂ n saac^ i^ in, acrarnento
County, for every acre developed, per the Joint Vision MOU.

Ho,wtver, MM 6.6-2, "open space mitigation," ftg not mitigate for loss of agricultural land
because it aiiN 110) a Yi a: ;^^ it ' .. to r_ -W= ^!^l ; KsKil'"Wm . 1LO

4
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therefore unlikely to preserve productive agriculture. MM 6.6-2 provides that open space
mitigation shall consist of one-141f wre preserved JQr hahitat per MM 6.12 (biological resources)
and one half qcre preserved for open Mace. 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 manggement of some or all wildlife mitigation lands (such as managed
marah 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 space"
within the project will be improperly credited as open space mitigation of MM 6.6-2.

The Finding`tha.t^utherfanLnd mitigation is infeasible is not suMrted. There are very large
areas of prime and important agricultural land in Natomas, Saeraidento County, outside the
NBHCP Permit Area and the Urban Service Boundary that could be preserved as egricultural
mitigation fqY Greenbriar. AXT owns a substantial amount whi,ch.it c.ctiild dedicata The
Natomas Basin HCP precludes new development in the Swainson's Hawk Zone, a one-mile strip
paralleling the Garden Highway. Farms west of the Airport are undevelopable due Airport
proximity. Substantial areas lie outside the County USB. All is hiyh quality farmland.

8. The U.S. Fiih and Wildlife Service and Cltlifornid Department of Fish *ad Game
determined that the EIR's analysis of impacts on endangered bEpecW is deficient,
and impacts ore not mitigated to lees than significant, thereby violating CEQA

Plzaw review the letters of __112FWS and ^ dated September 5, 2005, January 17, 2007
(FEIR 4-2, 5-2), and two letters dated September 18, 2007. Also see letter of Swains 'sawk
IWJhW"LAdv,isorv Corqmittee. September 2, 2006 (FEIR 4-509).

'9 The Shcitmento Air Quality Management Dgitrict and CA&lifirnia Office of
Environmental Health Assessment have determined that the EIR's analysis of'
impacts: on aor quality is deftent, and impticts of air to*s on humpn health is not
mitlpted to LM than significi[nt, thereby violatinj CEQA

Please review the letters of the Sacrameqto Ak QuaW ftAMUXUtJQ^pdated August 31,
2006, December 29, 2006 (FEIR 4-268, 5-23) and September 19, 2007, and of the California

September 26, 2007, which are very clear
about e ealtli _cfs arising from placing ie i&noes within 500 feet of a freeway.

10. Greenbris(r traffic will worsen congotion on Hwy 99 and 1-5, thereby pntentitlly
imp,eding.,acceos to the Airport during peak traffic conditions; traffic analysis in
EIR is, inadequate, and thus does not comply with CEQA

The CaUomia Department of Tra^a Wn states that the peak hour level of service on I-5 and
Hwy 99 is presently ynaccentable, and that Greenhriar will worsen the situation, and fails to
mitigate for its impacts ev^en though additional mitigation is feasible. (FEIR p. 6-5), The EIR
proposes only an undetermined mininul financial contribution towards needed highway
improvements, and thee is no assurance that additional capaci on I-5 and Hwy 99 will ever be

at. TfiA serioulili^qi^acie"s=of•&taihlt^Wiseliedu b"y WEIR7f'e pXMygly
dm»X*+ted by the report letters of Neal Liddicoat, P.E., MRO Engineers, dated September 2,
2006, May 27, 2007, (FEIR pp. 4541, 6-14) and September 12, 2007, submitted by William
Kopper, Attorney.

^,



11. Approval of GrefiabriQr and similar projeft Will impede infill developmeat and
upgrade within the e0ating community by diverting private and mualieip*l
investment *ad effort from the e3iating community to the urban edge.

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

Consideration of development of Greenbriar is plremâ/
y
ture. According to a 2005 General Plan

andtechnical report (per City staff report), there was 1'T.1lv aetes of vac.ant _land within the ^^t^
r i^^f^

tive City's SQI in 2005, including large areas of South Sacramento and Rosemont in the SOI
suitable for residential development. Staff has not provided a current total, but it is safe to
assume development of 3000 to 4,000 acres since 2005, leaving apploximately 10,000
undeveloped acres within the current City limit and SOI (excluding Greenbriarl The principals
governing the General Plan update focus on the dq'aW,jtv nf utilizing all infiIl.gMggjjMUjfirA
lgfQre considerinQ further development on farmlaad.

Tksre is no need to consider annexation and development of prime farmland which is isolated
by two freeways, would requim very costly infrastructure, is eada Wed species habitat, and is
in a deep flood liasin lacking 100-year 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 vwpnt areas within the City and the South Sacramento and
Rosemont SOI areas (which would need to be anaxed), 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 residents would not be exposed to
the threat of deep flooding. Light rail is preitnt at or near most of these locations, or planned
near-terrnr(Cosumnes College extension).

Staff relies on an estimatt that Sacramento's population will grow by 200,000 by 2030, which is
no more than an educated guess. Even if true, these is so much land pre*ntly available within
the City's existing SOI that development of Greenbriar need not be considered until all
opportunities within the City and its SOI are built out.

12. City should reject staff's proposal to rewind Council Resolution No. 201-518.

Council Resolution No. 2001-518 'provides that ft City will not approve first-stage entitlements
(pi'ezoning; 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 study in Natomas, now underway as Joint Vision
but not yet completed. The Regolution was intended to assure an orderly planning and
coneideration of future dbvblopment and open space while avoiding piecemeal politically-driven
development such as that which you are now being asked to recommend approval. The
Commission should votE `°no: ' /•I E RA" - mw- - - • •
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T,abIR 9
Gmabriar Public FsFilitiescFinAncinq Ptu
Infrastructure Burden - Resiidantial Market Rats Units:

Itlm

Assumptions:
Unit Size (sq. ft.)
Lot;Squqre Feet
Building Valuation

Finishsd Unit SollingPrice [1]

City Fa"
Building Pen*
PlWn Ctaeck
Technology Surcharge
Business fterdtion'a Tax
StrorVAq*n Instrurrypptatipit Fee
MajonStreet Constructimn Tax
Residential Develbpmerk Tax
HoBsirag Trust Furnyi
Water Service Fees
Citywide Park FeE
Fire Review Fee
CF6'11o. 97-01 Bond Debit
Air Quality Wiltlayon [1 ]
Ha4jaA Miti8ption [2]
Subtotal City Plate (rounded)

DRAFT

Low-Dunsity Rhdium-Density High-Donsity
R4idAntibi ReAidb'ntiai AVidenti8l

2,700 1,600 1,000
5,000 3,000 nia

S462,918 $96,544 $65,100

$450,000 $310,000 $250,000

$1,505 31,055 $841
3499 U48 $276
$80 $56 $45
$65 S39 V6
$16 $10 $7

$1,303 *772 $521
,V85 V85 $250

$0 SO $0
$4,920 $4,920 $1,375
111,111,493 $4,493 _$2,647

$fJ V0 $38
$967 $516 $009
$450 V40 $144
,000 5.4,400 11,700

$21,700 $17,200 $8,200
I

Other Agency Fit**,
SAFCA CIE Fee 1$222 $222 $1119
SAFCA Assessment q'istpct Bond Debt ;Q,224 S2,224 $1,192
Supplemsntal Levee Fee (PRELIM. ESTIMATE) [3] $<i,500 92,500 y2,000
SchrairM4igalien y,11,835 $11,835 $4,734
SRCSD Sewer Fee V,0 $7,000 17,000
Subtotal Other Agency Fees (rounded) $24,800 $23,810 $15,000

GrWbriqr Public FBcilitie; FeO (rounded) [C]

GrAbnbrijr Develop4r/CFD (rounded) [4]
N^

$9200 $3,600 $2,9b0

$21,300 $15,700 $11,100

$72,000 $60,300 $36,800TOTAL COST BURDEN

a

Cost Burden as W. of Unit Soles Price 16,40A 19.5!^ 14.70§

Note: FeasibNity Range, based on numerous feasibility analysea conducted by EPS ovw the last two
decades, is de'crib'ed %s follows:

Below 15%: Femcible
1506 - 20%: May be feasible
Above 20%: Infeasible

ource: Gn:enbriar Developers; City of SecranmRo; end EPS.

[1] Air Quality Mitigation cost is a pielirrrisary estimate based on input fratn'roject appticant..
[2] Bawd on tslBl estimated habitat mitipaticSn costs excludirq Iand a>rqui3iwbn (slhcA Ipd is dedicated) for the

Greenbqar, projf ►ct. Refer to EPS# 17400 for details.
[31 Ballpark estimate provided by developer as a piacsimlder.
[4] It is assumed here that a CFD is used to fund rogtlwAy, seNt3r, woter, Iohdscape corridors, Wid drainage facilities

apd theta Greenbrier Pubk Farrilities Fee Is established to fund other pyplic fac:ifies. See T;rta A-12.

Piepaq^d by EPS 33 15500 OMAVrierFP *QW 7.x4%1412007
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Table 10
Greehbriar Public Facilitiba; Finfihcing Plgn
Two-Prrcwit Test of Total Tax Burden

Item ME

DRAFT

Low-Dqtlsity MQdium-Density High-Denlity
Assumption Residential Residential Residential

Home Price Estimate [1] $440,000 $310,000' $`250,000

Homeowner's Exemption [2] ($7,000) (;7,000) ($7,000)

AssesseW Value [3] $433,000 1303,000 $243,000

Property Tax 1.00% 44,330 $3,030 $2,430

Other Ad Valorem Taxes [4] 0.15% $650 $455 $365

Total Ad Valown TaxQ& U,980 33A85 9,795

2tSp&cial Taxes @nd Ase4timqnts (Propotqd)
Reclamation Dist. No. 1000 - O& M Assess. $51 034 $17
SAFCA AsD. No. 1 - O& M Assessment $74 $50 $25
SAFCA Consolidated Capital Assessment District $80 $80 $53
TMA CFD [5] 1$21 $21 ',$16
Parks Maintenance [6] $52 $52 $30
City of Sacramento A.D. No. 96-02 - Library $27 $27 $27
City of Sacramento A.D. No. 89-02 Lightinp Dist. $66 $66 &45
CFD No. 97-01 a $108 $108 $75
Total Special Taxes and Assessments 1478 $436 $288

Proposed Infrastructure CFD (Preliminarg Estimate) $1,500 $1,200 N/A
Parks Maintenance Cost (Preliminary Estimate) $44 $44 $26

..,7^ Total Tax Burden $7,002 ;5,165 =$3,108

-W_Tax Burden a8 •A^,of Home Price 1.59'6 1.67%

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

1.24%,

Iwo-pwaret"

[1] Home prices are based on 2005 price levels in North Natomas from the Gregary Group. "Low density" assumes 2,700-
square-foot homes, "medium denlity" assumes 1,600-square-foot Ipmes, and 'high density" assumes 1,000-squqfe-
foot attached units.

[2] An owner-occupied single-family residence is allowed a$7,000 reduction of the assessed value of the property for the
purposes of calculating the annual property tax.

[3] The adjusted assessed value is the value upon which the 1% propesty tax rate, as albwed under Proposition 13, is
calculated.

[4] Other Ad Valorem taxes inolude regional sanitation bonds and school general obligation bonds.
j5] Greenbrier may eWrA to qatg a se^parate TMA; the costs, however, ar not-known at this time. As a proxy, the rates

for the North Natomls T^A are'shown. Please note that 14ts to pr8vide transiPservice to Greenbrier may be
sigpfficantiy higher than those shown here.

[6] Assumes same rate as CFD 2002-2 Parias Maintenance. V
[7] Assumes that Green4riar pays the same rate as development east of 1-5.

n

to

PrBplYiil by EPS 34 155e17 GA5^ti►̂ jr FP Modil 7.xls &f^12007



Draft Report

Greenbriar Pubiic Fkcilities Financing Plan

August 14, 24p7

*59

example unit type.2 While the Greenbriar CFD clearly is feasible, bond financing7r

other facilities included in additional CFDs will be limited by the tax rates indicated

above.

2 Please note that Greenbriar developers may elect to forma TMA CFD to fund transit services. 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 adoptqd for Greenbriar could be sigrificantly higher than
those shown. LLIP.

a
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James P. Pach1
Attorney at Law

717 K Street, Suite 534
Sacramento, California, 95814

Tel: (916) 446-3978
Fax: (916) 447-8689 jpachl@sbcglobal.net

October 11, 2007

V

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

Greenbriar project: Addend= to mY,J,gtta &ted 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
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)

State Department of Finance population and housing need projections.

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

Yesterday I became aware of A§§enjb1y 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 projectio:g for the SACOG area was ove; tas ted ^y 50%. The relevant part
of AB 1259 reads as follows:

"SECTION 1. Section 65584.7 is added to the Government Code, to read:"
N

.

"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,

regionql, ancllo calagencies pW e^ecti^vely_
(2) The Departm-ent of Finance, which is Arged with providing demographic data to aid
;effective state and local planning and policymaking, released updated population
arojectians for the state on July 9. 2007.
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(3) The updated projections released by the Department of Finance represent a decline
ovgr 30 percent fl= the prior proiectiqin the near-term population growth for the area
within the regional jurisdiction of the,S&qX&wexito Awa Council of Governments."

K
The bill goes 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 gverstated 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 populatic{n and housing need projections based on the July
9, 2007, Department of Finance projections for the SA COG area.

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

_tigation 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,
which under some circumstances would allow new development prior to upgrading of the levees
to the minimal FEMA 100-year standard. The October 11 Staff report, D. 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 mitigated 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.

"VI

Moreover, the Joint Vision MOU, Section II, 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. AfeJiable fiscal analysis cannot be done until City and County have adopted

- ^- lMaster-Tax Sharan=t for Joinf Vision, or, at minimiun; for reenSriac.-

The City has acknowledged a shortfall of rel6nue and infrastructure for the North Natomas
Community Plan, which was not subject to revenue-sharing with County. In light of that. ,^

:::
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Very T 1 urs,

James

r,

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.

^==r=^ n - n -

^M
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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 j,pachl0sbc,gJobal.net

November 8, 2007

Joseph Yee, ;Chair, and Commissioners
Planning Commission

G2

City of Sacramento

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

Dear Chairman Yee and Commissioners,

I have previously subAtted 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 ^i to any new information. On
Friday November 2, City staff released a new Staff Report and atfachments, 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 TechnicalAdvisory Committee, September 2, 2006, (FE1R p. 4-509)
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service^. 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 (regarding effect on NBHCP)
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, September 19, 2007
State Office of Environmental Health HazardAssessment, 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, 20,.,Q7, and attachments thereto;
Sacramento County Farm Bureau, letter by Ken Oneto, President, dated November 6, 2007

Applicant's.letter, by Tina Thomas, Attorney, of Remy, Tl1Pyws,114oQse, and Wanley, anW the .
City staff report contain numerous errors, some of which are addressed below.

x
W.
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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 was:;ot named as defendant because the City has not
approved the Project and has the discretion to deny the Applicatioir or to modifywnost 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, thosv 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

= LAFCo'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 to the projections of the 2005 General
Plan Update Technical Document and current population growth projections by
SACOG and the California Department of Finance. ;;

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 2.14-5, "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 document 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 report projects population growth of 200,000 by 2030 QWY 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:

"(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 Prjojections, Septemtyer 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 spEculatin,g on increasing housii}g4
priceg. It also appears from repeated anecdotal accounts that a substantial part of the re$ion's
"new growth" population is comprised of persons commuting to jobs in the Bay Area. Persons
willing to commute from Sacrament&to the Bay Area several times per week comprise a limited
market pool which appears to have peaked and cannot be relied upon for ptojections 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 m"y 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 fetter of Tina Thomas, page 18, claims that CEQA does not require that loss of farmland be
mitigated, and improperly cites and-relies 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 9uperior court appellate division that is
not certified forpublication or ordered published must not be cited or`ielied on by, a court
or a party in any other action." ^ •_

As to mitigation for loss of fannland, CE QA 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."

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

Accordingly, the Sacramento County Superior-.Court, Judge Lloyd Connelly, ruled in 2002, in
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. (Sacramento 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.



While no new farmland would be created by permanent protection of existing farmland in
Natomas 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 i^pasible partial
compensation for paVing of the Greenbriar site. Ken Oneto, President,of the Sacramento Coun
Fa^ Buxeau in the Bureau's letter to the Commission. November 6, 2007, points out that
mitigation for lqss of farmland due to Gqenbriar should be at the ratio of at least one acre
permanently prot&ted for every acre developed, whichrff the standard mitigation measure
required in Yolo, San Joaquin, and other Counties in the region.

AKT and its 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 inm previous letter commenting on the
RDEIR. There are also ^vorking farms on prime farmland betweerl, the Airport and Garden
Highway that are undevelopable due to proximity to the Airport and distance from highway
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 commdicial
agriculture. The letter of Applicant's attorney contends, that this i%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.

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

The Joint Vision MOU was sold to the Council, the public, and the media as a means ofic
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" mapg'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.

^

City staff and Applicant now claim that artificial concrete-lined detentibn basins, developed
urban parks, freeway buffers, and bicycle paths within the^projectcan 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 parcel or area of land or water that is
essentially unimproved and devoted to an open-space use." Open space uses described in that

^k-̂-'_-'`^statute, do not encompass developed urban park* artificial detention basins within the project, or
improved freeway buffers or improved (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 Etisting NBHCP Mitigatibn
Measures To Mitigate for Impacts of Greenbriar on Species
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The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Calit. Department of Fish and Game have repeatedly 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 Measu%,s are

inadequate. See USFWS and CDFG letters dated September 5, 2005, January 17, 2006 (FEIR pp.
4-2, 5-2) and two letters dated Sept 18, 1007. 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).

The project is within the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan ("NBHCP") area, but outside
of the PerAWArea of the Plan. The.,2003 NBHCP permits 17,500 acres of new urban
development after 1997 within designated Permit Areas for City (8050 acres), Sutter County, and
Metro AirTark. It allows the uriftsually low mifigatioriration of .5 acres preserved in the Basin
for every acre developed, but only because-the 2003 NBHCPand City's EIR/EIS for the NBHCP
assume that most of theAyemainder of the Basin's 29,000 acres outside of the Permit Areas will
remain as undeveloped farmland that will continue to provide habitat benefits that will
supplement the habitat preserves provided under the NBHCP. The NBHCP provides that any
new devApment 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, prior to City approval of tentative subdivision ?nap, development agreement, etc).

The Federal District Court, construed the effect of these provisions in its decision*upholding the
2003 NBHCP, on Seplember 8, 2005, as follows:

At pg. 30, ftnt 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 attempt to argue that additional deHelopment.in
the Basin beyond 17,500 acres will not result in jeopar''dy," pointing out that the
HCP, Biological 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.

a .4

At N. 22 ftnt 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'sfor development in [Sacramento]

County or will insist on mitigation that may be considerably greater than required

by the NBHCP. "
E!

V

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:
"Development of West Lakeside and Greenbriar Farms is not considered
reasonably certain to occur because extensive studies, planning 'andfurther

analyses fire required as nart'of the Noint iVision nrocesPbefor&any-=- F. =-^^ : : _

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



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 propmsal'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 doaument has no
application in the case of a project that is developingm 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 Wf a habitat conservation plan mitigating for other
development in the basin.

Both CDFG and the Swainson's Hawk Technical Advisory Committee are owrecord that the
Swaipson'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 SwaiWon'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 support
Swainson's Hawk foraging by dedicating nearby farmland (owned byappliqant) 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^2
critical of certain elements of the EIR and the project. See letters of the District dated August 31,
2006, DedEii'il e 29, 2006=^(FEIR 4-268, 5-23) September'? 9,'2007, and of the State qffice ofi---

P-nvironmegtal Health Assessment, September 26, 2007, which are very clear about the health
hazaA 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

6



energy use goals ands objectives or adopted Blueprint Preferred Scenario targets."
(See attached EXHBITS C and D)

This new policy leaves Air District staff with no choice but to support M new development

project proposed by local government within the Blueprint Preferred Scenario map area (such as
Greenbriar r ardless of possible detrimental effects upon air quality and human health; and
robs Distri ct 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 apy 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 oj^a
highway was somehow not applicable to the Sacramento region or to the project site, (even
though located at the junction of 1-5 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.

3

T:

!V

!F[

N
x

n - r



z

.

•

kl

iH

fn -

p CO CL
G.C7

Q ooEa
O

^ a () o^, U

IL >' c¢/) Z U co
O
CL

0 CD CD

O MM Cl
MP-

N
Cr) M M

C) CD CD

O
O

O O
W fa

M M
^
N!

O
O
O

O
ti
N

;Q

Q

' ♦̂

^eA

cP



ar

L•A

^

=r
^. FouNTY

QI^^!^^
P4h L"' Tahoe

...

V

m

Rqax
+i^oln

o^iS

'inR^viBe
Un corpora

SAC)tqOAENTO
Citrps Heights
Elk Grove
Folsom
Ga^
Isl+n
Rarf^ho C^rdova

x} Sar; ' mel
pincorpoted

S1TFR :,
Oak

Yupa qty
UriarWre

YOLO ^

Davis

West Sacramento
Vinters
Woodland
Unincorporated

YUB^ -^ '
Marysville
Wheatland
Unincorporate.4

SACOG Region

ta

fa1

Populatipn Po y()ion
1986 A

100,$p0
7,175

20,650
73,141Q

's.

^

dti

%Shfre of
• Population Regia's

14! :

Pha^'n^ge Chango 1986
1986 - 2006 -2000

75,737 0.91114
3,022
3,002 0 5^

^ 69,688 8.1966

L4n,r^Q ^, . 1T6,998 20.70%
8,675 j3, 17 4,342 0.519i1
1,150 1, 31 681 0.08%,
5,600 33,f9t 28,095 3.30%,
4,990 6,§R1 1.511 0.18%

10,850 51,Q80 40.230 4.73%
30,450 104, 9,81 74,531 8.76Y6
79,800 106,193 26,593 3.13%

^
904;800 •1,387,771 482,971 55.809'6

' 87,018 87.018 10.23%
' 131,081 131.081 15j41%

16,800 69,544 52.744 6.20%
6,850 23,017 16,167 1.90%
870 814 -56 -0.01%

56,470 56,470 6.64%
329,600 45p1 128,401 15.10%
550,680 561 ,;526 11,226 1.32%

58,200 91,669 33,49 INN
3,770 7,492 3.722 0.44%

21,850 6,%653 38,803 4.56%
32,550 23,§24 -9,026 -1.06%L

124,200 h90,OOcq 66,300 7.80%
40,650 64,638 23.988 `c.82%

' 43,2t9w 43.219 5.08%
3440 im6,874 3.534 0.42%

34,054 53,016 18.966 2.23%
46,1P% 22,753 .23047 ^2,75%

' '53,300 n "69,198 15,V8_. 1.877. ^
11,6 12,775 1r775 0.21%
1,53 ` 3,518 1-988 0a3%

40,800 52,905 11,105 1,s42%

1,382,9Qp J,233,271 850,373 100.00%

Sources: x

2035 Populstion
Proloctionq

(SACOG)
DOVADY"M(^

Taho>a Basin portton
projRctions

233,200
' 16,200

n/a
217,000

"'Population
Chsnge

, 2006 - 2035

14 Shjreof
Region's
Ct'*hgg

200i - 2035

80,215 7.36%
6,003 0.55%

n/a rya
^74,212 6.81%

546,800
20,300
2,500

51,7gQ
8,500

68,3Q0
150,700
24`,800

229,302
7,283

21,0xb^,
0.67%

V 669 0.06%
18,005 1.6596

1,999 0.18%
17.220 1.58% x
45,719 4.19%

138,407 12.7066 ^
^

1,972,200 58*,429 e3.ftW
98,700 11,682 1.07%-

177,500 46,419 4.26%
84,400 14,856. 1.36%
24,400 1,383 013%

1,6Qp 786 0.07%
166,200 109.730 ^ 10.07%
587,300 129,^ 299 11.86tG;
832,100 270,274 24.79%

127,600
8,500

63,500
55,600

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

35,931 3.3eS1
1,008 0.09X,
2,847 0.26%

32.076 2.8#i6
VI

80,200 7.364Ji
2.862 0.26%

42,781 3.92%
4.226 0.39%
5.784 0.53%

24.547 2:25%

14S,200 80,^0^ 7,34N
13,600 825 0.08%
3.800 282 0.03%

131,800 78g395 74F+24%

3^^9,700 1,090,079 100.00%

n

n

1986 populatiorti. State of California, Departm& t of Finance; E-4 I-Lstorkal Popula#on Estimates for City, County and the State, 1981-1990. Sacramento. California, August 22073e2006 population: State of CabomS, Departwent of Fipanctr, E-4 Population Estimates for CitqRs, Counties and the State, 2001-2007, with 2010 BenchmadtgSacramento, California, Mal
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SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY
'MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

For Agenda of October 25, 2007

To: Board of Directors
SacramentoYvletropolitan Air Quality Management District

From: Larry Greene
Air Pollution Control Officer

Subject- Legislative Review and Approval of Update to District Legislative Policy

l,

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 subject areas
that may come up in state and federal legislatio^n or regulations. Key changes^nclude
augifienting our stated policy on climate change and the addition of a land-use item that
would explicitly express district sugpgrt for the Rhiperint PrPfPrrPri SnPnari2 The document
also very slightly modifies our bicycling and walking projects/programs statement and
eliminates some obsolete or excessive Ianguage^

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

Fiscal Impact

Nonq.

Respectfully submitted:

A

-------------------
Larry Greene
Air Pollution Control Officer/Executive Director

^^ - - ti^-'- - ^ : n -- n_n^.^-nn a t}--^^-- ^

" Approved as to form: ,

------- -------------
Kathrine Pittard
District Counsel
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AIR QUALITY MISSION

Sacra entd" e opolitan Air Quality Management District

2008 Board Directives for
State and Federal Legislation and Regulation

Federal Clean Air Acts. (restated)

1. State and Federal legislation and r lation l^ 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 anniTal emission reductions as required by the California and

ft TE CHANGE
Y

2. Programs - Support and participate in local, state, regional or national efforts in a manner consistent with
tlLe SMAQMD Board-adopted Climate Change Protection Program.

MOBILE SOURCES

a 3. Cleaner Vehicles and Vehicle Scrappaae 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 Trans oAation Control Measures or Trans ortation 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 emission reduction
shortfalls associated with changes in the Smog Check II program.

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

7. Locomotives - Support efforts mitigating air pollution impacts of rail transport and rail facility operations.

(

i8 Land Use - Supporticommunitie^s in their efforts to maet sustainable land use and energy use goals and

objectives or adopted Blueprint Preferred Scenario targets.

DISTRICT FEES J ADMINISTRATION

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

10. Expenditure of Funds Collected From Penaltie^ -- Oppose efforts restricting the district's authority to
expend funds collected from penalties in a manner consistent with district goals and objwtivqs. (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.

At
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January 7, 2008

Members of the Sacramento City Council
900 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mayor Fargo and Council members:

AGENDA
MATERIAL

;tE i'
,-,,1t0/CGUNCiI.^c F11:^_
.* tY OF S,^Ci^,^,^._t11'^t

1009 JAN - 8 AI O b

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

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

^^;__^ .;;E^

1. Tile need for the project now in relation to population projections is not clear.
City staff justifications, based on a projected 200,004 increase in population
by 2030 are not supported by the City's own Technical Background Report
and State of California population projections for the region. The more likely
scenario is something^on the order of an additional 9@440,004 persons over
he 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 infiil over $reenfield development and Policies LU.1 :J.b
and LU.1-1.7 regarding the phasing of gmenfield development. City Planning
staff counter-arguments to these policy inconsistencies are hardly strong and
convincinW

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 concessions 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
^irpQ ' d1i w^' I affeot tli^a^ ptaE^ility of dbnitics in

the propose ro c at are ct^tica^he just^fication onat^ rine. The -
present quiescence of County Airports, Caltrans and FAA does not necessarily
mean that they won't be registering their strong concerns when development
specifics are under review„



5. Habitat mitigation in relation to the Natomas HCP, the Joint Vision's open
space protection objectives and the assyet undeclared requirements of federal
and state 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 loc^lly approved projects. Doesn't it nia'jce
more sense to work out the mitigation strategy with all involved parties in
advance of a major new entitkrnent that was not contemplated in the prior
agreements?

Given these 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 where development might occur, but when and how. It should articulate a well-
thought-out strategy for the priority and timing of development. Other regulatory
agencies need to weigh in and there needs to be a better consensus on how new
development in Natomas fits in to established mitigation sqategies. You don't have that
guidance now. You should demand it *fore approving such a semirgl project as
C.̀3reenbriar.

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 context of the City's General Plan, the Joint Vision is adopted and other unresolved
issues are sorted out. Contrary to thd 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, ^liisps it.

obert`gurfies
1038 55`h St
Sacramento, CA 95819
916-456-4332
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reenbriar project

't? '1007-09-28

^,Sacramento Planning Commission

Sacramento Planning Commission
City Hall
915 I Street, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

September 28, 2007

Re: Greenbriar project

Dear Commissioners:

I have written you and testified before you about connectivity. In May I testified on behalf,of the Sacramento
Area Bicycle Advocates about the lack of connectivity from the Panhandle project area to areas outside the
Panhandle. I 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.

This "infillA'project as planned will be severely cut-off from its surroundings by Hwy 99, 1-5 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 mile 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.

5^.1
When the city of Sacramento adopted pedestrian friendly street standards several years ago, we cheered.
The street standards are good for pedestrians and bicyclists. 116

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. I urge you to ask the
city to develop such standards and to apply some reasonable standards in the interim.

Fa-r'Grnb^ 17-87"ini si
designed non-interchange road crossing would suffice as would a separate bike/ped overcrossing. Not only
would this give residents a way out of Greenbriar, it would allow residents south of 1-5 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.

6
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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

a

y

a
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I .

cc: Scot Mende
Ed Cox
Ray Tretheway
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From: '1/Halt Seifert' <saba1@sbcglobal.net>
To: "David Kurong" <dkwong@cityofsacramento.org>
Data: 11l7/07 2:41 PM
Subject: GreEnbriar Project

Mr. Kwong,

The Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates has previously commbntod on the GAWbriar proj60 and its
poor connectivity. See the attached letter.

I would like emphasize again the need to mitigate the connectivity problems with this project. There
should be a bicycle/pedestrian crossing or a non-interchange road crossing of 1-5 on the southern edge of
the pfloject. Such a crossing woua have Onificant bQnefits.

It would substantially increase the "ridershed" for the planned light rail station in GReenbriar. As currentlyT
planned, though there will be many rooftops south of 1-5, residents will not be abrle to reach the light rail
station. The station will be within walking distawe and cycling didtance for people living soirth of 1-5 if
access were provided.

A crossiAg for cyclists and pedestrians is needed because of thermpenetrable barrier 1-5 represents. It
would allow many trips that otherwise would be taken by automoYrle to be made by bike.

Having a crossing is consistent with city's current plans to have non-interchange crossings of 1-5 beWeen
the Del Paso and Arena interchanges and the Arena and 1-80 interchanges.

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

Walt Seifert
Executive Director
Sacramento Area Bicyote Advocates (SABA)
(916) 444-6600
sabagDsacbike.org
www.sacbike.org
"SABA reprts6nts tticytlift. Our aim is more and safer trips by bike."

CC: nEd Cox (Work)!' <pcoxatityofsacramento.org>

- - ^_ -- =:F-Eft Z&amM^n =m7- =±=^ --:•



Ta 14151L StrebY, tit: 916.321}^M
300 fax: 916,321.9551

i4FOty, CA tdd: 916.321.9550
95811 yW.sacoq.orq

October 11, 2007

C^ty Pl&nning Commission
C^:^j+ of Sacrar$ento
9W I Sttvet,12 hlabr

}Saq;^U&nto, CA 958 14

Aa Gi`een'bnaf

S A C 0 G

The Planning Commission has r^^ it c^ear that it is int"^teS irithe transit^oriontcd
^^t 4pment cliaracteristicsbf the pioposzd['ir&itbriar project. i,verydnueh• preciate your
c^mmiiCnEtifto tlfdtoygl!ly^aai'iinir"t^g'this iFTie^efoi^lal^ii^Qut^eLor^1^'le^tid}l. Its
c,Tiri6al^t^i w^ioo^traneit i^die^p in trh^s ^ity and ngaQn x,^l^lb^manwproject at any
scalpthnt.is within % mile.ofian sxiiting or planned light rail statioxhoulj'bt studicrd carefully

cntiPe4line. 4ra^1 Niodl`^waaga wi fd^}^^ee.pf 'eCtib'4Ss ia one ofrth"e^fiiost

hoaWings att avbr^e^ stribnlbii thd DBvtitb^6h t6 Ndrt 'Natt^It^iipoiAuight
° o.}no dings4lan t^ltavarage

of tlyeil'^^ati^ ^that lir^e and lb°^of^h^pproximate^ly }O^daiboa1?^mjs for the,- ^ - -

L^,vel4pViellj dr,psities,^ar^icularly housirlg densities, ^rl %common meh'ic to us^o assess the
transib•rfilershi^potential of a dSvelopm^nt. On''this,vanable,'tlfe Gr^nbriar projFct falls

4bWwha`t s}ioit. Transit plannIn, "nc"rally use-^rule of tlmmbthat^irojccts slibuld have
minir^Zrn-¢s enitial dehsities tiwelling^units per rc,^ancfridErsiip gttsmuch^b^tter^t
eypn,higher rerisihes. Ae Girer'^nsities aft'§lig^_tly hi$^ ^tfian 1 ^'dwe^linpper acre
withir%%4 m`ilr, anc^ sligtly lower thin %a mil^ lhthink^th'i tHr

ar,
n'tai'q rtasons fo-I this are. thQ

airpbrt proxirnit,y i^ues, the land values at a location all ^riety i 'bm downt^n ^S^crament^o,
^iid^ fact that it is bcing del+rlopcd near the edge of.an urbanized area.^'(i.e., not in-the middle

nof downt3wn).

However, no aingleimetric^an tell^le wholl'oryr, For ^nstancQ, the^ aye^2 stations in our
cur^t light rail s}^tem. There 1^ an average of 15624 dvuEllir^ units within %z mile of these

^ stat nsi Greenbriar will have.2^i367 dwellin^ units%withih %mile of^the light rjil station, 46%
^ iglicr^tha^^average of all sta^}^ in the 'current system. .In fact^}t woulc.h2lre mo^'housins
closr, tqtransit than ,#% but^elpvei'rof the existing^^2 stations.

Th `^1^ t ou.

n

,^tsf courste
' sltra iti•icYstiip: Greehbriar also scoYes ^Irtll here. Our:^ - . r r ^ + ^ •

,tra ^ >,n g„ or uate c^et ^opolita^^Iranslportgtion
Elk

n^ro^ects'that at uild-out
or J. 5) e Greenlinar stop wotlk^gehQrat^ lo^rper'llay^ Meet 1 j460

^

'rQ!►fiiS^^t^d ^^e^cou^ry V^^^4>ifl^^he ^bj^^tig^is^yv^}1 b^,tsap^,e^yi^h^egion'^
applica , n^sr^ eder^ traryt'dQllars to^a^sisLm buil a^jme.

will.assi;t in mftting the future public transportation needs di the re4pon..
er^t!l^i^llt^xtt^l^E"^ef. 1 _ W rl^lt ve-t s-pro3

y`^n, t)~ianleyoiY for your i^rt^t in"th^"tr`aTit orien 'd . evelopr^nt is9t. I b^li v^}t,o^lcan

Mike Keever
Executive 15irector



October 24, 2007

Joseph Yee, Chair
Sacramento City Planning Commission
New City Hall
915 I Street, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Chair Yee and Members of the Planning Commission:

Sacramento Regional Transit District and the Sacramento Area Council of Governments have
presented you with testimony about the significant transit ridership that would be generated by
the Greenbriar project. In this letter, we add some detail about the timing of our pursuit of
federal funds for this important project.

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 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.

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 be 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 hi,gh 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.

L*
Sincerely -^ E-^ - w - -=^--r

Mike McKeever Michael R. Wiley
Executive Director Interim General Manager
SACOG Regional Transit
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HonorabW 1111I4yor Fargo and COUncilmwbers
y HallSaammento Cit

915 I StreeE, 5" Floor
Sacramento, CA 96814

Re: 7hWGrRWWqrPm191Pr
I --

Dear Mayor FBfgo aria CouncilnmernbErs:

I am writing on behalf of th-C Sacrantahto Asian Pacific Chiimbar of Comrrtiarce to express our #rong
support for the Greenbtk'tr project.

,^ .:
Located between the developing Metro Air I^arli ilght Iridust

;
naUoffice domplex and the'North Natomas

Community Plan, the Greenbriar project Is Wbgi* and well-reazoned addltion to the City of 4cramento
and will serve to enhance the urban landscape of North' Natomals. The ChamWr has taken the time to
become fet!nlliar With the Greenbriar proposal and understand the projetYs unique chardcterist(cs thot
warrant our support.

nearly 3,000 homm Immediately adjacent to 38.000 jobs plennbd at the n8ighboting Meko Air Park

As you are aware, Green briar was designed with the future Downtown-Natomas-Airport light rail
extensipn 01 m.ind,lncluding,a station site centrally located within the projkt The Chamber believes the
DNA extension is crilcal to broadening our region's transporlia#i®n altemativew and that Op ^ropriats
development along the planned extension route Is n ^ry to ^uccessfuily ipnplenl^nt Ilpht rail sanrice
In North Natomag Greenbrier has been int4ritionaliy pnneC to complement the DNA extension with a
wide variety of houslnp densit6id, planned near and around ttp station site, InqydingWordabl'e and senior
untrs. Nemly a^Yo or all housing within the project is locEteVithln.A Mile of the staQn aft, and average
residential dendlfes within'/. mile of the station wt exceed 17 duelling units per acro.

caideae ib sappui t rur public (rdngt, Grr^thbtrtia ^o represqllts onil^ of the t)rst large-scale maliter-
planned propCtss to incorporate SACOG% Reqiopa! 8lueprint prlnciples. Fling many months of
cdlnmunly input, the blueprint'sL"ests a morq sustainable way to plan future communitleabd* on
expanding housing va*ty, providing transp"Ion alternOves, prasaivirry naUual ftourc5e5, a)d-
brin^iag jobs and housfn/ olossr togethee. Gt'Senbriar achiav^ th laudable obj^ctiv^ pith mc^'+e than
a dvzen different housing types, Aght rail as the proJect's c0teq:9Qe, an extraordinary amount of habitat
%nd oW 4ppDiR presetfvation Including qaGsFyina the Joint Vision MOU - and the projectmrould locate

:eunpbyment osnter. Bemuse of these and other project attrlbutal, the CharnW SOS Granbriar as a
mwdet project fir the City of S4crgmento to approve In der to ir.nplarnlnt ths'BIqsprfnE, and to :-
responsiblr plan the City's future.

;v^
M

IA

I ink forward to expressing the Chamber's endnrfinent for Gneanbrier during.tho ptiW FWrtng^ n ^
pnxdWs. Should you have questions a4b.ut our position, p" don't hesitate to contact me.

Respectfully, Ic

Patrids Fong Kuehidca
President/CEO _

)P,.a#' 7.04,,I
cc: Saorarnento 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 Sacrame,pto
915 "I" Street, Fifth Floor
Sacramento, CA. 95814

Dear Mayor Fargo and Members of the Sacramento City Council:

Sacramento Audulaon Society opposes AKT's proposed "Greenbriar" developmetat project. The
Greenbriar project, if approved, would pave over approximately 577 acr9s of prime agricultural
land and habitat in the Natomas Basin, outside of the existing City limits, outside of the County's
urban services boundary, outside of the boundaries of tAe lands that may be permissibly
developed under the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, and inside of a deep basin that
^as 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 eveti 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:

^ • 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.

• The projedt 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 plan is
supposed,.to serve as a fo7ard-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.

W1

Sacramento Audubon Society thanks the City's Planning Commission for its decision to place
I=^== the'^ity's^nd its residents' interests ahead of A7CT's 6iologically,^scall y and socially ^

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

• Sincerely,

l
K G. Wgner, President 0
Sacramento Audubon Society

G . VV"
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7,2008

Honorable Members
SaCramdr►to City Council
City Hall
915 1 Street, 5h-'Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re; Gte&briar
:

Dear Mayor Fargo and Councilmembers:

On behalf of the Sacramaito Black Chamber of Commerce, I submit our endorsement for
the proposed C'rreenbriar project.

Greenbriar is one of the first opportunities for the City of S#cranxnto to approve a large-
scale mas*r-planned 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 #ccvrding to a more
traditional grid pattern, avoiding standard suburban cul-<*-sacs. The project site itself lies
next door to the Metro Air Park employment centet that is expected to generate nearly
40,QW jobs when completed. Grea4riar will improve the local jobs housing balance while
at the same time providing a viable transportation alternative that minimizes dependence on
single-occupant auto use. The City Council has been very supportive of the B,iz.eprint and
shouid approve this project in the interest of advancing one of the region's most sustainable
project proposals.

The Sacramento Black Chamber of Commerce is pleased to register our support for
Greenbriar projett and we strongly encourage the City Council to approve the project.

Thank you for your consid*ration'-"

Sincerely,

Z2^-
Azizza Davis tioines
President/CEO

W

2655 Del Monte Street, WoI WrWmento, Wor* 95691 Phone: (916) 374-9355 F@*: (916) 374-9366
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Sacramento County Farm Bureau
897o Elk Grove Blvd. Elk Grove, CA 95624

Phone: (916) 685-6958 Fax: (916) 685-71:95

November 6, 2007

Mayor Heather Fargo
City Hall
915 I Street, 5th Floor
Sacramento, California 95814-2604

RE: Proposed Greenbrtar Project

Dear Mayor Fargo:

The Sacramento County Farm Bureau has significant concerns regarding thei
proposed Greenbriar project. We believe these concerns are not being
appropriately addressed by the City of Sacramento, the County of Sacramento or
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
agriculture 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
intent purposes of agriculture only. Anything less than 1 .̂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
:is-ovea$39&million irYfarnt, gatewsales•and4ver_•$-L24)illiepwin suppertive=
industries, such as transportation, processing and sales. It should also be
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



of not only our State's economic health, but habitat for our wildlife, food and fiber
for people around the world. We urge that inflll projects and revitalization of
existing developed areas arei the priority before the development of
existing farmland. 9

In addition, the proposed development is slated for over 3,400 housing units,
shopping malls, an elementary school and several parks in a deep floodplain
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 cleaAy 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,

Ken Oneto, President

cc: City of Sacramento Council Members
City of Sacramento Planning Commission
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission
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JONATHAN COURkL
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0 Civil Engineer

CARL BURTON
People's Advocate, Inc.

PAUL CARR
Financial Consultlnt
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Riley's Supermarkets

FELICIA ELKINSON

Taxpayer

ED GREBITUS, JR.
E. A. Grebitus & Sons, Inc.

ADAM GRZYBICKI
AT&T •

THOMAS W. HILTACHK
Bell, McAndrews & Hiltachk

BILL HIRSCHFELT
John 0. Brdlson Codipeny

BILL JOHNSON, RE.
Geqhysiciil & Civil Engineer

BILL LAWRENCE, SR.
AAA RV Appliawe Pans, Inc.

JIM LOFGREN
Rental Houdn Associ®tion
of 9®cr7{hento^alley

AL MCNULTY
Taxpayer

RICHARD MERSEREAU
'Mxpayer-Policy Anslyst

^ODjORES'&BR1EN - '
Taxp®yer

JAY O'BRIEN
TOxpeyer

H41RVEY ROSE, M.D.

October 6, 2007

Joseph Yet, Chairperson
City of Sacramento Planning Commission
915 I Strad, NCI-I, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814-2671

RE: Opposition to the Annexation of Greenbriar by the City of Sacramento

Dear-Chairperson Yee,

On lphalf of the Sacramento County Taxpayers League, 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. We first expressed our opposition to Greenbriar in
September 2006 through both a letter and testimony to the Lo cal Area Formation Commission
(LAFCO Commission), and again in testimony 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.

^P%

Secondly, the League now notes severe additional risks to the taxpayers due to a conflict
bCtwten the existing "Joint Vision" memorandum of understanding (MOU) betw&n the City
of Sacramento and the County of Sacramento that governs potential development of this area,
in which all tax revknues would be sharsd equally betwein them, and the Grnenbsiar
Municipal Services Review and Financing 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 challenge by the County of Sacramento to recover the tax
revenues, leaving the project in serious deficit and the City's taxpayers exposed to huge
financial liabilities to finish it.

Finally, thC City of Sacramento has a dismal track mord in delivering tax-supported public
servides to the existing North Natomas community. The Sacramtnto BM recently reported
that the City still nedds $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 even basic bus service. The Sacramento
County Grand Jury also naled 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 Community Plan. The City of Sacramento must finish North Natomas and
deliver the services already paid for and ptomised to its taxpayers as a first priority, not expose
the taxpayers to even greater risks and liabilities with Greenbriar. Thank you for your
consideration, and please convey our concerns to cshtt nitmbors of the commissiop.

Re .spe ;_ .. -If--

ob Blymytr, Executive Director
Sacramento County Taxpayers League

Cc: Sacramento City Council Members
.ra

1804 Tribute Road, Suite 207 • Sacramento, CA 95815-4309 • Phone (916) 921-5991 • Fax (916) 567-1279
bttp://9V*wlbactgx.org Email: SacTAxLEftue@Prodigy.net
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5,AG`4MENTO METROPOLITAN

AIR Q UALITY
MANAGE ME NT DISTRICT

September 19, 2007

Mr. Tom Buford
Senior Planner
Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services
City of Sacramento
2101 Arena Blvd, 28d floor
Sacramento, CA 95834

;.^ Mr. Don Lockhart
Assistant Executive Officer
Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission
1112 I Street, Suite 1M
Sacramento,I CA 95814

SUBJECT: FEIR, GREENBRIAR PROJECT FILE # P05-069
SAC 2084003949 • l

Dear Mr. Buford and Mr. Lockhart:

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

M
The FEIR provides responses to the District's August 31, 2006 letter regarding the -
Greenbriar DEIR. In addition, it proWides responses to thd'l,^t'strict's December 29, 2006
letter rdgarding the Recirculated DEIR. For purposes of this letter, comments wili be
groupbd by topic, regardless of which District letter sparked the discussion.

Off-aite coilir>truction fee per acre calculation

The District notes that part of the URBEMIS calculations were tn-run, using a more
conservative amount of "other equipment.'' In line with that, the off-site construction
mitigation f^e was recalculated and the new fee mob determined to be $2,587,955. The
fee calculation spreadsheet also shows that fee as expressed as a mitigatian fee per
acre of 94,485.19. It's important to make note that this calculation was made a function
of the fee per acre of the acreage of the total arQiect. In Willer words $2,587,955 was
divided by 577 acres and the fee per acre was determined to be $4,485.19/acre qf land.
That land could be comprised of park land, lake iamd, buffer space as well as developed

_ nd. With t lisUqA^prof^kuju^naw oLa^itlonal .-as
C^ revrew; entitiemenror a in^bIr^or'Rerev the m-tli ^dtl'ffTe"houid be
applied ortiall categories of land use. We recommend to the City that this distinction be
made very dear in the Mitigation Monitoring Report, any conditieN of approval which
mention@ tiiis fee and in the %itigation measure Itself.

::

777 12th StrtlEt, 3rd Floor I Saudmento, CA 958T4-1lb8
91 6/874`4800 * 9•16/874-4899 fax

wwv.airquaiity.org

M
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Larry Greene
AV POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER
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11111iti;ption II111"iiEurs 6.2-1 c(ofi`eft construction mitigation fee)

Ttae appropriate mitigation measure, amended in the FEIR and vAhout underlines and
strik$outs, currentiycreads:

The applicant shall pay 12,58 7,96J into SPA QHIb's off-site construction mitigation fund
to further mitigate construction-generated emissions of NOx that exceed SIMAQAi1D's
daily emission threshold of 85 1b/day. The calculation of the fee listed here is bawd 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 4hall be
paid to SMAQAID prior to the issuance of any grading permit for any poKtion of the
project. The fee can be paid on an qgrg bases [Sic) $4,485.19 as {jeveloamgnt occurs
an grading psvmRs sought. (Se^ Appendix D of the ^2a1R for calculation worksheet^r°
(underline added by SMAQA^D.)

Because of a'sp,eliine error (bases vs basis), we blsiievs this mitigatipn measure needs
slight editing. In addition, we believe the mitigation measutik should make it clear that all
acres of th* projeat shouW have the fee applied to it. We suggest that the two
sentences at the end of the measure be changed to read:

1,The fee can be paid on a per ar,ps basis of'J(4, 485.19 per acre as development occurs
and grading permits are sought. The per acre fee will be applied to all 577 acres of the
project, inCfuding open space, lake, buffer, developed land, etc. (See "Construction Fee
Ca,kulation" in the back of the FEIR for calculation worksheet.)"

Operational mitigation measure MM6.2-2 (operational air quality emissions)

The proponent has chosen to disregard the District's comments that the Gneenbriar
'Master AQ/TSM Plan" (sometimes called an Air Quality Mitigation Plan, AQWIP) needs
to be strengthened. Asiwe 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
letter, 20 months ago. Sinclt theh, the District has released new protocol about how to
create Air Quality Mifigatipn Plans and has had a public workshop on refined pcoject-
specific measures. Under currery! District protocol, the District believes the "Master
AQ/TSM Plan" nftds morvA detnil in order to be more effective, enforceable and
d6fensible.

,4e

The Greenbriar Naster AQlTSM Plan' mixes ttp reAuirements of the North Natomas
Community Plan for a Transportation Systems ManagementlAir Quality Plan with the
CEQA-generated need to mitigate air quality impacts through an Air Quality Mitigation
Plan (AQMP). For some time, District representatives have discussed with City of
Sacramento piannersthe confusion mixing the requirements for a TSK-ordinance with
air quWity mitigation can cause. In the case of thieMastsr AQ/TSI% Plan;` the project
attempts to add up trip reduction points with reduction in air quality emissions. To use a
simple metaphor, the addition of -"apples and orangeddoes not equal more 'apples."

--- ^-- n __- -_ __- -_^__-__:_- - ^_-_-^-- - -_^ _zC
The measures contained in the Vaster AQ/TSM Plan" lack the specificity to be
enforceabb. Ae one example, measure #33 reads:

4f.

' FEIR, Greenbrlar, August 2007, pg. 5-32.

64;

n SM'AQMD comnants on Grq&br{pr FEIR Pg* 2
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This pmject will be designed to maximize bicycle and pedestrian connectivity
between res;Tlential uses and commerCial/retail land uses. Any uses that may
impede pedestrian or bicycle circulation, such as berms, gates, walls, or other
structures w►Y/ not be constructed. 2

The Uster AQITSM Plan," however, offers no prod of this statement. There are no
diagrams or Design Guidelines or specific praiect policies to show that this goal Wfll be
implemented. There is also no explanation on how the construction of a ntiqandering
lake do" noti constitute a barrier to pedestrian and bicycle circulation'.

The meosures also lack sRggifi i. For example, measure #15 reads:

The City of Saaamento requires that a certain percentage of a development's
parking !4t be shaded by 50^, within 15 years oi the estabrlshment of the paricing
lot. To improve air quality conditions, Greenbrier will prouide an additional 104b of
parking lot shading by adding more trees.'

TheWaster AQ/TBNkPiari+` cVain offers no prwf of this statement. There are no
diagrams or Design Guidelines or specific projoM policies to show that this goal will be
implemented. Where, exactly, will this measure * implemented? Will it be implemented
in all pacing lots- including those at the scWol, in high density residential developments,
in any retail area? There are no exhibits and no proof.

Because the measures lack specifioity, enfos:ceabiiity and Justification, the District still
believes the Master AQITSM Plan needs to be revised and rewritten to be a bone-fide,
stamd-slone Air Quality Mitigation Plan.

Currenti+y, Mitigation Measure 6.202 reads:

When a pnqLect's operational emissions are estimated to exceed SMAQPIID's
threshold of signiilcance of 65 Ib/day for ROG or NOx, an Air Quality Utigatron
Plan, AQAP [SIC], to reduce operafional emissions by a minimum of 15% shaH
be submftted to SA±fAQMD for approval. The following mitigafiar► Is Included in the
Sit+lAQ161D-approved AQAP [SlC] for this projact (Appendix E) and shall be
incvlporated to achieve a 15% reducl4on!

This mitigation measure says nothing about the timing of the implementation of the
measure nor does it recognize that the Waster AQlTSAA Pianp is not actually an Air
QualitylViitigation Plan.

:A
The District suggests thatrMitigation Measure 6.2-2 be rewritten as follows:

it,

By the time of the City Council hearing on the project, the proponent M! create
an Air Quality Mitigation Plan designed to reduce project operational emissions
by 15%. The AQNP must be endorsed by the SMAQlWD. This AQUP can be a ^

V^ revisuan of thepr+eviaualy endorsed Iwster AQ/TSWf'lan,but it must bir
eardorsed by the District under their current guidance. The project -specific air

2 Greentular Meter AS/TSM Pion, Dated October, 2005, p-; 10
' GnWWar Master ASlTBM Plan, Dated October, 2005, pg 16
^ FEIR, Greenbriar, pS 5-32

SRCAQ1y1D cWrY,r4rlP km Greegpria{ FEIR Page 3
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9 quality mitigation measures contained in the AQNIP wN/ be implemented by the
project prior to the issuance of certificate of occupancy by the projoct or any sub-
part of the project. The AQMP will be sepaiate and distinct from the grvject's
Transportatioa Systems ,kfanagement Plan.

ToAc Air ContsmirifiW(TACS) fran Mobile sources

The DEIR, RDEIR and FEIR maintain that it is "rbasonabie to apply the risk level
associated with significant impacts from stationary sources (incrementa l cancer risk of
10 or more in a million) to exposure from mobile source emissions." The combined
environmental docurr>Bnts, thus, establish a threshold for TACs for this projWt. They
state this standard is one which is usqd by the District and others for stationary source
TACs. While that is correct, it is currently not a standard for mobile source TACO. The
District has no standard for mobile source TACs.

The DEIR, RDEIR and FEIR state that relative to TACs from mobile sources on the
highways near this projact (1-5 and SR 70/99), the impact Is low than signifloant The
District still strongly believes the conclusion of"lebs than significant" is eaQt 1Uggorts bv
t data nor the argument presented in the document.

The project specific Health Risk Assessment found that the project's cancer risk from
exposure to on-road moblle-source TACs ... forthe residents closest to freewaA is 29
In I million.° The "29 in 1 milllon" number is an absolute number and current state-
accepted protocol indicates the number is to io taken as an incremental risk to the
Sacramento county area background risk level of 360 cases per million. If ow saes this
result 9n this way, then a project specific risk level of 29 (more cases of cancer) in one
million is ciparly a sinniftciiiint impact for TACs in the context of an environmQntal
document which has set, 10 Ina million as a threshold of significance. 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 due 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 one
milliop peqple from exposure to TAC, and this is an Incremsnt of approximat* 8
in one millipn mom than improved future background levels, and less than
current background conditions (ie. Less than the cancer rate if background
conditlorrs did not improve overtime. This impact would be less than slgnifrcant.'?

6`

^. -----^ - ^ ^- - - ti^=-

"^FEIR, Grenbriar, pg 5-34
"""RDEIR, Gresnbriar
7 FEIR, Greenbraaropg 5-36 lit
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Hoar the risk compares incrementally to a current or an 'Improved backgroundw is
irndievant and erroneously discounts the risk. Using the document's own standard of
significance of 10 in a million increased cases (cancer), we believe the HRA results
Ishow the project is 'sianificanr for Toxic Air Contaminants and not less than significanY
as the document claims. As such, we believe the document should call out specific
mitigation for the risk. We are concerned that this unusual methQdoiogy which is not
used by OEHHA or any Air DisMct could be seen as some kind of mqidei or precedent.

In summary, we beiqeve the conclusion reached by tte envirommental documents
regarding the:"9ase than significant* level of the TAC exposure is unsupported and is not
in line with how OEHHA and the rest of the scientific community would view results fr&n
a Health Risk Assessment.

If you have questions, please contact me at 874-405 or jb4rkenhagonnairquaiity.org.
^3.

Sincorely,

fte^' c'`3--
Jaane Borkenhaven
Associate PlanriRr

cc Larry Roqinsdn SMAQMD
LE Buford City of Sacramento
Ed Cox ; City of Sacramento

.
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Sl.CRtMENTO METROPOLITAN

Ai R UALITY
MKNAtGEM NT DISTRICT

October 29, 2007

Mr. William Thomas
Development Services Department
City of Sacramento
9151 St. 3ra Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

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

Dear Mr. Thomas:

Greenbriar - Attachment 20

Larry Greene
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER

-F:

The Sacramento Air Quality Management District (SMAQ&4D) supports the Greenbriar
development project because it offers many air quality-friendly elements. The mixed-use
design, density, and transit features are consistent wit^ 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 International 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 SMAQR4D-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 aguidance document for addressing
highway-related toxic risks: Recommended Protocol for Evaluating the Location of
Sensitive Land Uses Adiacent 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

k tiLresidentia4rojects in Sacramento^.,The District staff; ^
applte 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 assessment when projects are located within a
specified setback zone.

777 12th Street, 3rd Floor i Sacramento, CA 95814-1908
916/874-4800 tt 916/874-4899 fax

vlRw.airquality.org



Greenbriar - Attachment 20

The Greenbriar residences 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.
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. It is
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. As a
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 futule 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
trees and berms along roads, which i.s_typicaLnit' a i ^^^edus^ pQ^n^t',^ to^ i&p cs

7fram roadwa}1^' To enh^ce the reduction potential-of these measures, we recommend-
the use of finely-needled trees and the use of sound walls in strategic places along the
boundary of the project.

J
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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.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 874-4802 or LGreeneQairQualitv.org.
T•

Sincerely,

Lafty Greene
Air Pollution Control Officer

-1

CC: Mr. David Kwong
Ms. L.E Buford
Mr. Toni Buford
Mr. Don Lockhart
Mr. Scot Mende
Mt. Phil Serna
Ms. D.E. "Red" Banes
Mr. John Boyd
Mr. Joseph Contreraz
Mr. Chris Givens
Mr. Michael Notestine
Ms. Jodi Samuels
Mr. Barry Wasserman
Mr. Darrel Woo
Mr. Joseph Yee
Mr. Marty Hanneman
Mr. Ray Trethaway

Enc:

City of Sacramento
City of Sacramento
City of Sacramento
LAFCO
City of Sacramento
Serna Consulting
Planning Commissioner
Planning Commissioner
Planning Commissioner
Planning Commissioner
Planning Commissioner
Planning Commissioner
Planning Commissioner
Planning Commissioner
Plannir;g Commissioner
Assistant City Manager
City Councilmember

Dr. George Alexeeff, Deputy Director for Scientific Affairs, Office of N
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, California EPA, correspondence to
Larry Greene, APCO, Sept 26, 2007, RE: Review of the Recirculated Draft EIR
for Greenbriar Project.
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January 4, 2008

Hon. Heather Fargo, Mayor
City of Sacramento
915 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Greenbriar Project

Dear Mayor Fargo:

SACRA6NT0 MrpAqtl4LYTAN

CNAMMR Of COVAMCE

Chair ^068
Mithae!licnbson

. Cati(omiaPuNicA((arsMm%er
^te1

IstVige Chair
Lida Glder

Me PreWanL Corporate Conmuntco6onss
GenCorp

2ndV]ce Chair
Rlndy-%ter

S&)1WVke President
Telchert !m' C.

Via Chair, Govdlnment AiNlrs
Kathy Mjckan

Vke Prefl4%FtemdAff8,s
.rT&T

Vkf Ch*, EconFynk Development
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On December 4, 2007 The Sacramento Metro Chamber Board of Directors
AwhldPrene

M94
formally reviewed and voted to endorse the Greenbriar project and believeshm Chair. Membership ®^e^,^hnt
incorporates many of the smart growth principles included in the SACOG Pn,^Pen=

C8S 13KYV J
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.

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 congestiq
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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
I,162 daily riders, which significantly enhances the viability of the
Downtown/Natomas/Airport line and the ability to secure federal funding.

• 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.

• 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,

.i iW

Matthew R. Mahood
President & CEO

Cc: Sacramento City Council

n



From: slfinail(@aol.com
To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargo; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridgt;
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 atnut 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 does NOT represent the spirit and intent of the: 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 Greenbrier project as
recommended by the City Planning Commission on November 8, 2008.

Sinoerely,? _
Sharon Ff ederick
2128 I Street
916-492-2848
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From: "Shirley Hines" hiness ,earthli,nk.net
To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather 1~argo; 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

,,q 719 Flint Way
Sacramento
(916) 444-6553

Shirley Hines
hiness(â,earthl ink.net
EarthLink Revolves Around You.

xr
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SOUTH NATOMAS

TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION TM

October 10, 2007

Joseph Yee, Chairperson
Planning Commission
1731 J Street, Suite 200
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Yee!
^(

tl^
.j

i^;

The South Natomas Tranportation Management Association is plead to support the
Greenbriar project and endorse its approval.

Greenbriar is structured to conform to smart growth principles, is a transit ioriented
development and is consistent with the ekments contained in the Joint Vision of both the
City Council and Board of Supervisors. The project will improve the job and housing
balance due to its proximity to Metro Air Park, a developing light industrial business park
with 35,OOD new jobs.

Our interest repuins in Supporting the devdlopment 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 DN4 light rail extension project right of way
and will support the zoning crucial to qualify for federal funds for the future light rail
alignnmt to tke airport. Consequently, the South Natomas Transportation Management
Association unhesitatingly supports the City of Sacramento's annexation and approval of
the Greenbriar project.

Respectfully yours,

.,anagerSteplianie Mert8n,lVlembership Services M1
South Natomas Transportation Management Association

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

t,
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From: Jude Lamare <judelam@sbcglobal.net>
To: David Kwong <DKwongecityofsacramento.qrg>
Date: 9/21/07 4:22PM
Subject: Greenbriar

Please pass on to commissioners for tonightl^ hearing.

SeptemWr 27, 2007

Members of the Council:

I understand that the Planning Commission will be hearing the Greenbrier
project this evening. Unfortunately, because of the lack of notice, I am,
not able to attend, but wish to voice my concerns. Developing Greenbriar is
nothing more than a legitimized ponzi scheme on the pqrt of the Oty 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 when North Natomas was
developed? If the finance plan is broken, fix itl Either charge more for
the housing, invest more wisely or provide thegervilres at the tirrp of
construction of homeW eliminating the expensive lag erns and escalation of
costs. By fast tracking the Tsakopaulos Greenbriar project of another 3000+
high density homes northwest of the City limits; you will be exacerbating
thb services and transportation gridlock ateady in existence in Natomas.
What will you annex to fix the increased services that are generated by this
project? °Smart growth6t mandates that mixeql use high density 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 gr'idkcked. This development
should not move forward under the guise of attracting federal light rail
funds. Housing,schools, parks and the environmen^rrill have negative
noise, air arid safety impacts from the neighboring highways and
intejnational airport Homes, schools and parks should not be cited in
flight pathsror hemmed in by freeways. This parcel begs to be agricultural,
commercial or industrial. Listen to the representatives of the People, vMho
voted against this project at LAFCO. And shame on any elected official who
has received campaign funds from the developer and votes for this project.

Sue Thompson
5041 Sienna Lane
Sacramento, CA 95835
916-928-4220
buet@sac.5lticare.com

--- End of Forwarded Message



From: David Kwong
To: Arwen Wacht; Scot Mende
Di1te: 10/9/07 5:57PM
Subject: FvFd: Groenbriar

FYI, for distribution to the PC, thanks.

>>> Su8 ThompsorT' <- r.pgm> 10I09/2007 3:01 PM »>
Please distribute this emali to a membiers of the Council and Planning
Commission:

I understand that the Planning Commission wi'N be hearing the Greenbries
project Thursday, October 11, 2Q07. I wish to voice my concerns. Developing
Greenbrier is nothing more than a legitimized 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, fix itl Either
charge mork for ft housing, invest more wi"sely or provide' the s&wx*s at
tFi,e tirrle of construction of homes, elimOnating the expensive lag time and
escalation of costs. By fast trackimg the Tsakopoulos Greenbrier project of
anotker 3000+ high density homes northwest 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 grvwvth+'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 IevqRs 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 gridlocked. This development should not move forward under the
guise of attracting fedqral:light rail funds, which are not available.
Housing, schools, parks and the environment will have negative
noiV, air and safety impacts from the neighboring 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,
commerciaf or industrial. Listen to the representatives of the people, who
voted against this project at LAFCO. Please vote to stop this project in
its tracks. n

Sue Thompson
5041 Sienna Lane
Sacramento, CA 95835
916-928-4220
suet(aasac.sticare.com

r;



1/8/2008 4:31 PM »>
From: "Heaton, Susan" <sheatonnqDowney,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

Fzl

N



SEP-27-20r n: 22

September 27, 2007

Soot Mende, New Growth Manager
City of Sacramento
915 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-2671

Rd: GrembrWir (llAOii-046 and P0&-M) A request to albW the annexation and future
devebpfner^t of 577± acresrinto the City of Soon mnto

Dear Mr. Mende:

Tlls:Caurity of Sutter wishes to oommont qp the C3nwbriar project (M65-046 and P45-®69)
scheduled to be presented to the City of Sacramento Planning Commission this evening.
Suttsr County would have commented sooner but did not receive notice of this public
hwrft. As a partner with the City of Sacramento in the NatonWs Basin Habitat
Conservation an, we 1ree1 we shaxW have been pro*ed notlCC of this public hearing.

,^,

As a signatory to the Natocnas Basin Habitat Conservation FIqp (NBHCP), Sutter County
has serious cxannosms regarding this projhct aid its potential to Jeopardize the valldity of the
NBHCP. Under the NBHCP, Suttw County and the City of Sacramento are aliewed a
deatgnatedamaunt of development within specific areas in exohange for the preservation of
habitat lands for threatened and endangered spsoia. The Saverabiilky section of the
NBHCP states M if one of the plan's participants has ft permits revoked for failure to
ow* with the NBHCP, the essential effect to the implementation of the NBHCP -is that
less Authorized Daveloprrr^ent is allombd by the plan.

It has been acknowledged that approvd of the pn*Qct wouid constitute a significant
depertur^i fbm= NBHCP's Operating Ccar^servakion Plan, and could trigger a n^raiuat^

= ` e^fB^P. isgnatorv4-tathe^NBH6PMis*^unacoeptablek"attereountyiiinra
approval of this projW places the integrity of the NBHCP in Jeopardy and could impact
Sutter County's ability to develop within its own permitted deveWpnwt area.

This isgue is of parwrj^unt ppnnem to Suler County. This project lies outside of the
boundaries desoated in the NBHCP for deveapment Sutter Ctounty does not Wupport a
proposal that may undermine the adopted NBHCP, or potentially threaten Sutter County's

P.02/93
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ability to devoop within its permitted dswelopaatnt area. Sutter County recommends the City
of Saaanmonto's Planning Commb3bn mooomrrio'rd denial of this pnujuGt to the Sacrgmqnto
City Council.

Piiese..pr+ovicle this office with aJ future no&vs regarding this projec^.

Sinoerw

Doug Libby, Al
Principal Planner
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Swainson's Hawk

Technical Advisory Committee

City of Sacramento
North Permit Center
Department of New Development
2101 Arena Blvd, 2nd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95834

L fA

Subject:- Comments on the GreenbriaiDevelopment Project DEIR
T

Diar City Staff:

e^

r.u

September 2, 2006
^

The Swainson's Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) respectfully submits the
following comments on the proposed Gresnbriar 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.

Pao 6.12-10, lpt p*rsgmph, last penteace.

.,
e it is true that the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) does not

injude spocific pwovisions 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 17,500
ares authorized for development. This was the primary rationale used to support a
conclusion that along with the eahandembnt of the NBHCP reserves, remaining
undeveloped areas of the basin would be sufficient to sustain covered species
populaticnis.

impao&^om depm . ^NBHCP in-c^ es a itat compensation raho ofonFy-
0.5: 1 (i.e., for every acre of land removed, one-half acre is acquired and included in the
reserve system) and specifies that upland habitat (i,e., babitat suitable for Swainaon'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, the ultimate compensation ratio for
Swainson's Hawk habitat has been approximately 0.125:1 (i.e., for every acre of land

31
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removed, one-eighth acre is managed as upland habitat on Natomas Basin Conservancy
[NBC] resetVes). To account for this deficiency and stiqattempt 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.

. •,, :,NI_. IF LM

Page 6.12-19, SR+Ainaon's Havvic, second parisgraph.

The second sentence notes that Central Valley Swainson's Hawks migiate only as far
south as Mexico. While the bulk of the population appears, based on radio-telemetry
studies, to winter in Mexico, some segment of the population also winters in Cqntral
America and South America.

Page 6.12-20, first complete pgragraph.

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 wido active in
2005 (compared 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 tie basiowwcur along the
western side of the basin, it seems relevant to note that development within the City of
Sacramento's permit area has resulted in removal of several nest sites and inactivity of
others. T'hus, the data are beginning to demonstrate the effects of development parmitted
under the NBHCP. " ^

P&ge 6.12-20, third complete paragraph.

Idle agricultural lands can provide high quality foraging habitat for Sv&inson's lawks.
Estep (1989) ranks fallow fields as a high value cover type. It depends on the v etation
structure and prey availability. The value of fields planted to wheat, while usually ranked
lower than several other common agricultural crop types, should be assessed rel4tive to
other surrounding crop types. Wheat and other grains may still provide valuab oraging
habitat in the context of a foraging habitat matrix, and because they are harvest^
relatively early in the season (June), may provide an important source of mid-season prey
availability. Howe^`er, the application of these distinctions may provide little current
value in the Natomss Basin (s9e below).

Pmtge 6.12-31, first paragrsph.
81

This description of Im^act 6.12-2 relies on the approach that evaluates the suitabiliR map-
- indi'vid

Hawis (i.e., value versus area). While perhaps appropriate- at a broader landsca#e level,
this is a less effectivev method of evaluating impacts and assigning compensatio^^inA-he
Natomas Basin where * overall suitable landscape is diminishing rapidly. The concept
relies on the rationale that foraging habitat can be increased throughapplication of higher
value cover types that support more robust and more accessible prey populations.
However, with continued urbanization of the Natomas Basin, this concept for purposes of



habitat compensation realizes increasingly diminished return as the overall land base is
neduced. While it may be possible to maximize the value- of individual fields, Swainson's
Hawks require large unbr4en landspaprs and are much less likely to use fragmented
landscapes or isolated parcels regardless of their individual `value''.

.

p
With the -extent of upland }jabitat already lost in the southern portion of the basin due to
urbanization and the likelihood of pepulation declines that are expected to occur as a
result of this los§, all upland habitats in remaining potions of the basin are considered
essential to continued Swainson's Hawk occurrgnce and use of the basin. Describing
impacts on the basis of somovvl;Lt subtle distin^tions between `moderate' and `low' value
foraging labitat, while important with respect to maximizing habitat value on reserves, is
today less applicable in the Natomas Basin with regard to assessing devolopment relatsd
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 thF 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.

Page 6.12-31. Second paragraph, sWond gantence.

Focused surveys would not necemprily reveal the importawe of the project area to
nearby nesting pairs. Intensive multi-year observation studies could determine the extent
of use of the project area relative to the surrounding landscape; however, it would not
address the effects of fragmentation or overall landscape changes as a result of

banization. Data c
itat fragffientatio

habitat irm the nest,
:

traditional nesting te
$re expected to aban

to urbanization.

sino^y 1999 in t1c-Natomes Basin has indicated the effects of
urbanization on local Swainson's Hawk nesting. Many

tories in the southern portion of the basin have either abandoned or
^ in the near future; not necessarily as a result of lack of foraging

;ut rather as a result of an ovetall transformation from agricultural

41

As noted above, evaluating specific crop types is no longer an appropriate method for
addressing impacts to Swainson's Hawk in the Natomas Basin. The project she lies on
the northern ^edge of the 'upland' portion of the basin. Along with an approximately 1-
mild'ndge along the Sacran*n.to 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
Wntinues to be urbanizdd. The loss of suitablb upland foragirig habitat in the basin has

-Y beendramaticciucethe,.zlate*1990sbecause4evelopmentbWocussdingupla*areas.^.
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, 1WIitig*tion Measure 6.12-2.

The preceding impact 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 followii}g,:

?s

The 27.9 acre buffer along the Lone Tree Canal will provid&-virtually no value to
foraging Swainson's Hawks. Both sides of the canal will be urbanized, which will
preclude use of a narrow isolated `strip along the canal. If isolated within an otRer'w'''vv^se
unsuitable landscape, the 18.5 acrts at the'Nortb. Natornas 130 site would also provide
little if any value to Swainson's Hawks. However, the 18.5 acres is assumed to be
contiguous with a la?gtr reserve, and"if so may provide additioual value to an existing
reserve.

• 27.9 acres along Lone Tree Canal
• 1©0.6 acres at Spangler mitiWtion site
• 18.5 acres at North Natomas 130 site
• 49 acres to be acquired

t4Q'K^'

21 aw.
Of the 196 acres proposed as mitigation, 168.1 acres may havt value to faraging
Swainson's Hawks if managed to maximize foraging value and sufficient land is retained
j,p the Natomas Basin to sustain the Swainson's Hawk population. Thus, the propostd
mitigation would piovidC 168.1 acres of suitable habitat to offset the loss of 546 acres of
suitable habitat.

The mitigation mtasure suggests that enhancing the foraging value of individual fields on
168.1 acres of mitigation land split into at least 4 separate fra,gmented parcels A offset
the loss of 546 contiguous acres of foraging habitat area.,

As noted above, the primary managengnt issue for Swainspn's Hawk in the Natomas
Basin is available upland area, not specific crop type valury, so to calculate mitigation
responsibility on the basis of an evaluation of the foragin.g value of specific crop types on
mitigation lands vs. impacted lands *:ads to deficient mitigation. Based on the above, the
proposed mitigation is 0.3:1, or for every acre lost only 0.3 acres will be preserved.
While mitiyption 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 cunnnt and anticipated
loss of nesting Swainson's Hawks - in order to even conceptually meet the goals of the
NB

T-41 Ii: a.i!f • v^ ^ii•:- ^^

NBHCP.

;, Page 6.12-32. SigmMc#nce sfter Mitig6tion

This section states the proposed mitigation would reduce this impact to a less-
than-significant level. As noted above, a 0.3:1 ratio even with enhanced value on mitigation
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lands does not fully mitigate the loss of upland habitat in the Natomas Basin for
Swainson's Hawk. It assumes that Swainson's Hawk populations can be sustainable on
smaller landscapes by increasing site-sl^cific foraging value. There is no evidence to
suggest that this is the case. The Swainson's Hawk is a wide-ranging, open plains
speties that requires largo unbroken landscapes for successful foraging, reproduction, and
population sustaiuability. 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 srr*ller areas, and does not acknowledge or address the full ecological
needs of the species. The end result is that the foraging land base in theNatomas Basin
will be further reduced and overall landscape value will decline, likely resulting in fartber
declines of the Natomas Basin Swainson's Hawk population.

Ppge 6.12-42. Effect on the Conservation Strategy of the NBHCP, Arat prhrftrVh.

This suggests that the congervation strategy for Swainson's Hawk in the NBHCP is an
`effective' strategy. While the NBC has masterfully maintained compliance with all
aspects of the NBHCP, effectiveness 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 be demonstrated relative to the goals ofthe plan,
the proposed project would, in fact, further reduce the effactiveness of the NBHCP.

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

This paragraph correctly states that the basis for the 0.5:1 miti&tion ratio used in the
1'VBHCP included:

®

«

Much of the land to bitdevelolvd was considered mazginal habitat quality,
• NBC reserve would provide higher habitat quality, and
• The lands ou^de the permit area but within the basin would not be dbveloped.

.4

Irrespective of the deficiencies of the NBHCP strategy (i.u., most of the land that has
been developed has been high value Swainson's Hawk foraging habitat; NBC reserves
can provide only 25°!o upland habitat replacement - not the full 0.5:1 - and thus NBC
reserve management alond cannot successfully mitigate impacts on Swainson's Hawk
from urbanization in the basin), the third bullet above was a key assumption regarding the

,, l^qg-term sustainability of Swainson's Hawk in the basin. The concept was not based on
^^p^cific^rop=typie habitat_value,^uut rathenthe maintenancerof^irlandscape^w

agricultural.

The second paragraph suggests that because mitigation lands would be enhanced to ^
increase their foraging value, this would not be inconsistent with tW third bullet above
and thus would not affect the basis of the NBHCP 0.5:1 ratio. It arguds that maximizing
^11e-specific foraging habitat value on a smaller number of acres is sufficient to offset the



loss of larger landscapes, and thus while less land is available, these small islands of
`enhanced foragin4g habitat' will sustain the Swainson's Hawk population in the basin
consistent with the goals of the=NBHCP. '

As noted above, this assumption has no ecological basis with regard to Swainson's Hawk
and thus is an inappropriati method of addressing impacts and mitigation for this species
in the Natomas Basin. The proposed mitigation (0.3:1 comlitnsation ratio) is inconsistent
with both the existing compensation requirements under tbe 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.

Par 6.12-43, Second paragraph

This paragraph continues tlie^ same argumenfregarding enhanced foraging value as an
appropriate means of offsetting the reduction of available landscap}o: There is no
evidence to support this argument. While §wainson's Hawk foraging ranges differ based
on cropping patterns and individual fields can be 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 thebasis
of the value of individual fields is less relevant (i.e., as the landsc4W becomes less
suitable, Swainson's Hawk use of isolated fields or suitable habitats that occur within a
highly fragmented environment will decline ngardless of the value of individual fields).
Again, maximizing foraging vaha; on reserves using the proposed approach is esgCntisl 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, anclrin turn may contribute to local populatiTdeclines.

This concludes comments by the Swainson's Hawk TAC on the proposed Greenbrier
Development Project DEIR. We 6pe our comments are useful and provide some value
in terms addressing the long-term sustainability of Swainson's Hawtis in the Natomas
Basin. The TAC appitciates the opportunity to comment on Ibis project and welcomes
the opportunity to provide further comment or technical support.

Sincerely,

James A. Estep
Chair

V:/



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 MAIL

x

RE: Greenbrier: Please Disallow Its Annekation By The City of Sacramento
Ic

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.LJ
reviewed the draft and final Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) for Greenbriar and
found that the EIlts identify severe, unavoidable, and significant impacts, and would
further strain the city's ability to deliver desperately-needed police, fire, and emergencx
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
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.

IFurthermore, 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

^rl 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.

espectfuZty; - A - ^ -

Thomas Reavey, a North Natomas resident of Council District 1
I '10 Vista Cove Circle
Sacramento, CA 95835
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Dear Mayor Fargo and City Council Members,

January 7, 2008

48 Aiken Way

Sacramento, CA 95819

I am writing to plead with you to not appnave 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 a priceless commodity for those of us who believe in buying locally-grown

food. It is time that we all realize that we depend on the earth for our lives, and the

continual development of land, 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., believe it is okay to deprive wildlife of its habitat,
we are also depriving ourselves of a healthy environment/habitat.

3) Greenbriar is Irv a flood-zone--does anyone need to point out to youjvw foolish it is to
allow development in a flbod.-zone? 1;'

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

5) Homes in the Greenbriar development are in the over-flight zone of the airport. 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. Please concentrate on
allowing development within the boundaries.

Please do the sensible thing and listen to your Planing Commission, which rejected this
project because of Its location and design.

M



Depaftent of Flih and. Game
Sacramento Va%Y_
Centrat $4wn3 Regiors
1701 Mn6U6 Rbad, Ste A
Risa&.c Cotdcua, CA 95670
FAX (946}358-2!912

US Fish SKWkf&e S6rvisa.
Sacram* Flit so-Wff4ffe Office
280t} Caitage Waryr, Room Mf4608 .
Swjwmen" CA 6biE325
(916)4144M
FAX(916)4,44-6712

OR 9, p2pes
Tom Buford, Asaocia.ta Planner *
City-of Saqramcnto Plaming NAsion
12311 Strtft, Room 300
Sacramaato, Caiifoinia 95814 xV?

Subjmt: Commits on the City of Sacrameata's 13t±cdnber 2005, Analysis of Effects olk,
the Natomas BasinHabitat Conservation -Plan Report

Dear ^&. Buford:.:
NO

;i V

The U.S- Fish and Wildlife Servion (Servim) and California Department of Fish and Game
(DFG) (kaftafler collectively rAfwrnd to as tht Wildlife Agencies) have reviewed the City of
Saeramentq,;.p (City) gaaembqr 2005, Aifalysis of Effcris on the Hatomas Basin Habitat
Conservation PFsn Repoat(Riport). The 15port has been prepared as part of the City's
consideration of the Grembriar proposal (proposed project), which woWd include the
constraction of 3,723 housing units (consisting of low, medium and high density housing),
approximately 30 acres of retail and commercial dewlopmqwt; an 11.3 acreVAtntary school,
an appr%imaWy 41 acre comrxton vater feature, and eight ncfghborhood parks totaling
approximately 59acrea The proposed project arsawtotals approximately 5t acres north of the
existing City limits. T'heprojetrt area is located within the Natomas Basin Habitat Ccnservation
Plan (NBHCP) Area, and outside the City's Incidental TakaPennit (UP) area. in northan
unincorporated Sacramanto County^approximately one raiApst of the Sacramento fnftmational
^rt. Tke projact sx^ ^s boundK by Tn:tkstatc 5 to the south, Highway gg/'IO to the aest, the
: .^...

01
Air Par3„ (MAY} e^opmrpt to the wcst, and fillFhorn Boulevad to the northc-

As our discusgion beIov^furth6r explainsr the Report do^s not adequately address the impacts of
th^ proposed project ont, e 23BT^CP^s ope^ating conservation program. In particular, the Report
do^as not include a com^ehensive Ad meaningful analysis of the proposed projoiot's effects on
the giant gartAr wake (GGS), Swainson's hawk- (SViTH) and other Covev%sd Species with regards
to-1}connectivity, among reserve lands and among tb6 tltd"e major *ographio area in t1W
hlatomas Basin, and 2) the eroding baseline ofa&icultural lands, and rice farming, in particular,
rdsulting both from current economic conditions and the cumulative effects o^other reasonably
foresseabie,davelopFnent in the basin.

Y11
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Background

The Wildlife Agencies submitted u July 29, 20a5, joW 6amysat letter to thd City in rercfwp to
t* Nqtice o€Prepeatiadr (NQP) of a Draft EavironmenteF Impart Report for the Citteabrirr
Project. T1w4etter noted that if approved, the proposecl<prc0't vm1d result in a km of up to 577
aRes o•f htbltat beyqd that qnticipa:t4 analyzid haftovered for take under ttv City's permit
ad would constituYt a significant departure from tlV NBHCP'.F Op#'hting Conservatiod
PmBam- Additiostily, in 4cqqcda^ with the NBHCP'A Implem^tation Ageaunt, pri4r to"
app:avr^ of any rezoning or Oftoning for the proposed poojeot, the City is rquirrA to canduct a
rbevsaluation of the NBHCP and 1TP% a nmar eirecta onlylk a potential amendment kUos
reviaiass to the NBHCP Md, Ms. cIr a separate conseayabion:4ztqgy aad iesuan^ of Mt to the
City to hddrosa such additional devqjopme:nt ' Aj part of the effishk analysis, the fall ippact of
eaak development on the aftimy of the NBHCP's carefully de®wd conservation ;tz*gy to
mi*ifni^x and mitigateYthe impacts of take of On Covered Species; associated withs maimum of
17,500 acres of dav4jopmant within the Natom^u Bain must be thoroughly annlyrsd.
A conselshon 10*egY that a.doquftly hidCirftaee the increased inopacte to the Covet-ed Species
resulting from additional lm of the limited habitat remaining in the badn is also req&d prior
to autbaizstion of qny 4dditional take. This eftbcts anilysis would nedd'#o evaluate whathw
Welint conditions and aastunptions used in the original =WyOg are still &mate.

0
Furthex, on Saptembffl 7, 2005 JudBt Levi issued a decision in qa fedqal NBHCP litiption,
*hich cautioned in 8ooiaota 13 of that d0cision that "the S^vice and thaw saekfng an flip in the
future will facs^ Ma uphill battle if they stt^mpt to argue that a^^ditianal developpqnt in tlse B18in
beyond the 17,500 acrea will not result' in jsopardy^`' to GM ^d SWH. huge Li.rvy'e ioliinion
coo*daarJd the effects of the cmrmt trasd of fallowig rice agriculture lar,ds in the basin to
baitatdpotdatidl further urban development.

n

^ tls^InRI-e^ of 21^^Poiert na ttie,DTabum^$s^i^u Hab,tnt Caaaervatinn

As prdviously noted, the effeotiveucss of tip NBHCP's Opwging Consftvation Program is .
eXPlicffly p^W ulm 1130 City'S commitment to limit total development to 8,050 aqes within
the City's Permit Arg^ and Sutter County'g committt to limit total $eveTopment to 7,467
aom within Sutterenty'qPennit Area. Theo commitments bib outlined in Sections LB.2sn
Md. LB.2.b of the NBHCP and Saction 3.1.1 of the NBHCP's Implementation Asmament.
Sbction 3.1.1(a) provides that if eitiw ft City qW Sutter County approves urban deMeloQmdfit
leyojacl that considami in the NBHCP within the Natomas Begin or outside of their t esMctive
Pbrmit Ar.eas, the approval would conItitute a significWt departure from th-vNBHCP's
- Conservation Pro^mr 17M Ci^,^^

lltfet^Tezomng or pre

:CV

such futum urban developaint :hall triggtt,a, r4vgjuadw of the NBHCP ^ and 1TPe, a new -

the event either juriediction Ablates such Iiniitatipaa. In addition to suspension or revocation of
the City'md/oz Suttar'ieparmita, violation of the provisiona limiting deMopmeat, which is

tffwb analysis; pc'd(iatial ameadmentwamd/or revisions: tqftNBHCP zW IT?*, ae
consesvation strategy s$d issuance of 1TPE to the City vzd/ar Sutt& County for that additionjo
desvirlopmant, bnd/arpossibld suspension or revocation of the City'* or Sutter County's rips in
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the City's and/or Sutter's pennits, violWoti of the provisions limiting dfrvelopmmj, which is
ircopoMa&by refbrencC as a Tam and 'Condition under Condition EWtjojnriediotio,aa.' ITT*
wouidzubjx't the offCndiq8jurisdictiM to pottatietcivil Orid mimisaYp*Wtia&undimSactiow,
1 r of the Act. Additional pmoltiam would apply und* State{ law.

Pot®tb! Imuseft Vf the ProoaiW XM)W =^^on^viiv In ae Nat=as Basin
, x

110 NAtosiss B" is currently divided into three major areas relative to ft movqVAW of
obligate wetland amd aquatic spesiasc a 'K, .1 soae 014ted AM& of IntMftte 5 and wee
of Highwsys 70 4W 99; x s^Trthw^n t.oaM dtual^ south of In^eretate 5 and West of HighwaA
70 Adqd 99; and in, 't^n zone located-amt of Highi^ys 70 and 99 (Brode and Iimmm 1992).
Thus roadways are effective barriers to, the mOveMMts of squatic "cimruoh 0 GGS; the
movemw of makes betwetp geographic kom hea bba raduced to a ama number of culverts
COnaACtincr-ftworss ► These culvbrts, thot^h not Wml, likely provide the only h^dnobgic
cos^o^tivity betwean tbo Basin's dime geogr^ste. Tfia we^m -edFp o^tSe^
and Ibbuthwestetn zones it bmdbnl by the Samernento Rilver, lively itWf,& barrier to WS and
other v4dmmd dapepdept_ "^pocie^: IU e^ Z0130 it bMdesed on thb east by the
Ngonift East Mkin D"d CUM (Streihdad Cr") and fia#md, by inwrossin,glY less-
aiitable (upland and hither gedient eftum) habilpt for GGS. Each ofthem area contuns
IInport^at habitat for the giant garter MAIb, including Prich&d LAA and th^North Drainage
Canal f a tlye nortbwiWern zoney Fisherman's Lake in the authweetm ume, m1,,"S=tie Atley"
(North lv%n Canal and. assMnted rice fields) in the emiftn tonm Thepropoeed Gzaiabsiar site;
is boated within the northwestern zoM, at the intersection of all tbrmozonas.

The imgorance of maintaining caan6ctivity corridors for the NBHCP'i Covgred Species is a]ey
uitidarlyia,g tbomne of thwA012003, PiW Natomae Bmin Habitat Conovaion Plan (City it s1.
2003). Tl^a NBFICP'g 0.5:1 mitibgirtion ratiois~ in psrk justified by the plan's commitment to
aiaindin connectivity between the Natomas Ban Consav#rcyla-(TNBC) remves aiod.

,.^ ^ro!u^l^ing agricultural LmzU (NBHCP, p. IV 8), ,m well im connactivity bslwmen thotthroe mam
bW8npkc amen of the Natomas Basia. The plan reputedly ampbpdzq tlw geed to emft
.gqunrctivity between TNBC rwervae in order to minimize habitat fimgme^itiem bad spesies
isol(ilim (NBHCP, p. 1-16). For exeanpld, a primary goal of the NBHCP ixto "agsiue
connectivity b®lvr* inoividual rmrve% omd eomiectivity, betwoe^ teffinvr And flirrotmding

- -ll the
connectivity betwe® TNBC resqrvec to snow ^nt gubepr snake movesaeet^tba Nt̂e^0
Bmin" (NBHCP; p►., IV-8). Maintenance of connectivity cazidors^a "Mely imp^ for
GGS to Illow individugls of this spew to socess areas of suitable habitat m4d to Ingttin gmudc
intedbnge throu*hout the basin (NBHCP, p.1I 15). Prior to Wquidition of wctland re-berves,
TNBG mtuf di®nsMith that xMiave lands to bd acquired we hydrolcxicall . connected to

^^ ^-suitabl^lhabita^ad^btH^^s^^NBHQ', ^^'i. IV='l2^{!NB - - •.,
corridors within Ind betw6ft r6seWbI6nually (NBHCP, p. VI 16). Maintaining connectivity
corridors is epential. If suitable habitafcannot be mcmod by C3G§ or other covend species
becaun of limited connectivity, then the overall bmMine for the species in the Natomms B
Will decline.

'^ .

:,:
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The primary oppDrtuslity for conndictivity'for the GGS in the Natoaiss Bask is the basin'* aystgin
of irrigation and airahags, canals andqlitcbes (NBHCP, p. N-8} The Lone TM C,anah which is
lowted along tl* western edge oftht propoobd project site, is a particularly significant
oom>ectivity corridor for GGS, and individuals of this-species have been observed using the
canal on numerous occasions. As indicated in Figurd 17 of tha 1JBHCP (City et al. 2003); the

'Lane, Tres Canal represents one (and we believe the mW significant) of only a f- posBible
corridors to allow the movement of GGS 10weESn TlJBC's naanagid marsh and ric.*e9&wmto
t4e north and south of Interstate ^(T-5). Of the other two pos0bl&movtZuxnt corridors, the
North Drain is surrounded on laptli eides by urban development (i.'e:, Sam=auto I$ternational

;e Airport and the approved MAP project) and tlie West Drainage Canal is discopnected from other
hydrologic features north of l-5(Natomas Basin Conservancy 2065). Bwad upon the do-ow
information, the effects analym falls short of ^i!aluating the potential impacts of the proposed
project on the ability of GGS to move within and between TNBC's rasaarvsF lands and

-SM ^ "',^-̂ '=rds-----------r ------=--^ - - - - -

Annual biological monitoring of COS in 2004 and 2005 (Jonas and Stdkes2IX14, 2005), south of
I-5 resulted in troublingly low numbers of this specift, suggesting that finthes isolation through
compromised connecting habitat may lead to a loss of thiswagment of the basin's population.
'fhis portion of the giant garter cnaWk population iu the basin, faced with fiirther isolation, is
increasingly more important btkausb of tbd potential for gqnetic isolation. If snakes are not able
to move beEwe% this area and other arms of the basin, they may^berome genetically isolattd, or,
in ftworst casC ectirpated, in the euuthvc+tst*m geographic area.

The aln.it of an adequate buffer could devrerely limit the utility of the Ilone Tres Canal as a
major capeciivity corridor in the basin. The 2004 NBHCP Giant Garter Snake Monitoring
Report (Jones and St*es 2005) .identified the Lout Trft Canal as Mody the most important
connectivity corridor for GGS. Mid Meta analysis should include an aiialis"`bf ap altgrnative
in which an increased upland buffer is provided betwom the proposed project and the Lone T*e
Coal. The City's Deictnhar 2005 RVort contains confli*g lemgua.ge *arding the proposed
width of the buffer, stating variously that developmont will.occur wititin 250 fat of the canal (p.
4-6) end that the conservation sit will providb a 200 foot wide setback from the higb water
line of Lone Tres Canal and he developmrut (p. 4-7). The NBHCP includes ad area buffer
of at least 250 feiet width beiwadn rersidctatidl development and Fishtrmar^s Like (NBHCPft. V

-2Y #"I*-,-VMdhf genies b^^t^68^s^^ s^teading fronn-tluroga o£tbe =usl =bac4W,..k -
the minimum acceptable size for a buffir betwrm Lone Tree Canal and the proposed project site.
Further analysis of the efficts of the propoad project, the basglin6 of GGS, and other
information may indicate, the need for a buffer brger tlju 250 feIt.

ma w er run-off d^ention ^t^8 Lo^ C%& a e edge of =J
tltepropOsed buffer. This site design would provide an additional buffer to protect GGS from
t^e proposed project's human rdated disturbance efibcts.

Additionally, the Report proposes to record a 30.6 acre conservation easemeat along Lone Ttat
Canal (p. 4-7) as one of the measures that will "likely offset the projeat's dffficts on GGS
movement- We request clarification regarding the language describing this mitigation. The
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Report states that "jfJunding will be providid by the project applicant to cover the cost of
impectipas and maintenance in pagettrity"; nd that the conservation lands will be transferred to
TNBC rmove system ft. the msmagemant in ptrpstuity (p. 6-14). The acceptsuicc of additional
conWrvation lands by TNRC is at the discretion ottheir Board of Directors which mt* fint
dd^mine that TNBC can^effectively assume managbmaat of additional lands beyond tletotal
calculawd in their fihar►cial model and wdowment securities. At minimum, the acceptance of
lands aa^d presunxnbly a canal consmvation cagebaent would require a dedication of an
endowmaat land management fft to be detarmined by the TNBC.

The WildIiil^ Agencies antgonc-arurcd about the speclative language describing the potential
6nssxvation casement on the Lone Tree Canal. We understand that the manasftiant of the
oparation %Ad maintniancPof this canal is under the directive of the Natomas Mtttual. Water
Company (N1EtWC) whose, principle charge- consists of maintenance of the structural efficiency
of the water delivery canals throughout the bacin. A consavation ea9ftOmt designed to provide:
for the caaswvation of 6GS, as well as the Westerii pond turtle, anothar'Covaed SMcies, would
likely c^nflict with curr^ut management mandates of the NMWC. Given that the proppred •,
project would iinpinge' on this canal and that findings in the 2004 •NBHCP Monitoring Report
(Jones and Stokes 2005) confirm the importance of this canal for GGS, additional mMunts may
be necessary to protect this corridor for GGS. Although protecting Lonb TYr.e Cim.al with a
conservation easelnt;nt may have nits conceptually, unless NMWC agm-as to subordinate its
managamnut casement, the proposed vagetatrJ Lone TM Canal snakt btwJ* and
snppleneta3 water (from wells) may not p;oducd high quality habitat iu perpetnity, and, thus,
this measure will not likely aphieves the desired co n̂,rvation benefits assetted.
Y fL

Lastly, the proposed project notes that in the near future, Elkhorn Blvd;= along the site's narth6n
border, will be expanded front two lam to a six lanes to accommoslaffitraffic generated by MAP
and o#1ir developments (p. 6-14). This expansion will result in a modification to the culvert
drainage system under the roadbed which may result in a modification of flows into the Lone,
Treb Canal along, the pmpflsed project. Discussion as to whether this potential effect was
analy* in theM&tro Air Park Habitat Congervation Plan (MAPHCP) as part of that project's
infrasftlxcture impacts is needed; however, the connfietivity of canals in th*basin is already
rerlric&d by high velocity flows in the culverts under the I-5 crossing of the Lone Tr& Canal
such t&t giant garter walms may have difficulty moving north from the southernmost population
unit. The additional Oifficts of the Eikhorn road expansion on water flows and velocity and
habitat connectivity may further negatively effect snake mobility and movement resulting in a
significant adv*se change in connectivity in the basin. E7cUension and widening of Elkhorn
Boulevard may impede the movqneut of GGS from south to north (and vice vaYrsa) across
Elkhorn Boulevard, bftause GCIS will nWd to pass undqrEllchorn Boulevard via a culvelt. GGSY_-
may erthibit reluctan^ to use culvsrts in closa ' ximi to urban o me^t if ^nad^^

^i^m^atio ^ - •--
- - . - -- ^ -- -- -

( • •> > • o^n^ ^-^I , - ^,
provdd^ti. Impinging conntectivity at F.^hom Boulevard cou^,d itnthea rednce movi^mCnt of
snakes between the northwe*rn and southwestern geographic areas. hnpacts to connectivity
would result in increased impacts to the taking of GGS, thcraby, necessitating a vtry diffeftt
conservation strategy and additional conservation measures and mitigation.

^,
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Fs2etre to .Analyze ProRased Pro! pct ie f.i of Chang& In Land U&6 since'AalOroval. of
NBHCP stnd•Rsasonabtv Poreteeable Future Land Use Chans;es

The eff.scts analysis should consider potmatisl changes in land use (e.g., agrieuItu,ral production)
due to factors such as potential changes in operations of Sawmmto International Airport Lands
and cots of agricultural wattk. Changes in land: use affeats tiA species' bagelipe habitat, which
in turn affects the impacts of the taking of the species ss* necassitatep a very diffeaent o, ."
consbrvation stratsgy. Tlie grWer t1fe impaqofthe taking, the gredar tl*llkelihood that
diffa,$it a3* increased mitigation may be warranted. For exampla; a complete analysis of the
4anp in baseline habitat may lead to a determination th4t the applicant needs to mitigate at a
2:1 or 3:1 at ever higher ratio to meet the conservation needs of the species affected. It may also
result in requiring that pnserves be established in vqry specific lacations with tus basin.

The analysis fails to consider the potential in;iiact and cumulative impacts on the NBHCP's
Cov'ered. Spicies. In August 2005, Jenny Merr of DFG provided. Ell= Berryman with a. list of
possible future projects in thabasin to be considered for inclusion in the effects analysis an^tha
proposed project EIR The following is a list of possible future projects that may ri,preswt
reasonably forosbeablt cumulative d6vbtopme,nt in ti*.basin. The City should provide an update
of the status of eaph of the bdlowyprojects and any other projects in the: Bassin that are under
active consideration, and astaas whether or not the impacts of the Ifiojects may be consifted
cumulative-to the proposed project: If thW ars• deerned cnmulative, 'the effects of the proposed
project may be considerably greater in light of thew potential land use ehanM and result in

' 'incrrased Qon&rvation needs for the Covered Specie^ in the basin.

Possible future projects in IMNatomas Basin:

4'..
N'atomas Fish Screw Replsc®wrxexit Project

^ ^ lsatomas L.pvte Setback Project
Sacraniqito Area Flood Control Levso Upgrade_Pr^oj^ect
Sacramento River Water Reliability Study Proj^t

a Sacrameuto Nf`etropolitenAirlyortExpansion Project •
I IK Sacramvnto Nktropolitan Airport Master Managanent Plan
a Joint Vision Project

Downtown to tdatomas Rail Light rail Transportation Project
Sacramento Municipal Utility Substation Expinsion Projects (numerous)

h It

Y,

Finally, the- Report does not adeguafsdy address the potfiatial H1'ects on CGS r6sultin#om -
_ farfnîn 8Lacmt to urban or refiidential development. Rice g^typicallY involves the amial

'aplliEtioXOT Mau-MhT^bic ^"-
adjacent residential development. For example, farmers or their contractors could have. difficulty
obtaining insuraYice to coVer Their opesations in close proximity to residen.tial developaftt. Wt
proposed project has historically beq ► and is currently b4dered to the north by rice fialds.
Therefox% the City should anglyze the potential effects of the praposedi project on adja.eWt
agricultural udis.

I^S ^5

Z.
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Coach[sion

On Decanbar-10, 2002, the County and City tach approvedaNlemorandum of Undarstandin
i•

g
(Iv[OU) that outlined a vision for l^and^se and revenue sharing principles for lands in the
Natomas Bisin. This "Joint Vision" MOU dlsignated thg City as thd agtat for development and

the Ser4oa at the letterhead address.

thwCounty as the agent ofpunnanep# opcm space protection in the Natomas Basin. Based Upon
our undei^ffinding of the "Joint Vision" MOU, the City and County inftnd to work
collaboratively to affect further land uss changes in the Natoma8 Basin. The Witcilife,.4,getncibs
eocourage the City and County to pursue an amendrntnt to the NB)rICP that focusds on the Joint
Vision, rather than pursuing an ambndmkt for Gremnbriar, and then an amendment for the Joint
Vision.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code- Sections 21092 and 21092.2, the DFG requ4ttsyritiep
notificatioa of propagad actions and paading decisions rs!garding this proj`ct. W#tan
notifications should bd dirae0d to ft DFG SacramemtoValuylCentEal Sierra Region, 1701
Nimbus Road, SuiterA, Rancho Cordova, Califomia. 95670. The Suvioe also requests being
informed regarding any actions on the proposed project. Writfim. notification can be submitted to

Thenk you for the opportunity to Ahview this projeet. As the Wildlife Agencies have previously
stated in correspondaice and in pa we are concerned about the effects of the propomd
proj6ct on the efficacy of the NBHCP the City's existing 1TPs. The Report does not

g adequatoly address the effects of the proposed project on the CGS, in particular, and more
-Smerally, on the NBHCP's opftating concarva#ion program. Future development in the basin
will likely require a new conservation strawgy to addres these iinpacts, and will necessitate the
proparation of anEnvironnnntel3mpact StatenentlBnviromnCntal IWact Report pursuant to the
Naonal'Buvironmental Policy Act and California Enviromiental Quality Act, respectively. We:

Min Gpmmittod to. working with the City to pmsdrve the,bendits of therNBHCP and to twurd
ttc# any futurb dtwefopmtnt in th6 baaeadgq,uately profficts the GlGS, SH and o%w covered
Species.

1 .R

,Rl.eam contact Ken Sanchez, Assistant Field Supervisor, at (916) 414-6622 or Holly Herod, the
Service's Sacrameao Valley Branch Chief, at (916) 414-6645 62Jftuxylviarr, DFG Staff
Environmeatal Scientist, at (530) 895-4267, or Kent Smith, DFG Acting Assistant Regional
Manager, at (916) 358-2382 of the DFG if you have any questions or concerns regading this
1^. .

Sincerdy, Sincerely,

.Susan K. Moore /ktendra Morey
Acting Field Supervisor Region Mandgi:r .
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service California }}epattmen.t of Fish and Game

M
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Sacramento Fish and WildWe Office
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Sacramento, CA 95828
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Tom Buford, Senior Planner
City of Sacramento Environmental Planning Services
2101 Arena Boulevard, Second Floor
Sacrament4, California 95834

Department of Fish and C-4me
Sacramento Vailev-Central
SierF&-R8gion
1701 Nimbus Road, SuitexA
Rancho Cordova, CA M670
FAX (916) 316-2912

a^^ ^^^^I & ^^

REV03`11,Q N 2:

Subject: Comments on the City of Sacramento's July 2006, Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Proposed Greenbriar Development Project, Sacramento County,
California

Dear Mrf Buford:

•

Th6 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and California Department olf Fish and Gamm
(DFG) (hereafter collectively referred to as the Wildlife Agencies) have reviewed the City of
Sacramento's (City) July 2006, Greenbriar Development Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR). The DEIR has been prepared asi part of the City's consideration of the
Greenbriar proposal (proposed project), which would include the construction o^3,473 housing
units (consisting of low, medium and high density housing), approximately 28 acres of retail and,
commercial devi=lopment, 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 act'bs and is A. of the existini City limits. The Project area is
located within the PJatomis Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP; City of Sacramento et al,
2003) Area; however, it is outside the City's Incidental Take Permit (ITP) area in northern
unincorporated Sacramento County, approximately one mile east of the Sacramento Inte>.'hatiornl
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) 5116iL, and
direct 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 that includes the canal and 200 feet of adjacent uplands5, to be
protected and managed in perpetuity as C'rGS habitat. Included in the proposed conservation
strategy in the DEIR is a proposal to preserve, restore, and manage approximately 204.2 acits of
GGS habitat at two off-site locations, including approximately 190 acres of managed marsh
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habitat at th* Spangler Property and approximately 14.2 acres of managed marsh habitat at the
Natomas 130 Property. In addition to approximaffly 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.

Tha. EfFects Analysis and proposod conservation strategy in the DEIR were created with little
input from the Wildlife Agenc'bs and have not been evaluated by the WildWe Agencies to
determine their consistency with Federal and State endangered Species Act-requireniaiits or their
effects on the efficacy of the NBHCP. TU Wildlife Agencies twice previously submitted to the
City lettas stating our concerns with the proposed project. The Wildlife Agtncies met with the
City on June 6, 2006, to further explain our concerns. A summary of these letters arA meetings
follows.

Back1proued Summary

Ths Wildlife Agencies submitted a July 29, 2005, joint comment yetter to the City in response to
the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Greenbriar
Project. The leum noted that if approved, the propord project would result in a loss of up to

^ 577 acros of habitat beyond that anticipated, analyzed and covered for take under the City's

the NBHCP's carefully deagned constrvation strategy to minimize and mitigate the impacts of

permit and would constitute a significant departure from the NBHCP's Operating Conservation
Program. Additionally, in accordance with thre NBHCP's Implementation Agreem4ut, prior to
approval of any rezoning or prezoning for the proposed project, tlr City is required to conduct a
reevaluation of the NBHCP and ITPs, prepare a n6w bffects analysis, revise or amor ' id thi
NBHCP and ITPs, and develop an Environmental Impact Statement, or develop a separate
coumvation strategy and obtain separate ITPs to addriss such additional development. We
notdd that as part of the Effects aqalysis, do full impact of suah development on the efficacy of

take of the Covered Species associated with a maximum of 17,500 acm of developnierit within
I I the Natomas Basin must be thoroughly analyzed and a consftvation strategy that adequately

addrerriss the increased impects to the Covpx+ed Species ressulti4 from additional loss of the
limited habitat rtpnainina in the basin is also rLquirtd prior to authorization of any additional
teW. This Wdcts analysis would need to evaluate if baseline conditions and assumptions used in
the original arelysis are still accurate.

On Septemler 7, 2005 Judge Levi isstled a decision4n thqdddral NBHCP litigation, which
cautioned in footnote 13 of that decision that "the Service and tltpw seeking an ITP in the future
will f1wo an uphill battle if they atlzmpt to argue that additional davElopnent in the Basin beyond
tli& 17,500 asrts will not result in J9opardy" to GGS an4 SWH. Judge Lvvy's opinion considered
theoffects of the current trend of fallowing rice agriculture lands in the basin to faeilitate
potential further urban development.

On March 21, 2006, the Wildlife Agencies issued a second joint comment letter to the City in
response to the City's Decemtgr 2005, Analysis of Effects on thb Natomas Basin Habitat
ConUrvation Plan Report, which was prepared as pert of the City's consideration of the proposed
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GrtMbrier developme^t project. In this letter, the Wildlife AgwOqs diseugecd our concerns
about the proposed project's effects on the GGS, SWH, and oth& CovOred Sp6cies with regards
to 1) connectivity among rfteive lands and among the three major geographic areas in the
rTatoaMS Basin, and 2) the eroding baseline of agriculttugl lands, and rice fatming,, in particular,
resulting both from currqnt economic conditions and thQcumulativaeffeets of othaf reasonably
foreseeable ds<velopmept in the basin. We specifically identified hDw the City's DecBmbir 2005
daEcument failed to adequattly address the impacts of the p.*+opesed project on thoNBHCP's --
Operating Conservation Program and *o failed to analyze the prdpoe'f5d project in light of
changft in land udc`3iac^ the approval of the NBHCP and reasonably foreseeable land use
changes. , A

Finally, on June 6, 20.G)6, the Wildlife Agencies met with repre^tatives of tio City to discuss
the Gmewbrier project. In this me.dfti& the Wildlife Agarcies sxxpnessbd concern and
disapipointment at the City's decision to release the DEIR without equate input and review by
the Wildlife Agmcies. A July 7, 20M, telephone conSftcs call b®tvuelen the repres^tatives of
the Wildlife Agencies and the City renewed nnny of the topics from the June 6, 2Qp6 m^ting.

COiClRKlOn

Based on our review of the DEIR, we reitarate our eondbns, esprCseed prdviously in our leltu
and motings with the City, that DEIR does not adequately address the impacts of the propmed
project on the NBHCP's Operating Conedvation Program. Pleese sbe our March 21, 2006,
1M&, dacbied.

Furthw, the Wildlife Agencies have not evaluated tlr Effects Analysis in the DEIR to determine
its conaistmcy with Fodaral AW Sate F.adangEatd species Act requiftmtnts or itNeffects on the
efficacy of tl*NBHCP. Such review will occur during the dpwalopment of eithqgr^ new HCP f^
Greenbrier, an am=odmmt to the existing NBHCP, or a new HCP for the Natoms^^asin. The
City will bLeMquirEd to obtain a new UP from the Wildlife Agewim, authorizing^ncjdqital take "
of State- and F®daaell}-listed threatewd and Mdangepad sphcies bV)bnd what wai#ftnitted in .
the etisting NBHCP. Until our review is completed, we areunable to deWmine the sdroquacy of
the mitigthon and conwvation proposal reflected in the Effects Analysis. Howdr;dr, the
Wildlife Agencies r6cognia.e that the proposal likely represents the minimum of mitigation and
conservation measures that may be required for the deivLiapment of the pinpowdd project.

Pursuant to Public Resaurces Code Sieetioes 21092 and 21092.2, the DFG requests written
notification of proposed actions and pomiing, decisiour, regarding this project. Writtest
notiifiGttions _ uld b:^directed to the ^E go YAW9!RWimTm ' 17P2 --wa L
N^^, Su^te "o ^ova, aliforrua .- ^91-kVicb it^requ_&ts writftn
notification regarding any actions on the proposed projeol. NotificatiaQ can be sutnitted to the
Service at the lettqh®ad address.

ThanL[ you for the opportunity to review this project. As the Wildlife Ageacift haveY i*ieatedly ,,
stated in corresepondwoe- and in preraon, we ard concerned about the effects of the prapopd
project on the efficacy of the NBHCP W the City's existing TTPe. The DIEt does not
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adequately address the efFects of the proposed project on the GGS, in particular, and more
generally, on the IriBHCP's Operating Conservation Program. Future development in the basin
will- require a new conservation strategy that is developed with input and review from the
Vdifdlife Agencies, to address these impacts. We remain committed to working with the City to
preserve the benefits of the I1[BHCP and to ensure that any future development in the bwin
adequately protftts thv GGS, SWH and other Covered Species.

Please contact Holly Herod, the Sacramento Valley Branch Chief, or Kelly Fitzgetald of the
Service at (916) 414-6645, of the Service and Jenny Marr, Staff Environmental Scientist, at (530)
515-4267, or Kent Smith, Acti,ng Assistant Regional Manager, at (916) 358-2382, of the=DFG if
you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter.

9

Sincerely,

,441 4C. ?^ r►A-m..^- (̂ ►
q'- l,

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service California Department of Fish and Garne

Susan K. Moore Sandra. Morey
Field Supervisor Region Manager

Enclosure

.

ccr:^ C";

Combs, Administrator, County oS, $Mtter
(A^rt: Board of Supervisors), County a Sacramento
Jol* Roberts, The Natomas Basin Conservancy.
Kent Smith, DeparEtneiit of Fish and Game Region 2
Je4y Marr, Department of Fish and Game Region 2

0.
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Fax:916-414-6713 Sao 18 2007 16:06

United States Department of the interior

FlSHAND WELD LIFE SERVICE
Fi^h^^ld Wil¢li^ ofl^ ,s.

CotO Way, Room W -2W5
9a[atu4a4 Califorau 95825-Ii#6

Ms. Carol S&arly
^ Director of Plannin&

city of Sawrato
Plsnniug DCparmamt
915d Stroet •
New City Hall 3,w4 Flow
Saaramecito, Cslifania 95814

V
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I

v

Subjocti l^pons+^ to tba.City of Ssccram^tto letter re^ri%^g tlsa C^mooabziar Project
' in Saoram^aoute^ Cou^aty, California.

"
"

' Dow Ms. S}Wly:

ThialeM respands to the City of Saaramtato's (City) March 19, 20074" *.dig the
Groenbriar peoject. In your lctba, you dacu.'be the City'o undwstanihng of the Pish and Wildlife
Servlce's (9eorvxcs) position regarding local City approvals of the p%ja aw compliance with'
tio Natoxnae Basin Habitat: C="vdon Plan ("1BHC1I^, Impl on Agreement ("I'^
and ^dtscal ax^d stip iwr^dea^ t*a p@,mita w^aiYc t^ma^y out position regerdiz}g
that ie^ue:

Greaobiar pKo,' ,̂ec;t. In addition to complating an effects snalysis, the City may ?w iffrow the
Grs^abrtar project until 1) it obtains the Servics's approval of an a^oo^eA^dmeoo^t to thwNBHCP and
obtains FIPs fear tlvproject from both ManciEs, or 2) thoproject'propsnp^t d^ops its own

Spe+cifionlly, yqu state "wv unaderstan.d that do Service and Daperb^►t of Fish & (3ami^ ...
cowur that by sompleciag ft E^ Analysis price to the City's consideration of the poe-zoning
applia►tion and I„AFCO'^s decisioa on the au^cati:on, ft City cobaplie^d with the terms of the
[NBHCPI, IA aud ir^id^ial take pemit with r*ect to ft City' 9 lc^a^ov^ proc^ for ft
Ga:e^ex psoj,set.' That stsdKmat da*s not aa.^ratQy *fled our posltion regarding the
GrsenltCi,ar dCVtlopmuent. Firs^y we point out that thc: Service Us not y^:cancurrod in the "Effect^
,,^" p^red by ^te City. T'1p service has previously advised tl>^;City that its formal
r^'viewv of suclI'p^ylysis will oeaur only as part of its fit= review of ati appliastian for a fecal
inddmtal tal^^axuvit in contwion,with the (l^al>riax dcvrlo ►ouldisuch an applicatiaQ
be filre^i, Sico^aq^mpl^on of ah ^^ly^' ^' ^ o ^ offtv^sal^;_ of tla^ Cit, r^

fiTBHCPrI>il^ati^

'^"^4►1Q.

Y 1^s`^^'o
„ton ^^

^.:; Fi R ID
IHANM^^^CA

& N " 9 _9 11 g1 11



to

USFIS Fax:916-41,4-6713 Sep 18 2007 16:06 P.03

J.

My. Carol Sbeft1y ^ 2

HCP and olatai^s separate mai.ciiqtal take p== for tlvprojdct from #p SeMce. NBHCP IA at

(916) 414-OM.

While the Se,rv,ict has'agred that the City mdy prrxoeed with certain pwProject apProvalA it is
our potion that to rwain in compliance with the NBHCP IA.=d ITPs, the City may not take
ac>lom to. approva ft Cxraenbaiar project through specific projectappzvva1s, ix6 approval of a
Ummlive subdivision map, aB* subdivision map, or a deve),opiunt agreemW for tlye proj eat
until aftw the ]RFoject IxpA®Mat hmpbbamed federal uw,i*ntal f*b pabats.

As yeu:krww, #1d Stvice, the proj At piropmabv4 dud thd City have p4cipoted in discu^ons
regarding dt potential impacts of the project on the giant gartas make; 'tLe Swainson' a Hawk
and other Wecies coveqed andaR the NBHCP and on the NBHCP'e overall conswvation stategy
for t^p Natonj* Ba*iA:ataci we have on sevwl cgcasions cWtsed our co=fta about ft
proj^wt's potredW iWividmal. aud cumulative impects on the above spoes iad conservation
3aatfty. N^.rvathelft w* are oonzmftted to working with tlo City erAtberporoja;t propaasw to
UploziA dtsMope*att of an HCP for Oreenbmar project that could most the requiumnoo of
the BSA and cump1meeat the conservation strategy of thwcxistia,g NBHCP.

If you have any, qypdons or we can be of furthw assistanpe, p1aft coritact Jana Millikca, Acting
Swamento VM1ey Bench C,hK or Lori Rinek DepWy ,A=*nt Prefd Supervisor, at

l S*W1y, N

.1
Aesistant FiaYd Supervisor

U.

T4

zB3
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September 18, 2007 ,T

Snbject: Comments on the City of Sacawmwto's August 2007, Final Environmentil
Impact Rtport for the Propoeod C9reeabriar Devalopmaet Projaat, Soanmeato
County, California

Degr W. Word:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sarvice PW" and Cgifornia Uepmtncnt of Fhb actd G4mb
(DFO) (1tweaRer collectively referred to = the Wildlife Aganeima) have rcviftcd tlai`s City of
Saeramqcrto'a (City) August 2007, Cmatnbsiar Development Pr*ct Final Iidnvirozmtental Impact
Rew (FW). The FEIR has=bmp pt'epnredwpatt of tlp City's consideration of the Greenbrier
propose (pr^ pFojoct), which would iaclwde t14e coraaruction of 3,473 housing units
(consieting of low, rabdium and high dobsity lousing), epproxintAtely 28 acres of retail Wd
commercial ievelopment, a 10-aeA elftn6ntary sahOol,'en:apWxin:uftly 39-acre common water
fentnra, and eight naighborhoodpanScs totaling approximately 49 aeil:s. The propostd project
area totals approximately 577 sera and is north of the existing City limits. T!g prqjbct artEs is
locaW within We Ngtomas Basin Habitat Conacxvatian Plan (iiBHCP; City of Sacramento at al.
2003) Aft- hovev&, it is outside tlv City' 6Incidental Take Permit (ITP) area in northern
unincorpoMbd Sacamento Couaty,%pproxinfitely one mile ant of tlW•Sacrarpanto lnterrmtJorA
Airport. The project site i3 bounded by Intersuft 5 to the south, Highway 99/70 to the ant, the
Melro Air Park (MAP) d®vWopment to the vvetit, and Elkhorn Boulevard to the north.

Tl* V4^ikilife Agenpipa<previoualy submitted to the City four letters stating our conwas with%c
pro^d^bad project, including: g J* 2005, joint comrrrmt left to the City in response to the
Notice of Preparation (NOP) ot'd Draft Fzvironmetxtai impW Report for the Cmeabrior Project;
g1darsh 2006 Ocoad joint commet letter to tiw City in resplOnat to the City'l December 2005,

itoLg# on the pN^%uW Bo4in Hlbftat Conrion Plan ^rt, which was
mds"VW1^E, 13-

2006200b third joint comment letter to *A City in rasporiad to the City's July 2006, Gtarilfiar
Development Project Draft Environmental Impost Repert;uand a D4;catnbar 2006 fourth joint
comment letter to the City in%opnae to the City'-s, Noxottber 2005, Recirculated Draft
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Envmnmental ]mpact R,eport for the pooposvd Gnoenbriar Deveiopment Project. As you lmw,
the Apcnties, the project proponett, and the City hwe participated in disioussionarqWd* the
potential imppcts of the project on the giant garter qAe (GGS), tt* Swainsos's hawk (sw),
other swim covred uodw the ?JBHCP, and on the' NBHCP't overall consdrvation rtraV for
the Ngtomag Bfis9n, W wWbo* on*vdral ocxa4ons expresed our cbne.ernsabout the projact'a
potsatial individual and cumulative impwcts on the above epaciewid coasearvation sbNtcgy.

The Wildlifie Agmucieslwn rvvisvmd, but apt yet concurred on, the "Aninlysh of Effects on the
NntoqW Basin HabitS Condqvktion Plan Report" and the BioloSical section of the DEIR,
including the wnqiysib'of the effects on GGS, prepi*d by the City and have previovialy advised
the City that fomal review of such analysis will only'occiu`'m the coura of the Algencisr' review
of future federal and stawapplicxtione for incidental *ke pErmiirin consection with the
GreenbRiat development, shonidauch applications be filed.

Tlv FEIR states that the propped project may impnct of up to 497.abres of SWH foraging
hQit& TWYPEIR's proposed mitigation strategy for impacts to SWH inclaft tb,i pristrvation
and management of 27.9 aewsof on-site (Lone Tree Canal upland component), and 212.6 acns
of off-site fotsgini habitet. BpW on our review of the FEIR, the Wildlife Agvacicsarc
concerned that the FEIR dm not provids ayle^tM ntitiption naoasuras to minimia s4aificant
eTects to SWH to below 41 MgnificW ►t leV6I. Particularly, the pMmaneut protection of 240.5 Uft
over four separate locations (Spa*sr site North Natomas Site, Lone Tree Canal, aaO an
unidentified 49 sere parcel) as a maw of mitigating for the low of a contiguous 497 act^es of
SWH foraging habitat t;slla short of tha staadard that Sacramento County so the DFO have
developed for de4mining foattgirtS habitat impatW in unincorpDraUed Secremedo County. This
staod*rd should be cangftad to sftft as minimum mitigation under the CSlifornlk
Environnaeatal Quality Aat (CEQA), and should also consider tpe pwpoW project's added
potential effects to the NBHCP's Opecating Conservation Program.

Altlipu.gii W,*- FEIR's analysis of impacts to SWH foraging habitat, which &ftrmiw& the
level of imwect based on tW etarting impact litbiat valutod the 6ading mitigation habitat vahle,
the methodology devbloped by Siicranakito County (County) and DFG iAnot rf-*rrnW based
on Aasoaal use of certain lan&ovsr typeain onrejoveq ybar, as, depicted in the efiscts analyitis
for the Granbrior pe+ojest. The FEIR's analy"of itspacb undW-raprwrents impacted foraging
habitat by only conftft the habitat valixe based upon one growl^g aQOrt, and dM got depict
tW higltW habitat values expected to wcur on site over Sabsequ6ht growing seasons. In other
words, s'ma impacted lands which were valued in the FEIR as low quelity fìtld crop or modwde
quality idle cover types were not considered for their higher quality values in years ,when crop
types may be rotated, or when idle cover typo se brou*t back into agricultural production.
Conver,ely, mm proposed mitigation }onda were valwd ashi,g,h quality*lfalfa and MM not
considered for their lower quality cover types when this crop type may be rotated or set aside as

1Tecdu.se of the difficulty oftcxurately ass^piuo^babitat vdlues basbd upon thv long-wm versus a
singular growJq,sesaon, the County and DFG developed a metbedolqjW which recognizes that
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SWH for" llabiW value'il greater in large expansive op4n spscvs nd agricultural areaa than
in area whicb bsvd beee SW=ted by agrieulturai-rseidentird or urban $evelopment. TU
concept isthst impacts to fouging habitat occurs ^ss pwpw&s develop to iv^gty mot
intmtpimusea on saiola minimum parael sizes. 7%ordfort, fqtaginbifst impacts ^astsaed
when agricalturl at^i'agriauTtw^:^-rresid^sl "b ^ r^'za^ed to: ]iir Minimum parcel
sim. 'Al a baslisae, tlaW County aisum,a that prop6ttie8 zoried AG-40 ,end larger have 100%
l*b* vuuw, AG-20 praptties h]i<ve 75'/. value, and AR 10 properties have 25% habitat value.
Prop^es zoned AR-5 And ki-i116r, such aQ Att 2, AR-1, the urban Residential Densities (RU-1
thru 40), commercial aad industrial nooinm retain no *itat value. According to thia^
raethodology, the poposed project would qwlify a containing 100% habitat value. 'I*
Wildlifi A$eon zecomumeqti that replqppnjnt Ws be plovidod with equal or gi+wor hat
vptup ona pw ace bpais; ss te minimum, towAoMfisfAnd nritisM the Agaificant t'ffects on
SWH fcnging bAWtat to bdow a sign'rf'ic;tpnt W61.

Pursuant to Public ResourcmCodo Sections 21092 and 210iâ2.2, the DFG request written
notification of proposed wtions and pegdin&*isions rejyard.in$this prnject. Writt&
notifu,ations1*ould be dincted to t1* DF(} Sacmcnto Valley/Central Siezxi! Region, 1701
Nimbus Read, Suite A, Raactto Cor+dova, Califoma 95670. The S6rvice dso reqttists written
notific:ikioa regacding anyaetion8 on the propooad piojeet. Notification can be submitted to tb&
Service at the Lfterhead-addnrts.

Tha* you for the opportunity to review this project. As the Wiidlif+e Agencies-lrwe auded, we
are camumed .,out tlw affects of the proposed project on the efficacy of the NBHCP and the
City's aisthWITP& The FOR 4m not adeqw* ad(^res'tlte eftte of the proposed p1pject
on the GGS or SWH. We remain committed to working with the City to ftmre that any future
development in the bask adllquately protacts, the WS and SWH, and other NBHCP Coveteil
Specieso

Thu* you for the opportunity to review this proj ect. If we can be of furtt* assistance, at DFC}
please ceet#at Iulr. Todd Qwdner, Staff Environmental Sc.i&tti#, act (209) 745-1968, knd at the
Service pleme eoKwt Jana MilIilr;to, Acting Saamonto Vd*y Brarirh Chii!f, at (916) 414-6561
or Lori RiaDk, Duty Assiatant Fid1d Supervift at (916) 414-6GDi0, r:

Sincerely,

(:.

{"sty Goude - - -^- _ -
Assistant Field Superwimr
U.S. Fidi and Wildlife Service

Sincerely,

Acting Woi* MVaflgGr
California Department of Fish at Gan7l;

r
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Larry Cambs, Adozfnisitwm, County of Sutter, Yuba City. CA
Donald Lo*kart, AaiW F.xeautxvt Offiobr, S&r*iiwto I,ooal Agency Fom,ataon
Commiftfon, Sacramento, CA
Jqba Ro*h% The Nato=g R"n Conkrviiacy, Sm=nento, CA
KOt Smith, California Dtpaztmeat of Fish and Cixne, RtwJw Cordova, CA
Todd Gardl*, California Dopirtmeat of Fish and Game, Rj*ho Co*va, CA
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City of Sa"MOnto, Sutter Conqty, Niftnm sin Conservw*y, lteftnstion Dutrict No. 1000,
W4 Ns=UwMutual WRft Company (NBHCP}. 2003. FiuM Ngtomai Basin Habitdt
Conservation P40. ftrmnzo, California: Prepared for &, U. S. Fisk and Wildlife
Sernice and CDFG. April.
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cc:
Mr, Larry Combs, Administntor
County of Sutter
1160 Civic Canar Boulevard
Yuba City, California 95993

Nr. Donald Looichort
Saareuteato Looel AgcrKy Formartion Consmimion
1112 "I" Staet, Suitle 100
Sa,=ento, CA 95814-2836

Mr. John Roberts
ThaiNatonaaa Bain Conarvancy
2150 River Plan Dri* Suite 460
Sacrazamo, Ce1ilbrnia 95833

Mr. Kent Smith
4[r. ToN Gardner
California Depotm&rt of Fish-.md Game
North Ctntral Region
1701 Ni1qbes,Rd, SuiW A
Rancbo Cordova, Califtpia 95670-4549

bcc:
Mr. John Mottox
California Department of Fish and Ckmc
Office of the General Counsel
1416 Ninth Strad

0ento, Califqavia 95814Suter
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James P. Pach1
Attorney at Law

717 K Street, Suite 529
Sacramento, California 95814

Tel: (916) 446-3978
Fax: (916) 244-0507 jpachlFsbc&bal.net

Mayor Heather Fargo
Members of the City Council
City of Sacramento

January 8, 2008

cc: City Manager Ray Kerridge

RE Council Workshop on S'Uenbr^r Voject. January §. ;008. 6 qge&da. Item 20

Dear Mayor Fargo and City Councilmemtors,

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 the preposterous assertion that a few hundr'ed acres of
development at Greenbriar will magically induce the Federal government to pay for an $800 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 the project financing plant fiscal,

-prior to thisanalysis, and City-County revenue sharing agreement required by Joint Vision,
Workshop even though staff earlier presented a detailed public infrastructure financing plan and
iscal analysis to the Planning,CpmmissiQn.

The City Planning Commission rejected the project on November 8, 2007, by a 5- vot with
one recusal. A divided LAFCo earlier approved expansion of City's Sphere of Influence to
include Greenbriar by a bare ma^gin of 4=.

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 numerouscitizens.-The iJ.S. Fish and.Wildlife Sejjjiae,;9^ep^o^ - -_^^
Fish and Game, State Office of Environmental Health Hazara ^lssessment (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.



A EA

The project is supported by SACOG, the R*oqal 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 Mawgar, 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 fuillto provide funding sufficient to pay costa 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 claimuag 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,@00,000 was needed 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 tlg;n its proportionate Jiare of
cost of community infrast<vctKe 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 bo v4dressed which go well beyond the scopo
of the usual municipal financial audit. CiV kb" undertake no new development in Natomas
until the audit recommended by the Grand Jurv, addressing gUof the issues listed on page 28 of
the Renort, is undertaken and made available to tle nublic, an--a s are f._^v in nlace to avo^
repeating the same errors that caused the failure of the North. Natomas Financing 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 ImpWct Analysi,were p^eyiousl^ompleted^ndsul^itted to^he^_
Planning Commission. See "C^reebriar 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 Finance Plan shows that the project and its public infrastructure fiiwnce plan verge on
financial infeasibility, and that there are major uncertainties and likely additional costs that could

^ V ^
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easily push public facilities financing into the "infeasible" range, unless City subsidizes the
project. There should he no consideration of annexation, prezoning, or other approvals until all
financial questions are re lio ved and revised Fi4Ncg Plan, fiscal Q&sis. Qi JQnt Vision
=evenue- ring asr^t ^e prepared.- -

ATTACHED are pages 23 and 32 - 36 of the Greenbriar Public Facilities Finance Plan ,
presented•to Planning Commission. Pa^e U. 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% is infeasible. "based on EPS experience
... for over two decades." EPS' analysis in Table 9 on e 3 'Infrastructiut Burden," shows
Greenbriar's cost burden as 19.5% of gg ,-Ajg price aa medium-de^jty lme. which is the
majority of homes, I6.4% of the sale price of low-density homes, and 14.71YQ of the sale price of
high density residences.

Cost projections in Table 9 e34 are highly speculative. For example, the Finance Plan does
not explain how it computed the Table 9 projectedbabitat mitigation got. The Federal and State
wildlife agencies been clear that Greenbriar's proposed 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, mainteqance
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 and fees) required by USFWS and CDFG will be much greater than
presently proposed by City and assumed by the FiA,awe Plan.

The Finance Plan, ", states that the developer "may be required t&Wvance funds and
construct additional off-site roadway improvements" but does not inelude those costs in the
Finance Plan. The California Department of Transportation insists that the project "uld
financiallt contribute to off-site highway improvements. A sizeable 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 d' to implement the Jaiut VW
r6quirement that development provide 1 acre of oM Wace 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 spacd."

The Finance Plan, Table 9. page 3.3 , says that the Supplemental 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
lowtdensity 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 hqge
cost overruns that will require a substantial increase in the levee fees and assessments.
mmm jr; mji?.- _- -- -- _ ^^^
The FinanoE Plan, states that a total of taxes and assessments of less than 2 aercent
indicates financial feasibility. Finance Plan, n. 34, Tab 10. shows estimated total taxes and
assessments as ranging from 1.24 to 1.67 percent of assumed sale prices. However, the Finance
Plan, p. 35, footnote 2, states that "actuaL,,^WA mW adgptgsl for ^'xre.enb,^„,naz could be sificantlX
higher !"those shown."

3
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The percentage calculations used in Tables 9 and 10 to determine feasibility are based on home
prices equal to 2005 Natomas price levels 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 Wes have since declined substantially and are projected to decline further If. as is
extremely o m e prices prove less than those d by t h e ' c' Plan
and/Qr cgstsare hi er, then the ratio of coa and total taxes 191ome prices will be greater than
shown in Tables 9 and 10, and most likely within the "infeasible" range beyond 20%.

In such event, the City would liicely eatg_ or ind 'telv defer^%pnes^ tial" gromiNd
nuj^ info ucture gt the develop^.' "uek (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 Finance Plan (which is based on 20105 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
Usp Agreement for Annexations. (See Joint Vision, pp. 4, 5). There is go Juint Vi&on.revenue

awt. The Greenbriar financial analysis does not account for the effect of Jointsharing agreer
Vision revenue sharing. JT* t Vrevenue-sharing is.relevant to que:stion ef w^ther
nrvidinQ services to eenbri^r will cost the city more than it v^^^^^eiv1 41 1•e, ve^ueom
Gree,pbrist and whether CEQA mitigation measures which rely upon revenue generated by
Greenbriar are financially feasible.

This project should not be cgn^dgMd^oTap•y approvals until there is a Joint Vision revenue-
sharing agreement. much more rtainty as to a^ty^l fees and pub^}c facilities costs discussed
above, and jViM^cial and €^scal.asalvsis. 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-%haring under Joint Vision.

CEQA mitigation measufts which rdy 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
revenue-sharing agreement. The FEIR should not be certified with speculative ^r infeasible
mitigation measures.

2. Assertions that Greenbriar will provioe net revenue to subsidize infill
and contribute to completing NNCP inftstructure brt untupporltd.

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
Greenbriar development will generate surplus revenue to subsidize infill and contribute to

^__ _,_^ ^p^ lo eve s -c
--` even be esima_^-un-tithere is m isi-6-n- reven e °ir;g. agt•ee muc 'M

of Greenbriar fees and infrastructure 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 revenue sharing, there is no basis fos assum. lithat
the project can,geserate revenuw and fees in excess of that needed fos onNsite development.

3. Greenbrier Fiscal Impact Analysisy January 2007

The Greenbriar Fiscal Impact Analysis, dated January 201)7, 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 available to City after the Joint Vision revenue split is computed or whether
Greenbriar would bo a net revenue gain or net revenue loss for the City. At page 7,
(ATTACHED) the Analysis states that "the results suggest a fisallv nnative impact to the
City", which 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 adopt a Master Tax Sharing Agreement. There is no Master Tax
Sharing Agreement. A reliable fiscal analysis cannot be done until City and Couuty have
adopted aMaster 3'ax chA*i^ge areement for Joint Vision, or, at minimum, for Greenbriar.

4. The Partial Reversal Of The Position Of Sacqpmento -Metropolitpn Air QuOty
1Mloagement District W;t Politically-Dictated And Llcks Scientific 11611%

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, 2(y07, submitted to Planning
Commission, which are very clear about the health hazards arising from placing residences
within 500 feet of a busy freeway.

Thereafter, on October 25, 2007, the SMAQMD Board (comprised of City and County elected
officials) adopted the following policy, by g5 - 4 vote:

"8. Land use - 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 support ggy 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 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 leel regpqnsibilitv to protect the
public's health.

A few days later, the District submitted its letter dated October 29, 2007, which for the first time
state^ i'ct Sul ^o^t for G^bnerte4 that the sources >^oaz^$^ `

zi^e rappli ble to the acr e o region orf6 the projecr site, (even though
located at the junction of 1-5 and Hwy 99).

(A



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 Greenbrier will increadile joba^-houaing balance are 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 compete against existing industrial and office parks which are served by existing
infrastructure and public facilities, includiAg 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 Gieenbriar 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. Job-housing ^ balance can be more feasibly accomplished now by infill
"y ^^t ''n the ej'11g g1^

6. The aMertion that the Greenbriar project will aust the Federml government to
fund construction of light rail to the Airport i= fiction.

Regional Transit now states that projected complation date is 2026 and estimated cost is $800 M.
There is no evidence that the Federal government is interested in funding light rail to the Airport,
and no evidence, other than wishful assertions by local government, that development of
Greenbriar will induce Federal funding. RT was recently required to suoend its planning of
light rail extensions due to shortfall of locally-generated operating revenues, and has reduced or
eliminated service on wme 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 12 station stops bgtwegn downtown and the Airgort, a slow
ride that would be unattractive to prrsons 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 Rovernment to pay the
$800 M estimated cost of the project is ludicrous.

Thank you for considering these coinments.

Resppctfully sul

s
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Recommendirion 1. An indgpendont fiscal and complianos audit needs to be conducted to
determine whether the city has nwt the stated fiscal goals and whether developmaht has actually
been completed and built in a timely and proper manner. This audit needs to be conducted by
persons versed in land use and development, fiscal issues related to dEvClopment, 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 developing North Natomas.

The following issues need to be addressed in the audit:

1. Has the development enhanced the city's ability to attract major industrial employers?
2. Dees the area contain optimum amounts of land devoted to parks, recreational facilities and

^ open space?
3. What has been and will be the fiscal impacts of the development on the city, i.e., is the

revenue derived from the development supporting not only the capital cost of the
infrastructure required for the development, but also the ongoing cost of maintaining that
infiastructure including the development and maintenance of the regional park?

4. Do the actual tax revenues gsnerats"d by the development of North Natomas provide an
ongoing revenue surplus for use throughout the city?

5. 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 dbtennine that builders/developers did what they were supposed to do with the

L money and in a timely and proper manner?

The audit report sbould be mpoe readily available to the public at the same time it is given to the
city.

Findina 2. There is no information currently being provided to the California Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board as to the content of the water, sedintent and soil in the
drainage detention basins in North Natomas. The city may be allowing untreated surface water
containing pollutants, such as pesticides, to reach the Sacrunbnto River.

Recommendation 2. The city should develop and then conduct, on a regular basis, an analysis of the
water, sediments and soil in the drainage detention basins a4d provide that information to the Central
Valley Water Quality Control Board.

^-^-ml=;^bm ---=- ^m= --EIME --- -
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IV. INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING STRATEGY AND

FUNDING SOURCES

i
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 perrnit

issuance. 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 fpnding 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.

y

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.
n ^

ot yet in this Financin Plan, the master project developer also may

' e required to advance fund and construct additional off-site roadway improvements

(e.g., State Route 99 interchange improvements) that provide benefit to land uses outside
of the Projgct. Any future development projects which are deemed to receive benefit

From these facilities should be required by the City torpay their fair share, which will be

usid to reimburse the Greenbriar project.

23
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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 prokct. The total infrastructure cost

burden consists of all costs (e.g., developer funding and the bond 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 financially 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. ;:

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 approximately 14.7 to 19.4 percent of the estimated sales price of residential
units at Greenbriar.

TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS

Table 10 shows the estimated taxes and assessments as a percdhtage of home sales

prices for four different proposed Greenbriar land uses. The total annual amount

includes the following taxes and assesfsments:

• Property taxes;

• 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 1!24 to 1.67 percent-, indicating annual tax-burden feasibility for each

32
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TON 9
Grpnbriar Public l;aaiiitjakFinancinfr Plan
Infraatructune Burden - Residential Market Rata Units

Ithm

DRAFT

Low-Density Medium-Density High-Density
- Reiijidotil REWdentfll Rbidantiah

Aaaumptionn
Urfit Size (sq. ft.) 2,700 1,600 1,000
Lot S*are Feot. 5,OQQ 3,QQ0 n/a
Building Valumbion ^162,918 S96,544 $65,100

Finith,osi Unit Selling Pric% [I] i460,090 $310,000 $250,000

City FqejL
Building Permit *,505 $1,055 4841
PIfi CiSAbh $499 I3J48 $276
Technolapy Surcharge $80 "s^6 ''S45
Busiaaaw0peratlon's Tax n$65 489 $26
Strong Mbtion Instr(rneqtatidtQ Fee J16 ^n1 ^110 $7
Ma]o€,Street Construction Tax Sc1,303 $772 $521
Resideafial Development Tax $385 $385 4250
Housirq Trust Fund ;0 ZO $0
Water Sarv'l.oA, Fees ;$4,920 $4,920 11,375
CkywWe Park Fee ".P4,493 $4,493 $2,647
Fjte Review Fes $0 1) V8
CFD No. 97-01 Bond Debt j91117 -.-U16 r;309
Air Quafty Mitipatioh [1] $450 e1240 4144
HQita,Fyi+ditig&pj [2] S7,Oj0 W4 Q) J1,700
Subtotal City Few (roanded) $21,700 $17,200 $8,200

O4t AQincy F'f
SAFCA CIE Fee $222 S222 $119
SAFCA A35bSment Dlbtrict Boild D4bt- tF,224 ;2,224 $1,192
SuppJqln@ntal Levqe FQa (PRELIM. ESTWATE) [3] $3,500 12,500 J2,000
School Nitigetica ^11,835 $11,835 $4,734
SRCSD Sewer Fee $7,000 .47,000 ;7,000
Subtot4 OthRr Ayppcy FjU (round@O) ;24,800 ;23,8Qp =15,QQp

GrWbribr Public FfeilitieJA F.0 (rounded) [4] $4,200 $3,600 $2,500

a Grwnbrie# DavfloperlCFD (rounded) [4] $21,300 i15,790 i11,100

TOTAL COST BURDEN $72,000 $60,300 $36,800

Coat Bqrdan:ttr,'6Kof Unit Salya Price 16.41A 19.5fc 14.76s 'a

Noie: FarasidMity Range, based on numeroua feasibility analyzes conducted by EPS over the Not two
diecadea, is daucribed as failows:

Be[pw 15%: Feasible
15% - 20%: May be feasible
Above 20W Infesslbl8

Source: Greenbriar Developers: City of Sacramenlo; aod EPS. e:

.Cast_bWdM.

[1] A^ ((^allty Miti^ ^rejdA e^irte^based irqut frql4l^^^. - - - - - - - -
[2] Baser on total estimated habitat naitigetiets canis exciudingland acquisiticm Woo land in dedicated) for, the

Gta9nbAa0 pf+oWa. Refer to EPSA 17900 for tlbtalP.S.
[3] Ba*ark ejtimate provided by developer ltl.a placehpader.
[it] It iaassurned here that a CFD Is used to fwrd raedway, sewer, water, landsr.ape cadiors, and dralrosp facilities

and thaka Grewrbriar Public Faalitfe3 Fw is eflabiishad to land ether pulllit: faciiitiA See Tat" A-12.

m
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Tabtg 10
Gr"nbriar Public Facilities, Financing Plan
Two-Peroint Test of Total Tax Burden

Item

DRAFT

Low-Den*ity Medium-Density High-Dattsjty
Assumption Residential Residential Residential

Home Price Estimate j1] $440,000 4810,060 $250,000 t5

Homwowner's Exemption [2] ($7,000) ($7,000) ($7,000)

Assessed Value [3] yt33,000 1$303,000 $243,000

Property Tax 1.00% $4,330 $3,030 42,430

Other Ad Valorem Taxes [4] 0.15% $650 $455 1365

Tothl !►d ValoreW TaxeA-- 94,980 0 .3,485 '$,2,795

SpQcinl Taxpb and Ao"saamen# (Propoikililit)
Reclamation Dist. No. 1000 - 0 & M Assess. $51 $34 $17
SAFCA A.D. No. 1- 0 & M Assessment $74 $50 $25
SAFCA Consopdated Capital Assessment District 680 $80 653
TMA CFD [5] $21 $21 $16
Parks Maintenance [6] $52 $52 $30
City of Sacramento A.D. No. 96-02 - Library $27 $27 $27
City of Sacramento A.D. No. 89-02 Lighting Dist. $66 $66m $45
CFD No. 97-01 a $-108 1$108 $75
Total Special Tllxoi and AsO3mpnt4 t478 '$,436 ^ s288

Proposed Infrastructure CFD (Preliminary Estimate) 11,500 $1,200 N/A
Parks Maintenance Cost (Prellipinary Estimate) $44 144 $26

Total Tax Burdw 17,002 $5,165 U108

> Tox Burdon aW,%of Homr Prioe 1.5901A 1.67% 1.2"

9'wo_ppCcpnt'
Source: Gregory Group, City of Sasramento, Greenbrier IandowneRs, and EPS.

[1] Home pfices are based on 2005 price levels in North Natomas from the Gregory Group. "Low densit}e assumes 2,700-
square-foot homes, "medium den assumes 1,600-s quare fuot homes, a^d "hiph density" assumes 1,000-square-
foot attached units.

[2] An owner-0ccupi9d lWrogle-family residence is al}pv4o a $7,000 ruction of the assqFsed valW of the property f(* the
purpcises of caiculating, the annual property tax.

[3] The adjusted assessed value is the value upon which the 1% property tax rate, asaibwed under Proposition 13, is
calculated.

[4] Other Ad Vabrewn taxes include regional sanitation bonds and school general obligation bonds.
-[5] Greenbrier may elect to create a, separate TMA; the costs, however, are not known at this time. As a proxy, the rates

for the North NatQmas TMA are shown. Please note that costs to provide tranait W.rviqo-to Greenbriaj may be
significantly higher than thowe shown here.

[6] Assumes same rate as CFD 2902-2 Pim.ks Maintenance.
[7] Assurrla5 that Greenbrier pays the same rate as development east of 1-5.

Prapamd by EPS
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^14

example unit type.2 While the Greettbriar CFD clearly is feasible, bond financing for
other facilities included in additional CFDs will be limited the tax rates indicati-,

d

f

rA

TMA CFD No. 99-01 as a proxy. Actull tax rates adopted for Greenbriar could be significantly higher than
those shown.

35
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Z Please nore that Greenbriar developers 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 rates from the North Natomas
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The manner in which the property tax revenues are allocated bet,^gea. the City and County
will=be dictated by the joint Vision MQ1J. The casei study revenues, as well as per capita
revenues and costs, are shown as separate line, items. The results suggest a fiscally ne^ative_.f
in aMr- to the City both during the absorption period and at the conclusion of the assumed

311 ten-yew a iorption 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 jpachi@sbcglobal.net

Mayor Heather Fargo
City Council
City of Sacramento

January 15, 2008

.

cc: City Manqger Ray Kerridge

RE Council Workshop on greephriar Rrgiect JWUMy 15 . 20Q$ agenda. p.m.
Supplement 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, 4.7% 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;erious misrepreVntati,oaof the information contained in the Infrastructure Financing
Plan, dated August 14, 2007, attached to the FEIR and presented to Planning Commission.

M
In fast the GrembliK. Public Facili 'e ce (.8/14/02) a e 9 p= 33 , "Infrastructure
Burden, " attached D^I1 B, shows Greenbriar's cost burden as 19.5% of the gale price of a
mediunz-dexisi ,.home (shown as having a cost burden of $60,300), 6.4% of the sale price of
low-density homes, and 14.7% of the sale price of high density residences. The Finance Plan,
Table 9, ^^IT 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).

Financing Pig" Table 9(EXFIIBIT B) states that development having a public infrastructure
burden between 15 -20% of market sale price ^a b; feasible, but that development having an
infrastructure burden above 20% is jU easible.

t^ed inore'zi^ailmy e er of anuaazy 8, ^08, ' able 9 cost projectons aretig h^
speculative, and the actual infrastructure burden as a percentage of sale price will likely be higher,
A few factors likely to increase the cost burden as percentage of sales prices are:

10 1
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• Financing Plan Table 9 sales prices are based on 2005 NatQUW 2&if&v^ (Tabl 1D, p.
34. footnote 1, E7IIIBIT 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, (E7IIIBIT 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 f'basibility.

• 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 additional pa^-site roacjway^^vements" . There is no documentation available to
public which supports S`^'aff s claim that the amount presently allocated for mainline freeway will J
satisfy the concerns of the California Department of Transportation.

The Financing Plan, a le , page 33, includes,Q9 t1pdjU to implement the JoiW Vi^
requirement that development provide 1 acre of open Wace mitiation 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 ate _
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
independent audit of W 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. -

Resp*tfully submitted,

2
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Greenbriar Finance Plan

91

-Total Avg Fee Burden: t^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%a of Assessed Value ( 1.8% typical for new

growth.)
_*$44 annually for new.Park Maintenance

A*ssess^m.ent -
a.•$annually ;for Mello-Roos bonds for

ra."stru C+,:,,r:,se ,

el
.0-
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Tabllt 8
Greenbrier Public Rpcilift# Fin6hcin Plgn
Infr^ttructur` Burd^n - Re3idontlal Market RINk Units:

Low-Density
Item iftaidAtisl

Assumptioro
Unit Size (sq.' tt.) 2,700
Lot Square Fog 5,000
&Mitliro Valuobn 1162,918

Finished Unit Selling Prica [1] $440,000

City Fees
Bwiltling Perm; $1,505
Plgt? Chock $499
Techmolaqy Surcherge 180
BusinMs'Operaripn's Tax $65
StroW#Mqtion Iratrtaentation Fee ;16
Major Street Construction Tax $1,303
RAGidentlai DeVWpment Tpc (385
Hwiinp Trust Fund V
Water Service Fees ;4.920
Citywide PQI^ Fee $4,493

n Fire Review Fee :Sp
CFD No. 97-01 Bbrod Debt SW7
Air Quality Nfifjgadgp [1] 4450
HakItaf Ai'tigntioo [2] $7,000
Subtotal City FOV (roundtd) 521,700

Other ^ypncy Fees
SAFCA CIE Fee =222
SAFCA Assessm" District Bpnd Debt $2,224
S,yppJerrwntal Levee Fee (PRELIM. ESTIMATE) [3] V,500
School filkaNbn V1,835
SRCSD Sewer Fee $Y 1 0@0
Subtotal Other /^^sncy Fees,(rwnded) $24;800

Giiiiwipri0r Public fiacilitiec Fee (rounded) [i] $4,200

Greenbriat Devfsfol#r/CFD (roundjd) [4]

TOTAL COST BURDEN

Cost Burden as % of Unit Setes Price

$21,300

$72,000

DRAFT

Medium-Dansity High-D40fty
Raf•j(dentiiA IUd"ential

1,600 1,000
3,W0 We

•406,544 $65,100

$310,000 $250,000

*.1,055 ^;841
4348 4976
$56 $45
S39 Q6
§10 ^$7
$772 3521
$385 ^$250

;0 s0
$4,920 r^1,375
534,493 1j2,647

$0 $38
$516 $309
$240 $144

44.4QP $4,700
$17,200 $8,200

-^.

$222 $119
$2,224 41,192
42.580 ) $2,090

c $11,835 ^./ 01,734
17,000 $7,000

523,$0b $15,000

$3,600 $2,500

$15,700 $11,100

$60,300 $36,800
1.o-

16.^%

Note: Feasibility Raryge, based on numerous feaS!liRy analyses cattductid by EPS oKer ttje lad two
decadd8, is dttfcribed ilis foUpws:

Bqiqwv 15'Ai1 Feuible
15% - 20%: May bill fesolble
Above 20%: In"Ib

ax- a;

S GreenUMar DAVAidpertl; ORy of Sacramento; aPd EPS.
rr- - - ^ -.
[1) Air QuaYty MitipMiea cod in a prelininary estimate bowed ch IrJput from prqect mpplRcant

14A -

c2slbtidta"

^- -ps-- -
:4

[2] Basid on tojol estimated hVltak mft&aW costs exetlj4ing land acquisition (since land is dedieated) for the
Grep/}briaO. profpct. Refer to EPS# 174QD for details.

[3] Batlperk eotiruate provided by devebper as a p0aceholdEr.
[4] Itlanssumed here thEga CFD to used to fdhd roadway, sewer, watqkr, lapdacape corridors, and draimsge facilities

arid that;ia Greanbriar Putilic Facilffies Fee is established to fund ottwr public facMiNsR See Tibib A-12.

^^^^^/ 1,

5 ^lhaC, c /)-.
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TAblp 10

Gnssnb* iar Public F4kcilitje* Flnfincing Plan
Two-Percwnt Test of Total Tax Burden

4

DRAFT

On
Low-Dansity Madium-Dans,ity High-DqR;ity

Al@umption R4ld9ntial RasidentLl ftod^tlel

Homq Priqw.,tstimata [1] $440,000 $310,000 $250,000

Homeowner's Exemption [2] ($7,000) ($7,000) ($7,000)

AaseesW Value [3] $433,000 '$303,000 3243,000

Propqrty Tax 1.00% 14,330 $3,030 $2,430

Other Ad Valorem Taxes [4] 0.159(. $650 $455 ig365

Total Ad Valorrrn Ttbcels ::4,080 $3,485 $:2,796

Spacial Taxi@ find Aps3monto (Proposed)
Reclamation Dist. No. 1000 - O& M Assess. 151 $34 $17
SAFCA A.D. No. 1- O& M Assiorsment $74 $50 $25
SAFCA Consolidated Capital Assessment District $80 $80 $53^ TMA CFD [5] $21 $21 $16Park6 Maintenance [6] $52 152 $30
City of Sacr.'^nento A.D. No. 96-02 - Library 427 -$,27 $27
City of Sacramento A.D. No. 89-02 Lightirig Dist. '$66 $66 $45
CFD No. 97-01 0 $108 $108 r,^75
Total Special 14ix(a And Affe.#iynqnt* 4478 $436 t288

ProposeA Infrastructure CFD (Preliminary Estimate) $1,500 ;$1,200 N/A
Parks Maintenance Cost (Prbiiminary Estimate) $44 $44 $26

Total Tax Burden

Tax Burden aw% of Home Price
Q^

E9
67,002 $5,165 *3,108

1.59^6 1.67% 1.24-At 1:t:--

Source: Gregory Group, City of Sacramento, Greenbriar IAndowners, and EPS.
U,-j,,vr..nr'

..i

^ [1] Hane ric^ art based on 2005 price levels in North Nato^nas from the Gregory Group. "Low density ^=asfurrl0s 2,70rP ^
square-foot hemes, "medium d@ns ^assume^1,60 -square-foot hames, and "hi2h density"asaumes 1,000-square-
foot attached units.

[2] An owner-occupidtl sin9i9-famiiy residence is allowed a $7,000 reduction of the assessed vaiup of the property for the
purposes of calculating the annual property tax.

[3] The a*8teci asaassed value is the value upon which the 1% propqrty tax rate, w allowed undar Proposition 13, Iscalculated.
[4] Other Ad Valorem taxes Include regional sanitation bonds and school general obliQa^' ^-
[5]=Greonbrit may elect to create a separate TMA; the costs; hAwever, gre-i lbt knoJ4ll at ttiise. roxy, f11e rates

for-the-North Natomas TMA are shown. Please note that costs to provide transit service to Grednbsiar may be
signifi8antiy higher than thoEe stlbwn here.

[6] Assume$ same rate as CFD 2002-2 Parks Maintenance. 21•
[7] Assumes that Greenbrier pays the same rate as development east of 1-5.

^
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From: Jean McCue <jean232@sbc,global.net>
To: Heather Fargo
CC: Heather Fargo
Subject: Green"briar
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 Greenbiiar project. The project is ill-
timad and not well thought out. Some of the problems I am concerned about are: 1) it is
too close to the airport and will add to congestion on 1-5; 2) housing is too close to the
freeway 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 &view. 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

WIN

6.

5

C:
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From: JoAnn <joannpen@comcast.net>
To: <hfargo@cityofsacramentoprg>
Date: 1/5/2008 10:59 AM
Subject: NO to Greenbriar

AearVayor Fargo [Heather) -

I 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
is it Greenbriar sounds like briar patch of probiemsl

Just consider the many troublesome aspects of this proposal: potential
flooding, flight paths, wildlife 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 attraction to serve developers' needs, but which goes against planning
the real and current economic and transportation needs of Sacrament%.

Our city and region needs to focus on housing that is closer in, like the
rail yards opportunity, for exampie^ Greenbrier would be diversionary,
costly, and create serious oversight problem!^. This development is a really
bad 1gea Please accept the November 8 recommendat€on 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)

Fzl

x



Subject: Greenbriar Project - Item 20 on January 8 City Council Agenda
Date: Mon, 7 Jan 2008 12:33
From: Jon Marshack <jmarshackn,earthlink.ne,t>

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

.11
Honorable Mayor Fargo and City Councilmembers,

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.

^^- -^^-I urge Council 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.

.1. ^



For these reasons, please accept the recommendation of the City Planning Commission to
deny the project.

Sincerely,

Dr. Jon B. Marshack
2308 H Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
(916) 202-8331

.^s
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From: "Jonathan Teague" ener eg ticacomcast.net
To: Ray Kerridge
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:J
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.

^i

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,
ar,-- Jonathan 'M.=Teague - - Y ^ n m^,im-

4800 Monte Way
Sacramento, CA 95822-1911
ener etic omcast,Det
(916) 455-1469

-i 1-0 --m- n --ma" wmi im- ^



Arwen V1lacht --Fwd- GNA line must wait for sales tax for transit to PaY for oP_eratinq

From: Scot Mende
To: Arwen Wacht
Lyte: 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@cityofsacramento.org
Address: 915 I Street, 3rd floor, Sac CA 95814

GNi

Ili

>>> Judith Lamare <judelam sbcglobal.net> 10/14/2007 7:43 PM »>
Dear Planning Commissioners,

In my testimony to the Planning Commission 10/11/07, I 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 IightiFail 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. Ct

This email and attachment are intended to clarify and substantiate that
testimony.

Jude Lamare
udith Lamare, Qh.D.^i; _i^

717 K Street, Suite 534
Sacramento, Ca. 95814
916-447-4956
916-447-8689 (fax)
P udelam CcD_sbcg loba l. net

i•^=ti^^ ^^.=^r



CC: Ashle Crocker; Phil Serna

^.. .-__ _ - _ ^ - _ n ^T y .Y. - _ ^^'- ^. ^ - ^ W. . 0 Im 0 . . 0 - . .Y -



From: Ken Stevenson kenstevenson(a)s lobal.net
To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargb; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridge;
Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Steve Cohn
CC: jpachl@sbsglobal.net; linnhom@yahoo.com;
natomasparkplannin committee Yahoo rgoups.com
1/7/2008 11:19 PM
Subject: Greenbriar project

Dear Mayor Fargo and Councilmembers:

I an a resident of the City of Sacramento and am writing in support of the Planning
Commission's decision to oppose the proposed Greenbriar project. I urge you to reject
this project when it comes before the City Council.

I 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 occurs 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 purpose should be to avoid
the ill effects of haphazard, piecemeal development.

If sound planning principles were applied, thefe are many reasons that the Greenbriar site
would probably be considered the least appropriate loeation in the entire Joint Vision area
for Greenbriar's almost-entirely residential development:

• It is 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.

• It is located under the airport overflight zone, requiring an override of public
safety standards.

• Besides posing increased health rishs, 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.

- - _ ^ '_^''r^^^ n .. n -^-ti:-r• ti^^ 7^^f^^
It is clear that the only reason this project is being given serious consideration, and even,
according to some accounts, being puXpn 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
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Sacramento Bee's editorial board, has recently urged consideration of more feasible
alternatives). Even if the intended result did occur, it would provide slim justification
for, pardon the expression, "opening the floodgates°" to further piecemeal, haphaz.ard
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
infrastracture and public service costs. The latter is of particular concern in light of the
financing failures experienced in other areas of North Natomas.

Again, I urge you to reject the Graenbriar propowl.

Thank you for your consideration of my concerns.

Yours truly,

Ken Stevenson
2050 Moonstone Way
Sacramento, CA 95835
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From: liohom ,winfiMt.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 14ayor 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 recommehdCd by the City Planning Commission on
November 8, 2008.

Sincerely,
Linn Horn
1565 Danica Way
Sacramento, CA 95833
(916) 923-3613
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From: Iinnhonvewinfirst.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

ix

.

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.

Sincerely,
Linn Hom

1565 Danica Way
Sacramento, CA 95833
(916) 923-3613
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January 7, 2008

FAX TO; SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS'
MAYOR HEATHER FARGO,
COUNCIL NviEM'BER: ROB FONG, LAUREN HAM11li0ND, SANDY SHEEDY, RAYTRETHEWAY,
STEVE COHN, KEVIN MCCARTY, BONNIE PANNELL, ROBBY WATERS
CITYWAfyAGER, RAY KERRIDGE

FROM: MARILYN HAWES and RON MCDONOUGH
941 VALLEJO WAY
SACRAMENTO, CA 95818
916 340 2b20

w5

SUBJECT". GREEMBRIAR PROJECT -OPPOSE

We strongly OPPOSE the Greenbriar project at Natomas, We support the recommend cation of tho City
Planning Commission re denial of the project. The State and Corps of Engineers have not approved the
project or the funding, The City'a draft new General Pbn states no development of the
greenfields/farmland 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 pave over Greenbriar without permanently protecting
an equivalent amount of farmland.

ii

You've heard numerous, valid arguments in opposition to this destructive movk We cannot understand
why you would be acting on this prematurely, it looks like yqu 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 close to 600 acres of
prime farmland we are talking about.

Do the right thing and oppose the annexing of this project.

Thank you.

N,
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From: Dempseya3 <dempaeys3@yahoo.com>
To: <dkwongacityofsacramento.org>
Df#te: 10/9/07 7:40PM
Subjott: Greenbriar propq4pI

Dear Mr. Kwong,

Please distribute this to all the planning commissioners.

i;

S

I'm writing to urge you to rejqct the Gnsenbriar proposal. It is omtside
existing urban growth boundary, and may even violate the existing
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan. More than anoriqh develop-aibls
land exists within currant urban boundaries to handle growth for next
few devedes. There is no need to rush this development.

More than my objection to this specific development, ho*sver, I still
object to the egregious mis-handling of existing development in North
Natomas'Generaily, this is an area so unsuited to growth that a grant
to expand Regional Sdnrer came with the condition that a $6 millt)n
plonalty accrue if North Natomas was developed.

The land speculators controlling 20-foot-under-water fl®odplain were not
bothered a hit. They went all the way to then-vice-president G.H.W. Bush
to get the 3B million a more palatable pay-as-you-develop penalty rather
than the prohibitive up-front fee. As an added bonus, they also got $43
million in federal levee improvement money. But that outrageous subsidy
of private profit was not bad enough - I mean for the public, not the
investors getting better than a 700% return - the speculators then did
not adequately fund schools (Natomas schoels were 10% short of the
neaded revenue).

These kind of financial shenanigans have convinced me that the City
pears most interested in rewarding speculators rather than in public

service. This compounds my objections to Greenbriar.

Lets make publlb policy actually serve the public, shall vre?

BTW, did you see that the Bee says those North Natomas Levees need an
additional $300 million in work? Where's that money coming from?

Please turn down this addit$n to an &eady bad idea.

- Regards - Mark Dempsey

0



From: David KWong
To: Aniren Wacht
Ditto: 1116/07 5:43PM
Subject Fwd: Greenbrier Annexation

fyi

»>''Fi1bYy FIN" <mdflina maiLcom> 111Q6/2007 5:40 PIVI >>>
David,

Please send this to the nine Planning CommissronMS. hlb?
e

I would like to,gp on record of bWng AGAINST the Greenbriar Annexation for
the following reasona.

- behind uncertified levees in a deep fb®dplain

- outside existing urban growth boundary deigned to promote infill
devebpment and protW farms and wildlife

- more paving, over of prime farmland in North Natomas without assuring
equivalent farmland is permaaently preserved there

- wildlife agencies and research scientists say the EIR does not adequately
mitigate for impacts on wildlife, habitat and the existing Natomas Basin
Conservancy and Habitat Conservaiion Plan. More development threatens
success of tiv&Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan

- toxic air issues next to too freeways apd in direct airport fIght path
for Sac Intl

- airport noise impacts from airplane flight path zone

- possible *cement of School facility withil two miles of airport
(requiring waiver of state law)

- more than enough space within existing bowndaries to handle growth for two
decades - no road to rush Greenbrier. Greenbriar could compete with and
draw infrastructure resources from other projects in the City -- like
Railyards - that are a much higher priority for the success of infiN
development.

- no transit service - there is no funding to operate the light rail tine
proposed from downtown to the airport and its unlikely to get to the
airport until after 2027 if everything goes well in the funding proeeess. If
two-thirds of the County's voters 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. Meanwhile the Greanbriar project will go forward without light
rail.

;;Eg^ x n n L - n - . n -

- proponents claim Greenbrier is needed to justify the
downtown-Natomas,airport light rail line, but the ftrst two segments of that
fine (to Town Center) can be funded without Greenbriar

- lack of sufficient services Wd infrastructure forexisting Natomas
population - it makes no sense to put thousands more people, in an area

V



already facing such serious challenges
R!

In addition, I live in South Natomas and hear planes all the time as they
fly over my house. In fact, the first Sunday I lived in my house, I My
out of bed at about 6:00 am to see if the *huge* jet I heard was landing in
my yeard (and if I should make coffeel!). I wouldn't think of living
anywhere closer to a flight pattern. That is a horrible location for homes.

Wily Fling
1871 Bridgecreek Dr.
South Sacramento

4-?
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Arwen Wacht - Fwd: Greenbriar development ! Natomas in-fill issues Page 1

From: Marty Hanneman
To: Carol Shearly; John Dangberg; Scot MerWe
Me: 11/8/07 1:03PNf
Subject: Fwd: Greenbriar development / Natomas in-fill issues

fyi

-ME

>>> <nzuvelaWetscape.net> 11/Q6/2007 9:47 AM >>>
I am a resitlent of Westlilke Natomas. I urge the City of SMramento to take a step back Vnd Wriously
reconsider its planned development for Natomas and North Natomas.

Regarding current proposals for in-fill at Del Paso Rd and El Centro, I am alarmed at the disregard for
traffic planning and neighbo[#fioed quality of,life i8sues for us cun•eet residents of West Natomas - all in
viq{ation of the stated intehtion of city planners and Wifders for Natomas. Now comes a flawqd propQsal to
pave over yet ant*er major Iqpdplain to the north - without any serious deference to flood safety,
infrastrucure, traffic, and true neighborhood friendly vision.

As our elected leaders, I urge you to not enable the vision of the developers. We must not kid ourselves.
The gateway to Sar:ramento from the north is Well on it's way to becoming a paveg-over eyesore of
commercialization, high-density neighborhoods, and congestion. This is not only grossly inappropriate for
such a dangerous fbodplain but unfair for us residents' quality-of-Itfe. We need to stop and reconsider this
direction. We are truly at a crucial point for the future heart and soul of this town - our city should at least
somewhat resemble a neighieohood place to liviy - and not sflme unattractive concrete sprawl.

Sacramento can hqcome a beautiful river city and even a stunning tourist attraction - whk:h it currently is
not. That vision can be substantially achieved by not marring our northern gateway. Lets authorize
pedestrian friendly neighborhoods 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 Pamel* Ct
Sacramento, Ca 95835
Check Out the now free AIM(R) Mail -- Unlimited storage and industry-leading spam and email virul
protection.
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From: Tom McDonagh <tomandrobynne@yahoo.com>
To: <awacht@cityofsacramento.org>
Date: 7/20/05 7:56AM
Subjaet: P05-069 Greenbriar

- ---_ ._.....3

P05-069 Greenbriar

Dear W. 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 SOI 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
opposed to this request and are concerned that neither the applicant or city staff were able to explain the
nature of this action or the L14FCO process at our meeting. This appears to be evidence of the premature
and uncoordinated process being used for this project.

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.

4. Will this project be deemed part of the NNCP even though it is not in the current NNCP area?

5. This siteUorders Interstate 5 and Hwy 99, as well as future major roadways such as Elkhorn Blvd.
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 schools, 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.

7. Proposed school site location may not be acceptable to state law and the local school district. It is
shown near the 1-5/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?

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 rail 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.

_ This development connects directly to North Natomas rather than accessinathe freeway. The ip. - -.. __
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.
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11. The largest proposed lot size is 5000 sf. This project consists of 575 acres. Where is the low density
housing? The NNCP calls 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.

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. 15'06ide 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. '•

20. IOIUltiple 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 multiple 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.

CC: <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 ^

--- :Ps-_ -.r =i-- m-m-

W

:[

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>
To: Arwen Wacht <awacht@cityofsacramento.org>
Date; 6/22/05 4:31 PM
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, 1-5 and CA-99. The state Air Resources Board recommends against siting housing within 500
feet ol freeways due to numerous studies which have shown residents living close to freeways 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 I million square feet of additional
retail space. There is currently [no 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>
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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:

The North Natomas alliance has 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 iri-'l'he 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.

Thanks,

Ken Stevenson
419-0180

CC: Gary Quiring <gquiring@mac.com>
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Ms Sabina Gilbert
► + Senior Deputy City Attorney

City of Sacramento
915 I Street, 4' Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE:

Door Ms. Gilbert:

nti nn oner

I am writing today on behalf of the North State Building Industry Association
(BIA) and our over 1,000 member companies. I am hopeful that you will be. able to
address an issue concerning a current City of Sacramento Planning Commissioner.
While the BIA completely respects and acknowledges every citiz" right to take full
advantage of every legally availabl& avenue to participate in the decision making
process of local government, 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 exercise the powers conferred on them with
disintere;t *ill, zeal, and diligence, primarily for the bensfit of the public. Noble v.
City of Palo Alto (1928) 89 CA 47; Clark Y. City of Hermosa Beach (1996) 48 CA4th
1152, 1170. The common law prohibits public officials from placing themselves in a
position in which their privateN or personal interests may conflict with their official
duties. See. 64 Ops Cal Atty Gen 795, 797 (1981).

^^ T^spic^ issua t^iat ws ars concernecf`wit^s b^e ore th• Planning
Commission tonight, Agftda item 3, M05-046/P05-069 Greenbriar. A lawsuit was
filed contesting the approval of this prole+ct at the Sacramento Local Area Formation
Commission with the Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS) as a plaintiff.

UPC iniQn
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According to the Wi&b Site of the ECOS, current planning Commissioner Barry
Wamerman is the Co-Vice President for land use Planning and Legal as well as a
listed media contact for land use: issues. As, an officer of ECOS, Commissioner
Wasserman appears to be directly linked to the filing of the lawsuit agairvt the
Greenbriar project.

Given what appears to be a direct linkage to this issue, the BIA is formally
requesting the following:

That the City Attorney's office acknowledge the inquiry presented herein at the
commencement of tonight's Planning Commission hearing, and answer the following
question prior to Mr. Wasserman's continued consideration of the project as a.3itting
Planning Commissioner:

Does Commissioner Wasserman have a conflict based on his affiliation/role
with ECOS - whether perceived or actual - bwd 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 wAwy right to fully participate in every
avenue available to him in the decision making process of the City of Sacramento.
What we contend is that Planning Commissioner Wasserman has a fundamental
requirement to be impartial in his deliberations as an appointed official of the City of
Sacramento. By his leadership rqle in an organization that is a Plaintiff to a lawsuit
againsb a 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 aXking for a delay, rather we believe that
thera is ample statutory and case law guidance to address this iw,we prior to tonight's
meeting. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at
916.677.5717.

Regards,

-i-- -;;RI --V

Dennis, M. Rogers
Senior Vim President
Governmental and Public Affairs

- - - -----^-- -
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CC: Ms. EiIldn T6ichirt, 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

W

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

mm-^ti.^ --- ^^ ---^ ^-- __:- r--^t-^:^-^ -=:



09/25/2007 20:40 6508775356 SSF CQWEREMIVE OUR PAW 02/05

11

Office ofEnvironmental Health Hazard Assessment
.TO^ . V=*Ollr MD, 1k0{mP
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Sloptftber 26. 2007

Mr. Larry Gremc
Air Pollution Control Officer
Sacramento lviatr7olitan Air QuaIityivlanagansnt District
77712" StnMt, 3 Floor
Saaranamnto; Oalifornia 95814-1908

Subject: Review of the Recirculated DrqA EIR for Gfftbriar Projsct

Desr3r/Ir. Grftne,

Are0Y*4P*x7Wq4W
Gi[srw

I am replying to the District's latter dated July 17, 2007 to Dr. Joan B. Dqnton, the Director
of the Office of Bnvironmmtai Health Hazard Asser:ment (OEHHA), which requested
assisfance in addressing deficiencies in the Recirculated DVft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Grombriar parms;09velo ment. The project invoIvee building 3,473 residcncjs
on 577, acres at tb^, junction of Intarstate^ and Highwvy 99, north of Sacromtnto. The ttiatZtials
transmitted by the District bays been reviewed by OEHHA sta^ including the 13 pa#e Draft
Healtb. Ris% Assessmcnt for the Proposed Greubriar Ferro DevO]opment dated October 4, 2005.
We identified SmA.1 concerns about thodocumdint including: I) Proposing the citing of
i'esideiioft-209 fftt from the freeway instdad of following tho rccommendativa in the California
Air Rcsources Board (CARD) April 2005 document "Air Quality and Land Use F>(apoboot- A
Community Health Psrapective" that residencoe be lo&t+ed at least 50U feat from a major
highway; 2) Not addrassing ridmfor cardiovascular effecq and asthma due to diesel exhaust and
other emissions from the fi+ecway; 3) Inappropriate use of yet-to-be reali"d animions reductions
in the health ri* aesessment; and 4) Inappropriate comparison of ri* ea timates with background
risk In addition, 'we were unable to reproducei the canat risk estimatea dub to tbd lack of
detailed infotmation.

The CARB Air Quality and Land Uw-Havdbook is:tn at*mpt by state government to be
proactivt rather than reactive in protecting tli6 public health. CARB and OEHHA used the best
data availabiavat the time to recommend a setback for residmees of 500 fear from a major
h' wa . Th_iaLrcv_mm4dation^^ __

h icMaMitlaiiscMrd verm clunrng s , on o

W

W

and aduh% Many studies now show4levated rates of s,sthma and asthma symploms in children
.living nd& major roadways. Further, studies have-shown increased risk of hgr^att*4 in adults
exposed to trati'Ic-ralsled air pollutants. The EIR does not addrap thme risks fronn traffic-Mated

C0I1forglq,unwumrmtnbil Protection Am

A• -imp 440W/F%ft cAa,.+fi't• ^w 047 qoaftmiA w q& *M1k-nP*M to ►a0 emw oaanq*qM
0 PHY&d oe^R-ycW qmpcr
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Mr. Ls" Graeae
September 26, 2007
Page 2

PAGE 03/05

air pollutants, including psrticuWes; thus, titec science repzding hewth effecta of traffic-related
air pollution has not brasa adequately conji4jered in the BIR.

9i

r.

The project propos" to build sonwitsidencxs 209 feat from the highway ed$s. In the
ptdlW cue; one highfty bordftg IM proposed development is lutecstate 5, the main car and
truck route from the Mexican to the Canadian bordEr. Although per-vehicle smissiong in
California vehicles are expected to iecroase, this will be partially offset by pn inerewd total
number of vehicles in 1he future. As a*ult of tlre North American FreoTrndc Agreement, the'
possible presence on Interstate 5 of trex*a ^regsteral in Mexico, where emisfions are
unr%uJatmd, may offset any reductions in emissions of vashiclGp rsgistenrd in Oft United Sotes.
Whoever possible, State law requires a sntba* from major highways, of 500 fees focaChavls to
protect childrei and school'wo04tsrs from the advw"ffeM of vehicle exhaust pollutiaii.
Building residences 200 fft from the i>ftway will rau1t in sonivc6ildran in this development
being uposed to a greater risk at home, wt,ti;re tlty spdnd more time, than at school, due to the
Jtortft 01tback.

There era a numbar of conceptual e:rormin the presentation of the matocial. In addition
some of the information included needs clarification or correction.

i;

1. Estimate of the cancer risk from exposure to the 21 Toxic Air Contamia4nts in
Table 1 on paffis 4 does not addms risks for cardiovascular effects &nd for asthma
due to dieW ixhaust and other comiastioo patticultuttftlissions manatino from
the flWway.

2. Also on ptgc 4, the EMFAC modm7 addzft^e particulati matter less:tlio,n 10
microne in d'eamtttr, not greater than 10 microns in diameter, as stated in tbo report.

3. On page 5, footnote 6.ftta that no health risk factors were available for fureuus.
This is incorrect. OEHHA hasdeveloped Toxic Equivalelucy Factors for fulfts.
Thaw can be found in Appendix C of our Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Tis;hnicgl
Support Document for Describing Available Caw Potency Factors at
btto://www.aehlta.ce.swv/air/ho^,gpgtq,/WfMay2OQ513o1" odf

rciWMbjOft "ax regnia u , x is m i^P^
9 MY r. sh- Df Ydd

4. On pap.8, tht assftsment states tu^st thd cancer and non-caaeer riske from vehicle
sourcbs tend to &crfiaAwith time. We assume that this refers to per-vehicle
omissions, and includes yet-to-be implemented emissions reductions. As indicted,

include these yet-to-bd realized emissions reductions in a heqith risk %aftwanent.

a
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?&. Larry orme
ftttiCnber 26, 2007
Page 3
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5. On page 9, the, highest acute and chronic non-cancer hazard indicea are given as
0.63 And 0.26 pAr million. Unlike cancer risks; hazard indices are not expressed per
million (unless ft values am actually 0.0000.@063 and 0.000®®026). It is al*o usual
to statwwhich chemicals eoutribute to the non-eaneer lazaW indices.

6. On page 9, the brief diwmision *out cpimer risk,aud relative canger risk it-not
clear. It appears that the risk a^essrnent (pj^•ap^# 2 and 3) is devaluing the
c^ncqr risks cstim8t^ed from 21 ^dr toxicS emanating from tite frbeway because the
estim.a* cancer risk is lower thin tEo "avebaclEground for the Sacrameinto
Valley air basin. The risk 'estimates from th ' fftwa,y are od itft to the
background riek,;aad it is not apprcalniati to dismiss cancer risks on the order of 100
in:a million (bas±ed on an intbpr#tation of figures 3 and 4) be=us*thC*y are lower
than ov"1 background. The risk asscsamcnt does not present the numerical value
of the canc;dt risk estimates from $sewny emiasioipa in the brief diseussiott, but
rather presents them as a perowt of total background risk ffiom air toxics in the
Sscramanto air basin. The risk estimates should be ptasextt©d in this report in
t1bular form rather than requiring the reader to interpolate from rphs.

7. Further, there is a misconception of the reason behind CARB's rar,omniendation to
avoid siting residences neaftr to ftewiys than 500 W. Altho* increasing.
distancb from a major roadway would also reduci exposure to carcinogens in
traffic-related air pollution, the reconuorAndatiar is primarily based on exacvsbation
of cardiovaocular and respiratory diseases from traffieruclsted air pollutants, as well
as measurements made in a few studies of decreasing ooncentsations of traffic-
relaoed air pollutants-with distance from a freeway. TJX wording in paragraph 2 on
page 9 incorrectly mixes this recommendation with a atatqKnent regarding
ba*ground cancer risJcs in the basin.

. S. It is not clear that the.report considered that the southbound Highway 99
intcrchange with 1-5 is el+evatdd end thus that vehicular kmi'sions from that portion
of the highway should probiibly bdmadoled diffaasntly from emissior*tlsat occur at
t?ti samd ground ldvel as the proposed residences.

Although not covas+ed in the materials reviewed by OEHHA, an environmental nuisanee,
associated with vehicle traffic isnoiea. Vehicular noise from 1-5 and Highway 99 will occur
around the clock and wi111iliely increase with time. ):van the nearby Sacramento Airport has a
quiet time from midnight to 6 am. The noise can be a continual rcmindfir of the vehicle pollution

, nd 204-6+et is quite closerto the uoierfromdh&freeway, ev%withmitigation -PSauud'walls anlf
tree plantod.,in tlatxare:likely to mitigW bnth n6se pollution and particulnte pollution.

j
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F,

OEHHA imandated by the Childr'en's $nvironmsatal HWth Protdction Act of 1999 to
consider ttffsansitivities of infants and childrta in its risk a6e~s9znftts. Mtboommeadcd 500-
foot sd'tbick from 6cltools and major highways is a practical messurs, to protect infants and
ohildrm from vehicular air pollution. TnfatrM antl children an ro.om4useeptible to carcinogenic
effects of some sir pollutants, as well as to some noncancer health effects. OBHHA is revising
our risk assessment guidelines to wtlcct this, but it should be noted that the Greenbrier
assesarnent has not taken this into stocount.

k

If you should tpve any questions, or would like to discuss OEHHA's comments, please call
Dr.l4felanip Marty of my staff at (S 10) 622-3150, or you may call me"at thC saint number.

Sindbnely,

F.

George A]wtqpff, Ph.D.

cc: Joan E. Denton, Ph.D.
Director

a?a

Deputy Diroctor for. Scientific Affairs

z
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Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
Joan E. Denton, Ph.D., Director

H.iwxlquartem • 1.001 1 Street • Sacramento, California 95814
Mailing Addr6.ks: P.O. Box 4010 • Sacr4m8nto, California 95812-4010

O*Iand Offics• Mgiling Address: 1515 Cl%y Street, 16`4•Floor • Oaklvnd, California 94612
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December 11, 2007

Mr. Larry Greene
Air Pollution Control Officer
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
777 12'' Street, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, California 95814-1908

Subject: Review of the Recirculated Draft EIR for Greenbriar Project

Dear Mr. Greene:

Arnold Schmvarrrcaeor
fFlerAWrr

DEC 1 7 2007

Y

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 freeway; 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
irddrKs'ing OEHHA's concerns in a comzrfient-response fonnat.'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 ckallw+0fyrit($ Califoraia is real. Evrrr,l- Califoraimr raqde fa laka rrrrrediale actiqiito rwdace enrrgv corisr4rtrlioir.

co
Prirrtediga Recycled Paper

9)



JA

Mr. Larry Greene
December 11, 2007
Page 2

x

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 fe% studies of decreasing concentrations of traffic-related air pollutants
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 that 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 me4ical literature of non-cancer risks that should be addressed, even if not quantifiable
by the proponent. These include:

• 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)

.,
• Asthma symptoms increased with pfbximity to roadways and the risk was greatest within

300 feet. (Venn, 2001)

• 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). 151

• 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 staWdprviusl tlze Air Quality and Land Use Handbook is an attempt by state

government o e pro c e r M̂an vu, Irrgr^t^ect^UYr^
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

I
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Sincerely,

Melanie A. 'Marty, Ph.D.
Chief, Air Toxicology and

Epidemiology Branch
^Qs

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 address OEHHA's comment about noise.:F!

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 concern.

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.

cc: Joan E. Denton, Ph.D.
Director

George V. Alexeeff, Ph.D.
Deputy Director for Scientific Affairs

[E
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Greenbriar - Attachment 19

REMY, THOMAS, MOOSE and MANLEY, LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

MICHAEL H. REMY
1944- 2003

TINA A. THOMAS
JAMES G. MOOSE

WHITMAN F. MANLEY
ANDREA K. LEISY

TIFFANY K. WRIGHT
SABRINA V. TELLER
ASHLE T. CROCKER

BRIAN J. PLANT
OF COUNSEL

November 1, 2007

HAND DELIVERED

Chair and Commissioners
Sacramento Planning Commission
915 "I" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
r

Re: Proposed Greenbriar Project

Telephone: (916) 443-2745
Facsimile: (916) 443-9017

E-mail: inffo^;a rtmmlaw.cqm
http://www.rtmmlaw.com

JENNIFER S. HOLMAN
MICHELE A. TONG
AMY R. HIGUERA

HOWARD F. WILKINS III
MEGAN M. QUINN

AMANDA R. BERLIN
JASON W. HOLDER
LAURA M. HARRIS

KATHRYN C. COTTER

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

n 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

T^12, ^7 I,AFC the en riar_ ^p^ere of nfluelig (SOI n^ t,
umcipal ervices evlew j an nvironm mpac eport ). A wrI eri

response to these issues was provided to LAFCo on Octobe^ 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.
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Affordable Housing Plan

Greenbriar - Attachment 19

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

31 the development project's dwelling units "shall be units leased or sold at an affordable
rentl or affordable housing price to low, very low and extremely low income
households."2 (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. 22.35, § 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

1 The Code also provides that "[r]ental affordable units shall remain affordable for a
period of no less than fifty-five (55) years frdin recordation of the notice of completion
for the rental units." (Sac. County Code, ch. 22.35, § 22.35.120.)
2 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
iw='low income households ^and^ = ---m m-- ^ ^ ^
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.)
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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

Greenbriar - Attachment 19

M

IN

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.
SHRA and City staff have urged the applicants to provide ownership housing, however
the applicant has chosen to provide 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. M1

x

2. Dispersal

w
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
1"l"itAi1ft@00verflig^tt , lii'^1^4t^l^stb^ - ^
outside Overflight zone. Given the particular constraints on the project site, it was
determined that further dispersal was not feasible.

3. The Ordinance
ZZI
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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 sqprce 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 TACs; this is a technical issue and does not change the fact that
SMAQMD supports the project. SMAQMD is therefore joined with SACOG and RT as
regional agencies in support of Greenbriar. E4

x

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.

n n • .E F n E - nn n i -.• n n i n

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
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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, SMAQIVID 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,
corttluct 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 1-5 and SR 70/99.
Thus, had the protocol been in existence at the time the DEIR was published, the protocol
would have been invoked. •

The DEIlZ was recirculated in November, 2006, after the SMAQNID 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
lhe7nthresholds nof-significanceT ancFthan-standard-of-irview for -a kourt reviewing=the
selected threshold is the "substantial evidence" standard. (See National Parks and
Conservation Association v. County of Riverside ( 1999) 71 Ca1.App.4th 1341, 1358
(court applies the substantial evidence test to review of an agency's decision to select
particular thresholds for an EIR).)

i}
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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 not 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 pla&ings 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 Ca1.App.4th 1099) in which the
court stated that "[p]ublic 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 Ca1.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- (Id.-, at p.13 80.) - ^ ^ ^ n '^ 05- ^ - - - _A -0- n •

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 DiegJ (1999) 76 Ca1.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. ^21

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 compareS 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 SMAQNID 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
SMAQNID tables in the protocol, residences closest to 1-5 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
SMAQNID'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

iscussed.in the DEIRand-JZDEll?ipithe HI^Afoxthe project concludes that:-the 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 *

A (*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
Future Back rg ound (high end)
Increased Risk over Background

29 in 1 million
36 in 1 million

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, SMAQNID 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 HIZA) 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

^--^-ledd -agency should normally-limit-its'TMamination 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 inl 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 Ca1.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 Jodi Samuels on
October 11, 2007, in which Ms. Trankley questioned the adequacy of the analysis of
potential global warming impacts 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 warming
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
-^

lm^ge 'id'its--15ot6tiai ipKtM"ding-̀ MIT Nir07-r is iddre n in:710
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

W1
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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 commercial land uses
will be accommodated on the site.
-_}-^ 16 -^^-; n le .aL-011- -!5-- - !R5JT
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

n 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
Uht rail to the Sacramento International Airport.

- ^^ {f-o-- , n..- ^ --=m= - -- -= - -- e------- -

By providing densities of residential development to support the line, the project will help

the City realize its goal of completing the D9A 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 provided 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 1-5
(primarily), SR 70/99, and 1-80. 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 1-5 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 1-5, it would likely reduce congestion on 1-5, as well as reduce traffic on SR
70/99. (See FEIIZ, 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 accommddate 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 Meiste? Way, th8 project applicant has agreed to
fund and operate an interim shuttle/bus transportation service for residents and patrons of
the project site during peak commute periods. (DEIR, p. 6.1-85.) The project's
commitment to the provision of public transit -is+_greater than any other project in the

i t̀ -"^^^ ^ - - ^-.^ ^ ^ •.}•^ ^.

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 identifibd 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
it.could 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 Ca1.4th 341, and Anderson First Coalition v. City ofAnderson (1005) 130 Ca1.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

roject'ssmpactsandsuch-fees are part ofa plan orfCe system;that 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' bf Appeal issued an opinion in
Woodward Park Homeowners Association v. City of Fresno (2007) 149 Ca1.App.4th 892,
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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 1-5 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 ofAnderson (2005) 130 Ca1.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).)

fist's Haw1rHfibi!$CMiti&16n"
_ _M&_ F,._. - ;;i--

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.
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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 whereat least 10 perc^nt
of the habitat management lands are acquired by fee title or protected by conservation
easement, and are actively managed as species habitat (Id.). 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 (Id. 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

"itt'TlTerefore,--the Gr&nbriar ptojett-Mlftffect about-497 -acres of tl*-foraging htbitat
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

Greenbriar - Attachment 19

Y6

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 AnalyAd 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"):

â Spangler Property: 100.6 acres (45.4 high quality acres and 55.2 moderate acres),
â Natomas 130 Property: 18.5 acres (14.2 high quality acres and 4.3 moderate

acres),
â Lone Tree Canal corridor: 27.9 acres (27.9 low quality acres), and
â 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
'SWlliAson's lvalbvl^est,"-is--'^• ' - - - n ~^- - n n -a- _ - - - - - P M!- ' - - -•- i -

â Cummings property: 31 acres (31 high quality acres)

{00021653.DUC; 1)

W



Sacramento Planning Commission
Chair and Commissioners
November 1, 2007
Page 17 of 30

Grunbriar - Attachment 19

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
applicant 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

it urban land uses to one-half habitat acre preserved. While this mitigation reduces the
impact to agricultural resources, it does not mitigate to a less than significant level.k.^.^ ^ -_ _ - - -

- - imp^6iTânt1'$ l^bwè̂v^er; if is'th^ mitig^a rai ^tlat"w 5 a`gi^r^ il`go^i'Fb^ tKBCitf-an"i^h^e '--
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
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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 serve 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
im#ortant farmland would not be reduced to less than significant, in part because such
easements "often prevent[] future impacts but do[] not address present problems."3
Indeed, in Friends of the Kangaroo Rat v. Department of Corrections (2003) 111
Cal.App.4th 1400 (opinion withdrawn on February 18, 2004),4 the Fifth District Court of
Appeal rejected farmland conservation easements as mitigation for the conversion of
agricultural land, stating: "[t]his would not mitigate the loss of farmland; it would not
create new farmland or compensate for the loss of farmland that has already occurred."
(Ibi^l., 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

-L=evy and Lippmann-- Preservation amMitigationJJnder CEl9Am (Environmental 16aw r
News, Vol. 14, No. 1, Summer, 2005), p. 25.

4/ Although the opinion has been depublished, Levy and fippmann, 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
creqte 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.5

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

Handbook continue to use CNEL as the primary tool for the purpose ofUse Planning
land use compatib'ity planning' One agency,--the City o? Los Angeles, adop e 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 ERR/EIS. However, that document specifically cautioned
that the threshold was for use in the LAX EIR/EIS only and should not lie 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
(SENLs) 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 yvill 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
facto" 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 delelopmLlht of a nignttime'air cargcr faffility I OakllLnd Irltefrfatio`nal
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
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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. (Id., 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
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
actArity. 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).6 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;

^"^^^ he Apprsdch-Depai'ture Zone is locat-e u dEr the takeoff and liding slopes and is le5s
01 restrictive. Clear Zone areas are based upon the Runway Protection Zone established by

M1

6 / 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 prop9sed developments with publicly owned and operated
airports. 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 that 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 forTeview 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 transit 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

n
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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
restricted 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.
None 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 ^VAA 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 isywithin 2 miles of an airport runway, state law (California Education
Code 17215) requires 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 must 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
eview period^i Council1%vilb review the A).UC'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,

4. ;, 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

n employ 38,000 workers immediately west of the project.

.,

The City of Sacramento has formally acknowledged each of these as reasons why
F-nGreenbriar "is Ea uniquerapplicatiohi0and-E should be treated accordingly" relative to -

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
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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.

T^e 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
funding for rail projects is based on land use criteria.

So the land use decisions that are made in our region, particularly along our
planned high capacity transit corridors and specifically within 1/4 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)

Mike McKeever, SACOG's Executive Director, also shared similar comments in an
October 11, 2007 letter addressed to the City of Sacramento Planning Commission:

{ 21653.D0r3; 1)



Sacramento Planning Commission
Chair and Commissioners
November 1, 2007
Page 26 of 30

Greenbriar - Attachment 19

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
approved now withoutrfurther•delay^ _ ^^^- n- -- - - - --- ^t - - ^

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
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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 interest 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
applicationlaterthis_yeatrto addresscpopulation=growth•Estimates-from 4hewr•i - w-- -
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 wild: require additional new growth areas. The Greenbriar
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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
would or could commence.

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.7

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.

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
tim6 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
,,first 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.

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.

.4

{00021653,DCTC; 1}



^!g

Sacramento Planning Commission
Chair and Commissioners
November 1, 2007
Page 30 of 30

Pending Litigation

Greenbriar - Attachment 19

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.

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
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From: <rmbumess@comcast.net>
To: <redbanesig1tomcast.net>, <mnotestine@mognot.com>,
<pianning.samuels.eyahoo.com>, <blw2(%nindspring.com>, <dwoo(Qinsurance.ca.gov>
Date: 10/9/07 12:24PM
Subject: GreenbriarAnnexation

Dear Commissioners,

I urge you to recommend DENIAL of thelacaspesated approval of the GreenbriaT annexation and PUD
Ordinance. Critical issues regarding development of new lands in the Natomas Basin remain unresolved
with respect to levee protection, mitigation of habitat lofis, loss of farmland, infrastructure costs and
revenue sharing.

As one of the arohitecte-of Sacramento County's General Plan Urban Service Boundary winibs 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
development. Then Supervisor Grantland Johnson agreed, with the proviao that future development, if it is
going to occur at all, should be through annexation to the City of Sacramento. Years of negotiation IeRI to
the City and County'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 Blueprint for the Sacramento region .

You art being asked to accelerate the development of a small porlfon of the Natomas arep 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 I have seen too many land use decisions in this County driven
primarily by political expediency with dubious justification and with the promise that future negotiations will
resolve problems.

This particular project is an oustanding example. Greenbrier will NOT accelerate Light Rail to the Airport: it
will remain on the distant horizon of the 2020's. Greenbriar will NOT provide sufficient funds of and by
itself to significantly reduce the infrastructure financing issues in North Natomas. Conditioning approval to
require Greenbriars compliance with FEMA or with US Fish and Wildlife Service requirements will NOT
guarantee aabequate flaotl protection and habitat mitigation of and by itself.

I have long alguod that compreherrsve, coordinated planning is critical to responsible development. Your
Commission has an opportunity to exhibit strong 4eadership in the region by insisting that the Joint Vision
be implemented comprehensively and that solutions to long term flood protection, habitat protection and
financing are in place prior to setting out on the path to entitlemenrs 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,

Rob Burness
- ^ ^^_'^`^^' J - - - n ^^ ^-_- -^- '#^

CC: <dkwongacityofsacramento.org>
•^-
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. _ Ii^m eager; to welcome my new neighb6fand enjoy what it.has to offer. "Please

help make Oeenbriar a reality and approve this much db
-71
sired aevelopfnenr

quickly':

1^ 11 9

W1
= Thank you,

c.

September 8, ^007

Chairpdrson
Sacramento LAFCO
1112 I Street, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95844

t
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SUBJECT: PY^ease suppoitpreenbria;;Cv^

dear Chairperson,

epj^y the area parks and public lake.s,

.,

>C

ti

Nortff Natomas Resident
mmp. -_

topfes:
K

N

in

My housemate and I moved to North.Natomas about^wo years ago. it is very
frustrating to be:so isolated and V-e would Ake r9ore optIns ndarby. We cannot
evFn buy gas without drivtig §everaLniless. RIP tedious to ^ave tb;go down Pel

i)'asq to get anything.

We live east of Highway,;99 in the Regency Park.development and are-excited for
the retail that (',^reenl5riar will bring. It wilP:be convenient to travel'a short
distance to do our grocerf shopping or get a bite-to eat at one of the-restaurants.
With Greenbriar so close lo liome, I could ride my bikS instead Of crive hnd also

Alexib Jones

Plahning Commissioners H
City Cbuiwil w

e
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r
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EPTEMBER IS, 200']

w CHARLES T. ROSE

CHAIRPERSON

SACRAMENTO LAFCO

II 12 I STREET, SUITE 100

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DEAR MR. ROSE,

AS A SENIOR CITIZEN I URGE YOUR APPROVAL OF TjiE 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,

BELLE MERTZEL

36 CAMROSA

NORTH NATOMAS

t

^-^ ^ L-'^- - - ^ _^ ^^'^ -^^ n
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From: 'David Huhn' <dhuhnoIavVsondb.com>
To: <planning.aamuels@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
developor is pioneering in our area is the critital missing link in
promoting a better 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 about enabling a lifestyle change where one can live, work and play
largely without the nood of a car. Other places have this down pat, why
shouldn't we have access to mixed use community designs like the Dutch have
had for years.

R

Finally, anyone can see that a proposal like this is visionary, and isn't
just another blob of sprawl dropped in our community. It is projects like
Greenbriar that are needed if we are not to become just another L.A. This is
ultimately why support of Greenbriar is needed: because if we cannot do this
now, when will we get to the point when we can have this type of community?
If this program is shot down now, when it does everything that a great
community plan is supposed to do, what will we see from other devebpers?

Thanks you in advance for your suppqrt of the Greenbriar project.
}

1

Yours,
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June 1, 2006

Chairperson Chris Tooker, LAFCo Commissioners,
Peter Brundage, Executive Officer
Sacramento County LAPeo
1112 I Street, Suite 10()
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: LAFCo 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 detailedr
comments will be submitted after reviewing the DEIR.

ECOS
ENVIRONMENTAL

• COIINiII

OF SACRAMENTO

909 12th Sk Ste 100
SaeranMtnto, CA 93i19
916-45b-4849
wwwaowr-pow ft W!

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 topfuch special treatment. It would be more al*ropriate for LAFC,-O to discuss the
DEIR ^e Commissioners have sufficient time to review the both DEIR Q4 the comment letters
on the project and DEIR submitted by the public and Trustee and Responsible agencies.

SIERRA
CLUB
FOUNDEDI_

11414 K Sir SU 30
fpapnento, CA 9l814
916-557-1100,x 108
www - . _

cc: Sacramdnto City Council
County Board of Supervisors

ace miug on. wluch would result in
=much.lessidedication.p-0peAspaceAUtsidathe.developed-areq,thmrequired:byJoint V4sion.^

The detailed descriptions of what is regarded as "open 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." ee Jt. Vision pp. 3, 9, 10-11.) "Buffer areas will & derived

I~

1. Applicant's Attempt To Ey[empt Greenbriar from The Joint Vision Open Space
= Requirement of I Acre Preserved for Every Acre Developed I& Rnwarranted

A foundational element of "Joint Vision" is its commitment to require development to provide
open space mitigation at a ratio 1 to 1"within the Saczamento unincorporated area." S(^ge Joint
Vision p. 3.) 4JU boaapUyulsed the City QnutLcil and Board of Supervisors tQ credit
freeway bufffers, u=ban parks. d^tion b&qs, nin-made lakes, canals and buffers between

,
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from v^ land." (Jt. Vision p. 3.) Thb only community separator designated as "open
space" in the Joint Vision MOU is at the Sutter/Sacramento County line. (SM Jt. Vision p. 10.)

11
At public outreach meetings regarding drafting of Joint Vision, City staff repeatedlyrstated that
"ogei't space" acquired under Joint Vision would be outside thelurbanized 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 creditedkowards
the 1 to 1 open space mitigation ratio.

Applicant argued to City Council and the Supervisors that it is too burdensome to acquire the
_l open space mitigation land. The truth is that UWI= already ovas or gMkggually -c^trals
miffident land to meet xhe 1 to 1 ontgacgQeg'emer^t ^^ento C ^,r These parcels, f1
which would be difficult or infeasible to develop, aro shown on the map attached as-E&II$JT Ao
indicated with hand-written cross-hatches. All are next to habitat preserves of the Natomas
Basin Conservancy: Those parcels are:

s

- 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 "community
separator" designated by Joint Vision along the County line, and most is within the inteinal 100-
year flood plain, shown on the map attached as gZk= 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 preservt, and is
entirely within the internal 100-year flood plain, per map attached as EN=T ,) . Much of it
flooded on January 1, 2006 from stormwater and overflow from the West Drainage Canal.
Proximity to the Airport runways makes residential development infeasible. Commercial
development would be very expensive, perhaps inkasible, because it would require at least 18
inches of fill and a new drainap canal to the Sacramento River with pumps. The existing West
Drainage Canal cannot accommodate additional stormwater (J. Lamare & J. Pachl perA
observation, January 1, 2006.) Commercial development at tlpt location would compete with
efforts to develop Metro Air Park, immediately north, which County hopes will beco' a
revenue-generator. I

P.
• 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 bas been in process fo? several
years. Approximattly forty perctnt is in the Swainson's Hawk Zone, which is to r
undeveloped as a mitigation measure of the Natomas Basin HCP. (The SWH Zone is &easured
one mile from the inland toe of the SaFramento River leva.) Jets flying 3000 feet overhead
make it unsuitable for residential development. The western part was flooded from stormwater
on January 1; 2006^3-Camare &-Pa6hl %ftbservltionrHomeowners%long tlib tot ^" -
low bluff to the east (Westlake) 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 acres between Garden Hwy and
Fisherman Lake, adjoining a small NBC preserve to the south. N _
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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 mitigaw for the effects of Grethbriar.

2. Light Rail To The Airport Is Financially Infeasible

Greenbriar proporiaits have argued that development of the site will help win Federal approval
of Federal funding for light rail to Natomas and 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 proposal to be a myth.

I

The cost estimate for the DNA lint, as of December 2005, is now at leastW0,006,000. An
elevated structure of approximately 1/2 mile is needed to span the American River floQdway and
two more bridges to cross 1-80 and I-5. Projects of this magnitude are notorious for cost
overruns. There is no evidence that projW,* doMbig evQ with ^'^Z}^+^+^, and Joint Vision
dwg1wgwill ^b ftJMMJ ig;vhich^ Fedeyal Tran^rtatmn^e^sv
AM". It is unreasonable to assume that local voters will tax themselves 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 dive'rtrd to planning for DNA.

Our organizations obtained documents 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 been sparse. Two years
ago, Bay Area Rapid Trangit (BART) completed a rail line to the San Francisco International
Airport, with 3 new stations en route. ^4q*proved to 1l4f t#tMected. The Federal
Tratiiportation Agency is unlikely to ma)Wthe same mistake as to Sacramento Airpbrt, where
passenger use is only a fraction of S.F. International.

I
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rc
build

a; lihe in a• flood had area hAyiW Je§g tW Q= 100-year AQqd pr4tgoon7

The Sacramento region is recognized as an ozone non-attainment area.
^fpdmd inveqUens JUq^^^-}Q^^ tran^rtation projects in ozone non attp;^^p^*

s' 3.

i s commi en o eve opment to 8,06 -acres within the City's Permit Araa, Sutber to
7,464 acres, and Metro Air Park's to 1,986 acres, for a total of 17,500 P^pre,s. The NBHCP,
EIR/EIS and ether decision docume,nts relv u" the aomntion^t the rest of the Basin will
Lgo" in agdog= and IQ. ov' t vifiiili eat t Q§= snak-
f^S) an S' .nsor^,s kSS^^j)•

Development Of Greenbrier Violates The 2003 Natomas Basin $obisle+t
Conurvittipn Plan (NBHCP)
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The Federal District Court, Judge David ^kU'^ t`^Ieffect of these provisions in its
decision upholding the 2003 NBHCP, SR^ 29Q5V-W)Ibllows:

Atm. 30. .#tnt 13.. of the Opinion, the Court states that:
"...the Service and tkose seeking an ITY (Incidental Take Permit) in the future
m0 face an uphill battle if they attempt to argue that additional development in
the Basin b.dyomd 17,500 acres will not result in jeopardy," pointing out that the
HCP, Biological 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 Tetm.

At gg. 22 $nt 10- of the Opinion, the Court states lat:
"...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 may substantially exceed 1 to I if these agencies were to issue
such a Permit.►r

City's FEIR/EIS for the Natomas Basin Habitat Consprvation Plan, pp. 3-30 - 3-31, certified by
Sacramento City Council on May 13, 2003, represented to tbd wildlife agencies that:

"Development of West Lakeside and Greenbriar Farms is not considered
reasonably certain to occur because Wensive studies, planning and further
analyses art rrqulifd as ,^art Qf ^;^^^t V'^^ n^ra^crss before any
development approvals may be considemrl for any of these areas, and bmause tte
outcome of these efforts is unknown." (FEIR/EIS D. 3-3 1. attached.)

It *ould make more sense to consider development of Greenbriar after build-out of the 7,500
acres covered by the present Natomas Basin HCP. Thank you for considering, this letto^ V:p

Sincerely, el

Jude Lamare, ' Andy Sawyer, President;
President Friends of the Swainson's Hawk Environmental Council of Sacramento
916-447-4956 416-4 AW- - - - -^.

Conservation Chair
,Mother Lode Chapter, Sierra Club
916-447-3670
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Arwen Wacht - In Support of Greenbriar Project

From: "Gina S. McKeever" <gsmckeever@hotmail.com>
To: <dianE.thorpe@saclafco.org>, <peter.brundage@saclafco.org>, <redbanes@comcast.net>,

<mnotestine@mqQ,not.com>, <planning.samuels@yahoo.com>, <b1w2@mindspring.com>,
<dwoo@insurance.ca.gov>, <jyee@oyarch.com>, <john.w.boyd@kp.org>,
<hfargo@cityof§acramento.org>, <rtretheway@cityofsacramento.org>,
<ssheedy@cityofsacramento.org>, <rkfor;g@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@sacbee.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 northNatomas for more 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
aliout 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 supporting this significant development.

Sincerely,
Gina McKeever
North Natomas Resident

Get the device you waet, with the HotmailS you love.
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C/o peter erunclooe, Executive

1112 1 Street, Suite 100

Sacramento, CA 95814

PleaseApprove Geenbri

please approve tke C7reen6riar project in Nortk Natomas.

As an area resident, I support any project tkot can malie rapid transit to tke airport a

r lity. For too many years tkere kas been talk of light all to tke airport. .. but notking.

Tkis line will kenefIt Natomas and re'iOnal reslaents al16. WItBI I igl-it rall, we will no

longer kave to rely on taxis or our cars to get to tke airport; nor will we kave to rely on

congested commutes into doewntourn. \Y/e simp1y need light rail in Natomas.

I understand that (;reen6riar is a critical linl^ in getting funding for tke Future light rail

line. So, to support (;reenkriar is to support tke future Natomas light rail Wkich is a

good tking. For tkis, I urge you to approve tke (;reenkriar project.

Sincerely,

uditk Levy

Downtowen 13usiness and Property Owner

eritage parl^ J^om ner, and

.i:



September 13, 2007

31

Charles T. Rose, Chairperson
Sacramento LAFCO
C/O Peter 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 "Connecting Communities" ad in tlfe
newspaper prompted me send you this IEttdr of support for the Greenbriar project.

As a resident 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.

^F

I very much support the Greenbriar project and ask that you approve this transit-friendly
development.

Should you have any questions, please telephone me at (916) 923-5387.

Cc: Sacramento City Planning Commissioners
- - Sacramento City Council Members

The Hughes Family
3070 Bridgeford Drive
Sacramento, CA 95833



From: 'tihlarc'"<mbtrcimi(lgmail.com>
To: <diane.thorpetMsaclafco.orp>, <peter.brundagefg3aacIafco.org>,
<redbanes(ocomcast.net>, <mnotestineomogot.net>, <planning.samuels(pyahoo.com>,
<blw28mindspring.com>, <ftoo®insurance.ca.gov>, <jyee@oyarch.com>, <john.w.bDydGkp.org>,
<hfargolacityofsacramento.orp, <rtrethaway(®cityofsacramento.org>, <ssheedy@cityot'sacramEhto.org>,
<rkfong@cityofsacramento.org>, <Ihammond(!&cityofsacramento.org>,
<kmccartyCcityofsacramento.org>, <rwatersQcityofsacramento.org>, <bpannellCcityofsacramento.org>
Date: 9/18/07 8:41 PM
Subject: Support for Greenbriar

Dear LAFCo Commissioners, Sacramei'ito City Planning Commissioners and
Sacramento City Council' Members:

I write to you not just as a north Natomas resident, but also as a
homeowner, a taxpayer, a husband, and a father. It is for all of these
reasons that I support the Greenbriar project.

As a north Natomas resident I 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 hemeosMer though, nothing excites me as much as
a project that helps make light rail to the airport a reality with someone
else's money. To my knowledge there aren't too many other instances in
recentSacramento 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. _

As a husband and north Natomas resident another facet of the Greenbriar
project that deeply appeals to me is the introrluction of more retail into my
neighborhood. Moreover, dud to the transit oriented development nature of
the Greenbriar project the retail that is part of Grqenbriar boke like it
will have less trafAG associated with it than standard retail developments
would elsewhere. I place this type of outcome in the Obest of both worlds"
category. "

L

I urge you to support Greenbriar as I do.

Sincerelr

Marc and Alison Thomas

North Natomas Homeowners

T



CC: <bmooreosoehae.com>

;^.

f4



-il

From: "Patrick Robne;hY" <pcrobrechtgearthlink.neh
To: = <diane.thorpeQsacIafco.org>, <peter.brundagaQsaclafco.org>,
<rodbarkes9comcast.net>, <mnotestine4mognot.com>, <pIannins.samuelsMyahmo.com>,
<b1in2@mindspring.com>, <dwooginsurance.ca.gov>, <jyeeQoyarch.com>, <john.w.hoyd@kp.org>,
<hfarqp cityofsacramento.org>, <rtretheway4ltityofsacramento.org>, <ssheedy@cityofsacramento.org>,
<rkfong(cityofeacramanto.org>, <IhammondQkcityofsacramento.org>,
<kmccartyg*cityofsacramento.org>, <neratersQcityofsacramento.org>, <bpannell9cityofsaeramento.org>
Date: 9/17/07 8:18PM r
Subject: Greenbriar Project

To: Sasramento City Council Members, Sacramento City Planning Commissioners and LAFCo
Commissioners

I grew up in this area, and have saw it change. What were once farm lands have given way to massive
growth in residential housing. These houses lack the character often found not track housing
devebpments. It is for this reason that I support the Greenbriar project.

Gr;benbriar is to be celebrated. It preserves open space and follows the concepts of smart growth in ways
that all other projects in this region should be fequired 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 thus less
land Is, neaded for the same number of people. For too long developers have claimed that this type of
development is not feasible, and that the economics of home-building in our region simply will not permit
this type of community to be economically viable. The construction of the Greenlrriar project will positively
change the dynamics of the current development trends.

Help preserve the character of the region I grew up in by supporting the smart growth Greenbriar project.

Sincerely,
Patrick C. Robrecht, VIBA

CC: <bmoAre@nacbee.com>

I
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Charles T. Rose,
Chairperson
4ac%nqrlto ^AFCO
Clo1'eter Brundage, Executive;Qfficer
1112 I Street, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95814

Topic: More Trangit and Light Rail Servicemin North Natomas - Approval
Needed for Greanbriar

Dear Charles Rose,

Pleage 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.

I am very much in favor of getting moreltransit senicqs for the North Natomas
area. Traffic in our neighboncQads and aa the highway (Highway 99 and
ilterstate 5) continues to increase and the light rail extension is a positive
solution that can provide a serious benefit for Sacramento.

I understand that the Greenbriar development will donate nearly six and one half
aeres 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.

I am also in favor of the Greenbriar project because it will add many acres of
park^, a public lakeand open space for Sacramento residents.

Your approval of this project will help^o further the transit opportunities for North
Natomas residents. Please vote to approve this project. I can be reached at
(916) 804-1880, if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Fedro - tti+4+a rtinez
North Natomas ResidentlHomeouNner

City Council Members
The Sacramento Bee

Pedro;Martir4ez * 8 Pompano PI. Sacramltnto, CA 95835



Arwan Wacht - 9-19-07 - LAFCO Hearing-- Green- briar development- RLUSD Support

Front "Frank Porter" <Frank.Porter@rlusd.org>
To: <bpannelIQcityofsacramento.org>, <hfargoimcityofsacramento.org>,
<kmccarl.ygtcityofsecramento.org>, <Ihammond(&ityofsacramento.org>,
<rkfong4jcityofsacramento.org>, <rtrethewayacityofsacramento.org>, <rwatersQcityofeacramento.org>,
<asheedybcityofsaeramento.org>, <redbaneso:omeast.net>, <dwoolainsurance.ca.gov>,
<john.w.boydWp.org>, <b1w2Qmindspring.com>, <mnotestineomognot.com>, <jyeeQoyarch.com>,
<diane.thorpeQsacIafco.org>, <pBter.brundageQtaclafco.orR>, <planning.wmuelsigyahoo.com>
Rate: 9/19/07 10:25AM
Subjimt: 9-19-07 - LAFCO Hearing - Gr@enbriar development- RLUSD Support

K

Dear LAFCO Board Members:

The Rio Linda Union School District (RLUSD) Board of Trustees and North
Natomas 575 Investors LLC have reached agreement on both a Memorandum of
Agreement and aMutual Benefit agreement to provide for the construction
of a new elementary school 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 GreenbriaW neighborhood to serve this new
proposed development.

RLUSD facilities and planning staff have worked with a design team of
teachers, parents, management staff, and the district's architect to
develop an initial conceptual d&.jgn for the propos@d school site. The
Rio Linda Union School District looks forward to building a new
elementary school to serve the families and children jn the proposed
Greenbrier 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 school in this proposed new community.

Sincerely,

Frank Porter,
Superintendent
Rio Linda Union School District
627 "L" Street
Rio Linda, CA 95673 a

Telephone: 916-5GG-1600, ext.1334
Fax: 916-991-6593
t-mail: frank.pnrter&lusd.org

'A learning community supporting extraordinary achievement for
chiklren'

intendeii for the designated recipient(s). The unlawful use, disclosure,
review or distribution of such information is strictly prohibited. If
you are not tFie intended recipient, or have received this communication
in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail
(frank.porter®rlusd.org) or by telephone at (916) 566-1785 and delete

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:
This communication`and any documentWiieaior preuiousze-meiW
attached to it contain confidential or legally privileged information

AT
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all copies of this commun'tcation, including attachments, without reading
rth®m or saving them to disk. Thank you.

CC: <bmoore4aacqee.com>
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From: "noekuscQjps.net"•<rockurAps.netb
To: <jyee.@oyarch.com>, <john.w_boydQkp.org>, <hfargoQcityofsatramento.otg>,
<diane.thorp@Qsaclafco.org>, <peter.brundageosaclafco.org>, <redbanesjyeeQoyarch.com
Qcomcast.net>, <mnotestine@mognot.com>, <planning.samuel.Cyahoo.com>,
<bhi2@mindspring.com>, <dviboGinsurance.ca.gov>
Pate: 9118/07 4:24PM

4;.

Dear LAFCo Commissioners, Sacramento, City Council Members and Sacramento
City Planning Commissioners:

I am writing you in support of the Graonbriar projoc:t. For the last 3
years, I 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, I have become intimately aware of
the funding challenges that confront public officials when looking at
capital outlay projects.

It is in light of this experience that I write you. More than any other
project that I know of, Greenbriar shows how a committed developer can
voluntarily design a community so as to lessen the burden on taxpayers
in the surrounding community. Gre,enbriar is of course outside the
Sacramento City Unified School District, but that does not mean that I
cannot see the value of the contribution towards the new K-8 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 looking6to be reduced makes it even more
impressive.

Please support Greenbrier.

Sincerely,

Michael Roskenstein

Sacramento

mail2web LIVE - Free email based on Microsoft® Exchange tachnolqgy -
http://link. mail2web.coml_LIVE

<rkfong&ityofsacramento.org>, <Ihammondocityofsacramento.org>,
<kmccartyacityofsacramento.org>, <rwaters(;cityofsacramento.org>, <bpannelWityofsacramento.org>
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7STEl^ii^iG REGIONAL ECONOMIC i'f4a4iPi:fs.ITY

September 19, 2007

RE: Gr15iEnbr^Mr Project

The Hororabl^e Charles Rose
Chair, LAFCO '
1112 I Stri, Suite I OD
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Comsnissiondr Rose:

The Sacramento Metro Chamber has compl^ted a preliminarily analy+^is.4f the.
GreenbriRr project and bWirft it incorporatF* many of the smart growth principles
includq in the SACOG Blueprint prefterred &cftrio. A thorough re^ of tha
pcoject is underwpy.

c a6E,^ ^ ^

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN

CHAMVII OF COMMERCE

oowiEOwn R/.wri^s

1stVicS Cbdr

Ct^^r2007

^ ^^

^^.
^

2s1 VtiE Choir
U-A& Cutler

YIiP P'!OenK 4"RIF CqAW0iC0rN
QVICrp

Post Chair
xF n FrENeWsNlqmn

Representing nftriy 2,500 membe'r bulinessqf and bulinop organtz^atior* in the ;ix-
county Sacramonto region, the Sacramento Metro Chamb-& serves as th"s region's
voice of business and is the leading proponent of regional cooperatioy on issues ^
Wecting busliness, Vonomic developrWt and quality of life. The Me4o Chamber
stronWy encourages cooperation across jurisdiction#I lines to Iddr,^ess ftpor&t

smarter, more responsible and coordinated way.
commonly known, provides a regional land use guide that encourages growth in a

Over the- lost several years, the Metro Ch;pmber ha,s been cme of the main
proponents the SACOG Preferred Blueprint Scenario. "Blueprint," as it is

public policy ifses thi; impact jobs arld the economy.

The Blueprint prefierred scen;§rio shows that if the S:cramento region grows in a
mope sustainable manner, we can minimize traffic congestion and serve to improve
air quality. This approach also allows us to maximize the use of existing critical
infrastructure that helps to support improved housing afferclability.

By design, the Blueprint is only a guideline. In order for Blueprint to be successful,
local land use agencies need to authorize projects that incorporate Blueprint
densities and smart growth principles. We believe the Grennbwsx- project is
consistent with the densities and smart growth principles contained within
Blueprint.

.

..

389 acres of residential development
30 acres of neighborhood commarcial uses
150 ecre+s of parks and open spac6

Op'rOP+ & fav{feJ
sna Co,.,Wacq"

Y

BFijo coh^
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KrAc {^i D^,4chil^n
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Th'E' Greenbriar project is a transit-orienwd development. Greenbriar is in
close proximity to a future light rail station and is expected to generate
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appffoximately 1,162 daily ridor,c, which significantly enhances the viability of
the Downtown/Natomaf/Airport lirw and the ability the secure fad"
funding.

• The owners of the proposed devtloprnant are donating 6.42 acres of land,
v;Jued et45.4 million for the exclusive use of the DNA Light Railtctensior
project V

• The ownera of the proposed devaloWr&nt Ve underwriting the'-
establishment of a Transportation CoWstion Relief Fund administered by
the City of Sacramento that could be used to ease highway traffic.

rx

The Metro Chamber respectfully requests LAFCO approve the Greenbriar project
as prnesenter.

Sinoweiy,

lwlatthaw R. Mahood
PresWant & CEO
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5eptember 15, 2007
^11

Mr. Rose and Mr. Brundage
LAFCO
1112 I 5treet, #100
5acramento, California
95814

Greenbriar

Dear 51rs;

Please approve the retail 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.

I live In the adjacent hamptons development and would love to have a
grocery store at Elkhorn Blvd. We need more services up here.



September 16th

Mr. Charles Rose
LAFCO
c/o Peter Brundage
1112 I Street, Suite 100
Sacramento, Calif.
95814 V.

Request: Please Approve Greenbriar
fi

Mr. Rose:

I am a tax payer and a senior citizen.

I would like to ask you to approve the Greeribriar 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 helpleduce traffic.

Yours sincerely,

,,0
Ted Gibson
Taxpayer
2384 Cotterdale Alley
Sacramento, Calif.
95835

-_---= .,.-ity 'Ebunci^ anMupervisors-=-^-^
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From: Vlddliam James [bpsjarneiLqsbcgIobal.net]

Sent-, Friday, Wtdmber 14, 2007 3:07 PM

To: ThorpQ. Date; Brundage. Peter; redbasmQcomcastnet; mnoteetineomognot.corn;
planning.samueleIyahoo.co^n; blw2^rr^jndsprin^ com; dWaoOnsurartce.ca.gov;
jyea^oysrch.com; john.w.boyd^kp.oe^; hfargo^iityofsacramento.org;
rtr^e^ay^cityof^ra^nto.org; ssheq^dy®cityofsacramento.or@; rlcfongocityofascramsnto.org;
Iha^tmondajtyofsacramento.or^; kmccarty^cirycf^pcramento.or^;
rwatars^dtyofs,xramento.or^^ bpannell^cityofsacramento.otg

Cc: bmdbre@,%-t'1)w.com
Subjqct: re: Greenbr4ar Project, Mass Transit, & Taxer

14 September 2007

Dear I.AFCo Commissioners, Sacramento City Council Members, and Sacramento
City Planning Commissioners: ' ^5 zi

My name is Dr. William James. In addition to being 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 Imoiv 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
taxpay_ers_like.me otwhatever portion of the obligation they voluntarily choose to
take-ow Further; by the very nature of transit oriented4evelopment, ridership on
Sacralpentce,s mass transit system can reasonably be expected 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
hon,qpuners<such.as. myself.

I uagri€ymws=r>Eg.support of the Greenbriar project.

Sincerely,

--_illia,rq.J^nes,.P^.D.
2717 2nd..Avenue-
SacramenIo, CA 958i8
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