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From: Jim Morgan and Lori Christensen
To: Shen. Jessie; PER-CEQA
Subject: BRECA Comments on the Draft SEIR for the Sacramento County Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)

Rezone Project
Date: Sunday, May 19, 2024 10:31:25 PM
Attachments: BRECA cmt Sac Co Rezone DSEIR.pdf

EXTERNAL EMAIL: If unknown sender, do not click links/attachments. 
If you have concerns about this email, please report it via the Phish Alert button.

Jessie Shen:
   I have attached the comments of the Butterfield-Riviera East Community Association
(BRECA) on the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Sacramento County
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Rezone Project.
 Please acknowledge receipt of this email.

   Also, if there is way for us to get on a list for people to be notified of activities on this
document and the general RHNA process, please add our name to that list.
 Thank you.

James Morgan
BRECA Secretary

LETTER 1

1-1

RTC-1-1

mailto:jmorgan1@ix.netcom.com
mailto:ShenJ@saccounty.gov
mailto:CEQA@saccounty.gov



BRECA	cmt	Sac	Co	Rezone	DSEIR	 	 	1	


	
	
	


	
Butterfield-Rivera	East	
			Community	Association	
P.O.	Box	276274	
Sacramento,	CA	95827	
	
	
May	19,	2024	
	


Jessie	Shen,	Senior	Planner	
Department	of	Community	Development	
Planning	and	Environmental	Review	Division	
827		7th		Street,	Room	225	
Sacramento,	CA	95814	
Via	e-mail:	CEQA@saccounty.net	&	shenj@saccounty.gov	
	
Re:	Comments	on	the	Draft	Subsequent	Environmental	Impact	Report	for	the	
Sacramento	County	Regional	Housing	Needs	Allocation	(RHNA)	Rezone	Project	
	
Jessie	Shen:	
	
These	are	the	comments	of	the	Butterfield-Riviera	East	Community	Association	
(BRECA)	concerning	the	Draft	Subsequent	Environmental	Impact	Report	for	the	
Sacramento	County	Regional	Housing	Needs	Allocation	(RHNA)	Rezone	Project	
(DSEIR).	
	
The	Butterfield-Riviera	East	Community	Association	(BRECA)	is	a	membership	
based	community	organization.		Our	goals	are	to	promote	citizen	involvement	and	
enhance	the	community.		The	boundaries	of	our	association	are	the	American	River	
on	the	north,	Folsom	Blvd.	on	the	south,	the	Mayhew	Drain	on	the	west,	and	Paseo	
Rio	Way	(both	sides	of	the	street)	on	the	east.	
	
As	explained	in	the	Executive	Summary	and	Chapters	1	and	2,	the	main	purpose	of	
the	RHNA	Rezone	Project	is	to	increase	the	number	of	dwelling	units	(du)	in	
unincorporated	Sacramento	County	zoned	to	lower	income	households	so	as	to	
meet	the	recently	revised	RHNA	numbers	plus	an	additional	margin.		Lower	income	
dwellings	are	defined	as	being	zoned	at	a	density	of	30	du/acre	or	greater.		A	
secondary	purpose	is	to	increase	the	zoning	of	moderate	income	dwellings.	
	
One	of	the	parcels	included	as	a	candidate	in	the	Sacramento	County	Rezone	Project	
lies	within	the	boundaries	of	our	Association:	It	has	Assessor	Parcel	Number	(APN)	
075-0020-015-0000,	and	is	identified	as	site	15	in	Appendix	PD-1	to	the	DSEIR.		
Another	parcel,	with	APN	075-0440-024-0000,	identified	as	site	16	in	Appendix	PD-
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1,	lies	immediately	to	the	east	of	our	Association	boundaries.		BRECA	has	been	
heavily	involved	for	at	least	two	decades	in	various	planning	efforts	concerning	the	
first	site.		The	first	site	is	along	Folsom	Blvd.,	immediately	opposite	the	Butterfield	
Light	Rail	Station,	and	is	approximately	14.7	acres	in	total.		It	consists	mostly	of	
fallow	field,	with	a	single	house	and	some	outbuildings	surrounded	by	trees.	
	
We	first	want	to	bring	to	your	attention	that	candidate	site	15	(as	identified	in	
Appendix	PD-1)	should	not	be	included	in	the	“lower	income”	category	of	the	
Rezone	Project	at	all	because	it	is	too	big.		California	Government	Code	Section	
65583.2(c)(2)	reads	in	part:	


“(B)	A	site	larger	than	10	acres	shall	not	be	deemed	adequate	to	
accommodate	lower	income	housing	need	unless	the	locality	can	
demonstrate	that	sites	of	equivalent	size	were	successfully	developed	during	
the	prior	planning	period	for	an	equivalent	number	of	lower	income	housing	
units	projected	for	the	site	or	unless	the	locality	provides	other	evidence	to	
the	department	that	the	site	can	be	developed	as	lower	income	housing….”	


	
As	noted	above,	the	candidate	site	15	(as	identified	in	Appendix	PD-1)	is	actually	
about	14.7	acres.		Current	zoning	for	the	site	dates	from	the	Riverstone	Square	
proposal	approved	by	the	Board	of	Supervisors	in	2007,	and	includes	about	2.3	
acres	of	dedicated	park	land	zoned	RD-0,	leaving	12.4	acres	developable	at	RD-20.		
Appendix	PD-1	indicates	that	the	acreage	rezoned	is	11.45	acres	(net).		Whether	the	
text	of	California	Government	Code	cited	above	refers	to	gross	or	net	acres,	the	site	
is	clearly	larger	than	allowed	by	the	cited	Code	for	lower	income	housing.	
	
The	DSEIR	makes	no	mention	of	this.		Nor	does	it	cite	any	examples	of		“…sites	of	
equivalent	size	(that)	were	successfully	developed	during	the	prior	planning	period	
for	an	equivalent	number	of	lower	income	housing	units….”		It	seems	likely	to	us	
that	there	are	none.		Are	there	any	sites	that	fulfill	this	criteria?	
	
Consequently,	as	the	main	purpose	of	the	Rezone	Project	is	to	zone	areas	with	
higher	density	to	increase	the	RHNA	numbers,	and	candidate	site	15	(as	identified	in	
Appendix	PD-1)	cannot	be	used	to	increase	those	numbers,	site	15	should	not	be	
included	as	lower	income	density	(i.e.	over	30	dwelling	units	[du]	per	acre)	zoning.			
We	point	out	that	the	proposed	rezone	has	many	more	additional	lower	income	
units	(973,	DSEIR	p.	2-3)	than	are	required	to	meet	the	RHNA	requirements.		Hence	
removing	Site	15	would	not	result	in	failure	to	achieve	the	main	goal	of	the	Rezone	
project.		Is	County	Planning	willing	to	modify	the	proposed	project	to	remove	
candidate	site	15	from	the	higher	density	category?		If	not,	why	not?	
	
The	second	point	that	we	would	like	to	make	is	that	the	DSEIR	appears	to	us	to	omit	
an	entire	subcategory	of	adverse	environmental	impact.		In	Chapter	4,	Aesthetics,	
there	is	a	subcategory	for	“Impact	AES-1:	Degrade	Existing	Visual	Character	or	
Quality	of	Public	Views.”		However,	there	is	no	category	for	degrading	of	“private	
views,”	even	when	said	views	would	be	experienced	by	a	large	number	of	people.		In	
particular,	we	point	out	that	the	“private	views”	of	residents	who	live	adjacent	to	
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candidate	sites	number	15	and	16	(as	described	in	Appendix	PD-1)	would	be	greatly	
degraded	by	the	zoning	proposed	in	the	Rezone	proposal.			
	
Regarding	site	15,	it	is	bordered	on	the	North	by	single	family	detached	houses,	
most	of	which	are	single	story,	with	a	few	two	story.		On	the	west	it	is	bordered	by	
duplexes,	which	are	all	single	story.		As	these	residents	look	out	from	their	back	
yards,	as	noted	above,	they	currently	see	an	open	field	with	a	single	one	story	house	
and	some	outbuildings	(site	15).		If	the	Rezone	proposal	were	to	take	effect,	and	
development	occur	at	the	proposed	density	of	40	du/acre,	this	view	would	change	
to,	most	likely,	one	or	more	large	apartment	or	condominium	buildings	averaging	
about	four	(4)	stories	in	height.		This	would	of	course	tremendously	degrade	their	
“private”	view.	
	
Site	16	(as	described	in	Appendix	PD-1)	likewise	has	single	family	homes,	one	and	
two	story,	to	the	north.		These	would	be	adversely	affected	by	the	proposed	40	
du/acre	zoning	of	this	site.	
	
We	are	of	course	aware	that	the	current	zoning	for	site	15	(as	described	in	Appendix	
PD-1)	is	for	20	du/acre	for	most	of	the	site.		The	final	plan	of	this,	in	the	Riverstone	
Square	proposal,	was	for	a	combination	of	small	detached	single	family	homes	to	the	
north	and	west,	and	row	houses	to	the	south	and	east.		Those	would	have	been	two	
(2)	or	three	(3)	stories	high.		We	view	this	as	marginally	compatible	with	
surrounding	construction.		If	this	zoning	was	used	for	apartments	or	condominiums,	
it	would	most	likely	be	two	(2)	stories	on	average.		So	a	change	to	40	du/acre	would	
be	a	significant	change.	
	
We	add,	as	cited	in	the	DSEIR	(p.	4-16	and	4-17),	the	following	land	use	policies	
from	the	Sacramento	County	General	Plan:	


“LU-18.	Encourage	development	that	compliments	the	aesthetic	style	and	
character	of	existing	development	nearby	to	help	build	a	cohesive	identity	for	
the	area.”	
“LU-102.	Ensure	that	the	structural	design,	aesthetics	and	site	layout	of	new	
developments	is	compatible	and	interconnected	with	existing	development.”	


	
It	is	strikingly	obvious	that	the	proposed	rezone	of	candidate	sites	15	and	16	(as	
described	in	Appendix	PD-1)	to	40	du/acre,	are	inconsistent	with	the	above	land	use	
policies.		If	developed	per	the	proposed	zoning	it	would	constitute	a	significant	
adverse	effect	on	the	environment	of	the	neighbors.			
	
We	also	add	that	it	appears	that	there	may	be	many	of	the	sites	in	the	Rezone	
proposal	that	would	have	the	same	situation	as	sites	15	and	16	(as	described	in	
Appendix	PD-1).	
	
The	failure	to	disclose	this	effect	renders	the	DSEIR	inadequate	under	the	California	
Environmental	Quality	Act	(CEQA).	
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On	a	side	note,	we	point	out	that	there	is	an	inconsistency	between	the	site	
designations	in	Appendix	PD-1	and	Appendix	AES-1.		APN	075-0020-015-0000,	is	
identified	as	site	number	15	in	Appendix	PD-1	to	the	DSEIR.		However,	in	Appendix	
AES-1,	it	is	identified	as	site	number	37.		APN	075-0440-024-0000,	is	identified	as	
site	16	in	Appendix	PD-1,	but	as	site	number	34	in	Appendix	AES-1.		It	appears	that	
most	or	all	of	the	site	numbers	in	Appendix	PD-1	are	inconsistent	with	those	in	
Appendix	AES-1.		This	likely	confuses	many	people.		Inasmuch	as	much	of	the	text	of	
the	main	document	refers	to	site	numbers	without	clarification	of	which	Appendix	
this	should	refer	to,	this	needs	to	be	fixed	in	the	final	environmental	document.		This	
is	also	why	our	comments	above	refer	repeatedly	to	Appendix	PD-1	as	the	source	of	
the	site	number.	
	
On	another	note,	we	also	want	to	comment	on	traffic	impacts.		We	see	that,	
according	to	DSEIR	Chapter	10,	Transportation,	traffic	congestion	and	Level	Of	
Service	have	been	deemed	to	be	not	significant	effects	under	CEQA.		None-the-less,	
we	are	concerned	about	the	impact	of	the	large	number	of	vehicles	that	would	be	
added	to	our	streets	by	the	proposed	high	density	zoning.		We	are	particularly	
concerned	about	the	combined	impact	of	sites	15	and	16	(as	described	in	Appendix	
PD-1)	on	the	intersection	of	Folsom	Blvd.	and	Bradshaw	Road.		This	intersection	is	
already	projected	to	be	a	Level	of	Service	F	in	the	future.		More	traffic	will	only	make	
things	worse.		Although	we	do	not	expect	the	DSEIR	to	address	this	question,	we	do	
intend	to	bring	it	to	the	attention	of	the	Board	of	Supervisors.	
	
We	look	forward	to	your	response	to	these	comments.			
	
You	may	contact	us	at	jmorgan1@ix.netcom.com.	
	
Thank	you	for	your	attention	to	these	matters.	
	
	
James	Morgan	
BRECA	Secretary	
	
	
Gay	Jones	
BRECA	Chair	
	
	
	
Cc:	Sacramento	County	Supervisor	Pat	Hume	
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Butterfield-Rivera	East	
			Community	Association	
P.O.	Box	276274	
Sacramento,	CA	95827	

May	19,	2024	

Jessie	Shen,	Senior	Planner	
Department	of	Community	Development	
Planning	and	Environmental	Review	Division	
827		7th		Street,	Room	225	
Sacramento,	CA	95814	
Via	e-mail:	CEQA@saccounty.net	&	shenj@saccounty.gov	

Re:	Comments	on	the	Draft	Subsequent	Environmental	Impact	Report	for	the	
Sacramento	County	Regional	Housing	Needs	Allocation	(RHNA)	Rezone	Project	

Jessie	Shen:	

These	are	the	comments	of	the	Butterfield-Riviera	East	Community	Association	
(BRECA)	concerning	the	Draft	Subsequent	Environmental	Impact	Report	for	the	
Sacramento	County	Regional	Housing	Needs	Allocation	(RHNA)	Rezone	Project	
(DSEIR).	

The	Butterfield-Riviera	East	Community	Association	(BRECA)	is	a	membership	
based	community	organization.		Our	goals	are	to	promote	citizen	involvement	and	
enhance	the	community.		The	boundaries	of	our	association	are	the	American	River	
on	the	north,	Folsom	Blvd.	on	the	south,	the	Mayhew	Drain	on	the	west,	and	Paseo	
Rio	Way	(both	sides	of	the	street)	on	the	east.	

As	explained	in	the	Executive	Summary	and	Chapters	1	and	2,	the	main	purpose	of	
the	RHNA	Rezone	Project	is	to	increase	the	number	of	dwelling	units	(du)	in	
unincorporated	Sacramento	County	zoned	to	lower	income	households	so	as	to	
meet	the	recently	revised	RHNA	numbers	plus	an	additional	margin.		Lower	income	
dwellings	are	defined	as	being	zoned	at	a	density	of	30	du/acre	or	greater.		A	
secondary	purpose	is	to	increase	the	zoning	of	moderate	income	dwellings.	

One	of	the	parcels	included	as	a	candidate	in	the	Sacramento	County	Rezone	Project	
lies	within	the	boundaries	of	our	Association:	It	has	Assessor	Parcel	Number	(APN)	
075-0020-015-0000,	and	is	identified	as	site	15	in	Appendix	PD-1	to	the	DSEIR.		
Another	parcel,	with	APN	075-0440-024-0000,	identified	as	site	16	in	Appendix	PD-
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1,	lies	immediately	to	the	east	of	our	Association	boundaries.		BRECA	has	been	
heavily	involved	for	at	least	two	decades	in	various	planning	efforts	concerning	the	
first	site.		The	first	site	is	along	Folsom	Blvd.,	immediately	opposite	the	Butterfield	
Light	Rail	Station,	and	is	approximately	14.7	acres	in	total.		It	consists	mostly	of	
fallow	field,	with	a	single	house	and	some	outbuildings	surrounded	by	trees.	

We	first	want	to	bring	to	your	attention	that	candidate	site	15	(as	identified	in	
Appendix	PD-1)	should	not	be	included	in	the	“lower	income”	category	of	the	
Rezone	Project	at	all	because	it	is	too	big.		California	Government	Code	Section	
65583.2(c)(2)	reads	in	part:	

“(B)	A	site	larger	than	10	acres	shall	not	be	deemed	adequate	to	
accommodate	lower	income	housing	need	unless	the	locality	can	
demonstrate	that	sites	of	equivalent	size	were	successfully	developed	during	
the	prior	planning	period	for	an	equivalent	number	of	lower	income	housing	
units	projected	for	the	site	or	unless	the	locality	provides	other	evidence	to	
the	department	that	the	site	can	be	developed	as	lower	income	housing….”	

As	noted	above,	the	candidate	site	15	(as	identified	in	Appendix	PD-1)	is	actually	
about	14.7	acres.		Current	zoning	for	the	site	dates	from	the	Riverstone	Square	
proposal	approved	by	the	Board	of	Supervisors	in	2007,	and	includes	about	2.3	
acres	of	dedicated	park	land	zoned	RD-0,	leaving	12.4	acres	developable	at	RD-20.		
Appendix	PD-1	indicates	that	the	acreage	rezoned	is	11.45	acres	(net).		Whether	the	
text	of	California	Government	Code	cited	above	refers	to	gross	or	net	acres,	the	site	
is	clearly	larger	than	allowed	by	the	cited	Code	for	lower	income	housing.	

The	DSEIR	makes	no	mention	of	this.		Nor	does	it	cite	any	examples	of		“…sites	of	
equivalent	size	(that)	were	successfully	developed	during	the	prior	planning	period	
for	an	equivalent	number	of	lower	income	housing	units….”		It	seems	likely	to	us	
that	there	are	none.		Are	there	any	sites	that	fulfill	this	criteria?	

Consequently,	as	the	main	purpose	of	the	Rezone	Project	is	to	zone	areas	with	
higher	density	to	increase	the	RHNA	numbers,	and	candidate	site	15	(as	identified	in	
Appendix	PD-1)	cannot	be	used	to	increase	those	numbers,	site	15	should	not	be	
included	as	lower	income	density	(i.e.	over	30	dwelling	units	[du]	per	acre)	zoning.			
We	point	out	that	the	proposed	rezone	has	many	more	additional	lower	income	
units	(973,	DSEIR	p.	2-3)	than	are	required	to	meet	the	RHNA	requirements.		Hence	
removing	Site	15	would	not	result	in	failure	to	achieve	the	main	goal	of	the	Rezone	
project.		Is	County	Planning	willing	to	modify	the	proposed	project	to	remove	
candidate	site	15	from	the	higher	density	category?		If	not,	why	not?	

The	second	point	that	we	would	like	to	make	is	that	the	DSEIR	appears	to	us	to	omit	
an	entire	subcategory	of	adverse	environmental	impact.		In	Chapter	4,	Aesthetics,	
there	is	a	subcategory	for	“Impact	AES-1:	Degrade	Existing	Visual	Character	or	
Quality	of	Public	Views.”		However,	there	is	no	category	for	degrading	of	“private	
views,”	even	when	said	views	would	be	experienced	by	a	large	number	of	people.		In	
particular,	we	point	out	that	the	“private	views”	of	residents	who	live	adjacent	to	

1-2,
cont

1-3

1-4

RTC-1-3

ShenJ
Line

ShenJ
Line

ShenJ
Line

ShenJ
Line

ShenJ
Line

ShenJ
Line

ShenJ
Line



BRECA	cmt	Sac	Co	Rezone	DSEIR	 	3	

candidate	sites	number	15	and	16	(as	described	in	Appendix	PD-1)	would	be	greatly	
degraded	by	the	zoning	proposed	in	the	Rezone	proposal.			

Regarding	site	15,	it	is	bordered	on	the	North	by	single	family	detached	houses,	
most	of	which	are	single	story,	with	a	few	two	story.		On	the	west	it	is	bordered	by	
duplexes,	which	are	all	single	story.		As	these	residents	look	out	from	their	back	
yards,	as	noted	above,	they	currently	see	an	open	field	with	a	single	one	story	house	
and	some	outbuildings	(site	15).		If	the	Rezone	proposal	were	to	take	effect,	and	
development	occur	at	the	proposed	density	of	40	du/acre,	this	view	would	change	
to,	most	likely,	one	or	more	large	apartment	or	condominium	buildings	averaging	
about	four	(4)	stories	in	height.		This	would	of	course	tremendously	degrade	their	
“private”	view.	

Site	16	(as	described	in	Appendix	PD-1)	likewise	has	single	family	homes,	one	and	
two	story,	to	the	north.		These	would	be	adversely	affected	by	the	proposed	40	
du/acre	zoning	of	this	site.	

We	are	of	course	aware	that	the	current	zoning	for	site	15	(as	described	in	Appendix	
PD-1)	is	for	20	du/acre	for	most	of	the	site.		The	final	plan	of	this,	in	the	Riverstone	
Square	proposal,	was	for	a	combination	of	small	detached	single	family	homes	to	the	
north	and	west,	and	row	houses	to	the	south	and	east.		Those	would	have	been	two	
(2)	or	three	(3)	stories	high.		We	view	this	as	marginally	compatible	with	
surrounding	construction.		If	this	zoning	was	used	for	apartments	or	condominiums,	
it	would	most	likely	be	two	(2)	stories	on	average.		So	a	change	to	40	du/acre	would	
be	a	significant	change.	

We	add,	as	cited	in	the	DSEIR	(p.	4-16	and	4-17),	the	following	land	use	policies	
from	the	Sacramento	County	General	Plan:	

“LU-18.	Encourage	development	that	compliments	the	aesthetic	style	and	
character	of	existing	development	nearby	to	help	build	a	cohesive	identity	for	
the	area.”	
“LU-102.	Ensure	that	the	structural	design,	aesthetics	and	site	layout	of	new	
developments	is	compatible	and	interconnected	with	existing	development.”	

It	is	strikingly	obvious	that	the	proposed	rezone	of	candidate	sites	15	and	16	(as	
described	in	Appendix	PD-1)	to	40	du/acre,	are	inconsistent	with	the	above	land	use	
policies.		If	developed	per	the	proposed	zoning	it	would	constitute	a	significant	
adverse	effect	on	the	environment	of	the	neighbors.			

We	also	add	that	it	appears	that	there	may	be	many	of	the	sites	in	the	Rezone	
proposal	that	would	have	the	same	situation	as	sites	15	and	16	(as	described	in	
Appendix	PD-1).	

The	failure	to	disclose	this	effect	renders	the	DSEIR	inadequate	under	the	California	
Environmental	Quality	Act	(CEQA).	

1-4, 
cont
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