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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The list of comment letters below notes each Draft EIR reviewer that submitted written 
comments.  The letters are listed within an overall order of Federal Agency, State 
Agency, Local Agency, Organization, and individual, and alphabetically within those 
groups.  Oral comments use the same organization, but are further organized according 
to the hearing during which the oral comments were presented.  Oral comments begin 
after the written comments. 

Each letter has been given a numeric designation (e.g. Letter 1) in the upper, right-hand 
corner.  Individual comments within each letter are labeled on the left-hand side of the 
pages, based on letter designation and comment number (e.g. 1-1).  Each letter is 
followed by responses to the comments.  Oral comments have been paraphrased 
(denoted by italics), with a response following each comment. 

In addition to the letters and oral testimony, the final section of the Response to 
Comments is devoted to the recommendations and comments made by the Sacramento 
County Planning Commission as part of formal motions and/or actions on the Project.  
In most cases the recommendations are the result of commentary by multiple 
Commission members, which made verbatim quotation or even paraphrasing somewhat 
cumbersome; as a result, the “comment” is a summarization of the 
recommendations/comments.  The responses to these comments focus on the 
implications for the EIR analysis, should the Board of Supervisors choose to include the 
Planning Commission’s recommended changes or analyses. 

Pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, no written responses are provided 
for those letters or comments that did not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  
Comments in that category were forwarded to the Planning Department for 
consideration, and copies of the letters are included in this chapter for consideration by 
the Board of Supervisors.  A “comment noted” response indicates that the comment 
was a statement that did not require an answer.  While no further response to the 
comment is provided, the comment letters are forwarded to the Board of Supervisors via 
this EIR. 

The written comment period for the DEIR closed on July 27, 2009.  Opportunity for oral 
comment on the DEIR was offered at the Planning Commission on June 8, 2009, June 
22, 2009, July 13, 2009, and July 27, 2009.  Oral comments made during these 
hearings are not contained in this chapter if they repeated written comments submitted 
by the speaker. 
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LIST OF WRITTEN COMMENTS 

FEDERAL (BEGINS ON PAGE 10) 
1. United States Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 

2. United States Environmental Protection Agency 

3. United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

STATE (BEGINS ON PAGE 27) 
4. California Department of General Services 

5. California Department of Justice, Office of the Attorney General 

6. California Department of Transportation 

7. Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

LOCAL (BEGINS ON PAGE 56) 
8. City of Elk Grove 

9. City of Folsom 

10. City of Rancho Cordova 

11. Sacramento County Airport System 

12. Sacramento County Department of Waste Management and Recycling 

13. Sacramento County Farm Bureau 

14. Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

15. Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District 

16. Southgate Recreation and Park District 

ORGANIZATION (BEGINS ON PAGE 109) 
17. Brookfield Sacramento Land Holdings LLC 

18. California Native Plant Society, Sacramento Valley Chapter 

19. Center for Biological Diversity 

20. Ecological Council of Sacramento/Friends of the River/Sierra Club 

21. Ecological Council of Sacramento 
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22. Hefner, Stark, & Marois 

23. John J. Tracy Living Trust 

24. Law Offices of George E. Phillips, on behalf of Barton Ranch 

25. Law Offices of George E. Phillips, on behalf of Sacramento Rendering Company 

26. Law Offices of George E. Phillips, on behalf of the Ose Family et. al. 

27. Law Offices of Gregory Thatch 

28. Law Offices of Gregory Thatch, on behalf of South of Elk Grove Owners Group 

29. Lennar Homes 

30. Natural Resources Voters 

31. North State Building Industry Association 

32. North State Building Industry Association 

33. North State Building Industry Association 

34. River Oaks Community Association 

35. Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates 

36. Schaber Company 

37. Siddiqui Family Partnership 

38. Taylor and Wiley, on behalf of Stonebridge Properties, LLC 

39. Taylor and Wiley, on behalf of Teichert, Inc. 

40. Taylor and Wiley, on behalf of Stonebridge Properties, LLC 

41. Taylor and Wiley, on behalf of Teichert, Inc. 

42. Syndicor Real Estate Group, Inc. 

43. WalkSacramento 

INDIVIDUAL (BEGINS ON PAGE 443) 
44. Davis, Bill 

45. Fuentez, Roxanne 

46. Hood, Russ 

47. Karl, Christine 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 4 02-GPB-0105 

48. King, Sharon 

49. King, Sharon and Aeschliman, Randall 

50. King, Sharon 

51. King, Sharon 

52. Klinger, Karen 

53. Klinger, Karen 

54. Morgan, Keith 

55. Mort, Marty 

56. Rae, James 

57. Rae, James 

58. Waegell, Judith 

59. Wiedmann, John 

60. Willet, Robert 

ORAL COMMENTS: SACRAMENTO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION JUNE 8, 2009 (BEGINS ON 
PAGE 508) 

ORGANIZATION 
1. Law Offices of George E. Phillips 

2. Lennar Homes 

3. MacKay and Somps 

4. North State Building Industry Association 

5. Schaber Company 

6. Walk Sacramento 

INDIVIDUAL 
7. Bastian, Bob 

8. Bridges, Jerry 

9. King, Sharon 

10. Klinger, Karen 
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11. Moore, Charlea 

12. Rae, James 

13. Robillard-Ramatici, Marlene 

14. Sterzik, Amy 

15. Waegell, Judith 

ORAL COMMENTS: SACRAMENTO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION JUNE 22, 2009 (BEGINS ON 
PAGE 514) 

ORGANIZATION 
1. Hefner, Stark, & Marois 

2. North State Building Industry Association 

3. Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates 

4. Sacramento County Farm Bureau 

5. Schaber Company 

6. Walk Sacramento 

INDIVIDUAL 
7. Aeschliman, Randall 

8. Bullinger, John 

9. Fuentez, Roxanne 

10. King, Sharon 

11. Klinger, Karen 

12. Miller, Hal 

13. Robillard-Ramatici, Marlene 

14. Sterzik, Amy 

15. Villalobos, Frank 

16. Waegell, Judith 
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ORAL COMMENTS: SACRAMENTO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION JULY 13, 2009 (BEGINS ON 
PAGE 522) 

LOCAL 
1. City of Folsom 

ORGANIZATION 
2. Ecological Council of Sacramento 

3. Ecological Council of Sacramento 

4. Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk 

5. Hefner, Stark, & Marois 

6. North State Building Industry Association 

7. Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

8. Schaber Company 

9. Walk Sacramento 

10. Walk Sacramento 

INDIVIDUAL 
11. Barker, Billie 

12. Bianchi, John 

13. Brazil, Diana 

14. Cornelius, Dawn 

15. Cornelius, Jack 

16. Costa, Ronald 

17. Costa, Ted 

18. Dewitt, Jack 

19. Fuentez, Roxanne 

20. Khatoonian, Alan 

21. Klinger, Karen 

22. Linderman, Julie 
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23. Murai, Ken 

24. Norton, Jeffrey 

25. Perry, Coleen 

26. Perry, John 

27. Rae, James 

28. Rosa, Rod 

29. Ross, Robert 

30. Waegell, Judith 

31. Willet, Bob 

ORAL COMMENTS: SACRAMENTO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION JULY 27, 2009 (BEGINS ON 
PAGE 533) 

ORGANIZATION 
1. Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk (Jim Pachl) 

2. Hazel Road Community Association (Ruzich, Joseph (President) 

3. North State Building Industry Association (Costa) 

4. Environmental Council of Sacramento (Rob Burness) 

5. Environmental Council of Sacramento (Ludith Lamare) 

6. Law Offices of George E Phillps (Rendering) 

7. Law Offices of George E Phillps (NJV) 

INDIVIDUAL 
8. Fortier, Brigette 

9. Fuentez, Roxanne 

10. Klinger, Karen 

11. Linderman, Julie 

12. Perry, John 

13. Shattuck, Bob 

14. Siddiqui, Javed T 
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15. Spitzer, Guy 

16. Sterzick, Amy 

17. Willet, Bob 

LIST OF PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS (BEGINS ON PAGE 540) 
1. Transportation Diagram 

2. Policy Changes 

3. Mitigation Measure LU-1 

4. Landowner Requests 
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Written Comments on the DEIR 
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Letter 1 

Lisa M. Gibson, Regulatory Project Manager, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers, Sacramento District; written correspondence; July 31, 2009 

Response 1-1  
The discussion has been amended in the text to reflect the comments. 

Response 1-2  
A correction to the test has been made to address this comment. 

Response 1-3  
These corrections have been made in the FEIR. 

Response 1-4  
This section has been changed to address the comment. 

Response 1-5  
Impacted acreages are discussed on pages 8-32 through 8-34 (impacts of new growth 
areas). 

Response 1-6  
Permitting is discussed on page 8-3. 
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Letter 2 

David W. Smith, Supervisor, Wetlands Office, United States Environmental 
Protection Agency; written correspondence; June 15, 2009 

Response 2-1  
In the cited paragraph on page 8-2, the phrase “advisory capacity” has been changed to 
“oversight capacity”.  For the cited paragraph on page 8-4, the section has been 
clarified. 

Response 2-2  
The first section emphasized by the comment does not speak to how wetlands are 
delineated – that is, how it is determined whether or not a surface water is a wetland, 
and how the boundaries of the wetland are defined.  It is agreed that this is determined 
using the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual, a fact which is stated 
in the DEIR on page 8-3.  The section cited by the comment simply states that any 
surface water that has been determined to be a wetland is typically considered 
jurisdictional by the federal government if hydrologic connectivity can be demonstrated. 
It is also agreed that wetlands protected by the Clean Water Act are also regulated by 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board; however, this regulatory authority rests in 
Clean Water Act Section 401 (which is stated on page 8-2, in the final paragraph).  The 
section cited by the comment is found under a discussion of Section 404, and therefore 
does not mention the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

The second section emphasized by the comment speaks to how an impact is 
considered significant pursuant to CEQA, not pursuant to the Clean Water Act 
permitting process.  Pursuant to CEQA, an impact to wetlands does rest on whether the 
impact is substantial.  The sentence has been modified to begin with the phrase 
“Pursuant to CEQA”, to ensure that this is clear. 

Response 2-3  
The County relies on data gathered as part of the South Sacramento Habitat 
Conservation Plan (SSHCP), but does not rely on the SSHCP in any portion of the 
Biological Resources chapter in order to justify significance conclusions.  The DEIR 
does contain a lengthy background discussion of the SSHCP, throughout which the plan 
is referred to as proposed.  The section of the DEIR cited in this comment refers to the 
impact determination made specific to the new and modified biological resources 
policies of the proposed General Plan, not to the impacts of the contemplated growth.  
All of the proposed new and modified policies of the proposed General Plan provide 
protections for wetlands and other surface waters, so the impacts are beneficial; a less 
than significant conclusion is appropriate.  The discussion of the SSHCP in this section 
is only provided to indicate what the implementation of those beneficial policies requiring 
mitigation would be like, depending on whether the SSHCP does or does not apply.  
The conclusion for the impacts of the proposed new growth is found on page 8-34, and 
it is found to be significant and unavoidable. 
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Response 2-4  
The statement that wetlands found within non-urbanized areas are typically of higher 
quality than wetlands found within dense urban environments is a reasonable 
assumption predicated on facts presented within the DEIR.  Wetlands data gathered 
through the SSHCP (8-29) when compared with data gathered through staff experience 
with projects in the urbanized environment (page 8-38) shows that wetlands in the open 
areas of the east County are of higher quality than in the urbanized environment.  With 
respect to the significance conclusion, this comment describes procedures and 
protocols used in the permitting process.  The EIR made the significance conclusion 
after following the procedures and protocols outlined in the CEQA Guidelines.  In 
accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR should analyze reasonable Alternatives 
to the Project to reduce impacts, and identify which Alternative is environmentally 
superior (results in the least damaging impacts).  The DEIR includes this analysis. The 
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) is a term used in the 
National Environmental Policy Act and does not apply to this project. Arguments to 
justify approving the Project or an Alternative (which this comment appears to request) 
must be left to the decision-making authority, which in this case is the Sacramento 
County Board of Supervisors. 
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Letter 3 

Kenneth D. Sanchez, Assistant Field Supervisor, United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service; written correspondence; July 22, 2009 

Response 3-1  
The EIR concludes that the Project will have significant and unavoidable impacts to 
listed species.  Comment noted. 

Response 3-2  
Comment noted.  

Response 3-3  
The concerns expressed by this comment are based on several sentences which 
paraphrase apparent statements within the DEIR.  These are that the vernal pool 
conservation goals in the proposed project include preserving only 50% of suitable 
vernal pool habitat and mitigating for losses in the region south of the Cosumnes River, 
and that the proposed project includes mitigating for habitat loss within the Cosumnes-
Rancho Seco Core Area south of the Cosumnes River.  The EIR preparers cannot find 
either of these references within the EIR.  In fact, the term “Cosumnes-Rancho Seco” 
does not appear anywhere within the Biological Resources chapter.  It appears that 
these comments may be related to what is currently part of the anticipated South 
Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSCHP), or what had been part of that plan at 
one time.  The EIR does not state where impacts must be mitigated, or give a 
percentage of habitat that must be preserved.  The EIR indicates how much habitat has 
the potential to be impacted, and states that any impacts will require mitigation pursuant 
to existing regulations and County policy. 

Response 3-4  
The USFWS-designated Mather Critical Habitat Unit does overlay the Jackson Highway 
New Growth Area generally within a block bounded by Excelsior Road, Eagles Nest 
Road, the Kiefer Road alignment, and Jackson Highway.  The Habitat Unit excludes a 
broad strip of land fronting the north side of Jackson Highway and a portion fronting 
Excelsior Road. The block of land just to the south of the Mather Critical Habitat Unit is 
within the New Growth Area and includes a number of properties that contain wetlands 
and are protected with conservation easements.  The DEIR concluded that the project’s 
impacts to vernal pool species in the Jackson Highway Corridor would be significant and 
unavoidable.  If future land uses are proposed to convert habitat to urban uses, the 
requested conversion would undergo analysis of project impacts and cumulative 
impacts, pursuant to CEQA.   

Response 3-5  
Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act require no net loss of jurisdictional 
wetland acreages.  Existing General Plan Conservation Element Policy CO-62 requires 
no net loss of marsh or riparian habitat, CO-83 requires no net loss of vernal pool 
habitats, and CO-96 requires no net loss of wetland habitats.  These regulations and 
policies ensure that any project which will result in losses of wetland or riparian habitats 
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will require compensatory mitigation, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Programs 
will ensure that this compensatory mitigation has been provided before a project can be 
constructed.  A Lead Agency cannot require that an applicant mitigate for a project 
impact prior to a project being approved, as seems to be suggested by this comment.  

Response 3-6  
An EIR is not required to include analyses that investigate why a proponent has chosen 
to propose a project under consideration.  The purpose of an EIR is to analyze the 
project’s potential impacts.  The EIR analyzes the Project as scoped by the Sacramento 
County Board of Supervisors.  The EIR identifies conflicts with smart growth principles 
and significant impacts to listed species and habitats.   

Response 3-7  
Mitigation Measure LU-1 requires phased development within both the Jackson 
Highway Corridor and Grant Line East.  It is not accurate to state that no mitigation is 
provided to prevent leapfrog growth.   

Response 3-8  
Comment noted.  This comment has been forwarded to the hearing body for 
consideration. 

Response 3-9  
See Response 2-3.  Comment noted. 

Response 3-10  
All details regarding the SSHCP have been stricken and language used to refer to the 
SSHCP has been moderated to clearly highlight that it is not a published document.  
See Response 2-3. 

Response 3-11  
This recommendation has been forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and 
Community Development Department and the hearing body for consideration. 
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Letter 4 

Zachary Miller, Assistant Chief, Asset Management Branch, California Department 
of General Services; written correspondence; June 11, 2009 

Response 4-1  
Comment noted. 
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Letter 5 

Lisa Trankley, Deputy Attorney General for Edmund G. Brown, Attorney General, 
California Department of Justice, Office of the Attorney General; written 
correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 5-1  
This comment summarizes the more detailed points to follow.  Refer to the responses 
below. 

Response 5-2  
These recommendations have been forwarded to the hearing body via this FEIR.  The 
City and Urban Centered Alternative described in this comment is the Mixed Use 
Alternative.  The Mixed Use Alternative maximizes the amount of development that 
could be accommodated by the vacant and underutilized parcels within unincorporated 
Sacramento County’s urban areas.  This Alternative does not discuss growth that could 
be accommodated within the incorporated Cities because the County has no 
jurisdictional control over these areas, and because the Mixed Use Alternative is 
focused on accommodating the amount of housing identified for unincorporated 
Sacramento County in the Blueprint. 

Response 5-3  
These recommendations have been forwarded to the hearing body via this FEIR.  
Although recommended Mitigation Measure LU-1 has not been modified, the discussion 
leading up to the measure has been altered to include a discussion of alternative or 
modified versions of mitigation that were recommended by this letter. 

Response 5-4  
These recommendations have been forwarded to the hearing body via this FEIR.  With 
regard to footnote 5, for more detail on the Sacramento County Greenhouse Gases 
Inventory, please refer to the Inventory found at 
http://www.climatechange.saccounty.net/default.htm within the Reports and Publications 
section.  Transportation emission rates were based on total vehicle miles traveled within 
each jurisdiction, regardless of origin or destination.  As a result, the unincorporated 
Sacramento County’s transportation inventory includes all of the emissions from 
freeway travel within the County boundaries on S.R. 99, U.S. 50, Business 80, I-80, and 
I-5. 

Response 5-5  
When the Board of Supervisors adopts Mitigation Measure CC-2, the Department of 
Environmental Review and Assessment and the Sustainability Program Manager will 
immediately begin implementation of the measure.  Table CC-9 does contain the 
suggested reduction targets that would apply to new development.  It is acknowledged 
that local, state, and federal measures; the development of new technologies; and other 
factors may result in steeper reductions within particular sectors over time.  The 
reduction targets do not reflect this possibility, because there is no means of reasonably 
determining how the percentage contribution of each sector may change over time.  It 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 40 02-GPB-0105 

was determined to be too speculative to do such an analysis, and so each sector has 
been made responsible for reductions based on the proportion it contributes to 
emissions as of the baseline.  It is also acknowledged that other jurisdictions have 
chosen to place a larger burden for reductions on new development, rather than existing 
development.  As the comment notes this is based on the premise that existing 
development is much less efficient, and so new development will need to make up the 
difference.  After much consideration, the EIR preparers used three primary factors in 
the determination to expect equal reductions:  

1) In the case of unincorporated Sacramento County, although existing developed areas 
contribute more emissions from energy usage, the per capita vehicle emissions are 
lower because most existing development is in the urban core with better access to 
transit and jobs (refer to the Smart Growth analysis within the Transportation and 
Circulation chapter). 

2) The energy efficiency of existing development can be improved substantially through 
relatively simple measures, such as adding insulation, replacing single-paned windows, 
and replacing aging HVAC systems.  This means that simple changes can result in 
substantial emissions reductions.  New development, on the contrary, is already 
required by Title 24 to be very efficient, so increasing efficiency beyond that point 
requires more complex strategies to achieve.  In terms of actual technology and 
physical requirements, it is far easier to achieve substantial emission reductions from 
existing development than from new development. 

3) The motivation to require steeper reductions from new development appears to be 
related to financial concerns rather than concerns about the most logical place to 
require reductions. 

The first point demonstrates that when looking at the whole of the emissions, it does not 
appear that existing development generates substantially more emissions than most 
new development in unincorporated Sacramento County.  The second point is that in 
terms of physical improvements, the greatest benefits can be gained from improving the 
energy efficiency of existing development.  These two factors together lead to the 
conclusion in the third point.  Greater requirements are imposed on new development 
largely because mitigation provides a regulatory vehicle and it can be accomplished at 
the expense of the developer rather than at the expense of the local government or 
state.  In many cases reducing emissions from existing development requires imposing 
costs on existing homeowners, which is politically difficult, or the government 
shouldering the burden of costs.  It was decided that expecting greater reductions within 
new development than within existing developed areas would not be equitable and its 
need is not supported by the evidence. 

Response 5-6  
The reasons for adopting the Climate Action Plan (CAP) in two phases are explained 
within the Climate Change chapter.  As the comment states, it did not appear to be 
possible to adopt a CAP with performance measures, monitoring, and mechanisms for 
revision of those performance measures concurrently with the proposed General Plan.  
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The County determined that to adopt such measures, community outreach was both 
necessary and desirable, which is a lengthy process.  It was determined that the most 
appropriate action was not to defer adoption of a CAP, but to engage in a two-part 
process, with a Phase I CAP adopted at the time of General Plan adoption, and a 
Phase II CAP adopted one year later.  This comment states that the County should do 
three things, all of which the EIR includes as mitigation: 1) Mitigation Measure CC-1 
establishes the County reduction target, and Mitigation Measure CC-2 requires the 
adoption of the Phase II CAP, which will include performance measures and ongoing 
monitoring; 2) and 3) application of the development thresholds would, pursuant to 
standard CEQA procedure, require mitigation of any project that failed to meet the 
thresholds and ensure that those projects were designed in ways consistent with the 
purpose of the CAP.  In response to this concern about whether Phase II will be 
adequate, Mitigation Measure CC-2 has been modified slightly to explicitly state that the 
Phase II CAP will also include timelines and estimated reduction amounts. 

Response 5-7  
The purpose of keeping the CAP as a document apart from the General Plan is to 
ensure that the CAP can be updated more readily.  If made part of the General Plan, 
any beneficial changes or additions to CAP policies would require a General Plan 
Amendment, an adoption process which occurs only four times a year on set dates.  
Information on climate change and the best strategies to address its risks and impacts 
is being updated frequently, and likewise, it was decided that the CAP may need to be 
updated either frequently or quickly.  As a result, it was decided that it would be most 
useful to adopt the overall reduction target within the General Plan, but to house all the 
specific strategies apart from the General Plan, within the CAP. 

With regard to footnotes 10 and 11, the comment is correct that no date certain is 
included in Mitigation Measure CC-2 for the Green Building Program or the update to 
the Energy Element.  At the time of EIR completion, the EIR preparers spoke at length 
to County staff about a reasonable time frame, but because of severe budget issues no 
one could provide a date that had any certainty.  It was therefore decided that placing a 
date within the mitigation would be misleading because it would be stating a 
commitment without being able to demonstrate that the commitment was achievable.  
Since then, federal stimulus money and a block grant have been obtained, and these 
funds are already being used to develop a regional task force on green building, and to 
develop the Green Building Program.  As a result of these developments it has been 
determined that stipulating an adoption time of 2012 for the Green Building Program (to 
mimic the City of Sacramento) is achievable.  Mitigation Measure CC-2 has been 
amended to reflect this.  A similar change for the Energy Element could not be made, 
for the aforementioned reasons. 

Response 5-8  
The Traffic and Circulation chapter contains a lengthy analysis and discussion of Smart 
Growth and vehicle miles traveled reductions, which also includes mitigation along the 
lines suggested by this comment.  Mitigation recommended includes adoption of a 
smart growth program directed at the expansion of walkways, bikeways, and transit 
services and decreases in vehicle miles traveled.  The mitigation states that the policy 
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should include an overall mobility standard so that future projects are not analyzed 
based merely on their impacts to vehicles, a policy that allows vehicle impacts to be 
offset through improvements to non-vehicular mobility, and replacement or alteration of 
the existing parking standards.  In response, the Sacramento County Planning and 
Community Development Department has recommended the adoption of a policy 
document called the “Smart Growth Streets” that includes these three items and more.  
In recognition that native tree mitigation can be both prohibitively difficult and costly for 
infill projects, a further mitigation measure is included that would (for quality infill 
projects) allow less difficult and costly alternatives to the standard native tree mitigation. 

This comment recommends that mitigation related to policy LU-6 be applied to the 
Project as well as the Mixed Use Alternative, and that the County should consider 
increases to minimum densities.  Both of these strategies were considered for the 
General Plan, but the concern is that applying such policies to the Project would 
substantially increase the already-excessive holding capacity proposed.  Therefore, 
mitigation to increase densities was included for the Mixed Use Alternative, but not for 
any proposal that included far more housing than necessary. 

Response 5-9  
Some of the policy language uses words such “promote” rather than “require” because 
they discuss issues not within County control.  For instance, the County is not a transit 
provider, and cannot guarantee any policy that speaks to provision of transit.  Instead, 
these policies speak to promoting transit or collaborating with providers to provide 
transit.  In other cases, policies discuss issues that are within County control, and yet 
they still use softer language.  As suggested by this comment, the EIR preparers have 
reviewed the Land Use Element policies and Circulation Element policies that are 
related to smart growth to find those policies that could be amended to include firm 
language.  A mitigation measure has been added requiring that these policies be so 
amended.  The EIR prepares have also reviewed the policy menu within the California 
Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association model general plan policies for GHG (a 
document that was published after publication of the DEIR) and has included a 
discussion in the Climate Change chapter noting which of those policies are already 
within the General Plan, which could be included as mitigation, and which could be 
included within an update to the Energy Element. 

Response 5-10  
The EIR preparers hope that the changes incorporated in the FEIR combined with the 
explanations given in the above responses address the expressed concern. 
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Letter 6 

Alyssa Begley, Chief, Office of Transportation Planning – South, California 
Department of Transportation; written correspondence; July 9, 2009 

Response 6-1  
These are comments on the Project, not on the adequacy of the EIR.  These 
recommendations and comments have been forwarded to the Sacramento County 
Planning and Community Development Department, the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation, and the hearing body. 

The commentor requests that the EIR analysis use the Caltrans LOS forecasts 
contained in Caltrans Corridor System Management Plans or Transportation Corridor 
Reports.  The purpose of the EIR transportation analysis is to evaluate and highlight the 
differences between the various alternatives.  Use of the Caltrans LOS forecasts does 
not allow for such a comparison, since there is only one Caltrans long-term forecast 
based on one set of assumptions regarding future land use and transportation networks. 
 Therefore, use of the Caltrans’ LOS forecasts does not meet CEQA requirements to 
analyze the differences between the alternatives. 

Response 6-2  
As noted in Table TC-9, the traffic volumes presented in the table do not include 
vehicles in HOV and auxiliary lanes.  The latest available Caltrans AADT information for 
2008 was reviewed and provides the following information: 

• 2008 AADT – Sunrise Boulevard to Hazel Avenue – 120,000 

• 2008 AADT – Hazel Avenue to Folsom Boulevard – 112,000 

These values are lower than those referenced by the commentor, and include vehicles 
in both the HOV and auxiliary lanes.  The volumes presented in Table TC-9 are 
representative of existing conditions, specifically daily volumes in only the mixed flow 
lanes. 

The commentor requests that the EIR analysis use Caltrans growth rates in the 
analysis.  Further, the commentor asserts that the growth rates used in the EIR 
transportation analysis are significantly lower than the growth rates that Caltrans uses. 

As noted on page 9-19 of the DEIR, future traffic conditions were determined using 
SACOG’s regional SACMET travel model.  The DEIR analysis did not use a growth rate 
method as asserted by the commentor.  The preparers of the analysis are unaware of 
any official Caltrans growth rates, although growth rates are sometimes used by 
Caltrans in the projection of traffic volumes in rural areas.  For major transportation 
planning projects in the urban and suburban Sacramento area, both SACOG and 
Caltrans use the regional SACMET travel model. 

The purpose of the EIR transportation analysis is to evaluate and highlight the 
differences between the various alternatives.  Use of the Caltrans range of growth rates 
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does not allow for such a comparison, since there is no way to determine which growth 
rate should be used on each freeway segment to represent the effects of a specific 
alternative.  Therefore, use of the Caltrans’ growth rates does not meet CEQA 
requirements to analyze the differences between the alternatives. 

Table TC-R-1 presents a comparison of growth rates on various segments of the area 
freeway system.  For historical purposes, growth rates have been calculated over a 16-
year period from 1992 through 2008.  As shown in the table, growth rates vary widely, 
from negative growth in traffic volumes in one location to a simple annual growth rate of 
over eight percent on a portion of I-5.   

The table also presents simple annual growth rates from 2008 to 2030 based upon the 
analysis of the General Plan Update, and from 2008 to 2035 based upon SACOG’s 
forecasts for the 2035 MTP.  The General Plan Projections show growth rates ranging 
from 0.5 to 6.4 percent per year, while the SACOG 2035 MTP projections have growth 
rates ranging from 0.4 to 5.2 percent per year.  The growth rates associated with the 
General Plan Update analysis are slightly higher on average than those associated with 
the SACOG 2035 MTP (1.8 percent versus 1.6 percent). 

Response 6-3  
It is inferred that the commentor is addressing the segment of Jackson Road between 
Sunrise Boulevard and Grant Line Road, which is shown as operating at LOS “E” on 
Exhibit TC-3.  The determination of level of service for this segment is based upon the 
existing daily traffic volume of 13,800 vehicles (as shown in Table TC-8 in Appendix D), 
and the daily volume thresholds for a two-lane highway shown in Table TC-7 in Section 
9 of the DEIR.  (It is noted that the Caltrans’ 2008 daily traffic volume for this segment is 
lower at 12,800 vehicles).  Based upon this information, the segment should not operate 
near LOS “F” conditions.  Peak period congestion is currently observed at the 
intersection of Grant Line Road and Jackson Road which stems from the lack of left turn 
lanes (and the a resulting “split phase” signal timing) on the Grant Line Road 
approaches to that intersection.  If left turn lanes were provided, this intersection would 
function at LOS “E” conditions. 
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Letter 7 

James Herota, Staff Environmental Scientist, Central Valley Flood Protection 
Board; written correspondence; May 12, 2009 

Response 7-1  
Comment noted.  Based on the map that is currently posted on the www.cvfpb.ca.gov 
website it appears that most of the County and all of the proposed New Growth Areas 
may actually be outside of the jurisdiction of the Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
(CVFPB) (see Plate RC-1).  Regulations already in place by other state and federal 
agencies (FEMA, EPA, Fish and Wildlife Service, Army Corps, Fish and Game), 
combined with County ordinances and standards and engineering practices should 
suffice to assure public safety and to meet any expectations of the CVFPB even if no 
Board permits are required. 
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Plate RC-1   
Central Valley Flood Protection Board Jurisdictional Boundaries 
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Response 7-2  
Sacramento County Department of Water Resources maintains a levee map and 
information about the certification status of levees; this is the information that was used 
in Chapter 7.  Information related to setbacks from particular levee areas or natural 
stream areas is very specific to location, and this level of detail is not necessary at the 
General Plan level.  This information is disclosed and evaluated at the project-level, 
when there are specific development plans to compare with setback locations.  Though 
the EIR preparers agree that this will influence development densities within very 
specific areas, it does not have any appreciable effects on the overall General Plan 
holding capacities and densities that were identified in this Project. 

Response 7-3  
The analysis identifies a rough estimate of the amount of detention, in acre-feet, that 
may be needed at build-out.  The physical footprint of the basin(s) constructed to satisfy 
detention needs cannot be determined at this time.  The basin footprint(s) will depend 
on the depth and side-slopes of the proposed basin(s), which would be determined 
through future drainage master planning, pursuant to General Plan policy.  Though the 
EIR preparers agree that this will influence development densities within very specific 
areas, it does not have any appreciable effects on the overall General Plan holding 
capacities and densities that were identified in this Project. 

Response 7-4  
Though this comment states that mitigation and further analysis is necessary, no 
substantiation demonstrating this need is provided.  The statement that detention basins 
will be needed in the future does not conflict with the DEIR statement that mitigation is 
not necessary.  Refer to DEIR page 7-24, final paragraph, referencing General Plan 
Policy SA-5. 

Response 7-5  
All proposed new development areas of the Project that are within the 100-year 
floodplain and hazard areas related to levees are identified within Chapter 7 of the 
DEIR, beginning on page 7-25.  The analysis does not discuss areas of existing 
development subject to these hazards, because this is an existing condition.  An 
existing condition is not an impact of the Project, and therefore no mitigation is applied. 
The quoted section simply states that these areas should be mapped, because this 
would obviously be beneficial and further notes that this mapping effort is in progress. 

Response 7-6  
Based on the responses above, the EIR preparers disagree. 
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Letter 8 

Gwen Owens, Senior Engineer, City of Elk Grove; written correspondence; June 
10, 2009 

Response 8-1  
SACOG does not have year 2038 land use projections.  The City of Elk Grove 
developed its own year 2038 land use and traffic volume projections for use in City 
planning efforts.  These forecasts are based upon the City’s own projections of future 
land development, and include substantially more development than the SACOG 2035 
projections.  The SACOG 2035 projections are the longest official area-wide projections 
developed for use in regional land use and transportation planning. 

As noted on page 9-19 of the DEIR, land use projections (for transportation analysis 
purposes) outside the unincorporated County are based upon SACOG year 2035 
projections prorated to the 2030 General Plan horizon year.  As such, total development 
levels outside the unincorporated county are less than both the SACOG 2035 
projections and the City of Elk Grove 2038 projections. 

The EIR analysis of the General Plan Update is based upon year 2030 conditions, as 
that is the horizon year for the General Plan.  Consideration of a later horizon year, such 
as 2035 or 2038, would result in the addition of both additional land development and 
transportation infrastructure to the analysis process, which would result in different 
analysis results.  However, these years were not analyzed as they are beyond the 
horizon of the General Plan Update. 

Response 8-2  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has 
been forwarded to the Planning Department, the Department of Transportation, and the 
hearing body for consideration.  The Department of Transportation has indicated that 
they will recommend to the hearing body that this change be made. 

Response 8-3  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has 
been forwarded to the Planning Department, the Department of Transportation, and the 
hearing body for consideration.  The Department of Transportation has indicated that 
they will recommend to the hearing body that this change be made. 
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Letter 9 

David E. Miller, Community Development Director, City of Folsom; written 
correspondence; July 6, 2009 

Response 9-1  
The referenced Notice of Preparation for the City of Folsom annexation project was 
published September 12, 2008, a full year after the proposed General Plan Update 
Notice of Preparation was published (August 13, 2007), and at a time when the analysis 
of the project was well underway.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15125(a), the General 
Plan Update project’s Notice of Preparation publication date forms the baseline for the 
analysis.  The remainder of this comment addresses concerns about the Project, and 
recommendations for changes to the Project; it is not a comment on the adequacy of 
the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and 
Community Development Department and the hearing body for consideration. 

Response 9-2  
There are no regulations or standards related to single-event noise, so the analysis 
does not discuss this noise type.  The proposed Project does not include any proposals 
to change the operations of Mather Airport.  Therefore, it is not a deferral to assess the 
impacts of any changes at the airport to the Mather Airport Master Plan project.  With 
regard to the Overflight Zone, the analysis must use, and has used, the adopted 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan in effect at the time the EIR is published. 

Response 9-3  
As reasonably foreseeable projects, the proposed surface mining operations in eastern 
Sacramento County were included in the No Project condition of the traffic analysis.  
The impacts of the quarries on the City of Folsom were not analyzed, because this EIR 
analyzes the impacts of the Project, not the impacts of the quarries.  As stated, the 
quarries are part of the No Project condition.  The City of Folsom annexation was not 
included in the EIR because it post-dates the Project Notice of Preparation (see 
Response 9-1). 

Response 9-4  
This comment addresses concerns about the Project, and recommendations for 
changes to the Project; it is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment 
has been forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 
Department and the hearing body for consideration.
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LETTER 10 

Paul Junker, Planning Director, City of Rancho Cordova; written correspondence; 
July 27, 2009 

Response 10-1  
This language has been added to the FEIR. 

Response 10-2  
The EIR analysis actually breaks up the section of Sunrise Boulevard referenced by this 
comment into two segments: Folsom Boulevard to Trade Center Road, and Trade 
Center Road to White Rock Road.  In the cumulative condition, the segment from 
Folsom Boulevard to Trade Center Road carries 61,100 trips and is LOS F.  It is the 
segment from Trade Center Road to White Rock Road which carries 49,600 trips and is 
LOS E.  For a road with six lanes, LOS E can be maintained for a high access control 
roadway carrying up to 60,000 trips, a moderate access control roadway carrying up to 
54,000 trips, and a low access control roadway carrying up to 45,000 trips.  The LOS 
would only be elevated to F if the second segment were designated a low access 
control.  The number of actual stops (3 signals within the segment), the speed limits (45 
mph), and the number of lanes on this segment (6) do not support a low access control 
designation. 

Response 10-3  
Comment noted. 

Response 10-4  
The EIR includes the requested analysis.  The traffic study analyzes the impacts of 
cumulative development on both County and City roadways, which includes the 
proposed Project development along with development within adjacent incorporated 
cities. 

Response 10-5  
The lands in question are within unincorporated Sacramento County, and land use 
authority over these areas lies with Sacramento County.  These lands are not City 
resources.  The EIR discloses the prospective planning areas identified by the City, but 
recognizes that these plans have no regulatory impact on the lands so identified. 
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Letter 11 

Greg Rowe, Senior Environmental Analyst – Planning and Environment, 
Sacramento County Airport System; written correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 11-1  
The comment is correct. Plate LA-4 has been updated to reflect this information. In 
addition, Plate PD-5 was also corrected. 

Response 11-2  
In response to this comment the Sacramento County Airport System (SCAS) has 
prepared a draft airport section for the Land Use Element of the General Plan.  

The section will present the goal of ensuring appropriate land use planning around 
airports, provide a background discussion on SCAS facilities and explain the regulatory 
process for various airport related land use issues. This section will discuss hazardous 
wildlife considerations and conclude with a suggested policy that provides guidance 
when siting new land use projects and activities near airports operated by the County of 
Sacramento.  

The draft policy states: 

Because land use decisions around airports by local governments have a direct 
impact on an airport's long-term viability, proposed new land use projects and 
land use practices near airports operated by the County of Sacramento, over 
which the County has control authority, shall consider consistency with current 
Federal, State, and local airport land use compatibility regulations, policies, 
plans, standards and guidance pertaining to public safety and minimization of 
hazardous wildlife attractants within five statute miles of County airports. 

The implementation measures call for review of applications and plans for proposed 
public and private projects, land use activities, and facilities within the hazardous wildlife 
separation distances specified by the FAA. Since this new policy would only call for 
consistency with regulations, policies and standards that are already in place, it does 
not place a further restriction on land use than already exists. It merely highlights 
policies that have heretofore been more obscure to those proposing new land uses 
within the five statute miles of County airports. Thus, this policy would cover the 
concerns this comment expresses in relation to agricultural lands used for mitigation 
near airports.  

The new policy would require consistency with FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13 (FAA 
AC) which includes guidance for land use practices on or near airports that potentially 
attract hazardous wildlife. This guidance has recommendations for a variety of land 
uses such as waste disposal operations, agricultural practices, water management 
facilities and others. The FAA AC also describes the separation zones noted in the 
comment and provides the perimeter distances needed for each type of airport.  
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The draft airport section for the Land Use Element of the General Plan and its goals and 
policies were submitted to the Sacramento County Planning Commission, which 
recommended its approval.  This section has now been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 11-3 
Agricultural activities are not subject to CEQA. Further it would be highly unlikely that a 
landowner would request a land use conversion from commercial, industrial or 
residential uses to agricultural. Further, there are no new growth areas that include 
provision for expansion of agricultural lands. Thus, such a modification to Policy AG-1 
would go unused. Agricultural mitigation lands would be subject to the policy discussed 
above. 
 
Response 11-4 
See Response 10-2. 
 
Response 11-5 
See Response 10-2. 
 
Response 11-6 
The comment is correct in that the airport section of the Land Use Element will reconcile 
other General Plan policies to be consistent with airport needs regarding wildlife 
hazards. 
 
Response 11-7 
See Response 10-2. 
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Letter 12 

Paul Philleo, Sacramento County Waste Management and Recycling; written 
correspondence; June 15, 2009 

Response 12-1  
The recommended changes have been incorporated. 

Response 12-2  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has 
been forwarded to the Planning Department and the hearing body. 

Response 12-3  
The recommended changes have been incorporated. 
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Letter 13 

Charlotte Mitchell, Sacramento County Farm Bureau; written correspondence; 
July 13, 2009 

Response 13-1  
Mitigation Measure LU-6 would require a 1:1 ratio for mitigation. 

Response 13-2  
Comment noted. 

Response 13-3  
City projects are not within the control of Sacramento County. 

Response 13-4  
Comment noted. 
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Letter 14 

Larry Greene, Executive Director, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District; written correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 14-1  
Comment noted. 

Response 14-2  
Recommended edits 1 and 3 have been incorporated.  The sentence discussed in 
recommended edit 2 has not been deleted, but it has been corrected.  It is 
acknowledged that better maps, per recommended edit 4, would be ideal but they are 
not possible to generate.  The EIR preparers do not have access to the GIS layers or 
detailed data that was used to generate the maps published by the Air Resources 
Board, and consequently cannot make better maps. 

Response 14-3  
The updated Guide was published subsequent to this comment.  The EIR has been 
amended to refer to the December 2009 Guide instead of the 2004 Guide. 

Response 14-4  
A discussion of the SIP and MTP has been added to the Air Quality chapter analysis of 
On-Road Mobile Source Emissions. 

Response 14-5  
See Response 5-8. 

Response 14-6  
A VMT factor for phasing is an innovative approach that could have benefits, but there 
are implementation problems.  A strict number for all new development would not 
suffice, because there are substantial differences between the number of trips 
generated by commercial, residential, and industrial uses.  There are even substantial 
differences in trips generated by different types of commercial uses.  It would not be 
advisable to impose a standard that would ensure certain types of commercial or 
industrial uses could never move forward.  Even assuming that the measure would only 
apply to residential development, since that is the primary concern, there are issues 
with a single VMT factor.  Although certainly it is beneficial to have higher housing 
densities nearer the urbanized areas, these densities would have biological resources 
and land use compatibility impacts if located on the edge of the Urban Services 
Boundary.  These fringe areas are better suited to much lower density development, 
and such development may not be able to meet the VMT requirement.  Since the 
purpose of the VMT standard would be to reduce emissions, it is the opinion of the EIR 
preparers that it is more advisable to deal directly with air quality emissions and 
greenhouse gas emissions, rather than using VMT as a proxy for emissions.  

The EIR preparers do not recommend application of the phasing requirement for all 
specific plans and master planning.  There are development areas that would fall under 
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the category of “master planning” that are either small or consist mainly of 
redevelopment, and requiring that those areas be further divided into smaller phases 
would not be beneficial.  Examples are the Commercial Corridors and the West of Watt 
New Growth Area.  The measure applies to the Jackson Highway Corridor and to Grant 
Line East because those are the only growth areas identified in the Project that involve 
substantial amounts of land area – and indeed, are the only such large areas within the 
proposed Urban Policy Area that do not yet have a master plan. 

Likewise, the EIR preparers also do not recommend changing the required phase build-
out from 50% to 75%.  Multiple meetings were held with the Planning and Community 
Development Department to derive the 50% figure.  The intent is to balance two needs: 
1) the need to ensure that a phase reaches a sufficient threshold of investment, so that 
its completion is assured and 2) the need to recognize that market processes work on 
longer timeframes.  As to the latter, it takes significant time and investment to develop, 
process, and implement a master plan, or even a tentative subdivision map – between 3 
to 5 years from initial investment to the beginning of development is an optimistic 
assessment.  Such processes are difficult to finance without some assurance to 
investors that the property is in a developable condition.  Therefore, many of these 
processes will not begin within a subsequent phase until the first phase is at or near the 
benchmark figure of 50% (or 75%, as recommended).  At 75%, the concern is that this 
leaves too small an area remaining before planning for the next phase begins.  A limit of 
75% development would only leave 2.5 years of supply left, and as stated the 
processing of development within the next phase would be expected to take longer than 
2.5 years.  This could constrain logical extensions of infrastructure within the next 
phase, and could have negative effects on pricing due to an undersupply.  It may seem 
odd to be concerned about negatively increasing prices during these economic times, 
but this is a long-range plan.  It should be assumed that the current downturn will not 
always persist.  High prices are a burden on affordable housing, school site purchases, 
mitigation land purchases, and other such necessary developments. 

Response 14-7  
Additional clarifying language pertinent to the stated reduction target of 1990 levels by 
2020 has been added to the Climate Change chapter.  The Climate Change chapter 
regulatory section does discuss Executive Order S-3-05, and states that it includes a 
reduction of 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.  This section has been expanded to note 
that all of the analysis to follow relies on the provisions of AB 32, because this 
encapsulates the only required target at this time, but that over the life of the General 
Plan various policies and strategies will need to be amended should the 2050 target 
become adopted regulation. 

Response 14-8  
The EIR preparers are not certain why the SMAQMD regards this policy as having no 
“teeth”.  The statement that the target will be achieved through a mix of state and local 
action is merely a statement of fact.  The goal of AB 32 is to achieve a reduction to 1990 
levels, estimated to be 15% from 2005 levels.  The goal is not to achieve a reduction of 
15% from the State and separately a 15% reduction from local governments, as this 
would result in a reduction of greater than 15% and far less than 1990 levels.  Clearly, 
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the state government and local governments will be expected to work cooperatively on 
reaching this target.  Indeed, as this comment indicates, some jurisdictions have 
attempted to determine how much of the 15% figure will fall to the local government to 
achieve. 

In this EIR the target has been framed as 1990 levels by the year 2020, rather than as a 
percentage reduction, because this will ensure that the target remains correct even if 
data changes.  The estimated reduction needed to reach 1990 levels is currently 
reported in the AB 32 Scoping Plan as 15%, but that number has been both higher and 
lower.  By framing the target as the year 1990, even if the estimated percentage 
reduction changes again in the coming years, the specified target will still be correct.  It 
also ensures that even if the proportion of reduction that comes from the state goes 
down or goes up, the County goal remains clear: 1990 levels.  The way the target is 
stated appears to be at least as effective as stating a specific percentage, and perhaps 
more so because it has a greater chance of remaining accurate over time.  As County 
emissions are inventoried every 3 years (as stipulated by Mitigation Measure CC-2) the 
County will be able to track progress with meeting the reduction goal, and make 
adjustments to the Climate Action Plan as needed. 

Response 14-9  
The reduction goal will be stated by the policy included in Mitigation Measure CC-1.  
Also refer to Response 5-9. 

Response 14-10  
The comment is correct that the Draft Climate Action Plan is not currently consistent 
with what is required within Mitigation Measure CC-2.  Should the Board adopt 
Mitigation Measure CC-2, the Climate Action Plan will need to be revised to achieve 
consistency prior to adoption of the Final Climate Action Plan.  That said, the 
summation of the requirements of CC-2 contained in this comment are not quite correct. 
 Mitigation Measure CC-2 does not require that the Climate Action Plan contain a Green 
Building Program, it states that it should contain a policy requiring the adoption of a 
Green Building Program that must be updated every 5 years.  Also refer to Response 5-
7; this measure has been amended to specify that the program be adopted by 2012.  
Again, with the Climate Change Program the measure requires that the Climate Action 
Plan contain a policy requiring the enactment of a program, not that the Climate Action 
Plan contain the program itself (the program will need to be adopted separately by 
resolution of the Board, or through an Ordinance, or similar).  The Program is already in 
preliminary development, and should the Board adopt the mitigation measure the 
program will be enacted as quickly as procedurally possible. 

The EIR preparers disagree that the CAP target is weakly stated, given that the target is 
even given as a specific amount of metric tons.  However, the preparers agree that the 
target could be more clearly highlighted rather than being within a larger paragraph.  
This recommendation has been forwarded to the Sacramento County Sustainability 
Program Manager for clarification within the Final CAP. 
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Response 14-11  
The EIR preparers disagree that a clear performance standard has not been stated 
(Mitigation Measure CC-1 sets this standard).  Refer to the various responses to this 
letter, and to Response 5-6. 

Response 14-12  
The Draft Sacramento County General Plan had already been published and was being 
reviewed during Board of Supervisors workshops at the time that AB 32 became an 
issue.  As a result, the Draft General Plan does not address climate change directly.  
The CAP was drafted as an offshoot of the EIR process for the General Plan, during 
which the EIR preparers identified the need to address climate change.  The 
recommendation to include a list or appendix of climate-friendly policies has been 
forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 
Department for consideration.  Also refer to the Traffic and Circulation Chapter, which 
contains a list of Smart Growth policies within the General Plan. 

Response 14-13  
See Response 5-7. 

Response 14-14  
See Response 5-5.  The Department of Environmental Review and Assessment will be 
generating a guidance document. 

Response 14-15  
The adoption of reasonable and feasible mitigation is a requirement of CEQA for any 
impact that is determined to be significant.  It is not seen as necessary to state that 
projects failing to meet the development thresholds will be required to provide mitigation 
to reduce emissions. 

Response 14-16  
See Response 14-6. 

Response 14-17  
Mitigation Measure TC-3 requires a new policy that supplements the LOS standard with 
an overall mobility standard.  These recommendations have been forwarded to the 
Sacramento County Planning and Community Development Department and the 
hearing body for consideration. 

Response 14-18  
Comment noted.  These recommendations have been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 
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Letter 15 

Sarenna Deeble, Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District; written 
correspondence; June 2, 2009 

Response 15-1  
These additional details have been added. 

Response 15-2  
The clarifying language has been added. 

Response 15-3  
The correction has been made. 

Response 15-4  
Ms. Deeble was contacted for clarification of this comment, and responded via phone 
on 6-10-09.  The Sewerage Facilities Expansion Master Plan 2006 Update (page 2-10) 
lists the ESD for Open Space, Recreation, Parks, and Cemeteries as zero, but Ms. 
Deeble indicated that this was an error.  It should have read 6 ESDs, consistent with    
the SASD Design Standards dated Feb 13, 2008 (page 22, section 3.1.7).  The EIR 
table has been changed to be consistent with this information. 

Response 15-5  
These additional details have been added. 

Response 15-6  
The correction has been made.   

Response 15-7  
Additional language has been added to this regulatory section, as requested. 

Response 15-8  
The correction has been made. 

Response 15-9  
This quoted sentence was only intended to refer to the conveyance facilities master 
planning, not to the SRWTP capacity planning.  The sentence has been clarified. 

Response 15-10  
The correction has been made.
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LETTER 16 

Maureen Casey, Assistant General Manager, Southgate Recreation and Park 
District; written correspondence; July 8, 2009 

Response 16-1  
Comment noted.  This recommendation has been forwarded to the Sacramento County 
Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

Response 16-2  
Comment noted.  This recommendation has been forwarded to the Sacramento County 
Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

Response 16-3  
Comment noted.  Although a Notice of Preparation was issued for the South 
Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan, the formal Draft of this plan has not been 
published.  Until that time, it would be speculative to engage in any detailed analysis. 

Response 16-4  
Comment noted.  This recommendation has been forwarded to the Sacramento County 
Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 
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Letter 17 

John W. Norman, COO, Brookfield Sacramento Land Holdings LLC; written 
correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 17-1  
These are not comments on the adequacy of the EIR.  These comments have been 
forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 
Department and the hearing body for consideration. 
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Letter 18 

Dr. Glen Holstein, Chapter Botanist, California Native Plant Society, Sacramento 
Valley Chapter; written correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 18-1  
The EIR preparers agree that much of the habitat in the developing areas of 
Sacramento County is valley grassland, also referred to as California prairie.  The EIR 
preparers also concur with the comment that the County’s vegetation mosaic is closely 
related to soils – this is particularly apparent with the semi-impermeable soils underlying 
the County’s grasslands.  The EIR preparers did not mean to infer that cattle grazing 
converted native grasslands to non-native range land.  This process resulted from the 
invasion of Mediterranean grasses and herbs which out-competed the native grasses.  
The dispersal of non-native grasses and herbs occurred through various means typical 
of seed transport such as wind, water, and general animal movement.  The intent of the 
EIR preparers was not to limit the importance of valley grasslands to wildlife species, or 
to dismiss the diversity of native plants within the grassland prairies.  As the comment 
states, valley grassland also functions as habitat for numerous other species.  The 
existing foraging habitat mitigation requirements for species such as Swainson’s hawk 
benefit many other species dependent on valley grassland for foraging and nesting.  
The cited policies CO-72, CO-154, CO-155i, and CO-155j have not been adopted and 
cannot be used to evaluate impacts to California prairie.  The paragraph under the 
heading Local Context has been revised to more accurately reflect the dominant habitat 
of valley grasslands. 

Response 18-2  
The Greenprint policy to double tree canopy in 40 years can be addressed without 
expanding the canopy into undeveloped areas that historically did not support the 
establishment of shade trees.  The focus of the Greenprint policy is to realize the 
benefits of increasing canopy in developed or developing areas.  Policy CO-152 does 
not conflict with Greenprint policies.   

Woodland, grassland, and wetlands provide for carbon sequestration.  According to the 
comment, woodlands have the greatest biomass volume but sequester the least amount 
of carbon compared to the other two habitat types. The FEIR text has been revised 
accordingly. 

Response 18-3  
Given the importance of vernal pools in Sacramento County and their relationship to 
endangered species, land use constraints, and native habitat, the EIR preparers 
purposefully separated vernal pool habitat from other seasonal wetland habitat. The 
commenter correctly notes that all vernal pools are seasonal wetlands but not all 
seasonal wetlands are vernal pools.   
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Response 18-4  
The brief discussion on stock ponds notes that such wetted features provide deeper 
water habitat for some amphibian species, although it does not specifically call out the 
California tiger salamander.   

Response 18-5  
This comment provides neither substantiation nor explanation of the statement. 

Response 18-6  
The cited figure in the DEIR is correct.  Table SE-3 is associated with the paragraph 
preceding it, not the paragraph that follows.  Table SE-3 reports the estimated amount 
of wastewater that will travel through the conveyance system, while the paragraph that 
follows reports the estimated amount of wastewater needing treatment.  The 
Methodology section of the Sewer Services chapter explains why these rates are 
calculated differently.  The sentence on page 5-19 is complete and understandable to 
the EIR preparers.  Since the comment does not explain the source of the confusion, no 
further response is possible. 

Response 18-7  
Regardless of source, all water supply usage requires energy.  The use of energy is not 
in and of itself an impact. 

Response 18-8  
There is no page 12-45 in the DEIR.  The EIR preparers were unable to find the cited 
section. 

Response 18-9  
The reference to interglacial seas has been omitted and the discussion has been 
adjusted.  The reference to boulder strewn topography is a generalized statement about 
the Low Foothills subunit, which as the reviewer notes is not particularly applicable to 
Sacramento County itself.  The fault map provided by the United Stated Geological 
Survey did not provide a name for the listed fault, and this comment does not provide a 
citation demonstrating that it is indeed named Sherman Island.  The EIR preparers did 
additional research to determine if, with this information in hand, it could be 
demonstrated that Sherman Island was the correct name, but the determination was 
unable to be made.  No change has been made in the FEIR. 

Response 18-10  
The Draft EIR incorrectly represents the chronology of human occupation, or Periods, 
that Fredrickson documented in Central California.  The following provides background 
and clarifies the misrepresentation that occurs in Table CR-3 of the “Cultural and 
Paleontological Resources” Chapter: 

In 1973 and 1974 Fredrickson presented a modification to the Central California 
Taxonomic System (CCTS) by defining four broad temporal “Periods”: the Early 
Lithic, Paleo-Indian, Archaic, and Emergent.  In Sacramento County, the earliest 
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clearly documented human occupation occurred during the Archaic and spanned 
through the Emergent Period. 

The Archaic, as defined by Fredrickson (1973), spans from 6000 BC to 500 AD 
and is made up of three sub-periods: the Lower Archaic, Middle Archaic, and 
Upper Archaic.  The Emergent Period occurred from 500 AD to 1800 AD.   

Table CR-3 has been updated to show the correct chronology as noted above.   

In addition, the column header “Archaeological Unit” in Table CR-3 has been modified to 
“Archaeological Pattern”, as they are considered general patterns that have been 
verified through excavation in various archaeological units in the region.  It should be 
noted that the archaeological patterns (namely the Windmiller, Berkeley and Augustine) 
defined and discussed at length in the EIR chapter are considered to be the more 
specific chronological sequence for prehistoric human occupation within the proposed 
project area, as they represent information documented in the Sacramento region 
specifically; whereas, Fredrickson’s periods are more general and apply to the broader 
Central California zone.  

Response 18-11  
Comment noted. 
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Letter 19 

Matthew Vespa, Senior Attorney, Center for Biological Diversity; written 
correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 19-1  
This comment summarizes more specific comments that follow.  Refer to the responses 
below. 

Response 19-2  
The published AB 32 Scoping Plan referenced throughout the Climate Change chapter 
includes a table of estimated reductions that will result from implementation of Scoping 
Plan strategies.  This table shows that implementation of the strategies will result in the 
achievement of 1990 levels.  Therefore, the statement in the EIR is correct.  This 
comment quotes a portion of a sentence within the Scoping Plan.  The full text of that 
sentence reads: 

“In addition to tracking emissions using these protocols, ARB encourages 
local governments to adopt a reduction goal for municipal operations 
emissions and move toward establishing similar goals for community 
emissions that parallel the State commitment to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions by approximately 15 percent from current levels by 2020.” 

When read it its entirety, the quoted section is less than definitive.  Local governments 
are “encourage[d]” to adopt municipal targets, and to “move toward” establishing 
community targets.  Despite this weak language in the State Scoping Plan, the County 
EIR does recognize the need for local governments to participate in the reduction 
process, which is why the establishment of a target, a Climate Action Plan, and 
development thresholds are recommended through mitigation. 

Response 19-3  
Unmitigated, the Project would result in the emissions cited.  The EIR does identify 
mitigation, and does identify feasible alternatives.  The County has not yet taken action 
on the proposed Project, so the statement that the County has failed to adopt feasible 
alternatives and mitigation measures is incorrect.  Indeed, this comment recognizes this 
by recommending adoption of the Mixed Use Alternative. 

Response 19-4  
The Blueprint housing allocations cited throughout the document are specific to 
unincorporated Sacramento County.  As stated within the EIR, the Blueprint was a 
vision whose sole purpose was to identify a growth pattern that would promote smart 
growth on the regional level.  After analyzing multiple scenarios, it was determined that 
it was beneficial for unincorporated Sacramento County to absorb significant growth.  
Analyzing an Alternative that places all growth within the incorporated Cities would not 
be consistent with what was determined to be the Preferred Blueprint scenario.  Growth 
within the incorporated Cities is outside of the control or jurisdiction of Sacramento 
County.  Other than the “city-centered” Alternative, which evidence does not support as 
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being more beneficial, the comment does not suggest any additional Alternatives that 
should have been analyzed.  The EIR preparers disagree that the three Alternatives – 
all of which contemplate substantial changes to the proposed Project – are “limited” in 
their scope. 

Response 19-5  
Comment noted.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento County 
Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

Response 19-6  
As found in Sacramento Old City Assn. v. City Council of Sacramento (1991) 229 
Cal.App.3d 1011, 1026 – 1030, an EIR may defer formulating specific mitigation if the 
lead agency commits to a clear performance standard.  The EIR sets this standard with 
Mitigation Measure CC-1, which requires that the County achieve an emissions 
reduction of 1990 levels by the year 2020.  Mitigation Measure CC-2, the Draft CAP, 
and the development thresholds set forth the framework for achieving this goal.  
Therefore, although it is true that the more specific and detailed measures pertinent to 
achieving 1990 levels are not a part of the EIR at this time, the EIR sets forth a clear 
performance standard to reach that target, and sets a clear deadline by which the 
specific measures must be formulated (one year after Project adoption).  The 
referenced fee assessment is already in development, and would be adopted as quickly 
as procedurally possible after the Board of Supervisors adopted the mitigation measure. 
 The purpose of an update to the Energy Element is to provide a framework for 
alternative energy; the EIR does not rely on this measure to reduce emissions.  The 
impact discussion is quite clear that measures CC-1 and CC-2.A. and CC-2.B. are the 
measures that will achieve quantitative reductions.  Measure CC-2.C is included 
because it has the potential to help with implementation, not because it will result in 
quantifiable reductions. 

Response 19-7  
It is not clear from this comment what is meant by the term “business-as-usual”.  The 
comment appears to assert that the threshold is a 15% reduction from estimated 2030 
emissions – which it is not.  The development thresholds show the 15% reduction 
necessary from calculated 2005 levels, which would achieve 1990-level emissions.  
Therefore, it is not correct to state that the County has determined that allowing 85% of 
emissions from new development to be released would not have a cumulatively 
significant impact.  If that statement were accurate, then the total 2020 target listed in 
the table would be higher than the 2005 level.  It clearly is not. 

Response 19-8  
The stated need of 80% below 1990 levels is by the year 2050, a full 20 years after the 
proposed General Plan time horizon, and even more years beyond when the General 
Plan will next be updated.  The EIR relies on current regulatory targets that are within 
the time horizon of the proposed General Plan.  Furthermore, the EIR ultimately 
concludes that impacts of the Project remain significant and unavoidable, specifically 
because there is so much future uncertainty about what near-term and long-term 
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actions will be sufficient, whether the targets will need to be amended, and whether all 
other parts of the world will reduce emissions. 

Response 19-9  
See Response 5-5. 

Response 19-10  
The setting of a 2020 target to reduce emissions to 1990 levels does put the County on 
track to do its part in offsetting the most significant effects of climate change.  As stated 
above, this is the nearer-term goal that falls within the time horizon, or the scope, of the 
Project.  It would not be appropriate to set a 2050 target within a document that will 
expire 20 years earlier.  It is inaccurate on the part of the Center for Biological Diversity 
to state that the reason the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
(OPR) removed compliance with AB 32 from the draft CEQA Guidelines language is 
because it felt that would be “flawed”.  In fact, the Final Statement of Reasons for 
Regulatory Action (Final Statement) published by the Natural Resources Agency in 
December 2009 as part of the rulemaking on SB 97 addresses the reason that AB 32 
“compliance” was specifically excluded from the revised CEQA Guidelines (discussion 
begins on page 97 of the Final Statement).  The reasons stated are not related to the 
use of the overall AB 32 target of 1990 levels; the reason stated is that it “may” be 
improper to rely on the regulations adopted pursuant to AB 32 to mitigate or assess a 
project’s impact.  To put this another way, a lead agency cannot simply state that a 
project is subject to a regulation related to AB 32, and thus conclude that impacts are 
not significant.  The EIR for the Sacramento County General Plan has not done this. 

Response 19-11  
The EIR preparers disagree, based on the responses to comments above. 
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Letter 20 

Alex Kelter, President, Environmental Council of Sacramento / Ron Stork, Senior 
Policy Advocate, Friends of the River / Mike Savino, Vice Chair, Sierra Club 
Sacramento Group; written correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 20-1  
These comments are generalized, and are based on the more specific assertions in 
comments to follow.  Refer to the responses below. 

Response 20-2  
This comment does not state what “probable future projects” the EIR allegedly fails to 
analyze, and thus the comment fails to provide substantiation of the allegation.  Clearly, 
the EIR preparers do not disagree with the comment that there will be numerous 
cumulative impacts exacerbating climate change and reduced water supply under the 
proposed project. The EIR has a robust climate change impact analysis and the Climate 
Action Plan, Phase 1 discusses adaptation. The water supply analysis assumes a 25% 
reduction in surface water due to climate change. The EIR clearly presents the 
argument that the increase in water demand cannot be met by water purveyors’ exiting 
or future projected supplies. This conclusion would not change no matter how many 
additional projects were added to the cumulative analysis.  Thus, while the EIR 
preparers disagree that the climate change impacts and water supply impacts are 
underestimated, the preparers agree that this is a significant impact.  Further, we have 
been unable to fully mitigate these impacts and found them to be unavoidable. That 
conclusion is consistent with CEQA.  

Response 20-3  
Refer to Response 19-6. 

Response 20-4  
The EIR includes mitigation measures CC-1 and CC-2 to offset the impacts of the 
Project.  This comment does not state why these measures are alleged to be lacking, or 
what other feasible measures are lacking, and thus the comment fails to provide 
substantiation of the allegation.  The EIR does present a compact smart growth 
alternative that avoids new growth areas in greenfield areas, yet accommodates the 
expected population growth predicted by SACOG.  That alternative is the Mixed Use 
Alternative that is also identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  That 
alternative results in the fewest GHG emissions and meets the project objectives. 

Response 20-5  
The EIR includes a detailed analysis of water supply, and as noted, found that the 
Project will result in water demands that will exceed the existing planned-for amount 
within the Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan.  The EIR provides multiple strategies for 
obtaining additional supplies, and discussed the negative impacts associated with 
obtaining those supplies.  The analysis of Zone 40 supply also assumes a reduction in 
available surface water due to climate change.  This comment does not substantiate its 
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claims that the analysis has underestimated impacts and has failed to analyze the 
impacts of obtaining additional supply.  The EIR preparers disagree with this comment. 

Response 20-6  
The EIR includes three Alternatives (aside from the No Project), all of which make the 
proposed General Plan growth more compact.  The EIR also concludes that the most 
compact Alternative, the Mixed Use Alternative, is the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative.  This comment does not substantiate its claims that the EIR fails to analyze 
a reasonable range of Alternatives.  The EIR preparers disagree with this comment. 

Response 20-7  
Most of this comment addresses the General Plan itself, rather than the EIR analysis.  
This response will focus on the section of the comment that discusses mitigation.  The 
comment proposes several new mitigation measures (LU-A, LU-B, LU-C, LU-D, LU-D 
and a modification to measure LU-2 of the EIR). 

LU-A:  The change from 75% to 80% of holding capacity is negligible, and the removal 
of the language that provides an exception for physical and environmental constraints 
will have substantial impacts.  A common example is when there are valuable biological 
resources on a site that should be preserved.  If the suggested measure is adopted, the 
policy would not allow a project to be less dense if doing so would preserve critical 
habitat or other sensitive features. 

LU-B:  The variance process would not provide the flexibility provided by the language 
that LU-A suggests be stricken.  The variance process allows variations from the Zoning 
Code, not from the General Plan. 

LU-C:  It is not clear how requiring the promotion of urban development within the new 
growth areas would mitigate an impact when the rest of the letter states that this 
development should not be approved at all.  The proposed LU-13 already states “and 
prohibit land use projects”, which does not allow any room for exceptions.  Adding the 
language “shall” and “all” would be redundant. 

LU-D:  At the request of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, proposed measure 
LU-16 will be removed.  The South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) 
has not been published for public review at this time, and as such the Fish and Wildlife 
Service indicated that it would be inappropriate to include this policy at this time. 

LU-E:  The substantive difference between the existing proposed language and the 
language proposed by this comment is essentially the exchanging of the word “should” 
with “shall”.  In this case, the proposal would strengthen the policy.  However, as stated 
for suggested measure LU-C, it is unclear how requiring conformance of growth with the 
Vision would reduce impacts.  The Vision was a study, not a Project, and as a 
consequence there has been no environmental analysis to demonstrate that compliance 
would be beneficial. 
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Modified Measure LU-2:  In reference to the suggested 80% buildout of adjoining lands, 
refer to Response 14-6.  This comment will be forwarded to both the Planning 
Department and the Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 20-8  
The EIR does not rely on the SSHCP to mitigate project impacts.  In fact, the only 
discussion of the SSHCP is within the setting section and within the policy impact 
discussion.  None of the analyses of habitat or species impacts rely on the SSHCP in 
any manner whatsoever, specifically because it is not a public-review draft, much less 
an adopted plan.  The FEIR setting discussion of the SSHCP has in fact been revised to 
be less specific, at the request of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service.  The EIR 
concludes that existing regulations and General Plan policies constitute all reasonable 
and feasible mitigation, but does not state that this will result in less than significant 
impacts.  Impacts are determined to be significant and unavoidable. 

Response 20-9  
The thrust of this comment appears to be that the EIR should include an analysis of the 
SSHCP and how implementation could be impacted by various types of development, 
or development scenarios.  This analysis would be inappropriate and entirely 
speculative, because as has been stated, even a public-review draft has not been 
published at this time. 

Response 20-10  
See Response 20-8. 

Response 20-11  
See Response 20-8. 

Response 20-12  
Recommended mitigation measure LU-F would take many years to implement, which 
would result in a building moratorium for that span of time within the Project area.  
Furthermore, it requires mitigation within an area not contemplated for growth by the 
Project.  This mitigation is therefore not reasonable, and also does not meet the nexus 
requirements of CEQA. 

Response 20-13  
This proposed modification would be redundant to the requirement for evidence of 
consistency with draft or adopted habitat conservation plans.  It may be of use where a 
habitat conservation plan either will not exist, or does not yet exist.  For this reason, 
proposed Mitigation Measure LU-3 has been modified to incorporate this suggestion, 
though not exactly as stated by the comment. 

Response 20-14  
Although it is agreed that non-vehicular paths provide public health benefits and more 
active lifestyles, smart growth generally discourages the separation of communities.  
The second bullet item already captures the need for non-vehicular paths in general, 
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and there is no demonstrated need to specify that some should be within open space or 
greenspace areas. 

Response 20-15  
Comment noted.  The comment is correct that although the EIR identifies potential 
means of obtaining additional water supply, the process to ensure certain water 
supplies (through an update to the Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan) will not be 
undertaken unless the Project is approved.  Mitigation ensures that development will not 
move forward until necessary supply is obtained, but even so, the impacts have been 
determined to be significant and unavoidable. 

Response 20-16  
As stated, Project impacts to the Central Groundwater Basin are only one of the means 
by which the EIR draws conclusions about impacts to water supply.  The Water Forum 
Agreement remains the best available information about sustainable groundwater 
yields, and although this comment asserts that new studies are needed, no evidence is 
provided to demonstrate that conditions have changed sufficiently to require a new 
analysis.  The questions posed by this comment about Aerojet cleanup activities, growth 
within other city areas, and rural landowner pumping only require an answer if the 
amount of groundwater that the County and other users can draw has no fixed ceiling.  
This is not the case.  The Water Forum Agreement resulted in the allocation of specific 
groundwater yields that would be sustainable.  As stated on page 6-68, the Sacramento 
County Water Agency will not exceed the amount of groundwater allocated for its use.  
To ensure that this occurs, mitigation was included in the EIR (WS-2) to ensure that any 
new Water Supply Master Plan adheres to the sustainable yields of the Central 
Groundwater Basin. 

Response 20-17  
A General Plan analysis is not required to provide the level of detail expected of Specific 
Plans or other developments that are subject to SB 610 (which applies to Specific 
Plans) or SB 221 (which applies to Tentative Maps).  Case laws makes clear that at this 
stage an analysis would be inadequate if after concluding there was insufficient water, 
the EIR failed to explain the likely sources of water and the potential impacts of those 
water sources (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392)).  The EIR analysis for the Project is sufficient, 
because it has included this analysis. 

Response 20-18  
The first sentence of this comment states that the difference between supply and 
demand may be larger than stated because the likely water sources may not be 
obtainable.  However, the impact of the Project is based on the difference between 
expected water demand and the actual firm supply contained within the adopted Zone 
40 Water Supply Master Plan – not based on projected future supplies. 

Response 20-19  
The mitigation proposed by this comment is actually less robust than Mitigation 
Measure WS-1 in several ways.  Firstly, the proposed mitigation would apply only to 
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Zone 40, even though there are other water purveyors with a demonstrated lack of 
future water supply.  The mitigation would also only apply to “new growth areas”, rather 
than to any development.  Projects such as major commercial developments that do not 
require an entitlement process to move forward would not be captured, because the 
suggested language removes the reference to building permits.  Mitigation Measure 
WS-1 has been modified slightly to include the language “whichever occurs first”, to 
ensure that projects only fall under the building permits provision if the entitlement 
phase is already past.  

As to the portions that include more specific requirements that are not less robust, these 
are not necessary.  As stated in Response 20-16, the need for the first item has not 
been demonstrated.  As to the second item, the Sacramento County Water Agency is 
the water purveyor for Zone 40, and Mitigation Measure WS-2 states that the 
sustainable yield for the Central Groundwater Basin shall not be exceeded.  For the 
third and last item, the Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan will need to be updated if the 
Project is approved, which would result in secured water supplies. 

Response 20-20  
The analysis of Zone 40 water supply needs included an assumed reduction of surface 
water supplies by 25% as a result of climate change (page 6-48), which is a 
conservative assumption given the data repeated in this comment on estimated 
snowpack changes.  The impacts of climate change on water supply within the major 
new growth areas have already been analyzed within the Water Supply chapter.  
Strategies to reduce water demand are included within the current draft of the Climate 
Action Plan, a document that is required pursuant to Mitigation Measure CC-2.  
Therefore, the additional measures suggested by this comment are not necessary. 

Response 20-21  
See Response 19-2, Response 19-6, and Response 14-6. 

Response 20-22  
The comments regarding the circulation analysis all assert that the EIR analysis is 
inadequate, but no substantiation is provided.  The impact of development of the 
General Plan (which includes roads) on water quality, noise, air quality, and greenhouse 
gases are all analyzed in the appropriate topical chapters.  The Traffic and Circulation 
chapter analyzes the impacts of the Project on non-automotive travel, and even 
includes a detailed smart growth analysis that analyzes increases to vehicle miles 
traveled and non-vehicular travel modes.  The traffic modeling performed for the Project 
accounts for increases to traffic associated with wider roads.  An Alternative is included 
in the EIR (the Mixed Use Alternative) which includes replacing additional travel lanes 
with exclusive mass-transit lanes.  Mitigation Measure TC-3 requires a new policy that 
supplements the LOS standard with an overall mobility standard, requires new parking 
standards that will result in less required parking, and provides that mitigation for vehicle 
mobility impacts can be directed to non-vehicular mobility improvements.  There are 
many policies within the proposed General Plan that address non-vehicular mobility 
improvements, including Land Use Element Policy LU-28, which was referenced earlier 
within this comment letter (also refer to the list of smart growth policies beginning on 
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page 9-93 and the list of smart growth policies within Appendix A) .  The Land Use 
chapter includes a discussion of environmental health.  The various concerns expressed 
by this comment are analyzed within the EIR or are otherwise addressed within 
proposed General Plan policy. 

Response 20-23  
Based on the responses above, the EIR preparers disagree. 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 158 02-GPB-0105 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 159 02-GPB-0105 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 160 02-GPB-0105 

Letter 21 

Robert Burness, Environmental Council of Sacramento; written correspondence; 
July 27, 2009 

Response 21-1  
The EIR has disclosed that if the lawsuit is resolved, the existing treatment plant has the 
capacity to serve the proposed Project, but cumulative growth in the region will outstrip 
the ability of the treatment plant to serve the growth.  A detailed analysis of the impacts 
of an expansion is not possible, because it would involve an unreasonable amount of 
speculation related to how capacity is expanded and what treatment methods are used. 
 Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District would need to pursue an additional 
update to their Master Plan in order to increase permitted capacity, which would require 
analysis pursuant to CEQA.  Mitigation Measure SE-2 prohibits project approval if 
treatment capacity does not exist.  This ensures that new development cannot be 
approved until the impacts of treatment plant expansion have been disclosed and 
mitigated through a Master Plan update process.  

Response 21-2  
Mitigation Measure SE-2 already addresses the issue that sewage treatment capacity 
may not be sufficient, by stating that new development shall not be approved unless 
sufficient capacity exists. 
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Response 21-3  
It is unclear to which rural roads this comment refers.  As part of document preparation, 
the EIR preparers compared the 1993 General Plan Transportation Plan to the 
proposed General Plan Transportation Plan to identify the areas where road 
designations had been changed.  Very few rural roads (those that occur outside the 
Urban Services Boundary) have been modified.  Based on the comment that there are 
widenings proposed “where the land is and will always be open space and farmland”, it 
is assumed that the comment refers to roads in the eastern and southern portions of the 
County rather than within the pockets of Rio Linda that occur outside the Urban 
Services Boundary.  In this eastern and southern portion of the County, all but one of 
the roadway changes are within or adjacent to Elk Grove (such as Harvey Road and 
New Hope Road) or are north of White Rock Road and south of Highway 50.  The Elk 
Grove roads have been up-designated to 4-lane arterials or 2-lane collectors in 
response to City of Elk Grove existing or proposed growth, and the roads in the vicinity 
of White Rock Road and Highway 50 have been up-designated in response to the 
Easton project and other potential future development by the City of Folsom.  The only 
other change is the removal of a short extension to Arno Road. 
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Letter 22 

Timothy D. Taron, Hefner Stark & Marois; written correspondence; June 18, 2009 

Response 22-1  
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded 
to the Planning Department and the hearing body.  Comment noted. 
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Letter 23 

John J. Tracy Living Trust, individual representative; written correspondence; 
June 15, 2009 

Response 23-1  
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded 
to the Planning Department and the hearing body for consideration. 
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Letter 24 

George E. Phillips, Law Offices of George E. Phillips, on behalf of Barton Ranch; 
written correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 24-1  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the adequacy of the EIR.  As a side note, 
CEQA review is only required for discretionary projects.  Staff-level design review is 
typically not discretionary. 
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Letter 25 

George E. Phillips, Law Offices of George E. Phillips, on behalf of the Sacramento 
Rendering Company; written correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 25-1  
Excepting the reference to Mitigation Measure LU-1, this letter consists of comments 
and recommendations related to the Project, not to the adequacy of the EIR.  Mitigation 
Measure LU-1 has been revised slightly to be more clear.  It has been interpreted to 
mean that there should be sub-phasing plans within any Specific Plans or other master 
planning for the growth areas, and on balance it is easy to understand why the measure 
has been interpreted this way.  The language does appear to suggest that approach.  
The actual intent of the measure is to require phasing consisting of Specific Plans or 
other master planning, with the first master plans closest to existing urban 
environments. 
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LETTER 26 

George E. Phillips, Law Offices of George E. Phillips, on behalf of the Ose Family, 
Peter Bollinger and Steve Gidaro, and Jeff Norton; written correspondence; July 
27, 2009 

Response 26-1  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(2) specifically states that when the project under 
consideration is a plan or policy document, mitigation can be incorporated as policy.  It 
is common for mitigation to result in changes to a project, to some degree (redesigns to 
preserve trees, for instance).  The EIR preparers agree that the mitigation cannot so 
substantially change the project description as to render it a fundamentally different 
project – this is in fact the purpose of CEQA Alternatives, not mitigation.  However, the 
EIR preparers disagree that the proposed mitigation alters the Project in such a 
fundamental way.  The Land Use Element alone contains 127 policies.  Compared with 
the number of policies within the General Plan itself, the number of new and modified 
policies proposed through mitigation is very small. 

Response 26-2  
Where mitigation would itself result in environmental impacts, the EIR has analyzed 
these secondary effects.  The Climate Change chapter includes an outline of the types 
of policies to be included in the Climate Action Plan, and their potential secondary 
impacts.  CEQA does not require an analysis of financial impacts – CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15131 states that economic or social effects shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment.  The Draft Climate Action Plan was published on May 12, 
2009, subsequent to the release of the EIR and was agendized and heard by the Board 
of Supervisors.  This is a public document, available for review by interested persons.  
Also, as found in Sacramento Old City Assn. v. City Council of Sacramento (1991) 229 
Cal.App.3d 1011, 1026 – 1030, an EIR may defer formulating specific mitigation if the 
lead agency commits to a clear performance standard.  CC-1 sets this clear 
performance standard, and CC-2 provides the framework for meeting the standard. 

Response 26-3  
Policy AG-5 states “such as easements for agricultural purposes of nearby farmland” 
(emphasis added).  It does not require that mitigation occur nearby, though it does 
require that mitigation be within Sacramento County.  Therefore, the proposed 
mitigation does not assure that land within the New Growth Areas will be dedicated to 
agricultural preserves rather than new development.  Also, the mitigation measure 
would merely establish certainty as to how much mitigation is required – the Draft 
General Plan policy already requires mitigation be provided for the specified farmland 
types. 

Response 26-4  
The EIR preparers disagree that the Park District alternative document changes are so 
substantial that they constitute a fundamental change of the Project. 
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Response 26-5  
As stated by this comment, the EIR has already disclosed that without mitigation the 
various impacts would be significant – and in fact the Executive Summary makes this 
very clear by containing columns showing the level of significance before and after 
mitigation.  Thus, the impacts of not adopting a measure have already been disclosed.  
The EIR would not be adequate if the EIR were recirculated without these reasonable 
and feasible mitigation measures.  The EIR preparers do not have other reasonable and 
feasible mitigation measures to offer that would be adopted in place of the published 
measures.  Even if that were the case, there are provisions in CEQA that revisions to 
the document are not required it if can be determined that the replacement measures 
are equivalent or more effective at mitigating the impact.  As a result it is unclear how a 
recirculated EIR would be different from the published DEIR. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 is cited in this comment to support the conclusion 
that recirculation would be required if the Lead Agency declined to adopt measures 
included in the DEIR, but the full text of the relevant portion of the Guidelines states 
otherwise.  Recirculation is required if: “A feasible project alternative or mitigation 
measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the 
environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it” 
(emphasis added).  As indicated, this applies to new mitigation that was not analyzed 
and disclosed within the published DEIR that the Lead Agency declines to adopt, not to 
mitigation published in the EIR that the Lead Agency declines to adopt.  It is always the 
case that a Lead Agency can choose not to adopt mitigation measures recommended 
within an EIR, regardless of whether they are stated as policy.  An EIR need not be 
recirculated as a result of a Lead Agency exercising its discretion in a manner allowed 
by the CEQA Guidelines. 

Response 26-6  
Comment noted.  This comment has been forwarded to the hearing body for 
consideration.  The adoption of the recommended mitigation as General Plan policy is 
merely the implementation mechanism.  It is not clear how changing the mitigation to 
use a different implementation mechanism would change the actual mitigation itself in 
any substantive manner.  In terms of the substance of the measures themselves, the 
EIR preparers do not have any significantly different alternative measures to suggest 
that could outright replace the measures contained in the EIR. 

Response 26-7  
For a standard traffic analysis there are two scenarios: Project impacts compared to the 
existing traffic conditions, and Project impacts compared to cumulative No Project 
conditions.  In the case of this proposed Project, there is no reasonable “existing 
condition” analysis to perform.  The vast majority of the proposed development will not 
occur in the near-term, and it would not be reasonable to attempt to fabricate a scenario 
where certain portions of the General Plan are assumed to occur within the first few 
years.  Thus, the only scenario included for this analysis is the cumulative 2030 
analysis, which should properly be compared to the cumulative scenario baseline, the 
2030 No Project condition. 
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Response 26-8  
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the No Project Alternative should 
consist of the continuation of the existing plan as well as what would be reasonably 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future.  So-called “reasonably foreseeable” 
projects typically include projects that are approved but not constructed as well as 
projects that have not been approved but that are in the midst of processing.  The 
Cordova Hills project falls into this latter category, along with projects such as the 
proposed east County mining projects.  Refer to Response 26-9 for a response to the 
criticism of the range of alternatives. 

Response 26-9  
Consistency with smart growth principles is only one of the many criteria of significance 
that was used to analyze the proposed Project.  Only the Land Use chapter explicitly 
uses these criteria as a significance criteria, and that same chapter also uses many 
other measures against which to determine impacts.  Smart growth is referenced 
elsewhere in the EIR as a means to reduce impacts, but is nowhere else used to 
determine significance.  Page 2-9 of the EIR states that the suggested Alternatives were 
formulated using the method recommended by this comment: to identify alternatives 
that reduce impacts but that still accommodate Blueprint growth.  Where the analysis 
differs from this comment, is that the comment indicates that the full Project growth 
should be accommodated in alternative locations, whereas the EIR analysis reduces 
proposed growth.  The reason is that the EIR analysis concludes that the Project 
contains far more growth than the Blueprint indicates is necessary.  As stated in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6, “An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to 
a project”.  The three primary alternatives offered are each very different from the 
proposed Project, and meet the requirement to provide a reasonable range. 
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LETTER 27 

Michael Devereaux, Law Offices of Gregory D. Thatch, on behalf of Conwy LLC; 
written correspondence; July 9, 2009 

Response 27-1  
The traffic study assumptions and land use data were used throughout the other topical 
chapters, such as air quality and water supply.  Thus, all of these chapters consistently 
use the same No Project description.  The traffic study assumptions of housing for 
Cordova Hills were based on the most updated information available from the Cordova 
Hills applicant at the time.  The Project Description summary of the No Project scenario 
was based on an earlier estimate of holding capacity provided by the applicant for 
Cordova Hills, which was inadvertently not updated at the time the traffic assumptions 
were updated.  While the traffic study and other analyses assumed 8,345 residential 
units for Cordova Hills (see Table TC-4), the Project Description states the number as 
approximately 7,200 units.  The Project Description has been updated in the FEIR. 

Response 27-2  
Comment noted.  This evaluation was performed, and any necessary clarifications or 
corrections made.  Also refer to the specific responses to comments below. 

Response 27-3  
This is correct: the Remove Grant Line East Alternative assumes that there is no 
urbanized development within the area, which means that Cordova Hills is also 
excluded.  Though it is not typical that an Alternative removes a reasonably foreseeable 
No Project proposal, it is also not typical for such a reasonably foreseeable project to be 
located within the boundaries of the Project itself.  Given this unusual circumstance, it 
was decided that if the Alternative assumes the hearing body does not move the Urban 
Policy Area to include the Grant Line East area, that therefore it should also be 
assumed that Cordova Hills does not develop.  Since an EIR is an informational 
document it is prudent to provide this range of alternatives to more accurately 
demonstrate the impacts of the growth areas, including Cordova Hills. 

Response 27-4  
The Cordova Hills project area is only a portion of the total Grant Line East area.  In the 
Project description and subsequent analyses, explicit reference to Cordova Hills 
typically is not included because the chapters are analyzing the impacts of development 
within Grant Line East as a whole, not development of specific portions.  More explicit 
references to Cordova Hills are left to the No Project analyses.  Also refer to Response 
27-3. 

Response 27-5  
The referenced parcel is not shown on Plate LU-3 as an active Williamson Act contract, 
it is shown as an “active” non-renewal.  This means that the land in question has been 
filed for non-renewal, and is in the midst of the 9-year period during which the contract 
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remains active and the annual tax assessment gradually increases.  At the end of the 9-
year period, the contract is terminated. 

Response 27-6  
It is agreed that the referenced section of the Land Use discussion can be expanded to 
reference the potential for Grant Line East to become a major roadway.  This has been 
included in the FEIR.  The referenced section states that Grant Line East is adjacent to 
lands within Rancho Cordova that are designated for urban growth, but that are 
currently undeveloped open space.  This is an accurate description of the land use 
environment and the physical environment.  Nonetheless, there is room in this section 
to expand on the statement that the area is “designated for urban growth”, as some 
designations provide greater certainty of future development than others.  This 
comment is correct to point out that the urban designations in this area are part of a 
Specific Plan that includes infrastructure financing and other detailed growth measures. 
 The FEIR discussion has been expanded to include this information.  The EIR analysis 
still concludes that development of the entire Grant Line East area conflicts with smart 
growth principles, for the reasons stated in the EIR. 

Response 27-7  
The statements about commute lengths are supported by the Smart Growth analysis 
portion of the Traffic and Circulation chapter, which concludes that the Grant Line East 
area will generate the highest vehicle miles traveled per household (see Plate TC-28).  
Though this comment discusses the university proposal for Cordova Hills, and its likely 
commute structure, the application for Cordova Hills was incomplete at the time of EIR 
preparation.  To have relied on these details would have been speculative, and so the 
analysis used a more conservative approach. 

Response 27-8  
The exhibit on page 3-51 actually does show areas of Local Importance and Unique 
Farmland, but these areas are so small relative to the growth area that they are difficult 
to see within the greater “noise” of the dark-colored Grazing lands and the thick red 
boundary line.  For instance, the two largest areas of Farmland of Local Importance are 
located in the far northern portion of the growth area near White Rock Road, and look 
almost like the white “non-designated” lands until one looks closely to see the evidence 
of hatch-marking.  Since this exhibit is difficult to read, an additional exhibit has been 
added to follow it that clearly shows the areas of regulated Farmland.  The CEQA 
Guidelines specify within Appendix G that impacts should be determined based on 
farmland types “as shown by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency”.  The California Department of Conservation maintains 
the important farmland map for Sacramento County, and consistent with the CEQA 
Guidelines it is this map data that was used in the analysis.  Areas designated Unique 
Farmland do not typically have prime soils, which is why they are not designated Prime 
Farmland. 

As a rule, the EIR does not compare the various growth strategies to one another in any 
of the topical analyses.  The only exceptions are where the significance criteria are 
directly related to the type of growth, such as the smart growth analysis.  The EIR does 
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not specifically compare the Grant Line East farmland impacts to other growth areas or 
strategies, but the information allowing such a comparison to be made is clearly stated. 
 As noted in this comment, the tables clearly show that the buildout of planned 
communities and infill strategies will result in more loss of protected farmland than will 
development of Grant Line East. 

Response 27-9  
See Response 27-7.  It is logical to conclude that if the size of the total area allocated 
for growth is restricted, that more development attention will be focused on the 
remaining developable areas. 

Response 27-10  
Modifications to the No Project discussion in the Sewer Service chapter have been 
made in response to this comment. 

Response 27-11  
It is acknowledged that in all of the new growth areas an unknown but potentially sizable 
amount of land will remain in non-urbanized or in open space conditions.  As shown in 
Table SE-1, the Sacramento Area Sewer District calculates effluent flows and estimates 
needed pipe sizes based on standard generation rates per acre of land.  Note that even 
open space uses are assumed to generate 1,860 gallons per day, per acre.  As the 
Sacramento Area Sewer District is the agency that would be responsible for conveying 
wastewater flows, the EIR has relied on that agency’s methodologies to assess impacts. 
 Also note that Table SE-3 shows the conveyance needs of the project, not the amount 
of wastewater anticipated at the treatment plant.  SRCSD uses a per capita generation 
rate, rather than per acre, so the amount of open space land versus developed acreage 
is not a factor.  The holding capacities for the growth areas were used. 

Response 27-12  
The Impact and Analysis section that begins on page 5-13 addresses each growth 
strategy separately, as do most of the other chapters in the EIR.  Taken singularly each 
strategy could be accommodated by the existing system.  To make it clear that the 
significance conclusion is specific to each strategy, the text either precedes the 
significance statement with the name of the strategy (“Commercial Corridors and infill 
strategies are”) or by a phrase indicating it is being looked at stand-alone (“this growth 
strategy’s singular contribution”).  These individual strategies are then combined in the 
Summary of Impacts section, which notes that the combination of all the strategies will 
result in 192.9 mgd, which exceeds the 181 mgd capacity. 

Response 27-13  
The water supply analysis relied on the land use data generated through the traffic 
study, and thus does include Cordova Hills – as does Table WS-27.  Page 6-74 
specifically notes that Cordova Hills is included. 

Response 27-14  
The land use data generated for the traffic study was used for the water supply analysis. 
 A statement to this effect has been added to page 6-23 of the FEIR.  Page 6-23 of the 
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DEIR states that the 25.6% conservation factor was used.  The Governor’s plan is not 
adopted regulation, so it would be inadvisable to assume a greater conservation rate at 
this time. 

Response 27-15  
The study data related in the Background to the Conservation Element of the General 
Plan constituted the best available information for the discussion of groundwater 
recharge.  As stated at the outset of the Interference with Groundwater Recharge 
section in the DEIR, this is the information that informed the analysis.  The analyses 
attached to this comment are dated June 2009, over one month after publication of the 
DEIR, and thus were unavailable for analysis.  As discussed on page 6-58 of the DEIR, 
General Plan policies CO-20, CO-21, and CO-27 only apply to areas of moderate or 
high groundwater recharge capabilities.  Areas of low groundwater recharge capabilities 
such as those within the Grant Line East area are still important to recharge, and are 
unprotected by General Plan policy. 

The DEIR analysis generically refers to Deer Creek and its tributaries.  To address this 
concern, the text has been modified to state “creeks and intermittent drainages”. 

Response 27-16  
Government Code Section 66473.7 is part of the implementing code for Senate Bill 221, 
which requires a water supply assessment.  Mitigation Measure WS-2 is not intended to 
ensure that an SB 221 analysis occurs – this is already required by regulation and 
needs no mitigation.  The purpose of WS-2 is to ensure compliance with the provisions 
of the Water Forum Agreement pursuant to sustainable yields, and as such needs to 
remain as written. 

Response 27-17  
The significance conclusion on page 7-25 agrees with this statement, inasmuch as it 
concludes that compliance with County Ordinances, Improvement Standards, and 
General Plan Policy will ensure less than significant impacts.  Certainly, the end-product 
must meet the standards referenced by the comment and the EIR, but the exact manner 
in which this will be accomplished will not be determined until it reaches project-level 
analysis. 

Response 27-18  
A clarifying parenthetical statement has been added noting that the floodplain is 
associated with mined areas. 

Response 27-19  
Because detailed development plans are not available for the Grant Line East New 
Growth Area, the EIR preparers assumed total development would occur with no on-site 
habitat preservation.  The EIR preparers agree that habitat preservation could prevent 
the local extirpation of some of the listed species found within the Grant Line East Area, 
but without details, the effectiveness of the preservation could not be analyzed in the 
EIR.   
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The absence of documented species occurrence from the CNDDB is not an accurate 
indicator of a species presence or absence on a property.  There are many areas within 
the County of Sacramento that have not had biological surveys and therefore do not 
have documented species occurrences.  Even if there were biological surveys in these 
areas, there is no requirement to report the occurrence of species to DFG for inclusion 
in the CNDDB.  In the absence of a documented occurrence it is necessary to base 
presence and absence determination on the best available habitat and range data. 

The EIR preparers believe the American badger is likely to occupy the Grant Line East 
New Growth Area due to the close proximity to documented occurrence, presence of 
prey, and lack of development.  Because the badger is a relatively large carnivore and 
forages on small prey, they frequently require large ranges; therefore, the loss of large 
expanses of habitat is likely to cause the extirpation of badger from the Grant Line East 
New Growth Area.  The DEIR conclusion remains appropriate.  

Response 27-20  
The occurrence number for each sighting of a species whether it be nesting, foraging, or 
resting provides an overview of species occurrence within a specific area.  However, it 
is not a comprehensive survey since the CNDDB relies on field biologists to voluntarily 
submit their sightings or observations.  Including the occurrence numbers in the 
document without the maps identifying their location would have little meaning.  With the 
document already lengthy the EIR preparers opted to exclude the CNDDB maps. 

CNDDB records are available through the California Department of Fish and Game. 

Response 27-21  
The omission of a discussion regarding impacts of development in the Grant Line East 
New Growth Area on ringtail and Cooper’s hawk was an oversight. These discussions 
have been added to the FEIR. 

Response 27-22  
Plate BR-5 only approximates the sum of vernal pools, which is the area that ponds 
water (sometimes referred to as “wetted acres”).  Clarifying text explaining the 
difference between vernal pools and vernal pool complexes has been added on page 8-
23 of the FEIR. 

Response 27-23  
The majority of the Folsom Boulevard Commercial Corridor is urbanized with a small 
amount (25.5 acres out of 749 acres) of non-urbanized land, while the Grant Line East 
New Growth Area has no urbanization (roughly 8,000 undeveloped acres) and 
significantly more suitable habitat.  Because the development of the Grant Line East 
New Growth Area would potentially impact a much larger amount of loggerhead shrike 
habitat it was considered a more significant impact than the loss of similar habitat in the 
Folsom Boulevard Commercial Corridor.  With the loss of thousands of acres of 
potential foraging habitat the shrike is unlikely to persist in the area.  A mitigation 
measure calling for nest avoidance during the breeding season would be insufficient to 
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reduce this impact in the Grant Line East New Growth Area to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Response 27-24  
According to the Easton Project EIR there are 1.088 acres of vernal pools and 26.32 
acres of other wet features.  According to Plate BR-5 of the General Plan DEIR, the 
Grant Line East New Growth Area contains approximately 135 acres of vernal pools. 
The vernal pool habitat within the Easton Planning Area does not consist of the high-
quality vernal pool complexes and high acreages that can be found in the Grant Line 
East New Growth Area.  The vernal pools within the Easton area were likely created 
relatively recently by mining activity since the uplands consist of dredger tailings, while 
the vernal pools and associated uplands in the Grant Line East New Growth Area 
remain relatively undisturbed.  The vernal pools in the Grant Line East area generally 
have intact associated uplands compared to the mining tailings of the Easton Area.  The 
Easton Project identified a large area of riparian habitat to be preserved along Alder 
Creek, significantly reducing project-related impacts on riparian species, such as the 
western pond turtle, song birds, and nesting raptors.  Of the 1,414 acres of land in the 
Easton Planning Area, there are approximately 767.7 acres of open habitat mostly 
consisting of dredge tailings, which is not considered quality Swainson’s hawk foraging 
habitat, due to low prey availability.  The following is a habitat description of from page 
14-14 of the Easton Project EIR: 

Disturbed areas are relatively unsuitable for wildlife and are primarily lacking 
vegetation.  These areas include the cobble/boulder-dominated substrate of 
dredge tailings, graded or modified areas dominated by weedy plants, and 
buildings or other facilities used for Aerojet operations. Disturbed areas dominate 
the project area, encompassing approximately 525 acres, and are common 
along the proposed security fence alignment (ECORP 2007h). These are 
considered low quality habitat for wildlife. Habitat generalists may be found within 
the disturbed areas, and other wildlife species may pass through. Typical 
species include western fence lizard, western rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis), rock 
wren (Salpinctes obsoletus), mourning dove, house mouse (Mus musculus), and 
deer mouse (Peromyscus sp.). 

In contrast, the Grant Line East area has large expanses of open and relatively 
undisturbed prairie with more suitable foraging habitat, when compared to the Easton 
Planning Area.  

The Easton Project EIR analyzed specific project-level information, in contrast to the 
general nature of the new growth areas identified in the proposed General Plan Update. 
As specific individual projects within the new growth areas are proposed, additional 
environmental review will be required to analyze each project’s specific impacts to 
biological resources, among other things. Because this detailed level of information is 
not currently available for the new growth areas other than Easton, similar mitigation 
measures to those adopted for the Easton Project cannot be employed at this time. 
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Response 27-25  
Comment noted.  The titles of Tables BR-1 and BR-2 have been changed in the FEIR 
text. 

Response 27-26  
The Easton project is not included in the No Project description because it is already 
part of the 1993 General Plan scenario described in the previous sub-section (Easton 
was approved in December 2008).  The No Project scenario states that it is the 1993 
General Plan scenario, plus Cordova Hills. 

Response 27-27  
The commentor alleges that there is inconsistency in the document.  On page 9-24, it is 
stated that BRT is included in the Project and all cumulative Alternatives other than the 
No Project Alternative.  On page 9-37, it is stated that no BRT or light rail is planned to 
serve the Grant Line East Area.  These are not inconsistent statements.  The project 
and all cumulative Alternatives other than the No Project Alternative do include BRT, but 
do not include BRT or light rail to serve the Grant Line East Area. 

Response 27-28  
As noted on page 9-37, no LRT or BRT service is planned to serve the Grant Line East 
area.  Such high frequency and high capacity transit services were not include in the 
analysis as neither Regional Transit nor the County have any plans to provide such 
services, and the sources of capital and operational funding for such services have not 
been identified at this time.  As such, additional transit services have not been analyzed, 
and the preparers of the document cannot comment on the claim of the commentor that 
a “moderate” rate of transit usage could be expected. 

Response 27-29  
The purpose of the EIR analysis is to evaluate the General Plan Update and its 
Alternatives.  As shown on the proposed transportation plan (Plate PD-7), this roadway 
segment is proposed as a six-lane thoroughfare, not as an expressway.  Accordingly, 
the roadway has been analyzed as proposed, using the daily volume thresholds shown 
in Table TC-7.  This is not an assumption of the analysis, but rather, an analysis of the 
General Plan Update as proposed.  Implementation of this facility as an expressway or 
any other type of facility would likely necessitate a change in the project description if 
implemented in the near-term, or a General Plan amendment if implemented after 
adoption of an updated General Plan or alternative.  It is recognized that other 
jurisdictions and agencies may have other plans for the roadway.  However, as shown 
on the transportation plan, this segment of Grant Line Road is not proposed as an 
uninterrupted facility with grade-separated intersections. 

Response 27-30  
No roadways have been shown within this area because no roadways have been 
officially proposed.  While various plans have been developed, including the Visioning 
effort, no conclusions regarding the internal roadway system have been adopted by the 
County.  The City of Rancho Cordova has no jurisdiction regarding roadways outside its 
boundaries, whether or not they are shown on maps of that jurisdiction.   
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For travel modeling purposes, a conceptual roadway system was assumed within the 
Grant Line East area that generally follows the roadway system on the Grant Line East 
Vision Diagram.  However, the purpose of this system was only to allow for reasonable 
forecasting of travel volumes on facilities outside the Grant Line East area.  No 
conclusions have been reached regarding the appropriate type or sizing of an internal 
roadway network. 

If the Grant Line East area is incorporated into the adopted General Plan Update, it is 
anticipated that General Plan amendments will be necessary at a later date to 
incorporate a specific internal roadway system based upon further master planning and 
CEQA review of the area. 

Response 27-31  
Regarding items (1) and (3), the transportation analysis of the General Plan Update has 
evaluated the Transportation Plan as proposed.  The proposed Transportation Plan 
does not include Grant Line Road as an expressway, and does not include a grade-
separation at the intersection of Grant Line Road and Douglas Road.  It is recognized 
that both of these changes would increase roadway capacity in the corridor and could 
partially mitigate some impacts of the Project. 

Regarding item (2), the travel modeling has assumed a conceptual north-south roadway 
system within the Grant Line East area.  However, this system is only conceptual at this 
time, and no decisions have been made regarding the appropriate internal roadway 
system for the Grant Line East area.  It is anticipated that such decisions would be 
made during later planning and CEQA review specific to the Grant Line East area. 

Regarding item (4), the Capital Southeast Connector project has not been incorporated 
into the proposed General Plan Update, as its planning and review has not progressed 
to a point where a specific proposal has been adopted.  It is envisioned that any 
implementation of the Connector project will involve future County review and potential 
amendments to the General Plan. 

Response 27-32  
The last sentence of the first paragraph in the “Transit” subheading on Page 9-64 of the 
FEIR (page 9-62 of the DEIR) has been clarified.  Table TC-4 shows the land use 
assumptions for the Grant Line East area, including the level of development associated 
with the No Project Alternative. 

Response 27-33  
The EIR preparers agree that the statement “SACOG’s Blueprint Vision shows this area 
as ‘Open Space’ and ‘Vacant Urban Designated Land’ through 2050” is incorrect.  
Development of the area is shown on the 2050 SACOG Blueprint.  However, SACOG 
land use forecasts, reflecting the Blueprint Vision, do not include any development in 
this area through the year 2035, five years beyond the planning horizon of this General 
Plan Update.  The sentence has been modified to read accordingly. 
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Response 27-34  
The text on page 9-103 refers to “current urban areas and infrastructure.”  The 
commentor mentions many developments in the City of Rancho Cordova, almost all of 
which are future, not current.  The Grant Line East area is at the edge of urban 
development in Sacramento County, which is substantially different from the situation of 
the other growth areas.  The commentor acknowledges that the area is “approximately 
one mile from existing homes and infrastructure,” while the other growth areas are 
immediately adjacent to and/or surrounded by existing development.  Regarding 
transportation infrastructure, historical development has focused the transportation 
system, particularly the transit system, on the Central City of Sacramento.  The Grant 
Line East area is the most remote from the Central City.  The highest transit mode 
share in the region is oriented to the Central City of Sacramento, and the farther the 
development is from the Central City, the lower the propensity of residents to travel 
there. 

The commentor states that the DEIR “has consistently failed to recognize the current 
baseline environmental conditions in this part of the County by completely ignoring the 
existing and planned development in the City of Rancho Cordova …,” but offers no 
evidence of such omissions.  The commentor is referred to page 9-19, where it is 
mentioned that land use outside the unincorporated County is based upon SACOG 
projections through 2035 prorated to the 2030 horizon year.  This land use includes 
development in the City of Rancho Cordova.  The future year transportation networks 
also include all funded facilities of the City of Rancho Cordova (as reflected in their 
General Plan) anticipated to be implemented by the year 2030. 

The transportation analysis does not refer to any development under consideration in 
the General Plan Update as “leapfrog” development. 

Response 27-35  
The Noise chapter relies on the data generated through the traffic analysis, and as a 
result it does include the Cordova Hills project even though the description is not 
inclusive.  A sentence explicitly referencing Cordova Hills has been added to page 10-
25 of the FEIR. 

Response 27-36  
See Response 27-6 and Response 27-9. 

Response 27-37  
See Response 27-33. 

Response 27-38  
See Response 27-6 and Response 27-33. 

Response 27-39  
See Response 27-15. 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 286 02-GPB-0105 

Response 27-40  
See Response 27-3. 

Response 27-41  
See Response 27-15. 

Response 27-42  
A sentence explicitly referencing Cordova Hills has been added to the FEIR. 

Response 27-43  
See Response 27-33. 

Response 27-44  
This comment summarizes the various comments made in the previous sections of the 
letter.  Refer to the various responses above. 
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Letter 28 

Michael Devereaux, Law Offices of Gregory D. Thatch, on behalf of South of Elk 
Grove Owners Group; written correspondence; July 27, 2009 

Response 28-1  
Although the City of Elk Grove SOI amendment has been under consideration for some 
time, it was not a formal proposal until much more recently.  The application for the City 
of Elk Grove SOI Amendment was filed May 21, 2008, nearly a year after the proposed 
General Plan Update Notice of Preparation was published (August 13, 2007).  Pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines 15125(a), the General Plan Update project’s Notice of Preparation 
publication date forms the baseline for the analysis. 

Response 28-2  
The Capital Southeast Connector project has not been incorporated into the proposed 
General Plan Update, as its planning and review has not progressed to a point where a 
specific proposal has been adopted.  It is envisioned that any implementation of the 
Connector project will involve future County review and potential amendments to the 
General Plan. 

Response 28-3  
See Response 28-1. 

Response 28-4  
The remainder of this letter contains comments on the Project, not on the adequacy of 
the EIR.  This letter has been forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and 
Community Development Department and the hearing body for consideration. 
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Letter 29 

Don Barnett, Lennar Homes; written correspondence; June 17, 2009 

Response 29-1  
The EIR preparers agree: it is not true that development anywhere within the Jackson 
Highway Corridor would be inconsistent with smart growth principles.  The inconsistency 
identified within the DEIR is related to the fact that the corridor taken as a whole is so 
large that with no master planning or phasing there is no way to ensure that growth 
proceeds in a manner that is consistent with the smart growth principles.  In fact, the 
DEIR concludes that the Focused Growth Alternative, which ends the Jackson Highway 
Corridor at Excelsior Road, is consistent with smart growth principles and that Mitigation 
Measure LU-1 would not be needed in that case.  The Focused Growth Alternative 
includes the “elbow” area referenced in this comment letter. 
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Letter 30 

Rick Bettis, Natural Resources Voters of Sacramento County; written 
correspondence; July 14, 2009 

Response 30-1  
These are comments on the Project, not on the adequacy of the EIR.  These comments 
have been forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 
Department and the hearing body for consideration. 

Response 30-2  
The contaminated groundwater from the Aerojet property is actually available for use in 
the form of remediated water.  The Water Supply chapter of the EIR analyzes the 
cumulative water demands within the affected water districts.  This analysis includes 
scenarios for obtaining additional water supply, and the relative difficulty of obtaining 
these supplies.  Among the options are obtaining water rights and a more robust 
conservation program, but because this is a Plan-level analysis the discussion simply 
states whether or not this strategy is likely to be difficult without going into the details 
suggested by this comment.  Should the Project be approved, the Zone 40 Water 
Supply Master Plan would need to be updated, and at that time more detailed analysis 
of supply would be completed. 

Response 30-3  
The purpose of the EIR is to analyze the impacts of the Project.  The Project will not 
cause substantial groundwater contamination, so there is no need for a discussion 
about the difficulties of groundwater remediation.  This list of agencies was not intended 
to be comprehensive. 

Response 30-4  
The purpose of the EIR is to analyze the impacts of the Project, not the impacts of other 
projects.  The Transportation and Circulation chapter does include analyses of vehicle 
miles traveled (“Evaluation of Smart Growth in the General Plan Update” section), and 
also recommends mitigation aimed at reducing vehicle miles traveled. 

Response 30-5  
Analyses of PM2.5 are contained within the Air Quality chapter (e.g. page 11-7).  Tiered 
vegetative plantings are discussed on page 11-90. 

Response 30-6  
Comment noted.  The EIR has included reasonable and feasible mitigation for this 
impact, including mitigation that addresses vehicle emissions (e.g. Development 
Thresholds in Table CC-9). 

Response 30-7  
This recommendation has been forwarded to the hearing body for consideration.
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LETTER 31 

John Costa, North State Building Industry; written correspondence; June 22, 2009 

Response 31-1  
These are not comments on the adequacy of the EIR.  These comments have been 
forwarded to the Planning Department and the hearing body for consideration. 
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Letter 32 

John Costa, North State Building Industry; written correspondence; July 12, 2009 

Response 32-1  
These are comments on the Project, not on the adequacy of the EIR.  This letter has 
been forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 
Department and the hearing body for consideration. 
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Letter 33 

John Costa, North State Building Industry; written correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 33-1  
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G lists one of the criteria for significance as: conflict 
with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project (including but not limited to a general plan, specific plan or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  
Note that the criteria does not state that it must explicitly be adopted as a significance 
criteria in order to function as such.  The SACOG Blueprint is an adopted public 
document, and the strategies and principles therein are designed to reduce 
environmental impacts (primarily those of traffic and air quality).  The Blueprint was 
heard by the Board of Supervisors, and its principles were endorsed by the Board 
through a public hearing process.  Moreover, variations on these same principles have 
been published by such regulatory agencies as the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

Response 33-2  
The environmental review process for the Easton project and the Florin-Vineyard Gap 
Community Plan project began prior to Board of Supervisor’s endorsement of the 
Blueprint principles.  The Blueprint and the smart growth principles are directed at 
residential and commercial development, not at roadway and mining projects.  In fact, 
even if one ignores their intended use, many of the principles can’t be applied to 
roadway or mining projects (e.g. create a range of housing choices), or would at least 
need to be very loosely interpreted in order to function. 

Response 33-3  
The seven principles outlined by the Blueprint are not unique to this region.  Though 
worded slightly differently, those principles are being used throughout the United States, 
and by a multitude of agencies and organizations.  As a result, substantial research into 
the effects of smart growth development has been performed.  Agencies such as the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency have published websites that contain 
large lists of publications, including published studies that demonstrate a decrease in air 
quality, transportation, water quality, and other impacts associated with smart growth 
development (http://www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/publications.htm).  Many of the bullet 
items within this comment that are presented as potential negative impacts of 
implementing the principles are actually inconsistent with the principles.  A prime 
example is “promoting higher density development and a resulting lack of diversity of 
housing types”.  Principle 4 states: create a range of housing opportunities and choices. 
 Other listed potential impacts are contrary to the comments provided by the agency 
that administers the particular issue.  For instance, one bulleted comment is: 
“exacerbating problems with inadequate and low quality transit service in existing infill 
areas”.  Sacramento County Regional Transit has stated on numerous occasions that 
higher densities are needed to support and improve transit services, so it is difficult to 
see how increasing densities in areas served by existing transit services would have a 
negative effect on the provision of transit.  Existing General Plan Policy LU-14 also 
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recognizes this by requiring certain minimum densities that are near transit service.  
Ultimately, though this comment includes a long list of alleged potential negative 
impacts, the comment provides no evidence to substantiate the list.  On the contrary, 
and as noted above, some of these alleged impacts are contradicted by the smart 
growth principles themselves.  The EIR preparers disagree with this comment. 

Response 33-4  
Both the EIR and Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 
Department staff reports have clearly indicated that the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments has indicated housing needs for Sacramento County to be in the realm of 
100,000 homes (for the EIR, see page 3-1).  It is also clearly shown that the New 
Growth Areas can accommodate sufficient units to exceed this need by tens of 
thousands of units – perhaps by as much as 50,000 (see page 3-1).  It is logical to 
assume that if there is an oversupply of land for housing, that the areas with the 
greatest opportunities for profit, and the least cost and resistance will be developed.  
The size of greenfield properties allows the displacement of costs over a large number 
of homes, allows much more flexibility in achieving a community design that avoids 
other costs (such as mitigation), avoids the development barriers that result from small 
or odd-sized lots with aging infrastructure, and because it occurs away from existing, 
older communities tends to meet with less resistance.  

Response 33-5  
The Mixed Use Alternative demonstrates that neither the Jackson Highway Corridor nor 
the Grant Line East areas are necessary in order to meet the housing allocation of the 
County through the year 2030. 

Response 33-6  
The EIR preparers would agree with this concern if proposed Policy LU-120 were the 
sole policy regulating the Urban Policy Area (see Response 14-6, where this point is 
made in response to a request to restrict expansions even further than the EIR 
recommends).  LU-120 only regulates private applications for expansions to the UPA – 
it does not speak to the County’s ability to initiate such expansions.  LU-120 acts in 
concert with LU-121.  As modified by mitigation, LU-121 requires the County to study 
the UPA at 5-year intervals to ensure that a constant, adequate supply of land is 
maintained. 

Response 33-7  
It is already acknowledged as part of the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan 
development process that there will be large habitat preserve areas within the Urban 
Policy Area.  The mitigation change to LU-121 does not introduce any new condition, 
only acknowledges an existing one. 

Response 33-8  
See Response 33-4. 
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Response 33-9  
The beginning of this comment states that areas of low infiltration have a negligible 
impact on recharge, and draws the conclusion that this statement describes areas 
classified as “low” on the recharge capability map.  This is not the case.  Areas of low 
infiltration with negligible recharge are not present on the groundwater recharge 
capability map at all – or rather, they are shown as whitespace and receive no 
classification.  Significance criteria 1 on page 6-23 is taken directly from the CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G, and is the criteria that was used for the groundwater recharge 
analysis.  Given that areas of groundwater recharge are not abundant in the County (as 
shown by the map and as stated in the background to the Conservation Element of the 
General Plan), any substantial loss of low, medium, or high groundwater recharge area 
was determined to have a significant impact pursuant to the listed significance criteria.  
This is stated on page 6-54 of the DEIR. 

Response 33-10  
In the second paragraph of page 8-2, the general description of species inhabiting 
Sacramento County neglected to include reptiles and amphibians.  The paragraph is 
revised accordingly. 

Response 33-11  
The EIR is already lengthy, so where possible it is preferred to refer readers elsewhere 
for other published materials.  The South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan is a 
work-in-progress and is subject to change.  The DEIR preparers recommend the 
readers refer to the SSHCP web site to review the most current covered species list.   

Response 33-12  
Correction noted.  The Appendix C Species Accounts have been updated. 

Response 33-13  
See Response 27-20. 

Response 33-14  
The western spadefoot is often referred to as the “western spadefoot toad”; however, 
the spadefoot is not a toad.  Comment noted.  The word “toad” has been removed from 
final EIR. 

Response 33-15  
The Focused Growth Alternative (Alternative 2) would reduce the significant and 
unavoidable impacts to biological resources of the proposed project.  Directing growth 
away from the identified biological resources would have the effect of protecting the 
resource, when compared to the proposed project.  However, it should not be assumed 
that reducing the significant biological resource impact equates to the long-term 
protection of the resource by a conservation easement or other such legal means. 

Response 33-16  
The Capital Southeast Connector project has not been incorporated into the proposed 
General Plan Update, as its planning and review has not progressed to a point where a 
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specific proposal has been adopted.  It is envisioned that any implementation of the 
Connector project will involve future County review and potential amendments to the 
General Plan. 

Response 33-17  
Although the Smart Growth Streets policy document referenced on page 9-54 of the 
DEIR (page 9-55 of the FEIR) was not available at publication, the mitigation clearly 
states what any such document must include.  Furthermore, the discussion on page 9-
54 does include potential negative impacts that could result from implementation of the 
required measures.  As found in Sacramento Old City Assn. v. City Council of 
Sacramento (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1026 – 1030, an EIR may defer formulating 
specific mitigation if the lead agency commits to a clear performance standard. 

Response 33-18  
This comments indicates that the following statement on page 9-91 of the DEIR (page 
9-93 of the FEIR) is incorrect: “The Project Alternatives do not alter the proposed 
Project increases in households and employment, only the proposed roadway system.”  
The comment goes on to discuss the multiple places throughout the EIR that discuss 
changes to holding capacity in Alternatives studied in the EIR.  The sentence is correct, 
however, because it refers to the Project Alternatives, not the CEQA Alternatives.  As 
discussed in the Project Description chapter, the Board of Supervisors requested that 
alternative versions of the Project circulation design be studied; these are referred to as 
the Project Alternatives, and they only involve changes to the Transportation Plan. 

Response 33-19  
The EIR preparers agree that the statement “SACOG’s Blueprint Vision shows this area 
as ‘Open Space’ and “Vacant Urban Designated Land” through 2050” is incorrect.  
Development of the area is shown on the 2050 SACOG Blueprint.  However, SACOG 
land use forecasts, reflecting the Blueprint Vision, do not include any development in 
this area through the year 2035, five years beyond the planning horizon of this General 
Plan Update.  The sentence has been modified to read accordingly. 

Response 33-20  
The EIR does not fail to recognize the baseline condition.  On the contrary, the EIR 
recognizes that the physical conditions are that Grant Line East is the only growth area 
that is not adjacent to existing developed land.  The Grant Line East area is adjacent to 
land designated for urban development, a fact that is acknowledged in the DEIR and 
has been expanded upon in the FEIR, but is not adjacent to existing development.  This 
is why the analysis concludes at multiple points that the Grant Line East area is farthest 
from current urban environments and uses. 

Response 33-21  
See Response 33-16. 

Response 33-22  
This pagination issue was noticed and corrected for the FEIR. 
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Response 33-23  
See Response 26-2. 

Response 33-24  
The purpose of the fee required by Mitigation Measure CC-2, as stated within the 
measure, is to fund the ongoing oversight and maintenance of the Climate Action Plan.  
This is not a mitigation fee that would be applied on a per-project basis to offset climate 
change impacts.  It would be best likened to the fee attached to all building permit 
applications that goes to fund the periodic updating of the Sacramento County General 
Plan.  The EIR does not specify the amount of the fee, because this is best determined 
by the Board of Supervisors and the agency administrator in charge of the Climate 
Action Plan program.  As the fee is currently being scoped, it would not apply only to 
new development subject to CEQA, but would apply to all building permits; the amount 
of the fee would be on a sliding scale, based on the cost of the permit itself. 

Response 33-25  
The EIR discussion clearly states that Table CC-9 contains the recommended 
development thresholds for climate change impacts.  Thus, these thresholds are 
disclosed and explained within the EIR.  The actual mitigation measure remained 
generic, so that the thresholds proposed in the EIR could be changed during the 
hearing process if comments provided substantial evidence that such changes would be 
beneficial.  To ensure that this confusion does not persist, the mitigation has been 
clarified to reference CC-9.   

Response 33-26  
See Response 33-3. 

Response 33-27  
See Response 27-37. 

Response 33-28  
The Easton project included a site-specific cultural resources study.  This study 
provided a more detailed level of knowledge about the probable impacts of 
development, and thereby allowed the drafting of more specific mitigation measures, 
and the ability to conclude that this mitigation would be sufficient.  At the plan-level, 
these site-specific studies are not conducted and a substantial amount of information 
remains uncertain.  Furthermore, the mitigation for a General Plan is framed as 
proposed policy.  It is inadvisable to place these very specific and detailed mitigation 
measures within the General Plan as policy.  It would allow no flexibility for future 
projects where the language as written may not apply well, and would not allow for 
changes to the language in response to changes in the regulatory environment.  Thus, 
the most conservative approach is to include Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2, and 
to conclude that impacts are significant and unavoidable.  It is possible that future site-
specific development proposals within these areas will be able to come to a different 
conclusion, when more information is available and a specific Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program can be crafted. 
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Response 33-29  
See Response 33-18 and Response 33-19. 

Response 33-30  
The EIR recognizes that Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act require no net-
loss of jurisdictional wetlands, that the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act further 
protects wetlands, and that Sacramento County itself has a no net-loss policy.  Although 
existing regulations and policies require a minimum of 1:1 mitigation for all wetland 
losses (which is why the EIR does not recommend any additional mitigation), the fact 
remains that there is a probable cumulative regional loss of wetland habitat as a result 
of this Project.  The Project will result in the loss of wetlands within a 20,000 acre area 
of the County, and if current trends continue, most of the mitigation will be accomplished 
outside of this large area.  This substantially narrows the lands where this sensitive 
habitat can exist, and will have substantial impacts to local populations of the species 
that rely on those habitats.  The conclusion that the project will have cumulatively 
considerable wetland impacts is appropriate.  The Easton project covers a much smaller 
area, and involved less than 10 acres of total wetland impacts.  It is reasonable to 
conclude that 1:1 mitigation would be sufficient for such a small impact.  The EIR cannot 
rely on the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan, because that document has 
not been published or adopted. 

Response 33-31  
The answer given for the comment on wetland impacts (Response 33-30) also applies 
to this comment.  Easton was a project-specific proposal with a detailed biological 
inventory, and was far smaller in scope and degree of impacts. 

Response 33-32  
See Response 33-28. 

Response 33-33  
The comment states that the Summary of Alternatives chapter section on Water Supply 
does not mention the loss of groundwater recharge capacity.  This section of the EIR is 
intended only to briefly summarize the chief conclusions of the impacts in the Water 
Supply chapter.  The main Water Supply chapter does discuss the fact that mined areas 
have groundwater recharge capability. 

Response 33-34  
See Response 27-37. 

Response 33-35  
No Project impacts to land use, sewer service, water supply, and geology and soils 
impacts are less than significant.  Project impacts in those same topical areas are 
significant. 
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Letter 34 

Melinda Dorin Bradbury, Chair, Land Use Committee, River Oaks Community 
Association; written correspondence; July 27, 2009 

Response 34-1  
Development of the “boot” in Natomas is not a part of the proposed Project, and thus is 
not analyzed in the EIR.  This letter has been forwarded to the Sacramento County 
Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 
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Letter 35 

Jordan Lang, Project Assistant, Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates; written 
correspondence; July 21, 2009 

Response 35-1  
The reason that the County may not meet its goals is not because of failure of new 
development to incorporate bicycle facilities.  On the contrary, the problem lies with 
introducing bicycle facilities into areas that are not being actively developed, because it 
is more difficult to fund those improvements and to obtain right-of-way.  The significance 
criteria asks whether a project will conflict with an adopted alternative transportation 
plan.  The project will not conflict with the Bikeway Master Plan, and may in fact assist 
with its implementation by providing for development (and the corresponding 
development funds) within areas where the Master Plan facilities are not yet 
constructed.  Thus, impacts are less than significant. 
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Response 35-2  
There are very few roadways shown on the proposed Transportation Plan that are wider 
than the ultimate widths shown on the existing Transportation Plan.  Most of these up-
designations lie in areas where there are existing growth plans that must be addressed 
(for instance, near the City of Elk Grove).  Many of the roadways within the two largest 
New Growth Areas lack existing bicycle facilities.  Roadway widenings would include the 
construction of bicycle facilities consistent with the Bicycle Master Plan.  Roadways 
within the existing urbanized environment may have bicycle facilities, but many are 
constructed to older standards and would be updated to newer standards as part of 
widening.  This is also true of pedestrian facilities.  All major intersections include traffic 
signals and pedestrian crossing lights that are timed to ensure safe passage of 
pedestrians.  There is likewise time within the changing of the lights for bicyclists to 
safely travel through an intersection.  The proposed General Plan includes a policy 
promoting the construction of “complete streets” (Circulation Element Policy CI-1). 

Response 35-3  
This comment does not demonstrate how the Project will be implemented in a way that 
is inconsistent with proposed General Plan policy.  Although the EIR does conclude that 
the Project is inconsistent with certain macro-scale smart growth principles, at the Plan-
level it cannot be concluded that the Project will not include compact building design 
and other such project-specific concepts.  The recommendations contained within this 
comment are forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and Community 
Development Department and the hearing body for consideration. 
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Letter 36 

Randall M. Schaber, The Schaber Company; written correspondence; July 13, 
2009 

Response 36-1  
This is a comment on the Project, not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR.  This 
comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and Community 
Development Department and the hearing body for consideration. 
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Letter 37 

Javed T, Siddiqui, Siddiqui Family Partnership; written correspondence; July 10, 
2009 

Response 37-1  
These are not comments on the adequacy of the EIR.  These comments have been 
forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 
Department and the hearing body for consideration.  
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Letter 38 

Jesse J. Yang, Taylor and Wiley, on behalf of Stonebridge Properties, LLC; 
written correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 38-1  
These are not comments on the adequacy of the EIR.  These comments have been 
forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 
Department and the hearing body for consideration. 
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Letter 39 

James B. Wiley, Taylor and Wiley, on behalf of Teichert, Inc.; written 
correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 39-1  
These are not comments on the adequacy of the EIR.  These comments have been 
forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 
Department and the hearing body for consideration. 
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Letter 40 

Jesse J. Yang, Taylor and Wiley, on behalf of Stonebridge Properties, LLC; 
written correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 40-1  
The CEQA Guidelines specify within Appendix G that impacts should be determined 
based on farmland types “as shown by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
of the California Resources Agency”.  The California Department of Conservation 
maintains the important farmland map for Sacramento County, and consistent with the 
CEQA Guidelines it is this map data that was used in the analysis.  The farmland data 
was the most current available at the time of document preparation, and was collected 
in 2008. 
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Letter 41 

Jesse J. Yang, Taylor and Wiley, on behalf of Teichert, Inc.; written 
correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 41-1  
This information has been added to Chapter 13. 
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Letter 42 

Keith M. Fromm, Syndicor Real Estate Group, Inc.; written correspondence; July 
2, 2009 

Response 42-1  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has 
been forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 
Department and the hearing body for consideration. 
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Letter 43 

Anne Geraghty, Executive Director and Chris Holm, Project Analyst, 
WalkSacramento; written correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 43-1  
This paragraph summarizes the conclusions reached by the commentor based on the 
more specific comments to follow.  Refer to the more detailed comments and responses 
below. 

Response 43-2  
The County does not have quantified standards that apply to non-vehicular mobility.  
Thus, the EIR does not base its conclusions related to bicycle and pedestrian impacts 
on a numeric standard.  Mitigation is recommended (TC-3) that would introduce such a 
non-vehicular mobility standard, so that future projects would be analyzed from an 
overall mobility standpoint. 

Response 43-3  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has 
been forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 
Department and the hearing body for consideration. 

Response 43-4  
See Response 43-2. 

Response 43-5  
Roadway impacts are, in fact, determined to be significant and unavoidable.  The EIR 
recommends a variety of mitigation measures, many of which are intended to improve 
the transportation system performance by improving non-vehicular modes of travel.  
With modifications, the EIR preparers agree that this suggested measure has merit and 
have added a measure along these lines to Mitigation Measure TC-5. 

Response 43-6  
See Response 35-1. 

Response 43-7  
See Response 43-2. 

Response 43-8  
The comment appears to suggest that the General Plan Transportation Plan should 
show existing roadway widths and classifications, rather than showing ultimate, planned 
widths and classifications.  This would result in piecemealing, because the 
transportation infrastructure to support the project would not have been disclosed as 
part of the General Plan but would instead be pursued as individual projects throughout 
the County.  The “sawtooth” issue is an issue of implementation, and would not be 
resolved by the suggestion to forego designating wider roadways until a later time.  It is 
correct to state that having designated a roadway for four lanes signals the intention 
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that the County will be pursuing a road widening project on that segment at some point 
in the future.  However, any environmental analysis of such a project would include 
Alternatives, and would include objective factual analysis of impacts. 

Response 43-9  
The EIR does include two Project Alternatives that consider the downgrading of 
roadway designations.  This suggestion to modify the Project has been forwarded to the 
Sacramento County Planning and Community Development Department and the 
hearing body for consideration. 

Response 43-10  
See Response 43-2. 

Response 43-11  
Though the comment indicates that it is related to mitigation, this is actually a 
recommendation to change the proposed Project – it is not related to an analysis 
deficiency.  This suggestion to modify the Project has been forwarded to the 
Sacramento County Planning and Community Development Department and the 
hearing body for consideration.  The EIR does include two Project Alternatives that 
consider the downgrading of roadway designations. 

Response 43-12  
Standard transportation modeling is not based on the effects of policy, which are difficult 
to quantify.  Policy effects on a project are typically handled qualitatively, as they have 
been in this EIR – except in the Smart Growth analysis, which did not use the “standard” 
model.  If the Smart Growth Streets document were adopted, and it included a policy to 
include a “smart growth streets” overlay on the General Plan, the General Plan would 
need to be amended. 

Response 43-13  
See Response 43-12.  As stated in the mitigation measure, adoption of the Smart 
Growth Streets document would be only one means of complying with Mitigation 
Measure TC-3.  Therefore, the mitigation remains unmodified, but these various 
suggestions and comments have been forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning 
and Community Development Department and the hearing body for consideration. 

Response 43-14  
Comment noted.  Refer to Response 14-6.  A 10-year timeframe was considered a 
reasonable Master Plan-level timeframe when balancing the need to logically phase 
growth with the need to consider the amount of time it can take to propose and carry 
forth such a Master Plan. 

Response 43-15  
Tables TC-4 and TC-11 are not intended to agree.  Table TC-4 represents the 
assumptions commensurate with a standard traffic analysis using the SACMET model.  
Table TC-11 contains the assumptions generated for the SACSIM model analysis, and 
as stated in the EIR were generated based on assuming full implementation of the 
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smart growth policies within the General Plan.  The numbers in the text on pages 9-102 
and 9-103 agree with the numbers found in Table TC-11. 
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Letter 44 

Bill Davis, individual; written correspondence; June 10, 2009 

Response 44-1  
The No Project traffic analysis discloses the impacts of full buildout of development 
consistent with existing land use designations.  Refer to the No Project traffic analysis 
for disclosures about the impacts to area roadways that may result from development 
consistent with the land use designations described in this comment. 
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Letter 45 

Roxanne Fuentez, individual; written correspondence; July 16, 2009 (supersedes 
all earlier correspondence) 

Response 45-1  
This letter repeats the data and conclusions of significance found within the EIR, and 
this EIR data is used in the letter to make comments on the Project; comment noted.  In 
paragraph three of the letter the statement is made that because the project will 
encourage non-renewal of Williamson Act contracts, it is in conflict with the CEQA 
Guidelines.  As a point of clarification: though the EIR concludes the project will result in 
significant impacts related to conflicts with Williamson Act contracts, this does not mean 
that the project is in conflict with CEQA itself.  Comment noted. 
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Letter 46 

Russ Hood, individual; written correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 46-1  
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded 
to the Sacramento County Planning and Community Development Department and the 
hearing body for consideration. 
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Letter 47 

Christine Karl, individual; written correspondence; July 12, 2009 

Response 47-1  
Comment noted.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento County 
Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

Response 47-2  
Other than mentioning the Capitol Southeast Connector Project, this comment does not 
substantiate the assertion that the EIR fails to consider cumulative impacts.  The Capital 
Southeast Connector project has not been incorporated into the proposed General Plan 
Update, as its planning and review has not progressed to a point where a specific 
proposal has been adopted.  The EIR preparers disagree with this comment. 

Response 47-3  
The Jackson Highway Corridor Visioning was a study, not a Project pursuant to the 
CEQA Guidelines.  The larger area covered by this study is outside of the proposed 
Urban Policy Area, and as such could not be developed with urban uses. 

Response 47-4  
There is no assumption that the County needs an additional 150,000 homes.  Both the 
EIR and Sacramento County Planning and Community Development Department staff 
reports have clearly indicated that the needs for the County identified by the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments are in the realm of 100,000 homes.  The EIR 
concurs with the statement that the proposed Project conflicts with smart growth 
principles.  Comment noted. 
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Letter 48 

Sharon King, individual; written correspondence; June 11, 2009 

Response 48-1  
The section quoted on DEIR page 9-51 refers to the effects of widening 4-lane 
roadways to 6-lane roadways, not to the 4-lane widening of Dry Creek Road. 

Response 48-2  
In accordance with CEQA, the EIR for the proposed General Plan analyzes the impacts 
of the proposed project – analyses are not required to determine the impacts of existing 
conditions.  The existing 1993 General Plan Transportation Diagram designates Dry 
Creek Road as a 4-lane arterial.  As this comment letter itself notes, the issue of 
impacts related to developing a 4-lane Dry Creek Road is one that has been analyzed in 
many contexts over the years, including in the Elverta Specific Plan.  Therefore, the 
ultimate development of Dry Creek Road as a 4-lane roadway is not a new impact 
attributable to the proposed General Plan; this is why a detailed analysis for this 
roadway was not included.  The EIR does contain a transportation analysis of the effect 
of reducing the designation of Dry Creek Road from 4 lanes to 2 lanes (Arterial 
Downgrade Alternative), because this analysis had been requested by the Sacramento 
County Board of Supervisors. 

The remainder of this comment is a comment on the Project, rather than a comment on 
the EIR, which requests that the Project Transportation Diagram be amended to a 2-
lane Dry Creek Road.  As part of the Sacramento County Planning Commission 
hearings on the Project, the Sacramento County Department of Transportation has 
recommended the redesignation of Dry Creek Road to a 2-lane Collector; the 
Sacramento County Planning Commission has endorsed this recommendation.  These 
recommendations and the endorsement will be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. 

Response 48-3  
Non-native tree canopy impacts are discussed within the Biological Resources chapter, 
beginning on DEIR page 8-73.  The remainder of this comment is not germane to the 
adequacy of the analysis. 

Response 48-4  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has 
been forwarded to the hearing body and the Planning Department for consideration.  
See Response 48-2. 

Response 48-5  
The Sacramento County Roadway Capacity Classes are located on DEIR page 9-30. 

Response 48-6  
These are not comments on the adequacy of the EIR.  These comments have been 
forwarded to the hearing body and the Planning Department for consideration. 
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Response 48-7  
Most of the terms in this comment do not appear to be related to concerns about the 
EIR, or to CEQA – no context is provided, so it is difficult to tell.  Those that are obvious 
CEQA terms, technical terms with specific meanings, or mitigation language are: 
required, significant impact, and limited access.  Mitigation that is required is mitigation 
that must occur.  See DEIR page 3-21 for a definition of the CEQA term “significant 
impact”.  High, moderate, and low access control is defined primarily based on the 
number of stops per mile, as listed on DEIR page 9-30.  For driveways, the terms are 
either none, limited, or frequent.  Though “none” is clear, there is no numeric definition 
for limited versus frequent.  The determination is made based on the judgment of 
County Department of Transportation staff. 

Response 48-8  
This quoted section is not a standard, it is a general description of smart growth that is 
not located within an impact analysis section.  Also see Response 48-2. 

Response 48-9  
No, the term sparsely populated does not apply to the area mentioned.  As stated on 
DEIR page 3-85, it applies to the areas surrounding the new roadways shown on the 
General Plan Transportation Diagram, not to existing roadways whose designations 
may change. 

The text following the quoted sentence on DEIR page 3-85 provides some explanation 
of why the number of potentially displaced homes cannot be determined at this time.  
Detailed plans for any widenings are not available at the General Plan stage, and 
therefore the details related on page 3-85 cannot be determined.  Any future roadway 
widening would itself be a Project subject to approval by a hearing body.  It is at that 
time that detailed project plans would be proposed, and the specific impacts of those 
particular plans would be disclosed. 

Response 48-10  
Most of these are not comments on the adequacy of the EIR, they are requests for 
specific actions or questions/objections related to the technical details of acquiring right-
of-way for roadways.  These comments have been forwarded to the hearing body and 
the Planning Department for consideration. 

For item #18, the statement applies generally to all the roadways which may require 
widenings, not specifically to Dry Creek Road.  For item #19, though this comment 
alleges that the EIR has not adequately analyzed impacts related to noise and air 
quality (setbacks are not a CEQA criteria), it does not provide evidence to support the 
statement.  Refer to the Noise and Air Quality chapters for a detailed assessment of 
impacts. 

Response 48-11  
As discussed beginning on DEIR pages 3-84 and 3-85, these impacts were found to be 
less than significant. 
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Response 48-12  
The quoted section refers to the impacts that are likely to result from developing in 
areas that will require long vehicle trips, and therefore will result in substantial increases 
in vehicle miles traveled in the County.  The statement does not refer to the impacts of 
widening roadways. 

Response 48-13  
As stated on DEIR page 3-45, though the CEQA Guidelines provide criteria for subjects 
that affect public health (noise, air quality, etc), human health is not a stand-alone 
impact requiring discussion in CEQA documents.  Likewise, no mitigation is provided 
specifically for human health, though mitigation is provided for air quality impacts and 
other factors that impact human health.  

Response 48-14  
The quoted section of the DEIR included in the comment provides the response to this 
comment. 

Response 48-15  
Any rezone in Sacramento County is a Project that would require approval by a hearing 
body, a process which includes public input. 

Response 48-16  
Mitigation for farmland loss is discussed on page 3-49 and 3-57.  Mitigation for 
transportation system impacts is discussed on page 9-56 and 9-57. 

Response 48-17  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has 
been forwarded to the hearing body and the Planning Department for consideration. 

Response 48-18  
See Response 48-2. 

Response 48-19  
These are comments on the Project, not on the adequacy of the EIR.  These comments 
have been forwarded to the hearing body and the Planning Department for 
consideration. 
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LETTER 49 

Sharon King, individual; written correspondence; June 12, 2009 

Response 49-1  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has 
been forwarded to the hearing body and the Planning Department for consideration. 

Response 49-2  
The widening of Dry Creek Road would require project-level analysis pursuant to CEQA, 
at which time project-level impacts to trees or other biological resources would be 
evaluated.  See Response 48-2. 
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Letter 50 

Sharon King, individual; written correspondence; June 15, 2009 

Response 50-1  
As stated throughout the website cited by this comment, the Painted Lady butterfly 
(Vanessa cardui) is a common species that occurs through most of North America, and 
whose migrating populations can number in the billions.  The criteria for significance 
related to biological resources are stated on page 8-27.  Impacts to species may be 
significant if it will cause a wildlife species to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten 
to eliminate a plant or animal community, or substantially reduce the habitat of a wildlife 
species.  The Project will not cause this very common species to suffer these impacts. 
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Letter 51 

Sharon King, individual; written correspondence; June 21, 2009 

Response 51-1  
These are not comments on the adequacy of the EIR.  These comments have been 
forwarded to the Planning Department and the hearing body for consideration.  See 
Response 48-2. 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 474 02-GPB-0105 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 475 02-GPB-0105 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 476 02-GPB-0105 

Letter 52 

Karen Klinger, individual; written correspondence; June 22, 2009 

Response 52-1  
The comment expresses that the EIR should conclude that the Project will cause a 
significant division or disruption to an established community, but does not provide 
evidence to support the statement.  The EIR preparers disagree with this comment, and 
refer the reader to page 3-46 of the DEIR. 

Response 52-2  
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded 
to the Planning Department and the hearing body. 

Response 52-3  
The project does not include any changes to the operation of McClellan Airport or 
Mather Airport, and thus does not include an analysis of noise and air quality related to 
McClellan Airport or Mather Airport operations. 

Response 52-4  
The EIR contains an analysis of the proposed changes to the Sacramento County 
General Plan Transportation Plan, but the details requested by this comment are neither 
available nor required at the General Plan stage (CEQA Guidelines Section 15146). 

Response 52-5  
The maps included in the proposed General Plan and EIR show all of the proposed 
planning areas in relation to existing streets and features.  This is sufficient information 
to allow readers to determine where the planning areas are located; identifying specific 
neighborhoods on the maps is not necessary.  Likewise, it is not necessary to identify 
the specific parcels that will be developed by specific entities – nor is it possible, as that 
would require a substantial degree of speculation. 

Response 52-6  
Any areas where the change in General Plan designation could result in subsequent 
requests for changes in zoning have been identified in the proposed General Plan and 
EIR: New Growth Areas and Commercial Corridors. 

Response 52-7  
A description of the Commercial Corridors that is adequate for the General Plan stage is 
included in the Project Description chapter of the EIR, and is also included within the 
proposed General Plan. 

Response 52-8  
The comment makes a declarative statement that the EIR is inadequate but does not 
provide any evidence.  The fact that the County procedures establish that the Board can 
hold hearings to amend the General Plan only four times during the year is unrelated to 
adequacy of the EIR.  The EIR preparers disagree with this comment. 
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Response 52-9  
Refer to page 3-57 of the DEIR. 

Response 52-10  
The proposed Project does not include an update of the Housing Element. 

Response 52-11  
All of the issues related by this comment (air quality, aesthetics, etc) have been 
addressed in the appropriate topical chapters of this EIR.  The comment states that the 
analysis was inadequate, but does not provide any evidence.  The EIR prepares 
disagree with this comment. 

Response 52-12  
Comment noted. 
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Letter 53 

Karen Klinger, individual; written correspondence; July 27, 2009 

Response 53-1  
For the most part this letter raises the same points as the prior submittal by Ms. Klinger 
dated June 22, 2009 (points 1 – 8 and 12), discusses issues that are not comments on 
the adequacy of the EIR (point 11), or raises issues that do not require discussion 
because they are not part of the proposed Project (points 10 and 14).  Refer to the 
responses to the prior letter.  With reference to point 9, the EIR does include a Climate 
Change chapter discussing AB 32 and SB 375. 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 484 02-GPB-0105 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 485 02-GPB-0105 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 486 02-GPB-0105 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 487 02-GPB-0105 

Letter 54 

Keith Morgan, individual; written correspondence; May 4, 2009 

Response 54-1  
Although an update to the McClellan Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) has been 
in process for many years, and does contain amended safety and noise contours, this 
updated CLUP has not been adopted.  The impacts of a proposed project must be 
compared to the existing CLUP that is adopted and in effect at the time of DEIR 
preparation. 

Response 54-2  
The West of Watt New Growth Area boundary shown on the referenced DEIR exhibit is 
correct, as confirmed by Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 
staff (D. Defanti).  The area circled in red on your exhibit is not within the West of Watt 
New Growth Area. 
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Letter 55 

Mary Mort, individual; written correspondence; July 27, 2009 

Response 55-1  
Comment noted. 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 490 02-GPB-0105 

Letter 56 
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James Rae, individual; written correspondence; June 4, 2009 

Response 56-1  
This is a comment on the Project, not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIR 
analysis.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and 
Community Development Department and the hearing body for consideration. 

Response 56-2  
This is a comment on the Project, not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIR 
analysis.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and 
Community Development Department and the hearing body for consideration. 

Response 56-3  
This comment is correct that the text erroneously calls out Fair Oaks Boulevard as a 
roadway with fewer impacts in the Thoroughfare Downgrade Alternative.  This 
statement has been corrected in the FEIR. 

Response 56-4  
Mitigation must be roughly proportional to the impact described, and cannot alter the 
nature of the Project as fundamentally as this comment suggests.  Although CEQA 
does provide for the creation of Alternatives that do recommend significant fundamental 
changes, even these must feasibly attain most of the basic Project objectives (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15126.4 and 16126.6).  The Project objectives are listed within the 
Project Description chapter.  A zero growth strategy would fail to achieve most of the 
listed objectives, including the most basic objective to accommodate projected Blueprint 
growth. 
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Letter 57 

James Rae, individual; written correspondence; June 30, 2009 

Response 57-1  
The DEIR does include a discussion of the impacts of adopting a mobility standard that 
could result in unmitigated roadway level of service impacts.  Refer to the discussion 
beginning on page 9-53 of the DEIR. 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 494 02-GPB-0105 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 495 02-GPB-0105 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 496 02-GPB-0105 

Letter 58 

Judith Waegell, individual; written correspondence; July 27, 2009 

Response 58-1  
The referenced section of the DEIR has been updated for the FEIR. 
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Letter 59 

John Wiedmann, individual; written correspondence; July 13, 2009 

Response 59-1  
This is a comment on the Project, not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIR 
analysis.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning and 
Community Development Department and the hearing body for consideration. 
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Letter 60 

Robert Willet, individual; written correspondence; July 27, 2009 

Response 60-1  
The description of the Project is found within the Project Description chapter (Chapter 
2), not within the Land Use chapter.  As shown in Plate PD-6, there are several 
Commercial Corridors proposed within the Arden Arcade community area.  These 
Commercial Corridors overlie areas that are already zoned and/or developed for 
commercial, multiple-family, or higher density residential uses.  The final 
recommendation within this comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento County 
Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 
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Oral Comments: Sacramento County 
Planning Commission on June 8, 2009 
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ORAL COMMENT 1 

George E. Phillips, Law Offices of George E. Phillips; oral comment; June 8, 2009 

There are a significant number of policies to consider.  It is challenging to determine 
how these policies will impact the feasibility, financial and otherwise, of development.  
For instance, can you stack easements, so that you can set aside one land area that 
satisfies mitigation for agriculture, Swainson’s hawk, and other impacts?  The expansion 
of protected agriculture classifications, plus a 1:1 mitigation requirement is also of 
concern.  There is also concern about the use of policies as mitigation measures, as it 
may tie the County’s hands.  As an example of the problems with this approach, 
Mitigation Measure LU-1 reduces impacts to less than significant levels, which makes it 
difficult then to not adopt that measure. 

Response  
Comment noted.  As a point of clarification, Mitigation Measure LU-1 does not reduce 
impacts to less than significant levels.  Impacts remain significant and unavoidable even 
with mitigation.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(2) specifically states that when 
the project under consideration is a plan or policy document, mitigation can be 
incorporated as policy. 

ORAL COMMENT 2 

Tim Taron, Lennar Homes; oral comment; June 8, 2009 

At this time, we simply wish to request that the public comment period remain open until 
June 22, 2009, at which time Lennar Homes will be prepared to make comments. 

Response  
Comment noted.  The comment period was not closed at the June 8, 2009 hearing. 

ORAL COMMENT 3 

Bruce Walters, MacKay and Somps; oral comment; June 8, 2009 

The amount of information is overwhelming.  We need to make sure we take the time to 
get this right, because the General Plan is so important. 

Response  
Comment noted. 
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ORAL COMMENT 4 

Dennis Rogers, North State Building Industry Association; oral comment; June 8, 
2009 

It is disingenuous to state that the General Plan is well-vetted.  The Draft EIR has only 
been available since May 1, and the staff report that includes all of the Planning 
Department recommendations has only been out for about a week.  There hasn’t been 
sufficient time to review the information.  The Draft EIR mitigation will increase costs 
and add barriers to development.  Infill should be supported through incentives for infill, 
not disincentives for greenfield development.  Many General Plan policies will cause 
significant increases in costs.  The Commission needs to consider ways to minimize the 
costs of the General Plan policies.  It is important to note that while all market costs 
have gone down in response to the economic downturn, the local government costs 
incurred by development have not decreased. 

Response  
Comment noted. 

ORAL COMMENT 5 

Randy Schaber, The Schaber Company; oral comment; June 8, 2009 

The General Plan has been a moving target, so it has really only become a document 
worthy of review as of the initiation of these hearings.  There are several errors within 
the General Plan, one of which is that it assumes Grant Line East is a 6-lane road, 
although it is being contemplated as an 8-lane road.  It also shows the wrong alignment 
for Waterman Road.  These corrections should be made and reflected in the EIR. 

Response  
Comment noted.  The Sacramento County Department of Transportation is aware of 
some corrections that need to be made to the Transportation Plan of the General Plan, 
though altering Grant Line Road to an 8-lane capacity is not one of them. 
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ORAL COMMENT 6 

Chris Holm, Walk Sacramento; oral comment; June 8, 2009 

Wide streets increase noise volumes and traffic speed, making streets less pedestrian-
friendly.  We support downgrades as a rule, and the downgrade of Dry Creek Road in 
particular.  Many jurisdictions are pursuing a planning approach where the roadways 
are smaller, and it does work.  We also support lower speed limits. 

Response  
Comment noted. 

ORAL COMMENT 7 

Bob Bastian, individual; oral comment; June 8, 2009 

I support the downgrade of Dry Creek Road to two lanes, and also support the ongoing 
efforts with the Sacramento County Department of Transportation to improve safety on 
the road. 

Response  
Comment noted. 

ORAL COMMENT 8 

Jerry Bridges, individual; oral comment; June 8, 2009 

I support the downgrade of Dry Creek Road to two lanes. 

Response  
Comment noted. 

ORAL COMMENT 9 

Sharon King; oral comment; June 8, 2009 

I want to see Dry Creek Road designated as a two-lane road, and oppose a four-lane 
version.  As part of the downgrade, Sacramento County should abandon the existing 
recorded right-of-way areas for the four-lane version. 

Response  
Comment noted. 
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ORAL COMMENT 10 

Karen Klinger; oral comment; June 8, 2009 

The General Plan and other planning efforts are promoting high density at the expense 
of existing single-family communities and to the detriment of air quality.  I am concerned 
about how smart growth will affect my community. 

Response  
Comment noted. 

ORAL COMMENT 11 

Charlea Moore, individual; oral comment; June 8, 2009 

I support using federal stimulus money to build a 16th Street causeway over Dry Creek 
Parkway.  The building of this causeway will cause fewer impacts than the expansion of 
Dry Creek Road. 

Response  
Comment noted. 

ORAL COMMENT 12 

James Rae, individual; oral comment; June 8, 2009 

[Mr. Rae read from his comment letter dated June 4, 2009.  Refer to that letter.] 

ORAL COMMENT 13 

Marlene Robillard-Ramatici, individual; oral comment; June 8, 2009 

I am here on behalf of those who signed a petition related to the downgrade of Dry 
Creek Road.  The most reasonable approach is to widen 16th Street, not Dry Creek 
Road.  There are many schools along Dry Creek Road, and conditions are already 
dangerous for children walking to school in the area because of the speed limit and the 
unimproved state of the roadway. 

Response  
Comment noted. 
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ORAL COMMENT 14 

Amy Sterzik, individual; oral comment; June 8, 2009 

I support the downgrade of Dry Creek Road to two lanes.  Draft EIR page 2-85 
concludes less than significant on displacement of housing, as justified by a total 
increase in housing resulting from the project.  This seems inappropriate.  On pages 9-
23, 2-19, and 2-7: I want to see more definition of what a 2-lane road is exactly (speed 
limits, etc).  I don’t see any justification provided for the noise levels that will be 
generated.  You will also be subjecting people to higher air quality emissions.  Why can’t 
we get stimulus money for the financing of the 16th Street widening? 

Response  
Comment noted.  See Response 48-2. 

ORAL COMMENT 15 

Judith Waegell, individual; oral comment; June 8, 2009 

I support the staff recommendation to remove a portion of the Jackson Highway 
Corridor New Growth Area, because it isn’t developable.  I also support the 
downgrading of Eagle’s Nest Road.  The forecasted Levels of Service demonstrate that 
a four-lane roadway is not necessary. 

Response  
Comment noted. 
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ORAL COMMENT 1 

Tim Taron, Hefner, Stark, and Marois; oral comment; June 22, 2009 

[Mr. Taron repeated the points raised in a letter submitted during the hearing.  Refer to 
the letter dated June 18, 2009.] 

ORAL COMMENT 2 

John Costa, North State Building Industry Association; oral comment; June 22, 
2009 

Changes in standards, increases in mitigation costs, and other policy-related costs are 
of concern to the Building Industry Association.  We plan to have discussions about 
these issues with staff, so that we can be well-informed when we return to speak on 
July 13th. 

Response  
Comment noted. 

ORAL COMMENT 3 

Jordon Lang, Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates; oral comment; June 22, 2009 

We are concerned that the General Plan is not consistent with smart growth, and we do 
not support it.  We do support the Mixed Use Alternative to the project, and heartily 
support the direction to have a smart growth streets program – but how will it be 
decided what areas are smart growth streets?  When will those areas be shown on the 
General Plan, and will we have time to provide input?  We also support the complete 
streets concept (fewer vehicle lanes, separated sidewalks, no continuous right turn 
lanes, etc), but that concept does not appear to be within General Plan policies or within 
County Improvement Standards. 

Response  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has 
been forwarded to the hearing body and the Planning Department for consideration.  
Comment noted. 
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ORAL COMMENT 4 

Charlotte Mitchell, Sacramento County Farm Bureau; oral comment; June 22, 
2009 

Agriculture in Sacramento County is a 357 million-dollar industry.  It’s an economic 
engine for the County, and also supports complementary objectives such as the Air 
Quality Element, and habitat preservation.  Though mitigation for agricultural lands is 
good, it’s important to remember that it still results in a net-loss of farmland. 

Response  
Comment noted. 

ORAL COMMENT 5 

Randy Schaber, The Schaber Company; oral comment; June 22, 2009 

I appreciate the extra time to absorb and look at the materials.  There are several 
thousand pages of materials to review.  This is a daunting task.  It is important to be 
cautious about unintended consequences, and I have several examples of this caution. 
 The adoption of the existing Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan noise 
contour line precluded residential development on a property that I was working with the 
owners on developing.  As a result, that property was developed with a golf course.  
Now we are talking about moving that line back, so the property will no longer be within 
the line.  Perhaps that property could already have been developed with other uses by 
now, if it weren’t for that prior decision.  Similarly, the same project (Silver Springs) 
would have been inconsistent with proposed LU-13.  It could never have been 
developed if that policy were in place.  Regarding agricultural issues, there was a 
proposal to build wetlands for mitigation, but as it turns out the land they wanted to do 
this on was farmland.  So you end up having to mitigate for loss of farmland, in order to 
mitigate for loss of wetlands.  The General Plan also considers revising the land uses in 
Courtland from single-family residential, a designation that has consistently been 
applied to the area through many previous planning decisions, to agricultural instead. 

Response  
Proposed policy LU-13 is a modification to existing General Plan policy.  The existing 
policy LU-7 reads:  “The County shall not approve land use projects which are for 
noncontiguous development, i.e. leapfrog”.  Proposed policy LU-13 reads: “The County 
will promote new urban developments within identified growth areas and prohibit land 
use projects which are for noncontiguous development, specifically proposals outside of 
the Urban Policy Area (i.e., leapfrog development).”  The fundamental premise of the 
modified policy remains unchanged from existing language: noncontiguous 
development shall be prohibited.   Comment noted. 
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ORAL COMMENT 6 

Chris Holm and Anne Geraghty, WalkSacramento; oral comment; June 22, 2009 

[The testimony was given separately, but has been combined here because the themes 
were similar and both represented the same organization].  We support the 
recommendation by staff to downgrade Dry Creek Road.  It is also important to look 
generally at high volume roadways relative to their proximity to schools, so that we can 
improve overall safety.  Walk Sacramento finds after reviewing the project that there are 
many beneficial policies to support, which include [only a sample of the citied policies is 
shown here] LU-29, LU-34, LU-36, LU-39, and others as shown in Chapter 9 of the EIR. 
 We do have concerns that the General Plan does not implement these policies as it 
should.  LU-23 and LU-24 talk about a jobs-housing balance, but there is something 
preventing implementation of those policies.  A jobs-housing balance should be a 1:1 
ratio, but if you look at the General Plan growth you find that West of Watt has a ratio of 
.21 or .96 depending on the page.   
We appreciate the DEIR because it discloses impacts we would not have seen.  It’s in 
fact funny to call these roadway “downgrades”, because they are in fact “upgrades” for 
pedestrians.  Our roadways are obese, and as a result are not good for pedestrians.  A 
total of 59 of the roads within Table TC-14 of the EIR qualify for study, to determine 
whether a roadway “diet” would be appropriate.  One problem observed is that this EIR, 
like many others, relies only on levels of service, and does not take into account other 
factors such as speeds. 

Response  
See the various responses to the letter subsequently submitted by WalkSacramento, 
dated July 13, 2009. 

ORAL COMMENT 7 

Randall Aeschliman, individual; oral comment; June 22, 2009 

This issue of the widening of Dry Creek Road has caused my wife and me significant 
emotional hardship.  I am here to deny the extra 12 feet of right-of-way on Dry Creek 
Road.  During the Elverta Specific Plan I was told it would be a four-lane road and that 
the homes would be purchased.  Then based on the language of the adopted Elverta 
Specific Plan, I thought that was gone – until I tried to get a building permit.  Then I was 
told that I’d have to give up the 12 feet of right-of-way.  I want this right-of-way 
abandoned. 

Response  
Comment noted. 
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ORAL COMMENT 8 

John Bullinger, individual; oral comment; June 22, 2009 

I built a pond on my property that is 200 feet from Dry Creek Road, and it supports 
wildlife, and so does the greenbelt behind my home.  Widening the street will negatively 
impact this wildlife.  Widening 16th Street makes more sense.  There are existing high 
tension power lines on 16th that already discourage wildlife, and make residential 
development along there unwise anyway. 

Response  
Comment noted.  See Response 48-2. 

ORAL COMMENT 9 

Roxanne Fuentez, individual; oral comment; June 22, 2009 

[Ms. Fuentez read the letter she submitted.  Refer to the letter dated June 22, 2009.] 

ORAL COMMENT 10 

Sharon King, individual; oral comment; June 22, 2009 

A downgrade to two lanes seems like it solves everything, but a collector is not the 
same as a street.  A collector is a baby arterial.  I want a 30-foot right-of-way on Dry 
Creek Road, and a four-lane arterial on 16th Street. [Ms. King also read from her letter.  
Refer to the letter dated June 21, 2009.] 

Response  
Comment noted. 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 518 02-GPB-0105 

ORAL COMMENT 11 

Karen Klinger, individual; oral comment; June 22, 2009 

Residents are not being given the truth about how the General Plan will affect them.  
The fiscal impact of these arterial redevelopments will be borne by residents, not the 
County.  The General Plan is all about changing single-family neighborhoods into multi-
family developments.  There will be 760 more housing units in my neighborhoods, and 
there are many neighborhoods that aren’t even shown or talked about in the General 
Plan.  There has not been proper outreach.  I highly opposed corridor plans for arterial 
streets in the Arden Arcade area.  Because the board can make four changes a year 
the DEIR is inadequate and incomplete.  Air quality related to transportation of goods 
through Arden Arcade has not been discussed. 

Response  
Comment noted.  An air quality analysis was performed for the project, which was 
based on the traffic study prepared for the General Plan.  Refer to the Air Quality 
chapter. 

ORAL COMMENT 12 

Hal Miller, individual; oral comment; June 22, 2009 

I support a four-lane 16th Street, and a two-lane Dry Creek Road.  The 16th Street option 
is a much more direct route, and it doesn’t go by multiple schools like Dry Creek Road 
does.  The Rio-Linda Elverta Community Plan policies talk about making it possible for 
children to walk to school safely. 

Response  
Comment noted. 
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ORAL COMMENT 13 

Marlene Robillard-Ramatici, individual; oral comment; June 22, 2009 

I’m here to support the downgrade of Dry Creek Road, and to submit an additional 
petition on the subject.  We’ve always opposed the use of Dry Creek Road, and would 
like to point out that in fact the Placer Vineyards project in Placer County relies on 16th 
Street as the “gateway”.  Despite this, because 16th isn’t connected with a bridge across 
the Dry Creek Parkway, all of these trips will end up on Dry Creek Road.  Why hasn’t 
the Department of Transportation done an EIR on the effects of Placer County traffic on 
Dry Creek Road, or on widening 16th?  The Metropolitan Transportation Plan shows 16th 
Street, not Dry Creek Road as the four-lane connector.  Furthermore, there will be far 
fewer houses affected by the widening of 16th Street than there would be for the 
widening of Dry Creek Road.  And as for the statement that 1/3 of the traffic would travel 
on Dry Creek Road, well that’s only a theory.  This is dangerous for our children, 
because this road is unimproved. 

Response  
Comment noted.  An EIR or other form of CEQA document is prepared to analyze the 
impacts of a Project, as defined by the CEQA Guidelines.  The Lead Agency and/or 
Responsible Agency publishes the CEQA document.  An EIR was not prepared by the 
Department of Transportation to analyze the impacts of the Placer Vineyards project 
because the Department of Transportation was neither the Lead nor the Responsible 
Agency for the project – Placer County, acting as Lead Agency, published an EIR for 
that project.  The widening of 16th Street would be a Sacramento County project subject 
to CEQA, but a CEQA document would not be prepared until construction plans to 
improve the roadway were prepared and submitted for review. 

ORAL COMMENT 14 

Amy Sterzik, individual; oral comment; June 22, 2009 

I support the downgrade of Dry Creek Road.  This has been an ongoing issue for a 
decade.  My neighbors and I opposed the Elverta Specific Plan.  Community members 
have been very active and impassioned about this.  There are impacts to safety, noise 
levels exceed the 60 dB standard, emissions exceed the 65 lb/day threshold, butterflies 
cross this road, and there are lots of other wildlife species in the area.  There are 45 
driveways impacted by the widening of Dry Creek Road, but only 15 impacted by a 16th 
Street widening.  Plus, 16th Street is a direct route that doesn’t require turning onto other 
roads to get to I-80, or making a left turn right on the same corner as a high school. 

Response  
Comment noted.  Also refer to Response 48-2. 
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ORAL COMMENT 15 

Frank Villalobos, individual; oral comment; June 22, 2009 

Is there a limit to the number of people that can hook up to water?  What are the 
impacts of all this growth, and water use, on existing residents?  This is completely 
irresponsible.  Why isn’t any of this considered? 

Response  
Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR addresses increased demands for water service throughout 
the County, including disclosure of existing water use, water supplies, and increases in 
demand as a result of the project; please refer to this chapter. 

ORAL COMMENT 16 

Judith Waegell, individual; oral comment; June 22, 2009 

I support the recommended downgrade of Eagle’s Nest road, and though the devil is in 
the details, I also support the smart growth streets concept. 

Response  
Comment noted. 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 521 02-GPB-0105 

Oral Comments: Sacramento County 
Planning Commission on July 13, 2009 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 522 02-GPB-0105 

ORAL COMMENT 1 

David Miller, Community Development Director, City of Folsom; oral comment; 
July 13, 2009 

[Mr. Miller read from a previously submitted letter.  Refer to the letter dated July 6, 
2009.] 

ORAL COMMENT 2 

Rob Burness, ECOS, Sierra Club, and Friends of the River; oral comment; July 13, 
2009 

[Mr. Burness presented an overview of the comment letter submitted at the hearing.  
Refer to the letter dated July 13, 2009.] 

ORAL COMMENT 3 

Richard Seyman, ECOS; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

We need to plan properly because otherwise we’re not going to improve the 
environmental quality of our area.  I agree with Rob Burness, things have changed and 
we need a better plan and DEIR. 

Response  
Comment noted.  Refer to responses to letter submitted by ECOS. 

ORAL COMMENT 4 

Judith Lamare, Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk and ECOS; oral comment; July 
13, 2009 

[Ms. Lamare presented the points discussed in a letter submitted during the hearing.  
Refer to the letter submitted by ECOS dated July 13, 2009.] 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 523 02-GPB-0105 

ORAL COMMENT 5 

Tim Taron, Hefner, Stark, and Marois; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

[Mr. Taron repeated the points raised in a letter submitted during previous  hearings.  
Refer to the letter dated June 18, 2009.] 

ORAL COMMENT 6 

Dennis Rogers, North State Building Industry Association; oral comment; July 13, 
2009 

I request a continuance of the comment period [Mr. Rogers references a letter.  Refer to 
the letter dated July 13, 2009.] 

Response  
Comment noted. 

ORAL COMMENT 7 

Larry Greene, Director, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; 
oral comment; July 13, 2009 

[Mr. Greene summarized the comments contained in a submitted letter.  Refer to letter 
dated July 13, 2009.] 

ORAL COMMENT 8 

Randy Schaber, Schaber Company, on behalf of Cypress Avenue Land Company; 
oral comment; July 13, 2009 

I request that the comment period be extended for both the General Plan and the DEIR. 
 I support the comments made by Dennis Rogers of the BIA.  [Mr. Schaber repeated the 
points raised in a letter submitted at the hearing.  Refer to the letter dated July 13, 
2009.] 

Response  
Comment noted. 
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ORAL COMMENT 9 

Anne Geraghty, Walk Sacramento; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

[Ms. Geraghty repeated the points raised in a letter submitted during the hearing.  Refer 
to the letter dated July 13, 2009.] 

ORAL COMMENT 10 

Chris Holm, Walk Sacramento; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

[Mr. Holm discussed points raised in a letter submitted during the hearing.  Refer to 
letter dated July 13, 2009.] 

ORAL COMMENT 11 

Billie Barker, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

Excelsior is a residential street in this area.  Traffic is bad here and generates smog.  If 
there is more development without a road that bypasses Excelsior it will worsen traffic, 
worsen smog, and worsen EMT response.  

Response  
Comment noted.  The EIR analyzes impacts to traffic, air quality, and emergency 
services. 

ORAL COMMENT 12 

John Bianchi, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

I am a farmer in the Natomas Joint Vision area.  I own 260 acres and farm an additional 
2,000 acres.  The value of the land as habitat or open space exceeds the farming value 
of the land.  I urge you to include this area in the USB.  

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 
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ORAL COMMENT 13 

Diana Brazil, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

As a resident in the Natomas “boot” I believe that the Natomas Joint Vision plan should 
be included in the USB because there is no long term future for farming in this area.  It 
is surrounded by development, has connectivity to downtown Sacramento, and has 
existing infrastructure.  Also, please keep the public comment period open. 

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

ORAL COMMENT 14 

Dawn Cornelius, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

I am a resident in the Natomas “boot”.  I support the inclusion of the Natomas Joint 
Vision in the USB.  Please extend the public comment period to allow other residents to 
comment. 

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

ORAL COMMENT 15 

Jack Cornelius, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

I think it is very important that you consider the existing infrastructure and include the 
Natomas Joint Vision in the USB.   

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 
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ORAL COMMENT 16 

Ronald Costa, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

I urge you to develop in the Natomas “boot” and include it in the USB.  El Centro Road 
is rich with infrastructure and it is close to downtown.  It should be considered for 
development prior to other areas that don’t have infrastructure.   

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

ORAL COMMENT 17 

Ted Costa, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

The City of Sacramento should not be able to develop in the Natomas “boot” by 
circumventing the due process of the property owners in the area.  The County should 
make the planning decisions for this area.  Please extend the comment period so that 
the people in this area can make their case.   

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

ORAL COMMENT 18 

Jack Dewit, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

Please modify the USB to include the Natomas Joint Vision consistent with the MOU for 
the Natomas Joint Vision and the SACOG Blueprint.  Please keep the public comment 
period open. 

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 
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ORAL COMMENT 19 

Roxanne Fuentez, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009, August 10, 2009 

[Ms. Fuentez read the letter she submitted.  Refer to the letter dated July 13, 2009.] 

ORAL COMMENT 20 

Alan Khatoonian, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

My family owns land in the Natomas “boot” area.  Because of the Natomas proximity to 
the downtown core it has the greatest potential to develop as an extension of downtown 
and at a higher density and intensity than any other potential growth areas.  Please add 
this area to the USB.   

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

ORAL COMMENT 21 

Karen Klinger, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

The outreach process for this project has not been adequate.  Please approve a motion 
for a 1 year outreach process administered by a professional.  The Natomas Joint 
Vision area should be included within the USB. 

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 528 02-GPB-0105 

ORAL COMMENT 22 

Julie Linderman, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

I request that the decision on Draft EIR be postponed until more detail is known about 
the General Plan Update.  The General Plan Update is incomplete because it does not 
include enough information for the EIR to analyze.   

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

ORAL COMMENT 23 

Ken Murai, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

I believe it is short-sighted to think that the Natomas Joint Vision area will not be 
developed in the future and I support the inclusion of this area in the USB.  I request 
that the public comment period remain open. 

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

ORAL COMMENT 24 

Jeffery Norton, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

I have been farming in the Natomas Basin since 1980.  The Natomas Joint Vision area 
is not Prime Agricultural land.  Please include the Natomas Joint Vision area in the USB. 

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 
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ORAL COMMENT 25 

Coleen Perry, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

I am a long time resident of the Natomas “boot”.  I request that you grant support and 
consideration to the property owners in this area and extend the public comment period. 

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

ORAL COMMENT 26 

John Perry, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

I am a Natomas “boot” land owner and I would like to request that the comment period 
extension request be granted.  The EIR ignores the boot except as it relates to the 
Natomas Joint Vision.  I request that the commission consider the inclusion of the boot 
in the USB.  

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

ORAL COMMENT 27 

James Rae, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

[Mr. Rae discussed points raised in a letter submitted previously.  Refer to letter dated 
June 4, 2009 and June 30, 2009.] 
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ORAL COMMENT 28 

Rod Rosa, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

I have been a property owner in Natomas for decades.  Development in the area has 
made farming nonviable.  I request that the USB be extended to include the Natomas 
Joint Vision area. 

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

ORAL COMMENT 29 

Robert Ross, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

I recommend that the Mather bypass be upgraded during the first phase of construction 
of the Jackson Corridor. 

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

ORAL COMMENT 30 

Judith Waegell, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

The General Plan Update and the EIR should state that though the Jackson Visioning 
has been received and filed it has not been endorsed and adopted by the Board.  
Further, you cannot have consistency with the SSHCP because it has not yet been 
approved. 

Response  
The EIR does not analyze the Jackson Visioning because it is neither a part of this 
Project nor a Project pursuant to CEQA.  Comment noted. 
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ORAL COMMENT 31 

Bob Willet, individual; oral comment; July 13, 2009 

Please amend the Plan to include specifics about Arden Park.  If the plan would require 
sidewalks in Arden Park, I’d like to know who will pay for them.  All my utilities are in the 
way of where sidewalks would be.  I propose that you don’t need sidewalks. 

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 
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ORAL COMMENT 1 

Jim Pachl, Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk; oral comment; July 27, 2009 

Boot area residents have asked to be included in the General Plan.  Including this area 
in the General Plan would require a new EIR and would get wildlife agencies involved.  
The City is the agent for growth in this area.  This area is being addressed through the 
Natomas Joint Vision MOU between the City and the County.  I urge you not to 
recommend that the General Plan become the back door to the Joint Vision process. 

Response  
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR.  Comment noted. 

ORAL COMMENT 2 

Joseph Ruzich, President, Hazel Road Community Association; oral comment; 
July 27, 2009 

The public outreach is totally fraudulent and has never taken place.  This is a land grab 
and money transfer from private property owners to private developers.  Inadequate 
high density development is proposed in Arden Arcade.  Arden Arcade is a suburban 
area not an urban area.  The County will condemn houses under eminent domain.  
Traffic corridors are a substitute for an inadequate freeway system.  Cut through traffic 
will be diverted through Arden Park.  We are asking you to have the County come back 
with a comprehensive plan and bring that plan to the public and explain it.   

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 
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ORAL COMMENT 3 

Ted Costa, North State Building Industry Association; oral comment; July 27, 
2009 

Please recommend to the BOS that the NJV be included in the USB. The Board of 
Supervisors needs to address the problem of the NJV area being stolen without due 
process of law. 

Response  
This is a comment requesting a change to the proposed Project; this is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR.  This comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department and the hearing body for 
consideration. 

ORAL COMMENT 4 

Rob Burness, Environmental Council of Sacramento; oral comment; July 27, 2009 

[Mr. Burness raised points within a letter submitted by ECOS.  Refer to the letter dated 
July 27, 2009.] 

ORAL COMMENT 5 

Judith Lamare, Environmental Council of Sacramento; oral comment; July 27, 
2009 

[Ms. Lamare raised points within a letter submitted by ECOS.  Refer to the letter dated 
July 27, 2009.] 

ORAL COMMENT 6 

George E Phillips, Law Offices of George E Phillips on behalf of the Sacramento 
Rendering Company; oral comment; July 27, 2009 

[Mr. Phillips repeated points from a letter.  Refer to the letter dated July 13, 2009.] 
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ORAL COMMENT 7 

George E Phillips, Law Offices of George E Phillips for the Natomas Joint Vision 
Area; oral comment; July 27, 2009 

[Mr. Phillips repeated points from a letter.  Refer to the letter dated July 27, 2009.] 

ORAL COMMENT 8 

Brigette Fortier, individual; oral comment; July 27, 2009 

I support the effort to include the Natomas Joint Vision Plan in the USB. 

Response  
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR.  Comment noted. 

ORAL COMMENT 9 

Rozanne Fuentez, individual; oral comment; July 27, 2009 

[Ms. Fuentez read the letter she submitted previously.  Refer to the letter dated July 13, 
2009.] 

ORAL COMMENT 10 

Karen Klinger, individual; oral comment; July 27, 2009 

[Ms. Klinger repeated points from her letter.  Refer to the letter dated July 27, 2009.] 
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ORAL COMMENT 11 

Julie Linderman, individual; oral comment; July 27, 2009 

Why are we recommending an FEIR when we don’t have a final project?  The DEIR is 
insufficient for the following reasons:  1)  It is insufficient in discussing all the impacts 
such as sustaining existing communities and neighborhoods.  2)  It is insufficient in 
discussing how adverse effects might be mitigated.  It simply states significant and 
unavoidable.  3)  It is insufficient in discussing alternatives such as the “boot”.  4) It is 
insufficient in documenting other development plans, such as the Pedestrian Master 
Plan.   
Please postpone conclusions of the Projects until they can be adequately studied by 
people who don’t have a vested interest.  

Response  
This comment indicates that the EIR is insufficient but does not substantiate those 
assertions.  The EIR discusses all of the potential impacts of the Project that require 
study pursuant to CEQA (see the various topical chapters), recommends mitigation (see 
the Executive Summary for a complete list), includes multiple alternatives to the Project 
(the description of alternatives is within the Project Description chapter), and describes 
other relevant plans with respect to the Project (see the Traffic and Circulation chapter 
for discussions of the Pedestrian Master Plan). 

ORAL COMMENT 12 

John Perry, individual; oral comment; July 27, 2009 

I support the Natomas Joint Vision, but am frustrated because it seems the land owners 
in this area are being ignored.  The General Plan is an opportunity to include us in the 
USB.  Please include this area in the Urban Services Boundary. 

Response  
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR.  Comment noted. 
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ORAL COMMENT 13 

Bob Shattuck, Lennar Communities; oral comment; July 27, 2009 

Planning does not determine the number of people who will live in our air basin.  
Planning determines how to accommodate these people.  The people will come and 
drive and pollute whether we plan for them or not.  How we plan for these people may 
change their emissions profile to some degree, but those emissions will still be in our 
basin.  Climate change is a global issue, and people will have a carbon footprint 
wherever they live.  While reviewing the EIR keep in mind that emissions are grossly 
overestimated because CEQA has us assume net new people.  Don’t let air quality and 
climate change drive your planning decisions because the effects are overestimated. 

Response  
This comment articulates the argument that because climate change is a global 
phenomenon, projects merely change the location of origin of emissions – they do not 
create new emissions.  The EIR preparers agree with the basic premise that if people 
do not live here, they will live elsewhere and contribute emissions in that location, and 
that this will still contribute to climate change.  The EIR preparers do not agree with the 
conclusion that it is therefore a fallacy or overstatement to analyze the impacts of the 
emissions specific to our region.  The baseline is formed by considering the existing 
conditions within the existing jurisdictional or regulatory area.  Each Lead Agency must 
be responsible for offsetting any emissions that occurs within its area of purview.  This 
does not result in an overstatement of impacts, but in a logical apportioning of 
responsibility among jurisdictions. 

ORAL COMMENT 14 

Javed T. Siddiqui, individual; oral comment; July 27, 2009 

[Mr. Siddiqui discussed points raised in a letter.  Refer to letter dated July 10, 2009.] 

ORAL COMMENT 15 

Guy Spitzer, individual; oral comment; July 27, 2009 

I am speaking on behalf of the Machado family who owns 40 acres in the “boot”.  They 
support the Joint Vision effort and hope that the General Plan will not impede that effort 
and they hope that the USB will include their land. 

Response  
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR.  Comment noted. 
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ORAL COMMENT 16 

Amy Sterzik, individual; oral comment; July 27, 2009 

[Ms. Sterzik reiterated her comments presented at previous hearings. Refer to those 
comments and responses.] 

ORAL COMMENT 17 

Bob Willet, individual; oral comment; July 27, 2009 

[Mr. Willet repeated points from his letter.  Refer to the letter dated July 27, 2009.] 
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Planning Commission Comments 
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PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENT 1: TRANSPORTATION DIAGRAM 

The Sacramento County Department of Transportation (Sac DOT) recommended 
changes to the Transportation Plan of the Circulation Element (see RC-1).  The reason 
for these recommendations are generally as follows: 

• Downgrades: cumulative traffic will not reach sufficient volumes to require the 
larger facility size.  A downgrade to a smaller facility will adequately support 
traffic. 

• Upgrades, Limited Access Restrictions, and Transit Changes: recommended to 
offset unacceptable operating conditions disclosed in the DEIR. 

• Post-2030 Timing: DEIR analysis indicates that some improvements are not 
necessary to support the Project, but reserving the right-of-way may still be 
needed beyond the 20-year planning horizon of the General Plan. 

There are also changes made to correct errors.  In addition to the modifications below, 
Sac DOT recommends expanding the intent and use of the Continuous Right-Turn Lane 
to include use as a pass-through lane by transit vehicles.  All of these changes were 
endorsed by the Sacramento County Planning Commission. 
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Table RC-1: Recommended Modifications to the Transportation Plan of the Circulation Element (changes shown 
in bold) 

Roadway Limits GPU Designation Modified GPU Designation 

    

U Street W. 6th St – 28th St 4-lane Arterial 2-lane Collector 

Calvine Road Vineyard Rd – Grant Line Rd 6-lane Thoroughfare Post 2030 6-lane Thoroughfare 

Dry Creek Rd U St – Sac City limits 4-lane Arterial 2-lane Collector 

Eagles Nest Rd Jackson Rd – Grant Line Rd 4-lane Arterial 2-lane Collector 

Elder Creek Rd So. Watt Ave – Excelsior Rd 6-lane Thoroughfare Post 2030 6-lane Thoroughfare 

Excelsior Rd Jackson Rd – Gerber Rd 4-lane Arterial 6-lane Thoroughfare 

Florin Rd Excelsior Rd – Sunrise Blvd 6-lane Thoroughfare Post 2030 6-lane Thoroughfare 

Grant Line Rd White Rock Rd – Sunrise Blvd 6-lane Thoroughfare Limited Access, 6-lane Thoroughfare 

Hazel Ave Placer Co Line – Easton Valley 
Pkwy 

6-lane Thoroughfare 6-lane Thoroughfare, BRT mixed use lanes 

Jackson Rd So Watt Ave – Grant Line Rd 6-lane Thoroughfare, BRT mixed use lanes 6-lane Thoroughfare, BRT exclusive lanes 

Jackson Rd Stonehouse Rd – Murieta Pkwy Rural Collector 4-lane Arterial 

Metro Air Park Blvd Elverta Rd – Elkhorn Blvd 6-lane Thoroughfare Post 2030 6-lane Thoroughfare 

Power Inn Rd Folsom Blvd – Stockton Blvd 4-lane Arterial 4-lane Arterial, BRT mixed use lanes 

Power Inn Rd Stockton Blvd – Calvine Rd 6-lane Thoroughfare 6-lane Thoroughfare, BRT mixed use lanes 

So Watt Ave US 50 – Jackson Rd 6-lane Thoroughfare, BRT mixed use lanes 6-lane Thoroughfare, BRT exclusive lanes 

Scott Rd US 50 – Easton Valley Pkwy 6-lane Thoroughfare Limited Access, 6-lane Thoroughfare 

Stockton Blvd 65th Ave – Florin Rd 4-lane Arterial 6-lane Thoroughfare 

White Rock Rd Grant Line Rd – Scott Rd 4-lane Arterial Limited Access, 6-lane Thoroughfare 
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Response  
Downgrades were already analyzed as part of the Project Alternatives.  Changes 
proposed for the purpose of avoiding environmental effects, or because the analysis 
concluded that the facilities were unnecessary do not require additional analysis.  The 
County Department of Transportation indicates that the two corrections are to Jackson 
Road (Stonehouse Rd – Murieta Pkwy) and Stockton Blvd.  Traffic modeling conducted 
for the Project already assumed that the relevant section of Jackson Highway would be 
4 lanes in the cumulative condition, not the 2-lane collector shown; this error was known 
at the time.  Thus, this change will have no impact on the modeling. 

The traffic model did use the incorrect 4-lane assumption for Stockton Boulevard, but 
this change will not result in new impacts.  On the contrary, increasing the assumed 
sizing from 4 lanes to 6 lanes would improve operating conditions on this reach.  This 
result can be demonstrated by reviewing the modeling results for the No Project and 
Project scenarios.  The Project scenario assume 4 lanes, while the No Project assumes 
6 lanes (consistent with the existing General Plan designation).  The Existing scenario 
results in Level of Service D with 34,100 average daily trips and the Project scenario 
results in Level of Service E with 34,400 average daily trips.  Clearly, with only 300 
more average daily trips in the Project scenario it can be assumed that Project impacts 
would be very similar to those of the No Project scenario. 

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENT 2: POLICY CHANGES 

The Planning Commission recommended changes to General Plan policies within the 
following Elements: Agricultural, Air Quality, Circulation, Conservation, Land Use, Noise, 
Open Space, Public Facilities, and Safety.  The majority of these proposed changes are 
minor or were already discussed within the context of the DEIR.  Proposed changes are 
summarized by Element below, with their potential impacts to the EIR described; the full 
proposed changes are hereby incorporated by reference and are available for review at 
827 7th Street, Planning and Community Development Department, Sacramento, CA 
95814.  Changes in their entirety are also available for review on the Board of 
Supervisors website, as part of the agenda materials for hearings on the Project. 

Response  
Agricultural:  Changes are recommended to AG-1, -4, -5, Implementation Measure -5.d, 
-9, -12, Implementation Measure -15.a, and Implementation Measure -29.e.  One new 
measure, currently labeled AG-XX, was also recommended.  Many of the changes are 
minor or otherwise have no implications for the EIR analysis.  Those requiring some 
discussion are the changes to AG-1 and AG-5.  Adoption of the recommended changes 
would reduce the calculated Project impacts to farmlands, because Statewide 
Importance, Local Importance, or Unique Farmlands would only require mitigation if the 
impact occurred outside the Urban Services Boundary.  Nonetheless, these policies 
would still require a greater level of mitigation than existing policy (which does not offer 
protection to Statewide Importance,  Local Importance, or Unique farmlands at all).  
Since the Project would still result in greater protection of farmlands than the existing 
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condition, and the proposed change would reduce calculated Project impacts, EIR 
recirculation is not required to incorporate these changes; further analysis is not 
required. 

Air Quality:  Changes are recommended to AQ-3; -4; -5; -7; -10; and Implementation 
Measures -22.j, .k, and .l.  Most of the recommended changes add greater detail, and 
ultimately make the policies more robust.  These changes do not require further 
analysis.  The recommended change to AQ-4 would have Air Quality Mitigation Plans 
be subject to the review and “comment” rather than “endorsement” by the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District.  This change would return the policy to 
the existing condition, and thus would have no impact on the EIR analysis. 

Circulation:  Many changes to this Element have been recommended.  Modifications to 
policy language are recommended to CI-1, -8, -25, -30, -32, -37, -38, -44, and -45.  
Eight new Circulation policies (currently labeled CI-XX) have also been recommended.  
An entire new section of the Circulation Element called Smart Growth Streets is 
recommended, with new policies SS-1 through SS-15.  The policy modifications do not 
impact the EIR analysis.  New Circulation policies are either not relevant to the analysis 
(having to do with funding, for instance) or are beneficial policies that would support 
reductions in traffic impacts.  These do not require additional analysis.  The Smart 
Growth Streets section was already discussed in the DEIR, and was in fact 
recommended as mitigation; no further analysis is required. 

Conservation:  Changes are recommended to CO-53, -55, -63, -64, -75, -86, and -134.  
The recommendation was made to delete the entire Section I: Water Supply, Quality, 
and Conservation and replace it with a revised version proposed by the Sacramento 
County Department of Water Resources.  The changes to the policies either have no 
impact to the analysis, are beneficial, or were made to achieve consistency between 
this Element and the changes recommended in the Agricultural Element; no additional 
analysis is required.  The alternative Section I was proposed by the Sacramento County 
Department of Water Resources to more accurately reflect the current regulatory and 
policy framework for water supply.  This section was submitted to the Sacramento 
County Planning and Community Development Department prior to the release of the 
DEIR.  As a result, the DEIR has already included a discussion of this alternative 
section; no additional analysis is required. 

Land Use:  Changes are recommended to LU-3, -4, -7, -12, -13, -14, -15, -16, -17, -22, -
27, -28, -34, -46, -48, -50, -54, -76, -80, -87, -113, -116, -120, -121, -122, -123, and -
126.  Though many changes are recommended, they can be described as 
wordsmithing; the changes do not fundamentally alter the policies.  The 
recommendation was also made to include a new section on airports.  The new section 
on airports was proposed by the Sacramento County Airport System to more accurately 
reflect existing regulations and policy decisions regarding airport operation.  
Sacramento County Airport System comments on the DEIR indicated that this section 
would be beneficial (see Response 11-2); no additional analysis is required. 
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Noise:  A change was recommended to policy NO-16, which would delete the Noise 
Element exemption for daytime activities at schools, parks, and playgrounds.  This 
change does not require additional EIR analysis, for two reasons: 1) Plan-level analysis, 
such as was completed for the General Plan EIR, looks at general noise impacts, not 
user-specific noise scenarios, and 2) an exemption for these uses is already within the 
Noise Ordinance, and thus its inclusion in the General Plan was redundant. 

Open Space:  Changes were recommended to policies OS-1 and -8.  These changes 
are minor wording alterations.  No additional analysis is required. 

Public Facilities:  Changes were recommended to policies PF-7, -8, -9, -10, -11, -12, -
18, -20, -31, -38, -67, -84, -85, -89, -96, -99, -104, -108, -110, and -121.  The proposed 
changes correct typos and alter the wording of policies, but do not fundamentally alter 
the intent of the policies.  The Sacramento County Regional Parks Department and the 
Administrators of the Recreation and Park Districts recommended an alternative section 
to replace the entire section on local park acquisition.  This alternative language was 
submitted to the Sacramento County Planning and Community Development 
Department prior to release of the DEIR.  As a result, this alternative section was 
already discussed within the DEIR; no additional analysis is required. 

Safety:  Changes were recommended to SA-2, -4, -5, -7, -8, -12, -15, -16, -17, -18, -19, 
-20, and -26.  Some changes correct typos, some modify language to reflect the current 
conditions or ordinances, and others are wordsmithing changes that do not 
fundamentally alter the policies.  None of these changes require additional analysis. 

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENT 3: MITIGATION MEASURE LU-1 

The Planning Commission recommended the replacement of Mitigation Measure LU-1 
with a new measure.  Existing LU-1 requires that development of Grant Line East and 
the Jackson Highway Corridor be phased through master planning processes.  This 
mitigation specifies that the phasing would be based on geographic areas containing no 
more than a 10-year supply.  The replacement mitigation would be “criteria-based” 
rather than based on geographical areas.  The full text of the criteria-based approach, 
as presented to the Sacramento County Planning Commission on February 17, 2009, is 
below. 

PETITION PROCESS TO EVALUATE PROPOSALS TO INITIATE MASTER PLANNING  
Upon adoption of the General Plan, a formal petition process will be created and 
adopted via Resolution or Ordinance to receive and evaluate proposals from interested 
parties (herein referred to as “project proponent”) seeking to initiate a master planning 
process within adopted new growth areas (such as the Jackson Highway or Grant Line 
East areas). Interested project proponents will be required to file a petition with the 
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Planning and Community Development Department to demonstrate how their proposed 
project would be consistent with the required findings and criteria provided below.

1 

Planning staff will receive the proposal, evaluate its consistency with the given findings 
and criteria, and provide a detailed analysis and recommendation for the Board of 
Supervisors’ consideration. A hearing will be scheduled with the Board of Supervisors to 
discuss the merits of the proposal and to decide whether or not a master plan should be 
initiated for the proposed area. If the Board decides that a master plan should be 
initiated for the proposed area and makes the necessary findings, Planning staff and the 
project proponent will work together to decide the appropriate mechanism by which to 
master plan the area (e.g. County-initiated Specific or Community Plan, Special 
Planning Area, privately-initiated master plan application, or similar planning process or 
a combination thereof). Depending on the outcome of such discussions, additional input 
and/or action by the Board of Supervisors may be required. For example, if a Specific 
Plan process is found to be the most appropriate mechanism, the Board of Supervisors 
would need to formally initiate such a process, whereas other mechanisms may not 
require formal Board action. If the Board of Supervisors determines the petition does not 
meet the criteria and/or cannot make the required findings, they may decline the petition 
or request that it be modified and resubmitted.  

PROCESS STEP #1: INITIATING MASTER PLANNING PROCESSES WITHIN NEW GROWTH AREAS  
To initiate a master plan within a new growth area, the Board of Supervisors:  

1. Must find that the proposed project: 

a. Is adjacent to approved urban development within the Urban Policy Area. 

Requiring that new greenfield development be adjacent to approved urban 
development is necessary to avoid leapfrog development and ensure logical 
and efficient extension of infrastructure and services. The following definition 
of “adjacent” will be used to determine consistency with this criterion

2
: 

• not distant: nearby 

•  having a common endpoint or border 

• immediately preceding or following 

                                            

1 An appropriate fee (amount to be determined) will be collected for all proposals 
submitted to cover costs associated with Planning and other County staff analysis and 
the hearing process. 

2 Source: Merriam-Webster Dictionary 
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According to Merriam-Webster’s dictionary, the word adjacent “may or may 
not imply contact but always implies absence of anything of the same kind in 
between.” Therefore, “adjacent” makes the intent of the criterion clear while 
providing the Board with some flexibility for interpretation.  “Approved urban 
development” shall be defined as land designated for urban uses by the 
County’s or an adjacent city’s General Plan. Examples of land designated for 
urban uses include residential, commercial, office, employment and mixed 
use. For purposes of this finding, interim designations such as Urban 
Development Area (UDA) and Urban Reserve (UR) are not consistent with 
this definition.  

b. Comprises a logical, comprehensive and cohesive planning boundary. 

If a project proponent’s landholdings do not constitute a logical, 
comprehensive and cohesive planning boundary in and of themselves, the 
proposed project’s boundary should be drawn to include other landholdings 
as necessary to demonstrate consistency with this criterion.  

c. Is required to meet the County’s growth needs for the 2030 planning period of the 
adopted General Plan. 

Calculating holding capacity (i.e. the “supply”): Planning staff will provide a 
detailed analysis of the unincorporated County’s overall residential holding 
capacity by quantifying the existing, planned or assumed holding capacity of: 
1) vacant and underutilized parcels zoned for residential and agricultural-
residential uses; 2) commercial corridors; 3) previously planned communities, 
and; 4) pending master planning processes within new growth areas. 
Planning staff will use this analysis when evaluating petitions for master 
planning process. Project proponents may also submit supporting information 
and additional analysis for staff’s and the Board of Supervisor’s consideration.  

Calculating growth needs (i.e. the “demand”): Planning staff will use the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ (SACOG) latest growth 
projections for unincorporated Sacramento County, as established via the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) process, to determine the County’s 
growth needs for the 2030 planning period of the adopted General Plan. 
Project proponents may also submit supporting information and additional 
analysis for staff’s and the Board of Supervisor’s consideration.  

Comparing supply versus demand: The unincorporated County’s overall 
residential holding capacity (i.e. the “supply”) will be compared to the latest 
MTP projections (i.e. the “demand”) to determine whether or not the proposed 
project is necessary to meet the County’s growth needs for the 2030 planning 
period of the adopted General Plan. 

2. Will evaluate the proposed project’s consistency with the following criteria to 
determine feasibility and desirability of initiating a master planning process: 
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The proposed project… 

a. Can be planned and phased in a manner that will not adversely impact 
implementation of the County’s other growth management strategies, including 
infill development, commercial corridor revitalization and buildout of previously 
planned communities. 

b. Can be provided with infrastructure and services in a economically and 
environmentally sustainable manner. 

c. Can provide for the logical and economically efficient delivery of infrastructure 
and urban services to the affected population without impacting the cost or 
quality of infrastructure and services provided to other residents of Sacramento 
County. 

d. Is compatible with the following: Sacramento County’s General Plan; SACOG’s 
adopted Blueprint Vision and Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP); County-
adopted Habitat Conservation Plans; Regional Transit’s Master Plan; and other 
pertinent local, regional and statewide policies and plans. 

And that…  

e. A preponderance of the land is represented by active participants in the 
proposed master planning process. 

f. Transit service (either publicly or privately financed) will be provided to the area. 

PROCESS STEP #2: INITIATING ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW FOR A DRAFT MASTER PLAN  
Upon initiation of a master plan process, County staff will work with the project 
proponent, the public and other stakeholders to create a draft master plan for the area. 
This process will continue until the draft master plan is ready for environmental review. 
Before environmental review is initiated, a workshop will be scheduled with the County 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors to review the draft master plan and 
evaluate its consistency with the performance standards below. While discussion and 
comments will be encouraged at these workshops, the County Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors are not required to take formal action to initiate environmental 
review. 

PROCESS STEP #3: PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR MASTER PLAN APPROVAL  
All master plans will be expected to meet the following performance standards prior to 
adoption. Prior to or concurrent with adoption of any master plan within a new growth 
area, the Board of Supervisors: 

1. Must find that the proposed project: 

a. Is consistent with Sacramento County’s General Plan. 
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This finding requires that a proposed project be consistent with the goals, 
objectives and policies in the County’s General Plan but not the Land Use 
Diagram and Transportation Plan, as these maps will be amended to reflect 
adopted master plans. 

b. Is consistent/in compliance with (and will achieve all state-mandates and 
established targets per) the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), SB 
375 and County-adopted Climate Action Plans, and will not adversely impact the 
County’s or region’s ability to achieve said mandates and targets. 

Consistency with this finding will be determined given the best available 
information at the time of project approval, as state mandates and targets 
related to the Sacramento region, unincorporated County and/or individual 
master plans may change over time. 

c. Achieves a minimum residential density of 5.25 units/gross acre to achieve 
consistency with the goals and policies of the County’s General Plan and 
SACOG’s adopted Blueprint Vision and MTP. 

Sacramento County’s 2030 General Plan was scoped to achieve consistency 
with SACOG’s adopted Blueprint Vision, both in terms of accommodating its 
more robust growth assumptions for the unincorporated County as well as 
achieving its seven goals, which include more compact and transit-oriented 
development, offering a variety of housing and transportation choices, and 
mixing land uses. 

SACOG’s Blueprint and MTP were built on the assumption that new growth 
areas would be planned and built at a minimum density of 6.8 units/gross 
acre. The County has historically achieved a density of approximately 3.7 
units/gross acre. Accommodating the Blueprint and MTP’s more robust 
growth assumptions by expanding the UPA to perpetuate the low-density, 
auto-oriented development patterns of years past (i.e. urban sprawl) would 
not be consistent with the goals and policies of the County’s General Plan, 
the Blueprint or the MTP. Therefore, master plans must meet minimum 
density requirements to ensure some measure of consistency with the 
County’s General Plan, the Blueprint and the MTP. Although master planning 
processes should strive to achieve 6.8 units/gross acre, requiring that all 
master plans achieve such a minimum may be difficult to implement in all 
cases. Therefore, a minimum density of 5.25 units/gross acre (a compromise 
representing the median between the Blueprint/MTP assumption and the 
County’s historical average) is required. 

For purposes of this calculation, “gross acre” is defined as total acres within 
the proposed master plan area minus sensitive habitat targeted for 
preservation, rivers/streams/creeks (including appropriate buffers on either 
side) and areas within an airport’s 60 CNEL noise contour that limits density 
and intensity of development. 
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d. Accommodates at least 37% of residential units in multi-family densities as 
required by state law per the Regional Housing Needs Allocation.  

State Housing Element law (California Government Code Section 65583) 
requires cities and counties to provide “adequate” sites (i.e. vacant or 
underutilized parcels with appropriate zoning, infrastructure and services) to 
encourage provision of a variety of housing types for all income levels. The 
County is required to demonstrate that such adequate sites exist within the 
unincorporated area to accommodate its “fair share” of the region’s housing 
needs for five income levels, as determined by SACOG’s Regional Housing 
Needs Allocation (RHNA). Historically, the County has benefitted from an 
abundance of adequate sites for moderate and above moderate income 
households but has been challenged to provide adequate sites for extremely 
low, low and very low income households (generally land zoned RD-20 and 
above). Of the County’s total “fair share” allocation per the RHNA, 
approximately 37% should be affordable to extremely low, low and very low 
income households. 

It is extremely important that the County maintain compliance with state law 
by providing such adequate sites, particularly for the lower income categories. 
Failure to maintain compliance can result, either directly or indirectly, in one or 
more of the following: State of California Housing and Community 
Development (HCD) decertification of the County’s Housing Element; lawsuits 
related to non-compliance with state law and/or decertification; moratoriums 
on issuing building permits; inability for the County and Sacramento Housing 
and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) to pursue certain grant funds, and; 
requisite County-initiated rezoning of non-County owned land within existing 
communities to residential densities of RD-20 or above. In the late 1990’s and 
early 2000’s, Sacramento County experienced most of the above 
consequences due to non-compliance. 

The County’s RHNA changes every time the Housing Element is updated. As 
such, this requirement is intended to be adjusted as needed to comply with 
current and future allocations and/or changes to state law. Agricultural-
residential uses may be excluded from calculations to determine consistency 
with this finding at the direction of the Board of Supervisors. 

e. Transit service will be available to the area and will be phased in concurrently 
with development.  

If public transit is not available to serve the proposed project area, then 
alternative transit service must be provided. “Phased in concurrently” means 
that some level of transit service will be provided during the earlier phases of 
development (e.g. neighborhood shuttles, bus service, etc.) and that this 
service will increase and expand over time as buildout of the master plan 
occurs to include more robust and extensive transit service options (light rail, 
streetcar, bus rapid transit, or other high levels of service). 
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f. Will result in no negative impacts to County’s General Fund. 

2. Will evaluate the proposed project’s consistency with the following criteria:  

The proposed project…  

a. Is consistent with SACOG’s adopted Blueprint Vision and MTP; County-adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plans, Regional Transit’s Master Plan; and other pertinent 
local, regional and statewide policies and plans. 

b. Is a complete, sustainable community as described in the General Plan Land 
Use Element. 

c. Features residential and employment densities/intensities that will support 
provision of high quality transit services (light rail, bus rapid transit, streetcar, 
etc.) and appropriate concentrations of densities along major roads and at transit 
stops and activity centers that are supportive of such service. 

d. Improves the jobs-housing balance and the ratio between residential and 
commercial uses in the area (generally defined by a one-mile radius drawn from 
the boundary of the Master Plan application). 

e. Will be phased in a manner that would lead to the efficient and orderly buildout of 
the project itself. 

f. Will be provided with infrastructure and services in a financially and 
environmentally sustainable manner. 

g. Provides for economically efficient delivery of infrastructure and urban services to 
the affected population without impacting the cost or quality of infrastructure and 
services provided to other residents of Sacramento County.  

Notes: 

1. Master Plans should not be initiated within the Jackson Highway Area east 
of Excelsior Road or the Grant Line East area until the SSHCP is adopted. 
However, pre-application coordination between the County, landowners in 
these areas, and other stakeholders is highly encouraged. If the SSHCP is 
not adopted by 2012, Master Planning processes may be initiated within 
these areas. 

This requirement is important so as to not impede adoption of the SSHCP. 
Initiating master planning processes within areas that contain substantial 
vernal pool complexes prior to the adoption of the SSHCP may impact the 
schedule and cost associated with adoption of the SSHCP. The SSHCP is 
scheduled to be adopted in 2011. 
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2. All applicable county policies and regulations will be used to evaluate the 
project for final approval. 

Response  
The criteria-based phasing approach is contained in a multiple-page document, which 
due to length will not be repeated here.  It is hereby incorporated by reference, and is 
available for review at 827 7th Street, Planning and Community Development 
Department, Sacramento, CA 95661.  After a review of this document, which was 
published during the hearing process and has been the subject of public comment, the 
EIR preparers conclude that this measure could replace existing Mitigation Measure LU-
1 and would still mitigate the impact.  The criteria are spelled out in sufficient detail, and 
contain the types of provisions that will ensure the logical phasing of development within 
the Grant Line East and Jackson Highway Corridor areas.  Inclusion of this replacement 
measure would not require recirculation of the EIR. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENT 4: LANDOWNER REQUESTS 

Multiple landowners and/or their representatives testified before the Planning 
Commission to request that the proposed General Plan be modified to include additional 
properties.  The table below (Table RC-2) describes the requestor, the location of the 
request, a description of the request, and the potential impact to the EIR analysis should 
the request be approved.
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Table RC-2: Description of Landowner Requests and Effects on EIR Analysis 

Requestor Location Description of Request Potential Effects on EIR Analysis Planning Commission 
Recommendation 

Requests to Change Land Use Diagram Designations 

Cypress 
Abbey 

East of Highway 
99, south side of 
Grant Line Road; 
on the southeastern 
corner of the City 
of Elk Grove. 

Existing property includes 
37 acres designated as 
Extensive Industrial. 
Request is to change Land 
Use Diagram designation 
for 190 acres from Ag 
Cropland to Extensive 
Industrial.  

This proposal would result in significant impacts to 
Important Farmland, and potentially significant 
impacts to special status species.  While it may not 
be necessary to revise the Traffic Impact Analysis, 
the revision of the Project Description to include the 
redesignation of nearly 200 acres to a substantially 
different land use category is clearly substantial 
new information according to the provisions of 
CEQA.  Inclusion of this request would require 
recirculation of the Draft EIR. 

SUPPORTS 
REQUEST 

Supports request due to 
existing industrial 

designation on portion of 
property and economic 
development potential. 

Syndicorp 
North of Elverta 
Road, east of Rio 
Linda Boulevard. 

Change Land Use 
Diagram designation for 
34 acre property from Ag 
Cropland to Agricultural-
Residential.  

Though this relatively small change would not 
require revision of the Traffic Impact analysis, it 
would result in significant impacts to Important 
Farmland and potentially significant impacts to 
special status species.  This could be a significant 
increase in water demand for the Rio Linda/Elverta 
Water District, who would not have had an 
opportunity to review and comment upon impacts to 
their district.  For these reasons, this change would 
be considered substantial new information, and 
would require recirculation of the Draft EIR. 

NO 
RECOMMENDATION
No support was voiced 

for this request.  
Commission did not feel 

as though they had 
enough information to 
make recommendation. 

Wiedman 
Family 

East side of the 
town of Courtland. 

Request is to maintain the 
existing Low Density 
Residential Designation 
for 20 acres of a 34 acre 
property. 

The Project change in this area is considered a 
mapping error correction.  Should it be determined 
that Low Density Residential is actually the 
intended existing designation, approval of this 
request would have no impact.  This has no effect 
on the EIR analysis.  

Recommended that staff 
meet with the 

landowner/requestor to 
discuss request prior to 
Board of Supervisors' 
General Plan adoption 

hearings. 



Comments and Responses 

Sacramento County General Plan Update 554 02-GPB-0105 

Requestor Location Description of Request Potential Effects on EIR Analysis Planning Commission 
Recommendation 

Law 
Offices of 
Gregory 

Thatch for 
George 

Sugarman 

Southeast corner of 
Jackson and 
Sloughhouse 
Roads. 

Change Land Use 
Diagram designation for 
the 147.7-acre property 
from General Agricultural 
to Agricultural-
Residential. 

This proposal would result in significant impacts to 
Important Farmland, and potentially significant 
impacts to special status species.  Though the new 
traffic generation would be relatively low compared 
to the General Plan as whole, the California 
Department of Transportation has clearly indicated 
a need to review all projects sending significant 
individual trips onto the state highway system – this 
project would access Jackson Road, a state 
highway.  Inclusion of this request would be 
considered substantial new information, and would 
require recirculation of the Draft EIR. 

SUPPORTS 
REQUEST 

Supports request because 
it is an area of transition 

(from urban to non-
urban uses) where 

agricultural-residential 
uses are desirable. 

Taylor and 
Wiley for 
Teichert 

East of Grant Line 
Road in the 
northern portion of 
the proposed Grant 
Line East new 
growth area 

Change Land Use 
Diagram designation for 
three parcels (735 acres) 
from General Agricultural 
to Industrial Extensive and 
leave General Agricultural 
designation on remaining 
two parcels (143 acres) 

The actual analysis of impacts may not require 
substantial modification, given that development 
was assumed for the entire Grant Line East area.  
However, the revision of the Project Description to 
include the redesignation of such a large area to a 
substantially different land use category is clearly 
substantial new information according to the 
provisions of CEQA.  Inclusion of this request 
would require recirculation of the Draft EIR. 

SUPPORTS 
REQUEST 

Supports request because 
of existing long-term 
uses related to mining 
that are anticipated to 
continue through the 
horizon of the 2030 

General Plan. 
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Requestor Location Description of Request Potential Effects on EIR Analysis Planning Commission 
Recommendation 

Requests to Expand USB and/or UPA 

Various 

Known as the 
Natomas “Boot” 
area. Located 
between the 
Sacramento River 
and the western 
edge of the City of 
Sacramento (within 
Natomas Joint 
Vision Area). 

Include the Natomas 
“Boot” area within the 
USB and UPA.  Requires 
dissolution or modification 
of the Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) 
between the County of 
Sacramento and the City 
of Sacramento regarding 
the Natomas Joint Vision 
(NJV) project.  

Although the EIR analysis did assume some 
development within the general Natomas area, the 
level assumed is far below what would be generated 
by including the “Boot” proposal.  Inclusion would 
require major modifications to the EIR analysis.  
The most major points would be a revised Traffic 
Impact Study, and revisions to all chapters and 
studies which relied on that data: Air Quality 
assessment, noise analysis, water supply analysis, 
sewer service analysis, etc.  This would also require 
substantial revisions to discuss the implications of 
the project for the Natomas Basin Habitat 
Conservation Plan.  This would be substantial new 
information, and would require recirculation of the 
Draft EIR. 

SUPPORTS 
REQUEST 

Supports request to 
expand the USB as part 
of General Plan Update 

process to encompass the 
"Boot" area due to 

numerous landowners in 
the area requesting such 

action. 

Javed 
Siddiqui 

South and west of 
Sac International 
airport, adjacent to 
the Garden 
Highway and the 
Sacramento River 
(within Natomas 
Joint Vision Area). 

Include property in the 
USB and UPA to allow for 
eventual urban 
development.  

Issues are similar to those of the “Boot”.  
Modification of the Project Description to move the 
location of the USB and UPA would be substantial 
new information, and would require recirculation 
of the Draft EIR. 

DOES NOT SUPPORT 
REQUEST 

Discussed and 
recommended that the 
Board not support the 
request.  Recognized 

request as separate and 
distinct from the 

Natomas "Boot" request 
above. 

John M. 
Sullivan 

Southeast corner of 
Rancho Murieta 

Expand the USB and UPA 
such that it is contiguous 
with the Rancho Murieta 
PUD & CSD boundaries. 

Modification of the Project Description to move the 
location of the USB and UPA would be substantial 
new information, and would require recirculation 
of the Draft EIR. 

DOES NOT SUPPORT 
REQUEST 

No support was voiced 
related to this request. 
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Requestor Location Description of Request Potential Effects on EIR Analysis Planning Commission 
Recommendation 

Requests Related to Potential Phasing of New Growth Areas 

Lennar 
Homes 

East of the North 
Vineyard Station 
and Florin-
Vineyard Gap 
communities, west 
of Excelsior Road 
(aka “the Elbow 
area”). 

Request is to be included 
in Phase I of Planning 
staff’s recommended 
approach to phasing, and 
therefore designated 
immediately as Urban 
Development Area 
(UDA).  

Tracy 
Family 

 

North of the 
proposed Cordova 
Hills master plan, 
east of Grant Line 
Road. 

Request is to be included 
in Phase I of Planning 
staff’s recommended 
approach to phasing, and 
therefore designated 
immediately as Urban 
Development Area 
(UDA). 

Request resolved (or at 
least is less pertinent) 

given the County 
Planning Commission's 

recommendation to 
adopt a "Criteria-Based" 

approach to growth 
management rather than 
a "Phased" approach.  As 

such, no 
recommendation was 
made regarding this 

request. 

Law 
Offices of 

George 
Phillips for 

the 
Rendering 
Company 

North of Jackson 
Highway, west of 
Sunrise Boulevard. 

Request is to be included 
in Phase I of Planning 
staff’s recommended 
approach to phasing, and 
therefore designated 
immediately as Urban 
Development Area 
(UDA). 

There is the potential for this request, when viewed 
in combination with the other phasing requests, to 
be inconsistent with recommended mitigation.  It is 
clear that not all of these requests could be granted 
and still be consistent with the “Phased” mitigation. 
 Though recirculation would not be required, a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations and 
Findings of Fact would be required to support 
approval of the project with the impact 
unmitigated.  Since this request was made in the 
context of the “Phased” mitigation, the request is no 
longer applicable if the equivalent “Criteria-Based” 
mitigation is adopted. SUPPORTS 

REQUEST 
Voiced strong support 

for moving the rendering 
plant and developing the 

property with urban 
uses. 
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