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ltem No.16-4
Supplemental Material

For
City of Sacramento

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

Agenda Packet

Submitted: January 22, 2008

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

Subject: Greenbriar PUD Guidelines Revisions
Please find a copy of the revised pages for the Greenbriar PUD Guidelines attached

to this memo.

Contact Information: Arwen Wacht (808-1964)

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

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

For

City of Sacramento

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

Agenda Packet

Submitted: January 22, 2008

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

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

of the correspondence attached to this memo.

Contact Information: Arwen Wacht (808-1964)

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

95814-2604 « (916) 808-7200.



Letter Dated
Alan Kilgore 10/10/2007
Allen Jamieson 01/03/2008
Ariel Gardiner 01/15/2008
Catherine Hurd 01/15/2008
Christine Balley 01/07/2008
Christopher Mazzarella 01/08/2008
Christopher Mazzarella 01/21/2008
Coalition for Clean Air; Planning and
Conservation League; American Lung
Association of California 01/07/2008
County of Sacramento Department of
Transportation 10/02/2007
David Merritt 01/07/2008
Deanna Marquart 01/15/2008
Department of Fish and Game 12/13/2007
Environmental Council of Sacramento 10/10/2007
Friends of Light Rail and Transit 12/10/2007
Friends of the Swainson's Hawk 10/04/2007
Friends of the Swainson's Hawk 01/08/2008
Jaclyn Hopkins 01/14/2008
Jacqueline DelLu 10/02/2007
James P. Pachl 09/27/2007
James P. Pachl 10/06/2007
James P. Pachli 10/11/2007
James P. Pachl 11/08/2007
James P. Pachl 01/08/2008
James P. Pachi 01/15/2008
Jean McCue 01/08/2008
JoAnn Anglin 01/05/2008
Jon Marshack 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 Fling 11/06/2007
Natomas Community Association 07/20/2005
Natomas Community Association 11/28/2005
Nick J. Zuvela 11/06/2007
North Natomas Alliance 06/22/2005
North Natomas Alliance 10/19/2005
North Natomas Transportation Management
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




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 Advocates 11/07/2007
Sacramento Area Council of Governments | 10/11/2007
Sacramento Area Council of Governments

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

Commerce 12/18/2007
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality

Management District 09/19/2007
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality

Management District 10/29/2007
Sacramento Metropolitan Chamber of

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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




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
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From: a kilgore <arkilgore@yahoo.com>

To: <redbanes@comcast.net>, <mnotestine@mognot.com>,
<planning.samuels@yahoo.com>, <blw2@mindspring.com>, <dwoo@insurance.ca.gov>,
<hfargo@cityofsacramento.org>, <rtretheway@cityofsacramento.org>, <ssheedy@cityofsacramento.org>,
<scohn@cityofsacramento.org>, <rkfong@cityofsacramento.org>, <lhammond@cityofsacramento.org>,

<kmccarty@cityofsacramento.org>, <bpanneli@cityofsacramento.org>, <rwaters@cityofsacramento.org>,
<rkerridge@cityofsacramento.org>

Date: 10/11/07 7:07AM
Subject: | urge you not to accept or certify the Greenbriar EIR

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

Dear Mayor, Commissioners, Councilpersons,

Subject: Greenbriar EIR

1 am writing as a concerned citizen of the City of Sacramento, in opposition to the acceptance of the
Greenbriar EIR. | am not particularly anti-development, | simply believe opportunities exist to
accommodate growth and economic development without the loss of prime agricultural, wildlife impacts to
one of the most significant populations of Giant Garter Snakes, and over 50 Swainson's Hawk nesting
sites in the project area of Greenbriar.

Mostly, | am very concerned about the decision making process on multiple levels which appear to be
streamlined to approve this project. In every measure | have observed, the process has been 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 and the City’s existing
sphere of 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 conserving
agricultural 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 permit has been issued by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. The original HCP assumed areas
outside the HCP permit area would remain in agriculture.

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

Safety to residents and wildlife. Flood control levees have been de-certified, and do not meet the
100-year flood standard. Risk to life, property and the environment are unacceptable.

Air quality concerns have not been fully addressed in the EIR. Two neighboring freeways, and a nearby
airport will impact the potential residents. The project does nothing to address the single-rider
transportation patterns that maintain dependencies on fossil fuels, and degrade air quality.

Mitigation for loss of Prime Agricultural (~800 acres of Prime Agricultural Land are lost by this project)
should occur at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio. Other jurisdictions have mitigated at a 3;1 ratio.

In summary, the Greenbriar project appears to be “rule by developer”, rather than a well-planned project
that Sacramento County and City both need and deserve. | urge all decision makers to reject not only the
Greenbriar EIR, but all others like it. If decision makers do not act responsibly now, our future will be
devoid of clean air, open space, locally grown food, flood free places to live, continued global warming,
and loss of biodiversity. Our children will be stuck paying the hidden costs for this type of development.
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Sincerely,
Alan Kilgore

CC: Judith Lamare <judelam@sbcglobal.net>
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From: Allen Jamieson <allenj@macnexus org>
To: <hfargo@cityofsacramento org>

Date: 1/3/2008 2:00 PM

Subject: Greenbriar project

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

BAD THINKING!

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

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

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



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 putting
in a dangerous place.

Thank you for being responsible leaders
Ariel Gardiner

Resident of Downtown Sacramento
1531 T street
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January 7, 2008

Dear Mayor Fargo and Councilmembers:

| oppose the Greenbriar project because there are too many unresolved problems that
should 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 wildiife habitat, the
loss of farmland, air quality, transportation, resource consumption, and climate change.

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

Please support gaod regional planning for our area by rejecting the Greenbriar project.
Sincerely,

Christine Balley

11343 Sutter's Fort Way

Gold River, CA 95670
{916) 635-8184

a1



From: C Hurd califmtngri@yahoo.com

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

1/15/2008 2:38 PM

Subject: REJECTED Greenbriar

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

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

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

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

**Greenbriar is located OUTSIDE existing urban growth boundary;

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

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

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

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

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

**U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has not approved proposed levee improvement work
and state funding has yet to fully materialize;

**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);

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

Thank you for your attention in this matter.
Catherine Callahan Hurd

3154 O Street
Sacramento 95816



From: cmazz@surewest.net

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

1/8/2008 1:52 PM

Date 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.

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



From: cmazz@surewest.net

To: Bonnie Pannell; Heather Fargo; Kevin McCarty; Lauren Hammond; Ray Kerridge;
Ray Tretheway; Robbie Waters; Robert King Fong; Sandy Sheedy; Steve Cohn
1/21/2008 3:53 PM

Subject: Greenbriar Project

Dear Mayor Fargo and Councilmembers:

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

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



COARLITION FOR

GLEAN AIR

AMERICAN
LUNG
ASSOCIATION.

PLANNING AND CONSERVATION LEAGUE of California

January 7, 2008

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

Dear Mayor Fargo and Council members:

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

After many years of criticism for not providing adequate information to local land 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. Per the Executive
Summary of the Handbook,

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

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



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

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

Recommendations on Siting New Sensitive Land Uses
Such As Residences, Schools, Daycare Centers, Playgrounds, or Medical

Facilities*

Source

Category Advisory Recommendations

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

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 living within 650 feet of
heavy traffic and heavy truck volume. (Lin, 2000)

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

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

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

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.



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
Planning and Conservation League

Bonnie Holmes Gen
American Lung Association of California

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

James Goldstene, Executive Officer, California Air Resources Board

Joan Denton, Director, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
Ray Kerridge, City Manager



Terry Schutten, County Executive
Paul J. Hahn, Agency Administrator

Municipal Services Agency

Department of Transportation
Tom Zlotkowski, Director

County of Sacramento

N October 2, 2007
Mr. Tom Buford 0CT -5 2007 @
City of Sacramento
Development Services Department
2101 Arena Boulevard, Second FlooJ

Sacramento, CA 95834

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON FINAL ENVOIRNMENT IMPACT REPORT FOR
GREENBRIAR MASTER PLANNED COMMUNITY

Dear Mr. Buford:

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 review
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 slightly higher traffic than during schools’ off session. For example, students from
Sutter and Yuba counties would commute to Sacramento County’s colleges and universities.
From my past experience, generally, traffic counts shall be done only during the schools in
session to reflect the congested AM peak conditions. This was the primary reason for the original
comment. Also, this would make the EIR more defensible if ever challenged.

2. Page 6-32 and S4-4. Response to comment states that Circular 212 methodology was used to
compute the LOS for the County’s signalized intersections. But, Appendix B to F of the Second
Recirculated DEIR uses Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology which is
inconsistent with the County’s Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines (July 2004). Using the
County’s modified Circular 212 methodology would result in slightly different results. Therefore,
impacts on the County’s signalized intersections are not correctly evaluated. Please evaluate the
County’s signalized intersections using the correct methodology as specified in the County’s TIA
guidelines.

i

J Design & Planning: 906 G Street, Suite 510, Sacramento, CA 95814 . Phone: 916-874-6291 . Fax: 916-874-7831
Operations & Maintenance: 4100 Traffic Way, Sacramento, CA 95827 . Phone: 916-875-5123 . Fax: 916-875-5363

SACDOT www.sacdot.com

“Leading the Way to Greater Mobility”



Mr. Tom Buford
October 2, 2007
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (916) 875-2844.

Sincerely,

3 J43
Jaskamal Singh

Associate Transportation Engineer
Department of Transportation

JS:js

CC: Don Lockhart — Sacramento LAFCO 1112 I Street, Suite 100, Sacramento, CA 95814
Judy Robinson - Planning
Steve Hong -IFS
Dan Shoeman — DOT
Dean Blank - DOT
Matthew Darrow — DOT
Bob Davison - IFS
Theresa Mack — IFS



From: "Merritt, David (DHCS-SNFD-ACLSS)" David.Merritt@dhcs.ca.gov

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

Subject: The Greenbriar Project

Dear Mayor Fargo and Councilmembers:

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

1.

>

et B A

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

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

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

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

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

It increases the amount of polluted urban runoff into the Sacramento River.

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

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

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

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

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

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

It ignores the existing availability of retail business to serve the City's growing
population.

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

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

It continues the potential for conflict-of-interest between private developers and
City officials who own land parcels.

It is a good idea because:

1.
2.

3.

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

It provides temporary employment for construction company employees.



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



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

To: Heather Fargo; Steve Cohn

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

Subject: No to Greenbriar

1/15/2008 9:42 AM

TO: Hon. Heather Fargo, Hon. Steve Cohn

The Greenbriar project does not fit with the priorities that are emerging through the
general plan process, and I sincerely urge you to vote against it. A "NO" on Greenbriar
would help send a signal to Sacramento residents 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



State of California - The Resources Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZEN EGGER, Covernor

DEPARTMENT OF FiSH AND GAME
http: //www.dfg.ca.gov

North Central Region

1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A

Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

(916) 358-2900

December 13, 2007

Mr. Scott Mende, New Growth Manager
City of Sacramento

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

Mr. Robert Sherry, Planning Director

Sacramento County

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

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Messrs. Mende and Sherry:

The purpose of this letter is to provide the City and County of Sacramento with a
ciearer understanding of the Department of Fish and Game’s (Department) current
position regarding Swainson's hawk foraging habitat mitigation for the growing number
of projects being proposed within the Natomas Basin. Over the past two or so years, as
we have been engaged with the City and County in their Joint Vision process, along
with the discussion of numerous specific projects within the Basin, including Greenbriar,
Sacramento Airport expansion, SAFCA levee protection, etc., both the Department and
the U.S. Fish & 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).

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 number of those projects has increased.
With respect to the Swainson’s hawk, as you are aware, we have been repeatedly
asked to support mitigation ratios that are less than current County policy and the
policies of several permitting jurisdictions within the County and the region; policies that
set the mitigation ratio for larger projects at one acre of mitigation for each acre of

foraging habitat lost.
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Messrs. Mende and Sherry
December 13, 2007
Page Two

After much discussion, both within the context of the Joint Vision meetings,
meetings with Greenbriar, and internal meetings within the Department, we have come
to the conclusion that until such time that the City and County can demonstrate through
Joint Vision, or some other comprehensive process, that from a conservation
perspective, the future of the Natomas Basin will likely be as good, or hopefully even
better, than when the NBHCP was approved, that we cannot in good faith support
mitigation at less than one acre for one acre for Swainson's hawk foraging habitat.
While we understand the logic of considering mitigation that is focused on quality as
much or more than quantity, there are simply too many uncertainties regarding the
future condition and availability of the lands within the Basin to support anything less
than an acre of mitigation for an acre of impact at this time.

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

taardner@dfg.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Regional Manager

cc.  Ms. Carol Shearly

' City of Sacramento Planning Department
New City Hall
915 | 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 Bouievard
Yuba City, CA 95993



Messrs. Mende and Sherry
December 13, 2007
Page Three

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

Mr. Kent Smith

Mr. Jeff Drongesen

Mr. Todd Gardner

North Central Region

1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A
Rancho Cordova, CA 9567(



ECOS

ENVIRONMENTAL

*couNcite 909 12th Street, Suite 100 @ Sacramento, CA e 95814 ¢ (916) 420-4829

OF SACRAMENTO

October 10, 2007

Joseph Yee, Chair

Sacramento City Planning Commission
9151. St

Sacramento, CA 95814

Greenbrier (Item 3, October 11, 2007 agenda)

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

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

I. Infill Incentives

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

It will be difficult to promote infill and redevelopment, however, if the City continues to
annex more greenfields for development. Although infill has substantial benefits to the
community, in terms of savings on infrastructure costs and reduced environmental
impacts, these savings are not necessarily reflected in the costs to those developing
infill projects. If too much cheap land is made available for greenfield development, infill
development will suffer. Opening up new areas to greenfield development undermines

WWWwW.ecosacramento.net



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

Il. Transit Friendly Development

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

Already, one of the proposed commercial centers is proposed for a big box retailer like
Home Depot. Even where initial plans call for transit friendly development, the City will
have a very difficult time effectuating those plans unless development occurs concurrent
with the provision of transit. The pattern we have seen in the developed areas of North
Natomas, where the community plan calls for development along a transit corridor, but
as specific 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.

lll. Comprehensive Planning and the General Plan Update

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

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

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

www.ecosacramento.net



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

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

Sincerely,

L

Andy Sawyer, President
Environmental Council of Sacramento

www.ecosacramento.net



Friends of Light Rail & Transit
P.O. Box 2110

Sacramento, CA 95812
916.978.4045

December 10, 2007

Sacramento City Councilmembers
915 | Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Honorable Councilmembers:

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

In October our board heard a presentation on the project from Brett Hogge, Riverwest
Investments. Mr. Hogge shared details of the project, and as followup, completed our
organization's Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Evaluation form. Our TOD Criteria and
Evaluation sheet was created in 2002 in response 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 projects.

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 (for the future DNA line) and the planned housing densities within %2 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 Greenbriar will help us ensure that the line
is funded and built in the future, giving thousands of community residents an alternative to
driving into Downtown Sacramento, or to the dozens of communities light rail will service.

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

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

Sincerely,

Dain Domich
President

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

October 4, 2007

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

915 I Street

Sacramento, Ca. 95814

Dear Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission:

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

Good Planning. What citizens care about is planning well for growth. Poorly planned growth occurs
when projects move forward that are not in the General Plan. Poorly planned growth happens when
Planning Commissions do not examine the documents before them carefully. The Planning Commission
has the responsibility for planning city expansions properly. When you look at the ten documents you
must approve before Greenbriar moves forward to the Council, you will find numerous planning
deficiencies. You should start with a thorough debate and discussion of whether it is appropriate to
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.

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

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

Sincerely,

SMW

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 Street
Sacramento, Ca. 95814

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

Dear Mayor Fargo and Members of the Council:

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

Approval of the Greenbriar Annexation Would Violate The 2003 Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan (NBHCP) :

The effectiveness of the NBHCP's Operating Conservation program is explicitly premised on
City's commitment to limit development to 8,050 acres within the City's Permit Area, Sutter to
7,464 acres, and Metro Air Park's to 1,986 acres, for a total of 17,500 acres. The NBHCP,
EIR/EIS, and other decision documents rely upon the assumption that the rest of the Basin will

remain in agriculture and continue to provide habitat values for threatened Giant Garter Snake
(GGS) and Swainson’s Hawk (SWH).

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

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



"...the Service and those seeking an ITP (Incidental Take Permit) in the future
will face an uphill battle if they attempt to argue that additional development in
the Basin beyond 17,500 acres will not result in jeopardy," pointing out that the
HCP, Biological Opinion, Findings, and EIR/EIS are 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.

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

The wildlife agencies have not agreed to issue Incidental Take Permits for Greenbriar. The
required habitat mitigation ratio likely will substantially exceed 1 to 1 if these agencies
ultimately do issue Permits. The City does not know what may be required to obtain these
permits and would be well advised to maintain flexibility in dealing with the wildlife agencies.
By pre-committing itself to many details of the project prior to final resolution of the habitat
mitigation issues, the City reduces 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 what the mitigation requirements might be, the City signs a blank check committing
itself and its resources to the annexation. The likely 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 Lakeside and Greenbriar Farms is not considered reasonably
certain to occur because extensive studies, planning and further analyses are required

as part of the Joint Vision process before any development approvals may be .
considered for any of these areas, and because the outcome of these efforts is unknown."

(FEIR/EIS p. 3-31, attached.)

Yet the City is now proceeding to annex Greenbriar without completing those “Joint Vision
studies, planning and further analysis.” It would be wiser to stick to the previous strategy.

The City in the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan and in the Implementation Agreement
that it signed with the wildlife regulatory agencies agreed to do a effects analysis and fully
mitigate for all impacts on the NBHCP and the operating program of the Natomas Basin
Conservancy for any future development in the Basin. Yet it has not achieved agreement with
the wildlife regulatory agencies about those effects and mitigations for the Greenbriar project.
To quote from the wildlife agencies’ letter:

“The 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 Agencies to



determine their consistency with Federal and State Endangered Species Act requirements or
their effects on the efficacy of the NBHCP.”

and

“Future development 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, 2006 letter entitled “Comments on the City of
Sacramento's July 2006, Draft Environmental Impact 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 Conscrvation 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
attached. The Fish and Game letter points out two very important key elements that are missing
from the 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 process, in a
comprehensive way, not for one project.

Wildlife and Habitat Mitigation for Greenbriar is Inadequate.

As you know, Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk has joined a lawsuit to overturn the approval of
the Final Environmental Impact Report on Greenbriar by LAFCo. A primary reason why the
Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk Board voted to join this lawsuit is that the mitigation program
for Swainson’s Hawk in the FEIR is grossly inadequate, and the analysis of impacts on
Swainson’s Hawk contradicts the publicly stated scientific opinions of both the California
Department of Fish and Game and the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee. (See
attached letters.) The FEIR illegally defers mitigation. Our comment 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 regulatory agencies. While applicant claims that they will take care
of all wildlife regulatory requirements, the fact is that the City must be the primary local party to
these negotiations and agreements 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
USFWS seems willing to defer agreement on mitigation to a future date, the fact is that CEQA
does not provide that flexibility, and California Department of Fish and Game has not concurred
in deferral of mitigation. By moving ahead now with annexation, before it has reached
agreement with the wildlife agencies with whom it has an agreement (Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan) the City puts that agreement in jeopardy.



Farmland Mitigation Not Provided.

While other jurisdictions including SAFCA and the County of Sacramento Department of
Airports, are mitigating loss of farmland with 1:1 mitigation requirements, the Greenbriar
proposal FEIR is nat. Over 500 acres of prime farmland are to be 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 permanently in agriculture.

Thank you for considering this letter, and the attachments.

Sincerely,

JMM

Judith Lamare, Ph.D., President judelam@sbeglobal.net swainsonshawk@sbcglobal.net
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From: Jaclyn N. Hopkins jaclynhopkins@hotmail.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

1/14/2008 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



[Arwen Wacht - Greenbriar Project

From: "coveydelu@jps.net” <coveydelu@jps.net>

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

October 2, 2007
Dear Commissioner Samuels,

| would like to ask that you consider the effect of expanding Sacramento’s urban footprint for the
Greenbriar Project on the remaining Sacramento County agricultural lands. You are obligated to protect
farmland yet the EIR for the Greenbriar project has not mitigated for the loss of 518 acres of highly
productive farmland. The acreage west of the airport can be suitable for permanent agricultural
easement. As other cities in our region have worked to preserve farmland, so should Sacramento with a
1:1 mitigation!

The EIR also assumes that agricultural lands north of the project will develop in 10 or 20 years. What is
the basis for this assumption? Are we to assume there is no plan to save agricultural land in the
Sacramento County? Development is not a given since it will require take permits from the regulatory
agencies.

The developers of the Greenbriar project claim that they will meet the agricultural mitigation requirement
through the habitat lands conserved. There is no evidence that habitat mitigation can meet 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. DelLu
Secretary of Save Our Sandhill Cranes

coveydelu@jps.net



James P. Pachl

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

September 27, 2007

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

Dear Chairman Yee and Commissioners,

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 tonight's hearing even
though they had earlier submitted comment letters. Others who were entitled to notice may or
may not have received notice or don't know of the hearing.

For that reason alone, I must respectfully request that the hearing of this very controversial
proposal should be postponed to another date, and that at least two-weeks' notice of hearing 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.

Also, Greenbriar is at the end of tonight's very long agenda, which is not enough time for public
testimony and deliberations among the Commissioners. The LAFCo hearing and deliberation on
the SOI was three hours. I respectfully ask that this hearing be postponed to a meeting at which
there is sufficient time for testimony and deliberation by the Commissioners. There is no need to
fast-track this proposal, particularly in light of the stalled housing market and the developer's
recent commitment to LAFCo to not start construction of residential development until 100-year
flood protection is restored.



Respectfully submitted,

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



James P. Pachl

Attorney at Law
717 K Street, Suite 534
Sacramento, California, 95814
Tel: (916) 446-3978
Fax: (916) 447-8689 jpachl@sbcglobal.net
October 6, 2007

Joseph Yee, Chair, and Commissioners
Planning Commission
New City Hall
915 I Street, Third Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814
RE  Greenbriar project, Planning Commission Hearing, October 11, 2007
Dear Chairman Yee and Commissioners,

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

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

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

The Finance Plan shows that the project and its public infrastructure finance plan verge on
financial infeasibility, and that there are major uncertainties and likely additional costs that could
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 Finance Plan, page 32, states that development having a public
infrastructure burden between 15 -20% of market sale price may be feasible, but that
development having an infrastructure burden above 20% is infeasible, "based on EPS experience
... for over two decades." EPS' analysis in Table 9 on page 33, "Infrastructure Burden" shows
Greenbriar's cost burden as 19.5% of rice of a medium ity home, which is the
majority of homes, 16.4% of the sale price of low-density homes, and 14.7% of the sale price of
high density residences. (ATTACHED).




Infrastructure costs of the North Natomas Community Plan escalated far above initial
projections. City now admits a $70 M shortfall. The Grand Jury has asked for a financial audit of
North Natomas financing, and requested the City respond by October, 2007. A relatively small
cost increase above the estimates of the Greenbriar Finance Plan would push Greenbriar's
infrastructure burden well beyond 20% of estimated residential sale prices, which EPS concludes
would make the project infeasible. In the likely event of cost increases, there would be three
possible scenarios (1) project does not go forward, or; (2) City subsidizes the infrastructure costs,
or; (3) City agrees to eliminate, and/or indefinitely defer, "nonessential" public infrastructure (as
happened in North Natomas Community Plan), and subsidizes “essential” infrastructure.

Table 9 cost projections are highly speculative. For example, the Finance Plan does not explain
how it computed the Table 9 projected habitat mitigation cost. 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 an Effects Analysis and new
HCP, if approved by the USFWS and CDFG, and those agencies issue Incidental Take Permits
which state the extent and type of habitat mitigation required. Habitat mitigation required by
USFWS and CDFG will likely be much greater than presently proposed by City and assumed by
the Finance Plan.

The Finance Plan, p. 23, states that the developer “may be required to advance fund and
construct additional off-site roadway improvements” 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, Table 9, includes no funding to implement the Joint Vision requirement that
development provide 1 acre of open space mitigation in the Sacramento County area of the Basin
for every acre developed. The FEIR’s assertion that detention basins, 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 Levee Fee is only a preliminary estimate. In fact, SAFCA
staff has privately indicated that the likely fee would be at least $2 per square foot for each
home, which is substantially more than the Table 9 estimate for medium and low-density homes.

The Finance Plan, p. 25 states that a total of taxes and assessments of less than 2 percent
indicates financial feasibility. Finance Plan, p. 34, Table 10, shows 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 te: f riar could be significantl

higher than those shown.”

The percentage calculations used in Tables 9 and 10 to determine feasibility are based on home
prices equal to 2005 Natomas price levels (p. 34). However, 2005 home prices were the peak of
the market and were driven, in part, by unrealistic home loans which are no longer available.
Greenbriar home prices cannot be reliably estimated at this time. If Greenbriar home prices

prove less than those assumed by the Financing Plan, then the ratio of costs and total taxes to



home prices will be higher than shown in Tables 9 and 10, and most likely within the
“infeasible” range beyond 20%.

2. There is no fiscal analysis. The Finance Plan fails to consider the fiscal effect of
revenue sharing required by the Joint Vision MOU.

There is no fiscal analysis available to the public. 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 Use Agreement for Annexations. (See Joint Vision,
pp. 4, 5). There is no Joint Vision revenue sharing agreement. The Greenbriar financial analysis
does not account for the eﬁect of Jomt szxon revenue sharmg County ms1sts on revenue
sharing. - e-sha : : i

fo Grggnbng wﬂl ggst 11_1e Clgg more th@ it w111 mglve in rexenge frgm Q:eegbng;, and
whether CEQA mitigation measures which rely upon revenue generated by Greenbriar are
financially feasible.

Tlus pro_)ect should not be cons1dered for any approvals until there is a Joint Vision revenue-

eement, much more ¢ fees and public facilities costs discusse
gbove, and revised financial and fiscal gglym CEQA mitigation measures which rely on

revenue subject to Joint Vision revenue-sharing must be deemed speculative and infeasible due
to the fiscal effect of Joint Vision revenue sharing, unless demonstrated otherwise by a revised
financial analysis after there is a Joint Vision revenue-sharing agreement. The FEIR should not
be certified with speculative or infeasible mitigation measures.

3. Assertions that Greenbriar will provide net revenue to subsidize infill
and contribute to completing NNCP infrastructure are unsupported.

There is no evidence that Greenbriar development will generate revenue to subsidize infill and
contribute to completion of community facilities within existing Natomas development.
Revenues ot even be estima il there is a Joint Vision revenue shari eement

much more certainty of Greenbriar fees and infrastructure costs, 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
revenue from Greenbriar due to Joint Vision revenue sharing, there is no basis for assuming that
the project can generate revenue and fees in excess of that needed for on-site development. To
the contrary, it is much more likely that

4. Assertions that Greenbriar will increase jobs-housing balance are unsupported.

It is asserted that Metro Air Park will provide jobs for Greenbriar residents. In fact, the 2000-
acre Metro 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
future. It must compete against existing industrial and office parks which are served by existing
infrastructure and public facilities, including large vacant parcels designated for commercial and
employment centers in the City’s existing North Natomas Community Plan area.

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

3



development actually exists at Metro Air Park. Job-housing balance can be more feasib

accomplished now by infill development within the existing urban area.

5. The assertion that the Greenbriar project will cause the Federal government to
provide Federal funding to build light rail to the Airport is fiction.

Regional Transit now states that projected completion date is 2026 and estimated cost is $800 M.
The Federal government has not stated that it is interested in funding light rail to the Airport, and
no evidence, other than hopeful assertions by local government, that development of Greenbriar
will induce Federal funding. RT was recently required to suspend its planning of light rail
extensions due to shortfall of locally-generated operating revenues, and has reduced or
eliminated service on some bus routes. Bus service to existing North Natomas development is
minimal, even though the North Natomas Community Plan was promoted as “transit-oriented.”
RT’s plan for the DNA line includes 12 station stops between downtown and the Airport, which

would be a slow ride unattractive for persons needing rapid transit to the Airport. Well-

publicized express bus from a downtown RT station, perhaps with a small indoor waiting area,
would provide much more cost-effective, rapid, and feasible mode of transport from downtown

to the Airport, and could be implemented now.

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

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

6. Greenbriar’s proposed open space mitigation under Joint Vision is inconsistent with
statutory definitions of open space and Joint Vision.

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

Habitat mitigation in Sacramento County legitimately counts as open space mitigation.

However, the project intends to credit develope ks, bicycle pa ificial detention basins
(lined with concrete), and freeway buffers within the project as the balance of the Joint Vision

open space mitigation, and incorrectly claims, without substantiation, that City Council and the
County Board of Supervisors have agreed to this. (FEIR p. 5-75, top paragraph) This is
inconsistent with Government Code §56060 and §65560, which define open space as certain uses
of essentially unimproved land.

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

CEQA requires that the significant impacts of conversion of farmland be mitigated to the extent
feasible. The EIR and Findings (MM 6.11-1) assert that loss of farmlands will be mitigated by

implementation of MM 6.6-2, provision of 1 acre of open space in Natomas Basin, Sacramento
County, for every acre developed, per the Joint Vision MOU.

However, MM 6.6-2, "open space mitigation," does not mitigate for loss of agricultural land
because it authorizes uses of preserved "open space” for purposes other than agricultural, and is
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therefore unlikely to preserve productive agriculture. MM 6.6-2 provides that open space
mitigation shall consist of one-half acre preserved for habitat per MM 6.12 (biological resources)
and one half acre preserved for open space. However, mitigation lands would be subject to
conditions imposed by FWS and DFG in a Greenbriar HCP and must be managed exclusively for
highest wildlife habitat value. A Greenbriar HCP, if approved by USFWS and DFG, may
require non-agricultural management of some or all wildlife mitigation lands (such as managed
marsh for Giant Garter Snake or grassland for Swainson’s Hawk). Moreover, City states that
artificial detention basins, urban parks, bicycle paths, and other non-agricultural "open space"
within the project will be improperly credited as open space mitigation of MM 6.6-2.

The Finding that further farmland mitigation is infeasible is not supported. There are very large
areas of prime and important agricultural land in Natomas, Sacramento County, outside the
NBHCP Permit Area and the Urban Service Boundary that could be preserved as agricultural
mitigation for Greenbriar. AKT owns a substantial amount which it could dedicate. 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 high quality farmland.

8. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game
determined that the EIR’s analysis of impacts on endangered species is deficient,
and impacts are not mitigated to less than significant, thereby violating CEQA

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

Technical Advisory Committee, September 2, 2006 (FEIR 4-509).

9. The Sacramento Air Quality Management District and California Office of
Environmental Health Assessment have determined that the EIR’s analysis of
impacts on air quality is deficient, and impacts of air toxins on human health is not
mitigated to less than significant, thereby violating CEQA

Please review the letters of the Sacramento Air Quality Management District, dated August 31,
2006, December 29, 2006 (FEIR 4-268, 5-23) and September 19, 2007, and of the California

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, September 26, 2007, which are very clear
about the health hazards arising from placing residences within 500 feet of a freeway.

10.  Greenbriar traffic will worsen congestion on Hwy 99 and I-5, thereby potentially
impeding access to the Airport during peak traffic conditions; traffic analysis in
EIR is inadequate and thus does not comply with CEQA

The California Department of Tranportation states that the peak hour level of service on I-5 and
Hwy 99 is presently unacceptable, and that Greenbriar will worsen the situation, and fails to

mitigate for its impacts even though additional mitigation is feasible. (FEIR p. 6-5), The EIR
proposes only an undetermined minimal financial contribution towards needed highway
improvements, and there is no assurance that additional capacity on I-5 and Hwy 99 will ever be
built. The serious inadequacies of the traffic analysis relied upon by the EIR are extensively
documented by the report letters of Neal Liddicoat, P.E., MRO Engineers, dated September 2,
2006, May 27, 2007, (FEIR pp. 4-541, 6-14) and September 12, 2007, submitted by William
Kopper, Attorney.



11.  Approval of Greenbriar and similar projects will impede infill development and
upgrade within the existing community by diverting private and municipal
investment and effort from the existing 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 effort.

Consideration of development of Greenbriar is premature. According to a 2005 General Plan
technical report (per City staff report), there was 14,000 of land within the Ci

the City’s SOI in 2008, 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 approximately 10,000
undeveloped acres within the current City limit and SOI (excluding Greenbriar). The principals

governing the General Plan update focus on the desirability of utilizing all infill opportunities
before considering further development on farmland.

There is no need to consider annexation and development of prime farmland which is isolated
by two freeways, would require very costly infrastructure, is endangered species habitat, and is
in a deep flood basin 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 vacant areas within the City and the South Sacramento and
Rosemont SOI areas (which would need to be annexed), 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 present at or near most of these locations, or planned
near-term (Cosumnes College extension).

Staff relies on an estimate that Sacramento's population will grow by 200,000 by 2030, which is
no more than an educated guess. Even if true, there is so much land presently 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 rescind Council Resolution No. 2001-518.

Council Resolution No. 2001-518 provides that the City will not approve first-stage entitlements
(prezoning, 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 Resolution was intended to assure an orderly planning and
consideration of future development and open space while avoiding piecemeal politically-driven
development such as that which you age now being asked to recommend approval. The
Commission should vote “no.” /

Re submitted,

Jame achl



Table 9 DRAFT

Greenbriar Public Facilities Financing Plan
Infrastructure Burden - Residential Market Rate Units

Low-Density Medium-Density High-Density
item Residential Residential Residential
Assumptions
Unit Size (sq. ft.) 2,700 1,600 1,000
Lot Square Feet 5,000 3,000 n/a
Building Valuation $162,918 $96,544 $65,100
Finished Unit Selling Price [1] $440,000 $310,000 $250,000
City Fees
Building Permit $1,505 $1,055 $841
Plan Check $499 $348 $276
Technology Surcharge $80 $56 $45
Business Operation’s Tax $65 $39 $26
Strong Mation Instrumentation Fee $16 $10 $7
Major Street Construction Tax $1,303 $772 $521
Residential Development Tax $385 $385 $250
Housing Trust Fund $0 $0 $0
Water Service Fees $4,920 $4,920 $1,375
Citywide Park Fee $4,493 $4,493 $2,647
Fire Review Fee $0 $0 338
CFD No. 97-01 Bond Debt $967 $516 $309
Air Quality Mitigation [1] $450 $240 $144
Habitat Mitigation [2] $7,000 $4,400 $1,700
Subtotal City Fees (rounded) $21,700 $17,200 $8,200
Other Agency Fees
SAFCA CIE Fee $222 $222 $119
SAFCA Assessment District Bond Debt $2,224 $2,224 $1,192
Supplemental Levee Fee (PRELIM. ESTIMATE) [3] $3,500 $2,500 $2,000
Schoo! Mitigation $11,835 $11,835 $4,734
SRCSD Sewer Fee $7.000 $7,000 $7,000
Subtotal Other Agency Fees (rounded) $24,800 $23,800 $15,000
Greenbriar Public Facilities Fee (rounded) [4] $4,200 $3,600 $2,500
Greenbriar Developer/CFD (rounded) [4] $21,300 $15,700 $11,100
~,__._>TOTAL COST BURDEN $72,000 $60,300 $36,800
Cost Burden as % of Unit Sales Price 16.4% 19.5% 14.7%
“cost_burden”

Note: Feasibility Range, based on numerous feasibility analyses conducted by EPS over the last two
decades, is described as follows:
Below 15%: Feasible
15% - 20%: May be feasible

Above 20%: Infeasible
.Z:ource: Greenbriar Developers; City of Sacramento; and EPS.

[1] Air Quality Mitigation cost is a preliminary estimate based on input from project applicant.

[2] Based on total estimated habitat mitigation costs excluding land acquisition (since land is dedicated) for the
Greenbriar project. Refer to EPS# 17400 for detalls.

(3] Balipark estimate provided by developer as a placeholder.

[4] ltis assumed here that a CFD is used to fund roadway, sewer, water, landscape corridors, and drainage facilities
and that a Greenbriar Public Facilities Fee is established to fund other public facilities. See Table A-12.

33

Prepared by EPS 15500 Greenbriar FP Model 7.xls 6/14/2007



—>
—>

DRAFT

Table 10
Greenbriar Public Facilities Financing Plan
Two-Percent Test of Total Tax Burden

Low-Density = Medium-Density High-Density
Item Assumption Residential Residential Residential
Home Price Estimate [1] $440,000 $310,000 $250,000
Homeowner's Exemption [2] ($7,000) ($7.,000) ($7.000)
Assessed Value [3] $433,000 $303,000 $243,000
Property Tax 1.00% $4,330 $3,030 $2,430
Other Ad Valorem Taxes [4] 0.15% $650 $455 $365
Total Ad Valorem Taxes $4,980 $3,485 $2,795
Special Taxes and Assessments (Proposed)
Reclamation Dist. No. 1000 - O & M Assess. $51 $34 $17
SAFCA AD. No. 1-0 &M Assessment $74 $50 $25
SAFCA Consolidated Capital Assessment District $80 $80 $53
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 $66 $45
CFD No. 97-01 $108 $108 $75
Total Special Taxes and Assessments $478 $436 $288
Proposed Infrastructure CFD (Preliminary Estimate) $1.500 $1,200 N/A
Parks Maintenance Cost (Preliminary Estimate) $44 $44 $26
Total Tax Burden $7,002 $5,165 $3,108
Tax Burden as % of Home Price 1.59% 1.67% 1.24%
“two_percent”

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

1] Home prices are based on 20085 price levels in North Natomas from the Gregory Group. "Low density" assumes 2,700-
square-foot homes, "medium density" assumes 1,600-square-foot homes, and "high density" assumes 1,000-square-
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% property tax rate, as allowed under Proposition 13, is
calculated.

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

[5] Greenbriar may elect to create a separate TMA; the costs, however, are not known at this time. As a proxy, the rates
for the North Natomas TMA are shown. Please note that costs to provide transit service to Greenbriar may be
significantly higher than those shown here,

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

{7] Assumes that Greenbriar pays the same rate as development east of I-5.
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example unit type.2 While the Greenbriar CFD clearly is feasible, bond financing for
other facilities included in additional CFDs will be limited by the tax rates indicated

above.

2 Please note 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

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

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

October 11, 2007

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

Greenbriar project: _Addendum to my letter dated October 6, 2007

Dear Chairman Yee and Commissioners,

I previously mailed to Commissioners a comment letter dated October 6, 2007, on behalf of
ECOS, Sierra Club, and Friends of the Swainson's Hawk. Thereafter, the staff report for October
11, 2007, was available, including a previously unavailable Fiscal Analysis, and I learned of AB
1259. This letter responds to that additional information.

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

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

Yesterday I became aware of Assembly 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 projection for the SACOG area was overstated by 30%. The relevant part
of AB 1259 reads as follows:

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

"65584.7. (a) The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:

(1) Accurate and current data to estimate housing needs is necessary to ensure that state,
regional, and local agencies plan effectively.
(2) The Department of Finance, which is charged with providing demographic data to aid
effective state and local planning and policymaking, released updated population

projections for the state on July 9, 2007.




(3) The updated projections released by the Department of Finance 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."

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 overstated 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 population and housing need projections based on the July
9, 2007, Department of Finance projections for the SACOG area.

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

Mitigation Measure 6.10-3 authorizes construction of the project to the extent e allowed by
FEMA's anticipated re-designation of the Natomas flood basin, which could be A-99 or AR,
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, p. 115, points out that
AKT Development submitted a letter to LAFCo dated September 19, 2007, stating that it would
not undertake vertical residential construction until the property has 100-year flood protection.
However, the Mitigation Measure has not been modified accordingly.

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

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 County have adopted
a Master Tax Sharing Agreement for Joint Vision, or, at minimum, for Greenbriar.

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



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

Very T urs,

James chl



James P. Pachl

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

November 8, 2007

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

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

Dear Chairman Yee and Commissioners,

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

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

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

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

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 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 Hazard Assessment, September 26, 2007

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

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

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

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

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

Applicant's letter, by Tina Thomas, Attorney, of Remy, Thomas, Moose, and Manley, and the
City staff report contain numerous errors, some of which are addressed below.



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 net named as defendant because the City has not
approved the Project and has the discretion to deny the Application or to modify most of the
proposed Project, EIR, and mitigation measures. (If City were to modify the EIR, LAFCo would
need to concur before the revised EIR could be certified by both lead agencies).

The letter of Ms. Thomas, page 30, mistakenly asserts that Public Resources §21167.3 and
CEQA Guidelines §§ 15231, 15233 are applicable. In fact, those 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 exclusively 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 2.4-5, "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 only if Natomas Joint
Vision Area, including Greenbriar is annexed and developed, as shown on EXHIBIT A. The
2005 GP Technical Report does not project a population increase 200,000, as shown on
EXHIBIT A, unless the Joint Vision Area is annexed and developed.

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

"(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."




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

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

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

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

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

The letter of Tina Thomas, page 18, 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 superior court appellate division that is
not certified for publication or ordered published must not be cited or relied on by a court
or a party in any other action.”

As to mitigation for loss of farmland, CEQA Guideline 15021(a)(2) is on point:
“A public agency should not approve a project as proposed if there are feasible
alternatives or mitigation measures available 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 feasible partial
compensation for paving of the Greenbriar site. Ken Oneto, President of the Sacramento County
Farm Bureau in the Bureau’s letter to the Commission. November 6, 2007, points out that
mitigation for loss of farmland due to Greenbriar should be at the ratio of at least one acre
permanently protected for every acre developed, which is 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 in a previous letter commenting on the
RDEIR. There are also working farms on prime farmland between the Airport and Garden
Highway that are undevelopable due to proximity to the Airport and distance from highway
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 commercial
agriculture. The letter of Applicant’s attorney contends that this is justified by her
misunderstanding of the Joint Vision MOU, which never underwent CEQA review or
environmental analysis, was never intended or designed to satisfy CEQA mitigation
requirements, and has no legal effect.

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

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

City staff and Applicant now claim that artificial concrete-lined detention basins, developed
urban parks, freeway buffers, and bicycle paths within the project can be credited to satisfy the
Joint Vision open space requirement. . These uses are inconsistent with Government Code
§56060, which defines open space as: “. .. any parcel or area of land or water which is
substantially unimproved and devoted to an open space use, as defined in Section 65560".
Section 65560 defines “open space land” as “any parcel or area of land or water that is
essentially unimproved and devoted to an open-space use.” Open space uses described in that
statute, do not encompass developed urban parks, 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 Existing NBHCP Mitigation
Measures To Mitigate for Impacts of Greenbriar on Species



The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Calif. 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 Measures 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, 2007. 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 Permit Area 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 Air Park. It allows the unusually low mitigation ration of .5 acres preserved in the Basin
for every acre developed, but only because the 2003 NBHCP-and City’s EIR/EIS for the NBHCP
assume that most of the remainder of the Basin’s 29,000 acres outside of the Permit Areas will
remain as undeveloped farmland that will continue to provide habitat benefits that will
supplement the habitat preserves provided under the NBHCP. The NBHCP provides that any
new development outside of the Permit Area will require an Effects Analysis of the new
development on the entire NBHCP program and 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 map, development agreement, etc).

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

At pg. 30, fint 13, of the Opinion, the Court states that:
" _the Service and those seeking an ITP (Incidental Take Permit) in the future
will face an uphill battle if they attempt to argue that additional development in
the Basin beyond 17,500 acres will not result in jeopardy," pointing out that the
HCP, Biological Opinion, Findings, and EIR/EIS are 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.

At pg. 22 fint 10, of the Opinion, the Court states that:
" _..while plaintiffs contend that future development will vitiate the NBHCP, it is
more likely that, if future development in the [Sacramento] County will have this
effect, the Secretary will decline to issue ITP’s for development in [Sacramento]
County or will insist on mitigation that may be considerably greater than required
by the NBHCP."

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 and further

analyses are required_as part of the Joint Vision process before any
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
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assessment of its effects and effectiveness of the Conservation Program before
considering yet more development in this sensitive habitat area.

Greenbriar cannot legitimately use the 2003 NBHCP as a basis for determining what mitigation
plan will work while reducing, by 577 acres the agricultural area intended to help mitigate for
development permitted by the 2003 NBHCP. Yet Applicant’s attorney repeatedly refers to the
NBHCP and NBC practices to justify the Greenbriar proposal’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 document has no
application in the case of a project that is developing a 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 of a habitat conservation plan mitigating for other
development in the basin.

Both CDFG and the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee are on record that the
Swainson’s Hawk mitigation program proposed for Greenbriar is flawed because it mitigates for
loss of a landscape of supportive habitat with scattered fragments of habitat. Some of the
fragments described in Ms. Thomas letter are unacceptable as mitigation land for the Swainson’s
Hawk. The Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee filed a comment letter, September
2, 2006 objecting to the amount and type of mitigation, and characterization of habitat quality
(low, moderate, high). These flaws have not been corrected. Ms. Thomas’ letter simply refers to
adding a few more acres of land to the mix without regard to whether these acres will support the
conservation effort in Natomas Basin.

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

6. The Partial Reversal Of The Position Of Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District Appears Politically-Dictated And Lacks Scientific Basis

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (“SMAQMD”) has been highly
critical of certain elements of the EIR and the project. See letters of the District dated August 31,
2006, December 29, 2006 (FEIR 4-268, 5-23) September 19, 2007, and of the State Office of
Environmental Health Assessment, September 26, 2007, which are very clear about the health
hazards arising from placing residences within 500 feet of a busy freeway.

On October 25, 2007, the SMAQMD Board (comprised of City and County elected officials)
adopted the following policy, by a 5 —4 vote:
“8. Land use — Support communities in their efforts to meet sustainable land use and
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energy use goals ands objectives or adopted Blueprint Preferred Scenario targets.”
(See attached EXHIBITS C and D)

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments.

Respectfully subptitted,






